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Dear National Forest Planning Partlclpant: 

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

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

Your review and comments on the Draft EIS and Revlsed Forest Plan are 
important to the analysis process. In your revl.eW, 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 JUM 1 1996. 
E-mail comments can be submitted to /s=drev/oui=r04f15a@mhs-fswa.attmall.com. 
It would be helpful to know the reasons for your comments, to help us make 
better informed decisions. Posrtive 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.O. Box 208, St. Anthony, ID 83445 or call (208) 624-3151. 

.Sulcerely, 

JERRY B. REESE 
Forest Supervisor 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
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ABSTRACT Thus Draft Envtronmental Impact Statement documents the analysis of seven aiterna- 
hves, whrch were developed for poesrble management of the 1.8 milllion acres admtmstered by the 
Targhee Nahonal Forest. Alternative 3-M is the Forest Service’s preferred alternabve. 

The aiternahve ulhmately chosen may change based on input from the public, other agencies, and thus 
agency’s own internal deliberative process. That aiternatrve, selected by the Regtonal Forester, WIII be 
pubkshed in the final EIS, and will become the Forest Plan Revision, which will guide management of 
the Targhee National Forest rn the future. 

Date of transmission to the Environmental Protection Agency and the publtc IS MAR 1 l!Nfi . 
Send comments regardrng this Draft Environmental Impact Statementtothe Forest Supervrsor, Targhee 
National Forest, at the above address by a 7 lllg(j& 
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The comment period of the draft EIS will be 90 days from the date the Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes the notice of availabilrty in the Federal Regrster. 

The Forest Servrce 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 ElSs must structure 
their particrpatron in the envrronmental review of the proposal so that it is msanmgful and alerts an 
agency to a reviewer’s positron and contentrons. (Yankee Power Cotp v. NRDC, 435 
U.S. 519,553 (1978)) Also, environmental objections that could be raised at the draft EIS stage, but are 
not raised until after complebon of the final EIS may be waived or drsmissed by the courts. (C&of 
vv. 803 F.2d 1016,1022 (9th Cir. 1986) and pHeritaaes. 490 F. 
Supp. 1334, 1338 (E D. Wis. 1980)) Because of these court rulmgs, it is very important that those 
interested rn this proposed achon participate by the close of the comment period so that substantive 
comments and objections are made available to the Forest Ssrvtce at a time when It can meanmgfully 
consider them and respond to them rn the final EIS. 

To assist the Forest Service in identifying and considenng rssues and concerns on the proposed a&on, 
comments on the draft EIS should be as specrfic as possible. It is also 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 wash to refer 
to the Council on Environmental Quaky Regulations for implementmg the procedural provrsrons of the 
National Envrronmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1503.3 in addressing these points. 

Please note that comments on the draft EIS will be regarded as publrc information. 

The policy of the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service prohibits discrimrnation on the 
basis of race, color, nabonal origin, age, religion, sex, or disabiltty, familial status, or political affiliation. 
Persons believing they have been dtscnmmated agamst in any Forest Service related activity should 
write to’ Chtef, Forest Service, USDA, P.O. Box 96090, Washington, DC 20090-6090. 
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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 
Plan Revision is to provrde the reader with a quack overvrew of the planmng process, the Issues, and 
the alternatives, including the preferred, that wrll affect the management of the Targhee National 
Forest for the next ten years and beyond. 

The DEIS considers and evaluates an array of alternatrves, identrfying the preferred This summary 
will not cover the Draft Revision (DREV). The DREV carnes out the actions of the preferred alterna- 
trve and provides key decisions for the long-term management of the Forest. The DREV summary IS 
contarned rn a document called “The Executive Summary.” 

Readers wanting more in-depth informatron or who wish to comment on the DEIS and DREV may 
write or call the Targhee National Forest Supervisor’s Office at P.0 Box 208, St Anthony, Idaho 
83445, (208) 624-3151. 
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Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest 
on a National Scale 

Wyoming 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: LOCATION AND SETTING FOR THE TARGHEE NATIONAL 
FOREST 

The Targhee Natronal Forest IS an admrmstratrve unit of the Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Servrce, encompassing 1 8 mullion acres. EstablIshed by Presrdent Theodore Roosevelt in 1908, the 
Forest is named in honor of a Bannock lndran warnor. The Targhee Forest Supervisor’s Office IS 
located in St. Anthony, Idaho with District offices rn Dubors, Island Park, Ashton, Idaho Falls, and 
Dnggs. The Forest IS bordered by SIX other Natronal Forests 

The Forest kes almost entirely withrn the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, an area of 12 million acres 
and the largest remarmng block of relabvely undisturbed plant and ammal habitat in the contiguous 
Unrted States. 

On a larger scale, the Forest lies along the Continental Divide, at the uppermost reaches of the 
Columbra River Basrn, an ecosystem of 40 million acres extending from Western Washington to the 
Southeastern Idaho border and encompassrng parts of Montana, Wyoming, Nevada and Utah. The 
Forest Includes all or porhons of several drstinct mountarn ranges, rncludrng the Lemhi, Beaverhead, 
Brtterroot, Centennial, Henry’s Lake, Teton, Brg Hole, Caribou, and Snake River Ranges. Elevations 
range from near 5,000 feet on the Snake Rover to over 12,000 feet on the Forest’s western and 
easternmost reaches. The Forest contains the Island Park Caldera and several reservorrs. Topogra- 
phy ranges from rolling foothrlls to rugged, glacratsd mountain peaks. 

Although most of the land IS dry and semr-and, 190 stream headwaters situated on the Forest 
provide varred vegetation to support a multitude of uses The area has cold, moist winters and hot 
dry summers. Average annual preciprtation, most of which falls as snow, Increases with elevation 
As little as ten inches of precrprtatron falls in lower valleys and as much as forty Inches occurs at the 
highest elevations. Wide temperature extremes exist, wrth summer temperatures at lower elevahons 
exceeding 100 degrees Fahrenheit and wrnter temperatures at higher elevations falkng to less than 
40 degrees below zero Fahrenhert. 

SUMMARY OFTHE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTSTATEMENT (DEIS) 

The 1985 Current Forest Plan emphasrzed an extensive salvage and reforestahon program of dead 
lodgepole krlled by a massrve mountain pine bark beetle eprdemic over the previous 3 decades. The 
1996 DEIS recommends a preferred alternabve that provrdes for sustainable management wrth a 
more balanced program for recreabon, wildlife habrtat, trmber 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 remarmng 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 Setvrce needed to 
become an integral part of the Forest’s drrecbon. A revision would requrre the Forest to be 
managed for sustarnabrkty of all ecologic and social components for the present and the future 

New knowledge and frndrngs for wrldkfe habitat management, unknown at the trme of the 1985 
Current Forest Plan, needed to be Incorporated Into a new Forest drrecbon. 

Results from momtonng data Indicated that the Forest was not meebng all of the 1985 Current 
Forest Plan goals for some resources such as wrldlife habitat, riparian areas, vegetabon, and 
human access management. 

Desired Future Condition for the Year 2010 

Based on pubkc and Forest Servrce employee comments recerved between 1991-1994, a set of goal 
statements, called the “Desrred Future Condiiion for the Year 2010”, emerged that collecbvely 
represent where the Forest would Ideally kke to be The Desired Future Condition influenced the 
selecbon of the preferred alternabve in the Draft EIS These are described as follows 

Ecosystem Processes and Patterns Desired Future Condition: 
A mosaic of age classes and types of vegetabon are sustarned through time and exist across the 
landscape Natural drsturbances such as Insects, drsease 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, sustarmng habrtat and condrbons necessary for free movement of wrldkfe 

Biological/Physical Dewed Future Condition: 
Riparian zones are healthy and productive. Aquatic systems are allowed to funcbon naturally whrle 
protechng flows for downstream consumptrve uses. Rrpanan area integnty contributes to productive 
fisheries and excellent water quakty. Native plant and animal species are favored over undesireable 
nonnative specres and sustarned populabons of all native and desireable epecres thrive. Habrtat 
conditions contnbute toward the recovery of Threatened, Endangered and Sensibve Species. 

Forest Use and Occupation Desired Future Condition: 
Growing and diverse recreational, cultural, vrsuat, hrstoncal and prehrstonc management, interpre- 
tive, and sprntual needs are accommodated based on the capabrkty of the ecosystem to sustain 
these uses Recreation use is managed to minimize confkcts between rncompabble uses and 
provides high levels of sabsfacbon. Year-round human access IS managed to provide both motorized 
and nonmotorized opportunrbes A system of trails and support facrlities exist which are compabble 
wrth resource capabrlrbes. Roadless charactensbcs are preserved in the proposed wrlderness areas 
and in exrsttng Wildernesses. 

Production of Natural Resources Desired Future Condition: 
Commodrty production, such as bmber, firewood, mrnrng, livestock forage; or outfrttmg and gurde 
servtces are conducted at sustarnable levels and mantarn the capabrkty of the land to produce an 
even flow and variety of goods and servrces for present and future generabons Timber harvest, 
prescribed fires and kvestock grazmg are used as tools to achieve desrred ecologrcal vegetahon 
condrbons Forest products are prowded to sustarn socral and economrc values and needs of the 
local commumties within lrmrts whrch maintarn ecosystem health 
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Key issues 

Although there were over 70 Issues and concerns rdenbfred by the pubkc and Forest employees, 
seven Key Issues were the ultimate dnvtng force for developrng the alternatives and for the recom- 
mended direcbon of the Revised Forest Plan. The Key Issues had the most sigmfrcance as variables 
between the alternatives and are potnts of confkct 

Each Key Issue received an “Issue Indicator”, a umt of measurement that showed how the issue was 
addressed in each alternative The leadershrp team, consrsbng of the Forest Supervisor, Distnct 
Rangers, Branch Chiefs and Public Affairs Officer, studred the issues and selected one major indtca- 
tor for each issue that best reflected the vanabrlity 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 conbnually. Healthy ecosystems are those that retain all of their parts and funcbons for 
future generations even though vegetation patterns, human uses, or other conditions may change 
Because ecosystem management IS a new approach for the Forest Servrce, a variety of approaches 
are possible tn working towards Implementation. Issue 1 marnly focuses on determining actions 
needed for sustainabrkty and marntenance of a healthy ecosystem, parhcularly as it relates to fire, 
Insects and disease, collecting and momtonng data; and identifymg the range of vanability. 

Issue 1 Indicator: Of all the rndrcators of ecosystem health, patch size limit (in acres) was 
selected. A patch is defined as an area of vegetation that IS structurally andfor composibonally 
different from what surrounds It -for example, a clearcut of 40 acres within a lodgepole pine 
component is a patch. Patch size limtt was selected because the forest has gathered some 
general informabon about the subject from old historical photos and maps. Changes in patch 
sizes from what existed histoncally, patbcularly as It relates to fire and other natural disturbances, 
may affect rndrvidual species or ecosystem sustarnabrkty. As our knowledge Increases about the 
nature and magnitude of patch size kmits, the Forest may be constratned in Its abrlity to achieve 
desired patch sizes by the National Forest Management Act’s harvest unit srze limrt or other 
species or resource considerations At this time the Forest does not know the impkcations of 
histoncal changes in vegetabon patch sizes for other resources such as animal populations 

Key Issue 2: Riparian 
Ripanan areas be adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation communities dependent upon 
water near the ground surface. Rrparian areas are associated wrth lakes, reservoirs, springs, bogs, 
wet meadows, and streams Rrparian areas are essential breeding, reanng and feeding grounds for 
many species of wildlife and all fish They serve people as important sources for water and flood 
control and for recreattonal purposes such as camprng, fishing, floating and aesthebcs. Although 
npanan areas constitute less than 5 percent of the total land base, they are the most productive 
areas in terms of plant and animal species drvereity and consumpbve use. A healthy nparian area 
indicates that the aquatic, water and soil components are also healthy. 

Issue 2 Indicator The issue tndrcator showing the drfferences between the atternabves for 
rrparian areas is Desired Vegetation Condrtton. The npanan area’s health is indicated by the 
amounts and types of nparian vegetabon along the streambanks, with hrghest preference to 
native deep-rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that maintain streambank stability and provide for a 
hrgh rate of recovery following drsturbance. 
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Key Issue 3: Securrty for Elk 
Although the Forest provrdes habrtat for a number of wrldlrfe specres (85 mammals, 301 bards, 17 
reptiles and amphrbrans), for many there were only skght ddferences rn the management of their 
habitat amongst the alternatives Secunty for elk was chosen as a key Issue relating to future 
hunting condrtrons and opportumbes and cooperative relations with Frsh and Game Departments. 
Observations and studres by agency and umversrty screntrsts determined that, as motorized road and 
trail densrtres increase, elk secunty decknes Portrons of the Forest have high densibes of trawls and 
roads open to motorized use due to the extensrve road bullding assocrated wrth the salvage activrty 
of removrng the dead lodgepole. 

Issue 3 Indicator: The best Indicator showrng the drfferences between alternatives for elk security 
IS ‘the percentage of the Forest meebng State Fish and Game vulnerabrlity thresholds for elk ” 
Elk vulnerabrkty IS defmed as a measure of elk susceptrbikty to bemg killed during the hunttng 
season As cross county off-hrghway vehrcle travel and motorized road and trawl densrbes 
increase, the security for elk decreases and mortality rate increases. The pnmary effect that the 
Forest Service has control over, related to elk vulnerabrllty, is the dens@ 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 Umts 
Portions of the Forest are wrthm the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem whrch has been drvrded 
into Bear Management Umts (BMU’s). Portions of the Forest are wrthm three BMU’s and feature 
grizzly bear recovery. As with all threatened and endangered specres, 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 affecbng gnzzly bear habitat security. New information 
accumulated over the last ten years provides better insrght and drrection regardmg effective manage- 
ment of roads, trmber and human actrvrties in grizzly bear habitat 

Issue 4 Indicator: The indicator for the Bear Management Umts issue is the Open Road and 
Open Motorized Trail Route Density By managmg motorized access, the Forest can mmimtze 
human mteracbon and potential gnzzfy bear mortakty, displacement from important habitats, and 
habrtuation to humans 

Key Issue 5: Access 
The Forest currently has 1,367 mrles of open system road and 1,021 miles of open nonsystem roads; 
433 miles of open system trait and 199 melee of open nonsystem trail. “Open” means road and trail 
miles wrthout restrictions on motorized use. There are currently road and trail miles with restricbons 
on motorized use as follows: 633 miles of restncted system road (61 miles with seasonal restnctions 
and 572 miles wrth yearlong restnctions), 201 miles of restncted nonsystem road (24 mrles wtth 
seasonal restnctions and 177 mrles wrth yearlong restnctrons); 597 miles of restncted system trawl; 
102 miles of restricted nonsystem trawl. 

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 estabksh road density standards. 
Road closures would provrde more protectron and fewer impacts upon wrldkfe, threatened, endan- 
gered, and sensrtive species, soils and water, and frshenes; less vrsual, garbage and noise pollution; 
reduced maintenance, and more opportumty for escape and solitude. Open roads and trails would 
allow more access for hunting, fishing, berry-picking, developed campmg, hikmg and other recre- 
ational pursurts, increased opportumbes for srghtseemg, challenging cross-country travel for off- 
hrghway vehicles, and greater access for persons wrth disabrkbes and the elderly. 

Issue 5 Indicator The rndrcator 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, totalmg 841,000 acres. The Wyoming 
porbon of the Paksades 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 Idaho Dunng 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 remalmng roadless 
areas. More acres of a Congressionally designated wilderness assures protection from resource 
uses and national recognition of wilderness character. Fewer acres in wilderness would allow more 
motorized access for recreabon, 011 and gas, bmber and other industries. 

Issue 6 Indicator: The indicator for Issue 6 IS the Number of Acres Recommended for 
Wilderness. Prior to designabon by Congress, recommended wilderness areas’ roadless 
character IS protected. Once a roadless area IS designated as wilderness by Congress, it is 
managed in perpetuity for non motorized, scienbfic, 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 (155/o), and lodgepole pine (60%). Previously, large scale salvage 
of dead and dying lodgepole pine bmber 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 sustamable 
levels The Endangered Species Act: Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan and GuidelInes, Ecosystem 
Management pnnclples, demise of avallablllty of dead lodgepole, increased knowledge about the 
impacts of motorized 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 quanbty (ASQ). The 
amount of flrewood ava:lablllty does not vary among the alternabves. A greater harvest of timber 
aids the local economy, better mamtains the 25% payments to local governments, maxlmlzes the 
removal of the remalmng dead or mature wood, and assists In faster regeneration of the fire-depen- 
dent lodgepole pme. A reducbon In bmber harvest results In fewer impacts by motorized trail and 
road uses upon wildlife, npanan areas, solIs and water, aesthetlcs and other resources. 

Issue 7 Indicator. The key indicator for this issue IS the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ). The ASQ 
does not include flrewood and IS defined as the quantity of bmber that may be sold from the area 
of sultable land for a ten-year penod speclfled In a Forest Plan. 

The Alternatives 

Before creabng 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 changmg 

The alternatives reflected a range of options that responded to the issues, the desired future condi- 
tion, and the need for change. The interdlsclplinary team evaluated the significant physical, biologi- 
cal, economic and social effects of each alternabve that was considered In detail. The evaluabon 
Included social and economic Impacts, outputs of goods and services, and overall protection and 
enhancement of environmental resources 

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

The numbenng scheme for alternatives ranges from 1-6, wrth alternative 3-M berng the preferred 
Alternabve and Alternahve 1 bemg the No-Action or continue the Current Forest Plan Alternative. As 
the numbers Increase from Alternatives 2 to 6, they move consrstently towards. 

“Greater protectron of wrldkfe habitat 
*Greater protechon of npanan areas 
*More protecbon for Bear Management Units 
*More secunty for elk 
*More nonmotorized, drspersed recreabon opportunities 
*More recommended wilderness 
*Less cross-county motorized use 
*Fewer open roads and trawls 
*Reduced kvestock grazing and timber harvest 
‘Fewer lasting visual impacts from management acbvrbes 

A Summary Description of the 7 Alternatives 

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 wrth amendments, litigious concessions for the grizzly bear: and 
changes for new ksbngs of sensitive wildlife species over the last ten years. Timber harvest occurs 
at the highest levels possible wrthrn the management constratnts required for threatened and sensi- 
tive wrldkfe species like grizzly bears and goshawks Vehrcle access IS slightly reduced over current 
levels due to the implementabon of the interagency grizzly bear guideknes and better road manage- 
ment across the Forest. Cross-county, motorized access rn summer and winter would conbnue 
close to current levels Rrpanan, wrldlife and recreabon values are emphasized in specrfrc areas of 
the Forest Alternative 1 recommends portions of the Lronhead, ltakan Peaks and Wmegar Hole 
roadless areas for wrlderness designabon. Their roadless charactensbcs are maintamed until Con- 
gress acts on the recommendabon. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

The purpose of Alternabve 2 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphasrztng cross-country, winter 
access and timber producbon, whrle addrng more restncbons to summer, cross-country access. 
Timber harvest occurs at the highest levels wrthrn the management constramts requrred for marntain- 
ing threatened, endangered and sensltwe species habitat. Grazing contmues at current levels 
Vehrcle access IS skghtly reduced to meet requirements of the interagency grizzly bear guidelines. 
Riparian, wildlife and hentage resource values are emphasrzed in specrfic areas of the Forest. 
Aiternabve 2 makes no recommendabons to Congress for wrlderness desrgnahon. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

The purpose of Alternabve 3 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing management of 
wildlife habrtat and sustaining bmber harvest levels within wildlife constraints Grizzly bear recovery 
is enhanced wrth a reducbon rn motorized use allowed in each BMU. Grazmg allotments continue at 
current levels and larger percentage of nparran areas meet the desired vegetation condibon Cross- 
county, summer, motorized vehrcle use IS restncted to specrfrc areas Lronhead, Palisades and 
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ltakan Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portron adjacent to the Wrnegar Hole Wrlderness are recom- 
mended to Congress for wilderness desrgnatron; untrl Congress acts on the recommendabon, therr 
roadless charactensbcs are marntarned. 

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 wrth a balanced program among, wrldkfe habitat, bmber harvest, recreabon, and other uses and 
resources of the Forest Alternatrve 3-M also provrdes increased emphasis for wrldkfe habitat 
management and allocates more core areas for grizzly bear. Motorized access, timber harvest 
levels and kvestock grazmg are all reduced from levels allowed in the current Forest Plan Rrparian 
areas wrth cutthroat trout are further protected wrth increased vegetation and reduced kvestock 
grazing. Cross-county, summer, motorized vehicle use IS restncted to specific areas. Lionhead, 
Paksades and ltakan Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portron adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilder- 
ness are recommended to Congress for wilderness designabon; until Congress acts on the recom- 
mendabon, 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 srmultaneously Implement mulbple-use management, ensure resource 
sustainability, emphasize the quakty of resource outputs, and to provide for the economrc well-berng 
of rural communtites 

ALTERNATIVE 4 

Alternative 4 emphasizes watershed and wildkfe habitat improvement and a reduction in hmber 
harvest. Ripanan areas receive increased emphasis. Motorized access is restricted to designated 
routes and more roads are closed in BMU’s than in prevrous alternabves. Lionhead, Palisades and 
Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wrlderness and another 
14,000 acres of roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation: until 
Congress acts on the recommendation, thetr roadless charactensbcs are matntatned. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

The purpose of Alternative 5 is to meet the needs for change that reduce focus on human manage- 
ment and human drsturbances of wrldlrfe and npanan habitat. Motorized access is restricted to 
designated routes and more roads are closed in BMU’s. Lronhead, Palisades and ltakan Peaks, plus 
the Idaho roadless portron adjacent to the Wrnegar Hole Wrlderness and another 100,000 acres of 
presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designatron, until Congress 
acts on the recommendation. their roadless charactenstrcs are marntarned. 

