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United States Forest Targhee P.O. Box 208
Department of Service National St. Anthony, ID 83445
Agriculture Forest

1820

Fep 21 0

Dear National Forest Planning Particaipant:

Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and
Draft Revised Forest Plan for the Targhee National Forest. The primary
purpose of these documents is to outline the proposed management of the
Targhee National Forest for the next 10-15 years.

I appreciate all the assistance some of you in the community have provided as
we developed these plans.

Your review and comments on the Draft EIS and Revised Forest Plan are
important to the analysis process. In your review, I encourage you to pay
particular attention to concerns you may have raised earlier in the process to
see if the analysis is responsive. Comments on the DEIS should be as specific
as possible and must be received no later than JUN 7 ‘ggﬁ.

E-mail comments can be submitted to /s=drev/oui=r04flSa@mhs-fswa.attmail.com.
It would be helpful to know the reasons for your comments, to help us make
better informed decisions. Positive comments about portions that are
acceptable to you would also be appreciated. After the comment period ends,
the comments will be analyzed and the Final EIS and Record of Decision
prepared.

If you have questions or comments please contact me or Carol Cushing, Forest
Planner, at P.0O. Box 208, sSt. Anthony, ID 83445 or call (208) 624-3151.

Sincerely,

B i

JERRY B. REESE
Forest Supervisor

Caring for the Land and Serving People

Printed on Recycled Paper 4
FS-6200-28b (1"2]93) ° "
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ABSTRACT* This Draft Environmental Impact Statement documents the analysis of seven alterna-
tives, which were developed for possible management of the 1.8 million acres administered by the
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The comment period of the draft EIS will be 80 days from the date the Environmental Protection Agency
publishes the notice of availability in the Federal Register.

The Forest Service believes it is important to give reviewers notice of several court rulings related to
public participation in the environmental review process. First, reviewers of draft EISs must structure
their participation in the environmental review of the proposal so that it is meaningful and alerts an
agency to a reviewer's position and contentions. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NBDC, 435
U.S. §19, 553 (1978)) Also, environmental objections that could be raised at the draft EIS stage, but are
not raised until after compietion of the final EIS may be waived or dismissed by the courts. (City of
Angoon v, Hedel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1022 (9th Cir. 19886) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harrig, 490 F.
Supp. 1334, 1338 (E D. Wis. 1980)) Because of these court rulings, it is very important that those
interested in this proposed action participate by the close of the comment period so that substantive
comments and objections are made available to the Forest Service at a time when it can meaningfully
consider them and respond to them in the final EIS.

To assist the Forest Service In identifying and considering issues and concerns on the proposed action,
comments on the draft EIS should be as specific as possible. It is alse helpful if comments refer to
specific pages or chapters of the draft EIS. Comments may also address the adequacy of the draft EIS
or the merits of the alternatives formulated and discussed in the statement. Reviewers may wish to refer
to the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1503.3 in addressing these points.

Please note that comments on the draft EIS will be regarded as public information.
The policy of the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service prohibits discrimination on the
basis of race, color, national origin, age, religion, sex, or disability, familial status, or poltical affilation.

Persons believing they have been discrminated against in any Forest Service related activity should
write to- Chief, Forest Service, USDA, P.O. Box 968090, Washington, DC 20090-8090.
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SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
TARGHEE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The purpose of the summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Forest
Flan Revision is to provide the reader with a quick overview of the planning process, the issues, and
the alternatives, including the preferred, that will affect the management of the Targhee National
Forest for the next ten years and beyond.

The DEIS considers and evaluates an array of alternatives, identifying the preferred This summary

will not cover the Draft Revision (DREV). The DREV carnies out the actions of the preferred alterna-
tive and provides key decisions for the long-term management of the Forest. The DREV summary I1s
contained 1h a document called "The Executive Summary."

Readers wanting more In-depth information or who wish to comment on the DEIS and DREV may
write or call the Targhee National Forest Supervisor's Office at P.O Box 208, St Anthony, Idaho
83445, (208) 624-3151.
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GENERAL INFORMATION: LOCATION AND SETTING FOR THE TARGHEE NATIONAL.
FOREST

The Targhee National Forest 1s an administrative unit of the Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, encompassing 1 8 million acres. Established by President Thecdore Roosevelt in 1608, the
Forest is named in honor of a Bannock Indian warricr. The Targhee Forest Supervisor's Ofiice I1s
located In St. Anthony, Idaho with District offices in Dubois, Island Park, Ashton, Idaho Falls, and
Drnggs. The Forest i1s bordered by six other National Forests

The Forest lies almost entirely within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, an area of 12 million acres
and the largest remaining block of relatively undisturbed plant and arwmal habitat in the contiguous
United States.

On a larger scale, the Forest lies along the Continental Divide, at the uppermost reaches of the
Columbia River Basin, an ecosystem of 40 million acres extending from Western Washington to the
Southeastern Idaho border and encompassing parts of Montana, Wyoming, Nevada and Utah. The
Forest includes all or portions of several distinct mountain ranges, including the Lemhi, Beaverhead,
Bittetroot, Centennial, Henry's Lake, Teton, Big Hole, Canbou, and Snake River Ranges. Elevations
range from near 5,000 feet on the Snake River to over 12,000 feet on the Forest's western and
easternmost reaches. The Forest contains the Island Park Caldera and several reservoirs. Topogra-
phy ranges from roliing foothills to rugged, glaciated mountain peaks.

Although most of the land Is dry and semi-ard, 180 stream headwaters situated on the Forest
provide varied vegetation to suppott a multitude of uses The area has cold, moist winters and hot
dry summers. Average annual precipitation, most of which falls as show, Increases with elevation
As little as ten inches of precipitation falls in lower valieys and as much as forty inches occurs at the
highest elevations. Wide temperature extremes exist, with summer temperatures at lower elevations
exceeding 100 degrees Fahrenheit and winter temperatures at higher elevations falling to less than
40 degrees below zero Fahrenheit,

SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)

The 1985 Current Forest Plan emphasized an extensive salvage and reforestation program of dead
lodgepole killed by a massive mountain pine bark beetle epidemic over the previous 3 decades. The
1996 DEIS recommends a preferred alternative that provides for sustainable management with a
more balanced program for recreation, wildlife habitat, timber harvest, and other uses of the Forest,

Need for Change

Several reasons triggered the need tochange from the old direction to a new one. In summary these
were,

The salvage program was over, much of the remaining dead lodgepole was no longer marketable
or accessible An overabundance of old salvage roads was impacting wildlife and riparian habitat
and soil productivity.
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The recently adopted concept of Ecosystem Management by the Forest Service needed to
become an integral part of the Forest’s direction. A revision would require the Forest to be
managed for sustainability of all ecologic and social components for the present and the future

New knowledge and findings for wildiife habitat management, unknown at the time of the 1985
Current Forest Plan, needed to be incorporated into a new Forest direction.

Results from monitoring data indicated that the Forest was not meeting all of the 1985 Current
Forest Plan goals for some resources such as wildlife habitat, riparian areas, vegetation, and
human access management.

Desired Future Condition for the Year 2010

Based on public and Forest Service employee comments received between 1991-1994, a set of goal
statements, called the “Desired Future Condiiion for the Year 2010”, emerged that collectively
represent where the Forest would (deally like to be The Desired Future Condition influenced the
selection of the preferred alternative in the Draft EIS These are described as follows

Ecosystem Processes and Patterns Desired Future Condition:

A mosaic of age classes and types of vegetation are sustained through time and exist across the
landscape Natural disturbances such as insects, disease and fires continue their natural roles in the
ecosystem The Forest functions as an integral part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem as well
as adjacent systems, sustaining habitat and conditions necessary for free movement of wildlife

Biological/Physical Desired Future Condition:

Riparian zones are healthy and productive. Aquatic systems are allowed to function naturally while
proteciing flows for downstream consumptive uses. Ripanan area integrity contributes to productive
fisheries and excellent water quality. Native plant and animal species are favored over undesireable
nonnative species and sustained populations of all native and desireable species thrive. Habitat
conditions contribute toward the recovery of Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species.

Forest Use and Occupation Desired Future Condition:

Growing and diverse recreational, cultural, visual, histoncal and prehistonc management, interpre-
tive, and spirtual needs are accommodated based on the capability of the ecosystem to sustain
these uses Recreation use is managed to minimize conflicts between incompatible uses and
provides high levels of satisfaction. Year-round human access is managed to provide both motorized
and nonmotorized opportunities A system of trails and support facilities exist which are compatible
with resource capabilities. Roadless characteristics are preserved in the proposed wilderness areas
and in existing Wildernesses.

Production of Natural Resources Desired Future Condition:

Commodity production, such as timber, firewood, mining, livestock forage; or outfitting and guide
services are conducted at sustainable levels and maintain the capability of the land to produce an
even flow and variety of goods and services for present and future generations Timber harvest,
prescribed fires and livestock grazing are used as tools to achieve desired ecological vegetation
conditions Forest products are provided to sustain social and economic values and needs of the
local communities within bmits which maintain ecosystem health
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Key lssues

Although there were over 70 1ssues and concerns identified by the public and Forest employees,
seven Key Issues were the ultimate driving force for developing the alternatives and for the recom-
mended direction of the Revised Forest Plan. The Key Issues had the most significance as varnables
between the alternatives and are points of conflict

Each Key Issue received an “Issue Indicator’, a unit of measurement that showed how the issue was
addressed in each alternative The leadership team, consisting of the Forest Supervisor, District
Rangers, Branch Chiefs and Public Affaws Officer, studied the 1ssues and selected one major indica-
tor for each issue that best reflected the vanability for that issue between the alternatives.

Key Issue 1: Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances

An Ecosystem Is a large, complex, integrated system of living and nonliving components that interact
and change continually. Healthy ecosystems are those that retain all of their parts and functions for
future generations even though vegetation patterns, human uses, or other conditions may change
Because ecosystem management I1s a new approach for the Forest Service, a vanety of approaches
are possible in working towards implementation. Issue 1 mainly focuses on determining actions
needed for sustainability and maintenance of a healthy ecosystem, particularly as it relates to fire,
Insects and disease, collecting and monitoring data; and identifying the range of vanability.

lssue 1 Indicator: Of all the indicators of ecosystem health, patch size imit {in acres) was
selected. A patch is defined as an area of vegetation that 1s structurally and/or compositionally
different from what surrounds 1t — for example, a clearcut of 40 acres within a lodgepole pine
component is a patch. Patch size limit was selected because the forest has gathered some
general Information about the subject from old historical photos and maps. Changes in patch
sizes from what existed historically, particularly as it relates to fire and other natural disturbances,
may affect individual species or ecosystem sustainability. As our knowledge increases about the
nature and magnitude of patch size limits, the Forest may be constrained in its ability to achieve
desired patch sizes by the National Forest Management Act's harvest unit size limit or other
specles or resource considerations At this time the Forest doés not know the implications of
historical changes In vegetation patch sizes for other resources such as animal populations

Key Issue 2: Riparian

Ripanan areas lie adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation communities dependent upan
water near the ground surface. Riparian areas are associated with lakes, reservolrs, springs, bogs,
wet meadows, and streams Riparian areas are essential breeding, reaning and feeding grounds for
many species of wildlife and all fish They serve people as important sotrces for water and flocd
control and for recreational purposes such as camping, fishing, floating and aesthetics. Although
ripanan areas constitute less than & percent of the total land base, they are the most productive
areas in terms of plant and animal species diversity and consumptive use. A healthy nparian area
indicates that the aquatic, water and soil components are also healthy,

Issue 2 Indicator: The 1ssue indicator showing the differences between the alternatives for
nparian areas is Desired Vegetation Condition. The npartan area’s health is indicated by the
amounts and types of nparian vegetation along the streambanks, with highest preference to
native deep-rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that maintain streambank stability and provide for a
tigh rate of recovery following disturbance.
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Key Issue 3: Security for Elk

Although the Forest provides habitat for a number of wildlife species (85 mammals, 301 birds, 17
reptiles and amphibians), for many there were only slight differences m the management of their
habitat amongst the alternatives Security for elk was chosen as a key 1ssue relating to future
hunting conditions and oppertunities and cooperative relations with Fish and Game Depantments.
Observations and studies by agency and uhiversity scientists determined that, as motonzed road and
trail densities increase, elk security declines Portions of the Forest have high densities of trails and
roads open to motorized use due to the extensive road building associated with the salvage activity
of removing the dead lodgepole.

