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CHAPTER IV
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The organization of this chapter is similar to
Chapter lll. The description of each outstand-
ingly remarkable value (ORV) and the social
and economic conditions provide the founda-
tion for the effects discussed in the chapter.
Each affected resource is introduced with key
indicators, models, technical assumptions,
analysis boundary, and analysis intensity. Di-
rect, indirect, and cumulative effects are dis-
closed. This chapter consists of the following
sections:

® [ntroduction
e Environmental Consequences on the Sce-

nic Resources Outstandingly Remarkable
Value

Environmental Consequences on the
Recreation Resources Outstandingly Re-
markable Value and Related Social Condi-
tions

Environmental Consequences on the
Geologic Outstandingly Remarkable Val-
ue

Environmental Consequences on the
Wildlife Outstandingly Remarkable Value

Environmental Consequences on the
Fisheries Outstandingly Remarkable Val-
ue

Environmental Consequences on the His-
toric and Prehistoric Cultural Resources
Outstandingly Remarkable Value

Environmental Consequences on the
Vegetative and Botanical Resources Out-
standingly Remarkable Value

Environmental Consequences on the
Ecological Outstandingly Remarkable Vai-
ue

Environmental Consequences on the
Socio-Economic Environment

Potential Conflicts with Plans and Policies
of Other Jurisdictions

Probable Adverse Environmental Effects
That Cannot Be Avoided

Relationship Between Short-term Use and
Long-term Productivity

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment
of Resources

Environmental Effects Unchanged by Al-
ternatives

Specifically Required Disclosures

INTRODUCTION

Environmental consequences are the estimat-
ed physical, biological, social, and economic
effects that would result from implementing
each of the alternatives described in Chapter II.
This chapter describes the scientific and analyt-
ic basis for the comparison of alternatives. The
effects of the components of the environment
that result from the implementation of alterna-
tives are discussed in terms of their direct and
indirect effects as well as the cumulative
effect(s) that could potentially occur in the rea-
sonably foreseeable future through the remain-
der of the planning decade.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS

Direct and indirect effects occur in the corridor
from management activities. They are also the
consequences expected to occur from imple-
mentation of each alternative. Direct effects are
caused by the action and occur at the time and
place. Indirect effects are caused by the action
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and occur later in time or are farther removed in
distance.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The cumulative effects are the sum of the direct
and indirect effects of each alternative, as well
as the effects of activities anticipated in the rea-
sonably foreseeable future.

The analysis and disclosure of cumulative ef-
fects is required by the NEPA. It provides a
method by which the ID Team, the public, and
the responsible official can assess the spatial
and timing characteristics and effects of activi-
ties that could occur with implementation of the
selected alternative. For purposes of this analy-
sis the reasonably foreseeable future is defined
as a planning decade through the year 2003.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE SCENIC
RESOURCES OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE VALUE

Although the potential environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and its alterna-
tives on the scenic ORV were not identified as a
significant issue, they are presented here to en-
sure full disclosure of potential environmental
effects and the protection and enhancement of
the ORV.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act sets the frame-
work for displaying the value of the scenery
through the following definitions:

- Wild river areas - Those rivers or sections of
rivers that are free of impoundments and
generally inaccessible except by trail, with
watersheds or shorelines essentially primi-
tive, and waters unpolluted. These repre-
sent vestiges of primitive America.

- Scenic river areas - Those rivers or sections
of rivers that are free of impoundments, with
shorelines or watersheds still largely primi-
tive, and shorelines largely undeveloped,
but accessible in places by roads.

Based on the great contrasts of landform, vege-
tation, color, climate and sound the scenery
within the river corridor is an outstandingly re-
markable value (reference Chapter Ill). The
landscape elements of landform, vegetation,
water, color, and related factors that result in
notable or exemplary visual features and/or at-
tractions were used in this determination. When
analyzing scenic values, additional factors such
as seasonal changes in vegetation, amount of
cuitural change, and the length of time sights
are generally viewed may be considered.

The Visitor Use Study displays the importance
of scenery and the primitive setting of the river
corridor as viewed by river users (reference
analysis file). When asked a series of questions
on why they visited the Wild and Scenic Snake
River, users responded as follows:

- ‘view the scenery" 97% agreed/
strongly agreed
89% agreed/
strongly agreed
71% agreed/
strongly agreed
86% agreed/
strongly agreed

- ‘'be close to nature”
- *ind some solitude*

- ‘"enjoy peace and
quiet*

The ROS naturalness/visual quality category for
river management (reference analysis file) and
VQO are used to analyze environmental conse-
quences of the aiternatives on the scenery of
the river corridor. The river corridor defines the
analysis boundary for the direct and indirect
effects, while the canyon defines the analysis
boundary for the cumulative effects.

Reference Tables lll-1 and lll-2 for the presenta-
tion of the naturalness/visual quality objectives
for management areas.

In the following description of effects to the sce-
nic ORV, the desired setting for the ROS natu-
ralness characterization is used to identify man-
agement emphasis and does not imply the
prohibition of permitted types of use simply be-
cause the activity or facility is not included in the
classification title/description. As stated in
Chapter ll, Mitigation Common to All Action Al-
ternatives, a scenery survey would be conduct-
ed by the end of calendar year 1996 to establish
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the baseline for naturalness and visual quality
settings.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS -
WILD SECTION

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A the wild section would continue
to be managed as semi-primitive, motorized
with a largely undisturbed natural environment
and little evidence of human development. Nav-
igation markers, picnic tables, and all structures
would be left in place, although the pit toilets at
all river campsites would be removed. Naviga-
tion markers, picnic tables, and structures
would continue to moderately detract from the
intended primitive characteristics and the per-
ception of remoteness,

The administrative sites at Kirkwood Historic
Ranch and Hells Canyon Dam would continue
to be managed in accordance with the site de-
velopment plans to reduce impacts to the de-
sired primitive characteristics and perception of
remoteness of the semi-primitive motorized
ROS category.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B the wild section would be man-
aged as semi-primitive, motorized with a largely
undisturbed natural environment and little evi-
dence of human development. Picnic tables
and all structures would be left in place; naviga-
tion markers and pit toilets at all river campsites,
the metal shed upstream from Pittsburg admin-
istrative site, and the silos at Kirkwood Historic
Ranch would be removed. Picnic tables would
slightly detract from maintaining the intended
ROS setting for the general corridor of the wild
section,

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table lli-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
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unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturalness set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of low
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development.

Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a
largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C the wild section would be man-
aged as semi-primitive, motorized with a largely
undisturbed natural environment and little evi-
dence of human development. Navigation
markers would be left in place. Picnic tables
(except at Kirkwood) and pit toilets at all river
campsites, the metal shed upstream from Pitts-
burg administrative site, and the metal silos at
the Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be re-
moved. The presence of navigation markers
would slightly detract from maintaining the in-
tended ROS setting for the general corridor in
the wild section.

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek,
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table lll-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturalness set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of low
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
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istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development.

Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a
largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would manage the wild section
from Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood Historic
Ranch as semi-primitive, non-motorized during
the primary season and as semi-primitive, mo-
torized during the secondary season, both with
the objective of providing a largely undisturbed
natural environment with little evidence of hu-
man development. The Kirkwood to Pittsburg
section would be managed as semi-primitive,
motorized, year-round. Navigation markers, pic-
nic tables (except at Kirkwood) and pit toilets at
all river campsites, the metal shed upstream
from Pittsburg administrative site, and the metal
silos at Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be re-
moved. Removal of these facilities would benefit
the maintenance of the intended ROS setting
for the general corridor in the wild section.

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek,
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table lll-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturainess set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of low
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development. '

Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a

largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.

ALTERNATIVE E

In Alternative E the wild section from Hells Can-
yon Dam to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be
managed as both semi-primitive, non-
motorized and semi-primitive, motorized but on
alternating weeks during the primary season;
and as semi-primitive, motorized during the
secondary season. The Kirkwood to Pittsburg
section would be managed as semi-primitive,
motorized, year-round. All of these would pro-
vide for the objective of a largely undisturbed
natural environment with little evidence of hu-
man development. Navigation markers would
be removed in the Hells Canyon Dam to Kirk-
wood portion but left in the Kirkwood to Pitts-
burg section. Picnic tables (except at Kirkwood)
and pit toilets at all river campsites, the metal
shed upstream from Pittsburg administrative
site, and the metal silos at Kirkwood Historic
Ranch would be removed. Removal of these
facilities would benefit the maintenance of the
intended ROS setting for the general river corri-
dor from Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood. The
maintenance of navigation markers in the Kirk-
wood to Pittsburg section would slightly detract
from maintaining the intended ROS setting in
the general corridor of this section.

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek,
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table lll-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturalness set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of iow
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development.
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Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a
largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.

ALTERNATIVE F

Iin Alternative F the entire wild section would be
managed as primitive, year-round with the ob-
jective of providing an unmodified natural envi-
ronment and no evidence of human develop-
ment. Navigation markers, picnic tables
(including Kirkwood) and pit toilets at all river
campsites, the metal shed upstream from Pitts-
burg administrative site, and the metal silos at
Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be removed.
Removal of these facilities would enhance the
intended ROS setting in the general corridor of
the wild section.

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek,
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table li-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturalness set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of low
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

The Kirkwood Historic Ranch interpretative
services would be eliminated and the historic
structures maintained for structural mainte-
nance and would be managed as a historic
structure as noted below.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development.

Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a
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largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

In Alternative G the wild section would be man-
aged as semi-primitive, motorized through the
majority of the primary season. During the non-
motorized periods 21 miles of the wild section
would be managed as semi-primitive, non-
motorized. Both of these ROS characteristics
would provide for a largely undisturbed natural
environment with little evidence of human devel-
opment. Navigation markers would be removed
in the Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood portion of
the river. Picnic tables (except at Kirkwood) and
pit toilets at all river campsites, and the metal
silos at the Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be
removed to benefit the intended ROS setting for
the general corridor. The presence of naviga-
tion markers in the Kirkwood Historic Ranch to
Pittsburg Landing portion of the river would
slightly detract from maintaining the intended
ROS setting within the general corridor.

The administrative sites at Hells Canyon Creek,
Sheep Creek, Sand Creek, Temperance Creek,
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch would continue to
be managed in accordance with their individual
site development plans to achieve the ROS set-
tings addressed in Table ll-1. These administra-
tive sites would create patches within the gener-
al river corridor that would be inconsistent with
the desired naturalness setting that provides an
unmodified natural environment with no evi-
dence of human development. Although en-
counters at these administrative sites would not
be consistent with the desired naturalness set-
ting, the encounter would generally be of low
extensity and low to moderate intensity.

Historic structures within the general corridor
would be managed to maintain subtle alter-
ations to the landscape, with natural character-
istics remaining dominant and with moderate
evidence of human development.

Scientific monitoring stations would continue to
be operated with the objective of maintaining a
largely undisturbed natural environment with lit-
tle evidence of human development.
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS -
SCENIC SECTION

The scenic section would be managed as semi-
primitive, motorized in Alternatives C through G,
with the objective of providing a largely undis-
turbed natural environment with little evidence
of human development. Under Alternative B, the
scenic section would be managed as modified
natural river with the objective of providing a
modified landscape with moderate evidence of
human development. Pit toilets would be re-
moved from all river campsites as would the
metal shed upstream from Pittsburg administra-
tive site. Navigation markers and picnic tables
would remain. The presence of navigation
markers and picnic tables would moderately
detract from the intended ROS setting within the
general corridor of the scenic section, with the
exception of Alternative B which would be in
compliance with the modified natural river set-
ting.

For all alternatives, the administrative sites at
Pittsburg Landing (both Oregon and Idaho),
Dug Bar, Copper Creek, and Cache Creek
would be managed in accordance with their
individual site development plans to achieve the
ROS settings addressed in Table Ili-2, with the
exception of Alternative B which would be man-
aged pursuant to the opportunity classes pre-
sented in the LAC recommendations. These ad-
ministrative sites would create patches within
the general river corridor that would be incon-
sistent with the desired naturalness setting that
provides for a largely undisturbed natural envi-
ronment with little evidence of human develop-
ment. Although encounters at these administra-
tive sites would not be consistent with the
desired naturalness setting, the encounter
would generally be of low extensity and low to
moderate intensity.

For all alternatives, the historic structures within
the general corridor would be managed to en-
sure that alterations to the landscape are sub-
tle, with natural characteristics remaining domi-
nant and with moderate evidence of human
development.

For all alternatives, scientific monitoring stations
would continue to be operated with the objec-

tive of maintaining a largely undisturbed natural
environment with little evidence of human devel-
opment.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The cumulative effect on any one alternative’s
ROS category is relative to projected use levels
through the end of the planning decade.

Alternatives with unlimited use and/or high use
levels would result in the highest potential for a
significant effect on maintaining the intended
ROS setting, or opportunity class with Alterna-
tive B, for the general river corridor (Alternatives
A, B, and scenic section of Alternatives D and
F). Alternatives with moderate to low levels of
projected use have less potential to significantly
affect maintaining the ROS setting (Alternatives
E, D, C, G, and wild section of Alternative F,
respectively).

VISUAL QUALITY OBJECTIVES

The VQO’s of the Forest Plan and FSM 2300
state that the foreground of the wild and scenic
sections would be managed as preservation
and retention, respectively. The desired VQO's
for administrative sites (Management Area 16)
will be managed in accordance with the individ-
ual site development plans, the ROS settings
presented in Tables lll-1 and lll-2, and the Sec-
retary of Interior’s Standards for Historic Preser-
vation Projects, containing standards for acqui-
sition, protection, stabilization, preservation,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction (reference 36
CFR part 68). The VQO's for historic structures
and scientific monitoring stations would be
managed in accordance with the ROS settings
presented in Tables Ill-1 and Ill-2,

The desired VQO's identified in Chapter | pro-
vide the framework to guide future planning,
particularly at administrative sites which provide
an anomaly for consistent visual management
within the river corridor. The intent of establish-
ing VQO's for administrative sites is to provide
a framework in which the facilities could be
managed to provide the desired setting, follow-
ing the completion of the scenery survey ad-
dressed in Chapter Il. The following table dis-
plays the desired VQO'’s for the river corridor:
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Wiid River

General Corridor

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site
Sheep Creek Recreation Site

Sand Creek Administrative Site
Temperance Creek Administrative Site
Kirkwood Recreation Site

Historic Structures

Private Lands

Scenic River

General Corridor

Pittsburg, Idaho Recreation Site
Pittsburg, Oregon Administrative Site
Copper Creek Recreation Site

Dug Bar Recreation Site

Cache Creek Administrative Site
Historic Structures

Private Lands
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Desired Visual Quality Objective

Preservation
Partial Retention
Retention
Retention
Retention
Retention
Retention

*Consistent with 36 CFR 292 Subpart E

Desired Visual Quality Objective

Retention

Partial Retention
Partial Retention
Partial Retention
Partial Retention
Partial Retention
Retention

*Consistent with 36 CFR 292 Subpart E

*Visual quality objectives would be consistent with the final public land use regulations.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS

Alternatives B, C, D, E, F and G would benefit
the foreground scenic quality of preservation in
the wild and scenic section, by dismantling and
removing the metal shed upstream from the
Pittsburg administrative site and the metal silos
at Kirkwood Historic Ranch.

Removal of pit toilets in all of the aiternatives
would enhance the foreground scenic quality

for the preservation and retention objectives in
the wild and scenic sections, respectively.

Removal of all or portions of the navigation
markers in the wild section (Alternatives B, D, E,
F and G) would enhance the foreground scenic
quality for the section’s preservation objectives.

Removal of picnic tables at river campsites in
the wild section (Alternatives C, D, E, F and G)
would enhance the foreground scenic quality
for the section’s preservation objectives.
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Alternatives with high levels of recreation use
(Alternatives A, B, and scenic sections of D and
F) have the highest potential to decrease fore-
ground scenic quality due to possible damage
to the landscape caused by dispersed camp-
ing. Vegetation would be trampled or uprooted,
user-buiit trails would appear, and litter would
detract from the natural scenery.

Alternatives D and F have a moderate potential
to decrease foreground scenic quality in the
wild section. Elimination of motorized access
and use may force foot and horse traffic onto
the paralleling trail system and increase the im-
pacts of dispersed camping.

Smaller party sizes and fewer craft per party
would likely lessen vegetative effects on fore-
ground scenery which results from dispersed
camping (Akternatives C, D, E, F and G).

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The cumulative effect of any one alternative on
the visual quality objectives is relative to project-
ed use levels.

Alternatives with unlimited recreation use and/
or high recreation use levels would have the
highest potential to adversely effect the fore-

ground visual quality objectives (Alternatives A,
B, and scenic section of Alternatives D and F).
Alternatives with moderate to low levels of
projected use would be less likely to create ad-
verse effects on the visual quality objectives (Al-
ternatives E, G, and C, respectively). Continued
non-motorized access and use in Alternatives D
and F could increase foot and horse traffic
which may damage vegetation and result in ef-
fects to foreground scenery.

The cumulative effect of land management ac-
tivities on the scenic ORV outside the fore-
ground for the wild and scenic sections would
be mitigated by those activities following the
VQO'’s of the Forest Plan and FSM 2300 for
middie ground and background scenery as
viewed from the river corridor (retention and
partial retention VQO’s, respectively).

The cumulative effect of private inholding land
management within the wild and scenic sec-
tions cannot be fully determined until the action
occurs. The scenic easement on the Hitchcock
inholding (Idaho side), requires the owner to
maintain the property within established man-
agement objectives related to the outstanding
qualities of the scenic section. Management of
private lands without scenic easements wouid
be pursuant to the private land use regulations
36 CFR 292 Subpart E.




ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-

QUENCES TO THE RECREATION

RESOURCES OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE VALUE AND
RELATED SOCIAL CONDITIONS

This section addresses the significant issue of
managing for the intended recreation experi-
ence. It includes an analysis of the effects on the
social environment and interactions described
in Chapter lil.

The major activities most closely associated
with recreation use on the Snake River are
whitewater powerboating and floating. Access
by aircraft and the land-based activities associ-
ated with trail use are also an attraction. in con-
junction with these primary activities, recre-
ationists enjoy camping, fishing, sightseeing,
hunting, photography, and nature study.

Floatcraft and powerboat river users view the
Snake River as providing a high degree of chal-
lenge and risk associated with a whitewater
boating experience. The sections of the river
used by individual boaters define the degree of
challenge and risk desired. Floaters and power-
boaters are very protective of maintaining their
continued access to the river.

While recreationists often share common rea-
sons for coming to the Snake River, their expec-
tations of how to best achieve their desired ex-
perience can be quite different. For instance,
powerboaters can have a backcountry
experience with significantly higher numbers of
encounters with other users and associated
sights and sounds than floaters can without ad-
versely affecting their experience. Comparing
the similarity in powerboat users’ reasons for
taking a river trip with those of floatcraft users
reveals a common desire to be close to nature,
experience solitude, and find peace and quiet
(reference Visitor Use Study).

Differences in powerboaters and floaters expec-
tations are summarized as follows:

- Floaters: A significant number of people on
float trips say their expectations and de-
sired experiences on a river trip are not met
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on a river with high levels of powerboat use.
Some non-motorized users indicate that
any motorized use in a wild and scenic river
setting adversely affects their recreation ex-
perience. The current mix of motorized and
non-motorized activities on the Snake River
is an entirely new concept to many non-
motorized users whose expectations were
formed on wild rivers with little or no motor-
ized use.

Powerboaters: Motorized river users desire
a backcountry experience closely associat-
ed with the following elements:

- Access, including the degree of chal-
lenge and risk involved in traveling
through the area based upon individual
level of skill.

- Recreational attributes of the area, in-
cluding the setting and outdoor activities
available.

- Social interaction with other users while
on the river as a result of ease of mobility.

The importance of these elements is reflect-
ed in noticeable fluctuations in motorized
river traffic during extremes of low or high
water, environmental changes that affect
productivity of the sport fisheries, and social
conflict with floaters who are often seeking
a different experience which is more re-
moved from sights, sounds, and encoun-
ters with other groups.

Meeting the recreational needs of motorized us-
ers must be balanced with the need to provide
non-motorized users with the type of backcoun-
try experience they desire.

In the following description of effects to the rec-
reation ORV and the social environment, each
alternative is analyzed in comparison to Alterna-
tive A, the no action alternative, which repre-
sents the existing situation.

For the purposes of this analysis, the area of
analysis for direct, indirect, and cumulative ef-
fects includes the river corridor, the road and
trail systems that provide access to the river
corridor, the Lower Salmon River, and the
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Snake River downstream from the HCNRA
boundary to the mouth of the Grande Ronde
River.

Effects were analyzed based upon each alter-
native’'s capability to protect and enhance the
recreation ORV by achieving the desired ROS
settings as displayed in Chapter Ill. Effects were
analyzed in the following ROS categories:

- The alternative’s capability to provide the
appropriate level of access.

- The alternative’s capability to provide an
opportunity to experience a sense of re-
moteness.

- The alternative’s capability to provide an
appropriate level of social encounters, ex-
pressed in terms of levels of use.

- The alternative’s capability to provide an
appropriate level of visitor management.

- The alternative’s capability to provide an
appropriate level of facility development
and site management.

Effects were also analyzed in these additional
categories:

- The alternative’s capability to meet a great
variety of visitor expectations by providing
many different users with the opportunity to
achieve their desired recreation experi-
ence. This would be expressed in terms of
fairness and equity in regard to distribution
and management of use.

- The alternative’s capability to reduce camp-
site competition which would enhance a
visitor's recreation experience.

- Cumulative Effects
Reference Table V-1 for a summary of the capa-

bility of each alternative to achieve the identified
ROS settings.

MANAGING THE TYPE OF ACCESS APPRO-
PRIATE FOR THE RIVER CLASSIFICATION

in order to assure the wild or scenic classifica-
tion established by Congress is not compro-
mised by inappropriate changes in river corri-
dor access, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
specifies the type of access that should be pro-
vided within river corridors. In general, Section
2 (b) (1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act de-
scribes wild river areas as "...generally inacces-
sible except by trail..." (emphasis added). In the
same section, scenic river shorelines are de-
scribed as areas that are "...largely primitive
and...largely undeveloped, but accessible in
places by roads' (emphasis added).

While the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is silent on
the type of on-river transportation that can be
used to access any river corridor, the HCNRA
Act was very specific. Section 10 (d) of the Act
acknowledged that “..motorized and non-
motorized river craft.." were both
*...recognized as a valid use..." (emphasis add-
ed). Many river users fail to note that the HCNRA
Act not only validated motorized use, but vali-
dated non-motorized use of the river as well.
However, Section 10 (d) also allows "...for the
control of the use and number..." of these river
craft (emphasis added). As a result, valid motor-
ized and non-motorized river craft are consis-
tent with the law to provide a means of access
throughout the wild and scenic river corridor,
but their use (and numbers) can be controlled.
This would be especially true if the intent of
such control were to meet legal guidelines of
the acts such as protection and enhancement
of ORV’s.

For the purposes of this analysis, the opportuni-
ty to access the river corridor using valid motor-
ized or non-motorized river craft is considered
to be consistent with management objectives
common to all alternatives. Tables lll-1 and IlI-2
describe the desired ROS access settings for
the wild and scenic river corridors. ROS settings
for the study river were considered to be the
equivalent of those described for the scenic riv-
er. The area of river or time of year for this ac-
cess may vary within each alternative but this
will not affect the ROS settings of access. In
addition, access was analyzed in relation to use
of the land and did not consider overflights by
aircraft, but did consider aircraft landings.
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Access was measured subjectively in terms of
high, moderate, or low potential for each alter-
native to meet the ROS settings for access while
meeting the intent of Section 2 (b) (1) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act and Section 10 (d) of the
HCNRA Act. A rating of high would indicate the
recreation ORV could be enhanced. A rating of
moderate would indicate the recreation ORV
could be protected, but may not be enhanced
and a rating of low would indicate either the
recreation or other ORV’s could be affected.

WILD SECTION - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, the 31.5 miles of wild river would
remain essentially inaccessible except by non-
motorized trail and valid motorized and non-
motorized river craft with the following excep-
tions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Venhicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic sites at Sheep Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These would be
used on a limited basis between boat landings
and structures only. The private inholding at
Kirby Creek might use motorized equipment on
site for the same purposes.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. Visi-
tors using the road could not gain access past
the gate for use of their vehicles with the excep-
tion of physically-challenged individuals on a
case-by-case basis and dependent upon the
type of equipment they were traveling in.
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Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

The airstrip at Big Bar, which was an existing
use prior to designation of the river as wild,
would remain open and Sluice Creek would re-
main closed. Use at Big Bar would be unlimited,
but extremes of temperature in summer would
place some physical limitations on access. Ro-
tary aircraft would be restricted to landings at
Big Bar only. There would be a potential for fixed
wing and rotary aircraft use to increase. Float-
plane landings would be allowed year-round.

Due to the potential for increased levels of air-
craft use at Big Bar and the opportunity for float-
plane landings to occur year-round for the dura-
tion of the plan, this alternative would have a low
potential to meet the ROS settings for access as
described in Table llI-1 while meeting the intent
of the Acts. There could be an increase in the
total number of access sites along the river for
the duration of the plan, primarily due to recog-
nition of a new type of access, resulting in the
opportunity for floatplane landings year-round.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, the 31.5 miles of wild river would
remain essentially inaccessible except by non-
motorized trail and valid motorized and non-
motorized river craft with the following excep-
tions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Venhicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic sites at Sheep Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These would be
used on a limited basis between boat landings
and structures only. The private inholding at
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Kirby Creek might use motorized equipment on
site for the same purposes.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. Visi-
tors using the road could not gain access past
the gate and no vehicles would be visible from
the river. The road would be allowed to deterio-
rate naturally, with no maintenance.

Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

The airstrip at Big Bar, which was an existing
use prior to designation of the river as wild,
would remain open and Sluice Creek would be
re-opened. Use at these airstrips would remain
unlimited but monitored by self-issued permit,
and limits on use would be established if levels
of use indicated that wild river values were be-
ing impaired. Extremes of temperature in sum-
mer would place some physical limitations on
access. Rotary aircraft would be restricted to
landings at Big Bar and Sluice Creek only.
There would be a potential for fixed wing and
rotary aircraft use to increase as a result of
opening an additional airstrip. Floatplane land-
ings would not be allowed in the primary season
but the LAC planning process provided for float-
plane landings in the secondary season and the
requirement for special use permits for com-
mercial aircrait use at airstrips, with associated
limits on use. Incidental use by commercial air-
craft would remain unlimited.

While this alternative would manage commer-
cial aircraft use at airstrips, it would re-open an
existing airstrip year-round, allow incidental
commercial aircraft landings to continue, and
allow floatplane landings in the secondary sea-
son. As a result, this alternative would have a
moderate potential to meet the ROS settings for
access as described in Table lll-1 while meeting
the intent of the Acts. The number of access
sites along the river could increase year-round
during the duration of the plan as a resuit of
year-round opening of Sluice Creek and recog-
nition of a new type of access that would allow

the opportunity for floatplane landings in the
secondary season (afthough relatively low use).

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C, the 31.5 miles of wild river
would remain essentially inaccessible except
by non-motorized trail and valid motorized and
non-motorized river craft with the following ex-
ceptions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Vehicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic sites at Sheep Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These would be
used on a limited basis between boat landings
and structures only. The private inholding at
Kirby Creek might use motorized equipment on
site for the same purposes.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. Visi-
tors using the road could not gain access past
the gate for use of their vehicles with the excep-
tion of physically-challenged individuals on a
case-by-case basis and dependent upon the
type of equipment they were traveling in.

Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

The airstrip at Big Bar, which was an existing
use prior to designation of the river as wild,
would remain open and Sluice Creek would be
re-opened. Use at these airstrips would remain
unlimited but monitored by self-issued permit,
and limits on use would be established if levels
of use indicated that wild river values were be-
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ing impaired. Extremes of temperature in sum-
mer would place some physical limitations on
access. Rotary alrcraft would be restricted to
landings at Big Bar and Sluice Creek only.
There would be a potential for fixed wing and
rotary aircraft use to increase as a result of
opening an additional airstrip. Floatplane land-
ings would be allowed during the secondary
season. Commercial use of airstrips would not
be allowed.

Due to the level of skill and the limited types of
private aircraft that could land at Siuice Creek,
the opening of this existing airstrip in the wild
river corridor would not substantially affect the
level of access to the river corridor for the dura-
tion of the plan. Although floatplane landings
would be allowed in the secondary season, use
leveis have historically been insignificant. As a
result, this alternative would have a high poten-
tial to meet the ROS settings for access as de-
scribed in Table Ill-1 while meeting the intent of
the Acts. There would continue to be very few
access sites along the river.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, the 31.5 miles of wild river
would remain essentially inaccessible except
by non-motorized trail and valid motorized and
non-motorized river craft with the following ex-
ceptions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Vehicles that were used on a regular basis at
specific sites would be limited to small motor-
ized vehicles for transporting materials and sup-
plies associated with the historic sites at Sheep
Creek and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These
woulid be used on a limited basis between boat
landings and structures only. The private in-
holding at Kirby Creek might use motorized
equipment on site for the same purposes.
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The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. Visi-
tors using the road could not gain access past
the gate for use of their vehicles with the excep-
tion of physically-challenged individuals on a
case-by-case basis and dependent upon the
type of equipment they were traveling in.

Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

Both the airstrips at Big Bar and Siuice Creek
wouid remain closed in the primary season, but
open in the secondary season. Use at these
airstrips would remain unlimited but monitored
by self-issued permit, and limits on use would
be established if levels of use indicated that wild
river values were being impaired. Rotary aircraft
would be restricted to landings at Big Bar and
Sluice Creek only. There would be a potential
for fixed wing and rotary aircraft use to increase
as a result of opening an additional airstrip.
Floatplane landings wouid be allowed during
the secondary season. Commercial use of air-
strips would not be allowed.

Due to the change in airstrip management in the
river corridor, this alternative wouid have a high
potential to meet the ROS settings for access as
described in Table lll-1 while meeting the intent
ofthe Acts. This alternative would open an addi-
tional, existing airstrip, but both airstrips would
be closed during the primary season. Due to the
level of skill and the limited types of private air-
craft that could land at Sluice Creek, the open-
ing of this existing airstrip and allowing float-
plane landings in the wild river corridor during
the secondary season would not substantially
affect the type of access to the river corridor for
the duration of the plan. There would continue
to be very few access sites along the river.

ALTERNATIVE E

in Alternative E, the 31.5 miles of wild river would
remain essentially inaccessible except by non-
motorized trail and valid motorized and non-
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motorized river craft with the following excep-
tions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Vehicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic sites at Sheep Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These would be
used on a limited basis between boat landings
and structures only. The private inholding at
Kirby Creek might use motorized equipment on
site for the same purposes.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. Visi-
tors using the road could not gain access past
the gate for use of their vehicles with the excep-
tion of physically-challenged individuals on a
case-by-case basis and dependent upon the
type of equipment they were traveling in.

Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

Both the airstrips at Big Bar and Sluice Creek
would be open year-round except during the
non-motorized weeks in the primary season
when they would be closed. Use at these air-
strips would remain unlimited but monitored by
self-issued permit, and limits on use would be
established if levels of use indicated that wild
river values were being impaired. Rotary aircrait
would be restricted to landings at Big Bar and
Sluice Creek only. There would be a potential
for fixed wing and rotary aircraft use to increase
as a result of opening an additional airstrip.
Floatplane landings would be allowed during
the secondary season only. Commercial aircraft
landings would not be allowed.

Due to the change in airstrip managementin the
river corridor, this alternative would have a high
potential to meet the ROS settings for access as
described in Table lll-1 while meeting the intent
ofthe Acts. This alternative would open an addi-
tional, existing airstrip, but both airstrips would
be closed during the non-motorized week of the
primary season. Due to the level of skill and the
limited types of private aircraft that could land at
Sluice Creek, the opening of this existing airstrip
and Big Bar during the secondary season and
on motorized weeks in the primary season, in
addition to allowing floatplane landings during
the secondary season only would not substan-
tially affect the type of access to the river corri-
dor for the duration of the plan. There would
continue to be very few access sites along the
river.

ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, the 31.5 miles of wild river would
remain essentially inaccessible except by non-
motorized trail and valid non-motorized river
craft with the following exceptions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Vehicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to a small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic site at Sheep Creek.
This would be used on a limited basis between
boat landings and structures only. The private
inholding at Kirby Creek might use motorized
equipment on site for the same purposes. Since
the Kirkwood Historic Ranch would not be
staffed, there would be no need to have motor-
ized equipment kept on site.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate area just up-
stream from the ranch house, but out of site
from the historic structures and the river. How-
ever, with no on-site management, there could
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be the potential for unauthorized motorized ac-
cess past the gate and within view of the river in
the immediate area of the ranch or unautho-
rized motorized use of the Snake River National
Recreation Trail. This unauthorized activity
would be considered negligible, not a common
occurrence due to the remote location and con-
dition of the road and could be dealt with
through normal law enforcement actions.

Motorized use in association with the Temper-
ance Creek Ranch would continue, with occa-
sional use occurring between the boat landing
and the ranch area on an existing road.

Both the airstrips at Big Bar and Sluice Creek
would remain closed year-round except for
emergency landings. This would include land-
ings by rotary aircraft and would result in essen-
tially no aircraft use in the wild river corridor. The
river corridor would also be closed to floatplane
landings year-round.

Due to the change in airstrip management in the
river corridor, this alternative would have a high
potential to meet the ROS settings for access as
described in Table lli-1 while meeting the intent
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. There would
continue to be very few access sites along the
river corridor. This alternative meets the intent of
the HCNRA Act if considered in the context that,
although motorized use is not allowed in the
wild river, it is allowed in the scenic section and
therefore both types of valid uses are allowed
within the river corridor. In this situation, the
area of use is controlled.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, the 31.5 miles of wild river
would remain essentially inaccessible except
by non-motorized trail and valid motorized and
non-motorized river craft with the following ex-
ceptions:

Hells Canyon Creek Recreation Site would pro-
vide access to the river corridor where a portion
of the road parallels the river. However, this de-
velopment would continue to be located in the
only area that provides the closest and safest
recreational access to the river corridor below
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Hells Canyon Dam. The site would not be ex-
panded down river beyond the raft slide bay.

Vehicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites would be limited to small motorized vehi-
cles for transporting materials and supplies as-
sociated with the historic sites at Sheep Creek
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch. These would be
used on a limited basis between boat landings
and structures only. The private inholding at
Kirby Creek might use motorized equipment on
site for the same purposes.

The Kirkwood Road would allow access to the
river corridor in the immediate vicinity of the
Carter Mansion. The gate would be moved back
upstream from its present location to the wild
river boundary as mitigation for protection of
threatened chinook habitat in Kirkwood Creek.
Visitors using the road could drive their vehicles
past the gate. This would prevent vehicles from
fording the stream for recreational access. Any
future public recreational access to the ranch
would be accomplished by use of a trail that
started in the vicinity of gate and would involve
either bridges crossing Kirkwood Creek and/or
a re-routed trail that would avoid bridge cross-
ings if possible. Administrative use of the road
between the ranch and the Carter Mansion
would be restricted to the minimum amount of
use necessary to support ongoing operations
and maintenance.

Motorized use in association with operating the
Temperance Creek Ranch for livestock grazing
would continue, with occasional use occurring
between the boat landing and the ranch areaon
an existing road. The majority of this use would
generally be out of sight of the river.

The airstrip at Big Bar, which was an existing
use prior to designation of the river as wild,
would remain open year-round and Sluice
Creek would be re-opened, but for use during
the secondary season only. Use at these air-
strips would remain unlimited but monitored by
self-issued permit, and limits on use would be
established if levels of use indicated that wild
river values were being impaired. Extremes of
temperature in summer would place some
physical limitations on access. Rotary aircraft
would be restricted to landings at Big Bar year-
round and Sluice Creek during the secondary
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season only. The river corridor would be closed
to floatplane landings year-round.

There would be a potential for fixed wing and
rotary aircraft use to increase as a resuit of
opening an additional airstrip in the secondary
season. Commercial fixed wing and rotary air-
craft landings would be limited to incidental use
by permit only year-round based upon historic
use for landings at Big Bar only. Since the Sluice
Creek airstrip has been closed for over a de-
cade, this would preclude any commercial use
of this airstrip, making it available for private
recreational aircraft use only.

While an existing airstrip would be re-opened in
the secondary season only, incidental commer-
cial aircraft use would be limited by permit year-
round to one airstrip in the wild river. Roaded
access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be
converted to trail use at the wild river boundary.
As a result of these mitigation measures that
would result in improvements in protection and
enhancement of ORV’s, this alternative would
have a high potential to meet the ROS settings
for access as described in Table lll-1 while
meeting the intent of the Acts. There would con-
tinue to be very few access sites along the river
corridor.

SCENIC SECTION - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

Common to all Alternatives

In all alternatives, the 36 miles of scenic river
would have shorelines that were largely primi-
tive and undeveloped, but accessible by non-
motorized trail, valid motorized and non-
motorized river craft, and also accessible in
places by roads as follows:

Pittsburg Landing, Idaho

Dug Bar, Oregon

- Cache Creek, Oregon (in Study River)
Roads on private lands on the Idaho side at:
- Getta Creek

- Wolf Creek

- Dry Creek (Hitchcock Ranch)
- Divide Creek
- Cave Guich (Study River)

The road system at Pittsburg Landing would
continue to provide several roaded access
points to the scenic river from a road paralleling
a short section of the river corridor, but general-
ly out of view of the river. This roaded access
would continue to provide the only safe public
recreational access to the river corridor on the
Idaho side of the Snake River, including access
to developed overnight camping facilities,
launch/takeout ramps for motorized and non-
motorized river users, trail use, and bank fish-

ing.

The road system in the vicinity of the Hitchcock
Ranch would continue to parallel the river for a
short distance and would be managed under
the terms of an existing scenic easement.

The road system at Dug Bar would continue to
provide several roaded access points to the
scenic river corridor from a road paralleling a
short section of the river, but generally out of
view of the river.

The road system at Cache Creek Ranch would
continue to provide administrative access to the
site within the study river. The future use of the
road system for public access and for use of
that portion of the road paralleling the river to
Coon Hollow would be determined in a sepa-
rate NEPA environmental analysis.

No other roaded access points would be
planned on existing public lands within the sce-
nic river corridor. All road systems on private
lands within the scenic river corridor would be
monitored for any activity that might compro-
mise the scenic river designation.

Vehicles used on a regular basis at specific
sites on public land that did not include system
roads would be limited to use associated with
transporting materials and supplies for opera-
tions and maintenance of sites such as Pitts-
burg Administrative Site and Copper Creek Re-
sort. These would be used on a limited basis
between boat landings and structures only. Pri-
vate lands on the Idaho side of the scenic river
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might use motorized equipment on site for the
same purposes. Some roads on private lands
would also allow private recreational access but
on a limited basis due to remoteness.

Motorized use would continue to occur in asso-
ciation with permitted ranching activities at Dug
Bar and on private lands on the Idaho side of
the river with most use occurring only occasion-
ally in the vicinity of boat landings, ranch build-
ings, and private road systems.

The airstrips at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salmon
Bar, which were existing uses prior to designa-
tion of the river as scenic, would remain open
year-round. Extremes of temperature in sum-
mer would place some physical limitations on
access. The airstrip at the VanPool Ranch,
which is included in the scenic easement agree-
ment, would remain open in support of private
ranching activities or for administrative use by
the Forest Service. The opening or closing of
the airstrip at Cache Creek would have a negli-
gible effect on potential scenic river values in all
alternatives since this location already serves
as a portal for the specific purpose of managing
river access.

The following exceptions are listed by Alterna-
tive:

ALTERNATIVE A

The airstrip at Cache Creek (in the study river)
would remain closed year-round. Use of all
open airstrips would be unlimited. The river
would be open to floatplane landings year-
round.

Rotary aircraft would be able to land anywhere
in the scenic river corridor, including beaches.
Rotary aircraft could not land in study river corri-
dor. There would be a potential for fixed wing
and rotary aircraft use to increase.

Due to the potential for unlimited rotary aircraft
landings at any location in the scenic river corri-
dor and floatplane landings year-round, this al-
ternative would have a low potential to meet the
ROS settings for access as described in Table
llI-2 while meeting the intent of the Acts. There
could be a large increase in the number of ac-
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cess sites as a result of landings by rotary air-
craft and floatplanes.

ALTERNATIVE B

The airstrip at Cache Creek (in the study river)
would be opened year-round. Use of all open
airstrips would be unlimited, but self-issued per-
mits would be required to monitor use. If levels
of use indicated that scenic river values were
being impaired, limits on use would be estab-
lished.

Rotary aircraft would be restricted to landing at
open airstrips only. The LAC planning process
provided that floatplane landings would not be
allowed during the primary season, but would
be allowed during the secondary season. Sub-
stantial commercial aircraft operations involving
landings in the river corridor would be limited by
special use permits but incidental commercial
use would not be limited.

There would be a potential for increased use of
the airstrips in the scenic river corridor and the
opportunity for floatplane landings in the sec-
ondary season. However, there weuld also be
some management of commercial aircraft use
into the river corridor. As a result of these trade-
offs, this alternative would have a moderate po-
tential to meet the ROS settings for access as
described in Table l1I-2 while meeting the intent
of the Acts. There could be some additional
access sites along the river corridor as a result
of floatplane landings.

ALTERNATIVES C, D, E and F

The airstrip at Cache Creek (in the study river)
would be opened year-round. Use of all open
airstrips would be unlimited, but self-issued per-
mits would be required to monitor use. If levels
of use indicated that scenic river values were
being impaired, limits on use would be estab-
lished.

Rotary aircraft would be restricted to landing at
open airstrips only. There would be a potential
for fixed wing and rotary aircraft use to increase.
Floatplane landings would be permitted only
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during the secondary season. Commercial use
of airstrips would not be allowed year-round.

These alternatives would have a high potential
to meet the ROS settings for access as de-
scribed in Table llI-2 while meeting the intent of
the Acts. There would continue to be very few
access sites along the river corridor.

ALTERNATIVE G

The airstrip at Cache Creek (in the study river)
would be opened year-round. Use of all open
airstrips would be unlimited, but self-issued per-
mits would be required to monitor use. If levels
of use indicated that scenic river values were
being impaired, limits on use would be estab-
lished.

Rotary aircraft would be restricted to landing at
open airstrips only. There would be a potential
for fixed wing and rotary aircraft use to increase.
Floatplane landings would be prohibited year-
round.

Incidental commercial aircraft landings would
be limited by permit, based upon historic use.
Since the Cache Creek airstrip has been closed
for the entire time it has been in public owner-
ship and was not used as a commercial airstrip
while in private ownership, this would preclude
any commercial use of this airstrip, making it
available for private recreational aircraft use
only.

Due to limits on incidental commercial aircraft
landings at airstrips in the scenic river corridor,
this alternative would have a high potential to
meet the ROS settings for access while meeting
the intent of the Acts. There would continue to
be very few access sites along the river corridor.

OPPORTUNITIES TO EXPERIENCE A
SENSE OF REMOTENESS

A sense of remoteness is a component of an
individual's experience while recreating within a
designated wild or scenic river corridor. For
both types of river classifications, the feeling of
remoteness, or inversely, the extent of evidence

of non-historic human activity in one’s sur-
roundings, is one of the most significant factors
in achieving a backcountry recreational experi-
ence.

A recreation experience in a wild river setting
should provide the feeling of being remote and
removed from the influences of an individual’s
everyday environment, from the sights and
sounds of modern civilization, and require each
individual or member of a group to depend on
their own skills and abilities to achieve a suc-
cessful outcome to their trip. There should be
little or no evidence that the natural environment
has oris being altered by human activities in the
river corridor, except from a historical perspec-
tive.

The type of transportation used to access the
area and the equipment used while in the area
should not be considered in measuring the
sense of remoteness. All valid watercraft used
to access the area represent modern and often
state-of-the-art forms of transportation used for
whitewater boating. Many modern conven-
iences associated with camping are used on
river trips. These elements represent the indi-
viduality of each person in choosing their de-
sired recreation experience as it relates to their
personal perception of remoteness. Wild rivers
represent ... vestiges of primitive America...” as
defined by their physical setting alone.

In a scenic river setting, while there is a lower
expectation of remoteness than in a wild river
setting, it is still a desirable attribute that would
enhance the quality of the visitor's experience.
As defined by Congress, scenic rivers provide a
higher level of land-based access which would
increase river use as a result of easier access to
the river, making them somewhat less remote
than wild rivers. However, an appropriate level
of use is essential to maintain the quality of the
experience, including the opportunity to experi-
ence a sense of remoteness appropriate to a
scenic river corridor.

Remoteness relates to a sense of distance from
a setting or location where people are surround-
ed by a technologically-dominated environ-
ment. A sense of remoteness occurs when an
individual is no longer in familiar surroundings,
feels a higher level of risk, does not have ready
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access to modern conveniences, and/or is re-
moved from other individuals or groups. It is
often a subjective element that can only be
quantified on a limited basis through analysis of
visitor perceptions.

For the purposes of this analysis, remoteness is
measured subjectively in terms of high, moder-
ate, or low potential for each alternative to pro-
tect and enhance the visitor's sense of remote-
ness and achieve the desired ROS setting for
remoteness in each designated river section on
ayear-round basis. The desired ROS setting for
the wild and scenic sections of the river can be
found in Tables lli-1 and lli-2, respectively.

A finding of moderate would indicate that the
ROS setting would be maintained and the exist-
ing recreation ORV was being protected. A find-
ing of low would indicate that the overall trend
in the ROS setting would move toward the more
developed end of the spectrum. A finding of
high would reflect the potential for the ROS set-
ting to trend toward the more primitive end of
the spectrum, enhancing the recreation ORV.

WILD SECTION - DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, the wild section would continue
to be managed for unlimited powerboat use
and limited floatboat use.

Improved launch facilities at Hells Canyon
Creek and Pittsburg Landing would provide
easier access for powerboaters and floatboat-
ers even at lower river flows. Growth in private
powerboating would depend upon a favorable
economy for continued powerboat sales, rea-
sonable fuel prices, favorable river flows, and
productive sport fisheries. Growth in commer-
cial powerboating would depend upon the
same factors and also on the continued suc-
cess of outfitters to market their trips.

While float trips would continue to be managed
within the daily launch limits, use could continue
to grow until the maximum number of launches
and passengers per trip was reached. The aver-
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age number of daily trips by commercial floaters
on weekdays would increase toward six as
commercial one-day trips increased. An in-
crease in the number of jetbacks for private and
commercial float trips could occur based on
historic use (reference analysis file). The per-
centage of float trips that only used the wild river
would increase based on historic trends toward
shorter trips (reference analysis file). Float trips
launched below Rush Creek and supported by
jetboats would have unlimited potential for
growth. The average number of floatcraft per
party could increase dramatically, especially
with the increasing popularity of inflatable kay-
aks, catarafts, and commercial row-your-own
trips (reference analysis file).

The opportunity to experience a sense of re-
moteness could be expected to diminish pro-
portionately with increased use. Even with a
pro-active user education program, more peo-
pie on the river would produce physical chang-
es at campsites and along shorelines, increase
litter, and diminish the feeling of being in a re-
mote setting or being remote from modern civili-
zation. Dependence on personal skills would be
lessened since help from other groups would
be more readily available. The presence of navi-
gation markers, picnic tables, and primitive toi-
lets at campsites would diminish the feeling of
remoteness.

Over time, it would become more evident that
the environment had been, and was continuing
to be, altered by the presence of an increasing
number of recreationists. Effects from overuse
in the primary season could carry over into the
secondary season. There would be a probabili-
ty that the majority of river users would feel that
the opportunity to experience a sense of re-
moteness even in a semi-primitive motorized
setting would no longer be a valid ROS stand-
ard to measure or describe the river experience,
especially in the months of peak use.

This alternative would have a low potential of
achieving the ROS setting for remoteness as
described in Table liI-1. The potential magni-
tude of the level of use associated with this
alternative would continually move this ROS
setting toward the more developed end of the
ROS spectrum. Over time, there would be a
significant reduction in the opportunity for visi-
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tors to experience solitude or isolation from the
sights and sounds of others.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B the wild section would be man-
aged with limits on all powerboating and float-
boating.

Float trips would be managed within the exist-
ing daily launch allocation for private and com-
mercial (three and two, respectively) with com-
mercial one-day float trips included in the
seasonal maximum for commercial launches.
Float use could continue to grow toward maxi-
mum number of launches and maximum party
size. The number of jetbacks for private and
commercial trips could be expected to increase
based on historic use (reference analysis file).
The percentage of float trips that only used the
wild river would be expected to increase based
on trends toward shorter trips (reference analy-
sis file). Float trips launched below Rush Creek
and supported by jetboats would compete with
float trips from Hells Canyon Creek for available
launches. The average number of floatcraft per
party could increase dramatically, especially
with the increasing popularity of inflatable kay-
aks, catarafts, and commercial row-your-own
trips (reference analysis file).

Two standards were originally developed from
the LAC planning process for private powerboat
use, a seasonal maximum number of launches
and a daily maximum number of launches.
However, the seasonal maximum use limit was
significantly more limiting than the standard for
daily maximum launches. To determine this
amount, a daily average number of launches
was calculated that would meet the seasonal
maximum number of launches (see Appendix I).
The overall result would be approximately a
10% increase in average daily use for private
powerboaters.