ALTERNATIVE 6 

The purpose of Alternabve 6 IS to meet the needs for change by de-emphasizing human manage- 
ment and human drsturbance of wrldlrfe and nparian habitat to the lowest level in all the alternatives. 
Timber harvest IS not scheduled. All access is strongly restricted to designated routes and more 
roads are closed to reduce human disturbance than rn any other alternabve. Lionhead, Paksades 
and ltakan 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 charactensbcs. 
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COMPARING THE ALTERNATIVES USING SOME ISSUE INDICATORS 

This page contarns a summary of the envronmental effects of the seven alternatwes This summary IS drawn 
from lnformatlon I” Chapters II and IV of the DEIS and Table II-1 M means that all acres are I” the thousands 
(‘are Key Issue Indicators) 

Exist Level Aft #l Alt #2 An #3 Aft #3-M Afl #4 Alt #5 An #C 

- M Acres restricted to 
open,ngs < Range of 
Varlablllty 

NA 47 25 62 259 310 333 33[ 

_ M Acres where 
prescribed fire IS allowed 

1,262 1,262 1,401 1,302 1,232 1,223 1,202 1,256 

- M Acres open to locatable 
and mwral entry 

1,722 1,363 1,414 1,324 1,277 1,340 1,197 96E 

* M Acres not meetmg 37 40 25 25 25 17 17 Ii 
DVC II 

- # stream crossmgs 5,680 3,461 3,056 2,724 2,724 2,121 1,721 1,204 

- M Acres of timber harvest 21 6 36 41 36 29 19 14 C 
I” headwater areas 

* Elk Vulnerablllty (EV) - M 
Acres mtg state thresholds 

2/ OROMTRD = Open Road and Open Motorwzd Tral Route Density 



I COMPARING THE ALTERNATIVES USING SOME ISSUE INDICATORS I 

nonsystem roads 

- M Acres (and percent of 
forest) open to summer 

dispersed camping 

960 761 366 121 
(53%) (42%) (20%) (7%) 

65 0 125 125 

13 

- # of jobs 2,069 2,13f 2,136 2,132 2,113 2,106 

- 25% return-local 311 I 115 119 111 98 69 
govl M$lyr 

29 

905 

6C 

3e 

26 

905 

50 

38 

26 

905 

3.7 

36 

““129 

(40:; 

139 

26 

905 

25 

36 

“121 

226 465 

15 15 

2,100 2,091 

61 70 

905 905 

15 0 

36 30 

121 121 

**These figures Include lmplementatlon of the “phase out” as described I” the narratw 
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Alternatives Comparison Chart 

Thrs chart shows how the alternatrves compared, or stacked up against each other when the Key 
Issue Indrcators’ drfferences were analyzed. 
the most advantages. 

The drfferences are determrned by the alternatrve wrth 
For gnzzly bear management, the alternative wrth the fewest number of open 

roads and motorized route den&y recerves the hrghest ratrng. For the access Issue, the alternatrve 
wrth the most numbers of trails and roads open per mrle received the hrghest ratmg 

All alternatlves meet basekne State and Federal Standards; Gnuty Bear Recovery Plan Goals for 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, Threatened and Endangered Specres Act, Wrlderness Act; Wild and 
Scenrc Arvers Act, National Hrstoncal Act; NFMA, Native Amencans Act: etc. 
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Livestock Grazing 
Thousand Anlmal Unit Months (MAUM’s) 

Alternatwe 

Elk Vulnerability 
State Thresholds Achieved/Not Achieved 

Alternatrve 

m Achieved m Not Achieved 
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Bear Management Units (BMU’s) 
Open Road/Motorized Trail Route Density 

1 2 3 3.M 4 5 6 

Hemy’s Subunit 2 
m 
Plateau 

Alternative 

X-Country Motorized Access 
(Summer and Winter) 

2 3 3M 4 6 
Alternatwe 

ssl 
Summer -I m 
Wmter 



Chapter 

Purpose and Need for a 
Forest Plan Revision 



CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR A FOREST PLAN REVISION 

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

General lnformatron about the Targhee Nabonal Forest 
Legal Background for Preparing Forest Plan Revrsions 
Decisions Based on thus EIS 
Decistons Made tn a Revrsion 
Background about the 1985 Targhee National Forest Management Plan 
Reasons for Revising the Plan 
Introduction to Issue Components 
lntroducbon to Key Issues and Key Indicators Dnvrng the Revisron 
Dtscussion of Key Issues and Key Indicators 

GENERAL INFORMATION: LOCATION AND SElTlNG FOR THE TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST 

The Targhee Natronal Forest (hereafter usually referred to as ‘the Fore&‘) IS an administratrve unrt of 
the Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, encompassmg 1.8 milkon acres. Establrshed by 
President Theodore Rooseveft in 1908, the Forest IS named in honor of a Bannock lndran warrior. 
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, has ancestral Treaty Rights to uses of the Forest. The Targhee Forest 
Supervtsor’s Offrce IS located m St Anthony, Idaho, with Drstnct offices in Dubo~s, Island Park, 
Ashton, Idaho Falls, and Dnggs. The Forest is bordered by SIX other Nahonal Forests. Part of the 
Caribou Natronal Forest is administered by the Targhee and part of the Targhee IS administered by 
the Bndger-Teton Nabonal Forest. 

The majority of the Forest kes in eastern Idaho and the remainder in western Wyoming (Frgure l-l). 
Situated next to Yellowstone and Grand Teton Nattonal Parks, the Forest is home to a diverse 
number of wrldlrfe and fish, Including Threatened and Endangered species, wilderness, scenrc 
panoramas and Intensively managed forest lands. 

The Forest kes almost entirely wrthin “the Greater Yellowstone Area” or “the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem,” an area of 12 million acres and the largest remarnmg block of relabvely undrsturbed 
plant and animal habltat rn the conbguous United States. The area continues to garn prominence for 
its ecological integrky. The United Nations has identified the area as a Biosphere Reserve. 

On a larger scale, the Forest lies entirely within the Upper Columbia River Basin, an ecosystem of 40 
million acres extendrng from Western Washington to the Southeastern Idaho border and encompass- 
tng pads of Montana, Wyommg, Nevada and Utah. The Forest includes all or portions of several 
distinct mountain ranges, includmg the Lemhr, Beaverhead, Bitterroot, Centennial, Henry’s Lake, 
Teton, Big Hole, Canbou, and Snake Rover Ranges. Elevations range from near 5,ooO feet on the 
Snake River to over 12,Mx) feet on the Forests westernmost reaches. The Forest contarns the 
Island Park Caldera and several reservorrs. Topography ranges from rolling foothills to rugged, 
glaciated mountarn peaks. 
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Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest 
on a National Scale 
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Targhee I 
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Forest 
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Although most of the land IS dry and semiand, 190 stream headwaters situated on the Forest provide 
vaned vegetation to support a muibtude of uses The area has cold, morst winters and hot, dry 
summers. Average annual precrprtatron, most of whrch falls as snow, Increases wrth elevation As 
little as ten Inches of precrpitation falls m lower valleys and as much as forty Inches occurs at the 
highest elevations. Wade temperature extremes exist wfth summer temperatures at lower elevations 
sometimes exceeding 100 degrees Fahrenheit and wrnter temperatures at higher elevabons falling to 
49 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 IO-year 
Integrated land management plans for unks of the National Forest System within the framework of a 
pubkc mvolvement process. NFMA drrects the Forest Service to review and/or update forest plans 
every ten to fifteen years or more frequently when resource and management condrtrons have 
changed significantly. The plans must Include management guidelines, an assessment of surtabrlrty 
of the lands, and consistency wrth the two other laws relating to the management of National Forests: 
The Multiple Use-Sustamed Yield Act of 1960, and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act (RPA) of 1974. The Management Plan for the Forest was fmakzed rn 1985. This is the 
first Revrsron of that plan . 

DECISIONS BASED ON THIS EIS 

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

The DEIS explams the need for change; the proposed acbon; the Issues and concerns: the akerna- 
tfves considered during the decrsron makmg process; the consequences of implementing the alterna- 
tives: and the preferred aiternative. 

The proposed action and preferred akernative in this DEIS is 3-Modifred (3-M). More drscussron 
about its selecbon can be found in Chapter II. 

DECISIONS MADE IN A FOREST PLAN REVISION 

The Forest Plan Revisron carries out the actions of the preferred alternative. It provides key deci- 
sions for the long-term management of the Forest. These decrsrons mclude 

l Forestwide multiple-use goals and objectives, Including a descnpbon of the Desired Future 
Condrtton (DFC) for the Forest. 

l Forestwrde standards and guideknes. 

* Drrecbon and prescriphons. 

. Land suitable for Resource Use and Production. 

. Monrtoring and evaluatton requirements. 

* Recommendations to Congress for Wilderness and WrlckScenic and Recreabonal River 
Designations. 
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BACKGROUND ON THE 1985 CURRENT FOREST PLAN 

The first and current Targhee Forest Plan was started m 1980, but was not frnalized untrl 1985 due to 
nabonal requirements by Congress in 1982 for reevaluations of roadless areas in forest plans The 
1985 Forest Plan remams the guidmg 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 specrss with a mature ‘old- 
growth” Bespan of 109-160 years. It regenerates raprdly after most disturbances, allowing rt to 
dommate 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. Eegrnnrng in 
the 60’s and conhnumg to the early 1980’s, an extensrve mountain pine beetle infestahon attacked 
90% of the lodgepole pine forest. The natural beetle mfestabon was not outside the natural range of 
vanabon for such forests, nor were the subsequent large fires in the late 1980’s. Mountain pine beetle 
eprdemics and large fire events are characteristic of lodgepole pine forests. Hence these forests are 
sublect to raprd changes in forest structures and vegetation patterns 

Because clearcutting can approxrmate the role of fire rn the regeneration process of fire-dependent 
lodgepole, the final 1985 Forest Plan emphasrzed the continued cutbng of lcdgepole 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 IO-year required revision of the forest plan, the public and employees 
verified that resource and management condtirons have changed srgnrficantly, pointing out the need 
for a revision Significant triggers for the Revision are 

- The advent of Ecosystem Management as a new concept, a new way of doing business, 
requmng that the Forest be managed for sustamabilrty of all ecologic components for the present 
and the future. How to do thus IS still in its Infancy, but the need for moving towards implsmentrng 
this concept should start now. 

-The need to review and incorporate new knowledge and techniques in wrldlife habrtat 
management. For example, recent studies Indicate that road densrty plays a more crucial role in 
habitat management for elk and grizzly bears than was assumed earlier. Based on recent studres, 
standards are bemg developed for nesting and foraging habitat for goshawks and other raptors on 
the Forest Results of studies analyzing fish habitat m the Upper Columbra Rover Basin are 
pomting out new ways of managrng fisheries. None of these findrngs were taken into account m 
the 1985 Forest Plan. 

- Results of the Forest monitonng data, srgnaled the fact that the Forest was not completely 
meeting all the 1965 plan goals for rmprovmg elk habrtat; reducrng human actrvkies m grizzly bear 
habitat, improvmg the condition of nparian areas, maintainmg sensrtrve wrldllfe and plant species, 
managing human access to the Forest, and balancing timber harvest wtth the needs of wildlrfe 
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PUBLIC’S ROLE IN SCOPING AND ISSUES 

The publrc and Forest employees played an important role rn determining the context of management 
for the Forest over the next IO-15 years. Public invofvement 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 Forests approach to defining the Key Issues 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. 

- Simultaneously develop a compatrble lrst of “Issue Questions” that needed to be addressed in 
the EIS akernatrves and rn the Revision, thus list was also released rn November, 1992 and was 
tied to the Issues and Concerns. 

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

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

- Review the alternatives, dstermimng whrch Issue Indicators have the greatest variables and 
which Issue Indicators remarn relatrvely constant or the same. 

- Choose the “Key Issues” as those issues and concerns having the greatest and most signrfrcant 
vanatron among the alternatives. 

ISSUE COMPONENTS USED TO ORGANIZE EIS AND PLAN 

“Issue Components” are an organizatronal plannmg approach used to group similar issues and 
Concerns Key Issues, alternatives, the rest of the EIS, and the Revision are consistently divrded into 
the following Issue Components, rn this order: 

Issue 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 = Productron of Natural Resources 

KEY ISSUES THAT DROVE THE ALTERNATIVES 

Akhough there were over 70 Issues and concerns identified by the public and Forest employees, 
seven Key Issues were the ultimate driving force for deciding between the akernatrves and for the 
recommended directron of the Forest Plan Revision. The Key Issues had the most significance as 
variables between the alternatives and are points of conflrct. 
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WHAT IS AN ISSUE INDICATOR? 

Each key rssue received an “Issue Indicator,” a unit of measurement that showed how the issue was 
addressed k-r each akernative. The leadershrp team , consisting of the Forest SupervIsor and District 
Rangers studred the issues and selected one major indicator for each issue that best reflected the 
variabilrty for that Issue between the alternatrves. 

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES AND KEY INDICATORS 

Key Issue 1. Sustarnabrlrty, fire, natural disturbances 
(Ecological Processes and Patterns Component) 
Key Indicator. Percent of the Forest wrth kmrtations on the size of created openings or patches 

Key Issue 2: Rrpanan 
(BrologicaVPhysical Component) 
Key Indrcator’ Acres not meebng the Desired Vegetative Condrbon (DVC). DVC = npanan 
vegetatron such as deep rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that maintarn streambank stabrllty 

Key Issue 3: Security for Elk 
(Biological Component) 
Key Indicator. Percent of Forest meeting Elk Vulnerabiltty Goals measured by the number of 
mrlss of open roads and open motorized trawls 

Key Issue 4 Gnzzly Bear Management 
(Biological Component) 
Key Indicator Open Road & Open Motorized Trail Route Den&y, measured in mrles per square 
mrle (for Bear Management Units) 

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

Key Issue 6. Management of Roadless Areas 
(Forest Use 5 Occupatron Component) 
Key Indicator. Number of Acres Recommended for Wilderness 

Key Issue 7’ Timber Harvest 
(Production of Natural Resources Component) 
Key lndrcator : Allowable Sale Quantrty (ASQ) 
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KEY ISSUES 

KEY ISSUE 1: Sustainability, Fwe, and Natural Disturbances (Issue Component: Ecological 
Processes and Patterns) 

. . 
issue An Ecosystem IS a large complex, Integrated system of living and nonkvmg 
components that interact and change continually. Healthy ecosystems are those that rstarn all of 
therr parts and functions for future generations even though vegetative patterns, human uses, or 
other condltrons may change. Understandrng ecologrcal processes (fire and other natural 
drsturbances) and how these processes shaped vegetatrve patterns over time rn a landscape are 
important steps towards Implementing ecosystem management. 

Ecosystem management is a new phrlosophy of management for the Forest Service, and diierent 
interpretations and approaches are possible in working towards implementation. The Targhee 
National Forest is the first forest rn the Greater Yellowstone Area that is revrsing its Forest Plan 
and incorporahng the Ecosystem Management princrples in the Revision. Although many 
activtres and projects are being studied towards the appkcabon and implementation of Ecosystem 
Management, their new rnformation and conclusrons lag far behrnd the need to meet the trmeline 
for the revisron of the Forest Plan. 

The most pressing and debated questrons are, ‘What is the Forest’s desired natural condition?’ 
and ‘How do we achieve sustainability incorporatmg 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 reakty exists that new Forest Plan directron 
is needed soon, the struggle contrnues over defining Ecosystem Management, sustainabikty, and 
a healthy ecosystem; collecting and monitoring data; and determmmg the range of variability. 

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

. . . Sustainabllltv. Of all the mdicators of 
ecosystem health, Patch Size Limit (In acres) was selected as the Key Issue Indicator for the 
Forest. Patch Srze 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 
rndrcation of historic ecological processes (fire, insects, and drsease) and resulting vegetation 
patterns which hrstorically occurred in an area. 

A patch is defined as an area of vegetation that is structurally and/or composftionally different from 
what surrounds It. 

Managrng wrthrn the range of variability for Patch Size Limits is Important because it helps 
maintain condrtrons under which plants and animals evolved and is assumed to provide for 
ecosystem sustainabrlity. Changes in patch srzes from what existed histoncally, particularly as it 
relates to fire and other natural disturbances, may affect mdwrdual species or ecosystem 
sustainabifii. Even though Patch Size Limits are the best general historical source of informatron 
to the Forest as an Indicator for ecosystem management, the nature and magnitude of the 
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acreage limits are unknown at thus bme. As our knowledge increases about Patch Size Limits, the 
Forest may be constrained by National Forest Management Act’s harvest unit size limit or other 
species or resource considerations. In addltlon, the Forest does not know how historical changes 
in vegetation patch sizes equates to other changes such as changes m 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 Ripanan areas lie adjacent to water and are wmposed of vegetation 
communrties 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 perenmal streams. Akhough rlparian 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 wnsumpbve use. 

Riparian areas are essential breeding, reanng and feeding grounds for many species of wildlife 
and all fish. They serve people as Important sources for water and flood control and for 
recreatIonal purposes such as camping, frshtng, floating, and aesthetics. A healthy riparian area 
Indicates that the physical, aquatic, water and so11 components are also heakhy. Because of the 
myriad of competing uses for these highly valuable pieces of land, the variabilrty between the 
alternatives was considered significant. 

. . 
p The key mdlcator showing the drfferences between the 
alternatlves for riparian areas IS Desired Vegetabon 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 meebng the 
Forest Plan Revision objective to maintam or enhance ripanan vegetation, aquatic habitat, and 
water quality. 

KEY ISSUE 3: Security for Elk (Issue Component: Biological Element) 

. . issue Although the Forest provides habitat for a number of species (61 mammals, 
156 birds, 8 repbles and amphibians), there were no signflcant differences in the management of 
their habitat . For many of these species there was no information, or the best data and analysis 
existed for elk security, which had the highest wlldllfe variance amongst the alternatives. Secunty 
for elk was chosen as a key Issue relating to future hunbng conditions and opportumtles and 
cooperative relations with Fish and Game Departments Observations and studies by the Idaho 
Fish and Game Department, University of Idaho, and Forest Servlce scientists have determined 
that as motorized road and trail densities increase, elk security declmes. 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 acbvlty of removing the dead lodgepole Now that the salvage 
activity is in decline and new knowledge about impacts of road densities upon wlldkfe are 
available, the Revision exammes the range of management alternatives related to security for 
elk. 

for Flm The best indicator for showing the differences between 
akernatives for elk security IS ‘The percentage of the Forest meeting State Fish and Game 
VulnerabWy thresholds for Elk” The pnmary effect that the Forest Service has control over 
related to elk vulnerabWy analysis is the density of open motorized roads and trails and the 
amount of area open to cross-country, off-highway vehicle travel. 
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Elk Vulnerability is defined as a measure of elk suscepbbillty to bemg kllled during the hunting 
season. Elk Vulnerablkty models help managers predict elk mortality rates. As cross country off- 
hlghway vehicle travel and motorized road and trail densities (measured in miles per square mile 
on a watershed basis) increase, the security for elk decreases and the mortality rate increases 

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

. . 
issue Portions of the Forest are within the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem 
whrch has been divided into Bear Management Units (BMU’s). Portions of the Forest are wtihin 
three BMU’s and feature grizzly bear recovery. As with all Threatened and Endangered Species, 
all akernatives 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 dire&on 
regarding effective management of roads, timber and human activities in grizzly bear habltat. 
The one vanabon 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? 

p 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 grizzly 
bears. By managing motorized access, the Forest can minimize human interaction and potential 
grizzly bear mortality; minimize displacement from important habitats; and mmimize habituation 
to humans. 

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

. . 
issue 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 restricttons on motorized use. There are currently road 
and trail miles with restnctions 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, gatbage 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 travel 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 thus issue, refer to Process Paper E. 
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v The indicator that best shows differences between aiternatwes IS 
the Number of Miles of RoacVTrails Open to Summer Motorized Use. The greater the number of 
miles of roads and trails open to motorized use, the greater the Increased recreabonal benefiis 
and hunbng/fishing access to users of motorized vehicles including persons with disabilities. 

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

. . issue The Forest has sixteen areas which qualrfy as roadless, totaling 641,ooO 
acres The Wyommg portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a 
Wilderness Study Area in the Wyoming Wilderness BIII of 1964. Portions of 3 roadless areas In 
Idaho were recommended as Wilderness In the current Forest Plan, but no legislative acbon has 
been taken to resolve the roadless area question in Idaho. Dunng the last planmng 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 slgmflcant difference between alternatives In the management of roadless areas IS in the 
amounts of acres recommended for Wlldernees. Those argumg for more acres of Congressionally 
designated Wilderness want the assurance of preservation of biological diversity, protection from 
resource uses and national recogmtion of Wilderness character. Those opposed to more acres in 
Wilderness want roadless areas to be left as roadless or to be developed to allow motorized 
access for recreation and for 011 and gas, timber and other industries requiring access. 

Areas m The indicator best showing differences 
between alternabves 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, 
rt is managed in perpetuity for nonmotorized, scientiilc, dispersed recreational purposes. 
Roadless areas not recommended as Wilderness may be managed as roadless areas or for some 
other use during each planmng cycle. 