Issue 3 Indicator: The best indicator showing the differences between alternatives for elk securty
is “the percentage of the Forest meeting State Fish and Game vulnerability thresholds for elk ”
Elk vulnerability 1s defined as a measure of elk suscephbility to being kKilled during the hunting
season As cross country off-highway vehicle travel and motorized road and trall densities
increase, the security for elk decreases and mortality rate increases. The primary effect that the
Forest Service has control over, related to elk vulnerability, is the density of open motorized roads
and trails and the amount of area open to cross-country, off-highway vehicle travel

Key Issue 4: Grizzly Bear Management Units

Portions of the Forest are within the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecogystem which has been divided
into Bear Management Units {BMW's). Portions of the Forest are within three BMU's and feature
gnzzly bear recovery. As with all threatened and endangered species, all alternatives must meet the
stringent guidelines of the Endangered Species Act. The imporiance of managing motonzed access
15 one of the most influential parameters affecting gnizzly bear habitat secunty. New information
accumulated over the last ten years provides better insight and directioh regarding eifective manage-
ment of roads, timber and human activities in grizzly bear habitat

Issue 4 Indicator: The indicator for the Bear Management Units issue is the Open Road and
Open Motorized Trail Route Density By managing motorized access, the Forest can minimize
human interaction and potential gnzzly bear mortaity, displacement from important habitats, and
habituation to humans -

Key Issue 5: Access

The Forest currently has 1,367 miles of open system road and 1,021 miles of open nonsystem roads;
433 miles of open system trail and 199 miles of open nonsystem trail. "Open" means road and trail
miles without restrictions on motorized use. There are currently road and trail miles with restrictions
on motorized use as follows: 633 miles of restricted system road (61 miles with seasonal restrictions
and 572 miles with yearlong restrictions}, 201 miles of restricted nonsystem road {24 miles with
seasonal restrictions and 177 miles with yearlong restrictions); 597 miles of restricted system trail;
102 milles of restricted nonsystem trail.

Recreational motorized use has increased over the last decade. The current plan allows cross-
country motorized travel across much of the Forest and does not establish road density standards.
Road closures would provide more protection and fewer impacts upon wildiife, threatened, endan-
gered, and sensitive species, solls and water, and fisheries; less visual, garbage and noise poliution;
reduced maintenance, and more opportunity for escape and solitude. Open roads and trails would
allow more access for hunting, fishing, berry-picking, developed camping, hiking and other recre-
ational pursuits, increased opportunities for sightseeing, challenging cross-country travel for off-
highway vehicles, and greater access for persons with disabiities and the elderly.

Issue 5 Indicater The indicator that best showed differences between alternatives is the Number
of Miles of Road/Trails Open to Summer (June-Sept) Motorized Use.
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Key Issue 6: Management of Roadless Areas

The Forest has sixteen areas which qualify as roadless, totaling 841,000 acres. The Wyoming
portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness Study Area in
the Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 Portions of three roadless areas In Idaho were recommended
as wilderness in the current Forest Plan, but no legislative action has been taken to resolve the
roadless areas question in [daho Durnng the last planning period, some roadless areas were roaded
as part of the salvage program. As motorized recreation demands increase, public debate increases
over whether or not the Forest should maintain the roadless character of the remaining roadless
areas. More acres of a Congressionally desighated wilderness assures protection from resource
uses and national recognition of wilderness character. Fewer acres In wilderness would allow more
motorized access for recreation, oil and gas, timber and other industries,

Issue 6 Indicator: The indicator for Issue 6 1s the Number of Acres Recommencded for
Wilderness. Prior to desighation by Congress, recommended wilderness areas’ roadless
character 1s protected. Once a roadless area 1s designated as wilderness by Congress, it is
managed in perpetuity for non motorized, scientific, and dispersed recreational purposes.

Key Issue 7: Timber Harvest

The three major timber species available for harvest on the forested areas of the Targhee are
quaking aspen {15%), Douglas fir (15%), and lodgepole pine {60%). Previously, large scale salvage
of dead and dying lodgepole pine timber was conducted at levels that could not be sustained Since
the harvest of dead timber has largely been completed, the Forest must now harvest at sustainable
levels The Endangered Species Act; Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and Guidelines, Ecosystem
Management principles, demise of availability of dead lodgepole, increased knowledge about the
impacts of motonzed use of roads and trails upon the Forest's resources, and other factors result in a
greatly reduced availability of timber for harvest, called the allowable sale quantity (ASQ). The
amount of firewood availability doges not vary among the alternatives. A greater harvest of timber
aids the local economy, better maintains the 25% payments to local governments, maximizes the
removal of the remaining dead or mature wood, and assists in faster regeneration of the fire-depen-
dent lodgepole pine. A reduction in timber harvest results in fewer impacts by motorized trail and
road uses upon wildlife, rpanan areas, seils and water, aesthetics and other resources,

lssue 7 Indicator. The key indicator for this 1ssue Is the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ). The ASQ
does not include firewood and 1s defined as the quantity of tmber that may be sold from the area
of surtable land for a ten-year period specified in a Forest Plan.

The Alternatives

Before creating alternatives, the Forest and public put together an "Analysis of the Management
Situation,” (AMS) which looked at current conditions and direction of the Forest. Alternatives were
developed by using the AMS data that identified problem areas that needed changing

The alternatives reflected a range of options that responded to the issues, the desired future condi-
tion, and the need for change. The interdisciplinary team evaluated the significant physical, biologi-
cal, economic and social effects of each alternative that was considered in detall. The evaluation
included social and economic impacts, outputs of goods and services, and overall protection and
enhancement of environmental resources

The Forest analyzed in detail seven alternatives; the Forest Supervisor and Leadership Team
recommended Alternative 3-Modified to the Regional Forester and the public for review
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The Alternative Continuum

The numbering scheme for alternatives ranges from 1-8, with alternative 3-M being the preferred
Alternative and Alternative 1 being the No-Action or continue the Current Forest Plan Alternative. As
the numbers increase from Alternatives 2 to 6, they move consistently towards.

*Greater protection of wildlife habitat

*Greater protection of ripanan areas

*More protection for Bear Management Units

*More secunty for eik

*More nonmotorized, dispersed recreation opportunities
*More recommended wilderness

*Less cross-country motorized use

*Fewer open roads and trails

*Reduced livestock grazing and timber harvest

*Fewer lasting visual impacts from management activities

A Summary Description of the 7 Alternatives
ALTERNATIVE 1 = Continue the Current Forest Plan {No Action)

The purpose of Alternative 1 1s to continue management of the Forest under the current Forest Plan,
finalized in 1985, and updated with amendments, litigious concessions for the grizzly bear; and
changes for new kstings of sensitive wildlife species over the last ten years. Timber harvest occurs
at the highest levels possible within the management constraints required for threatened and sensi-
tive wildlife species like grizzly bears and goshawks Vehicle access i1s slightly reduced over current
levels due to the implementation of the interagency grizzly bear guidelines and better road manage-
ment across the Forest. Cross-country, motorized access in summer and winter would continue
close to current levels Ripanan, wildiife and recreation values are emphasized in specific areas of
the Forest Alternative 1 recommends portions of the Lionhead, ltalian Peaks and Winegar Hole
roadless areas for wilderness desighation. Their roadless characteristics are maintained until Con-
gress acts on the recommendation.

ALTERNATIVE 2

The purpose of Alternative 2 Is to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing cross-country, winter
access and timber production, while adding more restrictions to summer, cross-country access.
Timber harvest occurs at the highest levels within the management constraints required for maintain-
ing threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat. Grazing continues at current levels
Vehicle access s slightly reduced to mest requirements of the interagency grizzly bear guidelines.
Riparian, wildlife and heritage resource values are emphasized in specific areas of the Forest.
Alternative 2 makes no recommendations to Congress for wilderness designation.

ALTERNATIVE 3

The purpose of Alternative 3 1s to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing management of
wildlife habitat and sustaining timber harvest levels within wildlife constrainte  Gnzzly bear recovery
is enhanced with a reduction in motonzed use allowed in each BMU. Grazing allotments continue at
current levels and larger percentage of riparian areas meet the desired vegetation condition Cross-
country, summer, motorized vehicle use s restricted to specific areas Lionhead, Palisades and
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itallan Peaks, plus the ldaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness are recom-
mended to Congress for wilderness designation; until Congress acts on the recommendation, their
roadless charactenstics are maintained.

ALTERNATIVE 3-M = Alternative 3 Modified (Also the Proposed Programmatic Action and
Preferred Alternative)

The purpose of Alternative 3-M Is to resolve the needs for change by providing sustainable manage-
ment with a balanced program among, wiidlife habitat, timber harvest, recreation, and other uses and
resources of the Forest Alternative 3-M also provides increased emphasis for wildlife habitat
management and allocates more core areas for gnzzly bear. Motorized access, timber harvest
levels and livestock grazing are all reduced from levels allowed in the current Forest Plan Riparian
areas with cutthroat trout are further protected with increased vegetation and reduced livestock
grazing. Cross-country, summer, motorized vehicle use Is restncted to specific areas. Liohhead,
Palisades and [talian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winhegar Hole Wilder-
hess are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation; until Congress acts on the recom-
mendation, their roadless characteristics are maintained

All the alternatives respond to and incorporate the resource objectives set forth in the Recommended
1990 RPA Program. Alternative 3-M has been selected as the RPA Alternative because 1t represents
the Forest's best attempt to simultaneously implement multiple-use management, ensure resource
sustamability, emphasize the quality of resource outputs, and to provide for the economic well-being
of rural communtites

ALTERNATIVE 4

Alternative 4 emphasizes watershed and wildlife habitat improvement and a reduction in timber
harvest. Ripanan areas recewe increased emphasis. Motorized access is restricted to designated
routes and more roads are closed in BMU’s than in previous alternatives. Lionhead, Palisades and
italian Peaks, plus the ldaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and another
14,000 acres of roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation; until
Congress acts on the recommendation, therr roadless characternistics are maintained.

ALTERNATIVE 5

The purpose of Alternative 5 is to meet the needs for change that reduce focus on human manage-
ment and human disturbances of wildlife and rpanan habitat. Motorized access is restricted to
designated routes and more roads are closed in BMU's, Lionhead, Palisades and Italian Peaks, plus
the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and another 100,000 acres of
presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation, untif Congress
acts on the recommendation, their roadless characteristics are maintained.