Maximum commercial powerboat use would be
limited to twice the amount of private powerboat
use, an increase of approximately 50% over ex-
isting commercial use. The large increase in
commercial powerboating would offset the
small increase in private powerboat numbers
although there would probably be some reduc-

tion in overnight private powerboat use as a
result of eliminating peaks in use. Total average
powerboat use would increase approximately
34% above existing use levels.

However, in order to compare alternatives and
display the potential effects of maximum limita-
tions, the daily launch limits of eight weekday
and 16 weekend launches for private power-
boats was also displayed. This level of use
would significantly increase private powerboat
use in the wild river to a maximum of 106%
above existing use levels. Using these daily
launch limits for private powerboaters, total av-
erage commercial and private powerboat use in
the wild river could increase toward a maximum
of 71% above existing use levels.

Increased use as a result of more people on the
river would produce physical changes, such as
damage to trees at campsites and along shore-
lines, increase litter, and diminish the feeling of
being remote from modern civilization. Depend-
ence on personal skills would be lessened
since help from other groups would be more
readily available. The presence of navigation
markers and picnic tables would diminish the
sense of remoteness. Over time, it would be-
come more evident that the environment had
been altered by the presence of recreationists.
The sense of remoteness could be expected to
diminish proportionately since overall use could
experience continued growth toward maximum
limits.

Effects from overuse in the primary season
could carry over into the secondary season.
There would be a possibility that the experience
of users would be changed enough that it would
become difficult to use the semi-primitive motor-
ized ROS standard to describe the river experi-
ence, especially in the months of peak use. If
the daily maximums for private powerboat
launches were used, this would detract further
from the sense of remoteness. Any effects
would be more pronounced in the section of
river between Pittsburg Landing and Rush
Creek where the highest number of boats would
be allowed to travel. These effects would sub-
side between Rush Creek and Granite and
again between Granite and the dam as a result
of lower use allocations in these sections of the
river. However, the overall effect would still de-
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tract from the sense of remoteness in these
sections of river.

This alternative would have a low potential of
achieving the ROS setting for remoteness as
described in Table lli-1 throughout the life of the
plan. The potential magnitude of the level of use
associated with this alternative would have ac-
celerated rapidly if the daily maximum launch
limits of eight and 16 for private powerboats as
described by the LAC planning process were
implemented. Increases allowed by the levels of
use that were analyzed in Alternative B could
still produce trends in this ROS standard that
would eventually move it toward the more devel-
oped end of the ROS spectrum. As the trend
took place, there would be a corresponding re-
duction in the opportunity for visitors to experi-
ence solitude or isolation from the sights and
sounds of others while on the river, especially in
the section of river between Rush Creek and
Pittsburg Landing.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C, the wild section would be man-
aged with limits on all powerboating and float
trips.

Private and commercial powerboaters would
have numbers of daily launches that would ap-
proximate an average level of use that occurred
in the years 1985-1989 but adjusted to provide
for an equal allocation between the two groups.

All floatcraft use would be managed under the
present allocation system and one-day com-
mercial float launches would be allowed within
the existing daily launch limits. Float use could
grow toward the maximum number of launches
and the maximum party size per trip. The per-
centage of float trips using only the wild river
would likely increase based on trends toward
shorter trips (reference analysis file). However,
the number of jetbacks on float trips should
decrease due to the limited commercial power-
boat launches. The limited availability of jet-
backs could produce a reduction in total float
launches. A 33% reduction in existing float trip
maximum party size and a limit on the number
of floatcraft per party would further move num-
bers of floaters toward 1985-1989 use levels.
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The degree of remoteness would improve from
the existing situation with an overall reduction in
numbers of people and trips on the river. The
rate of change at campsites would be reduced
with fewer overnight parties and reduced party
sizes. The feeling of remoteness would be en-
hanced due to fewer people on the river. De-
pendence on individual skills would be more
important since help from others would be less
available. While the removal of picnic tables and
toilets from campsites would enhance the
sense of remoteness, the navigation markers
would detract from this experience. The levels
of use within this section of river would enhance
the sense of remoteness.

This alternative would have a high potential of
achieving the desired ROS setting for remote-
ness as described in Table lll-1. There would be
a moderate expectation of solitude and some
expectation of experiencing isolation from the
sights and sounds of others.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, the section of river from Hells
Canyon Dam to Kirkwood would be managed
exclusively for float trips under the existing allo-
cation system during the peak summer season.
Motorized use would be allowed in the second-
ary season. The river from Kirkwood to Pittsburg
would be managed for limited float and power-
boat use during the primary season and unlimit-
ed use in the secondary season.

A 33% reduction in party size, limits on the num-
bers of craft per float party, and the absence of
powerboats would enhance the feeling of re-
moteness even though the number of daily
launches would remain similar to current levels
or increase slightly. Due to demand for this type
of trip in this stretch of the river the average
number of launches could reach the maximum
of five launches per day. The reduced party size
and maximum numbers of floatcraft per party
could partially offset the increase in launches,
and not adversely affect the sense of remote-
ness during the trip. A higher value would be
placed on self-reliance with a greater depend-
ence on individual skills. Removal of navigation
markers, picnic tables, and toilets would en-
hance the feeling of remoteness.
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Floaters proceeding downstream from Kirk-
wood could expect a reduced sense of remote-
ness, especially since they would have experi-
enced a greater sense of remoteness during
the first part of their trip. The main reason for this
would be the change they would experience at
Kirkwood Historic Ranch and the presence of
powerboats downstream from Kirkwood.

The management of the river between Kirkwood
and Pittsburg would include day-use commer-
cial powerboating and private powerboats at
approximately 1985-1989 average use levels.
This lower level of use from the current situation
would enhance the sense of remoteness experi-
enced by powerboaters except those launching
from Pittsburg may not experience a sense of
remoteness due to the relatively short distance
between Pittsburg and Kirkwood.

Removal of navigation markers, picnic tables,
and toilets at campsites downstream from Kirk-
wood would enhance the feeling of remoteness.
Powerboaters in particular would be required to
place a greater dependence on their level of
skill in the absence of navigation markers.

The levels of use associated with this alternative
between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood
would enhance the sense of remoteness for
floaters, but would not achieve the desired ROS
setting of remoteness in the general wild river
corridor in a semi-primitive motorized setting
during the primary season. it would be able to
achieve the ROS setting of remoteness in the
secondary season. The levels of use and re-
moval of structures associated with this alterna-
tive from Kirkwood downstream would enhance
the sense of remoteness but to a lesser degree
for both users due to the relatively short river
distance involved and the change in experience
at Kirkwood Historic Ranch.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial for achieving the desired ROS setting for
remoteness as described in Table iil-1 on a
year-round basis. During the primary season
there would be a moderate expectation of soli-
tude and some expectation of experiencing iso-
lation from the sights and sounds of others in a
semi-primitive motorized setting only between
Kirkwood and Pittsburg Landing.

ALTERNATIVE E

In Alternative E, the river from Hells Canyon
Dam to Kirkwood would be managed for exclu-
sive use by floaters and powerboaters alternat-
ing on a biweekly basis during the primary sea-
son. The wild river downstream from Kirkwood
to Pittsburg Landing would be managed with
limited powerboat use during the exclusive non-
motorized boat week and with limited non-
motorized boat use during the exclusive power-
boat week. During the secondary season both
uses would have unlimited access.

The sense of remoteness would be enhanced
for floaters and powerboaters between Hells
Canyon Dam and Kirkwood because both
groups would have exclusive use of the river an
alternating weeks. This would result in each us-
er group being able to fulfill their expectations of
remoteness in an uncompromised setting
where the type of equipment being used to ac-
cess the area was not an issue. The removal of
navigation markers, picnic tables, and toilets
would enhance the sense of remoteness.

For floaters, a 33% reduction in party size, limits
on the number of craft per float party, and the
absence of powerboats would enhance the
feeling of remoteness even though use levels
would increase with the number of daily launch-
es raised to seven (four private, three commer-
cial). The increase in launches would be offset
by limiting use to every other week for a 30%
reduction in total launches.

Due to demand for a non-motorized float trip in
this stretch of the river, the average number of
launches could move toward the maximum of
seven launches per day and could reach this
number on some days. Visual crowding while
on the river as a result of reaching this maximum
limit could reduce the sense of remoteness. The
reduced party size and maximum numbers of
floatcraft per party could partially offset the in-
creased utilization of launches, enhancing the
feeling of remoteness during the trip. A higher
value would be placed on self-reliance with a
greater dependence on individual skills.

Commercial and private powerboat use during
their exclusive use week was developed from a
combined average of one boat per mile be-
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tween Hells Canyon Creek and Pittsburg based
on availability of overnight camping plus an ad-
ditional six commercial day-use trips. While this
level of use during the powerboating week
would be approximately 50% higher per week
than current average weekly use levels, it would
represent a reduction of approximately 22% in
current summer use for private powerboaters
since the opportunity would only be available
every other week during the primary season.
For commercial powerboats the use level would
be similar to Alternative B but only every other
week, resulting in an overall reduction of ap-
proximately 25% from existing use levels during
the summer season.

Floaters proceeding downstream from Kirk-
wood could expect a lessened sense of remote-
ness, especially since they would have had a
more remote experience during the first part of
their trip. The main reason for this would be the
change they would experience at Kirkwood His-
toric Ranch and the presence of powerboats
downstream from Kirkwood.

During the non-motorized week upstream from
Kirkwood, the management of the river down-
stream from Kirkwood would include day-use
commercial powerboats at approximately
1985-1989 average use levels and private pow-
erboat use at a higher than current level of use.
This slightly lower level of total powerboat use
(from the existing situation) would enhance the
sense of remoteness experienced by power-
boaters with the exception that powerboaters
launching from Pittsburg may not experience a
sense of remoteness due to the relatively short
distance between Pittsburg and Kirkwood.

The removal of picnic tables and toilets would
enhance the feeling of remoteness.

During the exclusive week for powerboaters,
use downstream from Kirkwood would be in-
cluded in the allocation of use described under
Alternative E, Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood.
The sense of remoteness would be somewhat
lessened due to the presence of navigation
markers, requiring less reliance on individual
skills of motorized users while traveling in this
section of the river.
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During the primary season, this alternative
would not achieve the ROS setting for remote-
ness between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood
as displayed in Chapter lll on the non-motorized
week, but would enhance the sense of remote-
ness for non-motorized users due to the ab-
sence of sight and sound of motorized users. It
would achieve the ROS setting for remoteness
upstream from Kirkwood on the motorized week
and in the secondary season and downstream
from Kirkwood year-round. As a result, it would
have a high potential to achieve the desired
ROS setting as described in Table lll-1 on a
year-round basis. There would be a moderate
expectation of solitude and some expectation of
experiencing isolation from the sights and
sounds of others. Expectations would be met
based on the different perceptions of motorized
and non-motorized users during their weeks of
exclusive use.

ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, the wild river would be man-
aged year-round for exclusive non-motorized
boat use.

This alternative would enhance the feeling of
remoteness for floaters. A 33% reduction in par-
ty size from current maximum use levels and
limits on the number of craft per party would be
factors in enhancement of this sense of remote-
ness. Floaters would be completely dependent
on their skills, year-round, when traveling in this
section of the river. Assistance in emergency
situations would be extremely limited.

The removal of picnic tables and toilets from
river campsites and navigation markers
throughout the wild river corridor would en-
hance the feeling of traveling in a remote area.
Closing the interpretive facility at Kirkwood and
removing all non-historic structures at the site
would further enhance the sense of remote-
ness. The maximum daily allocation of 100 user
days for commercial and private users would
represent a 48% reduction in the maximum allo-
cation of user days under the present situation.
However, due to present utilization of launches
and average party size, full utilization under this
aiternative would represent a 38% increase over

vV-23




Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

existing non-motorized boat use and may pro-
duce a greater number of daily launches.

While there would be a moderate expectation of
solitude and some expectation of experiencing
isolation from the sites and sounds of others for
floaters in the wild river, this alternative has a
low potential for achieving the desired ROS set-
ting for the wild river year-round as described in
Table Ili-1 because it allows no motorized use in
a semi-primitive motorized setting.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, the wild river would be man-
aged for mixed use with maximum daily power-
boat launches representative of the mid to late
1980’s to provide a variety of quality recreation
experiences. This would include an opportunity
for a non-motorized experience on a limited ba-
sis between Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood
Historic Ranch during Monday through
Wednesday each week in July and August.

The sense of remoteness would be enhanced
by allocating private powerboat use to average
levels of use that occurred on weekends in July
and August of the mid to late 1980’s, eliminating
peaks in use. All float use would be managed
under the existing allocation system that was
also used in the late 1980’s. One-day commer-
cial float launches would only be allowed within
the existing daily launch limits. Float use could
grow toward the maximum number of launches
and the maximum party size per trip, but this
would be offset by a 20% reduction in maximum
party size and limits on the number of boats per
party. Commercial powerboat use allocations
would reflect average daily levels of use from
the 1980’s that have essentially continued into
the 1990’s, but limited to areas of operation that
had historically been used over the past de-
cade, assuring a continuation of a greater
sense of remoteness in sections of the river
where commercial use has historically been
lower (Wild Sheep to Rush Creek).

The absence of kickers on floatcraft would add
to the sense of remoteness. The opportunity for
a non-motorized experience on Monday
through Wednesday in July and August would

enhance the sense of remoteness for floaters
and trail users. There would be a greater impor-
tance placed on self-reliance by users during
this time period. The percentage of float trips
using only the wild river would likely increase
based on both trends toward shorter trips (ref-
erence analysis file) and the opportunity for
non-motorized periods of time. However, the
number of jetbacks on float trips would de-
crease due to the limited commercial power-
boat launches and the non-motorized period.

The sense of remoteness would improve from
the existing situation with management of
peaks in maximum numbers of people and
boats on the river. Removal of navigation mark-
ers upstream from Kirkwood and picnic tables
and toilets from campsites in the entire wild river
corridor would enhance the sense of remote-
ness. Managing hours for launching trips and
hours of operation for powerboats on day-use
trips would enhance the sense of remoteness
for powerboaters, floaters, and trail users at
their campsites in early morning and evening
hours.

While this alternative allows for some non-
motorized use in a semi-primitive motorized set-
ting, this use does not occur on the entire wild
river and then, only on 24 days or 7% of each
year. As a result, this alternative would have a
high potential of achieving the desired ROS set-
ting for remoteness as described in Table IlI-1
on ayear-round basis. There would be a moder-
ate expectation of solitude and some expecta-
tion of experiencing isolation from the sights
and sounds of others.

SCENIC SECTION - DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, powerboats (except for person-
al watercraft) and floatcraft use would remain
unrestricted. Three of four airstrips would be
open (Cache Creek would be closed) and heli-
copters could land at any accessible location in
the river corridor except for the four miles of
study river. Land-based recreation would be
fairly unrestricted, with drop camps in the corri-
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dor and horse and hiker use on the trail system
on the Oregon side of the river.

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and lessened sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables and primitive toilets at some widely
dispersed river campsites and navigation mark-
ers would diminish the sense of remoteness but
to a greater degree for floaters than powerboat-
ers,

With unlimited potential for growth, a point in
time would be reached where the appropriate
experience could no longer be achieved and
detrimental effects could result to the ORV’s
due to overuse. Effects of overuse at campsites,
littering, and increased competition for camp-
sites would seriously diminish any sense of re-
moteness. The effects of overuse in the primary
season could carry over into the secondary sea-
son. There is a high probability that some of the
effects to resources would be irreversible, lead-
ing to a situation where the river was no longer
a desirable location for river recreation. The
ROS setting of semi-primitive motorized would
be compromised at some point in time and the
trends in higher use levels would move the ROS
setting into categories which allowed increased
levels of use, further reducing the opportunity to
experience a sense of remoteness.

This alternative would have a low potential for
achieving the desired ROS setting for the scenic
river as described in Table lll-2 and probably
could not achieve the setting over the long-term
during the primary season. The magnitude of
use levels associated with this alternative would
create a major reduction in the opportunity for a
moderate expectation of solitude and some ex-
pectation of experiencing isolation from the
sights and sounds of others at a level appropri-
ate for a scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, powerboats (except for person-
al watercraft) and floatcraft use would remain
unrestricted. Aircraft use would be allowed at all
four available airstrips and helicopters would be
restricted to landings only at airstrips. Land-
based recreation would be fairly unrestricted,
with drop camps in the corridor and horse and
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hiker use on the trail system on the Oregon side
of the river.

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and lessened sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables at some widely dispersed river
campsites and navigation markers would dimin-
ish the sense of remoteness but to a greater
degree for floaters than powerboaters.

Monitoring would be used to indicate problems
associated with crowding, at which time limits
on levels of use would be developed. However,
the modified natural river setting described in
the LAC planning process that is the equivalent
of a roaded natural river setting could create a
level of use where the sense of remoteness
could be greatly diminished within the scenic
river prior to implementing any limits on use,
and could adversely affect the recreation ORV.
Impacts created by overuse at campsites, litter-
ing, and increased competition for campsites
would seriously diminish any sense of remote-
ness. There is a possibility that some of the
effects of overuse on the resources would be
irreversible, creating an undesirable location for
river recreation before an allocation system
could be implemented. Effects of overuse in the
primary season could carry over into the sec-
ondary season, further reducing the sense of
remoteness for longer periods of time.

Removal of toilets from dispersed campsites
along the river corridor in support of a solid
human waste carryout system would enhance
the sense of remoteness year-round but could
not offset the impacts caused by levels of use
associated with a roaded natural river setting in
the scenic river corridor.

This alternative would have a low potential for
achieving the desired ROS settings as de-
scribed in Table llI-2 for the scenic river and
would probably not achieve the setting over the
long-term during the primary season. It may be
difficult to achieve the ROS setting even after
establishment of use limits. The magnitude of
the peaks in levels of use associated with this
alternative prior to the establishment of use lim-
its would create a major reduction in the oppor-
tunity for a moderate expectation of solitude
and some expectation of experiencing isolation
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from the sights and sounds of others at a level
appropriate for a scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Aiternative C, powerboat (except personal
watercraft) and floatcraft use would be man-
aged for moderate levels of use. Aircraft use
would be allowed at all four available airstrips
and helicopters would be restricted to landing
only at airstrips. Land-based recreation would
be fairly unrestricted. The opportunity for drop
camps in the corridor would be somewhat limit-
ed due to caps on commercial motorized use.
Horse and hiker use on the trail system on the
Oregon side of the river would be available.
Unlimited float use would enter the scenic river
at the mouth of the Salmon River. (Effects of
Lower Salmon use entering the Snake River will
also be reviewed under cumulative effects.)

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and lessened sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables at some widely dispersed river
campsites and navigation markers would dimin-
ish the sense of remoteness but to a greater
degree for floaters than powerboaters. Removal
of toilets from dispersed campsites in support of
a solid human waste carryout program would
enhance the sense of remoteness year-round.

Since limits on use would be established at a
moderate level below existing use levels, the
sense of remoteness would be enhanced. Mod-
erate levels of use would reduce overall use at
campsites, reduce littering, and reduce en-
counters among users. Reduced campsite
competition would improve the sense of re-
moteness.

This alternative would have a high potential for
immediately achieving the desired ROS setting
for remoteness year-round in the scenic river as
described in Table llI-2. There would be a mod-
erate expectation of solitude and some expec-
tation of experiencing isolation from the sights
and sounds of others at a level appropriate to a
scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, this section of the river would
be managed to provide for motorized recreation
during the primary season. While the numbers
of powerboats would be 17% above current use
levels for this section of river, peaks in use
would be managed as soon as primary season
limitations were implemented and float trip
launches on the Snake from Pittsburg and be-
low would be prohibited. The amount of float
traffic launching at Hells Canyon Creek and
continuing their trip into this section of the river
would add use as well as float use entering from
the Salmon River. A maximum of four personal
watercraft per day could enter the scenic river
for day-use only.

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and less sense of remoteness. Picnic
tables at some widely dispersed river campsites
and navigation markers would diminish the
sense of remoteness but to a greater degree for
floaters than powerboaters. Removal of toilets
from dispersed campsites in support of a solid
human waste carryout program would enhance
the sense of primitiveness and remoteness
year-round.

With the emphasis on providing a motorized
recreation experience in the scenic river, espe-
cially above the mouth of the Salmon on the
Snake River, the amount of use would not be
viewed as detrimental to the feeling of remote-
ness when viewed from the perspective of mo-
torized recreationists. Inversely, the limited
number of floaters continuing into this section of
the river from upstream during the primary sea-
son would view the amount of motorized use to
be too high to provide a sense of remoteness,
even within the guidelines that wouid be appli-
cable to scenic designation. This could be
viewed as a low or negligible effect in light of the
management emphasis on motorized recre-
ation and the trade-off of a non-motorized expe-
rience in the wild river. The traditional use of
kickers by floaters in this section of the river,
especially below the mouth of the Salmon River
would support this position of negligible effect.
(Effects of Lower Salmon use entering the
Snake River will be reviewed under cumulative
effects.)
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This alternative would have a high potential of
achieving the desired ROS setting for remote-
ness in the scenic river year-round in the scenic
river as described in Tabile lil-2. There would be
a moderate expectation of solitude and some
expectation of experiencing isolation from the
sights and sounds of others at a level appropri-
ate to a scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE E

in Alternative E, this section of the river would be
managed to emphasize variations in levels of
mixed use on weekdays and weekends during
the primary season. Total average powerboat
use would be 22% higher than existing use.
Commercial powerboats would be limited to
eight boats per day. Numbers of private power-
boats would be limited to a maximum ten per-
mits daily, Monday through Thursday and a
maximum 20 permits daily on Friday through
Sunday for this section of river. Personal water-
craft would be limited to four per day from
Cache Creek to the mouth of the Salmon. Some
additional float use would occur every other
week as a result of launches at Hells Canyon
Creek that continue their trip into this section of
the river. Some floaters would aiso enter from
Pittsburg and Dug Bar but would be limited to a
low level of use when limits were reached. A
large number of floaters would enter from the
mouth of the Salmon River. The result would be
atotal amount of use similar to Alternative D with
higher numbers of powerboats on weekends
and a slightly higher percentage of float use.
(Effects of Lower Salmon use entering the
Snake River will be reviewed under cumulative
effects.)

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and a reduced sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables at some widely dispersed river
campsites and navigation markers would dimin-
ish the sense of remoteness but to a greater
degree for floaters than powerboaters. Removal
of toilets from dispersed campsites in support of
a solid human waste carryout program wouid
enhance the sense of remoteness year-round.

Since the alternative would enhance the motor-
ized recreation experience in the scenic river,
especially above the mouth of the Salmon River
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on the Snake River, the amount of use in the
area would not be viewed as detrimental to the
feeling of remoteness when viewed from the
perspective of motorized recreationists. In-
versely, the limited amount of floatcraft use con-
tinuing into this section of the river from up-
stream (at a slightly higher level than Alternative
D during the primary season) wouid view the
amount of powerboat use to be too high to pro-
vide a sense of remoteness, even within the
guidelines that would be applicable to scenic
designation. This could be viewed as a low or
negligible effect in light of the management em-
phasis on motorized recreation and a a trade-off
for a non-motorized experience in the wild river.
The traditional use of kickers by floaters in this
section of the river, especially below the mouth
of the Salmon River, would support this position
of negligible effect.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial of achieving the desired ROS for remote-
ness as described in Table lli-2 on a year-round
basis due to the increased levels of powerboat
use on weekends during the primary season.
There would be a higher expectation of solitude
and some expectation of experiencing isolation
from the sights and sounds of others on week-
days, and a lower expectation on weekends,
but still at a level appropriate to a scenic river
setting.

ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, this section of the river would be
managed to provide for motorized recreation
year-round. While the total numbers of motor-
ized craft would be 28% above current use lev-
els for this section of river, float use in this sec-
tion of the river above the mouth of Salmon
River would be excluded during the primary
season. (Effects of Lower Saimon use entering
the Snake River will be reviewed under cumula-
tive effects.)

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and a reduced sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables at some widely dispersed river
campsites and navigation markers wouid dimin-
ish the sense of remoteness but to a greater
degree for floaters than powerboaters. Removal
of toilets from dispersed campsites in support of
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a solid human waste carryout program would
enhance the sense of remoteness year-round.

Since the alternative would emphasize a motor-
ized recreation experience, the amount of use in
the area would not be viewed as detrimental to
the feeling of remoteness when viewed from the
perspective of motorized recreationists. The
limited amount of floaters launching in this sec-
tion of the river during the secondary season
would create a situation similar to Alternative C
during the primary season and only as long as
weather conditions were favorable for floating.
Any effects on floaters’ experience of remote-
ness during the secondary season could be
viewed as a low or negligible effect and as a
trade-off for a non-motorized experience year-
round in the wild river. The traditional use of
kickers by floaters in the river below the mouth
of the Salmon River during the primary season
would also be viewed as a negligible effect.

While float use would still be allowed access to
the scenic river from the mouth of the Salmon
River during the primary season, this alternative
would have a high potential of achieving the
desired ROS setting on a year-round basis as
described in Table llI-2 because it emphasizes
motorized access as a trade-off for non-
motorized users’ exclusive use of the wild river.
There would be a moderate expectation of soli-
tude and some expectation of experiencing
isolation from the sights and sounds of others at
a level appropriate to a scenic river setting
based mainly upon the perception of motorized
users.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, this section of the river would
be managed to emphasize variations in levels of
mixed use on weekdays and weekends during
the primary season. Total average powerboat
use operating in the entire scenic river would be
22% higher than existing use. Commercial pow-
erboats would be limited to six boats per day.
Numbers of private powerboats would be limit-
ed to a maximum ten permits daily, Monday
through Thursday and a maximum 20 permits
daily on Friday through Sunday for this section
of river. An additional five private powerboats
per day could travel from Cache Creek to the

mouth of the Salmon for day-use only. Some
float use would occur as a result of launches at
Hells Canyon Creek that continued their trip into
this section of the river and from float launches
entering from Pittsburg and Dug Bar. A large
number of floaters would enter from the mouth
of the Salmon River. The result would be a total
amount of use similar to Alternative E with high-
er numbers of powerboats on weekends and a
higher percentage of float use. (Effects of Lower
Salmon use entering the Snake River is re-
viewed under cumulative effects.)

Scenic designation would allow for a higher lev-
el of use and a reduced sense of remoteness.
Picnic tables at some widely dispersed river
campsites and navigation markers would dimin-
ish the sense of remoteness but to a greater
degree for floaters than powerboaters. Removal
of toilets from dispersed campsites in support of
a solid human waste carryout program would
enhance the sense of remoteness year-round.

Since the alternative would enhance the motor-
ized recreation experience in the scenic river,
especially above the mouth of the Salmon River
on the Snake River, the amount of use in the
area would not be viewed as detrimental to the
feeling of remoteness when viewed from the
perspective of motorized recreationists, espe-
cially on weekdays. Inversely, the limited
amount of floatcraft use continuing into this sec-
tion of the river from upstream (at a slightly high-
er level than Alternative D during the primary
season) would view the amount of powerboat
use to be too high, especially on weekends, to
provide a sense of remoteness, even within the
guidelines that would be applicable to scenic
designation. This could be viewed as a low or
negligible effect in light of the management em-
phasis on motorized recreation and the oppor-
tunity for a non-motorized experience in the wild
river. The traditional use of kickers by floaters in
this section of the river, especially below the
mouth of the Salmon River, would support this
position of negligible effect.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial of achieving the desired ROS setting for re-
moteness as described in Table IlI-2 on a year-
round basis due to the increased levels of
powerboat use on weekends during the primary
season. There would be a higher expectation of
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solitude and some expectation of experiencing
isolation from the sights and sounds of others
on weekdays, and a lower expectation on week-
ends, but still at a level appropriate to a scenic
river setting.

SOCIAL ENCOUNTERS

Social encounters are a part of the recreation
setting and are important when considering the
impact of users on each other's recreation ex-
periences. Social encounters can be described
as seeing, hearing, smelling (gas fumes, smoke
from camps, etc.) or interacting with other par-
ties during a river trip. These encounters may
be between individuals and groups, different
user groups, similar user groups, commercial
and private users, river and land-based users,
or other combinations of individuals or groups.
Encounters with individuals traveling together
as a group are usually not considered. A level of
congestion is indicative of the cumulative effect
of multiple encounters and is most easily recog-
nized at site specific locations. This would be
most measurable at launch/takeout ramps, rap-
ids which are usually scouted because of de-
gree of difficulty, or at destination sites on the
river such as Kirkwood Historic Ranch.

Encounters are generally not easily quantifiable
in dispersed settings and are most important to
recreationists who place a high value on a
sense of remoteness as part of their recreation
experience. Among Snake River users, the
number of encounters has historically been
more important to floaters than powerboaters
with the exception that both groups are con-
cerned about encounters that involve inappro-
priate social behavior and encounters that lead
to congestion at launch/takeout ramps. Inap-
propriate social behavior can diminish the ex-
pected river experience, and congestion at
launch/takeout ramps can cause problems with
access and egress to the river.

On the Snake River where powerboat travel is
common, it is even more difficult to quantify
encounters since powerboats are extremely
mobile. A powerboater may concentrate use in
a specific section of river, reducing the chances
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of encounters with other groups, or may range
over many miles of river several times in a single
day, increasing the chance of multiple encoun-
ters as a result of a single powerboat. Floaters
proceed down river at a relatively constant
pace, reducing the likelihood of encounters with
other float parties behind or ahead of them. For
this reason, floaters on the Snake River usually
refer to encounters as a negative experience in
reference to powerboat use, its associated
noise, odor, and multiple encounters with mo-
torized users (University of Idaho User Survey).

in the wild river, the visitor's experience would
be enhanced with a lower level of encounters
and congestion. In the scenic river a higher level
of encounters and congestion would be accept-
able but use would still be managed at a level
that would not affect the appropriate recreation
experience for a scenic river in a motorized set-
ting. Since float use entering the Snake from the
Lower Salmon has a cumulative impact on
Snake River management goals, analysis of en-
counters will consider Snake River users only.
The effect of Lower Salmon River use on en-
counters is analyzed under the section on
cumulative effects.

There are several assumptions made in deter-
mining the potential for achievement of the de-
sired ROS setting as follows:

- Areduction in the number of negative social
encounters at congested areas and on the
river between users, particularly between
powerboaters and fioaters, would enhance
the recreation ORV.

- Higher levels of use would create higher
numbers and rates of encounters due to
total numbers of people and mobility of
powerboats.

- The level of use and associated social en-
counters in the secondary season for all
action alternatives are generally acceptable
due to reduced levels of use. The rationale
for this assumption is that it would be nec-
essary to extend the primary season for any
alternative where they were generally not
acceptable.
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Encounters as a result of competition for camp-
sites is not considered since this issue is ana-
lyzed as a separate effect.

For the purpose of this analysis, encounters are
measured subjectively in terms of high, moder-
ate, or low potential for each alternative to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters during the primary season. A descrip-
tion of the desired ROS settings for the wild and
scenic sections of the river can be found in
Tables lli-1 and lll-2, respectively.

ALTERNATIVE A

Under this alternative, powerboat use would re-
main unlimited, allowing it to increase above
existing use levels. Float trips, while limited,
could increase towards the limits set for maxi-
mum daily launches, party size, and number of
boats per party.

Improvement of launch facilities at Hells Canyon
Creek and Pittsburg Landing would alleviate
some congestion but the potentiai for increased
use at these sites could offset the capacity of
these improvements. Use at Kirkwood could be
expected to grow with increased river use and
improved trail facilities at Pittsburg for hikers
and horses.

This alternative would have a low potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table Ill-1. The magni-
tude and duration of encounters would in-
crease, resulting in many contacts with other
users at rapids and access points.

ALTERNATIVE B

This alternative would limit all motorized use but
at a level greater than existing use. Floatcraft
use could increase through greater utilization of
launches, number of people, and boats per par-

ty.

Improvements to launch facilities at Hells Can-
yon Creek and Pittsburg Landing would allevi-
ate some congestion but the potential for in-
creased use at these sites could be an
offsetting negative factor. Use at Kirkwood

could be expected to grow with increased river
use and improved trail facilities at Pittsburg for
hikers and horses.

This alternative would have a low potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table llI-1. The magni-
tude and duration of encounters would in-
crease, especially between Rush Creek and
Pittsburg, resulting in many contacts with other
users at rapids and access points.

ALTERNATIVE C

This alternative would manage use at a level
approximating an average of use levels that oc-
curred in 1985-1989. The maximum number of
floatcraft, even with a limit of eight boats per
launch, could outnumber powerboats by a mini-
mum ratio of approximately 4:1 at maximum uti-
lization (based on existing average number of
boats per float party). However, the importance
of this imbalance is lessened as powerboat us-
ers generally place somewhat less emphasis on
encounters.

Improvements to launch facilities at Hells Can-
yon Creek and Pittsburg Landing would allevi-
ate some congestion. While float traffic at Hells
Canyon Creek could grow with increased utili-
zation of launches, limits on powerboat use
would offset the potential for increased conges-
tion. River use at Kirkwood would probably sta-
bilize at levels lower than current use although
this would be partially offset by increased trail
use from Pittsburg.

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lll-1. Few con-
tacts would occur with other users at rapids and
access points. Most encounters would be of
short duration.

ALTERNATIVE D

This alternative would eliminate powerboat use
between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood dur-
ing the primary season and grant exclusive use
to non-motorized use, creating few on-river en-
counters except with other floater groups or trail
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users. In the secondary season motorized use
would be allowed and encounters would in-
crease during the period of the season that
would still provide favorable weather for float-

ing.

Improvements to launch facilities at Hells Can-
yon Creek and Pittsburg would alleviate most
congestion, especially with limited powerboat
access at Pittsburg. While floatcraft use at Hells
Canyon Creek could grow with increased use of
launches, elimination of powerboat use up-
stream from Kirkwood during the primary sea-
son would offset the potential for congestion. A
slightly higher level of congestion could occur in
the secondary season when powerboat use
would be allowed, but the overall effect would
be negligible.

Between Kirkwood and Pittsburg, float use
would continue downstream and encounter
powerboat use that would represent levels of
use that approximated weekend use in
1985-1989 during the primary season. During
the secondary season there would be no use
limits for any users. The number of encounters
would be relatively stable throughout the year
based on maximum use limits and seasons of
use associated with each user group. Use lev-
els at Kirkwood would stabilize year round with
a slightly higher though moderate level of use
during the primary season.

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lll-1. Few con-
tacts would occur with other users at rapids and
access points. Most encounters would be of
short duration.

ALTERNATIVE E

In this alternative, floaters and powerboaters
would have exclusive biweekly use on alternat-
ing weeks during the primary season between
Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood. During the
secondary season there would be no limits on
use for any user group. There would be little
opportunity for encounters between the two us-
er groups during the primary season. The few
encounters that would occur could potentially
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relate to the transition times at the end of each
week.

While float use at Hells Canyon Creek would
grow with an increased number of launches
during the exclusive non-motorized week, im-
provements to launch facilities at Hells Canyon
Creek would alleviate most congestion. During
the exclusive motorized week, fewer numbers of
powerboat users would be launching from this
location than from points down river, alleviating
congestion. A slightly higher level of congestion
could occur in the secondary season when
both types of use would have access to unlimit-
ed launches, but only during the time period
when weather was favorable for floating.

During the non-motorized week, float groups
would continue downstream below Kirkwood
and powerboat use could travel upstream to
Kirkwood with an emphasis on day-use and lim-
ited overnight camping opportunities. On the
exclusive motorized use week, only a few float
groups would be finishing their trip downstream
from Kirkwood. The number of encounters
would only be a factor for a few days during the
motorized week and vary in level of effect de-
pendent upon the number of float groups in this
section of the river at the end of each non-
motorized week, whether or not they were using
jetback service, etc. The overall effect would be
negligible.

Use levels at Kirkwood would stabilize on a
weekly basis during the primary season, with
higher use expected during the motorized
week. Limited motorized use and improvements
to the ramp area at Pittsburg would alleviate
some potential for congestion at that site during
the primary season. The level of congestion
should stabilize at the Pittsburg ramp with
mixed use during the non-motorized week and
mostly powerboat use during the motorized
week.,

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lll-1. Few con-
tacts would occur with other users at rapids and
access points. Very few contacts in limited ar-
eas of the river corridor would occur between
motorized and non-motorized users. As aresult,
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the intensity of any encounters would be greatly
reduced.

ALTERNATIVE F

In this alternative, non-motorized boaters would
have exclusive use of the wild river year-round.
This would resuit in no on-river encounters with
powerboat users.

Improvements to launch facilities at Hells Can-
yon Creek and Pittsburg would alleviate most
congestion, especially with the reduction in the
maximum number of people that could access
the river per day and limits on the number of
boats per trip. Elimination of motorized use
year-round would further reduce the possibility
of congestion. A slightly higher level of conges-
tion could occur in the secondary season when
no daily launch limits were in effect. Congestion
would also occur at Pittsburg with motorized
access downstream in the scenic river but have
a negligible effect for floaters considering the
the trade-off of non-motorized exclusive use of
the wild river. The importance of use levels at
Kirkwood would be negligible in the absence of
an active interpretive program at the site.

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table 1li-1. Few con-
tacts would occur with other users at rapids and
access points. The duration of any encounters
would be very short.

ALTERNATIVE G

Under this alternative, mixed powerboat and
float use would occur, with the opportunity for a
non-motorized experience three days per week
on Monday through Wednesday for an eight
week period in July and August.

Use would reflect levels of access that occurred
in the mid to late 1980’s with emphasis on man-
agement of peak use for powerboating and
floating. This would reduce the number of en-
counters at launch sites and on the river. Float
party size would be reduced 20% with an asso-
ciated reduction in the number of float craft.

During the non-motorized period between Wild
Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood, there would be no
social encounters between motorized and non-
motorized river users, enhancing the experi-
ence for non-motorized river and trail users.
During periods of mixed use, the levels of use
would be low enough to assure an overall re-
duction in encounters between groups.

Use levels at Kirkwood would stabilize on a
weekly basis during the primary season with a
constant daily launch allocation for all users.
Limited motorized and non-motorized use and
improvements to the ramp area at Pittsburg
would alleviate some potential for congestion at
that site during the primary season. The level of
congestion at Hells Canyon Creek and the Pitts-
burg ramp should stabilize with limited, mixed
use occurring on a daily basis during the prima-
ry season.

Management of hours of operation for motor-
ized day-use and launch ramps should reduce
social encounters between powerboaters and
campers on the river. The reduction in one-day
float trips and jetbacks, and limiting commercial
powerboat outfitters to their historic areas of
operation, should also reduce encounters be-
tween groups.

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lll-1. Few con-
tacts would occur with other users at rapids and
access points. Most encounters would be of
short duration.

SCENIC SECTION - DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Under this alternative, unlimited motorized use
would be allowed to increase above existing
use levels. Increased floating could occur from
more trips launching at Hells Canyon Creek and
continuing into this section of the scenic river,
and from additional launches at Pittsburg, Dug
Bar, and the Lower Salmon River.
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Improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate some congestion but this ramp would
also be handling upstream users, adding to to-
tal congestion. Improved road access to Dug
Bar could increase congestion at that site but at
a lower level of use. Shoreline access to Cache
Creek would become more congested, even
with improved dock facilities.

This alternative would have a low potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lli-2. The magni-
tude and duration of encounters would in-
crease, resulting in many contacts with other
users at rapids and access points.

ALTERNATIVE B

Under this alternative, powerboat use would be
able to increase above existing use levels with
no limits on use in the immediate future prior to
monitoring. Peaks in use would not be man-
aged, resulting in very high numbers of daily
launches on some weekend days and holidays.
Increased float trips could occur from more trips
launching at Hells Canyon Creek and continu-
ing into this section of the scenic river and from
additional launches at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and
the Lower Salmon River.

Improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate some congestion but this ramp would
also be handling upstream and downstream
motorized and non-motorized users, adding to
total congestion. Improved road access to Dug
Bar could increase congestion at that site but at
a lower level of use. Shoreline access to Cache
Creek would become more congested, even
with improved dock facilities.

The LAC planning process focused upon a
modified natural river setting that would allow
more encounters than a semi-primitive motor-
ized setting. This would allow an increase in the
level of use with a resulting increase in encoun-
ters.

This alternative would have a low potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lli-2. The magni-
tude and duration of encounters would in-
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crease, resulting in many contacts with other
users at rapids and access points.

ALTERNATIVE C

Under this alternative, powerboat use would be
managed at a moderate level of use slightly
higher than in the wild river. Floating use could
increase because of more trips utilized, launch-
ing at Hells Canyon Creek and continuing into
this section of the scenic river, and from addi-
tional launches at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and the
Lower Salmon River.

improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate some congestion but this ramp would
also be handling upstream powerboat and
floatcraft use, adding to the total congestion.
Improved road access to Dug Bar could in-
crease congestion at that site but at a lower
level of use. Shoreline access to Cache Creek
would become less congested.

This alternative would have a high potential to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters as described in Table lll-2. There
would be few contacts with other users at rapids
and access points. Any contacts that did occur
would be of short duration.

ALTERNATIVE D

Under this alternative, powerboat use would be
concentrated in the scenic section during the
primary season approximately 17% above exist-
ing use levels. Floating could increase because
of more trips utilized, launching at Hells Canyon
Creek and continuing into this section of the
scenic river, and from additional float trips enter-
ing from the Lower Salmon River. While float
launches would not be allowed from Pittsburg
and Dug Bar during the primary season this
effect would be negligible because of the low
historic use associated with these sites.

Improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate some congestion. However, this ramp
would also be handling takeouts by upstream
floaters, adding to the congestion, but not at an
unacceptable level. Improved road access to
Dug Bar could increase congestion at that site
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but at a lower level of use. Shoreline access to
Cache Creek would become more congested
but manageable since, historically, use was
spread throughout the day.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to achieve the desired ROS setting for social
encounters as described in Table llI-2. There
would be some contacts with other users at
rapids and access points. The number and du-
ration of contacts would vary from short to mod-
erate duration, but at a level acceptable for a
scenic river designation.

ALTERNATIVE E

Under this alternative, powerboat use would be
concentrated in the scenic section during the
primary season, but managed to reduce peak
use days. Floating could increase because of
more trips utilized and launching at Hells Can-
yon Creek and continuing into this section of
the scenic river, but only adding use every other
week during the primary season. Increased
float use could occur from additional launches
at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and the Lower Salmon
River. Floats launched from Pittsburg and Dug
Bar would be limited to a low level of use once
maximum levels were reached during the pri-
mary season.

Improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate some congestion. Some congestion
would occur from mixing powerboaters, floaters
launching down river, and floatcraft takeouts
coming from upriver every other week. im-
proved road access to Dug Bar could increase
congestion at that site but at a lower level of use.
Shoreline access to Cache Creek would be-
come more congested but manageable, since
use would be spread throughout the day. Peak
use days would be eliminated, although higher
levels of powerboat use would be allowed on
weekends compared to weekdays.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to achieve the desired ROS setting for social
encounters as described in Table lll-2. There
would be some contacts with other users at
rapids and access points. The number and du-
ration of contacts would vary from short to mod-
erate duration, but at a level acceptable for a

scenic river designation. The duration and num-
ber of contacts would be less on weekdays
compared to weekends and less above the
mouth of the Salmon compared to below the
mouth of the Salmon.

ALTERNATIVE F

Under this alternative, powerboat use would be
concentrated year-round in the scenic section
approximately 28% above existing use levels. A
decrease would be expected in floatcraft use
due to the different allocation system in the wild
river and no float launches from Pittsburg. En-
counters between users could only occur be-
tween user groups on the Pittsburg ramp and
below the mouth of the Salmon River.

Improvements to the ramp at Pittsburg would
alleviate most congestion. While this ramp
would be handling takeouts by floaters from the
wild section, total congestion would be at an
acceptable level. Improved road access to Dug
Bar could increase congestion at that site but at
a lower level of use. Shoreline access to Cache
Creek would become more congested but man-
ageable since, historically, use was spread
throughout the day.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to achieve the desired ROS setting for social
encounters as described in Table -2, There
would be some contacts with other users at
rapids and access points. The number and du-
ration of contacts would vary from short to mod-
erate duration, but at a level acceptable for a
scenic river designation.

ALTERNATIVE G

Under this alternative, there would be levels of
mixed use that would vary between weekdays
and weekends, with weekdays providing for
lower levels of use and weekends with higher
levels of use.

Limits on access during weekdays would re-
duce the potential for encounters between mo-
torized and non-motorized users, enhancing
the quality of the experience. Float use continu-
ing into this section of the river from the wild
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river, or launches from Pittsburg or Dug Bar
could expect a lower level of powerboat use that
has been historically lower on Monday through
Thursday throughout the river corridor. The per-
centage of float launches entering this section
of the river would also remain low and limits on
both power and float use would be implement-
ed based upon monitoring. Congestion at the
Pittsburg and Dug Bar launch ramps and at
Cache Creek would remain low during week-
days.

A higher rate of on-river encounters would oc-
cur on weekends, with an emphasis on provid-
ing for powerboat recreation at a level compati-
ble with scenic river designation and a level of
float use that considered the effects of Lower
Salmon float use on overall river congestion and
encounters. Congestion at the improved ramps
at Pittsburg and Dug Bar would remain low,
while congestion at Cache Creek would in-
crease but remain manageable since, histori-
cally, use is spread throughout the day. Some
of this increased congestion at Cache Creek
would be due to stops by Lower Salmon floaters
and its role as a portal to manage powerboat
traffic that was not entering the river corridor.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to achieve the desired ROS setting for social
encounters as described in Table lil-2. There
would be some contacts with other users at
rapids and access points. The number and du-
ration of contacts would vary from short to mod-
erate duration, but at a level acceptable for a
scenic river designation.

PROVIDING FOR THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL
OF VISITOR MANAGEMENT

An outdoor recreation experience in a wild and
scenic river setting should allow river users the
opportunity to test their skill and self-sufficiency
to achieve a successful outcome to their trip
with as few limitations as possible. This could be
accomplished best in a situation where minimal
controls were imposed on users once they em-
barked on a trip. The end resuit of an unregi-
mented river trip would be a high level of quality
associated with the overall experience including
the ability to make choices involving challenge
and risk, the opportunity for exploration and dis-
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covery, and a feeling of accomplishment and
satisfaction at the end of the trip.

Wild and scenic rivers are described in the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act by such terms as *inac-
cessible," "primitive," and "undeveloped.” These
terms describe the type of different environment
a visitor enters when traveling through a wild
and scenic river corridor. A certain level of
knowledge is required by each visitor in order
for the river corridor to retain this type of envi-
ronment for future river users. Each visitor plays
an important part in protection and enhance-
ment of the ORV’s which attract the visitor to the
area and hold their attention.

Some level of visitor management is necessary
to assure the protection and enhancement of
the ORV’s in the wild and scenic river corridor.
However, in order to allow visitors the maximum
freedom to experience the challenge of travel
through the river corridor, visitor management
should be implemented in a manner which does
not detract from their experience.

In some alternatives, commercial outfitters with
priority use would be limited to specific areas of
operation. Some alternatives wouid allow them
to continue to be able to travel into the primary
areas upon which their individual businesses
were established and in other alternatives they
would not be able to do this. This would also
apply to their ability to be able to continue to
conduct the type of operations on which their
past business was based. However, when view-
ing commercial use as an activity in general, the
entire river corridor would remain open to com-
mercial use in all alternatives. As a result, this
would not be considered to be a form of visitor
management or regimentation that would be
applicable to analyzing effects to the visitor
management ROS setting.

For the purpose of this analysis, visitor manage-
ment will be measured subjectively in terms of
high, moderate, or low potential for each alter-
native to meet the ROS settings for visitor man-
agement in a manner that will protect and en-
hance ORV’s but not affect the quality of the
visitor's experience as a result of numerous
and/or burdensome visitor management con-
trols once they have launched their trip into the
river corridor. The desired ROS setting for visitor
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management in the wild and scenic sections of
the river can be found in Tables lll-1 and lll-2,
respectively.

In all alternatives, management of visitor behav-
iors aimed at protecting the ORV's would be
emphasized through user education concen-
trated at the portals prior to river users leaving
on a river trip.

WILD RIVER - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, powerboat use would be unlim-
ited and float use would be limited but able to
grow toward maximum numbers of launches,
boats per party, and party size.

As overall use increased, it would become in-
creasingly difficult to protect ORV's, even with

an active education program at the portals. The:

degree of challenge and risk associated with
the trip would be diminished as a result of the
number of river users and the availability of as-
sistance from other users. The number of on-
site visitor management controls would in-
crease in an attempt to protect ORV’s such as
cultural resources, wildlife, and sport fisheries.
A greater presence by management and law
enforcement personnel would be necessary to
deal with resource impacts, protect resources,
and deal with conflict between users on the
river. The lack of a campsite reservation system
combined with high numbers of river users
would result in an increasing need for law en-
forcement to manage conflict at campsites. Im-
plementation of campsite reservations, but con-
tinued increases in use, would produce a
setting where management of visitors would be-
come highly regimented to manage user con-
flict. Regimentation of visitors outside of camp-
sites at specific locations such as Kirkwood or at
major rapids would be necessary to manage
visitor impacts, user conflict, or to protect re-
sources. Closures could be imposed on some
sites to assure protection. Installation of signs
could be necessary in support of closures and
efforts to reduce site impacts.

This alternative would have a low potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table lli-1. It would not provide
the appropriate setting that would require a
great deal of self-reliance through application of
outdoor skills, a perception of a high degree of
challenge and risk, or subtle visitor manage-
ment controls or regulations.