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

. . issue The three major timber species available for harvest on the Forest are aspen 
(15% forested area), Douglas fir (15% forested area), and lcdgepole pine (60% forested area). 
Previously, large scale salvage of dead and dying timber was conducted under legal dire&on 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 mills, 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 availabfllty 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 availabllity of timber harvest, called the 
allowable sale quantrty (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 hatvest 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 motorized trail and road 
uses that impact wildlrfe, reductions in the amount and distribution of late successional forest, 
fisheries, riparian areas, solIs and water, aesthetics, and other resources. 
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Timber The key indicator for timber harvest that portrays the 
drfferences between aiternatives is the ASQ. The ASQ does not Include frrewood. The ASQ 
IS defined as the quantity of timber that may be sold from the area of suitable land for a time 
period specrfied in a Forest Plan. Thus quantity is usually expressed on an annual basis as an 
“average” ASQ. 

WHERE ARE ALL THE OTHER ISSUES AND INDICATORS? 

Although most of Chapters I and II of the EIS are focused on the Key Issues and Key Indicators, 
most of the effects and consequences in Chapters Ill and IV and the Standards and Guidelines in the 
Forest Plan Revisron address the remaimng issues and indicators For example, firewood availability 
is an issue. Akhough not a key issue, firewood is addressed in the Revision and the effects and 
consequences remains the same in all the akernatives. 

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”o All the afternatives comply wkh state and 
federal quality standards, there was only a slight range of variability and the condition of soil and 
water IS interconnected wkh the condltron of npanan areas. The Key Issue of Rrpanan Areas be- 
came the symbol and captured the essence of the significance of differences for soil 9 water re- 
sources. 

The selection of the 7 key Issues has to do with the selection of the Preferred Akernative and the 
Forest Plan Revrsron. It does not mean that the other issues are not addressed or that they are not 
important. The table at the end of Chapter II lists most of the issue 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, 1992. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION FOR THE YEAR 2010 

After issues are rdentrfied, one of the first steps in the revision process is to develop goals for the 
“desked” 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 driving the plan, evolving into a new Desired Future Condition (DFC) for 
the Forest. More specrfic DFC’s for parhcular portions of the Forest are outlined in the Draft Forest 
Plan Revisron, a separate companion document to this DEIS. 

The DFC IS described rn terms of the Five Components: Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns, Physi- 
cal Elements, B~ologrcal Elements, Forest Use and Occupation, and Production of Natural Re- 
sources. The Biological and Physical are combined because of their interconnectivity. The DFC IS 
broader than the 7 Key Issues that are driving 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 exrst 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, sustaimng habitat and condrtions 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. Rrpanan area integnty contnbutes to producbve 
fisheries and excellent water qua@. Native plant and animal species are favored over undesrreable 
nonnatrve specres and sustained populations of all native and desireable species thrive. Habrtat 
conditions contribute toward the recovery of Threatened, Endangered and Sensrtive Specres. 

Forest Use and Occupation Desired Future Condition: 
Growing and diverse recreational, cuftural, vrsual, hrstorical 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 mrnimize conflicts between incompatible uses and provrdes high 
levels of satrsfaction. Year-round human access is managed to provide both motorized and nonmo- 
tonzed opportunrties. A system of trails and support facilrties exist which are compatible wrth re- 
source capabikbes. Roadless characteristics are preserved in the proposed wilderness areas and in 
existing Wrldernesses 

Production of Natural Resources Desired Future Condition: 
Commodity production, such as timber; firewood; mining; livestock forage; or outfiiing and gurde 
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 Trmber harvest, 
prescribed fires and livestock grazing are used as tools to achreve desked ecological vegetabon 
conditions. Forest products are provided to sustarn socral and ewnomrc values and needs of the 
local communities within limits which maintain ecosystem health. 

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 3-M 

The purpose of Aternative 3-M is to resolve the needs for change by providing sustarnable 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. Rrparian areas wrth 
cutthroat trout are further protected with increased vegetation and reduced livestock grazing. Cross- 
country, summer, motorized vehicle use is restricted to specrfrc areas. Lionhead, Palisades and 
Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Wrnegar Hole Wilderness are recom- 
mended to Congress for wilderness designation: unbl Congress acts on the recommendation, their 
roadless charactensbce are maintained. 

All the akernabves 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 economrc well-being 
of rural wmmuntltes. 
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CHAPTER II 
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED PROGRAMMATIC 

ACTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

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

How the Alternatwes Were Formulated 
Explanation about Issues That Are Treated the Same or Vary Slrghtly rn All Alternatives 
The Alternative Continuum 
Descriptions of the Seven Alternatrves 
Comparison Chart of the Key Issue lndrcators of the Alternatives 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study 
A Table Companng the EnvIronmental Effects Depicted by Issue Indicators 

HOW THE ALTERNATIVES WERE FORMULATED 

In Chapter I, we discussed the Issues, issue Indicators, reasons for the need for change, and the 
Desired Future Condrtron. This chapter WIII 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 prescriptions say how different portions of the Forest will be managed differently 
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 sates for motorized users, e.g. It Is more 
commonly the case though, that many uses coexrst on the same land. A srngle piece of land may 
provrde habrtat for grizzly bear, security cover for elk, grazing for livestock, timber for halvesting and 
so on. This multiplicity of uses is bulk into the prescriptions. Land that provides crucial winter range 
for elk may address that need whether the land is placed in a Winter Range prescription, in a Rewm- 
mended Wilderness prescription, or even in a Range Management prescnption. 

For purposes of managing the Forest though, people need to have ready access to the management 
direcbon that applies to any particularly piece of land That would not be possrble If they had to look 
up separate management prescnptions for grizzly bear habitat, elk security cover, kvestock grazrng, 
and hmber harvesting and then face the question of whrch to apply 

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

For the most part, when there was a question as to which management prescnption should be 
applied, that prescnption was assigned which best described the area’s intended future management 
As an example, when an eligible weld scenic riier was tdentfied in an area recommended for wilder- 
ness, the river corridor was assigned an Eligible Wild River prescription, the surrounding recom- 
mended wrlderness was assigned a Recommended Wilderness prescripbon. 
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Alternatives can be formulated simply by specifying a different mrx of management prescriptrons for a 
grven area of the Forest For instance, a grven porhon of the Forest could be designated for a Timber 
Management, Grizzly Bear Habitat, or Recommended Wrlderness prescrrption 

The alternatives reflected a range of options open to management that responded to the issues, the 
desired future condrtron, and the need for change. The rnterdiscrpknary team evaluated the signrfi- 
cant physical, brologrcal, economrc and social effects of each alternatrve that was considered rn 
detarl The evaluatron included aggregate effects of social and economic impacts, outputs of goods 
and services, and overall protectron and enhancement of environmental resources. 

The Forest analyzed in detarl seven alternatrves. The Forest Supervisor and Leadership Team 
recommended Alternative 3-Modrfied to the Regional Forester and the public for review 

Consequences for nonkey Issues are not included in Chapter II drscussrons, srnce many of them are 
addressed the same or with slight variation rn every aiternative. As an example, local communihes 
are noticeably interested rn frrewood availabtkty. Regardless of the alternative, a constant 3.8 million 
board feet wrll be available each year tn some remarmng dead lodgepole and aspen areas. Although 
drscussed rn Chapters ill and IV, frrewood was not a key Issue and drd not dnve the selecbon of the 
preferred alternative. Therefore firewood is not discussed in the alternative summaries of Chapter II 

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

As the lnterdiscrpknaty Team developed the alternatrves with the public and Forest Sewrce employ 
ees, certain needs for change had the same consequences or varied skghtly tn all alternatrves The 
followrng summarizes the issue indrcators wrth consequences and effects that are the same or vary 
slightly rn all alternatrves. Detarls can be found in process papers. 

Wild and Scenic Rovers Recommendations and Research Natural Areas 
Water Quality, Vrsual Quality 
Developed Recreation, nonmotorized 
Archaeology/hrstorical 
Cave Management 
Predator Control 
Noxious Weeds 
Outfffer and Gtsdes 
Summer Homes 8 Other Specral Use Permrts 
Management of Existing Wilderness and Wrlderness Study Areas 

Frrewood - All afternattves offer 3 8 MMBF 
Bald Eagle - Forestwtde Standards and Guides are the same rn all alternatives 
Peregnne Falcon - Forestwide Standards and Guides are the same I” all alternatlves 

Sensrtrve 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 alternatives. 

Sensrbve Specres (These include Wolverines, Lynx, Fisher) - Small variation tn habrtat 
quality or quantrty (generally in the realm of i-3% change from existing condrtrons). 
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THE ALTERNATIVE CONTINUUM 

The numbering scheme for akernatrves ranges from 1-6, wrth aiternatrve 3-Modrfred being the pre- 
ferred and Afternative 1 being the No-Actron or contrnue the Current Forest Plan Aiternatwe. As the 
numbers increase from Alternatives 2 to 6, they move consistently towards: 

“Greater protecbon of wildlife habrtat 
“Greater protectron of riparran areas 
*More protection for Sear Management Unb 
‘More secunty for elk 
*Nonmotorized, dispersed recreation opportunities 
*More recommended wilderness 
‘Less cross-country motorized use 
‘Fewer open roads and trails 
*Reduced kvestock grazing and bmber harvest 
“Less lasting visual Impacts from management activitres 

ISSUE INDICATORS THAT ARE NOT “KEY” 

In Chapter 1, Key Issues and Indicators were drscussed in great detail. At that time, it was acknowl- 
edged that there were other rssues and issue Indicators important to the planning process. When the 
Forest was desrgnrng the alternatives around the issues, a number of issue indicators were created. 
Specralists analyzed the consequences for all the different alternatives It soon became clear that 
most of the consequence indicators were either the same rn all alternatives or had mrnor variations, 
making them less signfficant than the “Key Issue Indicators.” Much of the drscussron in Chapters Ill 
and IV drscuss these issues, Issue indicators and consequences in more detail. Most of the other 
indicators are ksted in Table II-I. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

All the alternatives comply wrth State and Federal law. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 = Continue the Current Forest Plan (No Action) 

The purpose of Alternabve 1 is to contrnue 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 listings of sensitive wildlife specres over the last ten years. Trmber harvest occurs 
at the highest levels possible wrthrn the management constraints required for threatened and sensi- 
tive wrldkfe species like grizzly bears and goshawks. Vehicle access is skghtly reduced over current 
levels due to the rmplementation of the Interagency grizzly bear guidelines and better road manage- 
ment across the Forest. Cross-country, motorized access m summer and wrnter would continue 
close to current levels. Riparran, wildlife and recreation values are emphasrzed rn specific areas of 
the Forest Alternative 1 recommends portrons of the Lionhead, Italian Peaks and Winegar Hole 
roadless areas for wrlderness designation. Their roadless characteristics are maintained unbl 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 srze of created openings or patches. 

Alternabve 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 Indaator. Acres not meeting DVC. 

Approximately 342,000 aquatic influence zone (AIZ) acres would be managed to maintain or enhance 
riparian vegetabon aquatic habrtat, and water quality. At the end of the first decade, about 4,000 
acres would not meet the DVC Fisherlee habitat quakty would continue at a moderate level. Lwe- 
stock grazing would occur at current levels. A mosaic of drfferent species and size classes of vegeta- 
bon would be provided. Season long, deferred rotation and rest rotation grazing systems would 
contrnue to be used on all allotments. There would be a slight Increase in cattle AUM’s. Ttmber 
harvest would be allowed wrthin kmits, and would contribute to the ASQ 

3. Security for Elk. Key lnckcator Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrkty thresholds, 
measured by mrles of open roads and open motorized trails. 

In Afternative 1, 58% of the Forest (1,075,OOO acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresh- 
olds. The greatest factors under control of the Forest Service that influence elk security are the mrles 
of open roads and open motorized trawls. Alternative 1 would reduce the number of open system 
roads by 47 miles (-3%) and open nonsystem roads by 457 mtles (-45%). About 16 more miles (+4%) 
of system trawl would be open to motorized use, but there would be a reduction of open nonsystem 
trawls by 76 miles (-38%). The 58% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabikty standards IS a 16 
percentage pornts increase over the existing level of 42%, probably resulting In a potenbal for a 
slightly lower proportion of bulls to be harvested dunng the general hunbng season. 

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

The reductton in the average open road and motorized trawl densities to an average ranging from 0.45 
to 0.87 miles per square mile, tn the bear management units (BMU’s) would Improve grizzly bear 
habrtat. Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use would contrnue at current levels of use. Alternatrve 1 has no 
restrtctions on cross-country snowmachtne use, except on a small portion of the Plateau BMU. 
Sheep and cattle allotment grazing would continue at current levels. Timber hatvest could occur wrth 
constraints and would contribute to the ASQ 

5. Access. Key Indicator: Roads and trawls 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 mrles (-45%). About 16 more miles (+4%) of system trail would be open to motorized 
use, but there would be a reduction of open nonsystem trails by 76 miles (-38%). This alternahve 
would allow the most camping, berry-picking, huntrng, and sight-seerng activibes that conventionally 
use road access The decrease in numbers of open roads and trails would provide Increased wildlrfe 
securtty, especially for elk and gnzzly bears and protect other resources from damage. Acres 
avarIable 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,OOO acres open to OHV 
use 
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6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indrcator’ Number of acres recommended for Wrlderness 

Aiternatrve 1 would recommend 65,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness desrgnation. These are the 
roadless areas recommended rn the current forest plan (Itakan Peak, Lronhead and Winegar Hole), 
although no Congressional action has been taken. This recommendatron IS about 7% of the total 
acres which presently qualify as roadless 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indrcator: ASQ. 

Aiternatrve 1 would harvest umber at a sustainable level 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 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphasrzrng cross-country, winter 
access and timber production, while addrng more restrrctions to summer, cross-country access. 
Timber harvest occurs at the highest levels wfthrn the management constrarnts required for marntain- 
ing threatened, endangered and sensitrve specres habitat. Grazrng conbnues at current levels. 
Vehrcle access IS slightly reduced to meet requrrements of the interagency grizzly bear gurdelines. 
Rrparian, wrldlife and heritage resource values are emphasized rn specific areas of the Forest. 
Alternative 2 makes no recommendations to Congress for Wilderness designation 

How the Key Issues and Key lndrcators are addressed rn Alternatrve 2 

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

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

2. Riparian. Key Indicator Acres not meeting DVC. 

Approximately 325,000 AI2 acres would be managed to restore and marntain the heafth of aquatrc 
Influence zones in ways that also produce desired resource values, products, protectron and en- 
hancement of these areas. At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would not meet the 
DVC.. Lrvestock grazing would occur at slightly reduced levels Fisheries habitat quality would 
remain at a moderate level. 

3. Security for Elk. Key Indtcator: Percent of Forest meettng state elkvulnerabrlii thresholds, 
measured by mules of open roads and open motorized trails. 

In Alternative 2, 72% of the Forest (1296,000 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 trawls. Alternative 2 would Increase the number of 
open system roads by 44 mrles (+3%), but reduce the open nonsystem roads by 586 miles (-56%) 
There would be a reduction rn open system trawls by 76 miles (-18%) and open nonsystem trawls by 86 
miles (-43%). The 72% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrlrty standards is a 30 percentage 
points increase over the existing level of 42%, probably resultrng in a potential for a slightly lower 
proporhon of bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season. 
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4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the EMU’s). Key Indicator. Open road and open motorized 
trail route density (mrles per square mile) 

Alternative 2’s reduction in the average open road and motorized trawl densibes to an average rangmg 
from 0.37 to 1 03 miles per square mile rn the BMU’s would improve grizzly bear habrtat Cross- 
country snowmoblle use would be restricted from December 15 to April 1 In all BMU’s Acres of 
summer cross-country, motorized access is sigmfrcantly reduced from Alternative 1. Sheep and 
cattle allotment grazmg would continue at current levels Timber harvest that might occur to achieve 
grizzly bear habrtat ob)ectives would contribute to the ASQ. 

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

Alternative 2 would increase the number of open system roads by 44 miles (+30/o)), but reduce the 
open nonsystem roads by 586 miles (-56%). There would be a reduction In open system trawls by 76 
miles (-18%) and open nonsystem trails by 88 miles (-43%). This alternative would allow more 
opportunities for dispersed camping, berry-pickrng, sight-seeing, and other activrtres that convention- 
ally use road access. The decrease in numbers of open roads and trails is needed to meet gurdeknes 
for increased wrldlrfe security, especially for elk and grizzly bears. Acres avarIable 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,OOO acres open to OHV use Winter OHV 
access would be Increased, wrth an addrtronal210 mrles of groomed trails for snowmobiles, for a total 
of 666 mrles. 

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

AlternatIve 2 would not recommend any areas to Congress for Wilderness desrgnation 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ. 

Alternative 2 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of a maxrmum 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 emphastzing management of 
wildlife habrtat and sustaming trmber harvest levels wrthin 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 riparian areas meet the Desired Vegetation Condition. Cross- 
country, summer, motorized vehicle use IS restricted to specific areas LIonhead, Palisades and 
Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portlon adjacent to the Wmegar Hole Wilderness are recom- 
mended to Congress for wrlderness desrgnation, untrl Congress acts on the recommendation, their 
roadless characteristrcs are maintamed 

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 
limftatrons on the size of created openings or patches. 
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Aiternatrve 3 would kmit size of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 5% of the forest, or 
about 82,000 acres.. 

2. Riparian. Key lndrcator Acres not meetrng DVC. 

Akernative 3 would promote the health and function of nparian, wetland and aquatic ecosystems on 
approximately 448,ooO AI2 acres. At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would not meet 
the DVC. Fishenes habrtat qualrty would be moderately high. Livestock grazing would be slightly 
reduced. Timber harvest could occur in ripanan areas to attain the desired vegetation charactenstics, 
but is not scheduled and would not contribute to the ASQ 

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

In Afternatrve 3, about 83% of the Forest (1,526,OOO acres) would meet the state elk vulnerabrlrty 
thresholds. The greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencrng this are the 
miles of open roads and open motorized trawls. 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 trawls by 96 miles (-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 mrles (-51%) 
The 83% of the Forest meetrng state elkvulnerabrlrty standards IS almost twice the existing level of 
42%, thereby greatly improvrng 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 (wlthin the BMU’s). Key Indicator: Open road and open motorized 
trail route density (miles per square mile). 

The reduction rn the open road and motorized trawl densities to an average rangrng from 0 38 to 0.65 
miles per square mile in the BMW+, would improve gnzzly bear habrtat. 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 - Subunrt 2,20% of the 
Plateau BMU, and 3% BechlerReton 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 grazrng would continue at existrng 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 reductron in open system trails by 96 miles 
(-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%). This would restrict drspersed camprng, berry 
prckfng, firewood gathering, sight-seemng, and other actrvrttes 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. 
Alternatrve 3 would allow OHV use on approximately 368,000 acres, about a 67% reduction from the 
current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use Besides providrng 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 clesignatlon The 125,000 
acres would Include the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in Italian Peak, Llonhead 
and Wlnegar Hole roadless areas, plus addItIonal roadless acres m 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. 

Aiternative 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 = Alternatwe 3 Modified (Also the Proposed Programmatic Action and 
Preferred Alternative) 

The purpose of Alternattve 3-M is to resolve the needs for change by emphasizing wildllfe habtiat 
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 wrth increased vegetation and reduced livestock 
grazing. Cross-country, summer, motorized vehicle use is restricted to specific areas. Lionhead, 
Palisades and Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilder- 
nese are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation: until Congress acts on the recom- 
mendation, their roadless characterrstics are maintained. 

All the alternatlves 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 Aiternatwe 
because it represents the Forest’s best attempt to simultaneously implement multiple-use manage- 
ment, ensure resource sustainabIlIty, emphasize the quality of resource outputs, and to prowde 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 wkth 
limitations on the size of created opemngs or patches. 

AlternatIve 3-M would kmit 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 AI2 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. Fisheries habltat quality would be moderately high, compared to the 
current moderate quality rating. There would be a moderately rapid rate of recovery of degraded 
habrtats. LIvestock grazing would be reduced more wtih this alternatIve than with Alternatives 1, 2, or 
3. Timber harvest could occur in nparian areas to attain the desired vegetation characteristics, but IS 
not scheduled and would not contribute to the ASQ. 
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3. Seourrty for Elk. Key Indicator: Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrlrty thresholds, 
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trawls. 

Over 91% of the Forest (1,673,OOO acres) would meet the state elk vulnerabilrty thresholds. The 
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencing this are the mtles 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 rn 
open system trawls by 93 miles (-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 mrles (-51%). The 91% of 
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrlrty standards IS more than twice the existrng level of 42%, 
thereby greatly improving elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower proportron of 
bulls to be harvested during the general hunting season. 

4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indrcator Open road and open motorized 
trail route densrty (mrles per square mrle). 

The reduction in the open road and motorized trail densities ranging from 0.29 to 0.56 miles per 
square mrle in the BMU’s, would improve grizzly bear habitat Addrtional access restnctrons to 
improve habrtat securrty would be no summer cross country motorized vehicle use in any of the 
BMlJ’s, except a small portion in the Bechler BMU. Dome&c sheep grazrng 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 IS 
allowed only from December 15 to April 1. 

5. Access. Key Indicator: Roads and trails per mrle 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 (-64%). There would be a reductron in open system trails by 93 miles 
(-22%) and open nonsystem trails by 101 miles (-51%). This would restrict dispersed camprng, berry- 
picking, firewood gathering, sight-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and 
rt would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The Increase in road clo- 
sures and restnctions would provide increased wtldlife security, especially for elk and grizzly bears, 
and would provrde addrtronal protectron from other resource damage. Acres available for summer 
OHV use would be reduced allowing OHV use on approximately 121,000 acres, almost a 90% 
reductron from the current 1,126,066 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 
125,060 acres would include the 65,060 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltalran Peak, 
Lionhead and Wrnegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas 
and the Palrsades. This recommended 125,000 acres is 15% of the total acres which presently 
qualrfy as roadless on the Forest. 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ. 