ALTERNATIVE 6

The purpose of Alternative 6 1s to meet the needs for change by de-emphasizing human manage-
ment and human disturbance of wildlife and riparian habitat to the lowest level in all the alternatives,
Timber harvest 1s not scheduled. All access is strongly restricted to designated routes and more
roads are closed to reduce human disturbance than in any other alternative. Lionhead, Palisades
and ltalian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and
another 340,000 acres of presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness
designation. Almost all the roadless areas retain their roadless characteristics.
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COMPARING THE ALTERNATIVES USING SOME ISSUE INDICATORS

This page contains a summary of the environmental effects of the seven alternatives This summary 1s drawn
from information in Chapters Il and IV of the DEIS and Table [I-1 M means that all acres are In the thousands

(" are Key lssue Indicators)

Exist Level | Alt #1 | Alt #2 | AR #3 | Alt #3-M | Alt #4 | Alt #5 | Alt #6
* M Acres restricted to NA a7 25 a2 259 310 333 330
openings < Range of
Vanability
- M Acres where 1,282 1,282 1,401 1,302 1,232 1,223 1,202 1,256
prescribed fire is allowed
- M Acres open to locatable 1,722 1,383 1,414 1,324 1,277 1,340 1,197 968
and mineral entry
*M Acres not meeting 37 40 25 25 25 17 17 17
Dve 1/
- # stream crossings 5,680 3,461 3,056 2,724 2,724 2,121 1,721 1,204
- M Acres of timber harvest 216 36 41 36 29 19 14 o
th headwater areas
* Elk Vulnerabihty (EV) - M 774 1,075 1,296 1,526 1,673 1,640 1,802 1,802
Acres mtg state thresholds
~ % of winter range acres 78 81 82 82 a2 84 84 84
meeting DVC
- Percent of Forested acres 796 784 78 2 785 787 790 792 796
in Mature Age Class
* OROMTRD 2/ {misq mt ) 152 060 052 055 040 035 o4 043
- Henry’'s BMU, Sub 1
- Henry's BMU, Sub 2 098 045 037 038 029 033 037 028
- Plateau BMU, Sub 1&2 129 087 103 085 056 050 049 056
- Bechler BMU 077 058 059 053 048 039 039 039
Miles of open system roads 1,367 1,320 1,411 1,221 1,197 1,072 972 961
Miles of open nonsystem 1,021 564 453 368 363 299 281 268
roads
Miles of open system trails 433 449 357 337 340 320 171 28
Miles of open nonsystem 199 123 113 o8 o8 101 61 54

trails

1/ Only includes ripanan acres open to grazing (about 79% of the Forest)
grazming prior to 1985 Source - FSRAMIS Database

2/ OROMTRD = Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density

Does not include acres closed to
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COMPARING THE ALTERNATIVES USING SOME ISSUE INDICATORS

Exist Level | Alt #1 | Alt #2 | Alt #3 | At #3-M | Alt #4 | At #5 | Alt #6
- Mi of reclaimed system - 113 2886 448 562 71 875 864
roads
- Mi of reclaimed - 562 699 749 764 834 830 873
nonsystem roads
- M Acres (and percent of 1,511 1,511 1,590 1,632 1,532 1,513 1,302 1,107
forest) open to winter (84%) | (B4%)| (88%)| (85%) (B5%)| (84%)| (77%)| (61%)
x-country OHV
- M Acres (and percent of 1,128 960 761 368 121 79 50 34
forest) open to summer (62%) | (53%){ (d42%)| (20%) (7%) (4%) (3% (2%)
x-country OHV
- M Acres recommend 65 65 0 125 125 139 228 485
wilderness
- M Acres allocated to NA 13 29 28 28 28 15 15
dispersed camping
- # of jobs 2,068 2,136| 2138 2,132 21131 2108| 2,100} 2,091
- 25% return-local 311 113 119 111 o8 a5 81 70
govt M$/yr
- Pay-in-lieu of Taxes 877 905 905 905 905 805 905 905
M&/yr
- ASQ volume (MMBF per 51 60 50 3.7 25 15 0
year)
- Firewood and products 54 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
volume (MMBF per year)
-M AUM's 148 144 139 139 1291 21 121 121

** These figures include implementation of the "phase out” as described in the narrative
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Alternatives Comparison Chart

This chart shows how the aiternatives compared, or stacked up against each other when the Key
Issue Indicators’ differences were analyzed. The differences are determined by the alternative with
the most advantages. For gnzzly bear management, the alternative with the fewest number of open
roads and motorized route density receives the highest rating. For the access issue, the alternative
with the most numbers of trails and roads open per mile received the highest rating '

All alternatives meet baseline State and Federal Standards; Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan Goals for
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, Threatened and Endangered Species Act, Wilderness Act: Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, National Historical Act; NFMA, Native Amernicans Act; ete. '
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CHAPTERI
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR A FOREST PLAN REVISION

READER’S GUIDE - In this chapter you will find:

General Information about the Targhee National Forest

Legal Background for Preparing Forest Plan Revisions

Decisions Based on this EIS

Decisions Made in a Revision

Background about the 1985 Targhee National Forest Management Plan
Reasons for Revising the Plan

Introduction to Issue Components

Introduction to Key lssues and Key Indicators Driving the Revision
Discussion of Key Issues and Key indicators

GENERAL INFORMATION: LOCATION AND SETTING FOR THE TARGHEE
NATIONAL FOREST

The Targhee National Forest (hereafter usually referred to as “the Forest”) 1s an administrative unit of
the Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, encompassing 1.8 milllon acres. Established by
President Theodore Roosevelt in 1908, the Forest 1s named in honor of a Bannock Indian warrior.
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, has ancestral Treaty Rights to uses of the Forest. The Targhee Forest
Supervisor's Office 1s located in St Anthony, Idaho, with District offices in Duboss, Island Park,
Ashton, Idaho Falls, and Driggs. The Forest is bordered by six other National Forests. Part of the
Carbou National Forest is administered by the Targhee and part of the Targhee 1s administered by
the Bridger-Teton National Forest.

The majority of the Forest lies in eastern Idaho and the remainder in western Wyoming (Figure I-1).
Situated next to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, the Forest is home to a diverse
number of wildlife and fish, including Threatened and Endangered species, wilderness, scenic
panoramas and intensively managed forest lands.

The Forest lies almost entirely within “the Greater Yellowstone Area” or “the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem,” an area of 12 million acres and the largest remaning block of relatively undisturbed
plant and animal habitat in the contiguous United States. The area continues to gain prominence for
its ecological integrity. The United Nations has identified the area as a Biosphere Reserve.

On a larger scale, the Forest lies entirely within the Upper Columbna River Basin, an ecosystem of 40
million acres extending from Western Washington to the Southeastern Idaho border and encompass-
Ing parts of Montana, Wyoming, Nevada and Utah. The Forest includes all or portions of several
distinct mountain ranges, including the Lemhi, Beaverhead, Bitterroot, Centennial, Henry’s Lake,
Teton, Big Hole, Canbou, and Snake River Ranges. Elevations range from near 5,000 feet on the
Snake River to over 12,000 feet on the Forest's westernmost reaches. The Forest contains the
Island Park Caldera and several reservoirs. Topography ranges from rolling foothills to rugged,
glaciated mountain peaks.
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Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest
on a National Scale
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Although most of the land i1s dry and semianid, 190 stream headwaters situated on the Forest provide
varied vegetation to support a multitude of uses The area has cold, moist winters and hot, dry
summers. Average annual precipitation, most of which falls as show, increases with elevation As
iitle as ten inches of precipitation falls in lower valleys and as much as forty inches occurs at the
highest elevations. Wide temperature extremes exist with summer temperatures at lower elevations
sometimes exceeding 100 degrees Fahrenheit and winter temperatures at higher elevations faliing to
40 degrees Fahrenhert below zero and lower.

LEGAL BACKGROUND FOR PREPARING FOREST PLAN REVISIONS

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 requires the Forest Service to develop 10-year
integrated land management plans for units of the National Forest System within the framework of a
public nvolvement process. NFMA directs the Forest Service to review and/or update forest plans
every ten to fifteen years or more frequently when resource and management conditiohs have
changed significantly, The plans must include management guidelines, an assessment of suitability
of the lands, and consistency with the two other laws relating to the management of National Forests:
The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act (RPA) of 1974. The Management Plan for the Forest was finalized in 1985. This is the
first Revision of that plan .

DECISIONS BASED ON THIS EIS

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a document that proposes two or more alternatives to a
proposed action of significance for public review and input. One alternative is aiways a ‘No-Action’
Alternative; the other i1s the proposed action or preferred alternative. In this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement {DEIS), the No-Action I1s Alternative 1. Other alternatives are also considered and
evaluated, according to the guidelines in the NFMA,

The DEIS explains the need for change; the proposed action; the issues and concerns; the alterna-
tives considered during the decision making process; the consequences of implementing the alterna-
tives; and the preferred alternative.

The proposed action and preferred alternative in this DEIS is 3-Modified (3-M). More discussion
about fts selection can be found in Chapter 1i.

DECISIONS MADE IN A FOREST PLAN REVISION

The Forest Plan Revision carries out the actions of the preferred alternative. It provides key deci-
sions for the long-term management of the Forest. These decisions include-

* Forestwide multiple-use goals and objectives, including a description of the Desired Future
Condition (DFC) for the Forest.

¢ Forestwide standards and guidelines.

* Direction and prescriptions.

* Land suitable for Resource Use and Production.
* Monitoring and evaluation requirements.

* Recommendations to Congress for Wilderness and Wild/Scenic and Recreational River
Designations.



BACKGROUND ON THE 1985 CURRENT FOREST PLAN

The first and current Targhee Forest Plan was started in 1980, but was not finalized until 1985 due to
national requirements by Congress in 1982 for reevaluations of roadless areas in forest plans The
1885 Forest Plan remains the guiding document for the Forest until a Final EIS and plan are com-
pleted in 1996.

The Forest is 60% lodgepole pine, a fire-dependent, short-lived tree species with a mature “old-
growth” lifespan of 100-160 years, It regenerates rapidly after most disturbances, allowing it to
dominate forest composition. As forest succession advances, lodgepole pine tends to be gradually
replaced by more shade adapted tree species in the absence of further disturbances. Beginring in
the 50's and continuing to the early 1980's, an extensive mountain pine beetle infestation attacked
90% of the lodgepole pine forest. The natural beetle infestation was not outside the naturai range of
vanation for such forests, nor were the subsequent large fires in the late 1980’s. Mountain pine beetle
epidemics and large fire events are characteristic of lodgepole pine forests. Hence these forests are
subject to rapid changes in forest structures and vegetation patterns

Because clearculting can approximate the role of fire in the regeneration process of fire-dependent
lodgepole, the final 1985 Forest Plan emphasized the continued cutting of lodgepole and regeneration
in the clearcut areas. The plan also predicted an abrupt decline of a high level of lodgepole supply
within the next decade

REASONS FOR REVISING THE FOREST PLAN (Need for Change)

In 1992, in preparation for the 10-year required revision of the forest plan, the public and employees
verified that resource and management conditions have changed significantly, pointing out the need
for a revision Significant tnggers for the Revision are

- The advent of Ecosystem Management as a new concept, a new way of doing business,
requinng that the Forest be managed for sustainability of all ecologic components for the present
and the future. How to do this is still in ts infancy, but the need for moving towards implementing
this concept should start now.