The presence of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from Pittsburg Landing to
Sheep Creek would diminish the sense of chal-
lenge and risk by reducing the need for self-
reliance on river navigation skills and by reduc-
ing the need for reliance on maps since river
miles shown on the markers would establish a
point of reference during a trip.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, both powerboat and float use
would be allowed to increase, but with maxi-
mum limits established on levels of use.

As overall use increased, there would some dif-
ficulty in protecting ORV’s, even with an active
user education program. If daily private power-
boat limits of 8 and 16 were set as the upper
limits for access, and the trend for single- and
two-person floatcraft continued to increase, the
magnitude of the change in river experience
would be dramatic, affecting the recreation
ORV. A campsite reservation system would
make travel within the river corridor highly regi-
mented and scheduled for all users, and would
resolve some of the issues concerning camp-
site conflict, but would not address social con-
flict associated with multiple on-river encoun-
ters.

With an increasing volume of powerboat and
float traffic, the degree of challenge and risk
associated with the trip would be diminished as
a result of the number of river users and the
availability of assistance from other users. The
number of on-site visitor management controls
could increase in an attempt to protect ORV's
such as cultural resources, wildlife, and sport
fisheries. A greater presence by management
and law enforcement personnel would be nec-
essary to deal with resource impacts, to protect
resources, and deal with conflict between users
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on the river, Regimentation of visitors at specific
sites such as Kirkwood or at major rapids could
be necessary to manage congestion, visitor im-
pacts, user conflict, or to protect resources. Clo-
sures could be imposed on some sites to as-
sure protection. Informational signs would be
allowed primarily at developed sites, trail junc-
tions, and a limited number of interpretive areas
but none would be visible from the river.

This alternative would have a low potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table lll-1. It would not provide
the appropriate experience setting that would
require a great deal of self-reliance through ap-
plication of outdoor skills, a perception of a high
degree of challenge and risk, or subtle visitor
management controls or regulations. If the LAC
planning process limits on private powerboat
access were implemented, this would be espe-
cially apparent between Rush Creek and Pitts-
burg Landing.

The removal of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from the wild river corridor
would enhance the sense of challenge and risk
by increasing the need for self-reliance on river
navigation skills and the need for map reading
skills.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C, powerboat use would be man-
aged at a level that reflected average use be-
tween 1985-1989 and float use would be man-
aged at five launches per day with a 33%
reduction in maximum people per party and a
maximum of eight boats per party.

Use associated with this alternative would pro-
vide for a greater dependence on outdoor skills
and self-reliance during a trip. There would be
less readily available assistance from other river
users, creating a higher degree of challenge
and risk associated with the trip. On-site visitor
management controls would be less apparent
with the exception of a' campsite reservation
system which would make travel through the
corridor much more regimented and sched-
uled. However, lower numbers of overnight us-
ers would make campsite reservations more of
a convenience than a necessity. Regimentation
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of visitors at specific sites other than campsites
or on-site controls would be more of an excep-
tion than the rule. Fewer contacts with manage-
ment personnel while on the river would occur.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to meet the ROS settings for visitor manage-
ment as described in Table lli-1. While it would
provide the appropriate experience setting that
would require a great deal of self-reliance
through application of outdoor skills and a per-
ception of a high degree of challenge and risk,
a campsite reservation system would add an
element of regimentation to all visitors’ experi-
ence. Other visitor management controls or reg-
ulations would be more subtle.

The presence of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from Pittsburg Landing to
Sheep Creek would diminish the sense of chal-
lenge and risk by reducing the need for self-
reliance on river navigation skills and by reduc-
ing the need for reliance on maps since river
miles shown on the markers would establish a
point of reference during a trip.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, motorized use would be exclud-
ed during the primary season between Hells
Canyon Dam and Kirkwood and mixed motor-
ized and non-motorized use would occur be-
tween Kirkwood and Pittsburg Landing.

The absence of motorized use throughout the
primary season between Hells Canyon Dam
and Kirkwood would create an environment that
would require a greater dependence on the ap-
plication of outdoor skills and self-reliance dur-
ing ariver trip. There would be less readily avail-
able assistance from other river users, creating
a higher degree of challenge and risk associat-
ed with the trip. On-site visitor management
controls would be less apparent and unregi-
mented. Fewer contacts with management per-
sonnel while on the river would occur. Regimen-
tation of visitors at specific sites such as
Kirkwood or on-site controls would be more of
an exception than the rule.

This alternative would have a high potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
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as described in Table [lI-1. It would provide the
appropriate experience setting that would re-
quire a great deal of self-reliance through appli-
cation of outdoor skills, a perception of a high
degree of challenge and risk, and subtle visitor
management controls or regulations.

The removal of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from the wild river corridor
would enhance the sense of challenge and risk
by increasing the need for self-reliance on river
navigation skills and the need for map reading
skills.

ALTERNATIVE E

In Alternative E there would be exclusive use by
motorized and non-motorized users on a bi-
weekly basis between Hells Canyon Dam and
Kirkwood and mixed use between Kirkwood
and Pittsburg.

This alternative would provide different experi-
ences for different types of users. Non-
motorized users would experience a greater de-
pendence on outdoor skills and self-reliance
during a trip. There would be less readily avail-
able assistance from other river users, creating
a higher degree of challenge and risk associat-
ed with the trip. On-site visitor management
controls would be less apparent with the excep-
tion of a campsite reservation system which
would make travel through the corridor much
more regimented and scheduled. Fewer con-
tacts with management personnel while on the
river would occur.

Motorized users would have an experience
where outdoor skills and self-reliance during a
trip would be more dependent upon the sec-
tions of the wild river they were traveling
through. There would be progressively less
readily available assistance from other river us-
ers as they traveled into sections of the wild river
between Rush Creek Rapid and Wild Sheep
Rapid, creating a higher degree of challenge
and risk associated with the trip. Since they
would not have campsite reservations due to
their ease of mobility, their trip would be highly
unregimented, enhancing their experience.
More contacts with management personnel

while on the river would occur due to ease of
mobility.

Regimentation of visitors at locations other than
campsites or on-site controls would be more of
an exception than the rule.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to meet the ROS settings for visitor manage-
ment as described in Table lll-1. It would pro-
vide the appropriate experience setting that
would require a great deal of self-reliance
through application of outdoor skills for floaters
but to a lesser degree for powerboaters. Non-
motorized users would have a perception of a
high degree of challenge and risk while the per-
ception of motorized users would vary, with an
increasing perception of challenge and risk as
they successfully negotiated the most challeng-
ing rapids (Rush Creek, Granite Creek and Wild
Sheep) and entered sections of the wild river
that required a higher level of skill for access.
Floaters would be highly regimented with a
campsite reservation system while powerboat-
ers would be able to select campsites on a first-
come, first-served basis. Other visitor manage-
ment controls or regulations would be more
subtle.

The presence of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from Pittsburg Landing to Kirk-
wood would slightly diminish the sense of chal-
lenge and risk by reducing the need for self-
reliance on river navigation skills and by
reducing the need for reliance on maps since
river miles shown on the markers would estab-
lish a point of reference during a river trip.

ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, the wild river would be man-
aged for a non-motorized experience year-
round.

The absence of motorized use throughout the
year between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood
would create an environment that would require
a high degree of dependence on the applica-
tion of outdoor skills and self-reliance during a
river trip. There would be less readily available
assistance from other river users, creating a
higher degree of challenge and risk associated
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with the trip. On-site visitor management con-
trols would be less apparent and unregimented.
Few contacts with management personnel
while on the river would occur. Regimentation of
visitors while on the river or at sites within the
corridor outside of portals would be very low.
On-site controls and information facilities would
be extremely limited.

This alternative would have a high potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Tabile ilI-1. It would provide the
appropriate experience setting that would re-
quire a great deal of self-reliance through appli-
cation of outdoor skills, a perception of a high
degree of challenge and risk, and only subtle
visitor management controls or regulations.

The removal of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from the wild river corridor
would enhance the sense of challenge and risk
by increasing the need for self-reliance on river
navigation skills and the need for map reading
skills.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, the river would be managed for
a variety of experiences for motorized and non-
motorized use including a limited opportunity
for a non-motorized experience between Wild
Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood.

The levels of use associated with this alternative
would provide a greater dependence on out-
door skills and self-reliance during a trip for all
users. There would be less readily available as-
sistance from other river users, creating a high-
er degree of challenge and risk associated with
the trip. This experience would be enhanced for
floaters during the non-motorized periods of
time and for powerboaters as they traveled into
the sections of river that required greater skill for
access.

On-site visitor management controls would be
less apparent with the exception that a camp-
site reservation system could be implemented if
other subtle management controls were not
successful in reducing campsite competition to
acceptable levels. Regimentation of visitors at
specific sites such as Kirkwood or on-site con-
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trols would be more of an exception than the
rule. Contacts with management personnel in
some sections of the river would be reduced as
a result of non-motorized periods of time.

This alternative would have a high potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table llI-1. it would provide the
appropriate experience setting that would re-
quire an great deal of self-reliance through ap-
plication of outdoor skills for floaters and power-
boaters in a shared use setting. Non-motorized
users would have a perception of a higher de-
gree of challenge and risk during non-
motorized periods while this perception for mo-
torized users would increase as they
successfully negotiated the most challenging
rapids (Rush Creek, Granite Creek and Wild
Sheep) and entered sections of the wild river
that required a higher level of skill for access. It
is anticipated there are a sufficient number of
mitigation measures available as subtle on-site
management controls that could be implement-
ed to avoid the regimentation of a campsite
reservation system. Regimentation of visitors at
specific sites such as Kirkwood or on-site con-
trols would be more of an exception than the
rule.

The presence of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers from Pittsburg Landing to Kirk-
wood would slightly diminish the sense of chal-
lenge and risk by reducing the need for self-
reliance on river navigation skills and by
reducing the need for reliance on maps since
river miles shown on the markers would estab-
lish a point of reference during a river trip.

SCENIC RIVER - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In this alternative all uses would be allowed to
continue to increase.

As overall use increased, it would become in-
creasingly difficult to protect ORV’s, even with
an active education program at the portals. The
moderate degree of challenge and risk associ-
ated with a scenic river trip would be diminished
as a result of the number of river users, espe-
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cially on peak use days. Self-reliance would be
less necessary because assistance from other
users would become more readily available.
The number of on-site visitor management con-
trols by the Forest Service and other managing
agencies would increase in an attempt to pro-
tect ORV’s such as cultural resources, wildlife,
and sport fisheries. A greater presence by man-
agement and law enforcement personnel from
several agencies would be necessary to deal
with resource impacts, to protect resources,
and deal with conflict between users on the
river. There would be an increasing need for law
enforcement personnel to manage conflict at
campsites and between groups on the river.
Regimentation of visitors outside of campsites
at specific locations such as the mouth of the
Salmon could become necessary to manage
visitor impacts, user conflict or to protect re-
sources. Closures could be imposed on some
sites to assure protection. Installation of signs
could be necessary in support of closures and
efforts to reduce site impacts.

This alternative would have a low potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table lll-2. Increasing levels of
use and increases in the number of days of
peak use would not provide the appropriate ex-
perience setting. As a result, there would be
less dependence on self-reliance through appli-
cation of outdoor skills and a reduced percep-
tion of a moderate degree of challenge and risk.
Visitor management controls or regulations
would increase.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, use would be allowed to contin-
ue to increase. However, levels of use would be
monitored in regard to user perceptions of
crowding. Mitigation measures would be taken
to resolve crowding to avoid establishing limits
on all users. These mitigation measures would
be taken if monitoring indicated that more than
50% of all boaters felt crowded upstream from
the mouth of the Salmon River.

As overall use increased, it would become in-
creasingly difficult to protect ORV’s, even with
an active education program at the portals and

implementation of the mitigation measures. The
moderate degree of challenge and risk associ-
ated with a scenic river trip would be diminished
in conjunction with an associated increase in
the number of river users that would take place
while it was being determined if the mitigation
was successful in reducing crowding, especial-
ly on peak use days. Increases in use would
make assistance from other users increasingly
available, especially during periods of peak use.
The number of on-site visitor management con-
trols by the Forest Service and other managing
agencies could increase in an attempt to pro-
tect ORV’s such as cultural resources, wildlife,
and sport fisheries while issues relating to
crowding were being resolved. A greater pres-
ence by management and law enforcement
personnel from several agencies could also be-
come necessary to deal with resource impacts,
to protect resources, and deal with conflict be-
tween users on the river. There would be an
increasing need for law enforcement personnel
to manage conflict at campsites and between
groups on the river. Regimentation of visitors
outside of campsites at specific locations such
as the mouth of the Salmon could become nec-
essary to manage visitor impacts, user conflict
or to protect resources. Closures could be im-
posed on some sites to assure protection. In-
stallation of signs could become necessary in
support of closures and efforts to reduce site
impacts.

This alternative would have a low potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table lll-2. It could not provide
the appropriate experience setting in a timely
manner. While mitigation measures were being
taken, there would be a diminished depend-
ence on self-reliance through application of out-
door skills, a lowered perception of a moderate
degree of challenge and risk, and subtle visitor
management controls or regulations would in-
crease. These effects would be most noticeable
during periods of high or peak use. These is-
sues might by resolved over a period of time
after establishment of specific use levels. How-
ever, this would be dependent upon whether or
not the use levels addressed periods of peak
use and upon how high the use levels would be
set.
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ALTERNATIVE C

Use associated with this alternative would pro-
vide for a greater dependence on outdoor skills
and self-reliance during a trip. There would be
less readily available assistance from other river
users, easily creating a moderate degree of
challenge and risk associated with the trip. On-
site visitor management controls would be less
apparent and regimentation of users would be
minimal. Regimentation of visitors at sites in the
scenic river or on-site controls would be more of
an exception than the rule. Fewer contacts with
management personnel while on the river would
occur.

This alternative would have a high potential to
meet the ROS settings for visitor management
as described in Table llI-2. It would provide the
appropriate experience setting that would re-
quire self-reliance through application of out-
door skills in an environment that offered a mod-
erate or higher degree of challenge and risk.
Only a few subtle on-site visitor management
controls or regulations would be apparent.

ALTERNATIVES D, E, F AND G

In these alternatives, use levels would be estab-
lished that would protect the ORV's within the
river corridor including the experience of the
visitor. All campsites would be on a first-come,
first-served basis, greatly reducing (in compari-
son with alternatives A and B) any feeling of
regimentation by users. Use levels would be
established to assure the degree of challenge
and risk associated with the trip would be at a
moderate level that was acceptable for a scenic
river setting.

Alternatives E and G would enhance the experi-
ence by reducing the total number of users in
the scenic river corridor on weekdays (Monday
through Thursday). This would result in less
readily available assistance from other river us-
ers and creation of a higher degree of challenge
and risk associated with the trip on weekdays
compared to weekends.

These alternatives would have a high potential
to meet the ROS settings for visitor manage-
ment as described in Table Ili-2. They would
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provide the appropriate experience setting that
would require self-reliance through application
of outdoor skills in an environment that offered
a moderate degree of challenge and risk. The
degree of challenge and risk would be en-
hanced on Monday through Friday in Alterna-
tives E and G. Only a few subtle on-site visitor
management controls or regulations would be
apparent.

ALL ALTERNATIVES

The presence of Corps of Engineers navigation
(survey) markers would be appropriate in the
scenic river setting where there would be a
moderate expectation of challenge and risk and
an associated lower skill level for access.

PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF
FACILITY DEVELOPMENT FOR THE RIVER
CLASSIFICATION

The type of facilities provided for visitors, the
amount of on-site modifications, and even the
type of materials used in construction and main-
tenance of facilities are important elements in
maintaining the integrity of the wild and scenic
river setting. In a wild river, the intent of the
legislation is to provide for a *vestige of primitive
America* which signifies the need for visitors to
experience the river in a natural setting without
the conveniences of modern society that would
intrude upon the visitor's experience. Struc-
tures in a natural setting which visitors asso-
ciate with a historic, bygone era due to their
rustic appearance and architectural character
would enhance the experience of visitors. In a
scenic river, the intent of the legislation allows
for additional access, but with a goal of provid-
ing access to a natural setting where human
presence and activities take place, but remain
subordinate and are dominated by the land-
scape.

The presence of facilities or other types of on-
site modifications affect the expectations of a
person entering the river canyon and the resulit-
ing quality of their experience since structures
associated with facilities become a component
of the visual landscape. Their purpose and
need in regard to the recreation ORV must be
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weighed upon whether or not they meet a need
for resource protection and/or they provide the
appropriate level of user comfort and conven-
ience at a level that is appropriate within the
landscape of a backcountry river setting. This in
turn becomes a measure of how well the natural
setting is maintained to protect the landscape
and the environment from excessive modern
intrusions and the effects of those intrusions on
the overall recreation experience of future gen-
erations of river users.

There is a need to provide a greater level of
facility development at portal areas to accom-
modate the education of users in protection of
the river resources, to provide users with the
means to access the river corridor, and to pro-
vide facilities and services necessary for visitors
who may congregate at road end as their only
means of experiencing the wild and scenic river
setting.

One type of facility which would be phased out
in all alternatives are pit toilets at dispersed river
campsites. The purpose of this phase out would
be to address public health issues, archaeologi-
cal concerns, and visual impacts on the river
bars. This would result in implementing a solid
human waste carryout program and removal of
the semi-permanent structures associated with
pit toilets. There has been sufficient technologi-
cal progress made in recent years in carryout
systems and off-site disposal facilities to make
full implementation of this program feasible by
1996. Removal of the structures associated with
this program would be viewed as enhancing the
experience from the standpoint of removal of
non-historic structures (outhouses) from many
river campsites throughout the river corridor.

In all alternatives, low impact camping practices
would be encouraged through user education
and requirements for compliance with condi-
tions of use on permits year-round for all activi-
ties in the canyon. Low impact camping practic-
es would enhance the recreation ORV by
reducing the need for facilities solely for the
convenience or comfort of river users or make-
shift construction of facilities by users for short-
term convenience. These type of facilities de-
tract from the natural visual landscape of the
river canyon. An assumption made in this analy-

sis was that current technology provides a great
variety of light-weight equipment that can be
easily transported into and out of the river corri-
dor by the majority of visitors to accommodate
all of their needs while in the area. This includes
equipment for managing solid human waste
carryout, firepans and charcoal, portable ta-
bles, and other camping equipment.

In all alternatives, historic structures would be
managed under the guidelines of the Snake
Wild and Scenic River Corridor Structures Man-
agement Plan (reference analysis file) or subse-
quent revisions of the plan and The Secretary of
the Interior’'s Standards for Historic Preservation
Projects.

In all alternatives, any significant construction,
modification, or removal of significant historic or
non-historic structures within the river corridor
at Management Area 8 or 16 sites, other than
stabilization and routine maintenance, would
require environmental analysis and an appro-
priate level of public involvement.

In all action aiternatives, all underground fuel
storage tanks, barrels, and above-ground fuel-
ing facilities would be eliminated with the excep-
tion of the administrative fueling facilities at
Pittsburg Landing which meet Environmental
Protection Agency standards. This would pro-
tect and enhance ORV’s by reducing the poten-
tial for fuel spills.

In all action alternatives, hitching rails for admin-
istrative and recreational use of livestock would
be provided at Bernard Creek, Saddle Creek,
Camp Creek, and Battle Creek to protect and
enhance ORV’s by minimizing resource dam-
age and social conflicts.

In all action alternatives in both the wild and
scenic river, all docks located at Management
Area 16 sites would be allowed to remain in
place unless specifically noted in the alterna-
tive. These would include Hells Canyon Creek,
Temperance Creek, Pittsburg Administrative
Site, Copper Creek, and Cache Creek. Tie rings
would be allowed at all Management Area 16
sites unless specifically noted in the alternative
and would not be considered to have an effect
on the facility development ROS at these sites.
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In all action alternatives in both the wild and
scenic river, all new scientific monitoring sta-
tions would be installed to minimum visual im-
pact standards within the river corridor. If the
type of equipment necessary for use could not
meet appropriate standards, additional steps
would be taken to mitigate visual impacts in-
cluding location of the equipment out of imme-
diate view of the river, screening, or camou-
flage. All existing monitoring equipment would
be required to meet minimum visual impact
standards and modified if necessary. This
would protect and enhance the recreation ORV
by maintaining the visual quality of the the land-
scape.

In all action alternatives, the number of signs
within Management Area 8 (general corridor
and historic structures) and near scientific mon-
itoring stations would be limited by guidelines
for visual quality objectives of primitive and re-
tention in the wild and scenic sections, respec-
tively. Signs at Management Area 16 sites (ad-
ministrative and recreation sites) would meet
visual quallity objectives in accordance with site
development plans and the Secretary of Interi-
or's standards for historic preservation projects.
Managing signs to levels that would meet these
VQO’s would protect and enhance the recre-
ation ORV.

There would be greater, though still limited, evi-
dence of development at widely dispersed loca-
tions within the scenic river corridor as com-
pared to the wild river. Any development would
be comprised of structures associated with his-
toric, pastoral, or recreational occupancy and
would not detract from the visual qualities of the
landscape associated with scenic river desig-
nation,

For the purposes of this analysis, facility devel-
opment is measured subjectively in terms of
high, moderate, or low potential for each alter-
native. This would be to achieve the desired
ROS setting by limiting the amount of develop-
ment to those types that protect and enhance
ORV’s and provide for the appropriate level of
user comfort and convenience relative to loca-
tion within the corridor (general river, portal or
specific site) and river designation (wild or sce-
nic). The desired ROS settings for the wild and
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scenic sections of the river can be found in
Tables IlI-1 and IlI-2, respectively.

WILD RIVER - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In this alternative, pit toilets would be removed
but picnic tables would remain at dispersed riv-
er campsites. Toilet facilities and picnic tables
would be maintained at all administrative and
developed recreation sites (Management Area
16). Additional dispersed campsites could be
developed with the addition of more picnic ta-
bles at new sites. The silos at Kirkwood would
remain in place. There would be no specific
guidelines to mitigate the visual impact of exist-
ing scientific monitoring stations. Additional
signs, docks, tie rings, and hitching rails could
be installed at locations along the river if neces-
sary for user convenience.

This alternative would have a low potential of
achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table Ill-1. Retention and/
or the addition of obtrusive, human-created
structures in the wild river corridor would not
protect or enhance ORV's. Many facilities would
be provided for user comfort and convenience
that would not be appropriate to a wild river
setting.

ALTERNATIVE B

In this alternative, pit toilets would be removed
but picnic tables would be provided at some
sites. Toilet facilities and picnic tables would be
maintained at all administrative and developed
recreation sites (Management Area 16).

The silos at Kirkwood would be removed after
conducting the appropriate environmental anal-
ysis.

Interpretive facilities would be provided only at
portal areas and administrative sites. Informa-
tional signing would be located primarily at de-
veloped sites, trail junctions, and a limited num-
ber of interpretive areas. Signs would not be
visible from the river.
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Facilities other than those providing river ac-
cess at portals constructed for boat landings
would be limited to specific sites (dock at Tem-
perance Creek and existing tie rings and cable
at Sheep Creek and tie rings at Sand Creek and
Kirkwood). Additional boat landing aids would
require public review and involvement.

Additional hitching rails would be provided
away from beaches and campsites if necessary
for resource protection or to minimize conflicts.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial of achieving the ROS setting for facility de-
velopment as described in Table lll-1. Some fa-
cilities such as picnic tables at dispersed river
campsites would be provided for user comfort
and convenience. There would be a potential
for additional boat landing aids including docks.
Such structures would not enhance the ORV
since they would not be appropriate to a wild
river setting.

ALTERNATIVES C, D, AND E

In these alternatives pit toilets would be re-
moved from all locations in the wild river corri-
dor. Toilet facilities would be maintained at all
administrative and developed recreation sites
(Management Area 16). Picnic tables would be
removed from all locations except Kirkwood His-
toric Ranch.

The silos at Kirkwood would be removed after
conducting the appropriate environmental anal-
ysis.

The only public dock allowed in the wild river
would be the dock at the Hells Canyon Creek
portal which would remain available for both
motorized and non-motorized boat access by
physically-challenged visitors, private users,
and commercial passengers. The dock at Tem-
perance Creek would be allowed to remain in
support of domestic sheep grazing operations
only. Tie rings would be provided as needed at
site specific locations within the wild river corri-
dor.

These alternatives would have a high potential
of achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lll-1. The overall

number of obtrusive, human-created structures
in the wild river corridor would be reduced
which would protect and enhance ORV’s. The
level of facilities provided for user comfort and
convenience would be appropriate for a wild
river setting.

ALTERNATIVE F

In this alternative, pit toilets and picnic tables
would be removed from all locations within the
wild river corridor. Toilet facilities would be
maintained at all administrative and developed
recreation sites (Management Area 16).

The dock at Hells Canyon Creek could be re-
moved to avoid maintenance expenses since
no motorized use would be allowed on the wild
river year-round. The dock at Temperance
Creek would not be necessary since, without
motorized access, there would be no need for a
dock. Tie rings would be left at Hells Canyon
Creek to assist in staging equipment prior to the
beginning of float trips but tie rings at all other
locations in the wild river would be removed.

Kirkwood Historic Ranch would be removed as
a Management Area 16 site and changed to a
Management Area 8 site, to emphasize the his-
toric structures on site but remove it as a staffed
recreation site. Since the site would be aban-
doned as a staffed location, any interpretation
of the site would be done from Pittsburg Land-
ing or Hells Canyon Creek. The historic struc-
tures would be emptied and receive periodic
structural maintenance only. All structures ex-
cept the National Register buildings (Jordan
House, Sterling Cabin, Hanna Cabin, and Cart-
er Mansion) would be removed, including the
Kirkwood silos after the appropriate environ-
mental analysis was completed, and the site
naturalized. The farm implements and associat-
ed interpretive signs would be removed to avoid
vandalism or theft.

This alternative would have a high potential of
achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lll-1. The overall
number of obtrusive, human-created structures
in the wild river corridor would be reduced sub-
stantially which would protect and enhance
ORV’s. The level of facilities provided for user
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comfort and convenience would be appropriate
for a wild river setting.

ALTERNATIVE G

In this alternative, pit toilets would be removed
from the entire wild river corridor except at
Sheep Creek and Salt Creek (Management Ar-
ea 16) to accommodate outfitter operations and
administrative operations at those sites, respec-
tively. Toilet facilities would be maintained at all
administrative and developed recreation sites
(Management Area 16) except at Sand Creek
where carryout of solid human waste would be
required.

Picnic tables would be removed from all dis-
persed campsites within the wild river corridor.
They would be allowed to remain at all adminis-
trative and developed recreation sites
(Management Area 16 sites).

The silos at Kirkwood would be removed after
the appropriate environmental analysis was
completed.

The only public dock allowed in the wild river
would be the dock at the Hells Canyon Creek
portal which would remain available for
physically-challenged visitors who were ac-
cessing the river for both private and commer-
cial motorized and non-motorized boating. The
dock could not be expanded to a size that
would allow additional boat slips. The dock at
Temperance Creek would be allowed to remain
in support of domestic sheep grazing opera-
tions only. Tie rings would be allowed at Man-
agement Area 16 sites only, with the exception
that a maximum of one inconspicuously placed
tie ring could be located on each shoreline at
the bottom of Rush Creek Rapids and Granite
Creek Rapids (a maximum of four tie rings, two
per rapid on opposite sides of the river) for
moorage of the Forest Service boat in support
of law enforcement and/or search and rescue
activities in the immediate vicinity of the rapids.

A maximum of two hitching rails per site would
be installed at specific locations along the river
but only at locations where it was necessary to
reduce impacts to resources or social conflict
as a result of concentrated use by recreational
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livestock. Forest Service personnel, contrac-
tors, and permittees would be required to man-
age their riding and packing stock using low-
impact techniques in the wild river corridor.
Hitching rails would be the exception rather
than the rule and would be installed as a tempo-
rary mitigation measure only in support of im-
plementation of a low-impact education pro-
gram for users of recreational livestock. All
hitching rails would be located out of view of the
river and away from river campsites.

This alternative would have a high potential of
achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lll-1. The overall
number of obtrusive, human created structures
in the wild river corridor would be reduced
which would protect and enhance ORV’s. The
level of facilities provided for user comfort and
convenience would be appropriate for a wild
river setting.

SCENIC RIVER - DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In this alternative, pit toilets would be removed
but picnic tables would remain at dispersed riv-
er campsites. Toilet facilities and picnic tables
would be maintained at all administrative and
developed recreation sites (Management Area
16). Additional dispersed campsites could be
developed with the addition of more picnic ta-
bles at new sites. The metal shed at Pittsburg
would remain in place. There would be no spe-
cific guidelines to mitigate the visual impact of
existing scientific monitoring stations. Addition-
al signs, docks, tie rings, and hitching rails
could be installed at locations along the river if
necessary for user convenience.

This alternative would have a low potential of
achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lll-2. Retention and/
or the addition of obtrusive, human created
structures in the scenic river corridor would not
protect or enhance ORV’s. While the presence
of picnic tables at some sites would not detract
from a scenic river setting, the potential for con-
tinually adding campsites and/or facilities for
user comfort and convenience could create a
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level of development that would not be appro-
priate to a scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE B

In this alternative, pit toilets would be removed
but picnic tables would be provided at some
sites. Toilet facilities and picnic tables would be
maintained at all administrative and developed
recreation sites (Management Area 16).

The metal shed at Pittsburg would be removed
after conducting the appropriate environmental
analysis.

Interpretive facilities would be provided only at
portal areas and administrative sites. Informa-
tional signing would be located primarily at de-
veloped sites, trail junctions, and a limited num-
ber of interpretive areas. Signs would not be
visible from the river.

Facilities other than those providing river ac-
cess at portals constructed for boat landings
would be limited to specific sites (docks and tie
rings at Pittsburg Administrative Site and Cache
Creek, dock at Copper Creek, tie rings at Pitts-
burg Landing Recreation Site and Mountain
Chief Mine Tunnel). Additional boat landing aids
would require public review and involvement.

Additional hitching rails would be provided
away from beaches and campsites if necessary
for resource protection or to minimize conflicts.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial of achieving the ROS setting for facility de-
velopment as described in Table ll-2. While the
presence of picnic tables at some sites would
not detract from a scenic river setting, the po-
tential for continually adding facilities such as
docks for user comfort and convenience could
create a trend in the level of development that
would not be appropriate to a scenic river set-
ting.

ALTERNATIVES C, D, EAND F
In these alternatives pit toilets would be re-

moved from all dispersed campsites in the sce-
nic river corridor. Toilet facilities would be main-

tained at all administrative and developed
recreation sites (Management Area 16). Picnic
tables would remain available for use.

The metal shed at Pittsburg would be removed
after conducting the appropriate environmental
analysis.

These alternatives would have a high potential
of achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lli-2. The level of
facility development and the number of facilities
provided for user comfort and convenience
would be appropriate for a scenic river setting.

ALTERNATIVE G

In this alternative pit toilets would be removed
from all dispersed campsites in the scenic river
corridor. Toilet facilities would be maintained at
all administrative and developed recreation
sites (Management Area 16) with the exception
of Tryon Creek Administrative Site where carry-
out of human waste would be required. Picnic
tables would remain available for use.

The metal shed at Pittsburg would be removed
after conducting the appropriate environmental
analysis.

A maximum of two hitching rails per site would
be installed at specific locations along the river
but only at locations where it was necessary to
reduce impacts to resources or social conflict
as a result of concentrated use by recreational
livestock. Forest Service personnel, contrac-
tors, and permittees would be required to man-
age their riding and packing stock using low
impact techniques in the scenic river corridor.
Hitching rails would be the exception rather
than the rule and would be installed as a tempo-
rary mitigation measure only in support of im-
plementation of a low impact education pro-
gram for users of recreational livestock. All
hitching rails would be screened from view of
the river and located away from river campsites.

Tie rings could be installed at some interpretive
locations such as the Mountain Chief Mine Tun-
nel for user convenience. This would not detract
from the scenic river setting since they are visu-
ally unobtrusive and historic steamboat rings
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are located at some sites within the scenic river
corridor.

This alternative would have a high potential of
achieving the ROS setting for facility develop-
ment as described in Table lil-2. The level of
facility development and the number of facilities
provided for user comfort and convenience
would be appropriate for a scenic river setting.

ABILITY FOR VISITORS TO ACHIEVE
THEIR DESIRED RECREATION EX-
PERIENCE

River-oriented recreation is the main attraction
for visitors to the Snake River and has been
identified as an outstandingly remarkable value.
Whitewater boating is the predominant river-
oriented recreation. Name recognition of Hells
Canyon creates an expectation and draws peo-
ple to the river and canyon, particularly people
interested in recreating on or near the river. For
some visitors, the "wild" designation creates an
unrealistic expectation of remoteness and prim-
itiveness similar to what they believe can be
found in Congressionally-designated *wilder-
ness" areas in perpetuity.

Historically, the inability of floaters to achieve a
recreation experience similar to a wilderness
trip and their feelings about the unequal use
allocation between float and powerboat recre-
ationists has produced the major social conflict
on the Snake River.

The Snake River, as currently managed, pro-
vides a mix of powerboat and floatcraft use
which can result in some visitors failing to
achieve their desired recreation experience for
the full duration of their trip. Many people view
a classification of *wild river" as the equivalent of
a wilderness designation. On the Snake River,
this incorrect perception of wild river classifica-
tion is further supported in the minds of recre-
ationists because portions of the designated
river corridor on both sides of the river adjoin
designated wilderness boundaries.

Both motorized and non-motorized users con-
clude the intent of the classification is to provide
an experience characterized by moderate or

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

higher levels of solitude for the full duration of
their trip. Floaters see the adjacent wilderness
designations as support for their contention
that motors shouid not be allowed on portions
of the river because they would seriously de-
tract from their expectation. Some non-
motorized trail users share the floaters’ per-
spective. Powerboaters see this rationale as a
constant threat to their method of access to the
river and inconsistent with the language in the
HCNRA Act that acknowledges both types of
use as valid. They view the Snake River as the
last major, domestic river available for whitewa-
ter powerboating and feel they have few options
for similar use on a regional basis compared to
the number of rivers available exclusively for
floating. Backcountry pilots share the perspec-
tive of powerboaters when these concerns are
applied to access for recreational aviation.

There are real challenges associated with man-
aging the river in away that visitors can have the
opportunity to achieve their desired recreation
experience for the greatest length of time during
their trip in light of the the complexity created by
the designations of *wild® and ‘*wilderness.”
From the user survey, many powerboaters (ap-
proximately 39%) indicated that visiting a wilder-
ness was an important reason for their trip on
the Snake River even though the Snake River is
not designated wilderness (reference analysis
file). Motors are generally prohibited in most
Congressionally-designated wilderness. How-
ever, it is not inappropriate to manage a wild
river to provide for periods of time where a visi-
tor can experience solitude or isolation from the
sights and sounds of other users in a remote
setting. This type of opportunity would enhance
the wild river experience of both floaters and
powerboaters, especially in the early morning
or evening hours at campsites.

Many commercial outfitters advertise Hells Can-
yon trips as *wilderness trips" in order to attract
business and may inadvertently lead customers
to a false expectation. As a resulit, passengers
on commercial float trips may be surprised or
upset by the presence of powerboats on the
river while commercial powerboat passengers
may be perfectly satisfied with their trip even
though both types of users were under the im-
pression that they were going on a "wilderness"
river trip.
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In general, it appears that many floaters visiting
a wild river expect a non-motorized recreational
experience in a setting with a very high degree
of naturalness while many powerboat recre-
ationists visit wild rivers to recreate in a natural
setting. Somewhere in between is the correct
mix of use to provide the variety of experiences
and opportunity for both users to achieve their
expectations for the longest period of time pos-
sible during their trip while also meeting the
intent of the legislation which guides use of the
area. At the same time, there is a responsibility
on the part of river users and commercial outfit-
ters to acknowledge and learn about the legal
guidelines that determine what a wild river expe-
rience should be on the Snake River.

Public response to these types of issues indi-
cated that fairness and equity were important
factors in regard to access and management of
use on the river. However, there was also an
indication that the issue of fairness and equity
could only be resolved if the quality of the expe-
rience was assured. As a result, three factors
needed to be combined in determining use allo-
cations for the Snake River including:

- A fair and equitable distribution of recre-
ational use.

- A level of use that would protect and en-
hance the quality of the river recreation ex-
perience.

- An opportunity for users to achieve their
expectations of a quality river experience
based upon perception by providing a vari-
ety of opportunities.

The four indicators of comparison that were
used to resolve this issue included the follow-

ing:

- Fair rules for access vs. rules that favor one
group over another.

- Motorized access vs. non-motorized ac-
cess.

- Commercial use vs. private use.

- Snake River opportunities vs. regional river
opportunities.

For the purposes of this analysis, fairness and
equity in providing river users with an opportu-
nity to achieve their desired river recreation ex-
perience were measured subjectively in terms

of high, moderate, or low potential for each al-
ternative to protect and enhance the quality of
river recreation opportunities and meet a variety
of user expectations.

Appendix C provides information on the differ-
ent legal requirements for management of the
Snake River. Appendix L describes a river edu-
cation plan that will be developed in part to
assure a better informed river user in an effort to
enhance the quality of their experience specific
to the unique wild and scenic setting of the
Snake River.

WILD SECTION - DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, growth in powerboat use wouid
continue on an unlimited basis. While the num-
ber of daily float launches would be restricted
during the primary season, the number of peo-
ple and boats per party could continue to grow.
The quality of the recreation experience for both
powerboaters and floaters would diminish pro-
portionately over time as growth continued. The
Snake River would continue to provide the max-
imum recreation access available for whitewater
powerboating. Floaters who desired a higher
level of solitude would be displaced although
this type of river experience would remain avail-
able on a number of other regional rivers.

The issue of float use being regulated in part of
the river while powerboat use remained unregu-
lated throughout the corridor would not be re-
solved. Social conflict between powerboaters
and floaters over the opportunity for differing
recreation experiences and the quality of those
experiences could be expected to increase.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access to Big Bar on the Idaho side of
the river but Sluice Creek would remain closed.
Commercial aviation would be restricted. Use
levels would remain relatively low and stable
because of the necessary skill required for fly-
ing and landing within the river corridor. This
type of experience would also remain available
on several other rivers in the region.
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Land-based recreationists would continue to
have unlimited access to the river corridor. In-
creased use of the river trail on the Idaho side
could be expected due to improved access to
the trail system at Pittsburg Landing and unlim-
ited powerboat access to the trailhead in the
upper river. This could negatively affect the
quality of the experience. Trail users with expec-
tations of a non-motorized experience (absence
of sound from motors) could be displaced. If
displacement occurred, this type of opportunity
would be available on several other rivers in the
region.

Access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would con-
tinue for both motorized and non-motorized riv-
er users but the quality of the experience would
diminish proportionately over time as growth
continued. Increased day-use by hikers be-
tween Pittsburg and Kirkwood would produce
the greatest increase in trail use and the de-
mand by hikers for overnight camping at Kirk-
wood could increase. The overall result of in-
creased trail use by horses and hikers could
lead to increased competition for river camp-
sites. Unless a campsite reservation program
was initiated, floaters would continue to feel that
motorized users had an unfair advantage in ob-
taining campsites due to ease of access, espe-
cially as powerboat use increased. The quality
of the experience for all users would be dimin-
ished without a campsite reservation system.,

Improvements at trailheads outside the river
corridor in both Idaho and Oregon with trails
leading to the Snake River would produce addi-
tional pressure on campsite availability in the
river corridor.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would allow use of the
river by motorized and non-motorized users, it
would heavily favor motorized and commercial
use at the expense of all other users for the
opportunity to achieve their desired recreation
experience. It would not provide fair rules for
access for both motorized and non-motorized
users and floaters would continue to have up-
per limits on use during the primary season
while powerboaters would have no use limits.
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ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, the ability to achieve a quality
backcountry whitewater boating experience
would be limited. Even though all river users
would have maximum limitations, use would in-
crease toward these limits and, as growth con-
tinued, affect the quality of the experience. The
recreation experience for both powerboaters
and floaters could diminish proportionately over
time to levels that would be unacceptable for
providing a backcountry experience in a wild
and scenic river setting, especially with the
large growth allowed in commercial powerboat-
ing and the increased numbers of people and
boats per party for floaters. The Snake River
would continue to provide a high degree of rec-
reation opportunity available for a whitewater
backcountry experience for powerboaters but
the quality of that experience would depend on
daily levels of use in the wild river. Floaters who
desired a higher degree of solitude would be
displaced although this type of river experience
would remain available on a number of other
regional rivers.

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would be somewhat resolved because
floaters and powerboaters would have upper
limits on use set. However, equal access would
become an issue. For instance, commercial
powerboat use would be allowed to increase at
a substantially higher level over current use
while private motorized use would remain rela-
tively unchanged. This could produce some
displacement of private motorized users. In-
creasing the established use levels for most us-
er groups to the upper limits set by the alterna-
tive would place more people on the river. As a
result, social conflict would increase between
powerboaters and floaters and social conflict
would probably also increase among commer-
cial and private interests especially with the in-
equity in access between private and commer-
cial powerboaters.

The opportunity for private aircraft use in this
section of the river could double with unlimited
access at both Big Bar and Sluice Creek. Com-
mercial aviation would be restricted. Use levels
would likely remain relatively low and stable be-
cause of the necessary skills required for flying
and landing within the river corridor. This type of
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experience would be available on several other
rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists would continue to
have unlimited access to the river corridor but
drop camps would have to compete with river
users for campsite reservations during the pri-
mary season. Increased use of the river trail on
the Idaho side could be expected due to im-
proved access to the trail system at Pittsburg
Landing and the continued opportunity for pow-
erboat access to the trailhead in the upper river.
Increasing trail use by horses and hikers could
lead to increased competition for river camp-
sites in certain areas along the river, especially
at Kirkwood. Trail users with expectations of a
non-motorized experience (absence of sound
from motors) could be displaced. If displace-
ment occurred, this type of opportunity would
be available on several other rivers in the re-
gion.

Improvements at trailheads outside of the river
corridor in both Idaho and Oregon with trails
leading to the Snake River would produce addi-
tional pressure on campsite availability in the
river corridor.

Access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would con-
tinue for all river users but the quality of the
experience could diminish proportionately over
time as the number of people on the river rose
toward maximum limits. increased day-use by
hikers between Pittsburg and Kirkwood would
produce the greatest increase in trail use and
the demand by hikers for overnight camping at
Kirkwood could increase.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities to meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for fair
rules of access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users and provide access for
both floaters and powerboaters, it would heavily
favor motorized and commercial use at the ex-
pense of all other users to have the opportunity
to achieve their desired recreation experience.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C, improvements in the quality of
the backcountry whitewater boating experience
would occur immediately upon implementation
as aresult of the change in use levels. Maximum
use levels for all river users would be approxi-
mately the same as the 1985-1989 levels. The
quality of the experience would be enhanced for
both powerboat and floatcraft river users. How-
ever, the amount of access associated with this
experience would not be considered to be high
enough to meet the needs of motorized river
user based upon their perception of a back-
country experience.

While there would still be floaters dissatisfied
with the level of motorized use and who desired
a higher level of solitude, the amount of dis-
placement of these users would be relatively
low and the type of river experience they de-
sired would remain available on a number of
other regional rivers. This displacement could
possibly be offset by higher demand from float-
ers who would be satisfied with this level of
motorized use, resulting in a greater utilization
of launches. The overall effect could lead to an
increased level of use for floaters.

Limits on commercial powerboaters who pro-
vide jetbacks in place of vehicle shuttle services
could displace floaters who have limited time to
spend on a river trip and depend on jetback
services. Jetback service would be limited by
the daily limits on commercial powerboat use.

The issue of fairness and equity of the manage-
ment system would only be partially resolved.
Launch reservations would be required for all
river users. However, equal access would re-
main an issue with motorized users in several
areas including:

- The inequitable number of boats allowed
per float trip when compared to motorized
use, i.e.,, one boat launch for powerboats
and eight boats per launch for floaters.

- The ability of floaters to increase use by
using a greater number of launches as de-
mand increased. This would be in compari-
son with limits allowing no growth for pow-
erboaters.
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- The lack of a similar recreation opportunity
for powerboat users on other regional rivers
compared with the variety of opportunity for
floatcraft users.

- Among comparison of private users, the op-
portunity for a greater number of people to
access the river on a float trip (20) com-
pared to a powerboat trip (private power-
boats are not generally designed for larger

groups).

These factors would continue to cause social
conflict among the two user groups but at a
lower level on the river due to decreased num-
bers of powerboaters. Powerboat users would
be displaced into the scenic section of the river
or onto the few other rivers in the region that
offered a similar type of recreation experience.
The ability of other regional rivers or the scenic
section of the river to provide this same type of
recreation opportunity for whitewater power-
boat use and absorb the displaced use would
be marginal.

The opportunity for private aircraft use in this
section of the river could double with no restric-
tions at Big Bar and Sluice Creek. Commercial
aviation would be restricted. Use levels could be
expected to remain relatively low and stable be-
cause of the necessary skill required for flying
and landing within the river corridor. This type of
experience would be available on several other
rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists would continue to
have access to the river corridor but drop
camps would have to compete with river users
for campsite reservations during the primary
season. Limits on commercial powerboat use
would result in less opportunity for drop camps
and some displacement. Commercial power-
boat access to trailheads on the upper end of
the wild river would continue to be available but
only within the maximum daily limits for boat
trips, resulting in an overall decrease in oppor-
tunity from the upper end of the canyon during
the primary season and some user displace-
ment.

Increased use of the river trail on the Idaho side
could still be expected due to improved access
to the trail system at Pittsburg Landing. In-
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creased day-use by hikers between Pittsburg
and Kirkwood would produce the greatest in-
crease in trail use and the demand by hikers for
overnight camping at Kirkwood would increase.
The overall result of increased trail use by hors-
es and hikers could lead to increased competi-
tion for river campsites in certain areas along
the river. Because of limits on powerboat use,
the amount of displacement of trail users ex-
pecting a non-motorized experience (absence
of sound from motors) would be low. If displace-
ment occurred, this type of opportunity would
be available on several other rivers in the re-
gion.

Improvements at trailheads outside the river
corridor in both Idaho and Oregon with trails
leading to the Snake River would produce addi-
tional pressure on campsite availability in the
river corridor.

Access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would con-
tinue for both powerboaters and floaters but the
quality of the experience would improve with
lower numbers of users, giving visitors a better
opportunity for personal interaction with inter-
preters and less potential for crowding at the
site.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to protect and enhance the quality of river
recreation opportunities and meet a variety of
user expectations. While it would provide for
rules of access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users, balance commercial and
private use, and provide access for both floaters
and powerboaters, it would not provide a fair
opportunity for a motorized experience from a
regional river perspective.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, achieving a quality river recre-
ation experience for non-motorized users be-
tween the Dam and Kirkwood would occur im-
mediately upon implementation. Motorized use
would be excluded from this section of the river
during the primary season including kickers on
floatcraft. This would enhance the quality of the
experience for floaters during the primary sea-
son, providing a high degree of solitude that
would meet their expectations for a wild river,
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backcountry experience. Powerboat users
would still have unlimited access to this section
of the river during the secondary season, but
would see this as an unfair system of distribut-
ing use in the wild river.

The exclusion of motorized use during the pri-
mary season upstream from Kirkwood would
not ailow powerboaters an opportunity for a
backcountry whitewater visit during the best
time of year, considering weather and water
conditions. The result would be a large and im-
mediate displacement of commercial and pri-
vate powerboat use to the wild river below Kirk-
wood and into the scenic section of the river.
Since the rapids downstream from Kirkwood do
not exhibit the same degree of difficulty of rap-
ids above Kirkwood, the quality of the recreation
experience for powerboaters would be substan-
tially diminished. The ability of other regional
rivers to provide this same type of recreation
opportunity for whitewater motorized use and
absorb the amount of displaced use would be
marginal. There is a high probability that some
powerboaters would be displaced permanently
from this type of backcountry recreation oppor-
tunity.

The exclusion of commercial powerboat use at
Hells Canyon Creek could displace fioatcraft
users who have limited time to spend on a river
trip and depend on jetback services in place of
vehicle shuttle services. This lack of conven-
ience of jetback services would be negligible
when compared to the increased quality of the
backcountry river experience for floaters and
the opportunity for shorter trips for displaced
users wouid be available on other rivers within
the region.

The exclusion of motorized access to Sheep
Creek Ranch during the primary season wouid
require transporting supplies by floatcraft or by
trail. While commercial powerboat use to the
Sheep Creek Ranch would be eliminated during
the primary season, the facilities could be used
as lodging for overnight float trips or trail users.
Since the structures are managed to maintain
their historic integrity, the availability of over-
night lodging at this facility could enhance the
backcountry experience for some floaters, off-
setting the elimination of commercial power-
boat access during the primary season, Howev-

er, it could make the logistics of operating it as
an overnight lodge less desirable, with mainte-
nance reverting back to the Forest Service if
there was no interest in bidding on the permit.

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would be constantly challenged, particular-
ly from powerboaters who would be excluded
from a historical use. Equity of access would
remain an issue with motorized users, includ-

ing:

- Exclusive floatcraft use compared to total
exciusion of powerboat use during the pri-
mary season.

- The right to access the river based on his-
toric use.

- The language in the HCNRA Act specific to
acknowledging the validity of motorized use
on the Snake River.

- The opportunity for float use to continue to
increase with the option for greater num-
bers of launches as demand increased.
This would be compared to no river access
for powerboaters during the primary sea-
son.