Alternative 3-M would harvest timber at a sustainable 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 

Akernatrve 4 emphasizes watershed and wildlife habitat Improvement and a reduction in timber 
harvest. Riparian areas recerve increased emphasis. Motorized access is restncted to desrgnated 
routes and more roads are closed in some BMU’s than in previous aiternatrves. Lionhead, Palrsades 
and Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portron adjacent to the Wrnegar Hole Wilderness and 
another 14,000 acres of roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness designation; 
until Congress acts on the recommendatron, 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 lrmrt srze of patches to 40 acres or less on approximately 17% of the forest, or 
about 310.000 acres. 

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

Approximately 533,000 AI2 acres would be managed to promote the health and function of nparian, 
wetland and aquatic ecosystems At the end of the frrst decade, about 1,700 acres would not meet 
the DVC. Fisheries habdat quality would be high, compared to the current moderate quality rating. 
Degraded habitats would recover raprdly. Livestock grazing would be reduced by about 8,060 cattle 
AUM’s. Timber harvest could occur in riparian areas to attain the desired vegetation characteristrcs, 
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 (1640,000 acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresholds. The 
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Sewrce and influencing this are the mrles of open 
roads and open motorized trails Aiternatrve 4 would reduce the number of open system roads by 
295 mrles (-22%) and open nonsystem roads by 722 miles (-71%). There would be a reduction in 
open system trawls by 113 miles (-26%) and open nonsystem trails by 98 miles (-49%). The 89% of 
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabilrty standards is more than twrce the exrstrng level of 42%, 
thereby greatly improwng elk secuniy. This means the potential would be for a lower proportron of 
bulls to be harvested during the general huntrng season 

4. Grizzly Bear Management (within the BMU’s). Key Indicator Open road and open motorized 
trail route densrty (mrles per square mrle). 

The reductron in the open road and motorized trawl denskies to an average rangrng from 0.33 to 0.50 
miles per square mile rn the BMU’s, would improve grizzly bear habitat. Addrtional access restrictions 
to improve habitat security would be no cross-country motorized vehicle use in any of the BMU’s, 
except a small portron 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. Sheep grazing would be phased out. 
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5. Access. Key Indicator Roads and trawls per mile open to motorized use. 

Akernahve 4 would reduce the number of open system roads by 295 mrles (-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 trawls by 98 miles (-49%). This would restrict dispersed camprng, berry 
prcking, firewood gathering, srght-seerng, and other achvrties that conventionally use road access and 
It would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The Increase in closures and 
restnctions would provide increased wildlrfe 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 90% reduction from the current 1,126,OOO acres currently open to OHV use. 

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

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

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ. 

Afternative 4 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of 25 MMBF for the decade (approximately 
2 5 MMSF 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 wildlife and riparian habitat. Motorized access is restncted to 
designated routes and more roads are closed in SMU’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; until Congress 
acts on the recommendabort, their roadless characteristics are maintarned. 

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

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

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

2. Riparian. Key Indrcator Acres not meeting DVC. 

Approxrmately 590,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of riparian, 
wetland and aquatrc ecosystems under this alternatwe. At the end of the first decade, about 1,700 
acres would not meet the DVC. Fisheries habrtat quality would be high, compared to the current 
moderate quality rating. Degraded habitats would recover rapidly. Livestock grazrng 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 mrles of open roads and open motorized trawls. 

In Akernative 5, about 98% of the Forest (1,802,OOO acres) would meet the state elk vulnerabrlrty 
thresholds. The greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and influencrng this are the 
miles of open roads and open motorized 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 trawls by 138 miles (-69%) 
The 98% of the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrlity standards is more than twice the exrsbng level 
of 42%, thereby greatly improvrng elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower propor- 
tion of bulls to be harvested dunng the general hunting season. 

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

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

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

Akernative 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 gathering, srght-seeing, and other activities that conventionally use road access and 
rt would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The increase rn closures and 
restnctrons would provrde increased wildkfe security, especially for elk and gnzzly bears and protect 
other resources from damage. Alternative 5 would allow OHV use on approxrmately 50,000 acres, 
over a 95% reduction from the current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use. 

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

Alternative 5 would recommend 226,000 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation. These acres 
more than triple the 65,009 acres recommended by the current Plan in ltakan Peak, Lionhead and 
Winegar Hole roadless areas, plus addrtronal roadless acres in each of these areas and the Pali- 
sades. This recommended 139,000 acres IS 28% of the total acres which presently quakfy as 
roadless on the Forest. 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indoator: ASQ. 

Akernatwe 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 Aiternatwe 6 is to meet the needs for change by de-emphasizing human manage- 
ment and human disturbance of wildlife and npanan habitat to the lowest level in all the alternatrves 
Timber harvest IS not scheduled. All access IS strongly restricted to designated routes and more 
roads are closed to reduce human drsturbance than in any other alternative. Lionhead, Palisades 
and Italian Peaks, plus the Idaho roadless portion adjacent to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and 
another 340,099 acres of presently roadless areas are recommended to Congress for wilderness 
designation. Almost all the roadless areas retarn their roadless charactenstics 

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

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

Alternative 6 would limrt size of patches to 40 acres or less on approxrmately 18% of the forest, or 
about 330.009 acres. 

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

Approxrmately 793,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of npanan, 
wetland and aquatic ecosystems under thus alternative. At the end of the first decade, about 1,700 
acres would not meet the DVC. Fishenes 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 Indrcator: Percent of Forest meeting state elk vulnerabrlrty thresholds, 
measured by miles of open roads and open motorized trails. 

About 98% of the Forest (1,802,OOO acres) would meet the state elk vulnerability thresholds The 
greatest factors under the control of the Forest Service and Influencing this are the mrles of open 
roads and open motorized trails Afternative 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 98% of 
the Forest meeting state elk vulnerabikty standards IS more than twice the existing level of 42%, 
thereby greatly Improving elk security. This means the potential would be for a lower proporhon 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 reduchon 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 habttat security would be no cross country motorized vehtcle use in any of the BMU’s, 
except in a small portion of the Plateau and Bechler BMU’s. Snowmachrne 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. 

II-13 



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 reductron in open system trails by 405 miles 
(-94%) and open nonsystem trails by 145 miles (-73%). This would restrict dispersed camping, berry- 
picking, firewood gathsnng, sight-seerng, and other activrties that conventronally use road access and 
it would concentrate these uses on the remaining open roads and trails. The increase of road 
closures and restrictions would provide increased wildlife security, especially for elk and grizzly bears, 
and protect other resources from damage. Acres avarIable for OHV use would also be reduced over 
current levels. Alternative 6 would allow OHV use on approximately 34,000 acres, a 97% reduction 
from the current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use. This approach is consistent with the minimum 
maintenance level of management emphastzed in this alternatrve. 

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

Alternative 6 would recommend 465,009 acres to Congress for Wilderness designation, more than 
seven times the 65,000 acres recommended by the current Plan in Italian Peak, Ltonhead and 
Wrnegar Hole roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres in each of these areas and the Pali- 
sades. Thus recommended 465,009 acres is 55% of the total acres which presently quakfy as 
roadless on the Forest. 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator: ASQ. 

Alternabve 6 would not have a scheduled timber haNeSt A limited haNeSt might occur, but not 
much, given the mrmmum level of human drsturbance emphasis of this alternative 
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Frgure II-1 shows how the akernattves compared, or stacked up against each other when the Key 
Issue Indicators’ drfferences were analyzed The differences are determeted by the alternatrve wrth 
the most advantages. For grizzly 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 
wrth the most numbers of trawls and roads open per mile received the hrghest rating. 

All aiternahves 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; Nattonal Historical Act, NFMA: Native Amencans Act: etc. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Several alternatives were consrdered but ekminated from detailed study and more rnformahon about 
these can be found in the process papers These addrtional alternahves were not fully developed 
because they closely resembled alternatives that were considered in detarl, they did not meet the 
needs for change: they were mrssing practical rmplementatron components: or they were inappropn- 
ate for other reasons as follows 

II-15 



Maximum Commodity Production and Motorized Access 

Thus alternative called for more Forest land devoted to scheduled hmber productron than 
Alternatrve 1. It provided more designated open motorized routes, allowed leas cross-country 
OHV access: recommended no wrlderness designation; proposed elimination of the Palisades 
Wilderness Study Area; and recommended that elrgrbility 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 actron (like those regarding the Paksades Wilderness 
Study Area and eligibikty under the Weld and Scenic Rivers Act) were not included in any 
alternative. Because large portions of this proposal became part of Alternative 2, further detailed 
analysis did not occur. 

Maximum Wilderness 

During public Involvement actrvrtres it was proposed that all of the Forest’s inventoried roadless 
areas be recommended for wilderness desrgnabon. Alternative 6 was developed in response to 
the desire for additional recommended wrlderness. After analysis, some inventoried roadless 
areas were not proposed for wilderness in any alternative because some areas drd not exhibit 
sufficient wrlderness quaktres to warrant their inclusion into the wrlderness system at thus trme 
The all-wilderness alternative was dropped. 

Range of Vanabrkty 

Many members of the public and several Forest Service employees advocated the development 
of an akernabvs that would move the forest into its “range of vanability ” This would involve 
learning what ecological condrhons existed on the Forest historically and managing for those same 
conditions. Thus was not developed as a separate alternative because the current information on 
the range of variability for the Forest is insufficient to formulate an alternahve. Even with thus 
Information, ecological vanabrkty 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 
condffrons along with the ecological s&ration. 

Ongrnal Forest Plan as Written 

Alternative 1 reflects current management of the Forest and how it would continue in the future. It 
doffers from the original 1985 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 Alternahve 1 (which is modeled consrstent with the intent of the 
1985 Plan) and a stnct readrng of the 1985 Plan are summarized below They could have been 
used to shape a separate alternative. 

- The 1985 Plan called for the haNSStIng of timber from surtable lands at rates that could not be 
sustarned. Because most of this material has already been logged or is no longer merchantable, 
and because some of rt could not be logged because of other resource protection needs, the 
nonsustarnable harvest schedule was not used. 
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-As a part of the Revisron process, the Forest reassessed the eligrbrkty of rrvsr segments for 
study as wild, scemc, or recreational nvers. That elrgrbrlrty determination was made; and the 
Forest has moved to protect the outstandingly remarkable values of the eligrble segments rn all 
the akernatwes. Some people have asked that an alternative be developed whrch does not Include 
that protection. We drd not do so because Forest Service policy is to protect the outstandingly 
remarkable values once elrgrbrlrty is established 

- The prowsions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) have not changed srnce the Forest Plan 
was put Into effect in 1985. However, the understanding of the habrtat needs of those species has 
changed substantrally. Meeting the needs of these species, in particular the grrzzly bear, has 
substantially changed management on a large portion of the Forest. We drd not use the previously 
acceptable approaches for prowding grizzly bear habiiat because they are not generally accepted 
in today’s scientific communrty. 

- The Forest Service has greatly expanded its own list of sensrtrve 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 It IS desrgned to prevent these species from 
being listed as threatened or endangered. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

A summary of the environmental impacts and effects (called Indrcators) for each alternative IS pro- 
vided in Table II-l. Due to the complexity of the consequences displayed in thus 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 II-1 
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The followmg pages contain a summary of the environmental effects of the alternatlves This summary IS drawn 
from InformatIon in Chapter Ill and IV of the DEIS The reader IS referred to those Chapters for additional 
rnformatlon 

The key Issue indicators are dlsplayed first for the components outlmed I” Chapter 1 Due to the complexity of 
the Issues, there are other mdlcators that need to be evaluated to adequately address the envlronmental effects, 
and those are llsted below the key lndlcators Acronyms and abbrewatlons are defmed at the end of this Table 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PATTERNS 

Exist Level Ail #l Ail #2 Ail #3 Alt #3-M Ai? #4 Ail #5 Alt #6 

- M  Acres restricted to 
openings < Range of 
Vanablllty 

Key Indicator - Sustainablllty and Patch Sze Issue 

NA 47 25 82 259 310 333 331 

In addihon to patch size, there are other ecosystem processes and patterns that we analyzed that contnbute to 
ecolcglcally sustainable ecosystems 

All akernahves were evaluated on the ablllty to use management practices such as prescribed fire and Umber 
halvest to manipulate ecosystems Aquattc connectlvlty was determlned to be a good lndtcator of ecosystem 
patterns and opportunltles to malntaln or Improve current connsctlwty were addressed 

Other Ecosystem Management lndlcators 

M  Acres where prescribed 1 1,282 
hre ts allowed I 

M  Acres with less 
restnchons on Umber 
hSNSSt I 

0 

I 

1,282 1,401 1,302 

262 275 132 

lT 342 325 448 

PHYSICAL 

1,232 1,223 

132 

512 

0 

533 

1,202 

0 

590 

1,25f 

( 

79: 

West forest management actlvltles Impact the so11 resource to some extent These actlvltles (recreation, timber 
latvestlng, road bulldmg, grazing) were evaluated to determIne what environmental effect they WIII have on the 
1011 resource 

The only !ssue lndlcators used to evaluate physlcal elements are related to mmerals and the ablllty to locate, or 
anter areas on the Forest 

Other Phvslcal Component lndlcators 

M  Acres open to locatable 
md mmeral entry 

1.7221 1,3831 1.4141 1.3241 1,2771 I,3401 I,1971 96E 
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BIOLOGICAL 

Exist Level Alt #l Ail #2 AR #3 Ak #3-M Ail #4 Ail #5 Aii #6 

Key Indicator - Rlpanan Heaith Issue 

- Rlpanan M Acres meeting DVC 11 1871 1881 2001 2001 2001 21 11 21 11 21 11 

- moving toward DVC II 53 49 52 52 52 49 49 49 

-not meetma DVC II I 371 401 251 2.5 I 2.5 I 171 171 17 

Many b&glcal elements can be evaluated determmmg what effect proposed management act!vd!es can have 
Water and assoctated ripsnan areas can be impacted by actlvlties The other indicators used to assess Impacts 
are related to roadlng, timber, and grazing actlwtles 

11 Only Includes npanan acres open to grazing (about 79% of the Forest) Does not Include acres closed to 
grazing pnor to 1995 Source - FSRAMIS Database 

Other Rlpanan and Water Indicators 

- #stream crossings 5,680 1 3,461 1 3,056 1 2,724 1 2,724 2,121 1 1,721 1 1,204 

- M  Acres roaded I” AIZ 

- M  Acres Impacted by 
recreation sties tn AIZ 

202 95 85 76 76 64 54 47 

10 10 11 11 10 11 10 

- M  Acres of timber harvest 21 6 36 41 36 29 19 14 0 
~n headwater areas 

- M  Acres of Umber harvest 100 283 45.9 29.3 0 0 0 0 
prescnptlons in AIZ 

- MI cutthroat streams 97 97 79 97 83 379 379 379 
w/mln 6” stubble at the HGL 

- MI fish-beanng streams w/mln 4” stubble at the HGL 3231 3231 3231 2,8631 2.8631 2,8631 2.8631 2.8631 

Key lndlcators - Elk Security Issue 

- Elk Vulnerablltty (EV) - M  
Acres mtg state thresholds 

774 1,075 1,296 1,526 1,673 1,640 1,802 1,802 

- %  of Forest meetmg State 
EV thresholds 
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Elk habltet and wmter range were evaluated because these are important biolcglcal elements that contnbute to 
healthy, sustamable ecosystems 

Exlstlng 1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

Other Wlldllfe and Veaetatlcn lndlcators 

- - Elk habrtat effectiveness Elk habrtat effectiveness 
welghted average welghted average 

- - %  of winter range acres %  of winter range acres 
meetmg DVC meetmg DVC 

056 056 060 060 0.62 0.62 0 0 63 63 064 064 0 0 66 66 0 0 69 69 0 0 70 70 

78 78 81 81 82 82 82 82 82 82 64 64 84 84 64 64 

Forested Ecosystems and wIldlIfe species asscclated with these ecosystems were examined m addition to water, 
as part of the Blologlcal component of ecosystems Speclflcally, the percent of the Forested ecosystem that IS In 
a mature age class and percent of Aspen In mature age class 

I - Percent of Forested acres 
cn Mature Age Class I 796) ,841 ,821 785) 787) 790) 7921 796) 

- Percent of Aspen III Mature Age Class I 9231 8921 8701 88.71 8921 9091 9161 9231 

- Upland M Acres meehng - 10284 10658 10833 10833 10833 11058 11059 11059 
DVC II 

- mcvmg toward DVC II 176 1 1622 1606 1606 1606 1547 1561 1561 

-not meehng DVC II 1530 1295 1136 1136 1136 970 955 95 5 

l/Only Includes upland acres open to grazmg (about 79% of the Forest) Does not Include acres closed to 
grazing pncr to 1995 Source - FSRAMIS Database 
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Key lndlcatcr - Gnzzly Bear Management Issue (wIthIn the BMU’s) 

- OROMTRD I/ (mkq ml ) 1 52 0 60 0 52 055 040 035 0 41 043 
- Henry’s BMU, Sub 1 

_ Henry’s BMU, Sub 2 0 98 045 037 038 029 0 33 037 028 

-Plateau BMU, Sub l&2 1 29 0 87 1 03 0 65 056 050 049 056 

- Bechler BMU 0 77 1 0581 0591 0531 0481 039 039 1 039 

Many lndicatcrs can be used to evaluate effects management actlvltles have on Grizzly Bears In addltlcn to 
open mctcnzed roads and trak, total access, the percent of the BMU that IS In a core area, and an overall 
habtfat effectwenesslvalue are used 

Other Gnzzly Bear Management lndlcatcrs (wIthin the BMU’s) 

- TMARD 2/ (ml /sq ml ) 

- %  BMU in Core 
-Henrv’s. Sub. 1 

063 

048 

1 53 

0 91 

66 

78 

048 

1 21 

0 67 

76 

0 63 

. I 
- Henry’s, Sub 2 45 

- Plateau, Sub 182 I 0 61 0.61 

48 58 0.62 

-I 0 68 0 69 0 70 

060 0 59 0 62 

064 0 65 065 

0 65 0 67 069 

- Henry’s, Sub 2 
I 

0.54 

- Plateau, Sub l&2 0 47 

0 52 

0 49 

059 

0 64 

- Bschler I 058 059 064 0.67 068 070 0 71 070 

I/ OROMTRD = Open Road and Open Mctcnzed Trail Route Denslty 
2/ TMARD = Total Mctcnzed Access Route Density 
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FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Exlstmg 1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

Key lndw&xs - Access Issues 

Moles of open system roads 1,367 1,320 I,41 1 1,221 1,197 1,072 972 961 

Miles of open nonsystem roads 1,021 564 453 368 363 299 281 268 

Mks of open system trails 433 449 357 337 340 320 171 28 

Miles of open nonsvstem trails 199 123 113 98 98 101 61 54 

Other !ndeators wtthln the Forest Use and Occupahon Issue Component were used to evaluate the seven aiternatwes 
Winter access, along with dispersed camping are examples used to complement the access issue 

I Other Access Indicators I 

- MI road construchon 41 

- MI of seasonally restncted system 
roads 

NA 1E 

61 177 

- MI of yearlong restncted system 
roads 

572 390 

I I 

- MI of seasonally restrkzted 24 32 
nonsvstem roads 

- MI of yearlong rastncted 
nonsystem roads 

- MI of reckxmed system roads 

- MI of reclaimed nonsystem roads 

- MI restricted system trails 

- MI r&n&d nonsystem trals 

- MI groomed trail for 
snowmachmes 

- M  Acres (and percent of forest) 
open to writer x-country OHV 

- M  Acres (and percent of forest) 
open to summer x-country OHV 

177 64 

113 

562 

597 581 

102 178 

450 456 

1,511 1,511 
(84%) (84%) 

1,126 960 
(62%) (53%) 

23 23 19 19 14 14 1 1 06 06 0 0 

92 92 80 80 86 86 75 75 24 24 53 53 

211 211 251 251 155 155 142 142 129 129 122 122 

39 39 36 36 34 34 33 33 38 38 26 26 

31 1 69) 61) 56) 73) 55) 

286 448 562 711 875 864 

699 749 764 834 830 873 

673 693 690 710 859 1,002 

188 203 203 200 240 247 

666 658 658 615 477 355 

1,590 1,532 1,532 1,513 1,392 1,107 
(88%) (85%) (85%) (84%) (77%) (61%) 

761 368 121 
(42%) (20%) (7%) 

Key lndlcator - Roadless Management Issue 

- M  Acres recommend wlldemess 65 65 0 125 125 139 226 465 

41 New road construction per year does not Include temporary roads Estimate IS based on 38 miles of road 
constructlon per MMBF of scheduled timber harvest Figures shown are annual miles of new road construction for the 
first decade 
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Other Widemess and Recreation lndlcators 

2 3 3-M 4 5 1 6 Exlstlng 1 

731 768 772 

203 275 273 

- M  Acres roadless 31 841 763 

_ M  Acres roadless closed 243 243 
to summer OHV 

I - M  Acres Preservahon I NA 258 
VQO I 
I - M  Acres Reten - P R NA 

VQO I I 705 

I - M  Acres Reten - Mod NA 524 
VQO I I 

193 327 317 349 I I 419 657 

617 578 742 909 I I 946 764 

481 560 718 4391 3391 328 

- M  Acres P.R - Max Mod 
VQO 

NA I 286 482 

I - M  Acres allocated to 
I 

NA 13 
dispersed camplng 

29 26 28 

I-#oftobs I 2,069 1 2.136 2.138 2,132 2,113 

I - employee compensatron I 393 
MM5 I 402 

I - 25% return-local I 311 113 
govi.M$/yr I 
I - Pay-III-lieu of Taxes M$/yr 

I 
877 

I 
905 

119 111 98 

9051 9051 905 

-Annual Forest budget 12 8 11 9 
(excluding LE&FFF - 
MM$/yr) I I 

I _ Annual Forest budget 140 
Includes LE&FFF - MM$/yr I 132 

11 9 11 7 

I I 

11 0 

134 133 I I 12.7 

31 M  Acres roadless includes widemess study area and recommended wlderness 
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PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

I Key lndlcator - Timber Harvest Issue I 
- ASQ volume (MMBF per 51 60 50 37 25 15 0 
YW 

Other Production lndlcators 

- M  AC CIH-SIG allotment 
-open 

1,498) 1,4001 1,4001 1,400 

-closed I 391 I 489 1 489 1 489 

“1,2281 “‘1,2281 1,2261 1,228) 

-661 1 “‘661 1 661 I 661 I 

I**Thesefwres include lmplementatlon of the ‘“phase out” as described I” the narrative 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations Used in Table II-I. 
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CHAPTER III 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

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

A descnption of the followrng components of the Forest and Key Issues. 