- The need to review and incorporate new knowledge and techniques in wildlife habitat
management. For example, recent studies indicate that road density plays a more cruclal role in
habitat management for elk and grizzly bears than was assumed earlier. Based on recent studies,
standards are being deveioped for nesting and foraging habitat for goshawks and other raptors on
the Forest Results of studies analyzing fish habitat in the Upper Columbia River Basin are
polnting out new ways of managing fisherics. None of these findings were taken into account n
the 1985 Forest Pian,

- Results of the Forest monitoring data, signaled the fact that the Forest was not completely
meeting all the 1985 plan goals for improving elk habrtat; reducing human activities in grizzly bear
habitat, improving the condition of rparian areas, maintaining sensitive wildlife and plant species,
managing human access to the Forest, and balancing timber harvest with the needs of wildlife




PUBLIC’S ROLE IN SCOPING AND ISSUES

The public and Forest employees played an important role in determining the context of management
for the Forest over the next 10-15 years. Public involvement has taken place at every stage of the
Revision process. A Process Paper describes the public involvement that occurred,

HOW THE KEY FOREST ISSUES WERE SELECTED
The Forest's approach to defining the Key lssues was a six step process:

- Compile a list of issues and concerns from the public, resulting in an issue paper released in
November, 1992, listing over 70 issues and concerns.

- Simuttaneously develop a compatible list of “lssue Questions” that needed to be addressed in
the EIS alternatives and in the Revision, this list was also released in November, 1992 and was
tied to the Issues and Concerns.

- Categorize issues and concerns into “lssue Components” or “Issue Areas,” a planning approach
to help with the development and structure of the EIS and Plan.

- Choose the “Issue Indicators,” which are units of measurement tied to the Issues and Concerns.

- Review the alternatives, determining which Issue Indicators have the greatest variables and
which Issue Indicators remain relatively constant or the same.

- Choose the "Key Issues” as those issues and concerns having the greatest and most significant
variation among the alternatives.

ISSUE COMPONENTS USED TO ORGANIZE EIS AND PLAN

“Issue Components” are an organizational planning approach used to group similar issues and
Concerns Key Issues, alternatives, the rest of the EIS, and the Revision are consistently divided into
the following Issue Components, in this order:

lssue Component 1 = Ecological Processes and Patterns
Issue Component 2 = Physical Elements

Issue Component 3 = Biological Elements

Issue Component 4 = Forest Use and Occupation

Issue Component 5 = Production of Natural Resources

KEY ISSUES THAT DROVE THE ALTERNATIVES

Although there were over 70 issues and concerns identified by the public and Forest employees,
seven Key lssues were the ultimate driving force for deciding between the aiternatives and for the
recommended direction of the Forest Plan Revision. The Key Issues had the most significance as
variables between the alternatives and are points of confitct.



WHAT IS AN ISSUE INDICATOR?

Each key issue recewed an “lssue Indicator,” a unit of measurement that showed how the issue was
addressed in each alternative. The leadership team , consisting of the Forest Supervisor and Distnct
Rangers studied the issues and selected one major indicator for each issue that best reflected the
variability for that issue between the alternatives.

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES AND KEY INDICATORS

Key lssue 1. Sustainability, fire, natural disturbances
{Ecological Processes and Patterns Component)
Key Indicator. Percent of the Forest with imttations on the size of created openings or patches

Key Issue 2: Riparian
(Biclogical/Physical Component)
Key Indicator: Acres not meeting the Desired Vegetative Condition (DVC). DVC = riparian
vegetation such as deep rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that maintaun streambank stability

Key Issue 3: Secunty for Elk
{Biological Component)
Key Indicator. Percent of Forest meeting Elk Vulnerability Goals measured by the number of
miles of open roads and open motorized trails

Key Issue 4 Gnzzly Bear Management
(Biological Component)
Key Indicator Open Road & Open Motonzed Trall Route Density, measured in miles per square
mile {for Bear Management Units)

Key Issue 5. Access
{Forest Use & Occupation Component)
Key Indicator. Roads/Trails open to motorized use

Key Issue 8. Management of Roadless Areas
(Forest Use & Occupation Component)
Key Indicator. Number of Acres Recommended for Wilderness

Key Issue 7' Timber Harvest
(Production of Natural Resources Component)
Key Indicator : Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ)



KEY ISSUES

KEY ISSUE 1: Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances (lssue Component: Ecological
Processes and Patterns)

Issue Discussion: An Ecosystem is a large complex, integrated system of living and nonliving
components that interact and change continually. Healthy ecosystems are those that retain all of
their parts and functions for future generations even though vegetative patterns, human uses, or
other conditions may change. Understanding ecological processes (fire and other natural
disturbances) and how these processes shaped vegetative patterns over time In a landscape are
important steps towards implementing ecosystem management.

Ecosystem management is a new philosophy of management for the Forest Service, and different
interpretations and approaches are possible in working towards implementation. The Targhee
Natlonal Forest is the first forest in the Greater Yellowstone Area that is revising fts Forest Plan
and incorporating the Ecosystem Management principles in the Revision. Although many
activities and projects are being studied towards the application and implementation of Ecosystem
Management, their new information and conclusions lag far behind the need to meet the timeline
for the revision of the Forest Plan.

The most pressing and debated questions are, ‘What is the Forest's desired natural condition®
and ‘How do we achieve sustainability incorporating fire and natural disturbances, to achieve that
state?” As one Forest specialist noted about Ecosystem Management on the Forest, “We almost
know enough to know what we don’t know ” While the realty exists that new Forest Plan direction
is needed soon, the struggle continues over defining Ecosystem Management, sustainability, and
a healthy ecosystem; collecting and monitoring data; and determining the range of variability.

For more discussion of the ecosystem management issue, refer to the Targhee National Forest
process paper titled “Implementing Ecosystem Management in Forest Plan Revisions,”
September 23, 1994

Sustainability, Fire and Natural Disturbances Key Issue Indicator: Of all the indicators of

ecosystem health, Patch Size Limit (in acres) was selected as the Key lssue Indicator for the
Forest. Patch Size Limit was selected because the forest has gathered some general information
about the subject from old historical photos and maps. Natural patch sizes relate to and are an
indication of historic ecological processes (fire, insects, and disease) and resulting vegetation
patterns which historically occurred in an area.

A patch Is defined as an area of vegetation that is structurally and/or compositionally different from
what surrounds i.

Managing within the range of variability for Patch Size Limits is important because it helps
maintain conditions under which plants and animals evolved and is assumed to provide for
ecosystem sustainability. Changes in patch sizes from what existed historically, particulatly as it
relates to fire and other natural disturbances, may affect individual species or ecosystem
sustalnability. Even though Patch Size Limits are the best general historical source of information
to the Forest as an indicator for ecosystem management, the nature and magnitude of the



acreage Imits are unknown at this time. As our knowledge increases about FPatch Size Limits, the
Forest may be constrained by National Forest Management Act's harvest unit size limit or other
species or resource considerations. In addition, the Forest does not know how histonical changes
in vegetation patch sizes equates to other changes such as changes in animal populations. It is
possible that some species may be more or less abundant today than they were historically.

KEY ISSUE 2: Riparian (Issue Component: Biological/Physical Elements)

Issue Discussion: Ripanan areas lie adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation
communities dependent upon or tolerant to the presence of free or unbound water near the
ground surface. Ripanan areas are associated with fakes, reservoirs, potholes, springs, bogs, wet
meadows, and ephemeral, intermittent or perennial streams. Although nparian areas constitute
less than 5 percent of the total land base, they are the most productive areas in terms of plant and
animal species diversity and consumptive use.

Riparian areas are essential breeding, rearing and feeding grounds for many species of wildlife
and all fish. They serve people as important sources for water and flood control and for
recreatlonal purposes such as camping, fishing, floating, and aesthetics. A healthy riparian area
indicates that the physical, aquatic, water and soill components are also healthy. Because of the
myriad of competing uses for these highly valuable pieces of land, the variabiiity between the
alternatives was considered significant.

Riparian Key Issue Indicator: The key indicator showing the differences between the

alternatives for riparian areas 1s Desired Vegetation Condition (DVC)., The riparian area’s health is
indicated by the amounts and types of vegetation along the banks, with highest preference to
deep-rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that maintain streambank stability and that have a high
rate of recovery. Riparian areas meeting Desired Vegetation Condition are currently meeting the
Forest Plan Revision objective to maintain or enhance ripanan vegetation, aquatic habitat, and
water quality.

KEY ISSUE 3: Security for Elk {lssue Component: Biological Element)

Issue Discussion: Although the Forest provides habitat for a number of species (61 mammals,
156 birds, 8 reptiles and amphibians), there were no significant differences in the management of
their habitat . For many of these species there was ho information, or the best data and analysis
existed for elk security, which had the highest wildlife variance amongst the alternatives. Security
for elk was chosen as a key Issue relating to future hunting conditions and opportunities and
cooperative relations with Fish and Game Departments Observations and studies by the 1daho
Fish and Game Department, University of Idaho, and Forest Service scientists have determined
that as motorized road and trail densities increase, elk security dechnes. Portions of the Forest
have high densities of trails and roads open to motonzed use due to the extensive road building
associated with the saivage activity of removing the dead lodgepole Now that the salvage
activity is in decline and new knowledge about impacts of road densities upon wildife are
available, the Revision examines the range of management alternatives related to secunty for
elk.

i ! The best indicator for showing the differences between
alternatives for elk security 1s “The percentage of the Forest meeting State Fish and Game
Vulnerability thresholds for Elk” The primary effect that the Forest Service has control over
related to elk vulnerability analysis is the density of open motorized roads and traits and the
amount of area open to cross-country, off-highway vehicle travel.



Elk Vulnerability is defined as a measure of elk susceptibility to being killed during the hunting
season. Elk Vulnerability models help managers predict elk mortality rates, As cross country off-
highway vehicle travel and motorized road and trail densities {measured in miles per square mile
on a watershed basis) increase, the secunty for elk decreases and the mortality rate increases

KEY ISSUE 4: Grizzly Bear Management Units {(Issue Component: Biological Element)

Issue Discussion: Portions of the Forest are within the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem
which has been divided into Bear Management Units (BMU's). Portions of the Forest are within
three BMU’s and feature grizzly bear recovery. As with all Threatened and Endangered Species,
all alternatives must meet the stringent guidelines of the Endangered Species Act. The
importance of managing motorized access Is one of the most influential parameters affecting
grizzly bear habitat security.

New information accumulated over the last ten years provides better insight and direction
regarding effective management of roads, timber and human activities in grizzly bear habitat.
The one variation between alternatives that makes the BMU issue significant is the density of
open motorized roads and trails in BMU's. Which roads will be closed in BMU’s, how many miles,
and in what manner?

Grizzly Bear Key Issue Indicator: The Key Issue Indicator for BMU’s is Open Road and Open
Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD). Studies are showing that the importance of
managing access in one of the most influential components affecting habitat security for gnzzly
bears, By managing motorized access, the Forest can minimize human interaction and potentiai
grizzly bear mortality; minimize displacement from important habitats; and minimize habituation
to humans.

KEY ISSUE 5: Access (lssue Component: Forest Use and Occupation)

Issue Discussion: The Forest currently has 1,367 miles of open system road and 1,021 miles of
open nonsystem roads; 433 miles of open system trait and 199 miles of open nonsystem trail.
"Open" means road and trail miles without restrictions on motorized use. There are currently road
and traill miles with restrictions on motorized use as follows' 633 miles of restricted system road
(61 miles with seasonal restrictions and 572 miles with yearlong restrictions), 201 miles of
restricted nonsystem road (24 miles with seasonal restrictions and 177 miles with yearlong
restrictions); 597 miles of restricted system trail; 102 miles of restricted nonsystem trail.