- The lack of a similar recreation opportunity
for powerboat users on other regional riv-
ers, including downstream on the Snake
River, compared with the variety of opportu-
nity for floaters.

Recreational access for all aircraft use in this
section of the river would be eliminated in order
to achieve a maximum level of solitude for float-
ers and trail users. Since this use is relatively
low, a minimum of displacement would occur
and this type of experience would still be avail-
able on several other rivers in the region.

During the primary season, land-based recre-
ationists and drop camps would essentially be
eliminated from the upper river except for the
trail to Stud Creek and recreationists who ac-
cessed the river corridor from higher elevation
trailheads on the Oregon and idaho sides of the
river and from Pittsburg Landing. This wouid be
the direct resulit of the exclusion of commercial
powerboat transportation from Hells Canyon
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Creek to trailheads in the upper river corridor.
Trail use from the bench country into the river
corridor could be expected to concentrate at
locations where these trails reached the river
and could produce some competition for river
campsites at these locations.

The elimination of commercial powerboat use
during the primary season could make com-
mercial powerboat service from Hells Canyon
Dam economically unfeasible if only operated
during the secondary season. This could result
in eliminating the business, resulting in no river
access for drop camps or trail users from Hells
Canyon Creek year-round unless the access
was provided by floatcraft or private motorized
watercraft during the secondary season.

Elimination and/or reduction in opportunity for
drop camps or trail use access from Hells Can-
yon Creek would displace these users to other
regional rivers where this opportunity was avail-
able or to Pittsburg or Dug Bar for access to the
river corridor and trail system.

Increased use of the river trail on the Idaho side
could still be expected due to improved access
to the trail system at Pittsburg and the desire for
a solitude experience. Increasing trail use by
horses and hikers could lead to increased com-
petition for river campsites in certain areas
along the river. Improvements at trailheads out-
side of the river corridor in both Idaho and Ore-
gon with trails leading to the Snake River would
produce additional pressure on campsite avail-
ability in the river corridor. Increased day-use
from Pittsburg Landing and increased use by
overnight trail users and associated competi-
tion for campsites could result in displacement
of some river users to the scenic section of the
river or land-based recreationists to locations
outside of the river corridor. Between Kirkwood
and Pittsburg where limited campsites are avail-
able, competition for campsites could be a fac-
tor, even with a campsite reservation system.
During the 1991 primary season, only about 7%
of Kirkwood visitors camped overnight (refer-
ence analysis file). With trail access into a non-
motorized river area upstream from Kirkwood
available, the demand at Kirkwood could in-
crease although temperature extremes during
the summer months could partially offset this
demand.
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Access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would con-
tinue for both motorized and non-motorized riv-
er users but the quality of the experience would
improve with limited numbers of users being
able to access the site by river, giving them a
better opportunity for personal interaction with
interpreters and less potential for crowding at
the site.

Between Kirkwood and Pittsburg there would
still be a good opportunity for motorized white-
water recreation on a basis of equal access for
commercial and private powerboaters. The
number of daily trips for private and commercial
powerboat users would be equal, resulting in a
slightly lower level of use from the current situa-
tion for both user groups and closer to
1985-1989 use levels. This would provide a bal-
ance of motorized and non-motorized use.
Floatcraft users could avoid some motorized
use by traveling through this section of the river
prior to or after the departure of daily motorized
commercial tour boats. These boats would op-
erate on a fairly routine schedule and most of
them would be at specific places on the river
during specific periods of time.

Continued access to Kirkwood would provide
an overall positive effect for river users. Howev-
er, the short length of river between Kirkwood
and Pittsburg, the competition from displaced
powerboaters from the upper river, and limited
campsites would greatly diminish the positive
effect of providing access to Kirkwood for pow-
erboat users. Kirkwood would become a transi-
tion point for floaters where they would interact
with powerboaters prior to continuing down-
stream. The change in recreation experience
provided at Kirkwood should prepare them for
the change in their on-river experience as they
travel downstream from Kirkwood. Floaters who
desired a continuation of a higher degree of
solitude in this section of the river would not be
displaced because the solitude experienced in
the upper river would be the driving force in
determining their river trip. However, the pros-
pect of continued powerboat traffic down-
stream could cause them to terminate their trip
at Pittsburg, diminishing the possibility of social
conflict downstream.

The ability of other regional rivers to provide this
same type of recreation opportunity for white-
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water powerboat use and absorb the displaced
use would be marginal at best. The opportunity
for a longer float trip with a solitude experience
would remain available on a number of other
regional rivers or by spending additional time in
the upper river.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for fair
rules of access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users and balance commercial
and private use, it would heavily favor a non-
motorized experience and not provide for a fair
opportunity for a motorized experience from a
regional river perspective during the primary
season.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E provides for exclusive biweekly
use by non-motorized and motorized river users
between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood dur-
ing the primary season and would provide a
quality backcountry whitewater recreation ex-
perience immediately upon impiementation,

This alternative provides users with an opportu-
nity for a backcountry whitewater experience
based on their perception of levels of use and
choice of transportation to achieve the experi-
ence. The immediate effect is the elimination of
social conflict brought about by differences in
perception between many powerboaters and
floaters concerning levels of combined use that
would allow each group to achieve a quality
recreation experience when they were on the
river at the same time. While an increase in use
would be allowed during the "on" week for each
user group, the elimination of the alternate user
group every other week would result in reduced
use levels for all user groups, protecting and
enhancing the ORV’s. Providing each user
group with the desired recreation experience
and managing use levels to achieve the desired
experience would address the issue of fair and
equitable treatment of users.

The exclusive week would run from Thursday
through Wednesday of each week, allowing

each user group the opportunity for weekend
use during each exclusive week.

Non-Motorized Week

From Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood, all power-
boat use would be excluded during the exclu-
sive non-motorized week. This would include
kickers on floatcraft as well as jetbacks. By elimi-
nating competition with powerboaters for camp-
sites, campsite reservations for all floaters in
this section of the river would be issued on a
first-come, first-served basis at the time of
launch at Hells Canyon Creek. Due to less com-
petition for campsites, the allocation of daily
launches would be increased to four private,
three commercial. To avoid launch ramp con-
gestion, launch permits would be issued on a
morning only (8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.) or after-
noon only (12:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.) basis.

The recreation experience of floaters would be
enhanced based on their perception of use lev-
els and forms of transportation that are compati-
ble with a wild river and backcountry. There
would be a greater demand for trips on the
Snake River because of the availability of the
experience. This would result in more launches,
but reduced maximum party size and number of
boats per party, would offset any increase in
launch use (reference analysis file).

All powerboat use would be displaced during
the exclusive non-motorized week. The single
commercial powerboat permit at Hells Canyon
Creek would have the option of operating out of
Pittsburg, Dug Bar, or the Lewiston/Clarkston
area during this week. Drop camps from Hells
Canyon Creek would not be permitted during
the non-motorized week. Trail users would be
limited to foot access on the Stud Creek Trail
only. During the non-motorized week, some pri-
vate motorized use would be displaced down-
stream below Kirkwood, to other rivers in the
region, or would wait for access during the mo-
torized week. All commercial powerboat use
would be displaced downstream below Kirk-
wood or wait for access on the motorized week.
The total effect of displacement could be ab-
sorbed in different locations or time periods
within the Snake River corridor.
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Commercial and private powerboat use origi-
nating from downstream portals could only trav-
el upstream as far as Kirkwood Historic Ranch
during the non-motorized week. Commercial
motorized use to the Sheep Creek Ranch would
be eliminated during this week but the facilities
could be used as overnight lodging for float
groups or trail users. Since the structures are
managed to maintain their historic integrity,
overnight lodging at this facility could enhance
the backcountry experience for some floaters,
offsetting the prohibition of commercial power-
boat use during the non-motorized week.

The vacant powerboat permit at Hells Canyon
Creek would be eliminated to partially offset the
effects on the single commercial powerboat
outfitter who would not be allowed to operate
from that location during the non-motorized
week. Jetbacks to Hells Canyon Creek would
be allowed beginning on the first day of the
motorized week to pick up floaters between
Pittsburg and Kirkwood only. Limits on commer-
cial powerboat use could displace floaters who
have limited time to spend on a river trip and
depend on jetback services in place of vehicle
shuttle services. Some of this displacement
could be offset by floaters obtaining launch
dates so the last day of their trip would place
them in this section of the river. Jetbacks would
be limited within the daily maximums on com-
mercial powerboat use. The short-term float ex-
perience associated with jetbacks could be pro-
vided on other rivers in the region. The
opportunity for a non-motorized experience
would be a trade-off for the convenience of jet-
backs.

Motorized week

Between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood, all
floatcraft use would be excluded during the ex-
clusive motorized week. This would inciude all
inflatable watercraft that could be launched
from a motorized boat. A launch allocation sys-
tem would be required to maintain maximum
limits on numbers of boats. By eliminating com-
petition from floaters for campsites, campsite
reservations would not be necessary for power-
boaters in this section of the river. The ease of
mobility of motorized users would allow camp-
sites to be selected on a first-come, first-served
basis. The maximum allocation of powerboat
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use at any one time would provide adequate
availability of camps for overnight use. Histori-
cally, it has been common for several power-
boat users to camp together at the same loca-
tion, with the effect of less competition for
campsites.

The recreation experience of motorized users
would be enhanced based on their perception
of use levels and forms of transportation com-
patible with a wild river and backcountry. There
would be a greater demand for trips on the
Snake River because of the availability of an
experience that does not involve social conflict
with other user groups. The maximum alloca-
tion would provide for a small increase over
existing use during the motorized week. Some
powerboaters could select the desired wild river
experience by traveling into the more technical
river sections which deter less-skilled opera-
tors. This would provide a progressively higher
quality backcountry experience as the skill level
required to enter a section of the river increased
and the number of motorized users decreased.

Commercial motorized use would be allowed in
the river corridor on a daily launch allocation
system but at levels of use appropriate to the
overall motorized backcountry experience.
Some of the commercial use displaced during
the non-motorized week could be absorbed
during the the motorized week.

Private aircraft use in this section of the river
would remain constant, but be spilit between Big
Bar and Sluice Creek. Private aircraft use would
be allowed at both airstrips, but only during the
motorized week. During the non-motorized
week, these airstrips would be closed. Commer-
cial aviation would be restricted. Use levels
could be expected to remain relatively iow and
stable because of the necessary skills required
for flying and landing within the river corridor.

The recreation experience of backcountry pilots
would be enhanced based on their perception
of use levels and forms of transportation that are
compatible with a wild river and backcountry.
Backcountry aviation information networks
would be relied upon to provide information to
pilots on the purpose of the on/off strategy and
to ensure compliance. This type of experience
would be available on several other rivers in the
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region, making displacement of existing use
negligible.

Because of no motorized transportation from
Hells Canyon Creek, some trail use would be
displaced during the non-motorized week.
However, by accessing the trail on the last
weekday of motorized access, trail users could
travel the river corridor in a non-motorized set-
ting during the non-motorized week. Trail users
would be able to travel through the river corridor
whenever they chose depending on their pref-
erences for the on/off management strategy.
This would enhance the experience of trail us-
ers by offering them a choice of backcountry
experience. Increased demand for trail use dur-
ing the non-motorized week could result in
some competition for river campsites but this
effect could be offset by the extremes of temper-
ature in the summer months which has histori-
cally resufted in lower numbers of trail users
during the summer months (reference analysis
file).

Access to Kirkwood Historic Ranch would con-
tinue for both powerboaters and floaters but the
quality of the experience would improve, With
lower total numbers of river users, visitors would
have a better opportunity for interaction with the
interpretive program and less potential for
crowding at the site.

During the non-motorized week in the upper
river, Kirkwood would become a transition point
for floaters where they would have the opportu-
nity to interact with powerboaters prior to enter-
ing the shared-use section of river downstream.
The change in recreation experience provided
at Kirkwood should prepare them for the
change in their on-river experience as they trav-
el downstream. Motorized use in this section
would be set at a level of access equivalent to
the motorized week in the wild river, but with
less opportunity for overnight camping and
greater emphasis on day-use. This would pro-
vide a balanced mix of powerboat and floatcraft
use. Floaters could avoid a large amount of this
use by traveling through this section of the river
prior to or after the departure of daily motorized
tour boats. These boats would operate on a
fairly routine schedule and most of them would
be at specific places on the river during specific
periods of time.

While mixed use would occur downstream from
Kirkwood, the short length of river and limited
number of campsites could make this opportu-
nity negligible for private powerboaters during
the non-motorized week. The opportunity for
continued accessibility to Kirkwood Historic
Ranch from downstream is the main factor that
would enhance the motorized experience dur-
ing this time period. During the motorized week,
the only floaters in this section of the river would
be those that had camped at or below Kirkwood
on the last day of the non-motorized week. The
majority of these trips would be off the river or
below Pittsburg at the end of the first day of the
motorized week.

Floaters who desired a continuation of a higher
degree of solitude downstream from Kirkwood
would not be displaced because the opportuni-
ty for solitude in the upper river would be the
primary factor in taking the river trip. However,
motorized traffic downstream from Kirkwood
could influence these users to terminate their
trip at Pittsburg, diminishing the opportunity for
social conflict downstream. This would be espe-
cially true for float trips on the river during the
first day of the motorized week in the upper
river. In this situation, floaters could expect to
see a higher number of powerboats. The short
river distance where this would be an issue
would make the overall effect of any social con-
flict between powerboaters and floaters negligi-
ble. If powerboat use displaced floatcraft use
the effect would be negligible because the op-
portunity for a longer float river trip with a soli-
tude experience would remain available on a
number of other regional rivers or by spending
a greater amount of time in the upper river dur-
ing the non-motorized week.

The demand for camping could increase on the
Idaho side of the river due to more land-based
users, resulting in displacement of some river
users to the scenic section of the river or land-
based recreationists to locations outside the riv-
er corridor. With limited camping available,
competition could be a factor even with a
campsite reservation system. However, during
the 1991 primary season, only about 7% of Kirk-
wood visitors camped overnight there (refer-
ence analysis file).
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Land-based recreationists would continue to
have unlimited access to the river corridor from
downstream. Increased use of the river trail on
the Idaho side between Kirkwood and Pittsburg
would be expected due in particular to im-
proved access to the trail system at Pittsburg
Landing. Increased day-use by hikers between
Pittsburg and Kirkwood would produce the
greatest increase in trail use and the demand by
hikers for overnight camping at Kirkwood could
increase. The overall result of increased trail use
by horses and hikers could lead to increased
competition for river campsites, especially at
Kirkwood. Trail users expecting a non-
motorized experience (absence of sound from
motors) would be able to access the canyon on
the non-motorized week or by enjoying this type
of opportunity on several other rivers in the re-
gion.

This alternative would have a high potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities to meet a variety of user
expectations.

While it would provide for fair rules of access for
both motorized and non-motorized river users
and balance commercial and private use, it
would also provide the opportunity to meet a
variety of user expectations, including those of
both motorized and non-motorized users from
the Snake River and on a regional river basis.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would provide for exclusive non-
motorized use of the wild river year-round. This
alternative would enhance the quality of the
non-motorized backcountry whitewater recre-
ation experience immediately upon implemen-
tation, but at the expense of all motorized users
and many non-motorized trail users who had
previously accessed the river trails in the upper
river by powerboat from Hells Canyon Creek.

Motorized use would be excluded from this sec-
tion of the river year-round, including kickers on
floatcraft. This would enhance the quality of the
experience for floaters year-round, and would
provide a high degree of solitude that would
meet their expectations for a wild river, back-
country experience. Solitude would be en-
hanced by allocating use based on a 33% re-
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duction in the maximum number of people
allowed in the river corridor per day during the
primary season. During the secondary season
there would be no limits on the number of pri-
vate or commercial daily launches but party size
and number of boats would be limited.

Since this alternative’s goal would be to achieve
the best possible solitude experience for float-
ers on the wild section of the Snake River, there
would be a different allocation system that
would provide the maximum opportunity for ob-
taining one of the limited number of daily
launches. This would be accomplished through
an allocation system that allowed a successful
permit holder to choose between running a pri-
vate trip or using the services of a commercial
outfitter.

Private users and commercial customers would
be considered equally in the allocation of use
rather than using an allocation of launches di-
vided on a percentage of use between commer-
cial outfitters and private users.

The allocation method would have a major ef-
fect on the way commercial floatcraft outfitters
operated their businesses. This could result in
a substantial fluctuation in outfitted trips during
the initial implementation of this strategy. It
would be expected to take several years for the
situation to stabilize and the total number of
commercial float businesses would be expect-
ed to decrease substantially. Businesses which
operated on other rivers as well as the Snake
River could fare better over the long and short
term by having other river operations with more
stable income. The opportunity to launch unlim-
ited numbers of trips during the secondary sea-
son could shift some commercial use to just
prior to or just after the primary season on a
permanent or temporary basis.

The exclusion of motorized use year-round from
this section of the river would result in a large
and immediate displacement of powerboat use
from the wild river to the scenic section of the
river. Since the scenic river downstream from
Pittsburg does not exhibit the same quality of
experience, including degree of difficulty of rap-
ids, the experience of powerboat users would
be substantially diminished. The ability of the
scenic section and other regional rivers to pro-
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vide this same type of recreation opportunity for
whitewater motorized use and absorb the high
amount of displaced use would be unlikely.
There would be a high probability that a number
of motorized users would be displaced perma-
nently from this type of backcountry recreation

opportunity.

Elimination of motorized use year-round would
eliminate the commercial powerboat business
at Hells Canyon Creek and the associated rec-
reation opportunities for the public. This outfit-
ting business would have the option of relocat-
ing to Pittsburg, Dug Bar, or locations
downstream from Cache Creek; but the existing
commercial businesses already operating from
two of those locations, limits on commercial use
in the scenic section, and displacement of com-
mercial use into this river section could make
this option impractical. Success of the business
relocation would be tied to development of mar-
keting strategies that could compete against
established businesses.

Some commercial powerboat use would be dis-
placed and the number of commercial outfitters
would likely decrease. This would effect all
Snake River outfitters trying to operate in the
scenic river because there would be a limited
number of daily launches available once use
limits were reached. While these limits would be
higher than existing use, increased launches
into this river section could lead to use limits
being reached in a shorter period of time.

The exclusion of commercial powerboat use at
Helis Canyon Creek could displace floaters who
have limited time to spend on a river trip and
depend on jetback services in place of vehicle
shuttle services. This lack of jetback services
would be negligible when compared to the in-
creased quality of the backcountry river experi-
ence for floaters. The opportunity for shorter
trips for displaced users would be available on
other rivers within the region.

The exclusion of motorized access to Sheep
Creek Ranch year-round would require trans-
porting supplies by floatcraft or by trail. All non-
historic structures would be removed. The op-
portunity would remain for the facilities to be
used as lodging for overnight float trips. Since
the structures are managed to maintain their

historic integrity, this overnight lodging facility
could enhance the backcountry experience for
some floaters and trail users. However, with the
difficulty of supplying the ranch on a year-round
basis by trail or floatcraft only, and the reduced
number of floaters on the river, the business
opportunity might be less desirable, resulting in
lack of interest in the buildings for a commercial
operation. This could result in return of the facili-
ties to Forest Service maintenance, and re-
newed maintenance costs. (Under the current
situation the buildings are maintained to historic
standards at the expense of the permittee un-
der terms of the permit.)

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would be constantly challenged, particular-
ly from powerboaters who would be excluded
from a historical use. Equal access would re-
main an issue with motorized users, including:

- The inequitable exclusive floatcraft use
compared to no motorized use.

- The right to river access based on historic
use.

- The language in the HCNRA Act specific to
acknowledging the validity of powerboat
use on the Snake River.

- The lack of a similar recreation opportunity
for powerboat users on other regional rivers
including downstream on the Snake River
compared with the variety of opportunity for
floatcraft users.

Because the allocation of fioat use would re-
duce the number of total people onfloat trips on
the river and competition from powerboaters
would be excluded year-round, a campsite res-
ervation system would not be necessary and
campsites would be available on a first-come,
first-served basis. Campsite stay limits and visi-
tors’ time schedules would be adequate to as-
sure a continual turnover and available
campsites throughout this section of the river.

Recreational access for all aircraft use in this
section of the river would be eliminated year-
round in order to achieve a maximum level of
solitude for floaters. Since this use is relatively
low, a minimum of displacement would occur
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and this type of experience would still be avail-
able on several other rivers in the region.

Drop camps would be excluded from the wild
river, year-round. Access for trail users from the
upstream end of the wild river corridor would be
limited to floatcraft in the upper river except for
the trail to Stud Creek, and recreationists who
accessed the river corridor from higher eleva-
tion trailheads on the Oregon and Idaho sides
of the river. Trail use from the bench country
would likely concentrate at locations where the
trails reached the river and could produce some
competition for river campsites at these loca-
tions. Elimination and/or reduction in drop
camps or trail use access from Hells Canyon
Creek would displace users to other regional
rivers or to Pittsburg and Dug Bar for access to
the trail system in the river corridor.

Increased use of the river trail on the Idaho side
of the river could be expected due to improved
access to the trail system at Pittsburg and peo-
ple’s desire for a solitude experience. Increas-
ing trail use by horses and hikers could lead to
increased competition for river campsites in cer-
tain areas along the river.

Access from Hells Canyon Creek for fall fishing
would be displaced with little or no opportunity
for a similar type of experience on other rivers in
the region. Anglers trying to reach the river from
the shoreline would increase use along the
Stud Creek Trail. Increased pressure for fishing
access would force anglers to access the river
along hazardous, unmarked routes, increase
both commercial and private floater use during
the fall, or displace anglers. This could result in
increased demand for adding connector trails
to the existing trail system downriver, on one or
both sides of the river, impacting the Scenic
Resources ORV by trail construction and poten-
tially impacting other ORV's through increased
trail access from roaded trailheads.

Campsites for floaters and trail users would be
on a first-come, first served basis, year-round.
The demand for campsites between Kirkwood
and Pittsburg could increase due to increased
numbers of trail users from Pittsburg. However,
during the 1991 primary season, only about 7%
of Kirkwood visitors camped overnight there
and levels of float use were much higher than
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would occur in this alternative (reference analy-
sis file).

The type of the experience would change signif-
icantly at Kirkwood to coincide with a primitive
ROS. This would result in eliminating the inter-
pretive displays, program staffing, and any non-
historic structures on the site. Historic struc-
tures would be maintained in accordance with
specific preservation guidelines. Interpretation
of the site would occur through self-guided bro-
chures or at the Pittsburg trailhead.

Floaters and trail users would be exposed to
some motorized access to the private land at
Kirby Creek, Idaho. This effect could be dimin-
ished for some floaters who might choose to
stay overnight at the lodge. Access to this prop-
erty is allowed under the Melcher Amendment
to the Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva-
tion Act of 1980. Management of this access
would be dealt with through issuance of an ac-
cess permit with specific limits on numbers of
boats and daily round trips from Pittsburg or
Lewiston.

The removal of navigation (survey) markers in
the entire wild section would have no effect
since non-motorized users do not use them as
a navigational aid.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities to meet a variety of user
expectations.

It would heavily favor a private, non-motorized
experience at the expense of all commercial
and motorized users. It would not provide for a
fair opportunity for a motorized experience from
a regional river perspective year-round.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, the wild river would be man-
aged for shared use with an emphasis on pro-
viding a variety of quality river recreation oppor-
tunities that would meet the expectations of a
variety of users in a wild river setting. This would
not only protect the existing experience, but
enhance the recreation ORV by providing differ-
ent recreation opportunities for trail and valid
watercraft users that are currently not available.
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This would include a limited opportunity for a
non-motorized experience between Wild Sheep
Rapid and Kirkwood Historic Ranch during peri-
ods of time that would have the least impact to
shared use by motorized and non-motorized
users.

The immediate affect of this alternative would be
the opportunity to provide a variety of quality
experiences for a diversity of users in a wild river
setting. River users would have the opportunity
to schedule their trip on the river during the
most favorable period of the primary season at
a time when levels of motorized and/or non-
motorized use would accommodate their pref-
erences associated with personal perceptions
of a wild river experience. In order to provide this
opportunity to the broadest diversity of users,
these experiences would include many types
found in wild river settings, ranging from mixed
levels of motorized and non-motorized access
and social encounters to a non-motorized expe-
rience where there would be an opportunity for
isolation from the sights and sounds of others.

Private powerboat use would be limited to an
average of the use levels that occurred on
weekends during July and August in the mid to
late 1980’s. This would represent daily average
levels of peak use during the time period that
information on user perceptions was gathered
for the user survey and be representative of
current average daily use when that use is
spread over an entire primary season. This
would assure the existing use level of opportu-
nity for powerboaters, but require scheduling of
trips to provide for daily limits that would en-
hance the quality of the experience for all river
users.

Commercial powerboat use levels would repre-
sent average daily use per season from the mid
to late 1980’s which is similar to the current
levels of average daily use due to changes in
the size of powerboats during these years, i.e.,
larger boats transporting more people per trip
vs a greater number of smailer boats taking
fewer people per trip. Commercial powerboat
use would be fairly distributed based upon his-
toric use, primary area of operation, and season
of use (Appendix G). This would provide both
private and commercial powerboaters with a
level of access that would accommodate most

existing use, but spread the total use over a
greater length of time. This would eliminate daily
peaks in use and enhance the quality of the
experience for all river users.

Commercial and private powerboat access
would be guaranteed from all portals at varying
intensities of use. The level of powerboat use
would accommodate average existing use for
both private and commercial powerboats, and
visitors could choose the length and type of trip
based upon personal preference. Private and
commercial powerboaters would have nearly
identical daily access opportunities into the wild
river of six launches for private powerboaters
and seven launches for commercial powerboat-
ers. However, private powerboaters would have
access to the entire wild river corridor (except
during non-motorized periods) limited only by
their level of skill, while commercial powerboat-
ers would restricted to historic areas of opera-
tion and length of trip. Overall, this would pro-
vide a fair and equitable opportunity for a
motorized river experience. Powerboaters
could enhance the quality of their experience by
traveling into sections of the river which require
a higher level of skill for motorized access.

Private and commercial float use would be man-
aged using the same allocation and reservation
system that has been in place since the mid to
late 1980’s, with an initial daily allocation of
three private, two commercial launches. The
sixteenth vacant commercial float launch would
not be filled, and permitted use associated with
that launch would be split between commercial
and private use on the same percentage as the
allocation (60/40) in order to provide a fair op-
portunity for these launches to private floaters.
Floaters could continue to choose trip length,
including one day float trips within the daily
allocation of five launches per day. Jetback
service would continue to be available within
the daily launch allocation for commercial pow-
erboaters, except during non-motorized peri-
ods of time in specific sections of the river corri-
dor. The maximum number of boats per party
could be double the current average but offset
by a reduction in the maximum number of peo-
ple per float party by 20%. There would contin-
ue to be a variety of options available to floaters,
with a small increase in the number of launches
(eight per season) available to private floaters in
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the initial allocation without increasing the total
number of launches or decreasing the commer-
cial float allocation.

Floaters and trail users would have the opportu-
nity for a non-motorized experience in the river
corridor between the top of Wild Sheep Rapid
and Kirkwood Historic Ranch on Monday
through Wednesday each week from the sec-
ond Monday in July through the Wednesday
prior to Labor Day. This would provide a quality
wild river experience and a fair and reasonable
opportunity for this type of experience for float-
ers and trail users. However, it would leave holi-
days on either side of this time period, as well as
the busier periods of weekly use (Thursday
through Sunday) open for shared use and ac-
cess by powerboaters and floaters. Monday
through Wednesday represents the period of
time which would least impact powerboaters in
order to provide this non-motorized opportuni-

ty.

Commercial powerboat access to trailheads
above Wild Sheep Rapid would continue to be
available year-round. Two permits would be
available for commercial powerboat service
from Hells Canyon Creek but without increasing
the amount of powerboat use from that site.
This would help assure quality service as the
result of business competition. Trail users
throughout the wild river corridor would have
the opportunity to select either a motorized or
non-motorized experience in the river corridor
depending on personal preference, scheduling,
and the area accessed. The opportunity for trail
access would be protected and the experience
would be enhanced depending on personal
preference.

Kirkwood would continue to be staffed and
maintained as a historic interpretive site. Ac-
cess to Kirkwood would remain available for
powerboaters and floaters even during non-
motorized periods of time upstream from Kirk-
wood. Access to Kirby Creek would be allowed
under the Melcher Amendment to the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act of
1980. Management of this access would be
dealt with through issuance of an access permit
with specific limits on numbers of boats and
daily round trips from Pittsburg or Lewiston. The
mailboat would continue to operate each Thurs-
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day in the wild river. Access to Sheep Creek and
and Temperance Creek by powerboat would
continue, but with some limitations on daily ac-
cess.

The airstrip at Big Bar would remain open for
both private recreational use and incidental
commercial aircraft landings, providing a recre-
ational experience for aviators year-round.
Sluice Creek would be re-opened during the
secondary season for use by private recreation-
al aircraft use only which would enhance the
recreational opportunity as well as the quality of
the experience for skilled backcountry pilots.

During the primary season drop camps would
not be allowed in order to avoid the need for a
campsite reservation system for all river users
and improve the quality of the experience. Drop
camps would be allowed during the secondary
season.

This alternative would have a high potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for fair
rules of access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users it would also balance
commercial and private use. There would be a
balanced variety of motorized and non-
motorized experiences available and a fair op-
portunity for these experiences from a regional
river perspective during the primary season.

SCENIC SECTION - DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, the quality of the recreation
experience would be diminished over time by
the potential for continued growth for both mo-
torized and non-motorized user groups. If the
trend in shorter trips for float launches originat-
ing at Hells Canyon Creek continued, there
would be fewer trips traveling down river into
this section of the river. However, the potential
for float trip launches from Pittsburg and Dug
Bar would increase. Increases in powerboats
traveling upriver, floaters entering the Snake
from the Lower Salmon, and commercial jet-

V- 61



Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

backs to Pittsburg or jetouts to Heller Bar would
result in increased social conflict, particularly in
the section of river between the HCNRA bound-
ary and the mouth of the Salmon. Personal mo-
torized watercraft would remain excluded from
this section of the river, creating a perception of
displacement among this user group. Floaters
desiring a greater degree of solitude would be
displaced.

Private aircraft use would continue to be unre-
stricted at Pittsburg, Dug Bar and Salmon Bar.
The Cache Creek airstrip would remain closed.
Helicopter landings would be allowed within the
scenic river corridor but not within the study
river corridor. Commercial aviation would be re-
stricted. Use levels would likely remain relatively
low and stable because of the necessary skills
required for flying and landing within the river
corridor. This type of experience would also re-
main available on several other rivers in the re-
gion.

Land-based recreationists, including drop
camps, would continue to have unlimited ac-
cess to the river corridor. Increasing trail use by
horses and hikers could lead to a small increase
in competition for river campsites in specific ar-
eas adjacent to the Oregon side of the river.
Trail users with expectations of a non-motorized
experience (absence of sound from motors)
may be displaced. If displacement occurred,
this type of opportunity would be available on
several other rivers in the region.

Competition for campsites would increase dra-
matically, especially in the area below the
mouth of the Salmon. This competition would
displace some powerboaters to the area of the
river between the mouth of the Salmon and
Pittsburg if they had the skill level to navigate
further upstream. However, since this section of
river is used by a larger percentage of power-
boat operators with lower skill levels, conflict
over campsites could be expected to increase,
and both powerboaters and floaters would be
displaced outside of the HCNRA boundary.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for a fair
distribution of use for motorized users on a re-

gional perspective and an equal opportunity for
unlimited access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users, the existing trend would
suggest a river experience heavily favoring
commercial and private powerboat use, espe-
cially between Pittsburg Landing and the mouth
of the Salmon. As use continued to grow, there
would be a corresponding loss of quality in a
scenic river float trip. As this unbalanced and
unlimited opportunity favoring motorized recre-
ation experiences increased, the quality of the
experience for motorized users would also de-
crease. The majority of user expectations of a
trip in the scenic river would be identified with
motorized recreation.

ALTERNATIVE B

In Alternative B, the quality of the recreation
experience would be diminished over time by
the potential for continued growth for both user
groups. This growth would continue until moni-
toring indicated that users had an unsatisfacto-
ry perception of crowding at which time maxi-
mum levels of use would be established.

If the trend of shorter trips for float launches
originating at Hells Canyon Creek continued,
there would be fewer trips traveling down river
into this section of the river. However, the poten-
tial for float launches from Pittsburg and Dug
Bar would increase. Increased powerboat use
traveling upriver, floatcraft entering the Snake
from the Lower Salmon, and commercial jet-
backs or jetouts of Lower Salmon users to Pitts-
burg or Heller Bar would result in increased
social conflict, particularly in the section of river
between the HCNRA boundary and the mouth
of the Salmon.

Personal motorized watercraft would remain ex-
cluded from this section of the river, creating a
perception of displacement among this user
group. Floaters desiring a greater degree of sol-
itude would be displaced.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salm-
on Bar. The Cache Creek airstrip would be open
and helicopter landings would be allowed at
airstrips only. Commercial aviation would be re-
stricted. Use levels could be expected to remain
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relatively low and stable because of the neces-
sary skills required for flying and landing within
the river corridor. Aircraft use would not sub-
stantially increase because the 20% slope of the
Cache Creek airstrip deters all but highly skilled
pilots from landing there. This type of experi-
ence would remain available on several other
rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists, including drop
camps, would continue to have unlimited ac-
cess to the river corridor. Increasing trail use by
horses and hikers could lead to a small increase
in competition for river campsites in specific ar-
eas adjacent to the Oregon side of the river.
Trail users expecting a non-motorized experi-
ence (absence of sound from motors) may be
displaced. If displacement occurred, this type of
opportunity would be available on several other
rivers in the region. The overall effect on land-
based users in the immediate area of the river
would be diminished when compared with the
number of miles of trail that lie outside of the
river corridor.

Competition for campsites would continue to
increase, especially in the area below the mouth
of the Salmon. This competition would displace
some powerboaters to the area of the river be-
tween the mouth of the Salmon and Pittsburg if
they had the skill level to navigate further up-
stream. However, since the area below the
mouth of the Salmon is commonly used by a
large percentage of motorized users with lower
whitewater skill levels, conflict over campsites
could be expected to increase and both power-
boaters and floaters would be displaced out-
side of the corridor.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for a fair
distribution of use for motorized users on a re-
gional perspective and an equal opportunity for
unlimited access for both motorized and non-
motorized river users until limits were placed on
entry into the corridor, the existing trend would
suggest a river experience heavily favoring
commercial and private powerboat use, espe-
cially between Pittsburg Landing and the mouth
of the Salmon. As use continued to grow, there
would be a corresponding loss of quality in a
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scenic river float trip. As this unbalanced and
unlimited opportunity favoring motorized recre-
ation experiences increased, the quality of the
experience for motorized users could also de-
crease, especially during days where use
peaked. The majority of user expectations of a
trip in the scenic river would be identified with
motorized recreation.

ALTERNATIVE C

In Alternative C, a quality river recreation experi-
ence could be achieved at a moderate level of
use similar to an average of 1985-1989. Howev-
er, it is likely that powerboaters would not feel
that these levels of use would reflect their per-
ception of the right amount of access to provide
a recreation experience on a scenic river within
a national recreation area.

The most immediate effect would be a substan-
tial reduction in private powerboat use and a
small reduction in commercial powerboat use.
Since launch reservations would be required for
all users except Lower Salmon floaters, this
would result in an immediate and major dis-
placement of private powerboat use outside the
boundaries of the HCNRA.

It is highly probable that the type of motorized
recreation experience provided within the HCN-
RA would not be available downstream on the
Snake River or on other rivers in the region at
the level necessary to absorb the amount of use
displaced. This could result in permanent dis-
placement of some users from this type of
whitewater recreation.

While there would still be floaters dissatisfied
with the level of motorized use and who desired
a higher level of solitude, the amount of dis-
placement of these users would be relatively
low and the type of river experience they de-
sired would remain available on a number of
other regional rivers.

Above the mouth of the Salmon, the trend in
shorter trips for floaters originating at Hells Can-
yon Creek would be expected to continue, re-
sulting in fewer trips traveling downstream into
this section of the river. However, the effects of
more launches from trips originating in the wild
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river could lead to an increased level of float use
in this section of the river, even if the percentage
of total float launches entering this section of
the river remained constant.

The potential for float launches from Pittsburg
and Dug Bar would be expected to increase,
especially with improved access to Pittsburg.
This use would be limited to a maximum level. It
is probable that regardless of the origin of the
use, there would be increased float traffic into
this section of the river. This could renew social
conflict with powerboaters already displaced
from the wild section of the river.

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would not be resolved, with powerboaters
feeling the system would not allow them to
achieve their desired recreation experience.
Equal access, especially in regard to Lower
Salmon floaters, would remain an issue with
powerboat users in several areas including:

- The number of floatcraft entering from the
Lower Salmon River was not included in any
allocation system related to the Snake Riv-
er.

- Theinequitable number of craft allowed per
float trip compared to powerboat trips.

- The ability of float use to increase in this
section of the river over existing use levels
due to the opportunity to utilize a greater
number of available launches as demand
increased at Hells Canyon Creek, Pittsburg,
Dug Bar, and the Lower Salmon.

- The lack of a similar recreation opportunity
for powerboaters on other regional rivers
compared with the variety of opportunities
for floaters and the amount of displace-
ment.

- The opportunity for a greater number of
people to access the river on a float trip
compared to a private, powerboat trip due
to inequitable numbers of boats allowed per
trip for each user group.

These factors would continue to cause social
conflict between the two user groups but at a

lower level on the river due to decreased num-
ber of powerboats.

Limits on commercial powerboat use could re-
sult in reduced opportunities for jetbacks from
the mouth of the Salmon to Pittsburg or jetouts
to Heller Bar.

Personal motorized watercraft would remain ex-
cluded from this section of the river, creating a
perception of displacement among this user

group.

Private aircraft would continue to have unlimited
access at Pittsburg, Dug Bar and Salmon Bar.
The Cache Creek airstrip would be opened and
helicopter landings would only be allowed at the
four designated airstrips. Commercial aviation
would be restricted. Use levels would remain
relatively low and stable because of the neces-
sary skills required for flying and landing within
the river corridor. Aircraft use would not sub-
stantially increase because the 20% slope of the
Cache Creek airstrip deters all but highly skilled
pilots from landing there. This type of experi-
ence would remain available on several other
rivers in the region.

Trail users would continue to have unlimited
access to the river corridor from Dug Bar. Since
powerboat use would be limited, drop camp
use during the primary season would likely sta-
bilize, with reduced opportunities over the long
term. Increasing trail use by horses and hikers
could lead to a small increase in competition for
river campsites in specific areas adjacent to the
Oregon side of the river. Trail users expecting a
non-motorized experience (absence of sound
from motors) would be displaced. If displace-
ment occurred, this type of opportunity would
be available on several other rivers in the re-
gion. The overall effect on land-based users in
the immediate area of the river would be negligi-
ble when compared with the number of miles of
trail that lie outside the river corridor and the
limited use of drop camps during the primary
season.

Competition for campsites would continue to
increase, especially in the area below the mouth
of the Salmon. This competition would displace
some powerboaters to the area between the
mouth of the Salmon and Pittsburg providing
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they were are skilled enough to navigate further
upstream. However, since the area below the
mouth of the Salmon is commonly used by a
large percentage of less-skilled powerboat op-
erators, conflict over campsites could be ex-
pected to increase and both powerboaters and
floaters would be displaced outside of the HCN-
RA boundary.

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would not be resolved, particularly below
the mouth of the Salmon. Social conflict be-
tween powerboaters and floaters would likely
increase as soon as an allocation system was
initiated for Snake River powerboat users. This
issue would not be resolved unless Lower Salm-
on users were part of an allocation system that
addressed their effect on the recreation ORV for
the Snake River. It could be perceived by Snake
River users that the area of the Snake River
below the mouth of the Salmon was being man-
aged to maximize the recreation experience of
Lower Salmon floaters and not being managed
for protection and enhancement of Snake River
ORV’s. Effects from the Lower Salmon River are
discussed under cumulative effects.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for rules of
access for both motorized and non-motorized
river users, balance commercial and private
use, and provide access for both floaters and
powerboaters, it would not provide a fair oppor-
tunity for a motorized experience from a region-
al river perspective.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, this section of the river would
be managed to provide an emphasis on out-
door recreation activities in a scenic river set-
ting. Levels of use would emphasize the per-
spective of motorized users of a recreation
experience on a scenic river within a national
recreation area in consideration of their loss of
opportunity for access to the majority of the wild
river.

The historic trend toward shorter length float
trips originating at Hells Canyon Creek would
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indicate this use would continue to remain be-
low 25% with this same use downstream from
Dug Bar remaining below 20% (reference analy-
sis file). However, a greater utilization of launch-
es from trips originating in the wild river could
lead to an increased level of floatcraft use in this
section of the river, even if the percentage of
total float launches entering this section re-
mained constant. The opportunity for a high
solitude float trip in the upper river and the trend
toward shorter trip lengths would focus demand
for Snake River trips into that area and away
from longer trips that entered this section of the
river.

While there would be floaters dissatisfied with
the level of powerboat use and wanting a higher
level of solitude, the amount of displacement of
these users originating their trips on the Snake
River would be relatively low and be a trade-off
for the solitude experience in the wild river. The
type of river experience they desired would re-
main available on a number of other regional
rivers.

Floatcraft launches from Pittsburg and Dug Bar
would be eliminated during the primary season,
with unlimited use available in the secondary
season. Floaters currently using this stretch of
the river would be displaced but the effect
would be negligible due to the low number of
launches and the availability of a similar experi-
ence on other rivers within the region.

Launch reservations and a use allocation sys-
tem would only be required for this section of
the river when motorized and non-motorized
use reached specific use levels. Launch reser-
vations would not be required for Lower Salmon
float trips. This would raise the issue of fair and
equitable access between Snake River users
and Lower Salmon River users. Social conflict
between floaters and powerboaters could ex-
pect to increase, especially when an allocation
system was put into effect for Snake River pow-
erboat users. This issue would not be resolved
until Lower Salmon users were part of an alloca-
tion system that addressed their effect on the
recreation ORV for the Snake River.

The equity of access, especially in regard to
Lower Salmon floatcraft users, would remain an
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issue with powerboat users in several areas in-
cluding:

- The number of floatcraft entering from the
Lower Salmon River not included in any al-
location system related to the Snake River.

- The inequitable number of boats allowed
per float trip when compared to powerboat
use,

- The ability of float use to increase over exist-
ing use levels due to the opportunity to use
a greater number of launches as demand
increased on the Lower Salmon.

- The opportunity for a greater number of
Lower Salmon floaters to access the river
compared to Snake River users due to ineq-
uitable numbers of boats allowed per trip.

Limits on commercial powerboat use affecting
jetbacks from the mouth of the Salmon to Pitts-
burg or jetouts to Heller Bar would be reduced
but probably would not displace any Lower
Salmon floaters.

Personal motorized watercraft would be al-
lowed from the HCNRA boundary to Pittsburg
on an allocation system at a minimum use level.
This would provide access to a user group pro-
hibited from operating in any other section of
the river and would partially resolve a percep-
tion of displacement among this group. This
use would be limited to day trips only, and the
effect of the experience of other user groups
should be negligible.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salm-
on Bar. The Cache Creek airstrip would be
opened and helicopter landings would only be
allowed at the four designated airstrips. Com-
mercial aviation would be restricted. Use levels
could be expected to remain relatively low and
stable because of the necessary skill required
for flying and landing in the river corridor. Air-
craft use would not substantially increase be-
cause the 20% slope of the Cache Creek airstrip
deters all but highly skilled pilots from landing
there. This type of experience would remain
available on several other rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists, including drop
camps, would continue to have access to the
river corridor. Since there would be a limit on
powerboat use, drop camp use during the pri-
mary season would be expected to stabilize,
Increasing trail use by horses and hikers could
lead to a small increase in campsite use in spe-
cific areas adjacent to the Oregon side of the
river. Trail users expecting a non-motorized ex-
perience (absence of sound from motors)
would be displaced. If displacement occurred,
this type of opportunity would be available on
several other rivers in the region. The overall
effect on land-based users in the immediate
area of the river would be negligible due to the
number of miles of trail in the river corridor and
the opportunity for solitude as the trail periodi-
cally leaves the river corridor and enters the
upland benches in designated wilderness.

Competition for campsites would continue to
increase, especially in the area below the mouth
of the Salmon. This competition would displace
some powerboaters to the area of the river be-
tween the mouth of the Salmon and Pittsburg if
they had the necessary skills to navigate further
upstream. However, since the area below the
mouth of the Salmon is commonly used by a
large percentage of powerboat operators less
skilled in navigating whitewater, conflict over
campsites could be expected to increase and
both powerboaters and floaters would be dis-
placed outside the HCNRA boundary by Lower
Salmon users.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to protect and enhance the quality of river
recreation opportunities and meet a variety of
user expectations. While it would emphasize a
motorized experience for private and commer-
cial powerboaters to address both loss of ac-
cess in the majority of the wild river corridor
during the primary season and the regional river
perspective, it would not implement use limita-
tions until monitoring limits were reached, which
could degrade the experience by allowing peak
motorized use days. it only partially achieves a
balance between commercial and private pow-
erboat use. While it still provides access for both
floaters and powerboaters, the rules of access
would favor powerboaters over floaters in the
primary season since Snake River floaters
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could only access the scenic river by taking a
longer trip that started in the wild river.

ALTERNATIVE E

In Alternative E, this section of the river would be
managed to provide an emphasis on providing
a quality recreation experience in a scenic river
setting with levels of use that would vary be-
tween weekdays and weekends to address the
recreational needs of different users within a
national recreation area,

The historic trend in shorter length float trips
originating at Hells Canyon Creek that contin-
ued into the scenic river would be expected to
continue to remain below 25%, with this same
use dropping below 20% as it proceeded down-
stream from Dug Bar. However, greater utiliza-
tion of launches from trips originating in the wild
river could lead to an increased level of floatcraft
use, even if the percentage of total float launch-
es entering this section of the river remained
constant. This would be offset by the fact that
this continuation of trips with associated addi-
tional float use would only occur on alternating
weeks. The opportunity for a high solitude, float
trip in the upper river would focus demand for
Snake River trips into that area and away from
longer trips that entered this section of the river.

The potential for floatcraft launches from Pitts-
burg and Dug Bar would be expected to in-
crease, especially with improved access to
Pittsburg. A limit on floatcraft use originating at
Pittsburg or Dug Bar would provide for minimal
growth, even if some of the use displaced dur-
ing the motorized week in the upper river began
launching trips into this river section. Floatcraft
use currently using this stretch of the river
would not be displaced unless launch limits
were set, at which time existing use would have
to compete for launches.

For each river designation, there is a range in
the level of use appropriate for the classifica-
tion. In Alternative E, a higher number of daily
launches would be allowed for powerboaters on
weekends (Friday through Sunday) that would
fully utilize the range in use levels for access
appropriate to a scenic river setting. This would
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allow both floaters and powerboaters traveling
in the scenic river on weekdays to have a differ-
ent type of recreation experience with a lower
level of use that emphasized a greater opportu-
nity for isolation from the sights and sounds of
other users, but at a level appropriate for a sce-
nic river setting, and greater than a wild river
setting. Travel on weekends would provide a
higher level of use that was still within the appro-
priate range for a scenic river setting which em-
phasized a quality experience for Snake River
powerboaters and Lower Salmon floaters.

Launch reservations for private powerboaters
would be required on Friday through Sunday
during the primary season but not required on
Monday through Thursday until use reached
specific, set levels.

While there would still be floaters dissatisfied
with the level of powerboat use and who desired
a higher level of solitude, the amount of dis-
placement of users originating their trips on the
Snake River would be relatively low, even if the
maximum level of floatcraft launches at Pitts-
burg was reached (one per day). The type of
river experience desired would remain available
on a number of other regional rivers.

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would not be resolved below the mouth of
the Salmon. Social conflict between powerboat-
ers and floaters could expect to increase as
soon as the weekend allocation system was
initiated for Snake River powerboat users. This
issue would not be resolved until Lower Salmon
users were part of an allocation system that
addressed their effect on the recreation ORV for
the Snake River. It could be perceived that the
area of the Snake River below the mouth of the
Salmon was being managed to maximize the
recreation experience of Lower Salmon floaters
and not being managed to protect and enhance
the recreation ORV for the Snake River.

A fair system of access, especially in regard to
Lower Salmon floaters, would remain an issue
with powerboaters in several areas including:

- The number of floaters entering from the
Lower Salmon River not included in any al-
location system related to the Snake River.
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- The inequitable number of boats allowed
per float trip when compared to motorized
use, i.e., one boat launch for powerboaters
and eight boats per launch for floaters.

- Increases in floatcraft in this river section
over existing use levels due to using a
greater number of launches as demand in-
creased on the Lower Salmon.

- River access for a greater number of Lower
Salmon floaters compared to Snake River
floaters due to limited number of boats al-
lowed per trip.

Limits on commercial powerboat use would re-
duce jetbacks from the mouth of the Salmon to
Pittsburg or jetouts to Heller Bar but probably
would not displace any Lower Salmon floaters.