Ecological Processes and Patterns and Key Issue of Patch Sizes; 
Physical Elements, 
Biological Elements Component and Key Issues of Ripanan Health, Elk Vulnerability and Grizzly 
Bear Habrtat; 
Forest Use and Occupatron Component and Key Issues of Access Management and Wrlderness, 
Production of Natural Resources Component and the Key Issue of Timber Volume 

This chapter describes the exrsting environment that will be affected by rmplementatron of any of the 
alternatrves. It describes the existing physical, brologrcal and social environment of the Forest and the 
surroundrng area. InformatIon contarned in thus section appears in the same order as the key issues 
outkned in Chapter 1. 

There were many other Issues rarsed by publics and forest employees that were determined not to dnve 
the development of alternatives. The Analysrs of the Management Situatron (USDA Forest Service, 
Targhee N.F., 1992) and process papers listed in section SIX in this document provrde addrbonal Infor- 
mation about these issues (i.e rnfrastructure, outfitter/guides). 

1. ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PATTERNS 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years the Forest Service has embraced the concept of ecosystem management. This is an 
approach to natural resource management that strives to ensure healthy, productive, sustamable eco- 
systems by blending the needs of people and envrronmental values on a given area such as the Targhee 
National Forest. An ecosystem is a complex system of lrvrng and nonkvrng components that interact 
and change continually. Healthy ecosystems are those that retain all of their parts and functions for 
future generabons even though vegetation patterns, human uses, or other conditrons may change. 
Understandmg ecological processes (fire and other natural disturbances) and how these processes 
shaped vegetative patterns over time in a landscape are important steps towards implementrng ecosys- 
tem management. 

An addrtional principle of ecosystem management IS the quest for and application of new knowledge 
regarding ecosystems. Our understanding of ecosystems and the effects of various management 
activities IS subject to change as new information becomes available. In order to accommodate and 
react to such change, the Forest Service has adopted an adaptive management approach. In adaptrve 
management, monltonng and evaluation are used to assess the effects of management decrsrons and 
identify new information. Resource management may then be changed to reflect new understandrngs. 

Another important ecosystem management princrple is that different issues, components or effects may 
require descripbon at different scales or levels. For example, economic Issues are described at the 
county level, but frshenes are discussed by hydrologic unit. For economic and socral issues poktical 
boundaries are more meaningful, whrle ecological units are used for resource discussions. In this 
document, we have addressed issues at many diierent scales and levels of specrficity, depending on 
which IS most relevant to the decrsions being made. 
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Many resources are described in this chapter using the ecologrcal units known as subsectrons (referred 
to as management areas rn Chapter II). These umts exhibrt unique patterns rn sorls, landform, topogra- 
phy and potential natural vegetatron, among other charactenstas. The Forest encompasses part or all 
of seven subsectrons (Rgure Ill-i). 

- Lemhl/Medicine Lodge 
- Centennial Mountains 
- Island Park 
- Madison Plateau 
- Teton Range 
- Big Hole/Palisades Mountains 
- Caribou 

To get a better understanding of each of the seven subsections that are being evaluated rn this chapter, 
a brief descriptron of each follows. Additional information on the subsections IS available throughout thus 
document, and in process papers or planning records. 

. . m - This subsection Includes the Lemhi Mountains and the Medrcine Lodge/ 
Beaverhead Mountams A vanety of vegetation exists with dominant communities of mostly Douglas-fir 
and kmber pine. SagebrusWbunchgrass and mountain mahogany communities are common on the 
lower elevation and strong southerly exposures. Limber pine communities and alpine meadows exist at 
the hrgh elevations This subsection is rich in mining history with old mimng sites and remnants of town 
sites. Located m the Brrch Creek Valley are four preserved bnck adobe Charcoal Kilns. Sixteen were 
onginally built to furnish charcoal to the Nrcholia Mine This area also has a Nabonal Scenic Trail, a 
recommended wrlderness (Itakan Peaks) and most big game species. 

Centennial - This subsection covers the Centennial Mountains between the east fork of 
Irving Creek and Reas Pass to the east. The Centennials, whrch form part of the Continental Drvide, are 
a scenic mountarn range wrth hrgh mountarn meadows scattered through sprucelfrr and Douglas-fir 
forests. At lower elevations sagebrushlgrasslands grade into Douglas-fir and lodgepole prns forests. 
Lionhead, in the northeast portmn of the subsecbon, IS a recommended wilderness in Montana. The 
major travel corndors are Hrghways 20 and 87, and a portion of Interstate 15. The Yale-Kilgore road IS 
a secondary travel route connecting Island Park to Kilgore and Dubois. In the northeast portron of the 
subsection is Henry’s Lake, a world renowned fishery. The western part IS the Red Conglomerate 
range, home to at least one endemrc sensitive plant species. 

l&nd&& - This subsection includes the west half of Island Park, Ashton, and the northwest portion of 
Teton Basin Ranger Districts.. The landscape of this subsection features a large caldera. Highway 20 
is the only major highway that travels through this subsection. Among the many scenic attractions are 
Upper and Lower Mesa Falls, the last major undrsturbed falls on the Columbia River system. The Mesa 
Falls Scenic Byway, established in 1989, provides motorists with a breathtaking view of the Teton 
Mountain Range and accesses the two falls. The Island Park subsection offers excellent trout frshmg at 
Island Park ReSeNOir and along the Henry’s Fork, Buffalo River, Warm River, Fall River and Brtch 
Creek. The Island Park subsection is also known for ts snowmachine trails and cross-country skr trails 
and summer home concentrations. The area shows signs of large scale timber hawestlng due to the 
mountain pine beetle epidemrcs in 1960’s and 1970’s. Harriman State Park lies in the heart of the 
Harriman Wrldkfe Refuge, with 16,000 acres of forest, meadows, lakes and streams. 

Madison - The largest porbon of the Madison Plateau SubsectIon is actually in Yellowstone 
Natronal Park. The section on the Forest falls wrthm the Island Park and Ashton Drstricts next to Yellow- 
stone Nabonal Park. The Jededrah Smith and Wmegar Hole Wildernesses lie wkhm this subsecbon, as 
does the recommended Idaho wilderness portion of Winegar Hole. The Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road and 
Fish Creek Road are the major access routes in this area. Grassy Lake is a 320-acre lake created when 
a dam was burl by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1937-i 939. Grassy Lake as well as other lakes and 
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Subsection Overlay on the Targhee National Forest 
and the 

Surrounding Area 
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streams rn the area are popular frshrng areas and are accessed by the Flagg Ranch road. Several 
orgamzed youth camps exrst throughout this subsechon The Cave Fails road is the only motorized 
access to the southwest portron of Yellowstone Park. 

w - This area encompasses the west slope of the Teton Mountains The Teton Range IS a 
spectacular line of hrgh peaks rrsing abruptly along the west side of Jackson Hole The vegetation IS a 
drverse mix of forested and nonforested plant commumtres. The Jedediah Smith Wilderness traverses 
the upper portions of the west slopes of the Teton Mountains The Grand Targhee Skr Resort IS a major 
tourist attraction wtihin the subsection. Two organized youth camps are present Thus area is known for 
Its many backcountry trawls whrch are accessrble by horse or foot. 

7 -This subsection takes in all National Forest lands between Hrghway 33 
in Idaho and Hrghway 22 rn Wyoming on the north and the South Fork of the Snake Rover to the south. 
Several major hrghways provrde access Idaho Highways 26,31 and 33, and Highway 22 in Wyoming. 
Hrghway 31 is a State Scemc Byway over Prne Creek Pass Vegetahon consists of mountain brush, 
grass/forb opemngs, aspen, and forests of Douglas-frr and lodgepole pme. The area has a variety of 
recreational opportumhes including Kelly Canyon Ski Resort and backcountry hrkmg Paksades Reser- 
voir and the South Fork of the Snake River are used by water sports enthusiasts. 

Ca&ou - This subsection is the portron of the Caribou National Forest admmrstered by the Forest It 
lies south of the South Fork of the Snake River. Steep mountain slopes and canyons dommate the 
landscape. The Palisades Reservoir IS shared by thus subsechon and the Big Hole/Palisades Subsec- 
tion. Vegetation in this subsection forms a patchwork of tall sage/grass openings, aspen, and mixed 
Douglas-fimodgepole pme forests Recreation use IS very similar to the Big Hole/Palisades Subsechon 
with high trail and backcountry use as well as huntmg, fishing and water sports both on the reservoir and 
the Snake Rwer. This area has several summer home drvrsions and two organizational camps. 

RANGE OF VARIABILITY 

The phrase “range of varmbrllty” refers to the composrtron, structure and dynamics of ecosystems through 
time. By understandmg how ecosystems have functioned in the past and successfully mamtained 
themselves, we may gain insight into how to keep the systems healthy and resrlient into the future. The 
range of variabrlrty provrdes information, usually through analysrs of vegetation patterns, about condr- 
trons under which plant and animal specres evolved. Sustaining healthy plant and aquatrc systems IS an 
Important part of ensunng that all ecosystem components, from wrldlrfe and fish to mrcrobes and fungi, 
are marntarned. 

The Forest is in the process of analyzing historical maps, photographs and literature to better under- 
stand the range of vanabrkty, both natural and human-caused, for the Forest. In addition, a cooperabve 
project between the Forest, the Gallatm National Forest, and Montana State Universrty IS underway to 
increase our understanding of hrstoncal vegstahon patterns and watershed function. 

lnformatron IS lrmrted, especially prior to 1900, but we do have some knowledge of how the Forest has 
changed over recent history. We expect to have more complete and quantrfrable inform&Ion available 
for the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Both ecosystem processes, and the patterns created by those processes, have a range of vanability. 
The next two sections discuss our current understanding of the range of variability for the drsturbance 
regrmes (processes) and landscape patterns of the Forest. 
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ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND DISTURBANCES 

Ecosystems constantly change across both time and space Change is brought about by many different 
processes and disturbances that occur over varying time frames and spabal scales. For example, fire 
IS a disturbance process that can burn thousands of acres of forestland wrthin a matter of hours. On the 
other hand, it may take millions of years for a stream to carve a canyon through the process of erosron 
Some disturbances are relatively predictable, while others happen in utterly unpredictable, random 
ways. Humans can have a great Impact on some of these processes, as drscussed below. Ecosystem 
processes and disturbances are never independent from one another. Any given process WIII change 
resource condarons, which then sets the stage for some other agent to act 

While there are Innumerable processes occurring in an ecosystem, we have focused on only a few that 
are most likely to be affected by the alternative management schemes being analyzed in this DEIS. 
Thus section will only examme “natural” disturbances, not those associated with human activities such 
as grazing, timber harvest and roadmg. 

Succession - Scale: Community Type 

Succession is the process by which plant communities change through time if they are undisturbed. 
Thus process usually begins wrth proneer species mvadmg bare ground. These early successional 
plants change the environment by their presence to the point where other more shade-tolerant plants 
can take over the site. These plants then modify conditions further by their leaf litter and shade, making 
the site more hospitable to yet another set of plant specres which replaces them. The gradual progres- 
sron from early to late successronal communities contmues unless interrupted by a disturbance such as 
wind or fire. 

Due to the control of fire on the Forest srnce the early 1900’s, succession has become a dommant 
ecosystem process in the unharvested portions of the Forest. Late successronal commumtres are 
prevalent in herbaceouslshrub ecosystems as well as in most forest types. 

HerbaceoueIShrub Communities - The process of succession in these areas generally begins following 
fire and is characterized by open grassland interspersed with a few shrub specres. Mountain big sage- 
brush and other shrubs begm to dominate after five to ten years. As they compete with the grasses for 
water, the grasses lose vigor and die out Sagebrush provrdes shade for Douglas-fir seedlings, which 
may take over the site as a dommant commumty type until fire sets tt back to grassland. In the absence 
of a Douglas-fir seed source, the area may become a sagebrush-dominated communw. 

Fire suppression on the Forest has allowed a sigmfrcant acreage of the herbaceous and shrub commu- 
nities to convert to Douglas-fir or dense sagebrush. Thus vanes from historical condrbons where mosa- 
ICS of different-aged sagebrush/grassland stands existed, and where stands dominated by herbaceous 
species were more common. Some high mountam meadows are also berng reduced m stze by conifers 
encroaching in from the edges. 

Forest Communities - Succession can vary a great deal depending on climate and soils rn forested 
systems, but it generally begins with early successional species such as aspen and lodgepole pme, then 
progresses to shade-tolerant climax specres Aspen is a relatrvely short-lived tree whrch may give way 
to lodgepole pine or Douglas-fir communities after approximately 100 years. The mountain pme beetle 
commonly attacks lodgepole pane after 80 to 120 years, allowing more shade tolerant species to take 
over. Douglas-fir will hkely then dominate on warmer, drier sites, while subalpme fir and Engelmann 
spruce dominate in colder areas. Douglas-frr, subalpine fir or Engelmann spruce generally form long- 
lived climax communitres until a disturbance occurs. 
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Much of the aspen acreage that was present histoncally on the Forest has been converted to Douglas- 
fir through the succession process. In addition, aspen stands are overwhelmingly in the mature or older 
age classes These condrhons have resulted from fire suppressron. Succession at hrgher elevahon 
sites has resulted in subalprne fir and Engelmann spruce becoming intermixed with whitebark pine 
With conhnued absence of fire, the whitebark pine will likely give way to the spruce and fir. 

Currently 79.6 percent of the forested land rs in the mature age class. This is pnmanly a result of fire 
suppression. Hrstorically fire produced a greater variety of age classes over the landscape. Mature age 
classes provide important wildlffe habrtat for some specres They are also more susceptible to stand- 
replacing fires and mortalrty from insects than most early-successional commumtres. 

Fire - Scale: Vegetative Community and Subsection 

Historically fire has played a sigmfrcant role in the Greater Yellowstone Area. Some plants have evolved 
wrth fire and have adapted to it in various ways. Fires occurred naturally at certain average time 
intervals, whrch varied by vegetation and clrmatic condihons. Fires were also set by humans on a farrly 
regular basis, particularly in the sagebrush/grass and aspen commumties. These fires created mosarc 
patterns of different successional stages of vegetation across the landscape 

In the early 1900’s publrc concern for protecting the forests from fire ushered in a period of aggressive 
fire suppression whrch has continued to the present Wrth these suppression strategies and the lack of 
a prescribed fire program, the fire intervals which occurred historically have been altered. Due to the 
absence of fire, much of the forest vegetation has reached the mature age class and herbaceouslshrub 
types are in the later stages of succession. The mosaic patterns in the landscape are not as prevalent 
as before. These conditions rncrease the potential for fires of higher intensrty which may be detrimental 
to specres that evolved wrth frequent, low intensity burns. 

There are no approved fire management plans on the Forest. All prevrous fire management plans were 
suspended as a result of the 1988 Yellowstone fires. 

Fire frequency rnter-vals and behavior vary wrdely among the drfferent vegetation communtbes, so each 
IS described separately in the following drscussion. 

Douglas-fir Frre Regimes - It appears that Douglas-frr forests in this area hrstorically had a fire interval of 
20-50 years These fires were generally low ground fires which tended to thin the stands, favoring large, 
older Douglas-fir trees with thick bark. Fire suppression has led to conditrons on the Forest where most 
Douglas-fir stands have muftiple stones and dense stocking (many trees per acre). Trees of various 
heights provide a “ladder” for fire, allowing rt to reach the tree crowns. Absence of frequent ground fires 
can cause dead fuels to build up over time. Fires whrch start under these conditions are much more 
severe than ground fires and tend to replace the Douglas-fir with earlier successional species such as 
aspen or lodgepole pine. (Bradley et al. 1992) 

Lodgepole Pine Fire Regimes - In this area between the years 1200 and 1700, major fires occurred in 
the lodgepole pine component approximately every 100 years. Stand-replacement fires in lodgepole 
pine are closely tied to epidemics of the mountam pine beetle. Tree mortality caused by the beetle 
creates massive amounts of fuel. Fires whrch start under such conditions are likely to be severe. This 
cycle of beetles, fire and stand replacement is part of lodgepole pme’s evolutionary history In the Rocky 
Mountains. We wrtnessed this cycle on the Forest begmnmg with beetle epidemrcs in the 1960’s and 
endrng wrth huge fires such as the North Fork Fire in 1988. Condihons for these large fires shll exist in 
much of the Forest’s mature lodgepole pine. 

Most lodgepole prne, with the excephon of that on cool moist &es, hrstorically also experienced low 
rntensrty fires every 40-60 years Fire suppressron has interrupted thus portron of the lodgepole fire cycle 
on the Forest. The effects of this are kkely not too serious, since condrhons created by the mountain 
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prne beetle are simrlar to those created by light ground fires (stands are thrnned and regeneration 
may fill in the understory). (Personal comm., Brown 1993; Bradley et al. 1992; USDI National 
Parks Service 1993; Management of Lodgepole Pine Ecosystems 1973) 

Aspen Fire Regimes - The average fire-free period historically was 40 years or longer for pure aspen 
stands. Frre in aspen has been reduced in size and frequency throughout the West due to fire control 
and the oessahon of intentional burning. On the Forest fire suppression has resufted In many aspen 
stands that are now mixed with, or almost overtaken by, conifers such as Douglas-fir or lodgepole pine. 
If left undrsturbed for long periods of time, conifers can change the soil characteristics so that aspen is 
less likely to survive (Cryer & Murray 1992) Mixed comfedaspen stands are conducive to large stand- 
replacmg fires If such fires were allowed to occur, they would likely lead to pure aspen regeneration 
providing the fires weren’t so severe as to destroy the aspen root systems. Moderate severity fires 
resuk in better aspen sprouttng than either hrgh or low severity fires (Bradley et al. 1992) 

Subalpine Frr Fire Regimes - Subalpine fir forests generally occupy cool, moist habitats and are there- 
fore common at higher elevahons. Because of this fire IS relatively Infrequent in this type, occurnng 
every 50-350 years depending on aspect, elevation and other factors. Large fires generally occur only 
during drought oondrtrons and periods of high wmds. Ladder fuels are common in this type, so fires can 
spread easily between tree crowns and burn large acreages. (Bradley et al. 1992) 

Sagebrush/Grassland Frre Regrmes - Hrstoricalfy, fires likely occurred every 10 to25 years in the Forest’s 
sagebrush commumtres (Clark and Starkey 1990, Houston 1973, Wrnward 1987). These fires created 
a mosaic of vegetation conditions across the landscape. In the absence of fire, these commumhes tend 
to progress toward stands of Douglas-frr or dense sagebrush. Dense sagebrush stands are less diverse 
than sagebrushlgraeelands, and more susceptible to soil erosron, because the herbaceous vegetation 
is lackmg. Much of the sagebrush/grassland on the Forest and throughout the west IS in advanced 
successronal stages due to the absence of fire (Wmward 1992). 

Whitebark Pine Frre Regimes - Fires are Important to the survival and regeneration of whrtebark pine 
Thus species can survrve surface fires which kill other tree species that compete wtth it. Smce whrtebark 
pine reproduces on hre-prepared srtes, stand-replacrng fires help perpetuate the species. Histoncally, 
fire occurred in whiiebark pine communrties every 30-300 years. Suppression of fires has favored 
subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce over whitebark pine Other drsturbance agents affecting whitebark 
prne are white pine blister rust and mountain pine beetle, which are discussed in the insect and disease 
section. (Morgan et al. 1994) 

Fire Risks 

The Forest has experienced large fires in five of the past twenty years; three of those were withm the 
last eight years. Two fires have exceeded 5,000 acres. One was a prescribed natural fire that was 
allowed to burn until it exceeded the prescription parameters of the High Country Fire Plan. That fire 
was the Gallagher Peak Fire of 1979. The other was the North Fork Frre, one of the Greater Yellow- 
stone Fires of 1988. Approximately 17,691 acres of the 507,580-acre North Fork Fire burned on the 
Forest. The srze or scale of hrstoric fires on the Forest is unknown at this time, but It is lrkely that the 
North Fork Fire emulated the size of fires that historically occurred In the lodgepole pine types. 