Recreational motorized use has increased over the last decade. The current plan allows cross-
country motorized travel across much of the Forest and does not establish road density
standards. Access to the Forest during nonsnow months is a significant variable among the
alternatives. Comments in the early planning stages were supportive of more or fewer road and
trail closures depending on a variety of factors Those supporting road and trail closures want
more protection and fewer impacts upon wildlife, threatened, endangered, and sensitive species,
soils and water, and fisheries; less visual, garbage and noise pollution; reduced maintenance and
law enforcement costs and more opportunity for escape and solitude. Those supporting continued
or more road and trail access want them for hunting, fishing, berry-picking, camping, hiking and
other recreational pursuits, and increased opportunities for sight-seeing and challenging cross-
country trave! for off-highway vehicles, Motorized access is considered a key element for
enjoyment and use of the Forest by persons with disabilities and the elderly. For more information
on this 1ssue, refer to Process Paper E.



: The indicator that best shows differences between alternatives is
the Number of Miles of Road/Trails Open to Summer Motorized Use. The greater the number of
miles of roads and trails open to motorized use, the greater the increased recreational benefits
and hunting/fishing access to users of motonzed vehicles including persons with disabiliies.

KEY ISSUE 6: Management of Roadless Areas (Issue Component: Forest Use and
Occupation)

Issue Discussion: The Forest has sixteen areas which qualify as roadless, totaling 841,000
acres The Wyoming portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was desighated by Congress as a
Wilderness Study Area in the Wyoming Wilderness Bill of 1984. Portions of 3 roadless areas in
Idaho were recommended as Wilderness in the current Forest Plan, but no legislative action has
been taken to resolve the roadless area question in Idaho. Durning the last planning period, some
roadless areas were roaded as part of the salvage program. As motorized recreation demands
Increase, pressure Increases to maintain the roadless character of the remaining roadless areas.
The significant difference between alternatives in the management of roadiess areas is in the
amounts of acres recommended for Wilderness. Those arguing for more acres of Congressionally
designated Wilderness want the assurance of preservation of biological diversity, protection from
resource uses and national recognition of Wilderness character. Those opposed to more acres in
Wilderness want roadiess areas to be left as roadless or to be developed to allow motonzed
access for recreation and for oil and gas, timber and other Industnes requiring access.

Management of Roadless Areas Key Issue Indicator: The indicator best showing differences

between alternatives related to the management of roadless areas is the number of acres
Recommended for Wilderness, Once a roadless area is designated as Wilderness by Congress,
it is managed in perpetuity for nonmotorized, scientific, dispersed recreational purposes.

Roadless areas not recommended as Wilderness may be managed as roadless areas or for some
other use durning each planning cycle, \

KEY ISSUE 7: Timber Harvest (Issue Component: Production of Natural Resources)

Issue Discussion:. The three major imber species available for harvest on the Forest are aspen
(15% forested area), Douglas fir (15% forested area), and lodgepole pine (60% forested area).
Previously, large scale salvage of dead and dying tmber was conducted under legal direction for
temporary departure from sustained yield management. Since the goals of harvest of dead
timber have largely been met, the Forest must now operate within sustained yield for the future.

Two local milis, once dependable bidders for salvage and other wood harvest, are now closed but
local demand remains high. The Endangered Species Act; Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and
Guidelines, Ecosystem Management Principles, demise of availabilty of dead lodgepole,
increased knowledge about the impacts of motorized use of roads and trails upon the Forest's
resources, and other factors resulted in a greatly reduced availabilty of timber harvest, called the
allowable sale quantity (ASQ). The issue of timber harvest does not include firewood, since the
amount of firewood quantity does not vary between the alternatives. Some people desiring a
greater harvest of timber from the Forest often cite the effects upon the local economy Others
have expressed a concern over the reduction in payments to local governments (25% of Forest
receipts go to county treasuries) associated with the reduced harvest levels. They also want to
maximize harvest of the remaining dead or mature wood. Some argue that small harvests in the
fire dependent lodgepole are contrary to historic based ecosystem management principles. Those
supporting a greater reduction in timber harvest are concerned about motonzed trail and road
uses that impact wildlife, reductions in the amount and distribution of late successional forest,
fisheries, riparian areas, solls and water, aesthetics, and other resources.




Timber Harvest Key Indicator: The key indicator for timber harvest that portrays the
differences between alternatives is the ASQ. The ASQ does not include firewood. The ASQ

is defined as the quantity of timber that may be sold from the area of suitable land for a time
period specified In a Forest Plan. This quantity is usually expressed on an anhual basis as an
“average” ASQ.

WHERE ARE ALL THE OTHER ISSUES AND INDICATORS?

Although most of Chapters | and Il of the EIS are focused on the Key Issues and Key Indicators,
most of the effects and consequences in Chapters 11l and IV and the Standards and Guidelines in the
Forest Plan Revision address the remaining Issues and indicators For example, firewood availability
is an lssue. Although not a key issue, firewood is addressed in the Revision and the effects and
consequences remains the same in all the alternatives.

Another confusion may exist over the noninclusion of significant resources such as water and soils as
key issues. Why aren't these considered “Key Issues"? All the alternatives comply with state and
federal quality standards, there was only a slight range of variability and the condttion of soil and
water 1s interconnected with the condition of nparian areas. The Key Issue of Ripanan Areas be-
came the symbol and captured the essence of the significance of differences for soll & water re-
sources.

The selection of the 7 key issues has to do with the seiection of the Preferred Alternative and the
Forest Plan Revision. It does not mean that the other issues are not addressed or that they are not
important. The table at the end of Chapter Il lists most of the 1ssue components and indicators. A
Process Paper about public involvement refers to the complete list of issues published in the Analy-
sis of the Management Situation document, November, 1982,

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION FOR THE YEAR 2010

After issues are wdentified, one of the first steps in the revision process is to develop goals for the
“desired” future condition of the Forest by the year 2010 and beyond.

Based on public and employee comments between 1991-1994, a set of goal statements emerged
that collectively represent a new general management direction for the Forest. The goal statements
were tied to the key issues drniving the plan, evolving into a new Desired Future Condition (DFC) for
the Forest. More specific DFC's for particular portions of the Forest are outlined in the Draft Forest
Plan Revision, a separate companion document to this DEIS.

The DFC 18 descnbed In terms of the Five Components: Ecological Processes and Patierns, Physi-
cal Elements, Biological Elements, Forest Use and Occupation, and Production of Natural Re-
sources. The Biological and Physical are combined because of their interconnectivity. The DFC 1s
broader than the 7 Key Issues that are dnving the alternatives and the decisions. The DFC is where
the Forest would ideally like to be someday and Is described as:

Ecological Processes and Patterns Desired Future Condition:

A mosaic of age classes and types of vegetation are sustained through time and exist across the
landscape. Natural disturbances such as insects, disease and fires continue their natural roles in the
ecosystem. The Forest remains an integral part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem as well as
adjacent systems, sustaining habitat and conditions necessary for free movement of wildlife,
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Biological/Physical Desired Future Condition:

Ripanan zones are healthy and productive. Aquatic systems are allowed to function naturally while
protecting flows for downstream consumptive uses. Riparian area integrity contrnibutes to productive
fishenes and excellent water quality. Native plant and animal species are favored over undesireable
nonnative species and sustained populations of all native and desireable species thnve. Habitat
conditions contribute toward the recovery of Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species.

Forest Use and Occupation Desired Future Condition:

Growing and diverse recreational, cultural, visual, historical and prehistoric management, interpretive,
and spiritual needs are accommodated based on the capability of the ecosystem to sustain these
uses. Recreation use Is managed to minimize conflicts between incompatible uses and provides high
levels of satisfaction. Year-round human access is managed to provide both motorized and nonmo-
tonzed opportunities. A system of trails and support facilities exist which are compatible with re-
source capabilities. Roadless characteristics are preserved in the proposed wilderness areas and in
existing Wildernesses

Production of Natural Resources Desired Future Condition:

Commodity production, such as timber; firewood; mining; livestock forage; or outfitting and guide
services are conducted at sustainable levels and maintain the capability of the land to produce an
even flow and variety of goods and services for present and future generations Timber harvest,
prescribed fires and livestock grazing are used as tools to achieve desired ecological vegetation
conditions, Forest products are provided to sustain social and economic values and needs of the
local communities within limits which maintain ecosystem health.

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 3-M

The purpose of Alternative 3-M is to resoive the needs for change by providing sustainable manage-
ment with a balanced program among, wildlife habitat, timber harvest, recreation, and other uses and
resources of the Forest. Alternative 3-M also provides increased emphasis for wildlife habitat man-
agement and allocates more core areas for grizzly bear. Motorized access, timber harvest levels and
livestock grazing are all reduced from levels allowed in the current Forest Plan. Riparian areas with
cutthroat trout are further protected with increased vegetation and reduced livestock grazing. Cross-
country, summer, motonzed vehicle use is restricted to specific areas. Lionhead, Palisades and
ltalian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness are recom-
mended to Congress for wilderness designation; until Congress acts on the recommendation, their
roadless characteristics are maintained.

All the alternatives respond to and incorporate the resource objectives set forth in the Recommended
1990 RPA Program. Alternative 3-M has been selected as the RPA Alternative because it represents
the Forest’s best attempt to simultaneously implement multiple-use management, ensure resource
sustainability, emphasize the quality of resource outputs, and to provide for the economic weil-being
of rural communtites.
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CHAPTERIII
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED PROGRAMMATIC
ACTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

READER’S GUIDE - In this chapter you will find:

How the Alternatives Were Farmulated

Explanation about 1ssues That Are Treated the Same or Vary Slightily in All Alternatives
The Alternative Continuum

Descriptions of the Seven Alternatives

Comparison Chart of the Key Issue Indicators of the Alternatives

Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detalled Study

A Table Comparing the Environmental Eifects Depicted by Issue Indicators

HOW THE ALTERNATIVES WERE FORMULATED

In Chapter |, we discussed the issues, issue indicators, reasons for the need for change, and the
Desired Future Condition. This chapter will explain how the alternatives were formulated and how
each alternative addressed the issues.

Forestwide Standards and Guidelines specify management requirements that apply throughout the
Forest, Management prescriphions say how different portions of the Forest will be managed differenily
from one another.

The lands of the Targhee meet many different needs. Some of these needs are mutually exclusive - a
wilderness area is not set up to provide developed recreation sites for motorized users, e.g. It is more
commonly the case though, that many uses coexist on the same land. A single piece of land may
provide habitat for grizzly bear, security cover for elk, grazing for livestock, timber for harvesting and
so on. This multiplicity of uses is bullt into the prescriptions. Land that provides crucial winter range
for elk may address that need whether the land is placed in a Winter Range prescrption, in a Recom-
mended Wilderness prescription, or even in a Range Management prescription.

For purposes of managing the Forest though, people need to have ready access to the management
direction that applies to any particularly piece of land That would not be possible if they had to look
up separate management prescriptions for grizzly bear habitat, elk security cover, livestock grazing,
and timber harvesting and then face the question of which to apply

The convention the Forest has adopted Is that any single piece of land has only one prescription
applied to 1t in any given alternative. That simplifies management, but it also means that people
cannot just look at a given prescription acreage total and assume that it contains all the acreage on
the Forest that could possibly fit there For instance, there 1s more Elk and Deer Winter Range on the
Forest than is allocated to that prescription.

For the most part, when there was a question as to which management prescription should be
applied, that prescription was assigned which best described the area’s intended future management
As an example, when an elgible wild scenic river was identified in an area recommended for wilder-
ness, the river corndor was assigned an Eligible Wild River prescnption, the surrounding recom-
mended wilderness was assigned a Recommended Wilderness prescription.
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Alternatives can be formulated simply by specifying a different mix of management prescriptions for a
given area of the Forest For instance, a given portion of the Forest could be designated for a Timber
Management, Grizzly Bear Habitat, or Recommended Wilderness prescription

The alternatives reflected a range of options open to management that responded to the issues, the
desired future condition, and the need for change. The interdisciplinary team evaluated the signifi-
cant physical, biological, economic and social effects of each alternative that was considered in
detall The evaluation included aggregate effects of social and economic impacts, outputs of goods
and services, and overall protection and enhancement of environmental resources.