Personal motorized watercraft would be al-
lowed from the HCNRA boundary to the mouth
of the Salmon River on an allocation system at
a minimum use level. This would provide access
to a user group prohibited from operating in any
other section of the river and would partially
resolve a perception of displacement among
this group. This use would be limited to day trips
only, and the effect on the experience of other
user groups should be further reduced by im-
plementation of a boater education program for
these users.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access at Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salm-
on Bar. The Cache Creek airstrip would be open
and helicopter landings would only be allowed
at the four designated airstrips. Commercial avi-
ation would be restricted. Use levels could be
expected to remain relatively low and stable be-
cause of the necessary skills required for flying
and landing within the river corridor. Aircraft use
would not substantially increase because the
20% slope of the Cache Creek airstrip deters all
but highly skilled pilots from landing there. This
type of experience would also remain available
on several other rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists, including drop
camps, would continue to have access to the
river corridor. Since powerboat use would be

limited, drop camp use during the primary sea-
son would be expected to stabilize. Increasing
trail use by horses and hikers could lead to a
small increase in competition for river campsites
in specific areas adjacent to the Oregon side of
the river. Trail users expecting a non-motorized
experience (absence of sound from motors)
would be displaced. If displacement occurred,
this type of opportunity would be available on
several other rivers in the region. The overall
effect on land-based users in the immediate
area of the river would be negligible due to the
number of miles of trail in the river corridor and
the opportunity for solitude as the trail periodi-
cally leaves the river corridor and enters the
upland benches within designated wilderness.

Competition for campsites would continue to
increase, especially in the area below the mouth
of the Salmon. This competition would displace
some powerboaters to the river section be-
tween the mouth of the Salmon and Pittsburg if
they had the skills to navigate further upstream.
However, since the area below the mouth of the
Salmon is commonly used by a large percent-
age of less-skilled powerboat operators, conflict
over campsites could be expected to increase
and both powerboaters and floaters would be
displaced outside of the NRA boundary by Low-
er Salmon users.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to protect and enhance the quality of river
recreation opportunities and meet a variety of
user expectations. Both motorized and non-
motorized uses would be allowed to continue.
Different levels of use on weekdays compared
to weekends would allow for different types and
qualities of experiences for both floaters and
powerboaters. Levels of powerboat use would
emphasize the lack of regional river opportuni-
ties for powerboaters on wild and scenic rivers.
However, commercial use would be favored
over private use, not in regard to numbers of
launches, but in relation to reasonable needs
for access to the recreation opportunity. Use
levels would represent accommodation of exist-
ing private use but allow growth in commercial
use. Rules of access would be reasonably fair
for all users as a resuit of the need to meet
regional river opportunities.
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ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, this section of the river would be
managed to provide an emphasis on motorized
recreation in a scenic river setting. Levels of use
would appropriately reflect the perspective of
motorized users of a recreation experience on a
scenic river within a national recreation area.
Emphasis on motorized recreation would be in
response to elimination of the opportunity for
motorized use in the wild river.

There would be nofloat use in this section of the
river that could originate from any Snake River
portal during the primary season. Unlimited
float use could take place during the secondary
season while weather and river flows were fa-
vorable but kickers would not be allowed.

This alternative would deny float access to the
scenic river during the time of year when the
best conditions of weather and water levels
were available. This would impact approximate-
ly 26% of existing Snake River float use, includ-
ing some commercial outfitters who regularly
use this section of the river for their trips. How-
ever, while floaters currently using this stretch of
the river would be displaced, the effect would
be lessened due to the low number of launches,
the availability of a similar experience on other
rivers within the region, and the opportunity for
a non-motorized experience in the wild river.

Launch reservations and a use allocation sys-
tem for powerboaters would only be required
for this section of the river when motorized use
reached specific use levels. Launch reserva-
tions would not be required for Lower Salmon
floatcraft use. This would raise the issue of fair
and equitable access between Snake River us-
ers and Lower Salmon River users.

While there would still be floaters dissatisfied
with the level of motorized use and who desired
a higher level of solitude below the mouth of the
Salmon or during the secondary season, the
amount of displacement of the users originating
their trips on the Snake River would be relatively
low and offset by the opportunity for a solitude
experience in the wild river. The type of river
experience desired would remain available on a
number of other regional rivers.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would not be resolved below the mouth of
the Salmon. Social conflict between powerboat-
ers and floaters could expect to increase, espe-
cially when an allocation system was put into
effect for Snake River powerboat users. This
issue would not be resolved until Lower Salmon
users were part of an allocation system that
addressed their effect on the recreation ORV for
the Snake River.

The equity of access, especially in regard to
Lower Salmon non-motorized users, would re-
main an issue with motorized users in several
areas including:

- The amount of floatcraft use entering from
the Lower Salmon River not included in any
allocation system related to the Snake Riv-
er.

- The inequitable number of boats allowed
per float trip compared to powerboat use.

- The ability of floatcraft use to increase over
existing use levels due to using greater
number of launches as demand increased
on the Lower Salmon.

- The opportunity for a greater number of
Lower Salmon floaters to access the river
compared to Snake River users with a maxi-
mum number of boats allowed per trip.

Limits on commercial powerboat use would re-
duce jetbacks from the mouth of the Salmon to
Pittsburg or jetouts to Heller Bar but probably
would not displace any Lower Salmon floatcraft
use.

Personal motorized watercraft would not be al-
lowed in this section of river, creating a percep-
tion of displacement among this user group.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access to Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salm-
on Bar. The Cache Creek airstrip would be open
and helicopter landings would only be allowed
at the four designated airstrips. Commercial avi-
ation would be restricted. Use levels could be
expected to remain relatively low and stable be-
cause of the necessary skills required for flying
and landing within the river corridor. Aircraft use
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Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

would not substantially increase because the
20% slope of the Cache Creek airstrip deters all
but highly skilled pilots from landing there. This
type of experience would also remain available
on several other rivers in the region.

Land-based recreationists, including drop
camps, would continue to have access to the
river corridor. Since powerboat use would be
limited, drop camp use during the primary sea-
son would be expected to stabilize. Increasing
trail use by horses and hikers could lead to a
small increase in competition for river campsites
in specific areas adjacent to the Oregon side of
the river. Trail users expecting a non-motorized
experience (absence of sound from motors)
would be displaced. If displacement occurred,
this type of opportunity would be available on
several other rivers in the region. The overall
effect on land-based users in the immediate
area of the river would be negligible due to the
number of miles of trail in the river corridor and
the opportunity for solitude as the trail periodi-
cally leaves the river corridor and enters the
upland benches within designated wilderness.

Competition for campsites would continue to
increase, especially in the area below the mouth
of the Salmon. This competition would displace
some powerboat users to the area of the river
between the mouth of the Salmon and Pittsburg
provided the had the skills necessary to navi-
gate further upstream. However, since the area
below the mouth of the Salmon is commonly
used by a large percentage of less-skilled pow-
erboat operators, conflict over campsites could
be expected to increase and both powerboat
and floatcraft users could be displaced outside
of the HCNRA boundary.

This alternative would have a low potential to
protect and enhance the quality of river recre-
ation opportunities and meet a variety of user
expectations. While it would provide for motor-
ized recreation and address the needs of mo-
torized users on a regional basis, it would not
provide the opportunity for any float experience
from launch points on the scenic river. As a
result of denying the float opportunity, it would
unreasonably favor motorized access over non-
motorized access. Commercial and private use
would be relatively balanced, not in regard to
numbers of launches, but in relation to reason-

able needs for access to the recreation oppor-
tunity as a result of displacement from the wild
river. There would be no float opportunities in
the primary season.

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, this section of the river would
be managed to provide an emphasis on private,
motorized recreation in a scenic river setting.
Levels of use would appropriately reflect the
perspective of a semi-primitive, motorized rec-
reation experience on a scenic river within a
national recreation area. Emphasis on private,
motorized recreation would be in response to
recognizing the need to provide a fair opportu-
nity from the perspective of regional river ac-
cess. Part of this motorized experience would
include the ability of Snake River and Lower
Salmon River floaters to continue the practice of
using kickers on their floatcraft.

Initially, launch reservations as part of a use
allocation system for private powerboaters and
private floaters would only be required for week-
ends (Friday through Sunday). Reservations
would be required for both user groups on
weekdays in this section of the river when either
Snake River motorized or non-motorized use
reached specific use levels. Access on week-
days (Monday through Thursday) for both pri-
vate floaters and private powerboaters would
not be limited anywhere in the scenic river sec-
tion until monitoring indicated the need to set
the established limits. This would enhance the
experience by providing the opportunity for
both floaters and powerboaters to take a spon-
taneous trip throughout the scenic river with no
prior requirement for access except for a self-
issued permit. Private powerboaters would con-
tinue to be able to launch small inflatables from
their boats during the weekdays. The historical-
ly lower numbers of private users on these days
and monitoring for any changes in these histor-
ic use levels would assure protection of the rec-
reation experience appropriate for a semi-
primitive, motorized, scenic river experience.

Floaters continuing downstream from the wild
river could expect to experience a slightly high-
er level of total use during the weekdays in both
private float and powerboat use, but not in lev-
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els of commercial use. The quality of their expe-
rience would change to a scenic river setting.
The change would be more noticeable if they
entered the scenic river on a weekend, since
private powerboat use would be higher though
still appropriate for a semi-primitive, motorized
experience. Their experience would change
again when they reached the mouth of the
Salmon. The result would be a steady upward
progression in the level of use as they travel
downstream during the course of their trip over
several days within both the wild and the scenic
river corridors.

Launch reservations would not be required for
Lower Salmon float use. This could raise the
issue of fair and equitable access between
Snake River users and Lower Salmon River us-
ers, especially in regard to access on week-
ends. This would be partially offset by requiring
Lower Salmon floaters to meet special condi-
tions similar to Snake River floaters that would
be implemented over a period of three seasons
beginning in 1994. These would include a 24
person maximum party size for any groups
camping downstream from Salmon Falls and no
more than eight individual boats or, for commer-
cial row-your-own trips, eight "rafted up® groups
of boats per party upon entering the Snake Riv-
er.

There would also be an additional five private
powerboat launches per day on weekends for
day-use only between Cache Creek and the
mouth of the Salmon.

While there would still be floaters dissatisfied
with the level of motorized use, which includes
the use of kickers by some floaters, and who
desired a higher level of solitude below the
mouth of the Saimon or during the secondary
season, the amount of displacement of these
users, especially those originating their trips on
the Snake River, would be relatively low and
offset by the opportunity for a solitude experi-
ence in the wild river or the Lower Salmon and
the availability of that type of desired experience
on many other regional wild and scenic rivers.
On weekdays the total of the average number of
floatcraft per party should be relatively equal to
the average number of powerboats on the sce-
nic river above the mouth of the Salmon.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

The issue of fairness of the management sys-
tem would be partially resolved below the
mouth of the Saimon. Some social conflict be-
tween powerboaters and floaters could expect
to continue, especially when an allocation sys-
tem was put into effect for Snake River power-
boat users. This issue would not be resolved
until the Lower Salmon allocation system of a
maximum of ten float launches per day was fully
implemented and this use fully addressed the
Lower Salmon users’ effect on Snake River's
ORV’s. The issue of equity in access would re-
main an issue with motorized users primarily
because Lower Saimon float use could contin-
ue to increase as user demand created a great-
er number of daily launches on the Lower Saim-
on.

Since private use would be emphasized, com-
mercial float and commercial powerboat use
originating on the Snake River would be limited
at close to average historic use levels through-
out the week during the primary season. This
would be based upon the premise that outfitting
is a privilege rather than a right and access for
commercial enterprises would be subordinate
to the needs of the recreating public as awhole.
Moreover, commercial use has enjoyed sub-
stantial growth in the last decade. The larger
numbers of passengers routinely carried by
commercial tour boats and float companies
would substantially offset any difference in
numbers of boats between private and com-
mercial use, and outfitted passengers would
still be assured of a variety of high quality expe-
riences as well as protection and enhancement
of that experience by establishment of a mini-
mum number of outfitter services at specific
portals into the scenic river.

Limits on the number of commercial power-
boats would reduce the availability of jetbacks
from the mouth of the Salmon to Pittsburg or
jetouts to Heller Bar but probably would not
displace any Lower Saimon float use. Commer-
cial Snake River float use would be limited to
trips originating in the wild river. Overnight use
by commercial powerboaters would not be al-
lowed below the mouth of the Salmon during
the primary season. The temporary use com-
mercial powerboat permit would not be re-
newed upon expiration at the end of 1994 and
Pittsburg based outfitters would not be allowed
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to access the river below the mouth of the Salm-
on. All of these actions would reduce the level of
use on the river with the aim of improving the
quality of the experience for all users below the
mouth of the Salmon.

Personal motorized watercraft would not be al-
lowed in this section of river, creating a percep-
tion of displacement among this user group.

Private aircraft use would continue to have un-
limited access to Pittsburg, Dug Bar, and Salm-
on Bar. The Cache Creek airstrip would be open
and helicopter landings would only be allowed
at the four designated airstrips. Commercial avi-
ation would be limited to incidental use by per-
mit only. Private aviators only would have ac-
cess to the Cache Creek airstrip. Use levels
could be expected to remain relatively low and
stable because of the necessary skills required
for flying and landing within the river corridor.
Aircraft use would not substantially increase be-
cause the 20% slope of the Cache Creek airstrip
deters all but highly skilled pilots from landing
there. This type of experience would also re-
main available on several other rivers in the re-
gion. The quality of the experience for aviators
would be protected and enhanced for private
pilots by providing a new opportunity to land at
Cache Creek where visitor services and inter-
pretive opportunities were also available,

Trail users would continue to have access to the
river corridor year-round but drop camps would
be limited to the secondary season. Increasing
trail use by horses and hikers could lead to a
small increase in competition for river campsites
in specific areas adjacent to the Oregon side of
the river. Trail users expecting a non-motorized
experience (absence of sound from motors)
would be displaced. If displacement occurred,
this type of opportunity would be available on
several other rivers in the region. The overall
effect on land-based users in the immediate
area of the river would be negligible due to the
number of miles of trail in the river corridor and
the opportunity for solitude as the trail periodi-
cally leaves the river corridor and enters the
upland benches within designated wilderness.

Once limits were established on the Snake Riv-
er, competition for campsites would only in-
crease based upon increases in the number of

floaters entering from the Lower Salmon. This
would be partially offset by requiring Lower
Salmon parties of over 24 people to camp within
the short distance between the mouth and
Salmon Falls or continue below the HCNRA
boundary before camping. This competition
could displace some powerboat users to the
area of the river between the mouth of the Salm-
on and Pittsburg provided they had the skills
necessary to navigate further upstream, which
would actually enhance their experience by re-
ducing competition with another user group.
Commercial powerboaters would only be al-
lowed to camp overnight upstream from the
mouth of the Salmon, and only if they had a
substantial historic use associated with over-
night camping, which would help reduce this
competition. Snake River commercial and pri-
vate float use entering this section of the river
would be limited, further reducing their need for
overnight float use. Drop camps would not be
allowed during the primary season. Five private
powerboat launches on weekends would be for
day-use only, further reducing this competition.
However, since the area below the mouth of the
Salmon is commonly used by a large percent-
age of less-experienced, less-skilled power-
boaters, some conflict over campsites would
continue.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to protect and enhance the quality of river
recreation opportunities and meet a variety of
user expectations. Both motorized and non-
motorized users would have access to the sce-
nic river and access would be based on provid-
ing semi-primitive, motorized opportunities for
both private powerboaters and private floaters
from a regional river perspective. Rules of ac-
cess would be the same for all users launching
on the Snake. However, private powerboat use
would be favored over commercial powerboat
use on all days, and favored over Snake River
float use on weekends in order to adequately
address the regional river perspective, espe-
cially upstream from the mouth of the Salmon.
This emphasis on private powerboat use would
be offset by the continuing opportunity for un-
limited Lower Salmon float use to enter the
Snake River, the low demand by Snake River
floaters in use of this section of river, the oppor-
tunity for floaters to continue their use of kickers
in this section of the river, the opportunity for
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private powerboaters to launch small inflatables
from their boats on weekdays, and the opportu-
nity for a non-motorized experience in the wild
river during the most optimum time of the sum-
mer.

REDUCING CAMPSITE COMPETITION

Camping is an important element of the recre-
ation experience on an overnight or muiti-day
trip in the river corridor. The ability to camp in
locations that offer a particular setting, have
shoreline features that allow easy access for
water craft, or are located where they are logisti-
cally important to accomplish the goals of the
group can often be highly desired by more than
one group at a time.

Some visitors prefer the regimentation of a
campsite reservation system to be sure of an
assigned camping location during each night of
their trip. Others prefer the spontaneity of a first-
come, first-served system that provides the op-
portunity to re-schedule their trip as recreation
opportunities or weather conditions justify
changes in plans. While there are both pros and
cons to both of these systems, it is generally
accepted that the recreation experience is en-
hanced when the following occurs:

- Groups or individuals on the river do not
have to compete for the same campsite.

- Groups or individuals do not have to share
campsites with other groups.

- Groups or individuals can generally camp
out of sight and sound from other occupied
campsites,

- There are enough campsites throughout
the river corridor to accommodate a variety
of group sizes in different sections of the
river,

- ltisreasonably easy to locate vacant camp-
sites during the duration of the trip to ac-
commodate each group.

Several assumptions were made in this analysis
as follows:

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

- Levels of campsite competition would be
acceptable in the scenic river for alterna-
tives that provided for specific limits on the
number of users during the primary season
(Atternatives A and B would have the poten-
tial for unacceptable levels of campsite
competition since they do not provide for
any set limits on use).

- Levels of campsite competition and associ-
ated campsite stay lengths would be ac-
ceptable in the secondary season through-
out the entire wild and scenic river corridor,

- Alternatives that allowed drop camps would
usually require powerboat access to the
drop camp sites. Campsite competition in
regard to drop camps would be controlied
as a component of powerboat access limi-
tations for all alternatives that had specific
limits on powerboat use.

- Campsite competition between river users
and trail users would be minimal due to the
different seasons of use as a result of ex-
tremes in temperature in the canyon during
the summer months that discourage trail
use during the time periods of highest de-
mand for river use.

- A campsite reservation system would not
fuily resolve all issues concerning campsite
competition,

- The recreation experience of river users
could be enhanced without the complete
elimination of campsite competition. This
could be accomplished by managing for
reasonably acceptable levels of campsite
competition without effecting the recreation
ORv.

For the purposes of this analysis, campsite
competition is measured subjectively in terms of
high, moderate, or low potential for each alter-
native to reduce competition for campsites as a
means of enhancing the camping experience
associated with travel in the Wild River corridor
in the primary season. The use of campsite res-
ervations as a method of reducing campsite
competition is analyzed as a separate effect
under Providing for the Appropriate Level of
Visitor Management.
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WILD SECTION - DIRECT AND INDIRECT EF-
FECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, the wild section would continue
to be managed for unlimited powerboat use
and limited float use. Campsites would continue
to be available on first-come, first-served basis,
but there would be a management option to
implement campsite reservations. As use in-
creased, competition for campsites would con-
tinue to increase, creating social conflict. If
campsite reservations were implemented, the
level of use could continue to increase, and
could eventually require reserving single camp-
sites for more than one group at a time.

This alternative would have a low potential to
reduce campsite competition. There would be
increases in the number of users competing for
the same campsite, sharing of campsites with
incompatible groups, and visitors experiencing
difficulty finding unoccupied campsites at the
end of each day. Campsite stay lengths would
discourage rapid turnover of campsites for use
by others.

ALTERNATIVES B and C

In Alternative B and C, the wild river would be
managed with limits on all powerboating and
floating. There would be a campsite reservation
system for all motorized and non-motorized riv-
er users entering the wild river corridor.

These alternatives would have a high potential
to reduce campsite competition. There would
be no users competing for the same campsite,
sharing of campsites would not be necessary,
and social conflict as a result of campsite com-
petition would be reduced. Due to total use
levels associated with each of these alterna-
tives, there would be the need for a greater
number of reservations in Alternative B and a
lower number of reservations required in Alter-
native C. Campsite stay lengths, when com-
pared with the number of overnight users per
alternative, would provide for adequate turn-
over of campsites for others to use.

ALTERNATIVE D

In Alternative D, the wild river would be man-
aged for float use only between Hells Canyon
Dam and Kirkwood during the primary season
and mixed use between Kirkwood and Pitts-
burg. Since all float use would be traveling with
the river current at about an equal rate, camp-
site competition would be significantly reduced
and all campsites would be available on a first-
come, first-served basis.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to reduce campsite compaetition. The de-
mand for a non-motorized experience in the
wild river could result in an increasing trend in
campsite stay lengths to two nights per site in
the wild river as floaters tried to maximize the
non-motorized experience. This could create an
increase in competition for campsites. Sharing
of campsites would not normally be necessary,
but there could be some effect on the recreation
experience as a result of campsite competition
between float parties if increased use created
bottlenecks for overnight camping access in
some sections of the river.

ALTERNATIVE E

In Alternative E, the wild river would be man-
aged for weekly periods of exclusive use on an
alternating week basis for floaters and power-
boaters. Campsite reservations for floaters
would be required during the non-motorized
week between Hells Canyon Dam and Kirkwood
as the result of an increase in the number of
daily launches, but powerboaters would be able
to locate and set up campsites on a first-come,
first-served basis due to their ease of mobility in
accessing campsites.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to reduce campsite competition. The de-
mand for a non-motorized experience in the
wild river could result in an increasing trend in
campsite stay lengths to two nights per site in
the wild river as floaters tried to maximize the
non-motorized experience. This could create an
increase in competition for campsites. Sharing
of campsites would not normally be necessary,
but there could be some effect on the recreation
experience as a result of campsite competition
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between float parties if increased use created
bottlenecks for overnight camping access in
some sections of the river.

Powerboaters would have the mobility to obtain
campsites on a first-come, first-served basis
and less chance of problems resulting from
campsite competition. Sharing of campsites by
powerboaters would not normally be neces-
sary, and social conflict as a result of campsite
competition between floaters and powerboat-
ers would be eliminated. Most powerboaters
would be able to camp without the necessity of
changing camps for the duration of their trip,
enhancing their experience.

ALTERNATIVE F

In Alternative F, motorized use would be elimi-
nated from the river corridor year-round and
non-motorized use would be emphasized. This
alternative would also emphasize maximum
freedom for floaters while traveling on the river,
allowing choice of campsites on a first-come,
first-served basis.

This alternative would have a moderate poten-
tial to reduce campsite competition. Although
the total numbers of users would be lower, there
could be more, smaller groups on the river com-
peting for campsites. Sharing of campsites
would generally not be necessary, and social
conflict as a result of campsite competition
would be reduced. The campsite stay length
would be adequate to assure a continual turn-
over of campsites as floaters all traveled down-
stream at about the same rate of speed, but
could be compromised by a trend in longer stay
lengths or a higher number of daily launches of
small float groups.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

ALTERNATIVE G

In Alternative G, motorized and non-motorized
use would be managed in a mixed use setting
for a variety of recreation experiences. There
would be a limited opportunity for a non-
motorized experience on Monday through
Wednesday from the second Monday of July
through the Wednesday prior to Labor Day be-
tween Wild Sheep Rapid and Kirkwood.

This alternative would have a high potential to
reduce campsite competition. It would initially
implement a first-come, first-served system for
obtaining campsites. Use levels would be moni-
tored and if monitoring indicated that levels of
mixed use were creating unacceptable levels of
campsite competition, a series of other actions
would be implemented over time to resolve
campsite competition. If the level of campsite
competition remained at an unacceptable level
after all mitigation measures were used, a
campsite reservation system would be imple-
mented.

This series of steps to mitigate campsite com-
petition would use the minimum measures nec-
essary to resolve any problems that became
apparent following implementation of the use
levels associated with Alternative G. These
measures would be implemented over time and
only when necessary to resolve unacceptable
levels of campsite competition. Since it provides
for a campsite reservation system as a final so-
lution to resolve the issue, it assures that it
would reduce competition for campsites, shar-
ing of campsites would not be necessary, and
social conflict as a result of campsite competi-
tion would be reduced. The campsite stay
length would be adequate to assure a continual
turnover for both floaters and powerboaters.
Managing total trip length during the non-
motorized period would reduce campsite com-
petition among floaters by assuring a continual
turnover of campsites.
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

EFFECTS ON ORV’s AND THE RECREATION
SETTING (ROS)

Alternatives that provide for an unlimited
amount of use or potentially high levels of use
in the wild or scenic sections of the river corridor
would make it difficult to protect and enhance
ORV’s. This condition would result in potentially
detrimental effects to the ORV’s, including fail-
ure to maintain the desired ROS setting for the
recreation ORV in the affected sections of river
(Alternative A, wild and scenic; Alternative B,
wild; Alternative B, scenic; prior to establishing
allocations based on monitoring).

Alternatives that placed specific, reasonable
limits on the number of daily launches would
assure, to varying degrees, the ORV's would be
protected and enhanced and ROS settings for
the recreation ORV would be met. Daily launch
limits implemented immediately would achieve
these objectives immediately (Alternatives C, D,
F, Alternatives E and G in the wild river and on
weekends and holidays in the scenic river). Dai-
ly launch limits set, but not implemented until
monitoring indicated the need to implement,
could potentially achieve management objec-
tives without implementing launch reservations
(Alternatives E and G on weekdays in the scenic
river).

Alternatives that did not effectively manage ac-
cess to the river corridor could violate the intent
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, have long-
term negative impacts on ORV's and would not
meet the ROS guidelines for access to wild and
scenic river corridors, respectively (Alternative
A).

Alternatives that relied heavily upon regimenta-
tion of users while on the river as a component
of visitor management would not enhance the
recreation experience and would not meet ROS
guidelines for visitor management (Alternatives
A, B, C and E for floaters only). Alternatives that
focused upon altering on-river behavior of users
through appropriate visitor management tech-
niques at portals (including user education) or
subtle on-river controls would enhance the rec-
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reation experience (Alternatives D, E for power-
boaters, F and G).

Alternatives that did not effectively limit develop-
ment in the river corridor would have an adverse
effect on ORV’s and would not meet the ROS
guidelines (Alternative A). Alternatives that
placed varying degrees of limits on facility de-
velopment would protect and could enhance
ORV's (Alternatives B, C, D, E, F and G).

EFFECTS ON SOCIAL CONDITIONS
INCLUDING ENCOUNTERS

A major goal of management would be to de-
fuse social conflict and develop positive rela-
tions between user groups. Based on historic
interactions between powerboat and floatcraft
users, this would be most easily accomplished
by alternatives that either separate users (Alter-
natives D, E, F and G), distribute use in a way
where all users have some opportunity to meet
their expectations in all sections of the river cor-
ridor (Alternatives E and G), distribute use in a
way that allocations and regulations attempt to
treat all user groups on an equal basis (Alterna-
tive E), or manage daily use to levels that re-
duce the potential for negative social encoun-
ters (Alternatives C and G).

Alternatives with significantly higher levels of
use would increase the opportunity for encoun-
ters within user groups and between different
users resulting in an overall negative effect on
social conditions by increasing the potential for
conflict (Alternatives A and B). Alternatives C, D,
E, F and G provide for reductions in party size
and numbers of floatcraft per trip based on
user-determined preferences in party size and
numbers of boats over a historic length of time.
This reduction would have an overall positive
effect on the social experience and number of
encounters,

The ability to adjust the primary season based
on monitoring of use levels would provide a
method for managing social conditions on a
continual basis and enhance the recreation ex-
perience of users, especially if demand in-
creased in the periods immediately before and/
or after the primary season (all action
alternatives).
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Managing all types of recreation use within the
river corridor through launch reservations and/
or self-issued permits on a year-round basis
would address issues concerning fairness of
rules. This requirement would also protect and
enhance ORV’s by requiring all users to meet
specific user guidelines during their visit to the
river corridor (all action alternatives).

Management strategies that significantly fa-
vored one user group over another in the wild
river would increase social conflict concerning
issues of fairness of rules, equity of access, and
protection of the opportunity for the experience
(power over float in alternatives A and B; float
over power in alternatives D and F; commercial
over private in alternatives B and E).

Alternatives with campsite reservations may or
may not decrease competition for campsites
and reduce social conflict. Social conflict would
continue even with campsite reservations for
alternatives which had high levels of use (Alter-
native A). Alternatives with campsite reserva-
tions would help resolve some social conflict in
regard to on-site encounters but could lead to
increased on-river regimentation of visitors and
effect the experience of some users (Alterna-
tives B, C and E for floaters). Some alternatives
could create use patterns that would reduce
campsite competition to acceptable levels with-
out the need for a campsite reservation system.
These include Alternatives D, E for powerboat-
ers, F and G. Alternatives that had specific
guidelines to manage campsite competition but
also included an option for campsite reserva-
tions if needed would assure protection of the
recreation experience over time in response to
changes to trends in use patterns (Alternative
Q).

EFFECTS ON DISPLACEMENT OF USERS

Displacement is an important concern in regard
to being able to provide users with a broad
variety of recreational opportunities that are
compatible with legislation, while adhering to a
level of use appropriate to the setting. Acknowl-
edging the importance of the effects of dis-
placement recognizes the personal investment
of time and expense involved in a recreational
activity. It is recognized that some displacement

of use will occur with any change in manage-
ment, but especially when restrictions are
placed on previously unrestricted use.

Alternatives that significantly displace motor-
ized users from traditionally or historically used
areas on a seasonal or year-round basis would
produce a negative effect on the recreation op-
portunity of motorized users (Alternatives C, D,
and F) regardless of the availability of this type
of opportunity on other rivers. Some potential
would exist under several of the alternatives for
permanent displacement of powerboat use due
to lack of opportunity on other wild and scenic
rivers on a regional basis in quality or quantity
sufficient to absorb the displacement (see Ap-
pendix H). Alternatives that would close sec-
tions of the river on days which normally have
low motorized use or for short periods of time
would have a minimal effect on displacement of
powerboaters (Alternative G).

The effect of alternatives that would limit daily
launches to avoid peak use days would dis-
place some users from specific time periods but
would not displace them from the river unless
they were unable to achieve their expectations
during the time period access was available or
due to personal time schedules. Some users
who would choose not to deal with the proce-
dure for obtaining launch reservations would be
displaced as a result of perceived inconven-
ience.

The effect of alternatives that would displace
float use would be negligible due to the variety
of river recreation opportunities for non-
motorized recreation within the region (see Ap-
pendix H). This would include opportunities for
both private and commercial one-day float trips.
However, this displacement to rivers such as
the Lower Salmon where use limits were not in
place could increase use levels and affect the
recreation experience of floaters on those rivers
and, inadvertently, to Snake River users below
the mouth of the Salmon.

Commercial use that would be displaced on a
temporary or permanent basis or forced to relo-
cate may result in customer displacement from
one outfitter to another or reduced services to
the public. There could be detrimental effects to
specific operations, including business failures
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for businesses that had limited ability to adapt
to change (Alternatives C, D, E, F and G).

EFFECTS ON SENSE OF REMOTENESS

Alternatives with high levels of use would not
protect and enhance the sense of remoteness
appropriate for the river designation or a semi-
primitive motorized setting and would not meet
ROS guidelines for remoteness (Alternatives A
and B). Alternatives which denied access to
powerboats for continual and extended periods
of time for the exclusive purpose of enhancing
the experience for floaters would have a low
potential to protect and enhance the experi-
ence of remoteness in a semi-primitive motor-
ized setting (Alternatives D and F in the wild
river). Alternatives which emphasized lower lev-
els of mixed use or were designed to meet a
variety of user expectations would protect and
enhance the sense of remoteness appropriate
for the river designation (Alternatives C, E, and
Q).

Alternatives that provide opportunities to maxi-
mize the sense of remoteness or significantly
reduced overall levels of use in certain sections
of the river would produce positive effects on
maintaining the desired ROS setting for remote-
ness, especially in a wild river setting (Alterna-
tives C, D, E, F, and G). Inversely, increased
levels of use could produce detrimental effects
on a visitor's wild river experience by altering
the landscape or increasing social encounters
in a way that decreased the sense of remote-
ness they desired (Alternatives A and B).

Alternatives that eliminated pit toilets and picnic
tables at campsites and navigation markers
from portions of the wild river corridor would
enhance the sense of remoteness and improve
the visual quality of the resource.

Alternatives that maximized the opportunity for
a non-motorized river experience or maximized
total use could create increased use of river trail
systems that could lead to increased environ-
mental effects on trails from foot traffic and
horse traffic and cause additional competition
for campsites (Alternatives A, D, and F.) Alterna-
tives that eliminated different types of river ac-
cess in certain sections of the river could en-
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hance the experience of trail users in the
canyon (Alternatives E, D, F, and G).

Alternatives that maximized use, or introduced
an element of uncertainty concerning what fu-
ture use limits would be implemented or when
they would be implemented, would lead to a
situation where the experience of visitors could
be detrimentally affected. Over time, it would
become evident that the natural environment
had been altered by the presence of anincreas-
ing number of recreationists (Alternative A in the
entire river and Alternative B in the scenic river).

EFFECTS OF LOWER SALMON NON-
MOTORIZED USE AT CURRENT AND
PROJECTED USE LEVELS

Under all alternatives, negative social encoun-
ters between powerboaters and floaters could
expect to increase below the mouth of the Salm-
on River and, in particular, for alternatives where
an allocation system was implemented for
Snake River powerboat users (Alternatives C, D,
E, F, and G). Expectations of numbers of en-
counters and a sense of remoteness as experi-
enced by floaters on the Lower Salmon River
could create negative social encounters be-
tween non-motorized and motorized users on
the Snake River below the mouth of the Saimon.

The issue of negative social encounters would
not be resolved as long as unlimited numbers of
daily float trips could enter from the Lower Salm-
on. This could potentially affect the desired ROS
setting for social encounters on the Snake Riv-
er. In Alternative G, there would be coordination
of management efforts between the BLM and
Forest Service on the Lower Salmon / Snake
River interface to reduce the number of boats
per party and develop camping guidelines
based on party size. However, it may not be
possible to adequately protect and enhance the
recreation ORV, especially on weekends or oth-
er periods of peak use prior to implementation
of limits established by the BLM for the maxi-
mum number of daily float trips on the Lower
Salmon. As a result it may not be possible to
achieve the desired ROS setting for social en-
counters below the mouth of the Salmon. This
could affect other ORV's depending on the
maximum level of use allowed to enter from the
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Salmon River prior to the implementation of
maximum float trips per day.

Without an effective daily launch allocation sys-
tem sensitive to Snake River use, it could be
perceived that the area of the Snake River be-
low the mouth of the Salmon was being man-
aged to maximize the recreation opportunity of
Lower Salmon non-motorized users at the ex-
pense of protection and enhancement of Snake
River ORV’s.

Some displacement of powerboat and floatcraft
use originating on the Snake River could occur
as the result of negative social encounters with
Lower Salmon floaters and increased competi-
tion for campsites below the mouth of the Salm-
on.

Congestion along the shoreline at Cache Creek
could increase if the percentage of total Lower
Salmon River non-motorized users who
stopped at this site continued to increase. This
would result in an increased difficulty in manag-
ing upstream powerboat traffic from the Cache
Creek location. As a result, unrestricted levels of
use on the Lower Salmon River could negatively
impact management effectiveness on the the
Snake River under Alternatives B through G.

The sense of remoteness associated with a sce-
nic river setting could be affected by Lower
Salmon use levels that did not consider effects
on the Snake River ROS settings.

REMOVAL OF NAVIGATION MARKERS
FROM THE WILD RIVER

The removal of navigation (survey) markers in
different sections of the wild river may effect
boater safety both positively and negatively.
Navigation markers were originally installed to
mark the deepest part of the channel for deeper
draft boats rather than for modern, shallow draft
jet boats. Whether or not they are a positive
factor in assuring boater safety is highly ques-
tionable.

Psychologically, they provide a measure of as-
surance to boaters that they are navigating the
river in the safest location to avoid underwater
obstacles. However, boaters who learn to "run*
the river by relying on the markers may develop

a false sense of security by constant use of the
markers, which may result in boater depend-
ence on the markers rather than learning to
“read” water. This could create hazards as the
river volume increases or decreases, or natural
changes occur to the river channel as a result of
erosion, deposition, and water hydraulics.

The markers are most ineffective in low water,
the time period when they would actually be the
most useful to boaters. When boaters depend
on them in low water levels, there is the potential
for an increased incidence of boats colliding
with submerged rocks. The markers do not pro-
vide guidance for a boater to determine when to
get "on" the markers and when to get “off." Boats
continue to hit submerged rocks and gravel
bars at locations where navigation markers are
present, such as in the confined channels of
Kirby Creek. The major component of boater
safety is based upon knowledge of reading wa-
ter at different flows and individual boater skill.
As a result, removal of the navigation markers
would be considered a negligible effect in re-
gard to powerboat safety.

Since non-motorized users *read" water and do
not use the markers to travel downstream, re-
moval would have no effect on float use.

Removal of navigation (survey) markers is con-
sidered in Alternatives C, D, E, F, and G in all or
portions of the wild river and would be depend-
ent upon coordination with the Coast Guard
and Corps of Engineers.

ACCESS TO PRIVATE LANDS

In all alternatives, the total amount of use asso-
ciated with daily access and egress to private
lands will have an effect on the recreation ORV
by creating the potential to increase the number
of daily entries into the river corridor and the
number of daily encounters between users.
This effect would be considered to be minimal
due to the fact there is no history of access and
egress occurring on a daily basis throughout
the primary season or the entire year due to the
remote location. Other factors contributing to
minimize this effect would be the absence of
residential facilities on many parcels, the
amount of absentee ownership, and conditions
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of access that would not allow multiple trips per
day or recreational use of the river unless the
owner obtains the same permits required for
entry by recreationists on a trip by trip basis.

The overall effect of this use would be minimal
in the wild river and could only occur between
Pittsburg and Kirby Creek. The potential would
increase in the scenic river as aresult of a larger
number of inholdings and the need to maintain
access to private lands on the Lower Salmon
River.

ACCESS TO GRAZING ALLOTMENTS ON
PUBLIC LANDS

In all alternatives, access to grazing allotments
would be managed through the terms of graz-
ing permits. This effect would be considered to
be minimal due to the fact that there is no histo-
ry of access and egress occurring on a daily
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basis throughout the primary season or the en-
tire year due to the remote location, the mini-
mum number of active grazing allotments in the
river corridor, and the fact that the most critical
need for access is outside the primary season.

AIRCRAFT OVERFLIGHTS

In all alternatives, while aircraft landings would
be managed to address the ROS setting of ac-
cess, aircraft overflights would not be managed
and is under the jurisdiction of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration. The number of commercial
and private sight-seeing trips could continue to
grow and, when combined with the number of
aircraft landings allowed in the river corridor,
could effect the expectation of remoteness in
regard to experiencing periods of isolation from
the sights and sounds of others.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE GEOLOGIC
OUTSTANDINGLY REMARK-
ABLE VALUE

Although the potential environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and its alterna-
tives on the geologic resource was not identi-
fied as a significant issue, the environmental
consequences presented here ensure full dis-
closure of the potential effects and the protec-
tion and enhancement of the ORV.

The river corridor defines the analysis boundary
for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS

Direct and indirect effects of the aiternatives
would be relative to the use levels and the po-
tential to accelerate the natural weathering and
erosion of the river corridor. Alternatives with
unlimited and/or high recreational use levels
{Alternatives A and B, and Alternatives D and F
for the scenic section) would have the greatest
potential to accelerate these natural processes,
but could not be measured over a long period
of time.

The risk of fossilized material being removed by
recreationists is relative to the use level of any
one alternative. Alternatives A and B provide the
greatest potential of risk with the highest pro-
posed use levels. Alternatives C, D, G, F and E
provide for a decreasingly lower potential risk,
respectively. Although higher use levels provide

for a greater risk, the risk is considered low in
the action alternatives with the management di-
rection of an education program at portals.

The fluctuating clear water flows from Hells Can-
yon Dam, in conjunction with the recreational
activities and use levels proposed in the alterna-
tives, could accelerate the natural erosion of the
streamside bank. Alternatives with unlimited
and/or high recreational use levels (Alternatives
A and B, and Alternatives D and F for the scenic
section) would have the greatest potential to
accelerate this natural process, but the added
impact of the recreational use activities and lev-
els in conjunction with the fluctuating clear wa-
ter flows from Hells Canyon Dam would be not
be measurable over the millennium of time.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Alternatives that propose the highest levels of
recreation use have the greatest potential for
long-term cumulative effects through the re-
maining of the planning decade. Alternatives A
and B provide for unlimited or high use levels
and pose the greatest cumulative effect to the
geologic ORV, but again, could not be mea-
sured over a long period of time. The effects of
recreation use on the geology of the river corri-
dor and surrounding canyon are negligible in
relation to short-lived natural disturbances,
such as debris flows and cloud bursts.

The fluctuating clear water flows from Hells Can-
yon Dam in conjunction with recreational activi-
ties and use levels would continue to have a
cumulative effect on the geologic ORV.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE WILDLIFE

OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE

VALUE (ORV)

Although the potential environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and its alterna-
tives on wildlife ORV were not identified as a
significant issue, the environmental conse-
quences are presented here to ensure the pro-
tection and enhancement of the ORV.

When analyzing the effects of the alternatives
on wildlife the key indicators are disturbance to
wildlife species and habitat alteration:

Wildlife tolerate a certain number of disturb-
ances per unit time, but that tolerance has
limits. Tolerance levels are variable by spe-
cies, time of year, habitat, etc. (Ream, 1979;
Boyle and Samson, 1985). These levels have
not been determined for wildlife species in
the wild and scenic river corridor.

Introduced annual brome grasslands is the
primary plant association found adjacent to
the river on the bars and benches. This incor-
porates approximately 1/3 of the wild and
scenic corridor (C. Anderson n.d.). Perennial
bunchgrass communities are abundant
above the benches. Riparian vegetation has
recovered from past grazing activities (Tuck-
er 1979), and is the most diverse habitat for
wildlife species within the corridor (Asherin
and Claar 19786).

Discussion of Effects. There is not a complete
understanding of the effects of human pres-
ence or activities on wildlife species and habitat.
To analyze the environmental consequences of
the alternatives on wildlife resources, effects to
species and habitat is based on previous sur-
veys, scientific literature review, and interviews
with wildlife managers.
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The following assumptions are made for analy-
sis purposes and are common to all the alterna-
tives:

- Secure habitat is available for most species.

- Displacement or disturbance of wildlife will
be greatest on or immediately adjacent to
the Snake River.

- Some species have habituated to the pres-
ence of humans or are not negatively effect-
ed by their presence.

-  Effects of noise on wildlife is variable (Bus-
nel 1978), but the combination of noise and
intrusion may negatively effect wildlife (A.
Bowles pers. comm.).

- The scenic river shows a greater amount of
habitat diversity than the wild section dueto
human influences (agricultural fields). A
greater number of individual animals are
likely to occur in the scenic section because
more miles are classified as scenic and be-
cause two major tributaries enter the Snake
River in the scenic section. Species of wild-
life do not differ between the designated
sections.

- A greater amount of stress to wildlife is
present during the secondary use season
due to adverse climate, reduced prey
bases, human intrusion and hunting pres-
sure, and a greater number of recreationists
traveling through calving or fawning
grounds.

The analysis boundaries for direct and indirect
effects is the wild and scenic corridor from Hells
Canyon Dam to the confluence of the Grande
Ronde River. The cumulative effects analysis
area includes the Hells Canyon Wilderness.

A full discussion of effects to endangered,
threatened, or sensitive wildlife species is dis-
cussed in the biological assessment (reference
analysis file).
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Management indicator species and their prima-
ry habitat for Hells Canyon NRA are:

Indicator Primary

Specles Habitat

Pileated Old-growth and mature

woodpecker forest

Primary Snag habitat

cavity

excavator

Goshawk Old-growth and mature
forest

Rocky Cover and forage

Mountain

elk

Marten Old-growth and mature

forest

These habitats are limited within the wild and
scenic river corridor although sightings are doc-
umented for all but the marten. Analysis of ef-
fects to these species is addressed cumulative-
ly with other species under Disturbance.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS
ALTERNATIVE A

With unlimited visitor access and increasing
use, there would be a comparable increase in
displacement or disturbance of some wildlife
species. There are no historical records of wild-
life species or populations. There is a potential
that increased encounters and use may result
in the loss of some species or individuals within
the corridor if disturbance exceeds tolerance
levels. Loss is defined as emigration, avoid-
ance, or mortality.

Watercraft

Disturbance. With unlimited numbers of water-
craft (except for personal motorized watercraft)
allowed on the river, increased displacement of
wildlife associated with the riverine environment
would result. Displacement of waterfowl, bald

eagles, and aquatic mammals would be the
greatest.

Observations of how these species respond to
powerboats traveling on the river (intrusion and
noise) is variable. With waterfowl, species type,
prior experience (i.e. human habituation), and
river width are perhaps the most important fac-
tors dictating responses related to passing
powerboats. Smaller-bodied waterfowl tend to
flush unless the river is wide enough for a boat
to pass greater than 400 feet away. Individual
bald eagles remain with passes within 50 feet of
the perch. Some eagles flush and leave the
corridor, while others flush, move to another
perch, and remain when the powerboat passes.
Otters generally go below the surface of the
water and remain out of sight.

Other species have habituated to the presence
of watercraft and will move a short distance
away or into hiding cover. Displacement results
in unnecessary energy expenditure, altered for-
aging patterns, reduced feeding time, and al-
tered social activities (Knight 1984). With most
boats operating on the river outside of wildlife
high use periods (dawn and dusk), fewer ani-
mals will be impacted.

Due to the mobility of motorized and non-
motorized watercraft, large areas can be im-
pacted by a single craft. Although the immedi-
ate impact to an area will be of short duration,
effects to species may be longer. Bald eagles
disturbed by human activity on the Nooksack
River did not return for several hours and then
only after the disturbance was gone (Stalmaster
and Newman 1978). Conversely, the same re-
port cited a study that suggested that if the area
is a preferred feeding site tolerance levels may
be higher. There is a high potential for water-
craft to be present throughout the wild and sce-
nic sections during the primary use season and
no areas undisturbed for wildlife to remain. The
increasing numbers of watercraft with this alter-
native may reduce the number of waterfowl
nesting on the Snake River.

Habitat Alteration. The effect of boat wakes on
wildlife habitat is minimal. Daily flow fluctuations
due to normal dam operating procedures affect
the riparian reaches and shorelines to a greater
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extent than powerboat wakes or waves (refer-
ence Appendix E).

Aircraft Use

Effects of aircraft use within the corridor may
result directly in mortality due to strikes or indi-
rectly through displacement. Literature reviews
indicate that large herbivores do not alter use of
habitat when aircraft flew within 1,000 meters
one to five times a day (USDA-FS 1992). Since
there is no record for current or projected air-
craft use, it is difficult to analyze effects.

Disturbance. The conclusion of a literature re-
view of aircraft overflight effects on wildlife was:
'Animal responses are only rarely consequen-
tial.* (USDA-FS 1992). "Startling® was the most
consistent response reported for birds and
small mammals. Studies of effects to inverte-
brates, amphibians, reptiles, and fishes are
lacking. Ground vibration may be a factor but
this would be a short duration disturbance, dur-
ing take-offs and landings. The location of land-
ing strips in the Snake River corridor mitigates
most impacts to large herbivores as they tend to
use the upper benches. Aircraft approaching or
taking off within 1,000 meters of a herd will resuit
in displacement. Distance and duration are vari-
able (Ward and Cupel 1979). Predictors for re-
sponse are prior experience, time of year, and
activity.

Habitat Alteration. Maintenance at airstrips has
not altered habitat to any extent as the location
of landing strips are on previously disturbed
sites. Vegetative cover is similar to adjacent ar-
eas.

Recreationists, Campsites, Drop Camps,
Backpackers, and Horsepackers

With 18% of the river corridor in campsites,
roads, or trails there is sufficient habitat avail-
able. Therefore, human occupation of these ar-
eas and impacts to the sites have medial
effects.

Disturbance. Direct effects of campsite occu-
pation is temporary displacement of individual
wildlife species that reside in or use the habitat
adjacent to these sites. Effects to different spe-
cies are variable. Passerines will move away
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from an intrusion but will remain in the area if the
disturbance is predictable or is one that they are
habituated to. Once the disturbance has
ceased, they will return to feed or roost within a
short period of time. Increased camping may
reduce the number of waterfowl nesting on the
Snake River. A small population of nesting Ca-
nadian geese have the greatest potential to be
impacted, especially near brood-rearing areas.
Campsites are located within two of these ar-
eas. During years of high water flows, broods
are present during the high use recreation sea-
son resulting in increased negative impacts by
campers (V. Coggins, pers. comm.). An indirect
effect of human occupancy is modification of
habitat, disturbance or displacement of wildlife,
or changed habitat conditions to favor one spe-
cies over another (Blakesly and Reese 1988,
Liddle 1975). This may ultimately result in a
species being displaced from the immediate ar-
ea.

Effects to raptors will be greater as they are
more sensitive to human intrusions. Potentially
negative impacts are highest during April and
May when raptors are establishing pairbonds,
courting, or incubating. Nesting habitat is more
extensive above the corridor; effects to nesting
raptors are expected to be minimal. With in-
creased use anticipated with this alternative,
additional campsites may be located above the
corridor and a greater number of breeding terri-
tories may be affected. Effects may be reloca-
tion of nest sites or abandoned territories if the
disturbance is long-term and prior to the incu-
bation or nestling stage of the breeding cycle.
Within foraging territories, raptors will return
when people leave the area or a disturbance
ends.

Large ungulate use will decrease adjacent to
both camps and trails, up to 1/2 mile (Thomas
et al 1988). With repeated disturbance, ungu-
lates will either habituate to that disturbance or
abandon use in that area. Other wide ranging
species, such as members of the weasel family,
are not as likely to be impacted to any extent by
river corridor recreationists as they avoid areas
occupied by humans. Increased use with this
alternative may result in changes in habitat use.