Development of private lands adjacent to the Forest has made a srgnificant increase in the wrldlanti 
urban interface To deal with the threat of a wrldland fire within or adjacent to these areas Emergency 
Evacuation Plans are being developed such as the one for the North Fire Zone in Island Park. All 
wildland fires, including natural Ignitions, receive the appropriate suppressron response of contain, con- 
fine or control. The following section briefly summarizes fuels and other condittons which contribute to 
fire hazard. 
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Lemhl/Medlclne - These subsections are dominated by sagebrush/ 
grasslands and Douglas-fir communities. The Centenmal Mountam Subsechon has had substanhal 
hmber management activrtres, whrch have reduced fuels on some areas. Also rn the Centenmal Moun- 
tains the wildland/urban Interface has srgmfrcantly Increased due to the development of the pnvats lands 
within the Forest protection boundary. Thus increases the risk of a fire spreadmg between the Forest 
and private lands. 

island - The vegetatron in this subsechon is pnmarily lodgepole pine. Thus area also has heavy 
recreation use during all seasons, which can increase the kkelihood of human-caused fires. Timber 
management acbvties have reduced much of the natural fuel loadrngs, but there are still some lodge- 
pole pine stands wrth heavy accumulations of dead material. These stands are generally Isolated by the 
surrounding young stands from timber harvest activities This subsection has seen an increase in the 
wildland/urban interface with the development of private land. Areas with high summer home densities 
also present fire risks in thus subsection 

Madison - The dominant vegetation IS lodgepole pine. Timber achvrbes have been wrdespread, 
significantly reducrng fuel loadmgs There are still high concentrations of dead fuels in stands not 
treated, but these areas are generally adjacent to young stands created by clearcuts This subsectron 
Includes 17,691 acres burned over by the North Fork Fire The Winegar Hole Wilderness is located in 
the southern portron of thus subsection. Natural and human igmted fires in thus wilderness have been 
suppressed. 

w - A large portion of this subsection is grass forb vegetatron, with forests of Douglas-fir, 
lodgepole prne and mrxed comfers also berng common The Jededrah Smrth Wilderness covers a major 
portion of the subsection. Since 1988 natural and human caused fires have not been allowed to burn in 
the Wilderness. 

Srg Hole/Pal&&s - The prrmary vegetation types are mbed conifer and mountain brush. Most of this 
subsechon IS roadlese and pnmarily used for grazing and recreatron. The recreation use may Increase 
the kkelihood of human-caused fires. 

Cadbou - Mixed conifers and sagebrush/grass communities dominate the subsection Some timber 
management has occurred in the Engelmann spruce/subalpine firtype, and subsequent fuel treatments 
have reduced fuel loading and rate of fire spread for the short-term Recreation use here may increase 
the chance for human-ignited fires. 

Insects & Diseases - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

Insects and drseases play important roles in ecosystems, even those often considered “destruchve.” 
Many of these organisms serve as food sources for a variety of wildlife species, ranging from birds to 
gnzzly bears. In addrhon they are change agents, causrng death, decay or damage to vegetation. This 
latter funchon IS closely mtertwmed wrth the processes of succession and fire. The change from one 
species community to another on a sate IS often brought about by insects and diseases, particularly 
when fire IS absent. For example, aspen is eventually krlled by fungal diseases whrch may then allow 
Douglas-frr to dommate. Insects can change forest structure by killing all trees of a parhcular srze or 
species. Insect-killed trees contribute to fuel condrtrons and thereby help determine the severity, size 
and patterns of fires in the landscape. 

Most native rnsects and drseases are opportunistic, taking their toll on weakened or aged rndnrduals. 
However, under some conditions these organisms may burld up high populations that also overwhelm 
healthy, young vegetation. Trees and plants are usually adapted to insects and diseases, having evolved 
wrth them. The exception to this IS when damagrng agents are introduced from another continent and 
the plants have not had trme to adapt genetically. This can often lead to disastrous consequences for a 
tree species, such as the Amencan chestnut which fell victim to an introduced fungus. A concern about 
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whltebark pme exists currently on the Forest and throughout the range of this tree Whitebark pine IS 
dying off at an alarming rate due to an Introduced disease known as white pine blister rust. Although 
there IS genehc resistance to thus disease, the number of whrtebark pme trees is expected to decrease 
srgnrficantly in the short term 

Native insects of importance on the Forest include the mountain pine beetle, Douglas-fir beetle, western 
balsam bark beetle and western spruce budworm. Mountain prne beetle populahons have remained at 
low levels since 1983. Between 1981 and 1987 western spruce budworm was active in the Douglas-frr 
on the Forest. Thus insect stressed the trees to the extent that Douglas-fir beetles were able to kill many 
Douglas-fir between 1988 and 1992. Addrhonal information on these insects may be found In the 
Analysis of the Management Srtuahon for the Forest (USDA Forest Service, Targhee N.F. 1992) 
Stalachform rust, gall rust and various root rots are common fungal diseases. Dwarf mistletoes (para- 
srtrc plants) are present on lodgepole pine across the Forest and Douglas-frr in more isolated pockets. 
Important exrstmg insect and disease conditions for each subsechon are briefly covered in the Vegeta- 
tron section of forest ecosystems 

ECOLOGICAL PATTERNS 

The ecosystem disturbancesand processes discussed above contribute to patterns of vegetation across 
the landscape. Other factors such as climate, topography and SOIIS also help determine vegetation 
patterns. The patterns themselves are important to other components of the ecosystem such as wildlife 
species and humans. Vegetation patterns have a range of variability which the Forest is seeking to 
more fully understand. We have chosen to analyze four measures of ecosystem patterns that we 
believe are most important on the Forest. A brief discussion of each follows. 

Patch Sizes - Scale: Subsection 

Natural and human drsturbances tend to break up large tracts of similar forest habitat into smaller blocks 
separated by openings, different vegetation types, or drfferent age classes. Patch sizes varied hrstori- 
tally based on topography, soils and the scale of disturbances. On the Forest they are affected by all 
these factors, plus human activrhes such as roadrng and clearcutting Patch size IS Important since 
some wildkfe species are adapted to using extensrve forested areas. 

Current condrhons on the Forest vary by subsection. The Canbou, Brg Hole/Palisades and Lemhf 
Medrcrne Lodge Subsechons have histoncally exhrbrted small patch sizes due to their physrographic 
conditions This continues to be the case. Clearcutting over the past decade in the Island Park and 
Madison Subsechons has created smaller patch sizes than occurred historically. The Teton Range and 
Centennial Mountains Subsections are likely exhrbrting larger patch sizes than they did hrstorically due 
to fire suppression and the current predominance of forests in mature age classes. 

Vegetation Types - Scale: Subsection 

The distribution of community types and age classes by subsection is displayed in Table Ill-l. Studies 
to date show that the Forest’s vegetation has changed in some sigmficant ways over the past century. 
Prelrmrnary analysis indicates that some vegetahon condrhons are different than what occurred histon- 
tally on the Forest. These srtuations are discussed below 

In some subsections aspen has declined by up to 80%, while in others aspen acreage has increased in 
the past two decades due to clearcutting (USDA Forest Service, Targhee N F. 1994). Aspen deckne is 
most serious in the Lemh’tMedrcine Lodge, Centenmal Mountarns, Brg Hole/Palisades and Caribou 
Subsections 

The amount of whitebark pine has been reduced over the past 30 years as a result of mountarn pme 
beetle, white pine blrster rust and succession The seeds of thus tree are an important food source for 
grizzly bears, some bards and small mammals. 
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Table III-1 Exlsbng Forested Condlbons wthn Subsecbons 

Percent 
Mature 

Percent PreV 
dature I/ HP.!VZ 

Preoent Percent Percent Percent 
‘Jon-stock Seedltng sefimg Pole Subseobon Commtmiy Type Acres 

Aspen 
Douglas-fir 
Lodgepole Pme 
MIxed LP/DF 
All Forested Acres 

335 
93,450 

9.759 
343 

103.887 

O( 
O( 
O( 
OC 
O( 

00 
08 

1000 
00 
99 

00 
00 
00 
00 
00 

oc 
oc 
oc 
oc 
oc 

Aspen 8,781 8r 22 07 42 
Douglas-fir 114.154 OI 09 00 oc 
Limber Pine 114 oc 00 00 00 
Lodgepole Pine 48,873 5i 237 114 107 
Mlxed LPiDF 30,378 Of 18 02 00 
Other Mued Comfer 21.828 1: 42 10 06 
Spruce,Sube,plne Fir 2,889 04 00 23 16 
WhItebark Pme 419 oc 00 00 00 
All Forested Acres 225,012 2: 8.1 28 25 

Aspen 7,818 7i 209 81 47 
Douglas-fir 27,143 14 01 03 00 
Lodgepole Pine 192,853 98 25.3 118 5.7 
Mlxed LPDF 42,370 Of 45 31 02 
Other Mixed Comfer 8,224 03 148 53 12 
SprucelSubalplne Fir 368 oc 00 00 00 
411 Forested Acres 278,374 85 193 89 41 

r\SPWtl 4,897 88 203 53 08 
Douglas-fir 8,824 7s 05 04 12 
Lodgepole Pme 145,280 Qf IS8 109 81 
Uwed LP/DF 26384 30 12 05 00 
Jther Mlxed Comfer 5.715 10 95 08 05 
SprucelSubelpme Fur 1,035 00 01 00 2.9 
411 Forested Acres 190,115 83 152 85 48 

4sp*n 9,330 
~ougle.s-fir 24,530 
adgepole Pme 19,180 
Uwed LPiDF 28,311 
Jther Mlxed Comfer 8,822 
3pruce/Subalplne Rr 2,189 
Nhlteberk P,ne 40 
311 Forested Acres 92.182 

00 
04 
11 
00 
00 
00 
00 
03 

00 54 14 
00 00 00 
0.1 00 100 
00 0.0 00 
14 00 14 
00 00 00 
00 00 00 
02 08 23 

4SPWll 37,873 00 15 0.1 00 
Jouglas-fir 33,103 14 00 00 02 
.odgepole Pme 34,550 133 47 37 24 
Ulxed LPiDF 107,088 04 00 0.1 00 
Xher Mlxed Conifer 13,142 31 39 01 01 
;pruce/Subalpme Rr 1,882 42 38 02 00 
VI Forested Acres 227,218 28 12 08 04 

b3p*n 37,785 01 02 00 13 
~ougles-fir 14.999 00 00 00 00 
adgepole Pme 4,855 52 30 00 00 
dlxed LP/DF 57,151 08 00 00 00 
Xher Mxed Comfer 7,132 00 00 00 00 
ZprucelSubelpme Rr 793 00 171 289 00 
411 Forested Acres 122.495 08 03 02 04 

f.emhilMedfclne 
Lodge 

1wo oc 
994 OC 

00 oc 
1000 oc 

901 OC 

! 
845 oc 
834 i4E 

1040 oc 
485 oc 
974 oc 
930 OC 
957 oc 

Centennial 
MOUI#.elruI 

1000 
I 

oc 
792 75 

81 8 OC 
988 14 
481 00 

-r 

91 5 01 
785 00 

1000 00 
807 02 

Island Perk 

850 00 
899 00 
548 00 -I- 953 00 
882 00 
989 00 
833 00 

WadIson Plateau 

93 1 00 -I- 998 00 
as8 00 

IWO 00 
972 00 

1000 00 
,000 00 

988 00 

9831 00 3ig 
iolelPatlsadee 

:arlbou 

11 The mature cetegoly ~ncorporetes all older age classes. mcludlng noncommercral 

21 Includes acres of mature forest that have had harvest treatments such es commercial thmmng or shelterwood seed tree cuts. 
but the hewest did not result ,n ,WhSlfyl”Q the ecres to a d&rent age class 
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Shrublands and grasslands are less prevalent than in the past due to fire suppression. This indicates a 
habtiat loss for species dependent on these commumties and a habitat gatin for species adapted to 
forested areas. The greatest changes have occurred in the LemhVMedlcine Lodge, Centenmal Moun- 
tams, Elg HolelPaksades and Caribou Subsections. 

Stand structures, partrcularly In the Douglas-fir forests, have changed as a result of fire suppression. 
Compared to structures In the past, these stands are now denser and more multi-stoned. This has 
Increased the likelihood of severe fires, increased the susceptlblllty to Insects and diseases, and altered 
the type of habitat provided by Douglas-fir forests. These condrtions are common In all subsectlons. 

The Forest currently has much more area in mature age classes than the histoncal record indrcates. Of 
particular significance are the high percentages of mature or older mountain mahogany, mountam big 
sagebrush, aspen, cottonwood and Douglas-fir. Mosaics of different age classes were more common In 
the past. 

Connectivity - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

Connectlvlty between h&tat areas Involves the llnkage of similar habItat patches such as water courses, 
natural openmgs, or as most commonly studled, vsgetatlon. The maintenance of connectlvlty is needed 
to ensure proper levels of nutrient cyclmg, hydrologic function, and special survival. If the level of con- 
nectivity is maintained over time and space, then processes such as predation, dispersal, and gene 
exchange contrnue even though habitat areas may be separated from each other. Species diier In their 
need for corndors between blocks of habltat, with some moving freely through the landscape while 
others tend not to cross openings between habttat areas. Specific habiiat ltnkage requirements for 
various species have not been determined. However, species evolved to function withln certain limits of 
connecbvity shaped by natural disturbances. Maintenance of vegetation patterns with which plant and 
animal species evolved IS an accepted measure of ecosystem health 

Connecbvrty is influenced by access routes and clearcuts, as well as by historic vegetation patterns 
Connectivity in the Caribou, Big Hole/Palisades and LemhiiMedicrne Lodge Subsections is likely similar 
to what exlsted hlstoncally based solely on the vegetation patterns However, human access routes 
may have reduced the abikty of species to move between habitat blocks. Clearcutting and roading over 
the past decade in the Island Park and Madison Subsections have altered vegetation patterns and 
connectivity from what existed historically. Although leave strips have provided continuity of mature 
forest habitat, these IInks are much narrower and more randomly distributed across the landscape. 
Based on vegetation patterns alone, the Teton Range and Centennial Mountains Subsections are likely 
exhibiilng similar or greater connectivity than historically due to fire suppression and the current pre- 
dominance of forests tn mature age classes. However, the presence of roads and trails tn the subsec- 
tions may have reduced some species abikty to move between habitat blocks. 

Connectivity is important in aquatic, as well as forested ecosystems. Natural disturbance forms patterns 
of habitat patches, which In turn control aquatic ecosystem processes and functions (see “aquabc 
ecosystem” section). Natural and human-induced disturbances affect the connectivity of nparian areas 
and the llnkages between aquatic and forested ecosystems. Where road crossings and concentrated 
human activity exist in aquatic ecosystems, It can be assumed that some level of connectivity has been 
lost compared to what extsted historlcally. 

Adjacent Land Use Patterns - Scale: Forestwide 

Lands adjacent to the Forest are part of the ecosystem. Uses of these lands affect the Forest, and 
management of the Forest ltkewtse affects adjacent ownerships. This all plays into the larger social and 
ecological context in which the Forest IS managed. Lands next to the Forest represent many different 
owners and management strategies. Adjacent enbbes Include private landowners, Harriman State 
Park, Idaho Department of Lands, Yellowstone and Grand Teton Nabonal Parks, John D Rockefeller 
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Memonal Parkway and the U S. Sheep Experiment Statron In addltron, several Natronal Forests and 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Districts lie adjacent to the Forest 

Dominant land use patterns on adjacent pnvate lands involve farmlng and ranching These activltles 
have occurred smce the 1800’s in this area The past decade has brought a trend toward subdivlsion 
developments, particularly In Teton Valley, Island Park and Swan Valley. On lands admmistered by the 
Idaho Department of Lands, other National Forests and the BLM, management tends to be oriented 
toward use of resources, with timber harvest, livestock grazing and recreatcon being common achvlties. 
National Parks are governed by the pnnclples of preservation and noninterference with natural pro- 
cesses, but have intensive recreahon management in some areas. 

The Adjacency Study contained In process papers shows how the Forest fits into the management of 
nelghbormg lands For the most part there is a sense of continurty across the borders of the Forest 
Into adjoIning National Forest, BLM, and NatIonal Park Service (NPS) lands. Probably the single 
most visible dlscontintsty lres along Yellowstone NatIonal Park’s western boundary where evidence of 
the Forest’s intensive bmber management can be seen in sharp contrast to the Park’s unmanaged 
forest. That apparent dlsconbnuity WIII conbnue unhl the young regenerabon grows and blends with 
older surroundmg vegetation 

There are other land management prachces on the Forest which might appear to be incongruent to 
some people, and understandable to others. The Grand Targhee Sk1 Resort, an area of concentrated 
recreabon development, shares much of Its boundary wtth the congressionally-proclaimed Jedediah 
Smith Wilderness. The ski resort and the wilderness uses remam in effect In all the alternatwes. 
LIkewise, some people wew the presence of a road alongslde a wilderness as being incongruent. 
Others accept the fact that roads, as an excluslonaty feature m a wilderness, will frequently end up 
being used to defme its boundaries. 

From the point of view of the Forest, management of adjacent lands seems to have more of an 
impact on Forest management than vice versa. As the human population of the area of influence has 
grown so has their use of the Forest - m particular their recreational use. The Forest has had to 
respond to those changes by hardening recreation sites to prevent damage to the resource. 

II. PHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

Soils and Geology -Scale: Subsection 

. m - This subsecbon consists of fault block mountains, which exhibit a notthwest- 
southeast trend. The dommant rock types are llmestone and sandstone. The landscape is dissected by 
parallel dramage systems. 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, having gravelly medium textured 
surface layers and extremely gravelly medium textured subsurface layers. These SOIIS have a low to 
moderate Inherent ferhllty, are droughty, are high In carbonates, and have a high eroslon hazard. 

Prmclpal ecological concerns affectmg so11 quality m the subsection are as follows’ the expansion of 
conifers into sagebrushlgrass and npanan commumbes has changed some sites, the area’s susceptibll- 
ity to fires has mcreased the risk of losses in solI producbvity associated with such events, and canopy 
density of sagebrush communities and subsequent loss of understory vegetabon has led to declinmg 
watershed condltlons. 

The principal management activity affecting soil quality IS roads and OHV use. Secondary management 
actcvlbes affecting so11 quality mclude grazing concerns along incised drainages and water develop- 
ments, and mining Impacts which have not been reclaimed. 
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Centenmal- This subsecbon consists of a fault block mountan range, whrch exhibits an east- 
west trend along the Continental Drvrde. The dominant rock types are rhyolrte, sandstone and shale. 
The landscape IS dissected by dendntic and parallel drainage systems. 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to gravelly medium 
to medrum-fine textured surface layers and gravelly to extremely stony medium to medium-fine subsur- 
face layers. These soils have a moderate to moderately hrgh inherent fertility, are suscepbble to com- 
paction and puddkng, have a moderate to high erosron hazard, exhibrt plant competition concerns, and 
demonstrate slumping hazards on mountarn side-slopes and escarpments at hrgher elevations. 

Pnncipal ecological concerns affectmg soil quality mclude comfers expandmg into aspen, sagebrush/ 
grass, nparian and mountaln meadow communrbes causing site changes; increased riskof losses rn soil 
productivity associated with fire events; canopy density of sagebrush communrbes and subsequent loss 
of understow vegetatron which IS causing declining watershed conditions; and slumprng potenbals. 
Princrpal management acbvities that are concerns affecting soil quality include roads and OHV use, 
dispersed recreatron impacts, grazing concerns along drainages and water developments Secondary 
management activrbes that are affecting soil quality tnclude minmg impacts which have not been re- 
claimed, past bmber and firewood harvest whrch have resulted m roads, compactron, organic matter 
removal or displacement, and loss of woody residue. 

island - The Island Park Caldera was formed by the collapse of a large rhyolrte shreld volcano. 
After the collapsrng of the caldera, volcanic activity conhnued, resulbng in basalt flows covering much of 
the caldera floor. The entire subsection has been overlain by wrnd blown salts (loess). The dominant 
rock types are rhyolrte and basat The landscape IS dissected by dendritic and parallel dramage sys- 
tems on the caldera rim and assocrated tablelands. The caldera floor has very kttle drssecbon. 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to gravelly medium 
textured surface layers and medium fine to extremely cobbly medrum textured subsurface layers. These 
soils have a moderately low to moderate Inherent ferhlity. Soils on the caldera floor have plant compe- 
Won concerns on deeper SOILS, reforestabon concerns on shallower SOILS, and a moderate susceptibrlrty 
to compacbon. SolIs on the caldera rim have a moderate suscepbbility to compacbon, moderate to hrgh 
erosion hazard, low bearing strength, and plant competrtron concerns. 

A principal ecologrcal concern affecting soil quality (limited to the caldera rim) is the expansion of coni- 
fers Into aspen, sagebrushlgrass, ripanan and mountam meadow commumtres and resultmg srte changes 

Princrpal management activrtres affectmg so11 quallty (caldera nm) are roads and OHV use, and exten- 
sive past timber and frrewood harvest which have resulted rn roads, compacbon, orgamc matter removal 
or displacement, and loss of woody resrdue. 

Principal management activrtres (caldera floor) are the same as for the rim, plus drspersed recreabon, 
which is especially heavy near summer home areas, and grazing along certam ripanan areas and 
meadow complexes. 

B - This subsectron consists of a large consolidated ash flow that came out of Yellow- 
stone Park and overtopped the east rim of the Island Park Caldera. The landscape is drssected by 
dendnhc and parallel drainage systems. 

The soils In the northern part are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, having medium textured surface 
layers and strabfied gravelly coarse textured to extremely gravelly coarse textured subsurface layers. 
The soils In the southern part are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having gravelly medrum textured 
surface layers and very gravelly to extremely cobbly medium textured subsurface layers. These soils 
have a moderately low inherent femkty, are droughty, and have wrndthrow hazards. They are highly 
erodrble If the subsorl is exposed, as it IS rn the northern part of this subsecbon due to the North Fork 
Fire. 
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A pnncipal ecological concern affecting so11 quality (southern porbon) is the susceptibrlrty to fires, m- 
creasing the rusk of losses in so11 productivrty associated wrth such events, including areas on the 1988 
North Fork Burn that have not recovered yet. 