The Forest analyzed in detaill seven alternatives. The Forest Supervisor and [.eadership Team
recommended Alternative 3-Modified to the Regional Forester and the public for review

Consequences for nonkey i1ssues are not included in Chapter Il discussions, since many of them are
addressed the same or with slight variation in every alternative. As an example, local communities
are noticeably interested m firewood availability. Regardiess of the alternative, a constant 3.8 million
board feet will be available each year in some remaining dead lodgepole and aspen areas. Although
discussed in Chapters Il and |V, firewood was not a key 1ssue and did not drive the selection of the
preferred alternative. Therefore firewood is not discussed in the alternative summaries of Chapter I

ISSUE INDICATORS THAT ARE THE SAME OR VARY SLIGHTLY IN ALL
ALTERNATIVES

As the Interdisciplinary Team developed the alternatives with the public and Forest Service employ-

ees, certain needs for change had the same consequences or varied slightly in all alternatives The
following summarizes the issue indicators with consequences and effects that are the same or vary

slightly in all alternatives. Details can be found in process papers.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Recommendations and Research Natural Areas
Water Quality, Visual Quality

Developed Recreation, nonmotorized

Archaeology/historical

Cave Management

Predator Control

Noxious Weeds

Outfitter and Guides

Sumimer Homes & Other Special Use Permits

Management of Existing Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas

Firewood - All afternatives offer 3 8 MMBF
Bald Eagle - Forestwide Standards and Guides are the same n all alternatives
Peregrine Falcon - Forestwide Standards and Guides are the same In all alternatives

Sensitive Species (These include Three-Toed Woodpecker, Flammulated Owl, Boreal Owl,
Great Gray Owl, Goshawk, Trumpeter Swan, Spotted Frog Habitat, Common Loon, Harle-
quin Duck) - Forestwide Standards and Guides are the same in all alfernatives.

Sensitive Species (These include Wolverines, Lynx, Fisher) - Small variation in habstat
quality or quantity (generally in the realm of 1-3% change from exlsting conditions).
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THE ALTERNATIVE CONTINUUM

The numbering scheme for alternatives ranges from 1-6, with alternative 3-Modified being the pre-
ferred and Alternative 1 being the No-Action or continue the Current Forest Flan Alternative. As the
numbers increase from Alternatives 2 to 6, they move consistently towards:

*Greater protection of wildlife habrtat

*Gireater protection of ripanian areas

*More protaction for Bear Management Units

*More secunity for elk

*Nonmotorized, dispersed recreation opportunities
*More recommended wilderness

*Less cross-country motorized use

*Fewer open roads and trails

*Reduced livestock grazing and timber harvest

*Less lasting visual impacts from management activities

ISSUE INDICATORS THAT ARE NOT “KEY”

In Chapter 1, Key Issues and Indicators werse discussed in great detail. At that time, it was acknowl-
edged that there were other 1ssues and issue indicators important to the planning process. When the
Forest was designing the alternatives around the issues, a number of issue indicators were created.
Specialists analyzed the consequences for all the different alternatives It soon became clear that
most of the consequence indicators were either the same in all alternatives or had minor variations,
making them less significant than the “Key lssue Indicators.” Much of the discussion in Chapters |1}
and IV discuss these issues, I1ssue indicators and consequences in mote detall. Most of the other
indicators are listed in Table 1I-1.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
All the alternatives comply with State and Federal law.
ALTERNATIVE 1 = Continue the Current Forest Plan (No Action)

The purpose of Alternative 1 is to continue management of the Forest under the current Forest Plan,
finalized in 1985, and updated with amendments; Iitigious concessions for the grizzly bear, and
changes for new listings of sensitive wildlife species over the last ten years. Timber harvest occurs
at the highest levels possible within the management constraints required for threatened and sensi-
tive wildlife species like grizzly bears and goshawks. Vehicle access is slightly reduced over current
levels due to the implementation of the interagency gnzzly bear guidelines and better road manage-
ment across the Forest., Cross-country, motorized access In summer and winter would continue
close to current levels. Ripanan, wildlife and recreation values are emphasized in specific areas of
the Forest Alternative 1 recommends portions of the Lionhead, italan Peaks and Winegar Hole
roadless areas for wilderness designation. Their roadless characteristics are maintained until Con-
gress acts on the recommendation.
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How the Key issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 1

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator Percent of the Forest with
limitations on the size of created openings or patches.

Alternative 1 would limit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 3% of the forest, or
about 47,000 acres.

2. Riparian. Key Indicator. Acres not meeting DVC.

Approximately 342,000 aquatic influence zone (AlZ} acres would be managed to maintain or enhance
riparian vegetation aquatic habitat, and water quality. At the end of the first decade, about 4,000
acres would not meet the DVC  Fishenes habitat quality would continue at a moderate level. Live-
stock grazing would occur at current levels. A mosaic of different species and size classes of vegeta-
tion would be provided. Season long, deferred rotation and rest rotation grazing systems would
continue to be used on all allotments. There would be a slight increase in cattle AUM’s. Timber
harvest would be allowed within imits, and would contribute to the ASQ

3. Security for EIK. Key Indicator Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails,

In Alternative 1, 58% of the Forest (1,075,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresh-
olds. The greatest factors under control of the Forest Service that influence elk security are the miles
of open roads and open motorized trails. Alternative 1 would reduce the number of open system
roads by 47 miles (-3%) and open nonsystem roads by 457 mies (-45%). About 16 more miles (+4%)
of system trail would be open to motorized use, but there would be a reduction of open nonsystem
tratls by 76 miles (-38%). The 58% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards 1sa 16
percentage points Increase over the existing level of 42%, probably resulting in a potenhal for a
slightly lower proportion of bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season.

4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicatorr Open road and open motorized
trail route density (miles per square mile).

The reduction in the average open road and motorized trail densities to an average ranging from 0.45
to 0.87 miles per square mile, in the bear management units (BMU’s) would improve grizzly bear
habitat. Off-highway vehicle {OHV) use would continue at current levels of use. Alternative 1 has no
restrictions on cross-country snowmachine use, except on a small portion of the Plateau BMU.
Sheep and cattle allotment grazing would continue at current levels. Timber harvest could occur with
constraints and would contribute to the ASQ

5. Access. Key Indicator: Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use.

Alternative 1 would reduce the number of open system roads by 47 miles (-3%) and open nonsystem
roads by 457 miles (-45%). About 16 more miles (+4%) of system trall would be open to motorized
use, but there would be a reduction of open nonsystem trails by 76 miles (-38%). This alternative
would allow the most camping, berry-picking, hunting, and sight-seeing activities that conventionally
use road access The decrease in numbers of open roads and trails would provide increased wildlife
securty, especially for elk and gnzzly bears and protect other resources from damage. Acres
avallable for summer OHV would also be the highest of the alternatives, allowing OHV use on
approximately 960,000 acres, about a 15% reduction over the current 1,126,000 acres open to OHV

use
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6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicatorr Number of acres recommended for Wilderness

Alternative 1 would recommend 65,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation. These are the
roadless areas recommended in the current forest plan (ltallan Peak, Lionhead and Winegar Hole),
although no Congressional action has been taken. This recommendation 1s about 7% of the total
acres which presently qualify as roadless

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 1 would harvest timber at a sustainable fevel of a maximum 51 million board feet
(MMBF) for the decade (approximately 5 1 MMBF per year) on an estimated 14,774 acres.

ALTERNATIVE 2

The purpose of Alternative 2 i1s to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing cross-country, winter
access and timber production, while adding more restrictions to summer, cross-country access.
Timber harvest occurs at the highest levels within the management constraints required for maintain-
ing threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat, Grazing continues at current levels.
Vehicle access is slightly reduced to meet requirements of the interagency grizzly bear guidelines.
Riparian, wildlife and heritage resource values are emphasized in specific areas of the Forest.
Alternative 2 makes no recommendations to Congress for Wilderness designation

How the Key Issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 2

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator: Percent of the Forest with
limitations on the size of created openings or patches.

Alternative 2 would limit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 1% of the forest, or
about 25,000 acres.

2. Riparian. Key Indicator Acres not meeting DVC.

Approximately 325,000 AlZ acres would be managed to restore and maintain the health of aquatic
influence zones in ways that also produce desired resource values, products, protection and en-
hancement of these areas. At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would hot meet the
DVC.. Livestock grazing would occur at slightly reduced levels Fishenes habitat quality would
remain at a moderate level.

3. Security for Elk. Key Indicator: Petrcent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails.

In Alternative 2, 72% of the Forest (1,296,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresh-
olds The greatest factors under control of the Forest Service that influence elk security are the
miles of open system roads and open motorized trails. Alternative 2 would increase the number of
open system roads by 44 mies (+3%), but reduce the open nonsystem roads by 586 miles (-56%)
There would be a reduction in open system trails by 76 miles (-18%) and open nonsystem trails by 86
miles (-43%). The 72% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards is a 30 percentage
points increase over the existing level of 42%, probably resulting in a potential for a slightly lower
proportion of bulls to be harvested during the generai hunting season.
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4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU's). Key Indicator, Open road and open motorized
trail route density (miles per square mile)

Alternative 2's reduction in the average open road and motorized trail densities to an average ranging
from 0.37 to 1 03 miles per square mile in the BMU's would improve grizzly bear habitat Cross-
country snowmobile use would be restricted from December 15 to April 1 1n all BMU's  Acres of
summer cross-country, motorzed access is significantly reduced from Alternative 1. Sheep and
cattle allotment grazing would continue at current levels Timber harvest that might occur to achieve
gnzzly bear habitat ocbjectives would contribute to the ASQ.

5. Access. Key Indicator Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use

Alternative 2 would increase the number of open system roads by 44 miles (+3%), but reduce the
open honhsystem roads by 586 miles {(-56%). There would be a reduction in open system tratls by 76
miles (-18%) and open nonsystem trails by 86 miles (-43%). This alternative would allow more
opportunities for dispersed camping, berry-picking, sight-seeing, and other activities that convention-
ally use road access. The decrease in numbers of open roads and trails is needed to meet guidelines
for increased waldlife secunty, especially for elk and grizzly bears. Acres available for OHV would
also be reduced over recent levels. Alternative 2 would allow OHV use on approximately 761,000
acres, about a 68% reduction over the current 1,126,000 acres open to OHV use Winter OHV
access would be increased, with an additional 210 miles of groomed trails for snowmobiles, for a total
of 666 miles.

6. Roadless Area Management. Key |ndicator Number of acres recommended for Wilderness
Alternative 2 would not recommend any areas to Congress for Wilderness designation
7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 2 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of a maximum 60 MMBF for the decade
(approximately 6.0 MMBF per year) on an estimated 16,940 acres.

ALTERNATIVE 3

The purpose of Alternative 3 Is to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing management of
wildlife habitat and sustaining timber harvest levels within wildlife constraints, Grizzly bear recovery
is enhanced with a reduction in motorized use allowed in each BMU. Grazing allotments continue at
current levels and larger percentage of nparian areas meet the Desired Vegetation Condition. Cross-
country, summer, motorized vehicle use is restricted to specific areas Lionhead, Palisades and
ltalian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness are recom-
mended to Congress for wilderness designation, until Congress acts on the recommendation, their
roadless characteristics are mamntained

How the Key Issues and Key indicators are addressed in Alternative 3:

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator: Percent of the Forest with
limitations on the size of created openings or patches,
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Altetnative 3 would limit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approxunately 5% of the forest, or
about 82,000 acres..