As awareness and use of the river and trail sys-
tem increases, encounters with wildlife will in-
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crease. Without an active public education pro-
gram in place, the potential for a greater
number of negative impacts or encounters ex-
ists.

Habitat Alteration. With unlimited recreational
use on the Snake River, a proportionate loss of
vegetation and greater soil compaction is antici-
pated. However, results of monitoring 20% of
the river's campsites during the spring of 1994
indicate a greater amount of vegetative cover in
some of the campsites in spite of increased use.
This may be due to the time of year surveys
were taken, improvement in camping tech-
niques (low impact camping), or response of
vegetation to weather conditions.

Duration of displacement may be only minutes
for some species or the full time an area is occu-
pied for others. Popular campsites will have few-
er ground nesting birds or species with small
home ranges. Campsite monitoring indicates
less vegetative cover and a greater amount of
bare mineral soil in camp areas when compared
to areas adjacent to the campsites." Conse-
quently, there is less food and vegetative cover
for small mammals and birds in the camp area.
Approximately 11 acres of the wild and scenic
corridor is campsites. Reference Appendix J for
a summary of campsite conditions and compar-
ison to 1979 data.

Thirty-five percent of the river campsites are ad-
jacent to perennial streams (USDA 1985). The
monitoring of two campsites in riparian zones
indicate less vegetative and shrub cover occurs
in campsites than in adjacent areas. With in-
creased recreation use anticipated with this al-
ternative, further reductions in vegetation in
camp areas will likely occur. Effects to wildlife
will be a decrease in wildlife habitat effective-
ness (Thomas 1979), or altered wildlife use
(Knight and Fitzner 1985, Blakesly and Reese
1988).

The removal of trees for fuelwood is occurring
and is anticipated to increase with this alterna-
tive resulting in less food and cover for many
wildlife species. Mortality of trees also occurs by
tying pack and saddle stock to trees. With
stands of trees rare in the corridor, either activity
will risk habitat degradation or loss.

Sheds and Silos

No structures would be removed with this alter-
native. Current use by bats and other species
would not be affected.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALL
ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Management requirements for each of the ac-
tion alternatives are anticipated to benefit both
wildlife species and recreationists. This will be
achieved through implementation of a public
education program at portals, posting regula-
tions at rim trailheads, reducing numbers of rec-
reationists, reducing stay lengths and party
size, initiating a solid human waste carryout sys-
tem, prohibit the burning of live or dead native
vegetation, and providing means to tether
riding and pack stock.

ALTERNATIVE B

Direct and indirect effects of Alternative B would
be similar to those anticipated with Alternative A
except for limiting powerboat use during the
primary season and opening landing strips. By
regulating use in the wild section, fewer disturb-
ances may result. However, projected in-
creased numbers of users coupled with boats
that are displaced from the wild section during
the primary season will result in greater impacts
to species and habitat within the scenic river.
Opening additional landing strips will not bene-
fit wildlife and will likely compound the effects of
aircraft and strips as detailed under Alternative
A. This alternative will have less impact than
Alternative A and greater impact than Alterna-
tives C through G. i

ALTERNATIVE C

Direct and indirect effects of Alternative C would
be fewer boats per day during the primary use
season, and a year-round reduction in party
size. Risk to both wildlife species and their habi-
tat would be low. A smaller party size may re-
duce camp sizes, over time, and increase vege-
tation cover adjacent to and within camp areas.

Displacement of a nursery colony of bats would
likely result with the removal of a shed with this
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alternative (Perkins 1993). This effect may be
temporary if the bats utilize roost boxes that
would be placed on site for mitigation. This al-
ternative will impact wildlife species and their
habitat the least of all action alternatives. Open-
ing additional landing strips will not benefit wild-
life and will likely compound the effects as de-
tailed under Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVES D, E, AND F

Effects of each of these alternatives are similar
to Alternative C except for the closure of the wild
section to motorized use during the primary
season or with bi-weekly motorized use and the
greater number of boats allowed on the river
during the primary season. Reduced number of
boats in the wild section will not be a significant
change for wildlife. With the likelihood of a
greater number of individuals being within the
scenic section, the risk for wildlife being nega-
tively impacted increases. With the greater
number of floaters allowed in Alternative F, more
impacts at campsites are anticipated. Except
for Alternative F, personal motorized watercraft
use in the scenic section is anticipated to have
similar effects as described in the watercraft
section of Alternative A. Risks of each of these
alternatives are anticipated to be moderate.

ALTERNATIVE G

Effects of this alternative are expected to be less
than Alternatives A, B, and E due to further re-
ductions in number of recreationists during the
primary season. A greater number of recre-
ationists will be permitted in this alternative as
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compared to Alternatives D, F, and C. Beneficial
effects are anticipated over existing conditions.
Effects of increasing the party size number by
four over the other action alternatives may result
in less recovery of vegetation within and adja-
centto camp areas. Further reducing the camp-
site stay lengths in this alternative will be medial
as impacts to soil and vegetation from camping
occur within the first few weeks of regular use.
Additional beneficial mitigation in this alterna-
tive will be to prohibit the burning of native mate-
rial. Effects of this will be reduced soil
sterilization and increased cover and food avail-
ability.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Past, present, currently proposed, and reason-
ably foreseeable projects within or adjacent to
the Snake River corridor and Hells Canyon Wil-
derness are focused on making the area more
accessible to a greater number of people. Pub-
lic awareness of the HCNRA is increasing. This
will likely result in a greater number of users on
the river and trails, subsequently increasing dis-
turbance to wildlife species and increasing al-
teration of habitat. Alternative A has the greatest
risk of cumulative disturbance and habitat alter-
ation relative to the other alternatives due to
anticipated continued exponential increases in
unregulated recreational use. Alternative C is
anticipated to have the least cumulative disturb-
ance because it proposes the most restrictive
recreational use when compared to other action
alternatives.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE FISHERIES

OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE

VALUES

Through the public scoping process, one signif-
icant issue in the proposed action was the effect
of recreational activities on federally-listed en-
dangered sockeye salmon and on federally-
listed threatened spring/summer and fall chi-
nook salmon. This issue can be broken into
more specific questions, including:

- What level of effect do powerboats, float-
craft, and other recreational activities have
on pre-spawning (migration or courtship
displays) and spawning behaviors (redd
building and egg laying) on salmon?

- What level of effect do powerboats passing
over or near redds have on developing fall
chinook salmon embryo?

- What level of effect do motor boat exhaust,
oil and fuel emissions have on chinook and
sockeye fisheries?

Other relevant, and no less difficult, questions
have arisen concerning increasing fishing pres-
sure on sturgeon and the effect on individual
fish being caught repeatedly. What are the ef-
fects of campsites and other activities located
near streams on water quality and ultimately on
wild steelhead, redband trout, and spring/
summer chinook salmon?

For the purposes of this analysis the area of
analysis for direct, indirect, and cumulative ef-
fects includes the entire Snake River corridor,
north to the confluence of the Grande Ronde
River, and those tributary streams within the 1/4
mile corridor along both banks of the Snake
River.

Water Quality. Water quality within the Snake
River is primarily a function of upstream water
use and the operation of Hells Canyon, Brown-
lee, and Oxbow Dams.

Biological degradation as a result of the emis-
sions of fuel, oil and/or exhaust is not expected

to be significantly different regardless of the al-
ternative selected. While the majority of motor
boats using the wild and scenic are jetboats,
some watercraft are equipped with outboard
motors--including *kickers" on rafts to aid down-
stream travel through the slower waters in the
scenic section. Jetboats have inboard engines
with oil and fuel contained within the hull and
exhaust vented into the atmosphere. Fuel and
exhaust emissions from outboard motors are
not necessarily vented within the vessel’s hull.
Although concern for potential water quality
degradation due to the use of both types of
engines is warranted, the potential for degrada-
tion is considered low. The most likely source of
fuels and oils getting into the river would be
during maintenance, or through occasional
sinking of powerboats. Powerboats sink at an
estimated rate of five per year, with four usually
being recovered. A sunken vessel will usually
contain its fuel and oil unless ruptured. Effects
from such an incident have not been document-
ed and are presumed to be minimal due to the
dilution from the large volume of water in this
river. Through boater education (see Mitigation
Measures In Common To All Alternatives), the
effects are expected to be minimized in all alter-
natives.

Water quality within most of the tributary
streams is considered good to excellent (Brad
Smith, pers. comm.). Water quality is degraded
in a few streams as a result of mining activities
outside of the HCNRA (Deep Creek, directly be-
low Hells Canyon Dam), livestock, and in some
cases sediment entry from roads. The water
quality of these streams is not expected to
change appreciably regardless of the alterna-
tive selected. Areas identified as having degrad-
ed water quality-will be managed under Forest
Plan standards and guidelines, through water-
shed management practices (Best Manage-
ment Practices, Blue Book), or through revision
of allotment operating plans and/or allotment
management plans.

Methodology and Assumptlons. Formal mod-
eling techniques concerning salmonid interac-
tions with river traffic on larger river systems are
currently unavailable. Research specifically ad-
dressing this issue is still in preliminary stages,
generally oriented to laboratory conditions, and
difficult to apply to field conditions at this time.
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Allinvestigations to-date have focused primarily
on direct effects to salmonid embryo. Cumula-
tive effects and long-term indirect effects have
not been studied, but are considered in this
document. Additional information concerning
salmonid interactions with jetboats is detailed in
the biological evaluation, available for review in
the analysis file.

Analysis assumptions and conclusions con-
cerning salmonid interactions and river use in-
clude:

- Fall chinook redds are found primarily on
lateral gravel bars outside the main channel!
where most powerboat operation occurs
(Bill Arnsberg, pers. comm.).

- The majority (90% or greater) of fall chinook
redds are located outside the wild and sce-
nic river corridor. Most redds are located
between the northern boundary of the des-
ignated wild and scenic river and the reser-
voir created by Lower Granite Dam (Glenn
Mendell, pers. comm.). An anticipated in-
crease in river traffic, particularly power-
boats, will occur below the wild and scenic
river regardless of the alternative selected.

- Fall chinook salmon involved in spawning
courtship displays, redd building, and fertili-
zation are considered sensitive to disturb-
ance from boats passing over that area of
activity.

- Historically, spring/summer chinook salm-
on occasionally used Sheep Creek and
Granite Creek as spawning and rearing
habitat. The Snake River is used as a migra-
tion corridor and as juvenile rearing habitat
for these streams, and for runs entering the
Grande Ronde, Imnaha, and Salmon Riv-
ers.

- Spring/summer chinook may have at one
time used streams such as Saddle, Tem-
perance, Kirkwood, Getta, Wolf,nd Bernard
Creeks, but are not using them at this time
(Dave Mays, pers. comm.).

- Sockeye salmon use only the scenic river
as a migration corridor into the Salmon Riv-
er, and do not use the wild. section.
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- Powerboat use below Hells Canyon Dam
has increased in past years. Data indicating
use increases over the past three years is
appropriate in projecting use increases
over the next five years. (Jim Caudill, pers.
comm.).

- Potential disturbance to spawning salmon
from boats is possible when these vessels
pass close to salmon. Disturbance to eggs
within redds is possible if a boat were to
pass directly over a redd in relatively shal-
low water. Effects may occur from physical
disturbance to the gravels within the redd.

- Floatcraft that utilize outboard engines as
kickers are more likely to travel in the shal-
lower waters along the river's edge, outside
of the main current. It is possible the use of
these kickers may have a potential to dis-
turb fall chinook spawning along shallower
gravel bars.

Discussion of Effects. Key indicators are
based on either high, moderate, or low degree
of risk of impact on fish species. Effects are
divided into:

- potential for salmon to be accidentally
caught by anglers,

- potential for boat disturbance to migrating
and spawning behavior,

- potential disturbance resulting in mortality
to eggs/embryos within a redd, and,

- potential for salmon to be disturbed while in
a tributary stream.

In general, direct and indirect effects are con-
sidered to have low probability of occurrence at
this time. Greatest concern lies in the potential
for a jetboat to disturb or destroy an existing fall
chinook redd with jet outwash. Although the
likelihood of this occurring is relatively small, the
potential exists and may be considered a "tak-
ing" of a federally listed threatened species. The
determination will be made by the NMFS based
on the biological assessment of the preferred
alternative. Mitigation measures include boater
education and marking of zones where known
fall chinook redds are found to be at risk to
significant disturbance from boats (reference
Chapter Il, Mitigation Common To All Alterna-
tives).
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Fall chinook are known to be occasionally and
accidentally caught during the autumn steel-
head sports fishery (Keith Kiler, pers. comm.).
Although the occasional capture is the excep-
tion rather than the rule, it is anticipated as
recreation increases during this part of the year,
(and if fall chinook populations increase), the
possibility of catching fall chinook would also
increase proportionately. At this time, there are
no use restrictions on the wild and scenic sec-
tion of the Snake River during October/
November when steelhead fishing is most pop-
ular. Mitigation includes increased visitor
education in the identification of chinook salm-
on and proper handling and release if one is
caught.

If disturbance to adult salmon is occurring as a
result of passing boats, the location where the
potential effect would be most likely is the area
of analysis north of the Salmon River. In general,
river traffic for powerboats reaches its greatest
levels later in the morning and again in late
afternoon. Powerboats continue to use the river
corridor throughout the day, although at nota-
bly reduced levels early in the morning, through
mid-afternoon, and through the evening hours.
The duration of time for the maximum potential
of effects to occur at a specific site is consid-
ered to be short (less than 10-15 seconds), yet
repeated for 3-5 hours each day. Magnitude
and intensity of the disturbance is expected to
be low.

Occasional disturbance to spawning spring/
summer chinook salmon and steelhead trout in
tributary streams is also possible. Probability of
disturbance would increase proportionately
with increasing use. Disturbance might be unin-
tentional, creating a minor and temporary stress
on a fish, or intentional harassment which may
kill a fish or diminish successful spawning activi-
ty. It is assumed through active visitor educa-
tion, increased awareness for the needs of
these fish would minimize the extent and severi-
ty of disturbance.

Reference Table IV-2 for a summary of effects of
alternatives on salmon species.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS
ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would have a low potential to neg-
atively affect fisheries ORV’s in the wild and sce-
nic river. Greatest concern is the lack of visitor
education. Awareness of the very low numbers
of salmonid populations and respect for their
specific needs is essential to protect them, par-
ticularly in light of projected increases in visitor
use.

Sockeye salmon use 188 miles of the Snake
River as a migration corridor and move into the
Salmon River from late June through early Au-
gust (Corps, 1992). Twelve miles of this length
is within the HCNRA. There is no documented
evidence that suggests direct or indirect effects
of jetboats on sockeye movements/migrations
in large river systems. Jetboat and floatboat ac-
tivities do not have direct effects to the sockeye
salmon migrating through this reach of the river.
These fish would probably encounter a greater
number of powerboats under this alternative.
Sockeye salmon are not known to use the wild
portion of the Snake River for any part of their
lives. Potential risk to migration disturbance in
the scenic river due to recreational activities
during the primary season is expected to be
low.

Indirect effects from angling are insignificant.
There is no documented evidence of accidental
catch of sockeye salmon. Since sockeye salm-
on generally do not feed during migration, it
reduces their susceptibility to angling. The pro-
portion of sockeye to other sport fish is so small,
the chance of catching one is insignificant.

Sockeye salmon adults are not expected in the
river corridor during the secondary season.
There would be no effect to sockeye redd sites
under this alternative.

Spring/summer chinook salmon enter the wild
and scenic river primarily in mid-May. Naturally
spawning spring/summer chinook in the Snake
River are virtually non-existent since the con-
struction of Hells Canyon Dam. While there may
be an occasional naturally-spawning spring/
summer chinook in the Hells Canyon reach, the
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run has basically been replaced by hatchery
stock from the Rapid River hatchery. Therefore,
there is no potential for disturbance of spawn-
ing fish or disturbance of eggs and embryos in
the redd.

Occasional residualized fish from past outplant-
ing have been reported in tributary streams (Ed
Schriever 1994). This run uses approximately
247 miles of the Snake River in their migration to
the dam where they are captured for the Rapid
River hatchery. Spring/summer chinook salmon
also migrate through the Snake River to the
Imnaha River and Salmon River. These runs
partially consist of naturally reproducing salm-
on. The potential for disturbance to spring/
summer chinook salmon in tributary streams is
low and would not result from boating activities.

There is no documented evidence of jetboats or
floatboats disturbing migrating salmon in the
Hells Canyon reach. Direct effects to the salmon
migrating through this reach of the river from
jetboat and floatboat activities are unknown. Po-
tential spawning disturbance from river boat
traffic on spring/summer chinook is not expect-
ed.

Indirect effects related to angling in the Hells
Canyon reach may effect spring/summer chi-
nook salmon, but it is unlikely. Although salmon
may be caught by anglers, catch is minimal
according to reports to NMFS from Idaho Fish
and Game (IF&G) based on their Section 10
*taking permit* for incidental catch. The number
of fish allowed in the taking permit is based on
the proportion of salmon to the projected catch
of trout and steelhead.

The greatest concern for effects to listed salmon
is for the fall chinook. Fall chinook spawn and
rear within 71 miles of river corridor within the
HCNRA. Fall chinook actively spawn from late
October through early December, which coin-
cides with the continuation of powerboat use
during the fall steelhead fishery, chukar and big
game hunting seasons. Under Alternative A,
there are no plans to limit use during the au-
tumn months. The majority of private power-
boats during this season originate and stay in
the scenic section.
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Considering the extremely low numbers of fall
chinook salmon found within the Snake River
watershed, the probability of an adverse effect
is very low (18 fall chinook redds were counted
within the HCNRA in 1993). Motorized use levels
during spawning periods were reviewed, but
analysis of potential effects that may occur due
to ten boats/day versus 20 boats/day was not
possible to complete due to the probability of
effect being very small (similar to comparing the
probability of one in one million to two in one
million, both are very small).

Fall chinook spawn in the river during the sec-
ondary season, during which time floatboat use
is nearly non-existent. Few float parties launch
during October, and there are virtually no
launches reported in November through the
winter season (launches are permitted during
this time of year, but users do not typically float
the river in the late fall and winter due to cold
weather).

Jetboats continue to use the river, mostly com-
ing upstream from Lewiston during the steel-
head fishing season from September 1 until
April 15. Use averages approximately seven
boats per day in October, three boats per day
in November, and three boats per day in De-
cember (based on use information of permits
issued during the 1989-1992 seasons) from the
HCNRA boundary to Wild Sheep rapids which is
typically the extent of spawning habitat. Peak
use may rise to 25-30 boats per day, particularly
on weekends, during the months of October
and November depending on the steelhead
fishing, but drops off again during the week.
Use is primarily in the lower scenic section from
Cache Creek administrative site to the conflu-
ence of the Salmon River. During October
through December, approximately 33% of the
boats operating in the HCNRA operate in this
section (based on 1992 use data). During the
secondary season the potential risk that boats
would directly disturb fall chinook spawning ac-
tivities in both wild and scenic river sections is
considered low.

Disturbance of spawning fish is typically unin-
tentional. Reynolds (1993) found that spawning
sockeye disturbed from their redd building ac-
tivity would return in 1-2 minutes and continue
spawning activity. Disturbance caused by slow-
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er moving objects such as a person or bear
walking in the stream would result in a longer
period of disturbance, up to four minutes.

The 1993 redd surveys located one area, out-
side the HCNRA, where several redds were
within the channel. This is the exception rather
than the rule. The water depths in these loca-
tions are enough to prevent any direct effects to
spawning fall chinook. The fish that continue to
spawn in these locations probably habituate to
the sound disturbance from the passing jet-
boats (P.Groves, 1994).

Recent work in Alaska indicates that direct ef-
fects on salmonid eggs occur from direct me-
chanical damage to redds when jetboats pass
directly over redds at water depths of less than
0.2 meters (Reynolds et al. 1993). Past work
completed in New Zealand suggests that jet-
boats are capable of causing mortality of salm-
on eggs during the early stages of egg incuba-
tion; however, this report also acknowledges
the shortcomings in applying the results of
these studies to field conditions (Sutherland &
Ogle 1975).

The greatest concern is in the potential for jet-
boats to significantly disturb, or possibly de-
stroy, existing fall chinook redds with jet out-
wash. Reynolds (1993) found no significant
mortality to various stages of eggs to embryos
in an experiment where two consecutive passes
were made over aredd at water depths ranging
from 10to 70 cm. In additional experiments they
changed the treatment to two passes on each
of six consecutive days. Their results showed a
high mortality rate (75-100%) in shallow water
(13-21 cm) and a lower rate of mortality (0-65%)
in deeper water (23-29 cm). The likelihood of
this occurring to fall chinook redds within the
Hells Canyon reach is relatively small. Reynolds
(1993) showed the highest rates of mortality at
water depths less than 21 cm. In water depths
23-29 cm they showed mortality rates 0-65%,
most of which was attributed to unknown caus-
es. Fall chinook redds are typically deeper than
this (>70 cm). in 1991-1992 depths of redds in
the Hells Canyon reach ranged from 42to 167.6
cm, with peak utilization between 76 and 106.6
cm (P. Groves 1993). Reynolds (1993) did not
record any mortalities in this depth range in his
investigations. Only in cases where the redds

are found in shallower water would the potential
exist for jet outwash to damage the redd. Typi-
cally the large jetboats operating in Hells Can-
yon do not operate in water less than 30 cm
deep unless they are pulling into a beach. Fall
chinook do not typically spawn in these high
use areas.

There are several differences in fall chinook
spawning habitat and the sockeye habitat stud-
ied by Reynolds that would allow one to infer
that the effects to fall chinook redds would be
somewhat less. Fall chinook typically spawn in
deeper water and larger substrate than sock-
eye. Fall chinook in the Hells Canyon reach of
the Snake River typically spawn in water depths
ranging from 0.7 to 2.0 m. Actual depths of
redds may be less (0.15 m) or greater at times
due to varying discharges from the Hells Can-
yon dam. Depths greater than two meters are
not expected to be affected by boating activi-
ties. Substrate sizes used by fall chinook are
typically larger (2.5-15.0 cm) than substrates
used by sockeye in this study (0-8.0 cm). Water
velocities in the study area are similar to those
used by fall chinook (0.55 to 1.22 m/s). Also the
boats used for the study in Alaska were smaller
than the boats operated on the Snake River and
are capable of operating in shallower water.

State and federal fisheries biologists contacted
generally agree that jetboat traffic on the Snake
River does not cause direct mortality of salmo-
nid embryos (Mendell, G. 1993, Keiler, K. 1993,
Sundberg, K. 1993). This is primarily due to the
water depth where redds are located, the short
time a passing jetboat would influence embry-
0s, and redds being located outside the main
river channel where jetboats normally operate.
Biologists agree that there is a remote possibili-
ty that a redd could be affected by a direct
outwash (Mendall, G. 1993, Arnsberg, B. 1993).
All formal investigations to date have focused
primarily on direct effects on salmonid eggs and
embryos, not mechanical damage from out-
wash. Although floatboats and powerboats typi-
cally stay in the main channel of the river away
from the lateral gravel bars where spawning oc-
curs, disturbance of fall chinook spawning in
the river is possible. Occasional passage of a
boat over a redd may occur. Casual observa-
tions of spawning fish indicate that they will re-
turn to the redd and continue spawning and
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probably habituate to the sound of passing
boats. Potential risk for powerboat activities to
directly disturb a redd site is considered moder-
ate.

Fall chinook are known to be occasionally and
accidentally, but seldom, caught during the au-
tumn steelhead sports fishery season. IF&G
monitoring for accidental catches have shown
that accidental catch is minimal and no mortali-
ties to fall chinook have occurred. IF&G has a
Section 10 taking permit for incidental catch of
salmon, which is reported to the NMFS. The
number of fish allowed in the taking permit is
based on the proportion of salmon to the pro-
jected catch of trout and steelhead. State agen-
cies including both the IF&G and ODF&W in
cooperation with BPA, increase enforcement
during the fall chinook migration and spawning
season. Potential for an angler to inadvertently
hook a fall chinook is considered low under this
alternative.

As the adult steelnead move into either Sheep
or Granite Creek, alow potential exists they may
be observed by recreationists, possibly leading
to intentional or unintentional disturbance. As
visitor use increases, so does the likelihood of
visitor encounters of spawning steelhead. The
likelihood of these fish being disturbed within
these streams, or of eggs being damaged with-
in a redd, is considered low due to a general
tendency for these fish to move within a tribu-
tary stream at night, the high density of vegeta-
tion on stream banks, and the relatively distant
proximity of trails from the stream.

Increasing fishing pressure on sturgeon has
brought an increasing concern toward this fish-
ery. Factors contributing to this concern focus
on a greater interest within the public to partici-
pate in the fishery and an increasingly greater
skill level in fishing for this species. Direct man-
agement considerations of this fishery is out-
side the scope of this document. However, it is
reasonable to expect fishing pressure to in-
crease proportionately with increasing use, par-
ticularly in light of the increasing popularity of
this fishery. Potential risk for negative direct ef-
fects on this fishery under this alternative is con-
sidered moderate for both the primary and sec-
ondary seasons.
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ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would have consequences similar
to those projected in Alternative A, except for
the following management requirements: a fi-
nite level of powerboat use in the wild river dur-
ing the primary use season; mitigation mea-
sures involving increased visitor education
toward fisheries ORV’s; mitigation in the identifi-
cation of known fall chinook redd locations.
Identification of these areas would help boaters
navigate around redds, reducing potential ef-
fects on developing embryos.

Direct and indirect effects would be similar to
Alternative A for spring/summer chinook and
sockeye salmon throughout the river corridor,
Limitations on powerboat use anticipated in the
wild river would slightly lower the probability of
disturbance to fall and spring/summer chinook,
compared to Alternative A. Indirect results of
this alternative would likely displace power-
boats into the scenic section which would have
otherwise used the upper wild river. As the low-
er river would remain without use limitations,
and because the majority of chinook and sock-
eye salmon occur here, potential for
disturbance may actually increase slightly over
Alternative A during the primary season.

Under Alternative B, the potential risk of spawn-
ing and redd site disturbance for sockeye and
chinook salmon is expected to be the same as
projected in Alternative A. Intensity and duration
of effects under this alternative are not expected
to be significantly different from those projected
in Alternative A.

Fishing pressures on sturgeon would remain
essentially the same as projected for Alternative
A. As mentioned above, a slight increase in
powerboat use may occur in the scenic river as
aresult of use restrictions in the wild river during
the primary season. It is likely fishing pressure
would increase proportionately with increasing
use.

Campsite reservations, where applied, could be
expected to further protect resource damage
when implemented. Damage to stream banks
and riparian vegetation can lead to increased
sedimentation. Fine sediments in salmonid
redds is known to reduce embryo survival
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through suffocation and enhanced susceptibili-
ty to disease. Campsite reservations are con-
sidered an effective tool in eliminating use
where recreational damage occurs. Although
Forest Plan standards and guidelines establish
resource protection for riparian areas, Alterna-
tive B would have an increased emphasis in
monitoring and protecting these resources.

ALTERNATIVE C

Direct and indirect effects to sockeye and
spring/summer chinook salmon, when com-
pared to Alternative A, are expected to be simi-
lar to, or probably reduced, for the primary and
secondary seasons in the entire wild and scenic
river. Reduced potential for effects is the result
of the reduced number of powerboats expect-
ed.

Boat disturbance during the secondary season,
(primarily October through January), to fall chi-
nook redds and spawning behavior is consid-
ered to have a lower potential risk than
Alternative A as a result of powerboat use limita-
tions. It is currently understood that fall chinook
adults are not normally found in the area of
analysis until September, and juveniles normal-
ly migrate out with spring high water (Corps,
1992). Mitigation measures and education ef-
forts in this alternative would be similar as those
in Alternative B.

A reduction in boat numbers in the entire wild
and scenic river is likely to reduce fishing pres-
sure on sturgeon during the primary season.
Throughout the remainder of the year, effects
on these fish under Alternative C are expected
to be similar to Alternative A.

Campsite reservations and stay length require-
ments are similar to Alternative B in that greater
control of campsite use would be available to
managers to reduce the potential for resource
damage.

ALTERNATIVE D

Elimination of powerboats from the upper wild
river during the primary use season would elimi-
nate potential effects to spring/summer and fall
chinook caused by disturbances from these
boats. Potential effects from floatcraft are un-

known, but due to the increased time fish are
exposed to any one craft, it is possible floatcraft
may also offer disturbance to spawning salmon
species. The potential effects of this alternative
to fall chinook and sockeye salmon are expect-
ed to be similar to Alternative B.

The number of floatcraft parties found on the
river at any one time does not change substan-
tially within any of the alternatives. For Alterna-
tives C, D, E, and F, the number of boats per
party and number of people per party are re-
duced from the existing condition. It is expected
the potential for floatcraft to disturb salmon is
low in Alternative D.

Most sturgeon fishing occurs with the use of
jetboats. Eliminating powerboat use above Kirk-
wood would significantly reduce fishing pres-
sure on this species during the primary season.

Campsite reservations would not be implement-
ed unless monitoring indicates a need. Re-
source protection within and near campsites
would be similar to Alternative B. At this time it
is not apparent how this alternative would com-
pare with others that include campsite reserva-
tions as a component.

ALTERNATIVE E

Effects to fisheries ORV's as a result of this alter-
native are expected to be similar to those out-
lined in Alternative B. Potential effects to chi-
nook and sockeye salmon are the same in this
alternative, for the entire wild and scenic river
during the primary and secondary seasons, as
those established in Alternative B. Powerboat
use limitations would slightly reduce potential
for effects to salmon in the scenic river.

ALTERNATIVE F

Elimination of powerboats from the upper wild
river sections would eliminate potential effects
to spring/summer and fall chinook caused by
disturbances from powerboats. As powerboat
use would be eliminated throughout the year, it
is expected that floatcraft use would increase
during a portion of the secondary season. Po-
tential effects to fall chinook are expected to be
minimized due to mitigation measures and edu-
cation efforts outlined in Alternative B. Potential
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effects from floatcraft are unknown, but due to
the increased time fish are exposed to any one
craft, it is possible floatcraft may also offer dis-
turbance to salmon species.

Elimination of powerboats from the wild section
is likely to increase use in the scenic section;
however, the potential effect of this alternative to
fall chinook and sockeye salmon is expected to
be similar to Alternative B.

Most sturgeon fishing occurs with the use of
jetboats. Elimination of powerboat use above
Pittsburg Landing would significantly reduce
fishing pressure on this species, year-round.

Campsite reservations would not be implement-
ed unless monitoring indicates a need. Re-
source protection within and near campsites
would be similar to that provided under Alterna-
tive B. At this time it is not apparent how this
alternative would compare with others that in-
clude campsite reservations as a component.

ALTERNATIVE G

Additional information disclosed during the re-
view of the DEIS was considered in the analysis
of the final preferred Alternative G.

Alternative G would have similar consequences
as those projected in Alternative A, except for
the following management requirements: a fi-
nite number of boats entering the wild and sce-
nic sections during the primary use season; and
mitigation measures involving increased visitor
education toward fisheries ORVs, including rec-
ognition of fall chinook redds and how to avoid
them, and recognition and proper handling of
salmon if accidentally caught while angling.

Direct and indirect effects would be similar to
Alternative A for spring/summer chinook and
sockeye salmon throughout the river corridor.
Limitations on powerboat use anticipated in the
entire wild and scenic river would slightly lower
the probability of disturbances to fall and
spring/summer chinook, compared to Alterna-
tive A,

Under Alternative G, potential risk of spawning
and redd site disturbance to fall chinook salmon
is expected to be the same as projected in Alter-
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native A. Intensity and duration of effects under
this alternative are not expected to be signifi-
cantly different from those projected in Alterna-
tive A,

Fishing pressures on sturgeon would remain
essentially the same under this alternative as
projected for Alternative A, with the exception
that use limitations would slightly lower poten-
tial fishing pressures.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

In considering cumulative effects, particularly to
salmonids, it is important to appreciate the ex-
tent these populations have been depleted. For
example, current wild populations of Snake Riv-
er wild spring chinook are 0.5 percent of histori-
cal levels (CBRWA, 1991). Most of the major
sources of sockeye production have been lost
due to the construction of dams, which have
reduced the original surface acreage of sock-
eye nursery lakes in the Columbia Basin by 96
percent (Corps, 1992). The vast majority of fali
chinook spawning habitat in the Snake River
basin was lost by the construction of Hells Can-
yon, Brownlee and Oxbow Dams. Additionally,
the physical environment for these fish--
primarity water temperature, flows, and
chemistry--has significantly changed due to the
dams, agriculture, and industry. Biological
changes are apparent throughout the range of
their critical habitat, including extensive intro-
ductions of non-native game fish which com-
pete with and/or consume juvenile salmonids.
Formation of reservoirs throughout the
Columbia and Snake systems have greatly fa-
vored increasing populations of salmonid pred-
ators, notably squawfish. As wild stocks contin-
ue to decline, it is assumed additional stresses
upon individual aduits within a population may
contribute indirectly and/or cumulatively to re-
duced reproductive success, and ultimately the
continued decline of these populations.

ALTERNATIVE A

Other activities occurring within the corridor that
may effect fisheries include; cattle grazing and
stock use, which may have an affect on the
riparian vegetation condition along the river cor-
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ridor. Road construction is minimal within the
Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River. Any
effects to sockeye and chinook salmon and
their habitat from these activities would not be
cumulative to the potential effects from jetboat-
ing or floating.

Jetboating and floating outside of the HCNRA
would have similar effects to fall chinook saimon
and habitat. Because there is no documented
evidence of actual adverse affects to fall chi-
nook salmon from jetboats or floatboats, it is not
expected that such actions will have cumulative
effect to sockeye, spring/summer or fall chinook
salmon or habitat.

Although recreational access and opportunities
are being encouraged, and facilities of conven-
ience are becoming more available, these de-
velopments are not expected to have cumula-
tive effects to sockeye, spring/summer or fall
chinook salmon or habitat.

Under Alternative A, visitor education is not ex-
pected to be emphasized within the wild and
scenic corridor. As use increases, it is likely a
greater number of visitors would experience
some aspect of fisheries, whether as an angler
or possibly viewing salmonid spawning. Al-
though speculative, it is reasonable to assume
as river traffic increases, disturbance to fall chi-
nook spawning behaviors may increase propor-
tionately.

Cumuilative effects to riparian areas near estab-
lished campsites may be apparent, including
soil and vegetative disturbances. Isolated areas
within the wild and scenic corridor where recre-
ational activities have disturbed soils and vege-
tation are noted. It is expected as use continues
to increase, so would these disturbances.

Cumulative effects from other activities in the
Snake River include possible unintentional dis-
turbance of chinook salmon from fishermen.
The IF&G monitors this incidental capture of
non-permitted angling.

ALTERNATIVE B
Potential for cumulative effects to fisheries

ORV's are similar to those projected for Alterna-
tive A, except for the enhanced opportunity for

visitor education and mitigation measures pro-
tecting known fall chinook redd sites. It is likely
that potential effects to water quality and fisher-
ies ORV’s can be minimized through active edu-
cation efforts, mitigation measures, and moni-
toring outlined in Chapter il and Appendix J.

ALTERNATIVE C

Potential cumulative effects to salmonid habitat
and potential disturbances to spawning salmon
would be reduced compared to Alternative A.
Potential for effects are expected to diminish
over time as visitors’ awareness of management
practices toward salmonid resource protection
increases.

ALTERNATIVE D

Cumulative effects under this alternative are ex-
pected to be similar to those outlined in Alterna-
tive B. Potential for effects on spring/summer
chinook would be lower due to the absence of
powerboats in the wild river during the primary
season. Effects on sturgeon would be beneficial
as a result of significantly reduced fishing pres-
sure.

ALTERNATIVE E

Cumulative effects to sockeye and chinook
salmon as a resutt of this alternative are expect-
ed to be similar to those in Alternative B. Alter-
nating powerboat and floatcraft river use in the
wild section would not have a significant effect
on the fisheries ORV’s over an extended period
of time.

ALTERNATIVE F

Cumulative effects under Alternative F wouid be
similar to those outlined in Alternative B. Poten-
tial for effects on spring/summer chinook would
be lowered slightly as a result of an absence of
powerboats in the wild section. Effects to stur-
geon would be beneficial as a resulit of reduced
fishing pressure.

ALTERNATIVE G

Potential for cumulative effects to fisheries
ORV’s are similar to those projected for Alterna-
tive A, except for the enhanced opportunity for
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visitor education and mitigation measures pro- tion efforts, mitigation measures, and monitor-
tecting listed salmon species. It is likely that ing outlined in Chapter Il and Appendix J.
potential effects to water quality and fisheries

ORV’s can be minimized through active educa-
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Table IV-2

SUMMARY OF EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON SALMON SPECIES
FOR PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SEASONS

WIid River Sectlon
Fall Chinook Spr/Sum Chinook Sockeye

Alter. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
A p N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

B p N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

(o] p N N N N L L N L N N N N
s L L M N L L N L N N N N

D P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

E P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

F P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

G P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M N L L N L N N N N

Scenic Rlver Sectlon
Fall Chinook Spr/Sum Chinook Sockeye

Alter. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
A P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M L L L N L N N N N

B8 p N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M L L L N L N N N N

C P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M L L L N L N N N N

D P N N N N L L N 13 N N N N
S|-L L M L L L N L N N N N

E P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L 1 M L L L N L N N N N

F P N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M L L L N L N N N N

G R N N N N L L N L N N N N
S L L M L L L N L N N N N

Alter. = Alternative P = Primary season S = Secondary season

KEY INDICATORS USED TO EVALUATE EFFECTS TO SPECIES
1 = Potential for species to be inadvertently hooked by angler.
2 = Potential for boat disturbance on migration/spawning behavior.
3 = Potential for boat disturbance to eggs/embryo in redds.
4 = Potential for species to be disturbed while in tributary stream.
RISK ASSESSMENT (Consequences of Adverse Effect From a Particular Activity.)
N = No potential effect anticipated to species.
L = Low potential for effect anticipated to species.
None or questionable adverse effect on habitat or population.
No cumulative effects expected.
M = Moderate potential for effect anticipated to species.
Possible adverse effects in habitat or on population.
Cumulative effects possible.
H = High potential for effect anticipated to species.
Obvious adverse effects on habitat or population.
Cumulative effects probable.

NOTE: Risk Assessment definitions for *low, moderate, and high® taken from FSM 2672.24b -
2676.173, page 6 of 7. - 98



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE HISTORIC
AND PREHISTORIC CULTURAL
RESOURCES OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE VALUE

Analysis of the effects of the proposed action
and its alternatives on the outstandingly re-
markable value of the historic and prehistoric
cultural resource is pertinent to the resolution of
the significant issue on the prevention of on-
shore degradation. The key indicator for this
analysis is expressed as the relative risk of dis-
turbance to the cultural resources.

The river corridor defines the analysis boundary
for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

Although none of the alternatives propose site-
specific, land-disturbing activities (such as rec-
reational site development, facilities or road
construction), the direct effects on cultural re-
sources are related to the amount of land dis-
turbed by the proposed levels of recreation use
for each alternative. While the types of impacts
associated with recreation use are somewhat
predictable, the extent and location at which
impacts occur are much less so. In the case of
impacts associated with project specific activi-
ties, the land manager can usually avoid known
heritage resources by simply bypassing the re-
source in question. Recreation impacts, on the
other hand, may occur at random and negate
the opportunity for avoidance. A site or re-
source may be impacted before anyone is
aware that damage has occurred. Said impacts
may not become apparent until some time later,
if at all. Discovery and documentation of im-
pacts would depend upon site monitoring.

Land-disturbing activities have both positive
and negative direct effects. If impacts are signifi-
cant, the resource in question must be stabi-
lized and the impacts mitigated. In the case of
a prehistoric site, testing and evaluation would
be followed by archaeological data recovery,
commensurate with the degree of impact. Sci-
entific knowledge is gained from the data recov-
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ery associated with mitigation efforts, but
because archaeological excavation is inherent-
ly a destructive process, opportunities for per-
manent *in place" site preservation are lost.

Alternatives with high levels of recreation use
(Alternatives A and B for the entire river corridor,
and Alternatives D and F for the scenic section)
increase the potential for impacts to heritage
resources. Alternatives D and F in the wild sec-
tion may force increased foot and horse traffic
to the paralleling trail system, thus generating
an increased likelihood of site impacts. Alterna-
tive F may increase impacts to heritage resourc-
es in the secondary season by providing a win-
tertime opportunity to loot sites without
anyone’s presence. The short-term, continued
use of campsite pit toilets (prior to implementa-
tion of a solid human waste carryout system)
would continue to have potential for site discov-
ery and disturbance.

Increased recreational access and activities al-
SO cause resource damage that is difficult to
control. Damage may result from off-trail hiking,
vandalism, and/or artifact collection. Alterna-
tives with increased recreational use (Alterna-
tives A and B for the entire river corridor, and
Alternatives D and F for the scenic section)
would increase the the potential for impacts to
cuttural resources more than alternatives with
moderate or low levels of recreation use (Alter-
natives E, G, and C for the entire river corridor,
and Alternatives D and F for the wild section).
Alternatives D and F in the wild section may
force increased foot and horse traffic to the par-
alleling trail system, thus generating an in-
crease in the potential for resource damage.

Indirect effects may result from human-created
changes in the landscape that expose and en-
danger previously hidden and protected cultur-
al resources. For example, streamside bank
erosion as a result of fluctuating waterflows from
Hells Canyon Dam, boat wake, mooring of wa-
tercraft along shorelines, and recreational activ-
ities along shorelines could destabilize nearby
sites and contribute to their loss or destruction.
Alternatives with the highest use levels have the
greatest potential for these effects (Alternatives
A and B for the entire river corridor, and Alterna-
tives D and F for the scenic section).
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Alternatives with the highest levels of recreation
use have the greatest potential for long-term
cumulative effects. Alternatives A and B provide
for unlimited or high use levels and pose the
greatest cumulative effect to heritage resourc-
es. Alternative F would continue to have in-
creased potential for impacts to heritage re-
sources in the secondary season by providing
a wintertime opportunity to loot sites without
anyone’s presence.

The fluctuating clear water flows from Hells Can-
yon Dam in combination with recreation use

would continue to have a cumulative effect on
cultural resources. Continued non-motorized
access to the wild section in Alternatives D and
F could increase foot and horse traffic with re-
sulting adverse impacts on the cuitural resourc-
es.

The continuation of domestic grazing opera-
tions and the initiation of a prescribed natural
fire program (anticipated in the summer of
1994) could have the potential to expose and
endanger previously hidden and protected cul-
tural resources.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE VEGETA-
TIVE AND BOTANICAL OUT-
STANDINGLY REMARKABLE
VALUES

Analysis of the effects of the proposed action
and its alternatives on the outstandingly re-
markable values of vegetation and botanical re-
sources is pertinent to the resolution of the sig-
nificant issue on the prevention of onshore
degradation. The key indicator for this analysis
is expressed as the relative risk of disturbance
from visitor impacts on proposed, endangered,
threatened, and sensitive (PETS) plant species,
using the intended ROS setting described in
Table lll-1 and llI-2 for visitor impacts.

The Snake Wild and Scenic River corridor con-
tains 50% of the known occurrence of MacFar-
lane’s four-o’clock, an endangered species.
Nine additional plant species, which are
considered sensitive by Forest Service Regions
1, 4 or 6, are known to occur, or are suspected
of occurring, within the river corridor.

Little is known of the biological requirements of
the PETS plant species within the river corridor
or their response to human-caused changes to
the landscape. It must be assumed that all spe-
cies would react negatively to such influences
as mechanical damage from vehicles, humans,
stock animals, picking, or invasion of habitat by
non-native plant species.

In 1979 all dispersed recreation campsites were
identified and inventoried using the Code-A-
Site system (Hendee et al. 1976). In 1994, 20%
of these were sites were selected to be evaluat-
ed using forms and methods published by Hall
and Shelby (1994). Using the monitoring plan
format designed for the Hells Canyon Wilder-
ness the following was inventoried: use levels,
vegetative impacts, size of camp area, barren
core, social trails and erosion, and fire rings/
scars and tree damage. The survey indicated
that recreationist do have an environmental im-
pact on some sites ranging from trampled vege-
tation, numerous social trails and associated
erosion, and fire rings/scars and tree damage.
There are also indications on some dispersed
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campsites that as the clearwater flows, resulting
from the Hells Canyon Dam, further erode
beaches, recreationist are being forced ups-
lope to establish adequate camping sites.

Theriver corridor defines the analysis boundary
for the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects.
To analyze environmental consequences of the
alternatives on the vegetation and botanical
ORYV, the following criteria will be used:

- The opportunity to inform the public about
noxious weed identification and transport.

- Potential for ground disturbance which
could directly impact PETS plants.

- Potential for indirect impacts to PETS plants
due to habitat loss resulting from the inva-
sion of non-native plant species.

- The opportunity to achieve the intended
ROS settings for visitor impacts listed in Ta-
bles llI-1 and lli-2.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would not provide an active edu-
cation program for recreation users at portals,
S0 opportunities to achieve the goals and objec-
tives of the Forest Plan for management of
noxious weeds would be diminished.

Unlimited recreational use levels would have
the potential to cause direct adverse effects on
PETS plants through mechanical damage. Two
populations of MacFarlane’s four-o'clock are
easily accessible with no physical barriers to
prevent picking or trampling.

Unlimited recreational use levels could result in
the transport of noxious weed species from in-
fested areas. This would have an indirect ad-
verse effect through habitat loss to PETS spe-
cies.

Unlimited recreational use levels could result in
not achieving the intended level of ROS setting
for visitor impacts. The lack of an active user
education program, large party sizes, no ban on
burning vegetation, and the lack of a solid hu-
man waste carryout system could allow unac-
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ceptable camping impacts to continue. Impacts
identified in the 1994 sample of dispersed
campsites could be expected to continue.

ALTERNATIVES B, C, D, E, F, AND
G-PREFERRED

For the purpose of determining effects to PETS
plants, little distinction can be made between
them and they will be addressed collectively.

An active education program would be initiated
at all portals concerning noxious weed identifi-
cation and transport, which would be beneficial
to the achievement of the goals and objectives
of the Forest Plan for management of noxious
weeds.

The direct and indirect effects would be similar
to Alternative A, although the intensity and mag-
nitude would be relative to the recreational use
level proposed in the alternative. Alternatives
with high and/or unlimited recreational use lev-
els (Alternative B, and Alternatives D and F in
the scenic section) would have the potential to
intensify and magnify effects similar to Alterna-
tive A. Alternatives with moderate or low recre-
ational use levels would have a proportionately
lower potential for adverse effects on PETS
plants due to lower and more controlled use
(Alternatives C, E, and G, and Alternatives D
and F in the wild section). Management of the
wild section under Alternatives D and F may
force increased foot and horse traffic to the par-
alleling trail system, thus generating an in-
crease in the potential for resource damage.

Mitigation and monitoring proposed in Chapter
Il and Appendix J would minimize adverse im-
pacts on PETS plant species.

The solid human waste carryout requirement at
all dispersed campsites, for all of the action al-
ternatives, would likely assist in maintaining the
intended visitor impact ROS settings for the
general river corridor, listed in Tables lll-1 and
lll-2, by eliminating the potential for ground dis-
turbance as a result of locating pit toilets or
utilizing the cat hole method. Horsepackers and
backpackers would continue to be allowed to
utilize a cat hole method for disposing of solid
human waste per the requirements of Chapter
Il, but the effects would be of low intensity and

magnitude. The short-term continued use of
campsite pit toilets (prior to the implementation
of the solid human waste carryout system)
would continue to have a potential for micro-site
disturbance on the vegetation and botanical
features of the river corridor.

The active user education program established
at the portals for all the action alternatives would
provide a means of educating users on river
etiquette to assist in complying with manage-
ment requirements and maintaining the intend-
ed visitor impacts ROS setting for the general
corridor listed in Table lll-1 and llI-2.

Reduced party sizes in Alternatives C, D, E, F,
and G would assist in reducing potential on-
shore impacts to the ecosystems of the river
corridor.

The ban on burning of live or dead vegetation
and the chainsaw closure would assist in main-
taining the intended visitor impact ROS setting
listed in Tables lll-1 and IlI-2.

The management direction common to all ac-
tion alternatives confining camping to designat-
ed dispersed and developed campsites would
further assist in maintaining the intended visitor
impacts ROS setting by eliminating the potential
for adverse impacts to yet unimpacted sites.

Appendix J proposes monitoring of dispersed
campsites to establish baseline information to
evaluate over the long term the effect of on-
shore recreation use on the vegetation and bo-
tanical resources of the corridor. The monitor-
ing would evaluate the effectiveness of the user
education program and compliance with man-
agement requirements.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Alternative A would not provide an active edu-
cation program, so opportunities to achieve the
goals and objectives of the Forest Plan for man-
agement of noxious weeds would be further
diminished at the end of the planning decade.

The cumulative effect of any one alternative on
PETS plants would be relative to the recreation-
al use levels proposed. Alternatives with high
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and/or unlimited recreational use levels (Alter-
natives A and B, and Alternatives D and F in the
scenic section) would continue to have the po-
tential to adversely effect the PETS plants
through out the remainder of the planning de-
cade. Alternatives with moderate or low recre-
ational use levels (Alternatives C, E and G, and
D and F in the wild section) would have a pro-
portionately lower potential for adverse effects
on PETS plants due to lower and more con-
trolled use.