Princrpal management activities affecting soil quality include roads and OHV use, dispersed recreabon, 
effects associated with timber harvest whrch have resulted in roads, compactron, organrc matter re- 
moval or displacement, and loss of woody residue. 

R&&&nge - The Teton Range IS a north-south trendrng mountam range The dominant rock types 
are granite, limestone, sandstone, dolomite, slate, gneiss and quartzrte. The landscape is dissected by 
parallel dramage systems 

Thus subsecbon consists of two primary landscape settings. These include foothills on lower to mrd 
elevations and mountain side-slopes at mid to hrgh elevatrons. Soils on these landscapes are 40 to 
greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to very gravelly medium textured surface layers 
and gravelly to extremely stony medium textured subsurface layers. These SOIIS have low to moder- 
ately low inherent fertrlrty, low to moderate compaction hazard, moderate to hrgh erosion hazard, refor- 
estabon concerns and low to high mass instability hazards. 

Princrpal ecologrcal concerns affectmg solI qualrty in this subsection mclude conifer expansion into as- 
pen, sagebrush/grass, npanan and mountain meadow commumties causmg sate changes, and the area’s 
susceptrbilky to fires with increased risk of losses in soil productivrty associated wrth such events. 

Pnncipal management actrvities affecting soil quakty include roads and OHV use, and dispersed recre- 
ahon Secondary management acbvrties affecting so11 quakty include grazing along dramages, and the 
effects of timber harvest which have resulted in roads, compactron, organic matter removal or displace- 
ment, and loss of woody resrdue. 

7 - This subsection consists of a mountain range of multrple, parallel 
overthrusts (faults) and benches of mrxed rocks and eolran material that have been modrfred by thrust 
faulting. 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having gravelly medium textured 
surface layers and very gravelly moderately coarse to moderately fme textured subsurface layers. These 
soils have a moderate to hrgh inherent fertllrty, moderate compactron and rutting hazard, moderate to 
high erosron hazard, moderate to hrgh slumping and earthflow hazard, plant competition concerns, and 
areas of low bearing strength. 

Principal ecologrcal concerns affectmg so11 qualrty include conifer expansion Into aspen, sagebrush/ 
grass, riparian and mountain meadow commundrss causing site changes, Increased riskof losses In so11 
producbvrty assocrated with fire events, canopy density of sagebrush communrtres and subsequent 
declinmg watershed condrtions, and slumpinglearth flows. 

Pnncipal management actrvkres affecting soil quality are roads and OHV use, drspersed recreation, and 
grazmg along dramages. Secondary management actrvlties affectmg soil quality Include erosion along 
sheep driveways, effects resulbng from timber harvest in the Big Hole Mountains, and big game feeding 
areas along Ramey Creek. 

Qnbou - The Caribou Subsection is a southeast to northwest trending overthrust (mukrple fat&s) mountain 
range. The northeast side of the range is moderate relief mountains on mixed sediments. The south- 
west srde of the range IS low relief foothrlls and basins on fine textured marine sedrments. The dominant 
rock types are a mix of sedrmentary materials with a loess influence. The landscape is drssected by 
dendritic drainage systems. 
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Souls on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having medium textured surface 
layers and moderately-coarse to fine textured subsurface layers. These soils have a moderate to high 
inherent fertikty, moderate compaction and rutimg hazard, moderate to high erosron hazard, moderate 
to hrgh slumprng and earthflow hazard, plant competrtion concerns, and areas of low bearing strength. 

Prmcipal ecological concerns affectmg solI qualrty include comfer expansion into aspen, sagebrush/ 
grass, nparian and mountain meadow commumhes causrng site changes, increased nsk of losses in 
soil productrvrty assocrated with fire events, and canopy densrty of sagebrush commumties and subse- 
quent loss of understory vegetatron resuitmg in a declrne rn watershed conditions and slumping/earthflows 
Pnncrpal management actrvrtles affectrng soil quality Include roads and OHV use, dispersed recreation, 
and grazrng along dramages. Secondary management achvrtres affecting soil qualrty includes erosion 
along sheep drweways, and effects from timber harvest 

Air Quality - Scala: Forestwide 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), rn conlunction with the states of Idaho and 
Wyoming, have established National Ambient As Quakty Standards for pollutants to protect the pubkc 
health and welfare. These standards relate to PM10 particles, which are partrcles with an aerodynamrc 
diameter of 10 microns or less. 

Natronal Ambient Air Quality Standards requrre that PM10 remain below 50 micrograms per cubic meter 
when averaged over a year. PM10 must generally remain below 150 micrograms per cubic meter 
averaged over a 24shour penod, however, this standard can be exceeded up to one time per year. 

Class I arrsheds have the highest air quality standards, and Class II have a moderate level of protection. 
The entire Forest, including the Jedediah Smith and Wmegar Hole Wildernesses, is a Class II airshed. 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton Natronal Parks, adjacent to the Forest’s eastern boundary, are Class I 
arrsheds. The Forest must ensure that Its activrhes do not reduce air quality in these Class I airsheds. 

In general, the area’s air quakty IS very good. The pnmary sources of PM10 on the Forest are wildfire, 
prescribed fire, and dust generated from road traffic. The major source of PM10 from outside the Forest 
is dust generated by wind and agriculture. Agncuitural burmng and mechamcal drsturbance such as 
plowrng, planting and harvesting crops reduce arr quakty 

Currently there are no air quality momtoring statrons located on the Forest. The closest arr quakty 
monitonng statron is located in Jackson, Wyomrng. Thus statron has measured PM10 since 1986 
During the analysrs period the hrghest 24-hour average PM10 reading recorded was 124 micrograms 
per cubic meter in 1992. This IS 26 mrcrograms per cubic meter less than the allowable standard. One 
short term value of 248 micrograms per cubic meter was recorded in 1988 dunng the Yellowstone 
wildfire e&ration. Annual averages have ranged from a hrgh of 39.8 micrograms per cubrc meter in 1988 
(Yellowstone Firs influenced) to a mrmmum of 25.5 grams per cubic meter in 1993 

Caves - Scale: Subsections 

Caves are present primarily in two subsecttons on the Forest, as discussed below, 

. m - This area contams numerous small caves in kmestone cliffs. Many have been 
idenbfred dunng heritage resource inventones. Large caves in thus area contam evidence of Natrve 
American habitatron in the form of pictographs and cave fills with stratifred cultural deposits. Few caves 
in this area have sufficient depth to provrde recreahonal opportumhes. 
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w - The Teton Range has numerous caves but most are small and have kttle recreational 
Interest to spelunkers The Fossil Mountain Ice Cave and Wrnd Cave, however, have hrgh recreational 
Interest for explorahon. Both caves are identified on Forest maps and have access trails and srgns from 
Darby Canyon These caves probably qualify as “significant caves” under the Federal Cave Resources 
Protectron Act of 1988, but they have not yet been inventoried or nominated A thorough inventory of 
caves rn this area has not been completed, and new srgmfrcant caves with high pubkc interest may be 
discovered. 

Lands - Scale: Forestwide and Subsections 

The Lands program includes the adjustment of land ownership patterns, land acquisition, granting of 
rights-of-way, Identification and resolutron of trespasses, and property boundary management 

Land Ownership Adfustmsnts 

Land ownership within the administrative Forest boundary is displayed In Table 111-2. Land ownershrp 
adjustments have enabled the Forest to acquire lands that meet specrfic needs, goals, and objechves. 
These are valuable for recreation, wildkfe habltat, nparian areas, and hrstorical resources. These also 
enabled us to consolidate land ownershrp to improve operahng efficiency Ownershrp adjustments 
reduce the miles of private/Forest Service property knes that need to be surveyed, posted and main- 
tamed. Adjustments can also reduce specral use permrt administration and resolve trespass and title 
claims 

The Congressionally mandated Land and Water Conservation Fund can be used to purchase land 
Interests for the Federal Government. Aithough the Forest has submitted yearly requests for one to 
fifteen such purchases, the last funded project was in 1962. 

Land adjustments may also occur through donatron of land or partial land interest. Proponents in land 
transachons have been approached and encouraged to donate lands or interests in lands. 

Land Exchanges have been the most effective tool rn completmg the objectives for land adjustments 
Through eight land exchanges Important wrldkfe and wetland habitats, scenic and hrstoncal srtes, a 
needed gravel source, and SIX inholdings were acquired. Lands dreposed of have been, for the most 
part, those that have lost their Forest characterishcs, are drffrcult to manage, or consolidated Forest 
holdings. The Forest IS presentty pursuing five land exchange cases. 

Land ownership adjustment on the Forest has emphasized the transfer of both surface and subsurface 
nghts. This has resulted in very little resewed or outstandrng mineral ownershrp. Currently nonfederal 
minerals consist of only about 5,ooO acres out of a total of about 1.8 milkon Forest acres. 

Table III-2 Land Ownershar, wthm Admmtstrabve Forest Boundav 
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Right-of-Way Acquisltlon 

Right-of-way acqulsltion IS driven by the need to provide land managers and the public access to Na- 
tional Forest System lands. With private lands changing hands, many roads that have been open to the 
public are now bemg closed. There IS a need to gain legal access through the acquisition of nghts-of- 
way. Eight right-of-way cases have been completed and 91 nghts-of-way been identified for acquisltlon 
(see Table 111-3). 

Table III-3 Land Adwbnents. 1985-1995 II 

Right-of-Way Cares 

Acquued I I 1 I 1 I I 1 I 2 I 3 

Grants 1 1 1 13 4 

II These fisures are updated yeadv Current figures are on file at the Forest office. 

Minerals - Scale: Subsections 

No specific proposals for mineral development have been addressed in this Revision. The role of the 
Forest Servrce is to manage the surface resources to minimize adverse environmental impacts, and to 
provide mitigation directjon 

The Issue of 011 and gas development on the Forest IS being addressed in a separate EIS. The 
current status of oil and gas production IS included bnefly here to give the reader an overall picture 
of the mineral, 011, gas and hard rock situation on the Forest 

. . Lemhi/Medame - During the mid and late 1800’s lead and copper, and to a lesser extent sliver 
and gold, were mined extensively in this subsection Since then there has been no activity and none Is 
predicted There are no 011 and gas leases currently, although during the 1980’s there were numerous 
leases generating rental Income. In a recent study by the BLM the area has been rated as having a low 
potential for the discovery of oil and gas resources. 

m - During the late 1950’s and early 1960’s phosphate was mmed near Mt. Taylor m 
the eastern Centennials from two of the three phosphate leases located in the area Smce then no 
minmg has occurred, but the leases still remam. Should phosphate production resume, 50 percent of all 
revenues generated from leasing return to the State of origin for use as the legislature may direct. 
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011 and gas leases blanketed the area in the mrd 1980’s, but none exist today. Even though the potential 
for discovery of oil and gas Is rated low rn this area, an exploratron well was dnlled rn the late 1980’s, but 
came up dry. 

Northeast of Dubois, gold exploration Is currently taking place and has been for several years In the 
event of development and production the local communities would experience a boost rn therr econo- 
mfes. 

Also, northeast of Dubois are several mming claims where the exploration, development and production 
of opal has been conducted for the past 30 years. One particular claim has exhibited most of this 
activity and has been patented (private ownership). The site Is known as the Spencer Opal Mane and 
has operated commercially as a public digging site since 1968 Current activity on surrounding 
nonpatented claims consists mainly of explorahon. 

laland Park & Madison - Oil and gas and geothermal leases blanketed the area in the mid 
1980’s, but none exist today. The area is rated as having no potentral for the discovery of 011 and gas 
Congress has effectively prohibited geothermal development in this area through legrslatron prohibrhng 
the leasing of lands in the Island Park geothermal area (Geothermal Steam Leasing Amendments Act of 
1988) There are no other mineral resources in thus area of economic Importance. 

II&&Q&a - Oil and gas leases were scattered through the area in the mrd-1980’s, but none exist 
today. The area is rated as having no potentral for the drscovery of oil and gas There are no other 
mineral resources of economrc importance in this area. 

m - 011 and gas leases blanketed the area in the mid-l 980’s, generatmg rental income 
Fifty percent of thus money returned to the State of ongin for use as the legislature directed. There are 
no oil and gas leases currently, pending the completion of an oil and gas EIS. A couple of exploratory 
wells were dnlled during the 1980’s, but were dry holes. The potential for discovery of oil and gas IS 
rated as moderate rn the north half of the subsection and high rn the south. 

Caribou - Oil and gas leases blanketed the area e-r the mid-1980% generating rental income. Fdty 
percent of this money returned to the State of ongin. There are no 011 and gas leases currently, pending 
the completion of an oil and gas EIS. The potentral for discovery of 011 and gas is rated as moderate In 
thus subsechon. 

There are four phosphate leases located in the northern part of the subsection, whrch are currently 
inachve Last reported achvky was in the 1960’s and consisted pnmanly of exploration. Activity 
IS not expected on these leases for the next three or four decades 

Traveltine, a marble-like buildrng stone product, is mined in the northern part of the area and is the only 
acbve mine of economrc importance on the Forest. 

In the southern portion of the subsection, McCoy Creek has long been the center for recreatronal placer 
gold dredgmg, sluicing and panning Mming claim actrvrty has also occurred wrth limited commerctal 
success. 

III. BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

Thus sectron is divided into various types of ecosystems so that the relationships between biological 
elements wrthln the same system can be better understood. Aquatic and npanan ecosystems, and 
terrestrial ecosystems (upland forested and upland nonforested) will be considered. 
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AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS 

Riparian - Scale: Subsection 

Rlparian areas lie adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation commumtles influenced by water. 
Though ripanan areas constitute only a frachon of the total land area, they are more productive in terms 
of both plant and animal species dlversity and biomass per umt area than the remamder of the land 
base. Ripanan areas are essential breeding, reanng and feedmg grounds for many species of wrldllfe 
and they directly correlate to the quality of the aquatic habitat (fisheries). Often these key areas vlslbly 
reflect the quality and success of land management activities In tnbutary watersheds Riparlan areas 
are extremely Important for flood control and hydrologic function. These systems are very important to 
the human environment from ecological, aesthetic, recreational and economic points of view. 

Grazing is considered to have shifted the species composition on 8,988 (32%) acres of riparian commu- 
mbes across the forest Under current range management 5,338 acres of these acres are moving 
toward higher ecological conditions with Increasing plant blodiversity. Some 3,650 acres are remaimng 
in less stable, lower ecological conditions, wtih lower plant biodiverslty (Table 111-4). Where grazing 
decreases the species diversity, shallow, fme rooted speciessuch as Kentucky Bluegrass (E!oapr&e!~@ 
become dominant and replace the deeper, thicker-rooted native herbaceous species, decreasing the 
potenhal of stream stabilrty. 

Biodiverslty and sometlmes stream stabikty are also affected by riparian community succession Rlpar- 
ian areas with closed shrub canopies have llttle understory vegetation due to shading and may have low 
overall species diversity. This can negatively affect stream stability on some streams. Spruce forest 
npanan communities also have low species diversity due to shadmg, and low vegetative cover to protect 
streambanks from erosive events unless armored by large rock 

Additional Information may be found in the water quality, fishenes and ripanan wildlife sections Table 
Ill-4 summarizes riparian conditions by subsection. 

Lemhl/Mediclne - The principal ecological concern affecting nparian quality m this subsecbon is 
that upland vegetation has expanded into nparian zones due to past over-utlllzation and/or a drop m the 
water table levels. A secondary ecological concern affecting riparian quality In this subsection is that 
within some nparian areas willows are dying out and are not being replaced by willow regeneration. 

Prmcipal management Influences affecting riparian quality include past overuse by ungulates (domesta 
and wild), dispersed recreation and OHV use, and roads m or adjacent to nparian areas and associated 
stream crossings. 

Centennial - Pnncipal ecological concernsaffecting riparian quality includes the expansion of 
upland vegetation into rtparian zones due to past over-utilization andlor a drop in the water table levels, 
and some areas of fine textured subsoils which have a moderate to high slumping potenbal A second- 
ary ecological concern affecting nparian quality is that within some nparlan areas willows are dymg out 
and are not being replaced by willow regenerahon. 

Pnncipal management concerns affecting ripanan quakty are overuse m some areas by ungulates (do- 
mestic and wild), dispersed recreation and OHV use, and roads in or adjacent to nparian areas and 
associated stream crossings. Secondary management concerns affecting ripanan quality Include past 
mining sties that have not been rehablktated, past timber harvest that left Inadequate buffers, and fuel 
wood gathering. 
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Table 111-4 Aquatic and R,panan Cond<bons by Subsecbon 

0 

veget&e Serd stage 
Percent Potential Natural Comm 
Percent Late Seral 
Percent Mid Seral 

Percent up 
Percent stable 

I 7 
I 

I 5 
I 

I 3 
I 
~lpanan “egetabon not meebng 
NC (acres) 3/ 41 

500 381 367 7 903 1,304 181 

II & 2/ Aquabc H&tat Condlbon and Trend I Perenn,a, streams at least 14’ deep (at Iow summer flow), with 4060% 
IOOIS I, Perenmal streams between 8’ to 14’ deep (at low summer flow), wth 20.40% pools or 6040% pools III 
ntermktent or ephemeral streams less than 8’ deco (at low summer flow), wth less than 20% pools or more than 80% 
IO& Pnsbne = 90% of npanan acres near pnsbne condmons Moderate = 50.89% of npanan acres near pnstme 
:ondlhons High Human Dlsturbance = less than 50% of npanan acres near pnsbne condlbons 

l/Only ,ncludes acres open to graang (79%) of the Forest, Does not ,nclude acres closed to grazmg pnorto 1995 Source 
-SRAMIS database 

U Includes acres of undetemxned status DVC = Des,red Vegetation Cond,tion Dewed Vegetabon Condlbon 1s a plant 
:ommumty m sabsfactoly ecologIcal condltlon Sahsfactoty ecologW cnndlbon IS defined as hem g m mid-seral stage or 
rlgher ecological status and havmg a stable or upward trend m sod and vegetabo” condlhon 
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fsfanU& - The princrpal ecological concern affechng npanan quakty is that there are areas where 
willows are dying out and not berng replaced by wallow regenerahon. 

Principal management concerns affecting nparian quality include high use recreation areas (including 
summer home, dispersed and developed recreation areas), OHV use, roads m or adjacent to nparfan 
areas and associated stream crossings, past hmber harvest whrch left inadequate buffers, and fuel 
wood gathenng. A secondary management concern affechng ripanan qualky IS overuse in some areas 
by ungulates (domestic and weld). 

Madison - The pnncipal ecological concern affecting ripanan quality IS in the area of the North 
Fork Burn Principal management concerns affecting riparian quality include dispersed recreation and 
OHV use, roads in or adjacent to ripanan areas and associated stream crossings, past timber harvest 
whrch left inadequate buffers, and fuel wood gathering. A secondary management activity affecting 
nparian quality is overuse rn some areas by ungulates (domestic and weld) 

IeW&nge - The principal ecological concern affecting ripanan quality IS mass wasting. 

Principal management activvlties affecting nparian quality m&de high levels of drspersed recreatron, 
horse use and OHV use, trails in close proximity to or within nparian areas and associated crossrngs, 
Isolated areas of overuse by ungulates (domestic and wild), and roads in or adjacent to nparian areas 
and associated stream crossings. Secondary management activities affecting npanan quakty include 
past timber harvest which left inadequate buffers, and fuel wood gathering. 

m - The pnncipal ecological concern affecting nparian quality is mass wastlng. 

Principal management activrties affecting nparian quality include high levels of drspersed recreation, 
horse use and OHV use, trails in close proxrmrty to or within nparian areas and assocrated crossings, 
and areas of overuse by ungulates (dome&c and wild). Secondary management actwrties affecting 
nparian quality include sheep driveways, past hmber harvest which left Inadequate buffers (Brg Hole 
Mountains), fuelwood gathering (Big Holes Mountains), and Idaho Frsh and Game Department feedrng 
grounds in Lower Rainey Creek. 

Danbuu -The principal ecological concern affecting ripanan quakty IS mass wasting. 

Princrpal management activities affecting riparian quality include hrgh levels of dispersed recreation and 
OHV use, trawls in close proximity to or within nparian areas and associated crossings, areas of overuse 
by ungulates (domestic and wild), sheep driveways, and roads in and adjacent to nparian areas and 
assocrated crossrngs. 

Water - Scale: Subsection 

Subsection boundaries are used for analysis and description, although this means that some streams 
are spiff between two subsechons. Channel stabilrty Information dates pnmarily from inventories com- 
pleted In the mid-1970’s to early 1980’s. More current Information does exrst on some porhons of the 
Dubors and Teton Basin Ranger Districts (1989-1993). It is important to determine whrch streams are 
naturally “unstable” (I.e., dynamic) due to landforms, bed and bank materials, etc , and whrch ones have 
instabrlrty induced by management practices. An attempt is made in the text to make this determmation 
where possible. In discussions of channel stabMy the “good” and ‘fair” categories were further split into 
(+) and (-) to indicate better or poorer stabilrty respectively. 
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Water Yield 

Total water yield on the Forest IS about 1.4 million acre-feet. Water is lost or used in many ways, 
Including evaporation, mflltratlon, use by plants and animals, and diversIon ditches from stream chan- 
nels. Because of these factors and many others, the amount of water reaching the Forest boundary will 
be less than what is produced. Table Ill-5 shows water yield by subsection across the Forest. 

Management actlvltles have the potential to change the bming and amount of water dellvered to 
stream channels. As an example, timber harvest, especially in headwater areas, may allow more 
snow to accumulate in created openings. This may result m higher flood peaks and possible 
impacts to streams. Currently there are approximately 22,000 acres In headwaters that have been 
altered by timber harvest (out of a total of approximately 239,000 headwater acres m those 
watersheds that have much harvest), which rncludes stands in seedling, sapling and unregenerated 
categories While this IS approximately 9 percent on a Forestwide basis, the amount of actual 
headwater harvest vanes widely between subwatersheds. 