2. Riparian. Key indicator Acres not meeting DVC.

Alternative 3 would promote the heaith and function of riparian, wetiand and aquatic ecosystems on
approximately 448,000 AlZ acres. At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would not meet
the DVC. Fishenes habitat quality would be moderately high. Livestock grazing would be slightiy
reduced. Tinber harvest could occur in riparian areas to attain the desired vegetation charactenstics,
but is not scheduled and would not contribute to the ASQ

3. Security for Elk. Key Indicator: Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by riles of open roads and open motorized trails.

In Alternative 3, about 83% of the Forest (1,526,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability
thresholds. The greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the
miles of open roads and open motorized tralls. Alternative 3 would reduce the number of open
system roads by 146 miles (-11%) and open nonsystem roads by 653 miles (-84%). There would be a
reduction m open system trails by 96 miles (-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%)
The 83% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards 1s almost twice the existing level of
42%, thereby greatly improving elk security and allowing a higher potential for a lower proportion of
bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season.

4, Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicator: Open road and open motorized
trall route density (mies per square mile}.

The reduction in the open road and motonzed trall densities to an average ranging from 0 38 to 0.65
miles per square mile in the BMU’s, would improve grizzly bear habitat. Almost no summer cross-
country, motorized travel would be permitted in the BMU’s Snowmachine use is allowed on desig-
nated routes throughout the snow season. In 96% of the Henry's Lake BMU - Subunit 2, 20% of the
Plateau BMU, and 3% Bechler/Teton BMU, cross-country snowmachine use is allowed only from
December 15 to April 1. Some timber harvest could occur to improve bear habitat. Sheep and cattle
allotment grazing would continue at existing levels.

5. Access. Key Indicator: Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use.

Alternative 3 would reduce the number of open system roads by 146 miles (-11%) and open
nonsystem roads by 653 miles (-64%). There would be a reduction in open system trails by 96 miles
{-22%} and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry-
picking, firewood gathering, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails, The decrease in numbers of
open roads and trails would better meet goals for Increased wildlife security, especially for elk and
grizzly bears. Acres available for summer OHV use would also be reduced over current levels.
Alternative 3 would allow OHV use on approximately 368,000 acres, about a 67% reduction from the
current 1,126,000 acres opento OHV use Besides providing wildlife security, summer OHV reduc-
tions would prevent other resource damages from OHV use.
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6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicator, Number of acres recommended for Wilderness.

Alternative 3 would recommend 125,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation The 125,000
acres would include the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltalian Peak, Lionhead
and Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas and the
Palisades. This recommended 125,000 acres 15 15% of the total acres which presently qualfy as
roadless on the Forest

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator. ASQ.

Alternative 3 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of a maximum 50 MMBF for the decade
(approximately 5.0 MMBF per year) on an estimated 14,230 acres.

ALTERNATIVE 3-M = Alternative 3 Modified (Also the Proposed Programmatic Action and
Preferred Alternative)

The purpose of Alternative 3-M is to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing wildhfe habitat
management and allocating more core areas for grizzly bear, Motorized access, timber harvest
levels and livestock grazing are all reduced from levels allowed in the current Forest Plan. Riparian
areas with cutthroat trout are further protected with increased vegetation and reduced fivestock
grazing. Cross-country, summer, mototized vehicle use Is restricted to specific areas. Lionhead,
Palisades and ltalian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilder-
ness are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation; until Congress acts on the recom-
mendation, their roadless characteristics are maintained.

All the alternatives respond to and incorporate the tentative resource objectives set forth in the
Recommended 1990 RPA Program. Alternative 3-M has been selected as the RPA Alternative
because it represents the Forest's best attempt to simultanesously implement multiple-use manage-
ment, ensure resource sustainability, emphasize the qualty of resource outputs, and to provide for
the economic well-being of rural communities.

How the Key issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 3-M:

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator: Percent of the Forest with
limtations on the size of created openings or patches.

Alternative 3-M would hmit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 14% of the forest, or
about 259,000 acres.

2. Riparian. Key Indicator: Acres not meeting DVC.

Approximately 512,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of riparian,
wetland and aquatic ecosystems under Alternative 3-M. At the end of the first decade, about 2,500
acres would not meet the DVC. Fishenes habitat quality would be moderately high, compared to the
current moderate quality rating. There would be a moderately rapid rate of recovery of degraded
habitats. Livestock grazing would be reduced more with this alternative than with Alternatives 1, 2, or
3. Timber harvest could occur in nparian areas to attain the desired vegetation characteristics, but 1s
not scheduled and would not contribute to the ASQ.
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3. Secunty for Elk. Key Indicator: Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails.

Over 91% of the Forest (1,673,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresholds. The
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the mies of open
roads and open motorized trails. Alternative 3-M would reduce the number of open system roads by
170 miles (-12%) and open nonsystem roads by 658 miles (-64%). There would be a reduction in
open system trauls by 93 miles {-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%). The 91% of
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards 1s more than twice the existing level of 42%,
thereby greatly improving elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower preportion of
bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season.

4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicatorr Open road and open motonzed
trail route density (miles per square mile).

The reduction in the open road and motorized trail densities ranging from 0.29 to 0.56 miles per
square mile in the BMU’s, would improve grizzly bear habitat Additional access restrictions to
improve habitat security would be no summer cross country motorized vehicle use in any of the
BMLU’s, except a small portion in the Bechler BMU, Domestic sheep grazing would be phased out
over time. No timber harvest would be scheduled in the “core” or “secure” areas. Snowmachine use
is allowed on designated routes throughout the snow season Cross-country snowmachine use 1s
allowed only from December 15 to Apnl 1.

5. Access. Key Indicator: Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use.

Alternative 3-M would reduce the number of open system roads by 170 miles (-12%) and open
nonsystem roads by 658 miles (-84%). There would be a reduction in open system tralls by 93 miles
(-22%}) and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry-
picking, firewood gathering, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventlonally use road access and
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The increase in road clo-
sures and restrictions would provide increased wildlife secunty, especially for elk and gnizzly bears,
and would provide additional protection from other resource damage. Acres available for summer
QOHV use would be reduced allowing OHV use on approximately 121,000 acres, almost a 90%
reduction from the current 1,126,000 acres open to OHV use

6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicator; Number of acres recommended for Wilderness

Alternative 3-M would recommend 125,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation. The
125,000 acres wotild include the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltaltan Peak,
Lionhead and Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas
and the Palisades. This recommended 125,000 acres is 15% of the total acres which presently
qualify as roadless on the Forest.

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 3-M would harvest timber at a sustainabie level of a maximum 37 MMBF for the decade
(approximately 3.7 MMBF per year) on an estimated 11,430 acres.
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ALTERNATIVE 4

Alternative 4 emphasizes watershed and wildlife habitat improvement and a reduction in timber
harvest. Riparian areas receve increased emphasis. Motorized access is restricted to designated
routes and more roads are closed in some BMU's than in previous alternatives. Lionhead, Palisades
and ltalian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and
ancther 14,000 acres of roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation;
until Congress acts on the recommendation, their roadless characteristics are maintained.

How the Key Issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 4:

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator: Percent of the Forest with
limitations on the size of created openings or patches

Alternative 4 would hmit size of patches to 40 acres or [ess on approximately 17% of the forest, or
about 310,000 acres,

2, Riparian. Key Indicator: Acres not meeting DVC.

Approximately 533,000 AlZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of nparian,
wetland and aquatic ecosystems At the end of the first decade, about 1,700 acres wouid not meet
the DVC. Fisheries habitat quality would be high, compared to the current moderate quality rating.
Degraded habitats would recover rapidly. Livestock grazing would be reduced by about 8,000 catile
AUM's. Timber harvest could occur in riparian areas to attain the desired vegetation characteristics,
but is not scheduled and would not contribute to the ASQ.

3. Security for Elk. Key Indicator. Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails

About 89% of the Forest (1,640,000 acres) would meet the state elk vuinerabllity thresholds. The
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the miles of open
roads and open motorized tralls  Alternative 4 would reduce the number of open system roads by
295 miles (-22%}) and open nonsystem roads by 722 miles (-71%). There would be a reduction in
open system trails by 113 miles (-26%) and open nonsystem trails by 98 miles (-48%). The 89% of
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards is more than twice the existing level of 42%,
thereby greatly improving elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower proportion of
bulls to be harvested durng the general hunting season

4. Grizzly Bear Management {within the BMU’s). Key Indicatorr Open road and open motorized
trail route density {miles per square mile).

The reduction in the open road and motorized trail densities to an average ranging from 0.23 to 0.50
miles per square mile in the BMU's, would improve grizzly bear habitat. Additional access restrictions
to iImprove habitat security would be no cross-country motonized vehicle use in any of the BMU’s,
except a small portion of the Plateau and Bechler BMU's. Snowmachine use 1s allowed on desig-
nated routes throughout the snow season. Cross-country snowmachine use i1s allowed only from
December 15 to April 1. Sheep grazing would be phased out.
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5. Access. Key Indicator Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use.

Alternative 4 would reduce the number of open system roads by 295 miles {-22%) and open
nonsystem roads by 722 miles (-71%). There would be a reduction in open system trails by 113 miles
{-26%) and open nonsystem trails by 98 miles (-49%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry-
picking, firewood gathering, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and tralls. The increase in closures and
restnictions would provide increased wildlife security, especially for elk and gnzzly bears, and protect
other resources from damage. Alternative 4 would allow OHV use on approximately 79,000 acres,
over a 80% reduction from the current 1,126,000 acres cuirently open to CHV use.

6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicator: Number of acres recommended for Wilderness.

Alternative 4 would recommend 139,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation. These acres
more than double the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltalian Peak, Lionhead and
Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas and the Pali-
sades This recommended 139,000 acres is 18% of the total acres which presently qualify as
roadless on the Forest.

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 4 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of 25 MMBF for the decade (approximately
2 5 MMBF per year) on an estimated 7,510 acres.

ALTERNATIVE 5

The purpose of Alternative 5 Is to meet the needs for change that reduce focus on human manage-
ment and human disturbances of wildiife and riparian habitat. Motorized access is restricted to
designated routes and more roads are closed in BMU's. Lionhead, Palisades and ltalian Peaks, plus
the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and another 100,000 acres of
presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation; until Congress
acts on the recommendation, their roadless characteristics are maintained.

How the Key Issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 5

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicator Percent of the Forest with
limitations on the size of created openings or patches.

Alternative 5 would limit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 18% of the forest, or
about 333,000 acres.

2. Riparian. Key Indicator Acres not meeting DVC.

Approximately 590,000 AlZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of riparian,
wetland and aquatic ecosystems under this alternative. At the end of the first decade, about 1,700
acres would not meet the DVC. Fisheries habitat quality would be high, compared to the current
moderate quality rating. Degraded habitats would recover rapidly, Livestock grazing would be
reduced by about 8,000 cattle AUM’s.
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3. Security for Elk. Key Indicator. Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails.

In Alternative 5, about 98% of the Forest (1,802,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability
thresholds. The greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the
miles of open roads and open motonzed trails Alternative 5 would reduce the number of open
system roads by 395 miles {-29%) and open nonsystem roads by 740 miles (-73%). There would be a
reduction in open system trails by 262 miles {-61%) and open nonsystem trails by 138 miles (-69%)
The 98% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards is more than twice the existing level
of 42%, thereby greatly improving elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower propor-
tion of bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season.

4, Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicator; Open road and open motorized
trail route density (miles per square mile),

The reduction in the open road and motorized trail densities to an average ranging from 0.37 to 0.49
miles per square mile in the BMU's, would improve grizzly bear habitat. Additional access restrictions
to improve habitat security would be no cross country motorized vehicle use in any of the BMU's, a
small portion of the Plateau and Bechler BMU's. Snowmachine use is allowed on designated routes
throughout the snow season. Cross-country snowmachine use is allowed only from December 15 fo
April 1. Sheep grazing would cease.

5. Access. Key Indicatorr Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use.

Alfernative 5 would reduce the number of open system roads by 395 miles (-29%) and open
nonsystem roads by 740 miles (-73%). There would be a reduction in open system trails by 262 miles
{-61%) and open nonsystem trails by 138 miles {-69%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry-
picking, firewood gathening, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The increase in closures and
restrictions would provide increased wildlife secunty, especially for elk and gnzzly bears and protect
other resources from damage. ARernative 5 would allow OHV use on approximately 50,000 acres,
over a 95% reduction from the current 1,126,000 acres open to OHV use.

6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicator. Number of acres recommended for Wilderess

Alternative 5 would recommend 226,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation. These acres
more than triple the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltalan Peak, Lionhead and
Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas and the Pali-
sades. This recommended 139,000 acres 1s 28% of the total acres which presently qualfy as
roadless on the Forest.

7. Timber Harvest. Key indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 5 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of 15 MMBF for the decade (approximately
1.5 MMBF per year) on an estimated 4,730 acres.
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ALTERNATIVE 6

The purpose of Alternative 6 is to meet the needs for change by de-emphasizing human manage-
ment and human disturbance of wildlife and ripanan habitat to the lowest level in all the alternatives
Timber harvest I1s not scheduled. All access i1s strongly restricted to designated routes and more
roads are closed to reduce human disturbance than in any other alternative. Lionhead, Palisades
and Itahan Peaks, plus the ldaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and
another 340,000 acres of presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness
designation. Almost all the roadless areas retain their roadless characteristics

How the Key Issues and Key Indicators are addressed in Alternative 6.

1. Sustainability, Fire, and Natural Disturbances. Key indicator: Percent of the Forest with
Iimitations on the size of created openings or patches.

Alternative & would imit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 18% of the forest, or
about 330,000 acres.

2. Riparian. Key Indicator: Acres not meeting DVC,

Approximately 793,000 AlZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of ripanan,
wetland and aquatic ecosystems under this alternative. At the end of the first decade, about 1,700
acres would not meet the DVC. Fisheries habitat quality would be high, compared to the current
moderate quality rating. Degraded habitats would recover rapidly. Livestock grazing would be
reduced the same as Alternative 5.

3. Security for Elk. Key Indicator: Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerability thresholds,
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails.

About 98% of the Forest (1,802,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresholds The
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the miles of open
roads and open motonized trails  Alternative 6 would reduce the number of open system roads by
406 miles (-30%) and open nonsystem roads by 753 miles (-74%). There would be a reduction in
open system trails by 405 miles (-94%) and open nonsystem trails by 145 miles (-73%). The 88% of
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerability standards i1s more than twice the existing level of 42%,
thereby greatly improving elk secunty. This means the potential would be for a lower proportion of
bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season.

4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicator: Open road and open motorized
trall route density (miles per square mile).

The reduction in the open road and motorized trail densities to an average ranging from 0.28 to 0.56
miles per square mile in the BMU’s, would improve grizzly bear habitat. Additional access restrictions
to improve habitat security would be no cross country motorized vehicle use in any of the BMU’s,
except in a small portion of the Plateau and Bechler BMU's, Snowmachine use is allowed on desig-
nated routes throughout the snow season. Cross-country snowmachine use is allowed only from
December 15 to April 1. All domestic sheep grazing would be stopped immediately.
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5. Access. Key Indicator; Roads and trails per mile open to motorized use

Alternative 6 would reduce the number of open system roads by 406 miles (-30%) and open
nonsystem roads by 753 miles (-74%). There would be a reduction in open system trails by 405 miles
{-94%) and open nonsystem trails by 145 miles (-73%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry-
picking, firewood gathering, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and tralls. The increase of road
closures and restrictions would provide increased wildiife secunity, especilally for elk and grizzly bears,
and protect other resources from damage. Acres avallable for OMV use would also be reduced over
current levels. Alternative 6 would allow OHYV use on approximately 34,000 acres, a 97% reduction
from the current 1,126,000 acres open to OHV use. This approach is consistent with the minimum
maintenance level of management emphasized in this aiternative.

6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indicator: Number of acres recommended for Wilderness.

Alternative 6 would recommend 465,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation, more than
seven times the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltalian Peak, Lionhead and
Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas and the Pali-
sades. This recommended 465,000 acres is 55% of the total acres which presently qualify as
roadless on the Forest.

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ.

Alternative 6 would not have a scheduled timber harvest A lmited harvest might occur, but not
much, given the minimum level of human disturbance emphasis of this alternative
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Figure II-1

Frgure li-1 shows how the alternatives compared, or stacked up against each other when the Key
Issue Indicators’ differences were analyzed The differences are determined by the alternative with
the most advantages. For grnizzly bear management, the alternative with the fewest number of open
roads and motorized route density receives the highest rating. For the access 1ssue, the alternative
with the most numbers of trails and roads open per mile received the highest rating.

All alternatives meet baseline State and Federal Standards; Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan Goals for
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem; Endangered Species Act, Wilderness Act; Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act; National Historical Act, NFMA; Native Americans Act; eic.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

Several alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study and more information about
these can be found in the process papers These additional alternatives were not fully developed
because they closely resembled alternatives that were considered in detall, they did not meet the
needs for change; they were missing practical implementation components; or they were inappropri-
ate for other reasons as follows:
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Maximum Commodity Production and Motonzed Access

This alternative called for more Forest land devoted to scheduled timber production than
Alternative 1. It provided more designated open motonzed routes, allowed less cross-country
ORV access; recommended no wilderness desighation; proposed elimination of the Palisades
Wilderness Study Area; and recommended that eligibility determinations under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act not be made,

Some portions of this proposal were incorporated into Alternative 2. Suggestions that could not
be implemented without Congressional action (like those regarding the Palisades Wilderness
Study Area and eligibility under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act) were not included in any
alternative. Because large portions of this proposal became part of Alternative 2, further detarled
analysis did not cceur.

Maximum Wilderness

During public involvement activities it was proposed that all of the Forest's inventorled roadless
areas be recommended for wilderness designation. Alternative 6 was developed in response to
the desire for additional recommended wilderness. After analysis, some inventoried roadless
areas were not proposed for wilderness in any alternative because some areas did not exhibit
sufficient wilderness qualities to warrant their inclusion into the wilderness system at this time
The all-wilderness alternative was dropped,

Range of Varability

Many members of the public and several Forest Service employees advocated the development
of an alternative that would move the forest into Iits “range of vanabllity * This would involve
learning what ecologlical conditions existed on the Forest historically and managing for those same
conditions. This was not developed as a separate alternative because the current information on
the range of vanability for the Forest is insufficient to formulate an alternative. Even with this
Information, ecological vanability may be so broad as to provide inadequate direction for an
alternative at this time. Finally, this type of afternative would not meet the National Forest
Management Act Direction to formulate alternatives that incorporate social and economic
conditions along with the ecological stuation.

Onginal Forest Plan as Written

Alternative 1 reflects current management of the Forest and how it would continue in the future. It
differs from the onginal 1885 Plan in some respects.

Some people have asked for an alternative that comes closer to the letter of the existing Forest
Plan. The differences between Alternative 1 (which is modeled consistent with the intent of the
1985 Plan) and a strict reading of the 1985 Pian are summarized below They could have been
used to shape a separate alternative.

- The 1985 Plan called for the harvesting of timber from suitable lands at rates that could not be
sustained. Because most of this material has aiready been logged or is no longer merchantable,
and because some of it could not be logged because of other resource protection needs, the
nonsustamnable harvest schedule was not used.
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- As a part of the Revision process, the Forest reassessed the eligibility of nver segments for
study as wild, scenic, or recreational nvers. That eligibility determination was made; and the
Forest has moved to protect the outstandingly remarkable values of the eligible segments in all
the aiternatives. Some peopie have asked that an alternative be developed which does not include
that protection. We did not do so because Forest Service policy is to protect the outstandingly
remarkable values once eligibility is established

- The provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) have not changed since the Forest Plan
was put into effect in 1985. However, the understanding of the habitat needs of those species has
changed substantially. Meeting the needs of these species, in particular the gnzzly bear, has
substantially changed management on a large portion of the Forest. We did not use the previously
acceptable approaches for providing grizzly bear habitat because they are not generally accepted
in today's scientific community.

- The Forest Service has greatly expanded its own list of sensitive species. In response to that
expanded list, the Forest has had to change management practices to increase habitat protection.
We have continued this level of protection because 1t 1s designed to prevent these species from
being listed as threatened or endangered.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

A summary of the environmental impacts and effects {called Indicators) for each alternative i1s pro-
vided in Table II-1. Due to the complexity of the consequences displayed in this table, cumulative
impacts are not presented here. For a detailed discussion of the effects, consult Chapter IV, “Envi-
ronmental Consequences.”
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TABLE [I-1
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following pages contain a summary of the environmental effects of the alternatives This summary is drawn
from information in Chapter lll and IV of the DEIS The reader s referred to those Chapters for additional
information

The key issue indicators are displayed first for the components outlined in Chapter 1 Due to the complexity of
the Issues, there are other indicators that need to be evaluated to adequately address the environmental effects,
and those are hsted beiow the key indicators Acronyms and abbreviations are defined at the end of this Table

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PATTERNS

Exist Level | At #1 | AR #2 } Alt #3 [Alt #3-M | Alt #4 | Alt #5 | Alt #6

Key Indicator - Sustainabilty and Patch Size Issue

- M Acres restricted to NA 47 25 a2 259 310 333 330
openings < Range of
Variability

In addition to patch size, there are other ecosystem processes and patterns that we analyzed that contribute to
ecologically sustainable ecosystems

All alternatives were evaluated on the ability to use management practices such as prescribed fire and timber
harvest to manipulate ecosystems Aguatic connectivity was determined to be a good indicator of ecosystem
patierns and opporiunties to mantain or improve current connectivity were addressed

Other Ecosystem Management Indicators

- M Acres where prescribed 1,282 1,282 1,401 1,302 1,232 1,223 1,202 1,256
fire 1s allowed
- M Acres with less 0 262 275 132 132 0 0 0
restrictions on timber
harvest
- M Acres aquatic zones 342 342 325 448 512 533 580 793
where connectivity 1s
maintained

PHYSICAL

Most forest management activities impact the soll resource to some extent These actwities (recreation, fimber
harvesting, road bullding, grazing) were evaluated to determine what environmental effect they will have on the
soll resource

The only 1ssue indicators used to evaluate physical elements are related to minerals and the ability to locate, or
enter areas on the Forest

Other Physical Component Indicators

- M Acres open to locatable 1,722 1,383 1.414| 1,324 1,277 1,340| 1,197 g68
and mineral entry
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BIOLOGICAL

Exist Level | Alt #1 | At #2 | ARt #3 { AR #3-M | At #4 | Alt #5 | Alt #6
Key Indicator - Ripanan Health issue
- Ripan