Alternatives which propose non-motorized use
in the wild section (Alternatives D, E and F) have
the potential to increase backpacker and
horsepacker use on paralleling trail systems.
This increase in use could have the potential to
directly impact PETS species.

Projected increases in recreationists at Pitts-
burg Landing may result in increased impacts
to known MacFarlane's four-o'clock popula-
tions. Mitigation measures outlined in the recov-
ery plan and incorporated in this document, as
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well as increased visitor education, would be
initiated to reduce effects.

The continuation of eroding beaches, resulting
from clearwater flows, could continue to force
recreationist upslope for adequate camping
sites.

The cumulative effects of the active education
program, reduced party sizes, ban on vegeta-
tion burning, solid human waste carryout sys-
tem, and restricting camping to designated
sites would have long-term beneficial attributes
in allowing the natural ecosystem to operate
freely in the wild section and dominate in the
scenic section.

These long-term beneficial effects, when com-
bined with the other ongoing environmental
analyses, such as the prescribed natural fire
environmental analysis, all lead toward moving
the river corridor and the NRA to a more bal-
anced functioning ecosystem with the assur-
ance of maintaining and protecting the ORV.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE-
QUENCES ON THE ECOLOGI-
CAL OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE VALUE

Although the potential environmental conse-
quences of the proposed action and its alterna-
tives on the ecological ORV were not identified
as a significant issue, the environmental conse-
quences are presented here to ensure the full
disclosure of potential environmental effects
and the protection and enhancement of the
ORV.

The river corridor defines the analysis boundary
for the direct and indirect effects, while the can-
yon defines the analysis boundary for cumula-
tive effects.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS

In all alternatives Snake River plant communi-
ties would continue to receive protection and a
special interest designation through the inclu-
sion of certain sites in the research natural area
(RNA) system. These sites include the Pleasant
Valley, Bill's Creek, Alum Beds, and Little Gran-
ite RNA's listed in Appendix H of the Forest Plan
FEIS appendix.

In all alternatives the RNA’s would be managed
pursuant to the management direction set forth
in the Forest Plan (pages 4-83 through 4-85).
Alternatives with unlimited and/or high use lev-
els (Alternatives A and B, and Alternatives D and
F for the scenic section) may require restricting
or closing camping within these RNA’s if the use
is not compatible with the objectives set forth in
the Forest Plan (pages 4-83 through 4-85).

Effects of the alternatives on the ecology of the
river corridor would be relative to the potential of
the use level to diminish the flora and fauna.
Alternatives with unlimited and/or high recre-
ational use levels (Alternatives A and B, and
Alternatives D and F for the scenic section)
would have the greatest potential to diminish
the flora and fauna of the corridor. Specific ef-
fects of the alternatives on the flora and fauna of
the corridor are discussed in the geology, wild-

life, fisheries, and vegetation/botanical sections
of this chapter.

The solid human waste carryout requirement at
all dispersed campsites, for all action alterna-
tives, would likely assist in maintaining the in-
tended visitor impact ROS settings for the gen-
eral river corridor, listed in Tables lli-1 and Ill-2,
by eliminating the potential for ground
disturbance as a result of locating pit toilets or
utilizing the "cat holes* method. Horsepackers
and backpackers would continue to be allowed
to utilize a “"cat hole* method for disposing of
solid human waste per the requirements of
Chapter II, but the effects would be of low inten-
sity and magnitude. The short-term continued
use of campsite pit toilets (prior to implementa-
tion of the solid human waste carryout system)
would continue to have the potential for micro-
site disturbance on ecosystem function.

The active user education program established
at the portals for all the action alternatives would
provide a means of educating users on river
etiquette to assist in complying with manage-
ment requirements and maintaining the intend-
ed visitor impact ROS setting for the general
corridor listed in Table -1 and [ll-2.

The ban on burning of live or dead vegetation
and the chainsaw closure would further assist in
maintaining the intended visitor impact ROS
setting listed in Tables lll-1 and lli-2.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Effects of the alternatives on the ecology of the
canyon would be relative to the potential of use
levels to diminish the flora and fauna. Alterna-
tives with unlimited and/or high recreational use
levels (Alternatives A and B, and Alternatives D
and F for the scenic section) would have the
greatest potential to diminish the flora and fau-
na of the corridor. Specific cumulative effects of
the alternatives on the flora and fauna of the
canyon are discussed in the geology, wildlife,
fisheries, and vegetation/botanical sections of
this chapter.

Other ongoing management activities that are
outside the scope of the purpose and need for
action, as addressed in Appendix D, are under-
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going separate environmental analyses to de-
termine compatibility with the NRA’s manage-
ment objectives. These other management
actions undergoing environmental analysis are
expected to have a beneficial long-term effect
on the functioning ecosystem of the river corri-
dor and the HCNRA as a whole. As an example,
the prescribed natural fire environmental analy-
sis would allow natural fire to function in its
natural role, within the corridor and overall can-
yon, which would serve to assure the continued
protection and maintenance of the ecological
ORV.

The CMP adjustment strategy will review these
ongoing activities and potential issues in the
context of changes that may need to occur in
the management objectives of the CMP. It is
anticipated that ecosystem sustainability and
function would be a significant consideration of
that effort.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSE
QUENCES ON THE SOCIO-
ECONOMIC RESOURCES

This section displays the effects on the socio-
economic factors identified as one of the signifi-
cant issues in Chapter I. The alternatives may
affect communities in the impact area by chang-
ing the mix and intensity of recreation opportu-
nities in the river corridor. As recreation use
changes, related expenditures in local commu-
nities in the impact area may change. A key
effect of the alternatives would be to change the
degree of permitted access to the different seg-
ments of the river for different types of rivercratt.
Potentially affected sectors include: (1) com-
mercial powerboat and floatboat permittees; (2)
private powerboat and floatboat operators; (3)
businesses which supply goods and services to
the commercial operators; and (4) businesses
which supply goods and services to river recre-
ationists. Also potentially affected are non-
recreation related businesses which depend on
river access and transportation as part of their
normal operations.

The economic effects of the alternatives are
measured in the following manner:
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- Total commercial permittee revenue;

- Total associated expenditures by recre-
ationists;

- The number and type of recreational users
displaced; and,

- Cost of alternative implementation.

The analysis area (impact area) consists of
those counties in [daho, Washington, and Ore-
gon adjacent to the river corridor and affected
economically by river recreation use (see chap-
ter lll for a discussion of the defined analysis
area).

Methodology and Assumptions. The econom-
ic analysis focuses on economic impacts from
alternative implementation and not alternative
effects on the economic "value® of the recreation
experience per se. Economic value in this con-
text refers to the monetary trade-offs a person
would be willing to make in order to obtain a
particular type of recreation experience. One
measure of these trade-offs is individual or
household willingness-to-pay for a given recre-
ation experience (see Johansson 1987; Hoehn
and Krieger 1988; and Walsh 1986 for concep-
tual background and empirical examples).

As a particular recreation experience is en-
hanced or degraded (depending on the per-
ceptions of the recreationist) for a given type of
activity, the economic value of the activity as
measured by willingness-to-pay may be affect-
ed. For example, alternatives which reduce con-
gestion and noise may result in an overall or net
increase in economic value, assuming the re-
duced conflict is perceived by users. Area-
specific information is not available to estimate
the effects of the alternatives on economic val-
ue, per se. Nevertheless, these non-market de-
rived values may be substantial.

The economic impacts of boat use in the river
corridor has essentially two components: (1)
the economic impact of permittee business ex-
penditures, and (2) the economic impact of rec-
reationist expenditures.

Permittee business expenditures are primarily
capital and operating expenses associated with
powerboats and rafts and other expenses such
as rent, utilities, taxes, permit fees and licenses,
(i.e., Forest Service), liability insurance, food,
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recreation equipment (some operators provide
fishing tackle), and labor costs. The 19 commer-
cial powerboat permittees employed 58 people
during 1991 (Northwest Powerboat Association
(NPA) 1993). The 17 commercial float operators
employ river guides and others who assist in
running the commercial float trips.

A number of welded aluminum powerboat (jet-
boat) manufacturers and retail sales operations
are located in the analysis area in the Lewiston-
Clarkston area. Boise, Idaho has two commer-
cial jetboat manufacturers. The 13 firms in the
Lewiston-Clarkston area accounted for employ-
ment of 108 people in 1992 (Northwest Power-
boat Association 1993). Eighty percent of total
yearly boat sales are for use out of region (not
for use on the Snake River). Yearly sales range
from between 600 and 800 boats for a gross
sales revenue of between $14 and $15 million.
Specialized suppliers to the manufacturers in-
clude aluminum sheet production and forming,
engine  construction, jet pump unit
manufacturing and specialized trailer construc-
tion and sales. Key supply sources include Se-
attle, Portland, Spokane and the Lewiston-
Clarkston area.

The two jetboat manufacturers in Boise pro-
duce between 50 and 75 jetboats a year with
gross sales about $2.5 million. About 95 per-
cent of boats sold are used, at least a portion of
the time, on some part of the Snake River, in-
cluding both the wild and scenic corridor and
segments of the river outside the Wild and Sce-
nic portions of the river. The two manufacturers
employ between 12 and 20 people annually.

Rafting manufacturers and wholesale suppliers
are located in Boise and Moscow in Idaho. The
analysis area contains a number of retail firms
which provide goods and services to both com-
mercial and private floatboaters. Alternatives
which enhance the recreation experience in the
river corridor for floatboaters may potentially in-
crease the demand for float recreation on the
river corridor with corresponding impacts on
firms which provide float-oriented goods and
services. Conversely, alternatives which result
in a less desirable recreation experience from
the floaters perspective may decrease the de-
mand for float recreation on the river with corre-
sponding effects on related businesses.

Changes in operator sales revenue because of
changes in boat launching opportunities are a
measure of the direct economic impacts of the
alternatives. In turn, expenditures by the permit-
tees affect sales and employment in supplying
businesses. These impacts are known as indi-
rect economic impacts. People employed by
businesses affected by permittee expenditures
may experience related changes in personal
income which may affect their expenditures on
goods and services. These effects are know as
induced economic impacts. The direct, indirect,
and induced effects together measure total
economic impacts (Miller and Blair 1985).

Direct economic effects have been estimated
using 1991 operator revenue data. Area-
specific information is not available for estimat-
ing the indirect and induced economic effects.
However, regional and state estimates are
available using final demand output multipliers
for recreation-related goods and services. In
general, estimates of such multipliers typically
range from 1.5 to 2.5, with 2.0 as an average
(Walsh 1986). This means that for each dollar
change in final demand for a given industry or
sector, total economic impact is two dollars; one
dollar in direct impacts and one dollar in indirect
and induced effects. Final demand output multi-
pliers for Oregon and Idaho for recreation-
related sectors (such as retail trade, lodging,
food, amusement) range from 1.7 to 2.1 (U.S.
Department of Commerce 1992). If final
demand output multipliers for commercial outfit-
ters operating on the wild and scenic portions of
the Snake River are similar to the recreation-
related sectors noted above, then between
$0.70to $1.10in indirect and induced economic
activity for the region as a whole is generated for
each $1 change in final demand for commercial
outfitter services.

Recreation expenditures (money spent by peo-
ple in the course of engaging in a given recre-
ation activity, and in traveling to and from the
activity location, usually on a per trip or per
person per day basis) typically fall into several
categories: accommodations, camping fees,
eating out, groceries, vehicle costs (usually re-
ferring to costs incurred in traveling to and from
the recreation location), recreation (costs di-
rectly attributable to engaging in the recreation
activity), shopping, and other (Dean Runyan As-
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sociates 1991). Expenditure categories for vari-
ous types of recreation activities in specific loca-
tions have been developed (see for example
Johnson and Moore 1993 and Economic Strate-
gies Northwest 1992),

Information on per trip or per person recreation-
related expenditures in the Hells Canyon river
corridor is not available. However, a general
estimate of the potential economic impacts of
recreation expenditures may be obtained by
considering total expenditures associated with
the total number of recreationists engaging in a
given activity. For example, the total number of
passengers for commercial powerboat permit-
tees for the primary season in 1991 was 14,353.
Using a per day per person expenditure esti-
mate of $40 (based on Dean Runyan
Associates 1991, Harris et al. 1988 and Shelby
et al. 1990), and also assuming getting to the
river requires one day of travel, total associated
recreation expenditures would be $1,764,800
(exclusive of the direct costs of the commercial
boat trip, which is reflected in permittee reve-
nues discussed above).

Three problems exist with respect to the use of
*associated expenditures® (Johnson and Moore
1993). First, the above figure does not reflect
where the money was actually spent--in the
analysis area or outside the analysis area. Sec-
ond, the figure does not reflect how much of the
total consists of multi-destination trip expendi-
tures and the amount actually spent in the anal-
ysis area. Third, the above total refiects only
direct changes in sales expenditures, not indi-
rect or induced economic impacts. Information
is available on a regional and state-wide basis
to estimate indirect and induced economic im-
pacts of recreation expenditures.

Despite these problems, estimated recreation
expenditures give a reasonable indication of the
potential economic impacts of changes in rec-
reational use of the river corridor. The estimates
of recreation expenditures associated with each
alternative are conservative (high) estimates.
The estimates were developed under the as-
sumption that all expenditures associated with
a given type of recreation take place within the
analysis area; e.g., a family of four from Boise
traveling to Hells Canyon Dam for a private pow-
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erboat trip makes all trip-related expenditures in
the analysis area. It is also assumed that, on
average, one day of travel is required to get to
the Snake River. Given these assumptions, the
economic impacts identified in this section give
estimates of not only the direct economic ef-
fects but also a considerable portion of the po-
tential indirect and induced economic effects as
well. The concept of associated recreation ex-
penditures will be used throughout this section
as an economic impact indicator.

To make the estimation of the economic im-
pacts tractable, two scenarios concerning pos-
sible user responses to alternative allocation
levels are used in the direct and indirect effects
analysis.

The first scenario is if an alternative results in a
decrease from current use levels in a given river
segment, only a certain portion of displaced
recreationists would be willing and able to either
use a different section of the river or to recreate
on the river during a period when restrictions
would not be in effect. This reflects the possibili-
ty that affected permittees may not be financial-
ly able to run part or all of their operations out
of a different river segment, or would rather quit
entirely rather than run a different portion of the
river or change operations to the secondary
season. The same argument holds for private
users. Users displaced from the wild section of
the river may not want or be able to relocate to
a different section of the river. This scenario is
referred to as the no flexibility (no flex) scenario.

The second scenario assumes if an alternative
resuits in a decrease from current use levels in
a given segment, a greater portion of recre-
ationists than in the no flex scenario would be
able to use either a different portion of the river
or a different time period or both. This scenario
is referred to as the maximum flexibility (max
flex) scenario.

In actuality, some permittees and recreationists
may be able to adjust their operations if neces-
sary and some permittees and recreationists
may choose not to. The use of the two scenarios
allows the estimation of a reasonable range of
potential impacts.
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ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNA-
TIVES

This section addresses the economic impacts
of each alternative by major river use: commer-
cial powerboats, private powerboats, commer-
cial float use, private float use, and non-
recreational river use (livestock ranches and
inholdings). Direct and indirect effects of alter-
native implementation are based on a compari-
son with 1991 river use levels. Cumulative ef-
fects are based on alternative impacts from
1995 to 2004 taking into consideration project-
ed levels of powerboat and floatboat use.

It should be noted that the dollar values dis-
cussed in this section are only estimates of the
comparative impacts of the alternatives and are
not necessarily precise estimates of actual im-
pacts which may occur with the implementation
of a given alternative. The intent of this section
is to allow a comparison of the alternatives with
respect to potential economic impacts from al-
ternative implementation.

All of the economic impacts are based on the
use levels from the 1991 primary use season.

COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT USE: DIRECT
AND INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would result in the continuation of
current management direction. In 1991, there
were 945 total commercial boats on the river
during the primary season. Commercial power-
boat permittee revenue during the primary sea-
son totaled $1,039,926. Passengers totaled
14,353 with associated recreation expenditures
of $1,764,800.

Lewiston-Ciarkston Outfitters. During the
1991 primary season, commercial powerboat
use totaled 684 boats with passengers totaling
9,485. Associated recreation expenditures to-
taled $1,176,280.

Riggins Outfitters. During the 1991 primary
season, the four Riggins outfitters totaled 44
commercial boats. Permittee revenue totaled
$33,880 based on a passenger level of 273.

Associated
$37,120.

recreation expenditures were

Dam Outfitters. Commercial powerboat trips
totaled 217 boats during the 1991 primary sea-
son. Permittee revenue totaled $146,258 based
on 4,595 passengers. Associated expenditures
were $551,400.

ALTERNATIVE B

Commercial powerboat use would be allowed
to increase to 12 boats per day in the wild sec-
tion of the river under Alternative B. In the scenic
section no limits would be placed on daily use.
Since current use in the wild section is under 12
boats per day, Alternative B effects would be the
same as Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE C

Atternative C limits commercial boat use to four
boats per day in the wild section and five boats
per day in the scenic section during the primary
season. This represents a 50% decrease in al-
lowable boat levels in the wild river and a 29%
decrease in boat use levels in the scenic section
compared with the 1991 primary season.

No Flex

Commercial boat numbers would decrease by
46% to 509 in comparison with the 1991 primary
season. Permittee revenue would be $563,604
for the primary season. Passengers would total
7,681 with associated recreation expenditures
of $939,800.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Total launches
would be 374 in this scenario, which would be
a 45% decrease from 1991 primary season use
levels. Total available launches would be 486.
However, given the 50% reduction in boats go-
ing into the wild section of the river, and assum-
ing displaced boats formerly going into the wild
section would be eliminated because of lack of
consumer demand, there would be 108 boats
with scenic section destinations and 266 boats
with destinations in the wild river. Permittee rev-
enue would be $470,118 based on a passenger
total of 5,236. Associated recreation expendi-
tures would be $643,280.
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Riggins Outfitters. Total available launches
would be 31 under this scenario. Using the
same assumptions as for the Lewiston-
Clarkston outfitters, total launches out of Pitts-
burg would be 26 which is a 41% reduction from
1991 primary season use levels. Permittee reve-
nue would be $20,020 based on total passen-
gers of 156. Associated recreation expenditures
would be $21,840.

Dam Outfitters. Dam launches would be re-
duced by 50%, from 217 to 109 based on the
1991 primary season. Permittee revenue would
be $73,466 based on passenger totals of 2,289.
Associated recreation expenditures would be
$274,680.

Max Flex

This scenario assumes displaced launches
from the wild section would relocate to the sce-
nic section up to a level which would result in
the combined boat total of scenic and wild sec-
tion trips equaling the total number of allowable
launches. Under this scenario, commercial boat
numbers would total 626, a decrease of 34%
from 1991 primary season use levels. Permittee
revenue would total $708,238 based on a pas-
senger total of 9,279. Associated recreation ex-
penditures would be $1,144,080.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Commercial
powerboat trips would number 486 which is a
29% decrease from Alternative A. Permittee rev-
enues would be $610,902. Passengers would
total 6,804 with associated expenditures of
$835,920.

Riggins Outfitters. Commercial boat trips
would decrease by 30% under this scenario
compared with Alternative A. Commercial pow-
erboat trips would number 31. Permittee reve-
nues would be $23,870 based on a passenger
total of 186. Associated recreation expenditures
would be $33,480.

Dam Outfitters. Commercial powerboat trips
would be the same as under the no flex scenar-
io.
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ALTERNATIVE D

Aiternative D would eliminate commercial pow-
erboat use from the Hells Canyon Dam to the
Kirkwood Historic Ranch. An allocation of six
boats per day from the Kirkwood Historic Ranch
to Pittsburg would be implemented. An alloca-
tion of eight boats per day in the scenic section
of the river would be implemented when moni-
toring indicates this use level has been exceed-
ed for two consecutive years. For analysis pur-
poses, it is assumed that in the no flex scenario,
50% of displaced commercial powerboats
formerly going into the wild section would have
scenic section destinations and the remaining
50% would be eliminated. Under the max flex
scenario, it is assumed that 75% of displaced
commercial powerboats which formally had
wild section destinations would subsequently
have scenic section destinations with the re-
maining 25% eliminated. The permittee at the
Dam would have the option of moving their
commercial operation to Pittsburg Landing,
Dug Bar, or the Lewiston-Clarkston area. It is
assumed the 50 and 75% figures discussed
above for the two scenarios are also applicable
to the commercial powerboat launches out of
Hells Canyon Dam.

No Flex

Commercial powerboats would total 559 which
is a decrease of 41% from Alternative A. Permit-
tee revenues would total $623,532. Passengers
would total 8,333 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $1,020,520.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Compared with
1991 use levels, this scenario would reduce
commercial boat trips by 39% for outfitters
based in the Lewiston-Clarkston area. Commer-
cial boat trips would total 418 with permittee
revenue of $525,426. Passengers would num-
ber 5,852 with associated recreation expendi-
tures of $718,960.

Riggins Outfitters. Commercial powerboat
trips launching from Pittsburg would decrease
by 27% compared with 1991 primary season
use levels. Boats would total 32 with permittee
revenues of $24,640. Passengers would total
192 with associated recreation expenditures of
$26,880.
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Dam Outfitters. All commercial powerboat
launches from the Hells Canyon Creek launch
site would be eliminated under this alternative.
The commercial operator would be allowed to
relocate to either Pittsburg Landing, Dug Bar, or
the Lewiston-Clarkston area. Under the no flex
scenario, it is assumed 50% of total launches
would relocate to a launch site down river and
50% of the launches would be eliminated be-
cause of lack of consumer demand for boat
trips limited to the scenic section. For analysis
purposes, it is assumed the relocated launches
would be out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area. If
such is the case, then the foliowing boat num-
bers, revenues and expenditures would be add-
ed to the Lewiston-Clarkston outfitter totals dis-
cussed previously. If the launches relocate to
Pittsburg Landing, the totals for the Riggins out-
fitters would increase accordingly.

Under the no flex scenario, dam launches
would decrease by 50% and remaining launch-
es would relocate down river. Total relocated
commercial launches would total 109 boats with
permittee revenue of $73,466. Passengers
would total 2,289 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $274,680. Recreation expendi-
tures from commercial powerboat passengers
would be eliminated for areas along the travel
corridors to the Dam. Recreation expenditures
totaled $551,400 during the 1991 primary sea-
son,

Max Flex

Commercial launches would decrease by 20%
compared with 1991 primary season use levels.
Commercial boats would total 752 with permit-
tee revenue of $831,729. Passengers would to-
tal 11,365 with associated recreation
expenditures of $1,390,400.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Total commer-
cial powerboats under this scenario would total
551. This is a 19% reduction compared with
1991 primary season use levels. Permittee reve-
nue would total $692,607. Passengers would
total 7714 with associated recreation expendi-
tures of $947,720.

Riggins Outfitters. Riggins outfitters would ex-
perience a 14% decrease in commercial power-
boat trips compared with 1991 primary season

use levels. Commercial boat trips would total
38. Permittee revenue would be $29,260. Pas-
sengers would total 228 with associated recre-
ation expenditures of $31,920.

Dam Outfitters. Under this scenario, it is as-
sumed that 75% of the commercial powerboat
trips out of the Hells Canyon Creek Launch site
will relocate down river. Under this assumption,
total relocated boats would number 163 which
represents a 25% decrease from 1991 primary
season use levels. Permittee revenue would to-
tal $109,862. Passengers would total 3,423 with
permittee revenue of $410,760. As with the no
flex scenario, recreation expenditures from
commercial powerboating passengers would
be eliminated for areas along the travel corri-
dors to Hells Canyon Dam.

ALTERNATIVE E

This alternative would implement the alternating
weeks of exclusive use strategy for commercial
powerboat use. During the week for exclusive
motorized use, there would be an allocation of
six day and six overnight trips in the wild section
of the river. An allocation of eight boats would
be in place for the scenic section. During the
week of exclusive non-motorized use, no com-
mercial powerboats would be allowed from the
Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood Ranch section;
six boats would be allowed in the Kirkwood
Ranch to Pittsburg section; and eight boats
would be permitted in the scenic section.

For the no flex scenario, the analysis assumes
50% of the displaced boats in the wild section
will relocate to the scenic section and 50% will
be eliminated. The max flex scenario assumes
75% of the displaced wild section boats would
have scenic destinations and 25% would be
eliminated.

Depending on how outfitters respond, the alter-
nating weeks of motorized and non-motorized
use would potentially affect the ability of com-
mercial outfitters to hire river guides and other
employees. From a labor perspective, there
may be a decrease in demand for primary sea-
son jobs with commercial outfitters who may
offer employment only on alternating weeks. If
such is the case, operators may have to in-
crease wages and other benefits to attract em-
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ployees, which in turn may result in increased
trip costs for passengers.

No Flex

Commercial powerboats would total 729 for the
primary season. This represents a 23% de-
crease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Permittee revenue would total $816,227. Pas-
sengers would number 10,882 with associated
recreation expenditures of $1,332,440.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Boats during
the primary season would total 551, a 19% de-
crease from 1991 use levels. Permittee revenue
would total $692,607. Passengers would total
7,714 with associated recreation expenditures
of $947,720.

Riggins Outfitters. Commercial powerboat to-
tals would decrease by 14% compared with
1991 primary season levels. Commercial pow-
erboat trips would number 38 with permittee
revenues totaling $29,260. Passengers would
number 228 with associated recreation expend-
itures of $31,920.

Dam Outfitters. Under this scenario, commer-
cial powerboat launches would decrease by
35% with boats totaling 140 during the primary
season. Permittee revenue would total $94,360.
Passengers would total 2,940 with associated
recreation expenditures of $352,800.

Max Filex

There would be a 14% decrease in commercial
powerboat trips. Commercial powerboats
would total 815 during the primary season. Per-
mittee revenue would total $913,540. Passen-
gers would total 12,174 with associated recre-
ation expenditures of $1,490,520.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Commercial
powerboat numbers would decrease by 10%
under this scenario. Commercial boats would
total 618 with passengers totaling 8,652. Permit-
tee revenues would come to $776,826. Associ-
ated recreation expenditures would be
$1,062,960.
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Riggins Outfitters. Under this scenario, com-
mercial powerboats would total 41. Permittee
revenues would total $31,570. Passengers
would total 246 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $34,440.

Dam Ouitfitters. Under this scenario, commer-
cial powerboats would total 156, a 28% de-
crease from Alternative A. Boats would number
156. Permittee revenue would total $105,144
based on 3,276 passengers. Associated recre-
ation expenditures would be $393,120.

ALTERNATIVE F

Commercial powerboat use would be prohibit-
ed in the wild section of the river for the entire
year. An allocation of nine boats per day would
be implemented in the scenic section during the
primary season when monitoring indicates use
has exceeded this level for two consecutive
years. There would be no limitations on use
during the secondary season in the scenic sec-
tion of the river. While this analysis focuses on
the primary season, the year-round prohibition
on commercial powerboat use in the wild sec-
tion of the river would affect use in the second-
ary season. In 1991 there were 409 commercial
powerboats using the river corridor during the
secondary season. This represents 30% of an-
nual commercial powerboat use in the river cor-
ridor. Passengers totaled 5,890 during the sec-
ondary season with associated recreation
expenditures of $373,989. Commercial power-
boat permittee revenues totaled $494,890.

This alternative is similar to Alternative D with
the exception that scenic section launches
would no longer be able to run to the Kirkwood
Historic Ranch. As with Alternative D, the no flex
scenario assumes 50% of displaced boats
which formerly had wild section destinations
would relocate to the scenic section and 50%
would be eliminated. Under the max flex scenar-
io, it is assumed 62.5% of the displaced boats
would relocate to the scenic section and 37.5%
would be eliminated. This is to reflect the possi-
bility that the elimination of motorized access to
the Kirkwood Historic Ranch would cause some
boaters to completely forego boating in the river
corridor.
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No Flex

This scenario would decrease boat use by 41%
compared with 1991 primary season use levels.
Total boats would number 559. Permittee reve-
nue would be $623,532. Passengers would
number 8,333 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $1,020,520.

Lewlston-Clarkston Outfitters. Under this sce-
nario, commercial powerboats would decrease
by 39% with boats totaling 418. Permittee reve-
nue would total $525,426. Passengers would
total 5,852 with associated expenditures of
$718,960.

Rlggins Outfitters. Commercial powerboats
would number 32 under this scenario which is
a 27% decrease from 1991 primary season use
levels. Permittee revenue would total $24,640.
Passengers would total 192 with associated
recreation expenditures of $26,880.

Dam Outfitters. In this alternative, the permittee
launching from the Dam would have the option
of moving their commercial business to the
Lewiston-Clarkston area, Dug Bar, or Pittsburg
Landing. Assuming 50% of 1991 use levels
would relocate downstream, 109 boat trips
would occur with passengers totaling 2,289.
Permittee revenue would be $73,466 with asso-
ciated recreation expenditures of $274,680.
Like Alternative D, recreation expenditures by
commercial powerboat passengers from Hells
Canyon Dam would be eliminated for areas
within the travel corridors leading to the Dam.
During the 1991 primary season, these recre-
ation expenditures totaled $551,400.

Max Flex

Under this scenario, commercial powerboat use
would decrease by 31% compared with Alterna-
tive A. Commercial boats would total 655 and
permittee revenue would total $727,002. There
would be 9,842 passengers with associated
recreation expenditures of $1,204,600.

Lewlston-Clarkston Oulffitters. Commercial
powerboats would decrease by 29% from Alter-
native A. Commercial boats would total 484 with
permittee revenues of $608,388. Passengers

would total 6,776 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $832,480.

Riggins Outfitters. Commercial powerboats
would decrease by 20% compared with Alterna-
tive A. Boats would number 35 with permittee
revenues of 26,950. Passengers would number
210 with associated recreation expenditures of
$29,400.

Dam Outfitters. In this alternative, the permittee
launching from the Dam would have the option
of moving their commercial business to the
Lewiston-Clarkston area, Dug Bar, or Pittsburg
Landing. Assuming 62.5% of 1991 use leveis
would relocate downstream, 136 boat trips
would occur with passengers totaling 2,856.
Permittee revenue would be $91,664 with asso-
ciated recreation expenditures of $342,720.
Similar to the no flex scenario, recreation
expenditures of $551,400 would be lost to areas
along travel corridors to Hells Canyon Dam.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

Commercial powerboat use would be distribut-
ed among permittees by an allocation system
similar in scope to that used by commercial float
permittees (see Appendix G). Alternative G
would implement a three-day (Monday through
Wednesday) non-motorized period from the top
of Wild Sheep Rapid to the upper landing at
Kirkwood Historic Ranch. The period would be
operative from the second Monday of July
through the Wednesday before Labor Day.

Based on the 1991 primary season, commercial
permittee guaranteed launches total 846, with
an additional 114 launches available from the
pool. Consequently, there is a total of 960 com-
mercial powerboat launches available during
the primary season. Commercial powerboats
totaled 945 during the 1991 primary season.
This alternative would limit the number of com-
mercial trips launching from Cache Creek and
Pittsburg Landing which could go beyond Kirk-
wood Historic Ranch. The number of commer-
cial powerboat trips originating from the Hells
Canyon Creek launch with a destination to the
Kirkwood Historic Ranch would also be limited
compared to 1991 use levels.
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No Flex

Under this scenario, it is assumed that 50% of
commercial powerboat trips which formerly had
access to the wild section but are restricted to
going no further than the Kirkwood Historic
Ranch in this alternative would be eliminated.
This reflects the possibility that restricting ac-
cess to the wild river would affect consumer
demand for commercial powerboat trips. It is
also assumed that pool launches would be
used primarily by the Lewiston-Clarkston outfit-
ters. These outfitters would be more affected
than Riggins or Dam outfitters with respect to
allocated launch opportunities. Under this sce-
nario, 824 commercial boats would use the river
corridor during the primary season. This repre-
sents a 13% decrease from Alternative A. Per-
mittee revenue would total $898,906. Passen-
gers would total 12,570 with associated
expenditures of $1,536,960.

Lewiston-Clarkston Outfitters. Commercial
powerboat outfitters based in the Lewiston-
Clarkston area would experience a 15% de-
crease in total boats under this scenario. During
the 1991 primary season, commercial power-
boats totaled 684 from Lewiston-Clarkston out-
fitters. Allocated launches plus pool dates (it is
assumed all pool dates will be used by
Lewiston-Clarkston outfitters for trips into the
wild section of the river) total 619. Commercial
powerboat trips would total 582 under this sce-
nario. Permittee revenue would total $731,574.
Passengers would total 8,148 with associated
recreation expenditures of $1,001,040.

Riggins Outfitters. The commercial powerboat
allocation plan would designate 119 launches
for the four Riggins outfitters launching from
Pittsburg Landing. In 1991 these outfitters had
a total of 44 boats launched, with 24 having a
destination in the wild river. Of the 119 allocated
boat trips, 78 would be able to go upriver as far
as the Kirkwood Historic Ranch while 41 would
be able to go beyond Kirkwood Historic Ranch
in the wild section of the river. Assuming excess
guaranteed launches (the number of guaran-
teed launches above 1991 use levels) are redis-
tributed to outfitters dependent on the pool (or
who need additional launches to match 1991
boat levels), Alternative G would not restrict the
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number of launch opportunities of outfitters
launching from Pittsburg compared with 1991
primary season use levels. Commercial boat
numbers would total 44. Permittee revenue
would be $33,880. Passengers would total 264
with associated expenditures of $36,960.

Dam Outfitters. The commercial powerboat
outfitter at the Dam had 217 boat trips during
the 1991 primary season. Alternative G would
allocate 222 launches from the Dam based on
the 1991 primary season with 135 trips allocat-
ed to Wild Sheep and 87 to Kirkwood. In 1991
58% of the commercial launches from the Dam
had the Kirkwood Historic Ranch as a destina-
tion. This amounted to 126 boats. Forty-two per-
cent of commercial boat trips had destinations
above Wild Sheep. Assuming half of the dis-
placed boats going to the Kirkwood Historic
Ranch would be eliminated, with the other half
included in the Dam launches going to Wild
Sheep or Pittsburg Landing launches, this sce-
nario would result in a decrease of commercial
boat launches of 9%. Operator revenue would
be $133,452. Passengers would total 4,158 with
associated expenditures of $498,960.

Max Flex

Under this scenario, it is assumed that dis-
placed boats with wild section destinations
would become part of the scenic section
launches up to the maximum level of allocated
scenic launches specified under this alterna-
tive. Under this scenario, commercial power-
boat launches would total 870, which is an 8%
decrease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Permittee revenue would total $951,481. Total
passengers would be 13,277 with associated
expenditures of $1,623,280.

Lewliston-Clarkston Outfitters. Commercial
powerboat launches would total 619, which is a
decrease of 10% from 1991 primary season use
levels. Permittee revenue would total $778,083
based on a passenger total of 8,666. Associat-
ed recreation expenditures would total
$1,064,680.

Rigglns Outfitters. Commercial powerboat use
would be the same as under the no flex scenar-
io.
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Dam Outfitters. Under this scenario, it is as-
sumed that 25% of the displaced boats formally
going to Kirkwood Historic Ranch or Pittsburg
Landing would be eliminated with the rest of the
launches included in the launches with Wild
Sheep as a destination. Boats would total 207,
a 5% decrease from 1991 primary season totals.
Permittee revenue would total $139,518. Pas-
sengers would total 4,347 with associated
expenditures of $521,640. Commercial power-
boat use would be the same as under the no
flex scenario.

COMMERCIAL POWERBOAT USE:
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Commercial powerboat use (total boats primary
season) increased 69% from 1982 to 1992. The
average yearly increase was 6.1%. Figure IV-1
shows projected commercial powerboat use to
the year 2004. Projected use is based on a lin-
ear extrapolation of commercial boat levels dur-
ing the years 1982 to 1991. Actual boat levels
will be affected by a variety of factors, including
consumer preferences and disposable income
levels, outfitter marketing ability, weather, and
water flow levels. In comparing the trend line
with the years 1982-1991, the projected trend
line provides a fairly reasonable estimate of
commercial boat use during these years, and
consequently, of projected use to the year
2004.

Alternative A continues current management di-
rection. Assuming current and past trends hold,
commercial powerboat use would increase
from 1991 use levels of 945 total boats during
the primary season to 1,251 total boats in the
year 2004. The cumulative total of passengers
from 1995 to 2004 would be 171,334 with asso-
ciated recreation expenditures of $21,056,096.
Commercial powerboat permittee revenue
would be $13,312,232.

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would allocate 12 boats per day in
the wild section with no limits in the scenic sec-
tion. Assuming uniform increases in use levels
for both the wild and scenic sections, this allo-
cation level in the wild section would be reached

in 1999. Thereafter, increases in commercial
powerboat use would occur in the scenic sec-
tion only. Assuming displaced use in the wild
section would switch to the scenic section, the
economic effects of this alternative would be the
same as Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C places a limit of four commercial
powerboats per day in the wild section and five
commercial powerboats per day in the scenic
section. The cumulative boat use total from
1995 to 2004 would be 5,680 boats under this
alternative. This represents a 50% decrease
from Alternative A levels. Passengers would to-
tal 86,336 with associated recreation expendi-
tures of $10,610,240. Commercial powerboat
permittee revenue would total $6,708,080.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would eliminate commercial pow-
erboat use in the wild river section from Hells
Canyon Dam to Kirkwood during the primary
season and require the implementation of an
allocation system after boat use exceeds six
boats per day in the Kirkwood to Pittsburg sec-
tion and eight boats per day in the scenic sec-
tion for two consecutive years. Commercial
powerboat use would total 6,560 boats for the
period 1995 to 2004. This represents a 42%
from Alternative A levels. Total passengers
would be 99,712 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $12,254,080. Permittee revenue
would total $7,747,360.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use strategy. During the week
of exclusive motorized use, twelve boats would
be allocated to the wild section per day (six
day-use only, six overnight). During the week for
exclusive non-motorized use, no boats would
be allowed from Hells Canyon Dam to the Kirk-
wood Historic Ranch. For the entire primary
season, an allocation of eight boats in the sce-
nic section would be implemented when moni-
toring indicates this level is exceeded for two
consecutive years. Under this allocation, a total
of 7,7200 commercial powerboats boats would
use the river corridor during the primary season
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from 1945-2004, a decrease of 32% from Alter-
native A levels. Permittee revenue would total
$9,117,320. Total passengers would be
117,344 with associated expenditures of
$14,420,960.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would prohibit commercial power-
boat operations in the entire wild section of the
river and implement an allocation level of nine
boats per day in the scenic river when monitor-
ing indicates this use level is exceeded for two
consecutive years. In comparison with Alterna-
tive D, this alternative would eliminate motorized
use to Kirkwood Historic Ranch,

Cumulative use from 1995 to 2004 would be
6,070 total boats with passengers totaling
92,264. This represents a 46% decrease from
Alternative A levels. Associated recreation ex-
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penditures would be $11,338,760. Permittee
revenue would total $7,168,670.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

Alternative G would implement a three-day
(Monday through Wednesday) non-motorized
period from the top of Wild Sheep Rapid to the
upper landing at Kirkwood Historic Ranch. The
non-motorized period would be operative from
the second Monday of July through the
Wednesday before Labor Day.

Based on the direct and indirect effects, the
cumulative boat total would be 8,210 during the
period 1995-2004. This would be a 25% de-
crease from Alternative A levels. Passengers
would total 128,744. Permittee revenue would
total $10,003,070 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $15,821,960.
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PRIVATE POWERBOAT USE: DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

This alternative represents a continuation of
current management direction. In 1991 during
the primary season, private powerboats aver-
aged five per day in the wild section of the river
and 11 per day in the scenic section. Total
boats launched during the primary season was
1,364 with a total of 6,002 passengers. Associ-
ated recreation expenditures, exclusive of boat-
ing costs, totaled $938,432. Associated direct
boating costs totaled $236,422. Boating costs
include fuel, oil and maintenance costs associ-
ated with river corridor use.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
numbered 936 during the 1991 primary season.
About 85% of these launches stayed in the sce-
nic river. Passengers totaled 4,843. Associated
recreation expenditures totaled $757,315 with
boating expenditures of $190,793.

Plittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing num-
bered 200 during the 1991 primary season.
Passengers totaled 882 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of
$137,950 and $34,754, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches, Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam totaled
63 during the 1991 primary season. Passengers
totaled 276 with associated recreation and
boating expenditures of $43,168 and $10,875,
respectively.

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would allow up to 16 launches on
Friday and Saturday (eight above Rush Creek,
of which four are allowed above Granite Creek)
in the wild section of the river and eight boats
per day during the weekdays. This averages out
to six boats per day for the wild section (this six
per day average is used for analysis purposes).
The scenic section would have no restrictions.
Since this allocation is the same as current use
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levels, the economic effects for Alternative B are
be the same as for Alternative A for both the no
flex and max flex scenarios.

ALTERNATIVE C

This alternative places a four boat per day limit
in the wild section of the river and a five boat per
day limit in the scenic section.

No Flex

This scenario would result in a 53% decrease in
private powerboat use compared to 1991 pri-
mary season levels. Passengers would total
2,841 with associated recreation expenditures
of $444,286 for the primary season. Associated
boating expenditures would total $111,930.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 495 under this scenario. This is
a 55% decrease from 1991 primary season lev-
els. Passengers would number 2,180, Associat-
ed recreation expenditures would be $340,827
with boating expenditures of $85,866.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 90 in this scenario, a 55% decrease
from 1991 primary season use levels. Passen-
gers would total 397 with associated recreation
and boating expenditures of $62,042 and
$15,630, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. In this scenar-
io, private powerboat launches would total 60, a
decrease of 5% from 1991 primary season lev-
els. Passengers would total 265 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of $41,418
and $10,434, respectively.

Max Flex

Since current use levels for both the wild and
scenic river sections exceed the use limits in
this alternative, displaced use from one part of
the river cannot transfer to a different portion of
the river. Economic effects in this scenario
would be the same as for the no flex scenario
above.
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ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would eliminate private powerboat
use in the Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood His-
toric Ranch section. A six boat per day alloca-
tion in the section of the river from the Kirkwood
Historic Ranch to Pittsburg would be imple-
mented when monitoring indicates this level is
exceeded for two consecutive years. An alloca-
tion of 13 boats per day would be implemented
in the scenic section when monitoring indicates
this level of use is exceeded for two consecutive
years.,

No Flex

Under this scenario, it is assumed that 50% of
displaced boats in the wild section would relo-
cate to scenic section launch sites or would
continue to use the river within the scenic sec-
tion. There would be an overall decrease in boat
use of 15% for the primary season compared
with 1991 use levels. Boat use would total 1161
boats during the primary season. Passengers
would total 5,109 for the primary season with
associated recreation expenditures of $798,928
and boat expenditures of $201,277.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1018 under this scenario, which
represents an 8% decrease compared with the
1991 primary season. Passengers would total
4,480. Associated recreation expenditures
would be $700,544 with boating expenditures of
$176,490.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
total 113 in this scenario. Passengers would
number 497 with associated recreation and
boating expenditures of $77,744 and $19,586,
respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam would
be eliminated under this alternative. This would
eliminate 63 launches from the Hells Canyon
Creek launch site based on the 1991 primary
season. Similar to commercial powerboats un-
der Alternative D for the no flex scenario, it is
assumed that 50% of total launches would relo-

cate to a launch site downriver and 50% of the
launches would be eliminated. Under this sce-
nario, 30 launches would relocate downriver.
Passengers would total 132 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of $20,640
and $5,200, respectively.

The loss to the Dam area of 63 private power-
boat launches represents a loss of 276 passen-
gers with associated recreation and boating ex-
penditures of $43,168 and $10,875,
respectively.

Max Flex

Under this scenario, 75% of displaced boats
from the Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood Historic
Ranch river section would relocate to the Kirk-
wood Historic Ranch to Pittsburg section and
the scenic river. The other 25% would be elimi-
nated. Commercial boats would total 1,267 dur-
ing the primary season. Passengers would total
5,573 with associated recreation expenditures
of $871,352 and boating expenditures totaling
$219,522.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1,060 under this scenario. This
represents a 4% decrease from 1991 primary
season use levels. Passengers would total
4,663. Associated recreation expenditures
would total $729,108 with boating expenditures
of $183,686.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing wouid
number 157 under this scenario, a 22% de-
crease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Passengers would total 689 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of
$107,672 and $27,126, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam would
be eliminated under this scenario. A total of 50
launches would relocate down river. This repre-
sents a 20% decrease from 1991 primary sea-
son use levels. Passengers would total 221 with
associated recreation and boating expendi-
tures of $34,572 and $8,710 respectively.
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ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E implements the alternating week of
exclusive use strategy. During the exclusive mo-
torized use week, a daily maximum of 24 boats
at anyone time would be allowed in the wild
section. Given an average trip length of three
days, this averages out to eight boats per day.
This eight boat per day average will be used for
the analysis. During the exclusive non-
motorized week, private powerboat use in the
Hells Canyon Dam to Kirkwood Ranch section
would be eliminated; a maximum of six boats
would be permitted in the Kirkwood to Pittsburg
section. In the scenic section, for the primary
season, there would be an allocation of 20
boats per day from Friday through Sunday and
ten boats per day from Monday through Thurs-
day. This averages out to about 15 boats per
day in the scenic section. This average will be
used for analysis purposes.

Of the three launch sites, Cache Creek launch-
es would be the least affected since the majority
of these launches have destinations within the
scenic section of the river. For the no flex sce-
nario, it is assumed that 50% of displaced
launches would relocate to the on-week or to a
different river segment or both, and 50% would
be eliminated. For the max flex scenario, it is
assumed that 75% of displaced launches would
relocate and 25% would be eliminated.

No Flex

During the exclusive motorized week, private
powerboat use would not be restricted com-
pared to 1991 use levels. During the primary
season, private powerboat use would decrease
by 7% compared to 1991 use levels. Passen-
gers would total 5,562 with associated recre-
ation expenditures of $869,705 and boating ex-
penditures of $219,107.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1,060, a 4% decrease from 1991
use levels. Passengers would total 4,663. Asso-
ciated recreation expenditures totaled
$729,068 with boating expenditures of
$183,676.
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Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 157, a 22% reduction. Passengers
would number 690 with associated recreation
and boating expenditures of $107,869 and
$27,176, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam would
number 48 during the 1991 primary season.
Passengers would total 210 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of $32,767
and $8,255 respectively.

Max Flex

In this scenario, displaced use during the exclu-
sive non-motorized week would either switch to
a different river segment or to the exclusive mo-
torized week or both. Private powerboats would
total 1,314, with associated recreation expendi-
tures of $904,105 and boating expenditures of
$227,774.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1,080 under this scenario, a 2%
decrease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Passengers would total 4,754. Associated rec-
reation expenditures would total $743,344 with
boating expenditures of $187,273.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 179, an 11% decrease. In this scenario,
passengers would total 786 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of
$122,833 and $30,946, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam would
number 55, a 12% decrease from 1991 use lev-
els. Passengers would total 243 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of $37,927
and $9,555 respectively.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would completely eliminate private
powerboating in the wild section of the river for
the entire year. The scenic section would have
an allocation of 14 boats per day when monitor-
ing indicates this level has been exceeded for
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two consecutive years. While the analysis fo-
cuses on the primary season, there is a sub-
stantial amount of private powerboat use in the
secondary season. In 1991, there were atotal of
797 private powerboats in the river corridor dur-
ing the secondary season. This represents 37%
of the annual private powerboat use in the river
corridor. Passengers during the secondary sea-
son totaled 3,188 with associated recreation
and boating expenditures of $414,416. Informa-
tion is not currently available to make quantita-
tive estimates of the impact of this alternative on
use in the secondary season.

No Flex

Under the same assumptions as in Alternative
D, this scenario would result in a decrease of
15% in private powerboat use levels during the
primary season. Private powerboat use would
total 1161 boats. Passengers would total 5,109
in this scenario with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $798,928 and boat expenditures
of $201,277.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston/Clarkston area
would number 1,018, an 8 percent decrease
from 1991 levels. Passengers would total 4,480.
Associated recreation expenditures would be
$700,544 with boating expenditures of
$176,490.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 113, a 44% decrease from the 1991
primary season. Passengers would total 497
with associated recreation and boating expend-
itures of $77,744 and $19,586, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launches from Hells Canyon Dam would
be eliminated under this scenario. The effects
would be the same as under Alternative D.

Max Flex

Using the same assumptions as under Alterna-
tive F for commercial powerboats, displaced pri-
vate powerboat use from the wild section would
switch to the scenic section up to allowable
levels. This would result in an overall decrease
of 11% in private powerboat use during the pri-

mary season. Private powerboats would total
1,215 during the primary season. Passengers
would total 5,347 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $836,092 and boating expendi-
tures of $210,639.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1,038 under this scenario. This
represents a decrease of 6% from 1991 use
levels. Passengers would total 4,568. Associat-
ed recreation expenditures would be $714,230
with boating expenditures of $179,938.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 135, a decrease of 33% from the 1991
primary season. Passengers would total 593
with associated recreation and boating expend-
itures of $92,708 and $23,356, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launches from Hells Canyon Dam would
be eliminated in this alternative. However, a total
of 42 launches would relocate to Pittsburg or
Cache Creek launch sites under this scenario.
This represents a 33% decrease from 1991 use
levels at the Dam. Affected passengers would
total 186 and with associated recreation and
boating expenditures of $29,154 and $7,345,
respectively.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

During the primary season, Alternative G would
allocate six launches per day from Hells Canyon
Dam to Pittsburg Landing, except for Monday
through Wednesday in July and August. From
the second Monday in July through the
Wednesday before Labor Day, six launches per
day would be allowed in the wild section Thurs-
day through Sunday. Monday through Wednes-
day, the wild river from the top of Wild Sheep
Rapid to the upper landing at Kirkwood Historic
Ranch would be non-motorized. One launch
per day would be allowed from Hells Canyon
Dam to the top of Wild Sheep Rapid. From Pitts-
burg to Kirkwood Historic Ranch, five launches
per day would be allocated for day-use only.

During the primary season in the scenic section,
20 launches per day would be allowed Friday
through Sunday, plus an additional five launch-
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es per day, day-use only, would be permitted
from Cache Creek to the mouth of the Salmon
River.

The six launch per day allocation in the wild
section is a 20% increase over 1991 primary
season use levels. In the scenic section, an av-
erage of 16 launches a day would be allocated,
which represents a 45% increase over 1991 pri-
mary season use levels. During the
non-motorized Monday-Wednesday periods,
five launches per day would still be allowed in
the wild section of the river up to Kirkwood His-
toric Ranch coming from the scenic section.
One launch per day would be able to go from
the Hells Canyon Dam down to the top of Wild
Sheep Rapid.

The major impact of Alternative G in private
powerboat usage would be during the three-
day non-motorized windows. These windows
total 24 days during the primary season during
which motorized use would not be allowed in
the wild section of the river from Hells canyon
dam to the top of Wild Sheep Rapid. Using aver-
ages for the 1991 primary season, 36 boats
would be affected launching out of Cache
Creek, 38 boats would be affected launching
out of Pittsburg Landing and 13 boats would be
affected launching out of Hells Canyon Dam.

The no flex scenario assumes that 50% of these
boats would relocate to a different segment of
the river or choose a different period of the pri-
mary season to recreate or both. The max flex
scenario assumes that 75% of displaced boats
would relocate to a different river segment or
move to a different period during the primary
season.

No Fiex

Under this scenario, private powerboat use
would decrease by 4%. Private powerboats
would total 1,309 with a total of 5,760 passen-
gers. Associated recreation expenditures would
be $900,592 and boating expenditures
$226,889.

Cache Creek Launches. Private powerboat
launches out of the Lewiston-Clarkston area
would number 1,071 under this scenario. This
represents a 3% decrease from 1991 primary
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season use levels. Passengers totaled 4,712.
Associated recreation expenditures totaled
$736,848 with boating expenditures of
$185,636.

Pittsburg Landing Launches. Private power-
boats launching out of Pittsburg Landing would
number 182, a decrease of 9% from the 1991
primary season. Passengers would total 801
with associated recreation and boating expend-
itures of $125,216 and $31,546, respectively.

Hells Canyon Creek Launches. Private power-
boat launching from Hells Canyon Dam would
number 56 under this scenario which is an 11%
decrease compared with the 1991 primary sea-
son. Passengers would number 246 with asso-
ciated recreation and boating expenditures of
$38,528 and $9,706, respectively.

Max Flex

Boat numbers and economic impact under this
scenario would be the same as under Alterna-
tive A.

PRIVATE POWERBOATS: CUMULATIVE EF-
FECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would continue current manage-
ment direction. Figure IV-2 shows a projected
trend line for private powerboat use based on
past use levels from 1982 to 1991. Private pow-
erboat use would have a cumulative total of
19,424 boats between 1995 and 2004. Passen-
gers would total 85,466 with associated recre-
ation expenditures including boating expendi-
tures of $16,733,776.

ALTERNATIVE B

For analysis purposes, Alternative B would al-
low an average of six boats per day in the wild
section of the river with no limitations in the
scenic section. Assuming that once this alloca-
tion level is reached in the wild section use lev-
els in the scenic section would increase accord-
ingly, boat use levels and associated recreation
and boating expenditures would be the same
as Alternative A.
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ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C would limit use to four boats per
day in the wild section and five boats per day in
the scenic section, for a maximum total of nine
boats per day during the primary season. This
alternative would decrease cumulative private
powerboat use totals during the period 1995 to
2004 by 67% compared to Alternative A levels.
Passengers would total 28,424 with associated
recreation and boating expenditures of
$5,565,290.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would prohibit private powerboat
use from Hells Canyon Dam to the Kirkwood
Historic Ranch during the primary season. An
allocation level of six boats per day would be
implemented in the Kirkwood to Pittsburg sec-
tion when monitoring indicates this level is ex-
ceeded for two consecutive years. An allocation
level of 13 boats per day in the scenic section
would be implemented when monitoring indi-
cates this level has been exceeded for two con-
secutive years. For analysis purposes, it is as-
sumed use would be at 15 boats per day, which
is mid-way between the no flex scenario in the
direct and indirect effects section and the maxi-
mum number of boats allowed on the river per
day. This scenario would resuilt in a 38% de-
crease from Alternative A. Passengers would
total 53,416 with associated recreation and
boating expenditures of $10,458,610.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use during the primary sea-
son. During the week of exclusive motorized
use in the wild section, there would be a daily
maximum of 24 private powerboats permitted.
For analysis purposes, this averages to eight
boats per day given an average trip length of
three days per boat. During the week of exclu-
sive non-motorized use, no private powerboats
would be allowed from Hells Canyon Dam to the
Kirkwood Historic Ranch. Six boats per day
would be allowed in the Kirkwood to Pittsburg
section. For the entire primary season, there
would be an allocation of 20 boats per day in the
scenic section from Friday through Sunday and

an allocation of 10 boats per day Monday
through Thursday. Assuming displaced private
boat use from the exclusive non-motorized
weeks would either relocate to a different river
section or to the exclusive motorized week or
both, Alternative E would result in a total of
12,890 private powerboats during the primary
season from 1995 to 2004. This represents a
decrease of 34% from Alternative A levels. Pas-
sengers would total 56,716 with associated rec-
reation and boating expenditures of
$11,104,735.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would eliminate private boat use in
the entire wild section of the river during the
primary season. In the scenic section of the river
an allocation level of 14 boats per day would be
implemented when monitoring indicates this
level has been exceeded for two consecutive
years. With an allocation level of 14 private pow-
erboats per day, this alternative would decrease
private powerboat use by 39% from 1995 to
2004. Passengers would total 52,272 with asso-
ciated recreation and boating expenditures of
$10,234,620.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

During the primary season, Alternative G would
allocate six launches per day from Hells Canyon
Dam to Pittsburg Landing, with the following
exception: from the second Monday of July
through the Wednesday before Labor day, six
launches per day would be allowed to operate
in the wild section Thursday through Sunday.
Monday through Wednesday, from the top of
Wild Sheep Rapid to the upper landing at Kirk-
wood Historic Ranch, will be non-motorized.
One launch per day will be allowed from Hells
Canyon Dam to the top of Wild Sheep Rapid.
From Pittsburg to Kirkwood Historic Ranch, five
launches per day would be allocated for day-
use only.

During the primary season in the scenic section,
20 launches per day would be allowed Friday
through Sunday, plus an additional five launch-
es per day entering the scenic river through
Cache Creek for day-use only to the mouth of
the Salmon River.
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Based on the direct and indirect effects, Alterna-
tive G would resutlt in a 32% reduction in cumu-
lative use levels from 1995 to 2004 compared
with Alternative A cumulative use totals. Boats
would total 13,210 with 58,124 passengers. To-
tal recreation and boating expenditures would
total $11,380,415.

The above estimates are based on conservative
assumptions about recreationist responses to
the spatial and temporal reallocation of launch

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

opportunities. Over time, with the continuing
popularity of private powerboating in the river
corridor, use may expand up to the use levels
specified in this alternative. Based on the 1991
primary use season, private powerboat use
could increase to a maximum of 1,878 boats
during the primary season. If such is the case,
then cumulative totals for Alternative G would
be 7% less than under Alternative A, with com-
mensurate cumulative effects on recreation and
boating expenditures.
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RECREATION EXPENDITURES BY AREA:
COMMERCIAL AND PRIVATE POWER-
BOATS

Table IV-3 summarizes associated recreation
expenditures by launch area for each alterna-
tive for commercial and private powerboats
combined (boating operating expenses are in-
cluded in the total recreation expenditures). The
figures give an estimate of the potential impact
of the alternatives on communities within the
travel corridors of each launch site. For all three
areas , Alternative C would have the most eco-
nomic impact. This is primarily because of Alter-
native C's combined reduction in both scenic
and wild section launches. Alternative G wouid
have the least economic impact after Alterna-
tives A and B.

JETBOAT MANUFACTURERS: DIRECT AND
INDIRECT EFFECTS

A number of jetboat manufacturers are located
in the Lewiston-Clarkston area and in Boise,
idaho. Changes in allowable powerboat use lev-
els would potentially affect both commercial
and private demand for powerboats to be used
on the Snake River. About 20% of annual sales
from Lewiston-Clarkston manufacturers are for
use on the Snake River; about 95% of annual
sales from Boise manufacturers are for use on
the Snake River. In recent years, the 13 manu-
facturers in the Lewiston-Clarkston area have
produced about 700 boats annually with gross
sales revenue of $15 million. About 108 people
are employed annually. In Boise, the two com-
mercial manufacturers build between 50 and 75
boats annually, combined. Gross sales revenue
averages $2.5 million annually. Total employ-
ment ranges between 15 and 20 workers per
year.

Table IV-4 shows the estimated impact of the
alternatives on gross revenue for the two manu-
facturing areas. This assumes a direct correla-
tion between changes in allocated boat use and
annual jetboat sales. The Boise manufacturers
are affected more than the Lewiston-Clarkston
manufacturers because a much higher percent-
age of their boat sales are for use in the Hells
Canyon river corridor.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

COMMERCIAL FLOAT: DIRECT AND INDI-
RECT EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

In 1991 all commercial float trips originated from
the Hells Canyon Creek launch site near the
Hells Canyon Dam in the wild segment of the
river. Consequently, towns along the major trav-
el corridors, including Highway 86 from Baker
City to Copperfield on the Oregon side and
Highways 95 (Payette to Cambridge and south
from Riggins and areas north) would be poten-
tially affected by changes in commercial float
passenger use levels. The 16 operators who
had at least one launch during the 1991 primary
season had their operations based in 11 differ-
ent towns and cities.

There is currently a two launch per day alloca-
tion for multi-day trips and a one launch per
weekday allocation for one-day trips throughout
the primary season in the wild river. There are
currently no limits in the scenic section. For the
1991 primary season there were 198 launches
of 740 floatboats with a total of 2,096 passen-
gers. Launches averaged 1.7 per day with 3.7
boats per launch and 2.9 passengers per boat.
In 1991 permittee revenue totaled $707,652. As-
sociated recreation expenditures came to
$427,584.

ALTERNATIVE B

This alternative would continue the two launch-
es per day limit in the wild section with no limita-
tions in the scenic section. Since current use
levels are below the limits, no decrease in use
levels would occur and the economic impacts
would be the same as Alternative A for both the
no flex and max flex scenarios.

ALTERNATIVE C

Under this alternative there would be a two
launch per day limit in the wild section with a
one launch per day (commercial or private) limit
in the scenic section. Since current use levels
are below these limits, use levels would not de-
crease from current levels and the economic
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impacts would be the same as Alternative A for
both scenarios.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would allow two launches per day
from Hells Canyon Dam. Launches would not
be permitted in the scenic section during the
primary season. One day floats with jetbacks
would be eliminated during the primary season.

The major economic impact of this alternative
would be the elimination of the one-day floats
with jetbacks and the jetbacks associated with
multi-day float trips since motorized use would
not be permitted in the wild section. During the
1991 primary season, two permittees had one-
day float permits. The two outfitters had a com-
bined total of 40 trips, 279 passengers, $16,939
in operator revenue and $33,480 in associated
recreation expenditures.

The elimination of jetbacks would potentially in-
crease the time and expenditures necessary for
recreationists to engage in multi-day float trips.
The effect on the demand for multi-day float
trips would depend on consumer expectations,
operator marketing, advertising and pricing pol-
icies, and the existence of dependable shuttle
services, among a variety of factors.

It is assumed that because of (1) the popularity
of commercial rafting, as evidenced by a 27%
increase in passengers between 1985 and 1991
despite a 60% increase in revenues per passen-
ger (cost to the passenger); (2) the increased
quality of the float experience during the three
day non-motorized periods as perceived by a
segment of float recreationists; and (3) the fact
that other rivers without jetbacks are not experi-
encing declines in use (W. Fine; personal com-
munication), there would not be a decrease in
demand for commercial float trips because of
increased reliance on land transportation.
Therefore, the primary economic impact would
be the loss of the one-day floats.

No Flex
Under this scenario, all one-day float trips would

be eliminated and recreationists would not
switch to multi-day float trips. Commercial float

trips would number 158, a 20 percent decrease
from 1991 primary season use levels. Permittee
revenues would total $690,713. Passengers
would number 1,817 with associated recreation
expenditures of $394,104.

Max Flex

Under this scenario, 50% of the recreationists
who could no longer take one-day floats would
take a muiti-day float trip instead. The other 50%
would no longer recreate on the river. Under this
scenario, launches would total 178, a 10% de-
crease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Permittee revenue would total $699,182. Pas-
sengers would total 1,956 with associated
expenditures of $410,844.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use strategy. During the week
of exclusive non-motorized use, launches
would be limited to three per day in the wild
section and one launch, commercial or private,
in the scenic section. During the week of exclu-
sive motorized use, launches would not be per-
mitted in the wild section. One launch,
commercial or private, per day would be
permitted in the scenic section. One day floats
with jetbacks would be eliminated during the
primary season.

Assuming that commercial float launches do
not relocate to the scenic section, the alternat-
ing weeks of motorized and non-motorized use
would potentially affect the ability of commercial
outfitters to hire guides and other employees.
From a labor perspective, there may be a de-
crease in demand for primary season jobs with
commercial outfitters who can offer employ-
ment only on alternating weeks. if such is the
case, operators may have to increase wages
and other benefits to attract employees, which
in turn may result in increased trip costs for
passengers.

No Flex
In this scenario, float trips would be eliminated

during the motorized week and the 1991 prima-
ry season per day average would remain the
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same during the non-motorized weeks. Float
trips would number 98, which represents a 51%
decrease from 1991 primary season use levels.
Permittee revenues would total $349,359 with
associated recreation expenditures  of
$213,792.

Max Flex

In this scenario, float trips would be eliminated
during the motorized week and would increase
to the maximum per day launches allowed un-
der this alternative, 3 per day during the non-
motorized weeks. Float trips would number 173
under this scenario, a decrease of 10% com-
pared with the 1991 primary season. Permittee
revenue would total $615,515. Passengers
would number 1,829 with associated recreation
expenditures of $373,014.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would allow a maximum of 100
users per day, either commercial of private. In
1991 for all float passengers, 58% were private
and 42% were commercial passengers. This
translates into 23.2 private passengers and
16.5 commercial passengers per day for the
primary season. Assuming this ratio holds, the
100 passenger per day allocation would result
in a maximum of 58 private floatboaters and 42
commercial floatboaters. Alternative F would
eliminate the use of jetbacks and one-day floats
because of the elimination of motorized use in
the wild section of the river. The impacts would
be the same as for Alternative D for both scenar-
ios.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

There would be a continuation of the two launch
per day allocation from Hells Canyon Dam. The
two temporary one-day float permits at Hells
Canyon Dam would be eliminated beginning
with the 1995 primary season. Float permittees
would be allowed to use a multi-day launch date
for the purpose of a one-day float, as long as the
permittees can secure jetbacks from the exist-
ing daily allocation of commercial motorized
use. One-day floats would not be permitted dur-
ing the three-day non-motorized periods.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

The main economic impacts from this alterna-
tive would be the elimination of jetbacks during
the three-day non-motorized periods and the
loss of the two one-day float permits. In certain
cases, for those float parties wanting a jetback,
trip lengths may have to be shortened or length-
ened so the end of the trip coincides with a
motorized day. Those floaters choosing to re-
turn during the three-day non-motorized period
would have to rely on land transportation. Simi-
lar to Alternatives D and F, the primary econom-
ic impact would be the loss of the one-day
floats, hence the economic impacts would be
the same as these alternatives.

COMMERCIAL FLOAT:
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would continue current manage-
ment direction. There is a two launch per day
limit in the wild section during the primary sea-
son. There is no limit on floatcraft use in the
scenic section. Since there is no current com-
mercial float use in the scenic section, it is as-
sumed commercial float activities would not ex-
pand to the scenic section when the allocation
level is reached in the wild section. Based on
use data from 1982 to 1991, commercial multi-
day float launches would reach the maximum
allowable launches (based on a 115 day sea-
son) in 1996. Currently, the two operators who
hold temporary one-day float permits can
launch a maximum of one trip per day (total)
during the primary season. It is assumed that
the average annual increase in one-day floats
would be the same as for the multi-day float
launches. It is also assumed that the temporary
one-day float permits would remain in effect
during the period 1995-2004.

Commercial float launches would number 2,931
for the period 1995 to 2004. Multi-day launches
would number 2,265 and one-day floats would
number 666. Passengers would number 28,626
with associated recreation expenditures of
$5,167,356. Permittee revenue would total
$7,565,958.
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ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B continues the two launch per day
limit in the wild section of the river with no limita-
tions on float use in the scenic section. Eco-
nomic impacts would be the same as Alterna-
tive A.

ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C would continue the two launch per
day limit in the wild section of the river and
would place a one launch per day limit in the
scenic river which could be either a commercial
or private float launch. Under the assumption in
Alternative A that commercial float activity in the
scenic section would not develop, this restric-
tion would not affect commercial float use. Con-
sequently, the economic impacts are the same
as for Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would continue the two launch per
day limit in the wild section and would eliminate
commercial float use in the scenic section.
Since motorized use would not be permitted in
the wild section of the river, one-day floats
would be effectively eliminated. Multi-day com-
mercial float launch opportunities would not be
affected. Passengers would total 23,964, a de-
crease of 16% compared with Alternative A for
1995 to 2004. Permittee revenue would total
$7,284,240. Associated recreation expendi-
tures would be $4,607,916.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use strategy. During the week
of exclusive use for floaters, commercial launch-
es in the wild section of the river would be al-
lowed to increase to three per day. During the
week of exclusive use for motorized users, no
commercial launches would be allowed in the
wild section of the river. For the entire primary
season, there would be a one launch per day,
commercial or private, limit in the scenic section
of the river when monitoring has indicated this
level has been exceeded. Assuming commer-
cial float operators would not move to the scenic
section, there would be a maximum of 173
launches for the entire primary season (based

on a 115 day primary season). Commercial float
launches would total 2,063 during 1995-2004.
This is a 30% decrease in total launches com-
pared with Alternative A. Total permittee reve-
nue would be $5,704,539 with passengers
totaling 20,634. Associated recreation expendi-
tures would be $3,799,232.

ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would limit float use in the wild
section to a maximum of 100 people per day,
either commercial or private floaters, during the
primary season. Commercial launches would
be prohibited in the scenic section during the
primary season. Based on the current (1991)
level of float passenger use, and assuming the
relative proportion of commercial and private
float passengers stays the same, this alternative
would result in up to 42 commercial and 58
private float passengers per day during the pri-
mary season. Similar to Alternative D, Alterna-
tive F would effectively eliminate one-day floats
during during the primary season since motor-
ized use would be eliminated in the wild section
of the river. Cumulative economic impacts
would be the same as for Alternative D.

ALTERNATIVE G

Alternative G would eliminate the two one-day
float permits beginning in 1995. Although float
operators would be able to use a multi-day
launch opportunity to conduct a one-day float,
it would be counted towards the two launch per
day maximum. Currently, the two one-day float
permits are considered separately from the
multi-day launches. There is a one launch per
day maximum for the two one-day float opera-
tors combined. Consequently, Alternative G
would not affect multi-day launch opportunities
and would eliminate the separate one-day
floats. The cumulative economic impacts would
be the same as for Alternatives D and F.

PRIVATE FLOAT: DIRECT AND INDIRECT
EFFECTS
ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A continues current management di-
rection. Currently there is a three launch per day
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allocation in the wild river section with no restric-
tions in the scenic section. In 1991 there were a
total 260 launches with 1,047 floatboats during
the primary season. Private float use accounted
for 2,670 passengers with associated expendi-
tures of $630,864. On an average per day basis
during the primary season in 1991, there were
2.3 launches from Hells Canyon Creek launch
site and 0.1 launches in the scenic section.

ALTERNATIVE B

This alternative would continue the current
three launch per day allocation in the wild sec-
tion with no restrictions in the scenic section.
Use levels and associated expenditures would
be the same as Alternative A for both scenarios.

ALTERNATIVE C

This alternative would continue the three launch
per day allocation in the wild section and pro-
vide one launch per day, commercial or private,
in the scenic section. Since current use levels
are below these allocation levels, use levels and
associated expenditures would be the same as
Alternative A for both scenarios.

ALTERNATIVE D

Under Alternative D, athree launch per day allo-
cation would be in place for the wild section and
no launches would be permitted in the scenic
section.

Alternative D would eliminate jetbacks during
the primary season. For reasons similar to those
discussed under Alternative D for commercial
floatboats, the elimination of jetbacks would not
appreciably affect the demand for private float
trips in the river corridor.

No Flex

Under this scenario, launches in the wild sec-
tion would remain the same and scenic launch-
es would be eliminated. Launches would total
248, a 5% decrease from the 1991 primary sea-
son use levels. Passengers would total 2,547.
Associated recreation expenditures would be
$601,747.
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Max Flex

Under this scenario, displaced scenic launches
would relocate to the wild section. In this case,
the economic impacts would be the same as for
Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use strategy. During the ex-
clusive non-motorized week, there would be a
maximum of four launches per day in the wild
section and one launch per day, commercial or
private, in the scenic section. During the exclu-
sive motorized week, private floatboat launches
in the wild section would be prohibited and one
launch per day, commercial or private, would be
allowed in the scenic section.

No Flex

During the exclusive non-motorized week, aver-
age per day launches would remain the same.
No launches would occur during the motorized
week. Launches would total 136 under this sce-
nario, a decrease of 48% in comparison with
1991 primary season use levels. Passengers
would total 1,394 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $329,383.

Max Flex

Under this scenario, it is assumed that average
launches per day from the Dam would increase
to the maximum allowable under this alternative
during the non-motorized week, 3 per day. Sce-
nic section launches would remain the same.
Launches would total 178, a 32% decrease from
1991 primary season use levels. Passengers
would total 1,828 with associated recreation ex-
penditures of $431,899.

ALTERNATIVE F

This alternative would limit float use in the wild
river section to 100 people per day, commercial
or private. Private float use would be prohibited
in the scenic section. In 1991 for ali float passen-
gers, 59% were private and 41% were commer-
cial passengers. This translates into 18.4 com-
mercial passengers and 26.3 commercial
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passengers per day for current use. Jetbacks
would be eliminated since motorized use would
not be permitted in the wild section of the river.
As discussed under Alternative D, the loss of
jetbacks would not result in any change from
1891 private floatboat use levels.

No Flex

Under this scenario in the wild section, both
private and commercial float use could double
from current levels and still be under the 100
person maximum. In the scenic section, 0.1
launches per day would be lost. Boat use levels
and economic impacts would be the same as
Alternative D under the no flex scenario.

Max Flex

Economic impacts would be the same as dis-
cussed under Alternative D.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

Alternative G provides for three launches per
day in the wild section of the river during the
primary season. One launch per day would be
allowed Friday through Sunday from both Pitts-
burg Landing and Dug Bar. For Monday
through Thursday, allow an average of one
launch per day from both Pittsburg and Dug
Bar. Private float launches and economic im-
pacts would be the same as under Alternative A
under both scenarios.

PRIVATE FLOATBOATS: CUMULATIVE
EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A would continue current manage-
ment direction. There is currently a three launch
per day limit in the wild section of the river for
private floatboats. Private float launches in-
creased 2.5% for the period 1982 to 1992. The
average annual change was 1.2%. Based on
use from 1982 to 1992, private floatboat launch-
es would total 3,446 during 1995-2004. Passen-
gers would total 35,356 people with associated
recreation expenditures of $8,355,861.

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B would continue the three launch
per day limitation in the wild section of the river
with no restrictions on float use in the scenic
section. The economic impacts would be the
same as Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C would continue the allocation level
of three launches per day in the wild section of
the river. A one launch per day limitation, com-
mercial or private, would be implemented in the
scenic section of the river. Assuming private
float use would expand in the scenic section of
the river as the allocation level in the wild sec-
tion is reached, use levels and economic im-
pacts would be the same as Alternative A.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would limit private float launches in
the wild section to three launches per day dur-
ing the primary season and eliminate float use
in the scenic section. It is assumed that dis-
placed private floaters from the scenic section
would use the wild section of the river. If this
assumption is correct, then boat use levels and
economic impacts would be the same as Alter-
native A.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
week of exclusive use strategy. During the week
of exclusive non-motorized use, there would be
a maximum of 3 launches per day in the wild
section. During the week of exclusive motorized
use, there would be no launches permitted in
the wild section. For the entire primary season,
a maximum of one launch per day, commercial
or private, would be allowed in the scenic sec-
tion. Cumulative launches would total 1,780, a
decrease of 48% in comparison with Alternative
A. Passengers would total 18,263 with associat-
ed recreation expenditures of $4,316,144.

ALTERNATIVE F
Alternative F would allow a maximum of 100

passengers per day in the wild section, com-
mercial or private, and would prohibit private

IV-130



float launches in the scenic section. Assuming
private use in the scenic section would expand
to the wild section, floatboat use levels and eco-
nomic impacts would be the same as for Alter-
native A.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

Alternative G provides for three launches per
day in the wild section of the river during the
primary season. Private float launches and eco-
nomic impacts would be the same as under
Alternative A.

COMMERCIAL AND PRIVATE FLOATBOATS:
SUMMARY OF ASSOCIATED RECREATION
EXPENDITURES

Table IV-5 summarizes recreation expenditures
related to commercial and float use by alterna-
tive. These figures are summaries of the direct

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

and indirect effects for commercial and private
floatboats. Since virtually all commercial and
private float trips launch from Hells Canyon
Dam, this table gives an estimate of the poten-
tial economic impacts on communities which lie
along the travel corridors to the Dam.

SUMMARY TABLES

Tables V-6 and IV-7 summarize the direct and
indirect economic impacts for commercial and
private jetboaters and commercial and private
floatboaters, respectively. Table IV-8 summariz-
es the cumulative economic impacts by alterna-
tive for power and floatboaters. Table IV-9
shows displaced recreationists by boat activity
by alternative, based on 1991 use levels. Table
IV-10 shows the cumulative displaced recre-
ationists by alternative for the period
1995-2004.
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Table IV-6

Annual Commerclal and Private Powerboat Revenue and Expenditure Impacts, by Alternative*

(Thousands $)
A B C D E F G
Commerclal Powerboat:
Permittee Revenue
No Flex 1,040 1,040 564 624 816 624 899
Max Flex 1,040 1,040 708 832 914 727 951
Recreation Expenditures
No Flex 1,765 1,765 940 1,021 1,332 1,021 1,537
Max Flex 1,765 1,765 1,144 1,390 1,491 1,205 1,623
Total: No Flex $2,805 $2,805 $1,904 $1,645 $2,149 $1,644 $2,436
Total: Max Flex $2,805 $2,805 $1,852 $2,222 $2,404 $1,932 $2,574
Private Powerboat:
Recreation Expenditures
No Flex 938 938 444 799 870 799 901
Max Flex 938 938 444 871 904 836 816
Boating Expenditures
No Flex 236 236 112 201 219 176 227
Max Flex 236 236 112 220 228 21 231
Total: No Flex $1,175 $1,175 $556 $1,000 $1,089 $975 $1,128
Total: Max Flex $1,175 $1,175 $556 $1,001 $1,132 $1,047 $1,147

1 Based on 1991 use data.
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Table IV-7

Annual Primary Season Commercial and Private Floatboat Total Revenue and Expenditure Impacts, by

Alternative® (Thousands $)

A B C D E F G
A
Commerclal Float
Permittee Revenue
No Flex 708 708 708 691 349 691 691
Max Flex 708 708 708 699 616 699 699
Recreation Expenditures
No Flex 428 428 428 394 214 394 394
Max Flex 428 428 428 411 373 411 411
Total: No Flex $1,136 $1,136 $1,136 $1,085 $563 $1,085 | $1,085
Total: Max Flex $1,136 $1,136 $1,136 $1,110 $989 $1,110 | $1,110
Private Float
Recreation Expenditures
No Flex 631 631 631 602 329 602 631
Max Flex 631 631 631 631 432 631 631

1

Based on 1991 use data.
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Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

NON-RECREATIONAL RIVER USES (LIVE-
STOCK RANCHES/INHOLDINGS): DIRECT,
INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

ALTERNATIVE A

Alternative A continues current management di-
rection of unlimited access to grazing allot-
ments and inholdings for both the primary and
secondary seasons.

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B continues current management di-
rection of unlimited access to grazing allot-
ments and inholdings for both the primary and
secondary seasons.

ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C would restrict the allowable num-
ber of powerboat trips to the grazing allotments
and inholdings. From Hells Canyon Dam to Kirk-
wood Historic Ranch, a maximum of two trips a
week would be allowed to the Temperance
Creek Allotment and no access would be al-
lowed to the Sheep Creek Allotment during the
primary season. Access would continue to be
unlimited during the secondary season. Cur-
rently, powerboat trips necessary for commer-
cial operations on the Temperance Creek Allot-
ment average between two and three trips per
week during the primary season (Chuck Ander-
son, personal communication). This is only an
average, however. Some weeks no trips are
made and other weeks several trips might be
made. At times the two trips per week restriction
may result in increased economic costs and lost
revenue for the Temperance Creek grazing op-
eration. Currently, grazing operations at the
Sheep Creek Allotment occur only during the
secondary season.

From the Kirkwood Historic Ranch to Pittsburg,
there would be a limit of one trip per day to the
Kirby Creek inholding during the primary sea-
son. Access restrictions may affect the property
value of the inholding and may also result in
increased maintenance and transportation
costs. Access would be unlimited during the
secondary season.

In the scenic section, there would be a one
round-trip per day limit to all grazing allotments
and inholdings during the primary season. Ac-
cess restrictions in comparison with the current
situation may affect inholding property values
and result in increased costs and lost revenue
for livestock ranches which are dependent on
river access for at least some portion of their
operations. During the secondary season there
would be unlimited access.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would eliminate all motorized ac-
cess to the Temperance Creek and Sheep
Creek Allotments in the wild river from the Hells
Canyon Dam to Kirkwood Historic Ranch. Ac-
cess would be unlimited during the secondary
season. This alternative would result in the Tem-
perance Creek Allotment becoming economi-
cally unviable during the primary season. The
Sheep Creek Allotment would not be affected
as discussed under Alternative C.

Access restrictions and potential economic ef-
fects from the Kirkwood Historic Ranch to Pitts-
burg and in the scenic section would be the
same as Alternative C.

ALTERNATIVE E

Alternative E would implement the alternating
weeks of exclusive motorized and non-
motorized use. Duning the exclusive motorized
weeks, there would be no limitations on access
to the Temperance and Sheep Creek Allot-
ments. During the exclusive non-motorized
weeks, no motorized access would be allowed
to these allotments. Economic costs associated
with this alternative would be minimal with the
exception of instances where machinery breaks
down at critical periods (such as the haying
season) and repairs are hampered by the ac-
cess restrictions during the non-motorized
weeks. In such cases, economic costs may be
substantial. Access would be unrestricted dur-
ing the secondary season.

Access restrictions and potential economic ef-
fects from the Kirkwood Historic Ranch to Pitts-
burg and in the scenic section would be the
same as Alternative C.
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ALTERNATIVE F

Alternative F would eliminate motorized access
to the Temperance Creek and Sheep Creek Al-
lotments, year-long. This would effectively elimi-
nate livestock grazing on these allotments.

Access restrictions and potential economic ef-
fects from the Kirkwood Historic Ranch to Pitts-
burg and in the scenic section would be the
same as Alternative C.

ALTERNATIVE G - PREFERRED

Alternative G would allow one trip per day dur-
ing the primary season from Pittsburg Landing
to Temperance Creek, and access would be
unregulated during the secondary season.
Since current powerboat trips average between
two and three trips per week during the primary
season, this alternative would not affect Tem-
perance Creek Allotment operations.

Powerboats to the Sheep Creek Allotment
would be eliminated. Currently, Sheep Creek
allotment operates only during the secondary
season, so Alternative G would not affect Sheep
Creek Allotment operations.

MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION COSTS

The following table shows an estimate of ex-
penditures needed to manage the river in an
administratively efficient manner.

Alternative Amount Percent
($) Change

from Alt A

A 463,900 NA

B 463,900 0%

Cc 441,000 -5%

D 418,800 -11%

E 457,900 -1%

F 375,500 -19%

G 463,900 0%
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"Administratively efficient* refers to the portion
of total program funding that reaches the field
for on-river management. Administratively effi-
cient management schemes that adequately
protect the river resource, ORV's and improve
social conditions for recreationists are most de-
sirable because more funding reaches the field
level for on-river management of the resource.
(reference analysis file for more detailed discus-
sion of administrative efficiency).

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH
PLANS AND POLICIES OF OTH-
ER JURISDICTIONS

Alternatives described in this FEIS were re-
viewed for consistency with other plans and pol-
icies. All alternatives were determined to be
consistent with the 1990 Resource Planning Act
and the Oregon and Idaho Departments of Envi-
ronmental Quality.

The following plans will be addressed more
specifically:

ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS CON-
SERVATION ACT

All of the alternatives in this FEIS would contin-
ue to provide owners of private inholdings rea-
sonable access. The level of motorized access
varies by alternative as displayed in Chapter |l of
this FEIS.

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM
ACT

The primary use of the river corridor by Native
Americans for religious purposes appears to
have been to develop unique, individual links
with the natural world. Although no continuing
religious practices have been identified within
the river corridor, several sites which were once
important to the area’s native inhabitants are
known. Protection of these sites and coopera-
tion with Indian Tribes to identify other sites
would continue under all the alternatives.

As presented in the Environmental Conse-
quences on the Historic and Prehistoric Out-
standingly Remarkable Value section of this
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chapter, all of the alternatives would have the
potential for site discovery and disturbance.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

All of the alternatives in this FEIS would contin-
ue to provide access to individuals with disabili-
ties. The level type of access (motorized, non-
motorized, and aircraft) varies by alternative as
displayed in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

CLEAN AIR ACT

All of the alternatives in this FEIS are in compli-
ance with state and federal clean air laws. The
Class | Hells Canyon Wilderness boundary is
one-quarter mile from the river boundary. A
screening analysis of prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) increment consumption has
been accomplished to ensure the jetboat emis-
sions for sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and
nitrogen dioxide are insignificant and well within
the PSD Class | increment. This analysis
showed increment consumption is very small.
Baseline for SO2 and TSP was established in
1978 (NOx was established in 1988) at a time
when jetboat use was already established. Con-
sequently, a significant portion of the emissions
are within baseline. A similar analysis was ac-
complished for campfire emissions with no sig-
nificant increment consumption indicated. In
addition, emissions in all of the alternatives in
this FEIS are sufficiently low that the air quality
related values (visibility, odor, water quality, fau-
na, flora, cultural, and archeological resources),
established for the Hells Canyon Wilderness
would not be significantly impacted by pro-
posed levels of jetboat activity. Reference the
analysis file for further discussion on the Class
| air resource of the Hells Canyon Wilderness.

WILDERNESS ACT

The sound of engines within the wild and scenic
river corridor predates the establishment of the
HCNRA, the Wild and Scenic Snake River, and
the Hells Canyon Wilderness. Wilderness regu-
lations are for administering lands within wilder-
ness boundaries and are not intended to create
and/or enforce "buffer zones" for activities oc-
curring on adjacent lands. Wilderness manage-

ment standards and values cannot be applied
to river corridor activities.

The Hells Canyon NRA Act recognized motor-
ized rivercraft as a valid use of the Snake River
within the recreation area (Section 10(d)). The
Act further states the HCNRA will be adminis-
tered in a manner compatible with conservation
of wilderness values contributing to the public
benefit. Reference Appendix C for further dis-
cussion.

U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RECOV-
ERY PLANS

All alternatives would comply with the U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service Recovery Plans for endan-
gered species. No adverse effects not already
identified in the FEIS for the Forest Plan would
result from implementation of any alternative.

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
Spring and Summer Chinook Salmon

All of the alternatives in this FEIS would comply,
and are consistent with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

All actions would comply with federal historic
preservation law and regulations, including Ex-
ecutive Order 11593, Section 106 and 110 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, and
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of
1979, as amended.

RECREATION

All alternatives would continue to meet the rec-
reational demands projected in the Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans of
Oregon and Idaho (12/88 and 1/89, respective-

ly).

None of the alternatives in this FEIS would con-
flict with the management of the Lower Salmon
River Management Plan administered by the
Bureau of Land Management.
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PROBABLE ADVERSE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED

Implementing any alternative would result in
some adverse environmental effects that can-
not be avoided. Standards, guidelines, and miti-
gation measures are intended to keep the ex-
tent and duration of these effects within
acceptable levels, but adverse effects cannot
be completely eliminated. The following ad-
verse environmental consequences would be
associated to some extent with all the alterna-
tives,

RECREATION

Loss or reduction of some opportunities due to
development and/or management for other rec-
reation opportunities or other resource objec-
tives.

Reduction of the recreation experience for Hells
Canyon Wilderness Area users due to sounds
generated by motorized watercraft and aircraft.

FISH/WILDLIFE/PLANT HABITAT

Loss or reduction of habitat for some species as
a result of fluctuating clear water flows in some
portions of the river corridor.

Loss or reduction of habitat for some plant spe-
cies as aresult of recreation use, and/or ecolog-
ical changes resulting from non-native species.

Displacement of wildlife when their habitat is
disturbed by recreation use.

SCENERY

Reduction in the unique waterway sounds of
the scenic ORV as a result of motorized water-
craft and aircraft use and the sounds generated
by the physical presence of other recreationists.

WATERSHED

Contamination of water sources due to in-
creased human use of the HCNRA.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

Loss of soils from vegetated areas and beaches
resulting from recreation use.

Loss of soils from vegetated areas and beaches
resulting from fluctuating clear water flows.

AIR QUALITY

Short-term reduction in air quality due to emis-
sions resulting from motorized recreation use.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Continuation of (and/or increases in) fire haz-
ards from dispersed recreation use.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SHORT-TERM USES AND
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Short-term use of the land includes the day-to-
day and even year-to-year activities that visitors
and Forest Service managers engage in while in
the river corridor. It includes activities that physi-
cally remove resources from the land, such as
hunting, fishing, and berry picking as well as
activities that do not, such as rafting, power-
boating, scenery viewing, hiking, and photogra-
phy. Short-term actions include management
activities such as vegetation management often
performed to permit, encourage, or discourage
other activities, such as those noted above.

Long-term productivity refers to the land’s con-
tinuing ability to produce commodities; such as
fish, wildlife and plant products; as well as
amenities; such as scenery and recreation op-
portunities, for future generations. This ability
depends on management practices and uses
that do not impair soil productivity or water qual-
ity to the point they are no longer capable of
providing habitat; alter the natural landscape
beyond its ability to recover; or impair geologic
features to the extent they lose identity. in creat-
ing the Hells Canyon NRA, Congress specifical-
ly recognized its unique natural beauty, histori-
cal and archeological, recreational, and
ecological values. Therefore, management de-
cisions must be based on the land’s continuing
capability to provide these values rather than on
urgency, short-term economics, or short-term
needs.
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The continued spread of non-native vegetation
affects the long-term ability to provide unique
recreation, scenic, and ecological values for
which it was established (all alternatives).

The continued decline of beaches and shore
line affects the long-term productivity of the area
by reducing habitat for some species of fish,
wildlife and plants; as well as reducing opportu-
nities for some types of outdoor recreation (all
alternatives).

IRREVERSIBLE AND [IRRE-
TRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

Irreversible resource commitments are actions
which either deplete a non-renewable resource
or disturb another resource to the point it can-
not be renewed within 100 years. Examples of
irreversible commitments are the disturbance of
cultural sites, the loss or destruction of a signifi-
cant geologic feature, or the loss of critical habi-
tat.

Irretrievable resource commitments are oppor-
tunities for resource use lost for a period of time
because that resource is being used for some
other, generally incompatible, purpose. Exam-
ples of irretrievable resource commitments are
the loss of developed recreation opportunities
in areas where wildlife management is the em-
phasis or, conversely, the loss of wildlife habitat
opportunities in highly-developed recreation ar-
eas. Irretrievable commitments may not extend
forever, because they can be altered through
changes in management direction.

IRREVERSIBLE RESOURCE COM-
MITMENTS

Standards and guidelines designed to protect
resources that could be irreversibly affected are
included in all the action alternatives. Neverthe-
less, the potential for irreversible losses remains
and the primary ones are noted below.

Loss of soil and beach resources resulting from
onshore and water-based recreation use is an
irreversible condition (all alternatives).

Loss of soil and beach resources resulting from
fluctuating clear water flows is an irreversible
condition (all alternatives).

The use of fossil fuels to manage the river corri-
dor and expended by recreationists getting to
and in the river corridor is an irreversible re-
source commitment (all alternatives). Alterna-
tives encouraging higher levels of visitation and
management would cause higher consumption
of fossil fuels (Alternatives A, B, and Alternatives
D and F in the scenic section).

Contamination of surface and/or groundwater
from recreation use is an irreversible commit-
ment that is more likely under alternatives that
promote higher levels of recreation use.

IRRETRIEVABLE RESOURCE COM-
MITMENTS

All seven alternatives contain irretrievable re-
source commitments. They are unavoidable be-
cause it is impossible to manage resources for
any purpose without precluding the opportunity
to use them for some other purpose. Some of
the major irretrievable resource commitments
included in the alternatives are listed below.

RECREATION

Managing areas of the river corridor for recre-
ation reduces opportunities to manage them for
wildlife or plant habitat.

Managing some portions of the river corridor for
developed recreation precludes opportunities
to manage them for dispersed recreation.

Managing some portions of the river corridor for
some forms of non-motorized recreation pre-
cludes opportunities for motorized recreation in
those areas and vice versa.

Increasing recreation use levels reduces oppor-
tunities for more quiet, remote types of recre-
ation experiences.
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FISH/WILDLIFE/PLANT HABITAT

Managing some areas primarily as habitat pre-
cludes opportunities for some forms of recre-
ation.

Managing fish habitat to benefit some species
reduces opportunities to benefit other species.

WETLANDS

Managing areas as wetland habitat precludes
opportunities to manage them for some types of
recreation and for species not adapted to wet-
lands.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
UNCHANGED BY ALTER-
NATIVES

Regardless of the alternative, the fluctuating
clear water flows and the associated environ-
mental effects would continue as a result of the
Hells Canyon Dam complex.

Regardless of the alternative, access to the river
corridor through the major portals and trail sys-
tems would continue to be available.

Regardless of the alternative, there is the con-
tinued potential for naturally occurring wildfire.
Occurrence would be random in both time and
space.

Regardiess of the alternative, fish would contin-
ue to inhabit and migrate through the river corri-
dor.

SPECIFICALLY REQUIRED
DISCLOSURES

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT

Regardless of the alternative, protection of list-
ed species would take precedence over any
management activities.

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

The MacFarlane’s four-o'clock is the only en-
dangered plant species within the river corridor.
No adverse effect on this species is anticipated
in any alternative with the prescribed mitigation
in Chapter II.

The peregrine falcon and bald eagle are identi-
fied as threatened and endangered species,
respectively. Neither the peregrine falcon nor
the bald eagle is known to nest within the river
corridor; neither species would be affected by
any alternative.

The sockeye salmon and spring/summer and
fall chinook salmon are identified as
endangered/threatened, respectively. Effects
on these fisheries and their habitats is present-
ed in this chapter under "Environmental Conse-
quences on the Fisheries Outstandingly Re-
markable Values®.

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON
PRIME FARM LAND, RANGE LAND,
AND FOREST LAND

All alternatives are in keeping with the intent of
Secretary of Agriculture Memorandum 1827
(reference analysis file) for protection of prime
farm land, rangeland, and forest iand. Regard-
less of the alternative, the wild and scenic tiver
corridor will be managed with a sensitivity to the
effects which their management may have on
prime lands, whether the prime lands lie within
private or public ownership.

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS OF
ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives encouraging higher levels of visita-
tion and management would cause higher con-
sumption of fossil fuels (Alternatives A, B, and E,
and Alternatives D and F in the scenic section).

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON
TREATY OR OTHER RESERVED
RIGHTS OF INDIAN TRIBES AND IN-
DIVIDUALS

Certain rights and privileges are afforded mem-
bers of the Nez Perce Tribe by virtue of the 1855
treaty. The treaty states in Article 3, *The exclu-
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sive right of taking fish in all the streams where
running through or bordering said reservation is
further secured to said Indians; as also the right
of taking fish at all usual and accustomed plac-
es in common with citizens of the Territory; and
of erecting temporary buildings for curing, to-
gether with the privilege of hunting, gathering
roots and berries, and pasturing their horse and
cattle upon open and unclaimed land."

All of the alternatives would continue to provide
forthe rights and privileges afforded tribal mem-
bers as discussed below:

Taking of Fish. Alternatives with the highest
levels of recreation access and use (Alterna-
tives A and B, and Alternatives D and F in the
scenic section) would provide relatively easy
access for fishing rights and privileges within
the river corridor. Alternatives with lower levels
of recreation access and use (Alternatives C
and E, and Alternatives D and F in the wild
section) would continue to provide access for
taking of fish but at reduced levels and/or limit-
ed modes of access, although it is anticipated
there would be more fish available for taking.

Hunting. Alternatives with the highest levels of
recreation access and use (Alternatives A and
B, and Alternatives D and F in the scenic sec-
tion) would provide relatively easy access for
hunting rights and privileges within the river cor-
ridor, Alternatives with lower levels of recreation
access and use (Alternatives C and E, and Al-
ternatives D and F in the wild section) would
continue to provide access for hunting but at
reduced levels and/or with limited modes of ac-
cess, although it is anticipated there would be
more game available for taking.

Gathering Roots and Berries. Alternatives with
the highest levels of recreation access and use
(Alternatives A and B, and Alternatives D and F
in the scenic section) would provide relatively
easy access for the rights and privileges of
gathering roots and berries within the river corri-
dor. Alternatives with lower levels of recreation
access and use (Alternatives C and E, and Al-
ternatives D and F in the wild section) would
continue to provide access for gathering roots
and berries but at reduced levels and/or limited
modes of access, although it is anticipated

there would be more roots and berries available
for gathering.

Pasturing of Livestock on Open and Un-
claimed Lands. All of the alternatives would
continue to provide for the right and privilege to
pasture horses and cattle on open and un-
claimed lands. The mode of accessibility and
frequency of access would vary based on the
recreational levels within the alternatives. Miti-
gation in Chapter 1l for all action alternatives
would require pastured livestock to follow the
guidelines set forth for the protection of identi-
fied resources.

To date tribal members have not chosen to ex-
ercise this treaty right. Considering the difficulty
of managing livestock in the river corridor, it
does not appear likely this area would ever be
a high priority for use by Tribal members.

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON
CIVIL RIGHTS, WOMEN, AND
MINORITIES

The primary effect of the alternatives on women
and minorities would be through changes in job
and outdoor recreation opportunities. Job op-
portunities would vary in terms of Forest Service
jobs and contracts for goods and services, and
also in terms of local and regional jobs created
in response to the level of recreation use pre-
scribed in the alternatives. Forest Service poli-
cies ensure employment and contracting op-
portunities for people without regard to race,
color, religion, national origin, sex, age or
physical/mental disability. Although these poli-
cies would continue under all alternatives, the
number of agency and contracting jobs would
vary with program emphasis and associated
funding levels (see Environmental Conse-
quences on Economics, Chapter V).

Recreation opportunities on national forest
lands are available to people without regard to
race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age or
physical/mental disability. The types, amounts,
and locations of various recreation opportuni-
ties within the river corridor would vary depend-
ing on the alternative implemented (See
Environmental Consequences on the Recre-
ation Resource ORV, Chapter IV).
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EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON
WETLANDS AND FLOODPLAINS

Executive Orders 11990 and 11988 require pro-
tection of wetlands and floodplains, respective-
ly. An inventory of riparian habitats of the Snake
River by the Army Corps of Engineers (1976)
did not disclose the presence of wetlands in the
wild or scenic sections of the Snake River as
defined in FSM 2527.05-8. The U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’'s National Wetlands Inventory
classifies the wild and scenic portion of the
Snake River as an upper perennial riverine sys-
tem with a rocky shore either seasonally or per-
manently flooded. To preserve natural and ben-
eficial values of the floodplain, loss or
destruction must be minimized. Potential for

[/
L 1

i 7

\ﬁﬂ{’ o 1 2
I A ) S
AT . ? 7/,
Wl o llwiviiy: g

T —

Chapter IV - Environmental Consequences

damage to the floodplain is from fire and graz-
ing.

in all of the alternatives, there is a potential for
wild fire which may directly damage the flood-
plain by removing vegetation which provides
protection during flood events.

Recreational and domestic livestock grazing
may affect the floodplain through trampling and
removing vegetation, exposing soil to erosion,
or compacting soil which reduces water ab-
sorption. The potential for adverse effects from
recreational use of livestock is diminished in
Alternatives C, D, E, F and G where party sizes,
stay lengths, and selected campsite manage-
ment through stock control is proposed.
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