Water Qualrty 

The biggest pollutant on the Forest is excess sediment, derived from within-channel erosion and upland 
erosion reaching stream channels. The main source of sediment IS roads, specifically those segments 
within npanan areas, includmg stream crossmgs. Forest roads generally contribute an e&mated 85 to 
90 percent of the sediment reaching streams In disturbed Forest land (Burroughs, 1990) This is likely 
the case on the Forest, too. Currently there are 5,880 stream crossings and 670 miles of road In nparian 
areas. The amount of water meetmg State water quality goals on the Forest IS unknown. Idaho Code 
Section 39-3601 et seq. (effective July 1, 1995) approved adoption of new water quality standards. 
Streams targeted for the new regulations are those listed as “Water Quality LImited” under sectlon 
303(d) of the Clean Water Act. These are to receive priority for monitoring so they may be removed from 
the list if water quality IS good. If it isn’t, special BMP’s and pollutant limits must be establlshed 

m - Major streams In this subsection are Medicme Lodge Creek and its tnbutanes. 
There are many perenmal streams that have their headwaters m the SItterroot and Beaverhead Ranges, 
that eventually flow through broad valleys. Their flows are mostly the result of snowmelt runoff and 
baseflow from groundwater sources The rest of the streams in the subsection are mostly IntermIttent 
spring or snowmelt fed streams that eventually lose flow to deep sediments m valleys. The streams fed 
by snowmelt generally only flow for a few months of the year 

Channel stability ranges from fair (-) to good (+). This subsection has generally declining trends in 
channel stability, sometimes even where grazing has been excluded. 

Ill - 22 



Idaho Division of Envrronmental Quality (DEQ) sampled sites on streams in this subsecbon to assess 
changes in water quality from management. On Irvrng, Edie, and Fntz Creeks water quakty was srmrlar 
on National Forest System lands and below where Forest Servrce management was occurring. All srtes 
showed Impacts from grazrng at the trme of the survey. Water Quality Limited streams here Include 
Edie, Irvrng, Frtz, Warm, and Warm Springs Creeks Monrtonng of water quality on these streams was 
conducted during 1995. Nutnents were lrsted as a concern on all these streams. There are no standards 
for nutnents, nor any clear direction as to what forms of nitrogen and phosphorus are to be monrtored, 
so recommendations from researchers were used. None of these streams drrectly enter lakes, so a 
recommended msxrmum phosphate level of 0 1 mg/l was used in lieu of a standard. All of the streams 
phosphate concentratrons were lower than this value. Nrtratelnitrite recommendatrons vary wrdely, from 
IOmg/l for drinkrng water to 0.3 mg/l for prevention of algal growth. Fritz, Warm and Edie Creeks showed 
an Increase rn r&ate/nitrite rn late July and early August, to a maxrmum of 0.43 on Fntz and 0.44 on 
Warm Creek. Drvrde Creek, a tributary to Warm Creek, was also sampled from July to early September, 
and showed nltratelnitnte levels rangrng from 0 49 to 0.73 mg/l. All levels dropped below 0.1 rn Septem- 
ber, except on Drvide Creek. Temperature was listed as a concern on Fritz and Warm Creeks. Warm 
Creek IS fed by a warm-water spring source, so temperature IS an erroneous concern here. Tempera- 
ture was not continually monitored on Fntz Creek, but spot measurements ranged from 20°F rn June to 
6OF in September. State Water Quality Standards state that, for cold water biota, temperatures are not 
to exceed Z?F, wrth a maximum daily average of no greater than 19”F, so Fritz Creek may have 
temperature concerns More monitoring IS needed to determine thus. 

Centennial - Streams havrng headwaters along the front of the Centennial Mountarns gener- 
ally flow south and therr water comes from both snowmett and spring sources. The influence of springs 
increases moving east, providing these streams wrth more constant streamflow through the year. Mayor 
streams rn the western part of the subsectron include Beaver, Camas, Shendan, Icehouse, and Wrllow 
Creeks Some streams In the western part of the subsection (e.g., Beaver and Camas Creeks) gener- 
ally subside into deep valley sedrments or areas of volcanic rock before they reach Mud Lake The rest 
of the streams (Sheridan, Icehouse, Wrllow, etc.) flow through the meadows of Shotgun Valley and 
eventually add flow to Island Park Reservoir. 

The eastern part of the subsecbon includes the headwaters of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River 
(Henry’s Lake and the headwater streams) as well as the upper part of the Henry’s Fork Lself. It also 
includes Brg Springs, a major tributary of the Henrys Fork that has a flow of approximately 180 cubic 
feet per second at its source year-round. Spring-controlled streams are prevalent here, having rela- 
bvely low vanation in flow throughout the year, but also having less abikty to flush excess sedrments 
than snowmelt streams. 

Channel stabrlky ratings generally range from fair (-) to good (+) with stable or declining trends through- 
out most of the subsection. The only standout IS a poor rating on part of West Dry Creek, though there 
is no apparent management-related reason. Some portions of the Henry’s Fork Headwaters rated as 
excellent. The most frequent management problems are kvestock damage and roads. Specific loca- 
trons of road and cow Impacts are Drsaster Creek, Kay Creek, Corral Creek, Dairy Creek, Long Creek, 
West Rattlesnake Creek, Sheep Creek, Middle and West Threemtle Creek, and Jesse Creek. Other 
streams may also have these Impacts, but comments were mrssrng from survey forms. Sedrmentation 
below clearcuts on Bear Gulch Creek and in-stream deflectors on Wrllow Creek are two other manage- 
ment impacts. The greatest impact from timber harvest in this area appears to be related to roads 
Data IS not available to assess cumulative effects to streamflows from tree removal. 

Sampling at Big Springs rn 1994found water quality to be excellent and water temperatures consrstently 
low Momtoring by the State of Idaho rn the Henry’s Fork headwaters showed limited Impacts to benefr- 
cial uses. Duck Creek has been found to be one of the major contnbutors of sedrment and nutnents to 
Henry’s Lake, however it has not been determined d the source is on pnvate or public land. Targhee 
Creek was also found to be a major source of sediment and nutrients, but a survey of the Forest portion 
of the watershed could only frnd natural sources of sedrments (old slumps, for example) DEQ has 
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determined that more than 60% of the phosphorus going rnto Henry’s Lake is natural, and is from 
National Forest System lands Bactenal levels were found to be high on Hope, Duck, Meadow, and 
lower Jesse Creeks downstream of Natronal Forest System lands. Henry’s Lake Outlet meets all water 
quakty criteria, however there have been some rnstances of temperature exceeding State standards for 
salmomd spawning. Sritation and dewatering have been described as kmrtrng factors In general, rt 
appears that while there IS some degradatron of water quality on the Forest, It does not appear to be 
signfficant as a result of management actwrties. 

l&nd&rk - Many streams here show a strong Influence from groundwater, having relatively low vana- 
tion in flow throughout the year. The malor stream IS the middle section of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake 
Rwer. Other drainages in the subsection are Fish, Robmson, Rock, Squirrel, Conant, Brtch, and South 
Badger Creeks. The portions of the Buffalo and Warm Rover in thus subsection are low-gradrent, spnng 
controlled streams that show kttle variation rn flow. Fall Rover shows more snowmelt influence and flows 
through a narrow canyon, unlike the other streams Whrle the Henry’s Fork is a spring-fed system, 
Island Park Dam controls Its flow to a large extent, provrding peak flows not fust when Island Park 
Reservoir fills rn spring, but also when irngatron and other downstream needs d&ate. The western srde 
of the subsection IS farrly dry, with little surface runoff 

Channel stabrirty ratings range from farr(-) to excellent Management Impacts stem from roads, live- 
stock and recreation, whrch vary rn srgmficance rn different places. The greatest Impact from timber 
harvest rn this area appears to be related to roads. No data are avarlable to assess cumulatrve effects 
to streamflows from tree removal Data are very scattered, but Conant Creek (upper and near the 
Forest boundary), one se&on of Buffalo River, and portrons of Rock Creek were specrfrc areas of 
concern while the Henry’s Fork and most of Buffalo Rover were m good to excellent condrtion. 

Zimmer (1981) reported occasronal high levels of fecal cokform In Island Park Reservoir, probably due 
to Inadequately treated sewage at local recreational facrlrties. Phosphorus levels in the reseworr were 
also reported to be high, especially in areas of groundwater discharge along the resewoir shoreline 
The source of the phosphorus could not be identified. Nuisance levels of algal blooms have been 
reported in the Henry’s Fork upstream of Osborne Bndge, possrbly due to nutrient contribtrhons from 
upstream developments. Hugh stream temperatures have also been reported in thus reach as this 
se&on of the stream rswrde, shallow, and unshaded. The Buffalo River wassampled rn the late 1970’s, 
and water qualky was found to be good. The Henry’s Fork, from Buffalo River to Riversrde, is listed as 
a Water Quakty Limrted segment. 

B - Surface drainage here is not very well-developed, due to the underlying volcanic 
rocks which allow more water to percolate than to run off. These streams ongrnate in or near Yellow- 
stone National Park and exhibit strong groundwater Influence. MaJOr streams include the upper sec- 
tions of tributanes to the Henry’s Fork that were drscussed under the Island Park Subsection Main 
drainages wrthrn this subsectron include Thrrsty Creek, North Fork, Middle Fork and South Fork of Spiff 
Creek, and the upper reaches of Moose, Partridge, Snow, Conant and Boone Creeks. There are 
numerous small lakes rn thus subsecbon. 

Channel stabriii ranges from faar(+) to excellent. The North Fork Fire in 1988 caused major changes In 
channel stabrkty to Moose Creek. Road systems were a watershed concern in this area even before the 
fire. After the fire, erosron from uplands accelerated due to loss of vegetatron and burning effects on 
soils, whrch caused more water to run off slopes The result was a dramabc Increase rn the amount of 
sedrment movrng off slopes and into stream channels. Increases of fine material and channel scour 
were noted in the lower reaches of the stream after the fire. Since 1991, however, the cross-sectional 
area and substrate srze drstnbution have come to more closely resemble pre-fire values Standards and 
Gurdeknes will not be able to mltrgate impacts to acceptable levels. Current conditions do not reflect 
watershed oblectrves. Loggrng, roads, lrvestock use and recreation rmpacts exist rn this subsection. 
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The greatest Impact from timber harvest appears to be assocrated with roads. No data are available to 
assess cumulative effects to streamflows from tree removal. Possible channel Impacts m the Falls 
Rover subwatershed are due to dewatenng by rrrigatron withdrawals. 

Five of the streams in the subsecbon (Rock Creek, Robrnson Creek, Frsh Creek, Porcuprne Creek, and 
Warm River) had been named by Idaho as Stream Segments of Concern before this designatron was 
eliminated in 1995. Water quality has been generally good on these streams. The only vanatron from 
State standards has been rn temperature on some of the streams whrch have expenenced extremely 
low flows due to drought (Porcupine and Rock) Water temperatures on Moose Creek are consistently 
low. Turbidrty Increases, sometimes srgmfrcantly, dunng and after ramstorms rn the dramage. Hidden 
Lake, Loon Lake and Grassy Lake Reseworr were sampled as part of the Western Lakes Survey rn 
1985. All had good water quality, though Hrdden Lake’s total phosphorus was hrgh. 

m - Streams in this subsection onginate along the west slope of the Teton Mountarns. They 
are steep, dynamic and characterized by coarse substrate (up to boulders in sze) due to the proximity 
of thus material to the stream channel. Glacration has been an important influence on stream systems 
here. Not only drd glacrers shape the major valleys, they also brought the sediment and rock matenal in 
which stream channels subsequently developed. Present-day forces such as avalanches and various 
types of mass failure bring not just rock but also trees and other debrrs to the streams, causrng them to 
adjust to accommodate the load. These streams respond to snowmelt, having high spring peak flows 
which drop to their low flow levels in late summer. Major streams here Include Badger, Leigh, Teton, 
Darby, Fox, Game, Trail, and Moose Creeks 

Channel stability ranges from farr(-) to good(+). Impacts to channels stem mostly from natural causes 
such as avalanche debns, unstable bank materials and failed beaver dams. Localized management 
effects are related to roads, recreation and livestock 

Water quality sampling has been extremely limrted in thus subsectron Most of the avarlable rnformatron 
Is from the Alaska Basin Water Study conducted by the Teton Scrence School in 1989. The two lakes 
studied (Two Island Lake and Mirror Lake) were found to be slightly acidrc. There was only one sample 
for alkallnrty in each lake, and both were extremely low. Thus indicates a low abilii to buffer changes to 
pH (e g., changes from acid ram), probably due to the geology of the area. The Teton River (headwaters 
to Trail Creek) is ksted as a Water Quakty Lrmrted segment. 

m - Streams here contribute to either the Teton River or the South Fork Snake Rover 
They are generally confined within steep-sided valleys or canyons, and are hrgh-energy systems, able 
to move a consrderable amount of sedrment. Snowmelt IS important in these streams, so they have hrgh 
spnng peak flows whrch later drop to therr late summer levels. Major streams m this subsecbon Include 
Indian, Brg Elk, Palisades, Ramey, Brg Burns, Pine, Canyon, Moody, Horseshoe, Mahogany and Pack- 
saddle Creeks. Packsaddle Lake, Upper and Lower Palisades Lakes, and the Palisades Reservoir are 
also important hydrologrcal features rn this subsecbon. 

Channel stability ranges from poor to good(+). Impacts exist in most drarnages from recreation use, 
espectally trails along the streams and drspersed camptng Management impacts associated wdh cattle 
and roads are also very common The Teton River subwatershed has Impacts from mrning (channel 
alteratron) and loss of ripanan vegetation due to lowering of water tables and channel incisron Prob- 
lems in Rarney Creek are primanly assocrated wrth grazrng by wrldlife and cattle. In 1994, there was a 
fire in the headwaters of Palisades Creek, but it was generally a kght burn and drd not adversely affect 
water resources. 

In-depth water quakty sampkng was conducted on Big Elk Creek in the late 1970’s. Water temperatures 
were consrstently good, and turbidity was consrstently low Little Elk Creek was sampled once, and had 
readrngs simrlar to Big Elk. Stream temperatures on Rainey and Palisades Creeks were measured on 
a regular basis in 1994, and all met State standards. Upper Palisades Lake was sampled dunng the 
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Western Lakes Survey in 1985, and was in very good conditron. Canyon Creek was intensively sampled 
in the mid-1970’s, and once in 1994, all samples met State standards In general, rt appears that 
stream channel stabikty IS a concern in many places, but (based on avarlable data) water quakty 
impacts are not evident Teton Rover (headwaters to Trawl Creek), Packsaddle, and Horseshoe 
Creeks are listed as Water Qualrty Limrted segments 

Caribou - Geology has played an important role rn this subsection. The underlyrng geology of folded and 
faulted sedimentary rocks has produced psrpendrcular dramages, and the streams follow the weak- 
nesses in the rocks Valleys are bounded by steep slopes, with the wrdth of the valleys varyrng depend- 
ing on the drstance that streams could laterally mrgrate Snowmelt IS important here, and streams have 
distinct flow peaks in spring. Water generally flows to the South Fork Snake River. Major streams 
rnclude Fall, Pritchard, Bear, Beaver, Brockman, Indian, Corral and McCoy Creeks. The western por- 
tron of Palrsades Lake falls wrthrn this subsection 

All reaches rated from farr(-) to good(+) in channel stability. Grazing, powerline clearing, roads in 
nparian areas, and heavy recreational use are all listed as problems in the Fall Creek drainage. Brockman 
Creek shows impacts from grazing (bank trampling). Antelope Creek is heavily impacted (both on 
private and on Forest lands) by roads, recreation, and bank trampkng by cattle. Channel stabrkty was 
lowest on Fall, Bear, Brockman, and Antelope Creeks, with almost all of Fall Creek in the “fair” category, 
as well as half the reaches on Bear. Most streams here have not been surveyed Antelope, McCoy, Tex, 
Brockman, Corral, and Sawmill Creeks are listed as Water Quakty Limrtsd 

Idaho DEQ sampled several streams in 1994. Antelope, Sawmrll, Lava, Hell, Willow, and Brockman 
Creeks. Conclusions cannot be drawn from their data, however. 

Fisheries - Scale: Hydrologic Unit 

Streams delineated as ‘hsh-bearing” are those stream segments that are used by any fish species to 
satisfy all or a portion of their requirements such as spawning, reanng of young, adult feeding, and 
winter survival Information on the miles of fish-bearing streams and acres of fish-bearing lakes and 
impoundments IS broken out by subsectron in Table 111-4. Existing watershed, water quakty, and nparian 
conditions are more fully described In the Rrpanan and Water sections of this chapter. 

Frsheries resources and habitat conditions are best assessed by hycfrologrc unrt, whrch is a portion of a 
watershed with common charactenstics. 

The land area immediately surrounding the various water types IS referred to as the aquatic Influence 
zone. These zones control the biological diversity and integrity of the aquatic envrronment It IS withrn 
these zones that the ecologrcal functions and prooesses necessary for the maintenance of healthy 
fisheries habrtat take place. Aquatrc habitat conditrons are expressed in terms of water qualrty, quantrty, 
and timing of flow, condrbons wrthin the stream channel (pools, woody material, etc.), and health of 
associated plant commumties. Srnce the hydrologrc, geomorphrc and ecologrcal processes that shape 
the various water types differ by hydrologic unit, the sensitivity of fisheries habitat to disturbances also 
vanes by hydrologrc unit Human-Induced drsturbances within the aquatic Influence zone, rncluding 
streamflow diversron, kvestock grazing, road construction, timber hawesbng, and recreation use, can 
drsrupt natural processes and functrons. Where these are Intense or prolonged, frshenes distnbution, 
abundance, and produchvity may be imparred 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout (large-spotted form and frne-spotted form) is selected to represent the 
many specres of fish occupyrng the Forest. This specres requrres hrgh water quality and high habllat 
drversrty for suwival. Srnce these condrtions are indicative of healthy aquatic ecosystems, with 
assocrated healthy npanan plant communities and funcboning watersheds, It is assumed that by 
provldrng for these habitat needs, the habitat needs of all other aquatic life would be provrded as well. 
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A complete kst of the fish specres by hydrologrc umt IS shown on Table Ill-6 Descripbons of the 
condition and trends of aquatrc and nparian habrtats are shown on Table 111-4. 

Birch. - These hydrologic unrts are assessed 
together because of srmrlarfties rn fisheries resources and condrtrons All drarnages onginate along the 
eastern aspect of the Lemhi Range or the southern aspect of the Beaverhead Mountains. As they flow 
onto the Upper Snake River Plain, these waters “sink” and flow underground. Recent studies document 
that these subterranean flows reach the lower Snake Rover at Thousand Springs, 48 miles away Fish 
populations within the Brrch, Crooked, Medicine Lodge and Beaver-Camas Creek systems are now 
physically and genetrcally isolated from the Snake River system and from each other. 

Frsh-bearing streams on Natronal Forest System lands are small, steep to moderate-gradrent, and fed 
by snowmelt runoff and baseflow from groundwater sources The natural capabrlrtres of thus area to 
produce abundant or drverse frshenes resources IS relatrvely limited. 

s Hyd&gi&& - All drarnages flow k-to Henry’s Lake or the Henry’s Fork of the Snake 
Rover above the confluence of Fall Rover Spring creeks provrde an envrronment capable of producrng 
abundant aquattc Insect and plant biomass Where fisheries kfe htstoty requlrements are met, these 
streams are among the most productive trout fishenes in the world. 

The pnmary natural disturbances shaping and controlkng fisheries habrtat are hrgh rntensrty summer 
rains and fire Natural processes of overland flow, slumprng and tree windthrow bring orgamc matter, 
soil, rocks, and nutrients Into streams 

Fisheries resources in thus hydrologrc area are very productive and varied. Duck and Targhee Creeks 
are Important economically and screntrfrcally as they provide key spawning habitats forthe Henry’s Lake 
natrve cutthroat trout fishenes and assccrated Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDF&G) managed 
hatchery. 

Lcwer Henry’s Hydrofcgf&nk - All drainages flow into the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River near the 
confluence of Falls River. Many are srmrlar to those of the Upper Henry’s Hydrologic Unit but tend to be 
more strongly Influenced by groundwater. Falls River is a medium to large, low-gradtent system which 
IS predomrnately spring-controlled. 

The primary natural disturbances shaprng and controlling frshenes habitat are high Intensity summer 
rains and fire. Natural processes of overland flow, slumprng and tree windthrow bnng orgamc matter, 
soil, rocks, and nutrients into streams. 

The fisheries resources of importance within thus area are primarily small headwater streams and alpine 
lakes spread across a small portron of the landscape. 

Teton - This area drams the western aspect of the Teton Mountains and the northern 
aspect of the Brg Hole Mountains. Rsh-beanng streams onginating rn the Teton Mountains are steep, 
dynamic, and strewn wrth large bculders. Stream channels developed from the sedrment and rock that 
was delivered through glaciation. Within the Big Hole Mountains, fish-bearing streams are relatively 
small, moderate-gradient, and fed by snowmelt runoff and baseflow from groundwater sources. 

The primary natural drsturbance shaping and controlling fisheries habrtat in the Teton Mountarns is rapid 
snowmeit. Natural processes of mass farlure and avalanches recruit organrc matter, large woody de- 
bns, soil, rock and nutrients Into streams. In the Big Hole Mountarns, rapid snowmelt rnrtiates overland 
flow and slumprng which contribute organic matter, soil, rock, and nutrients to fish habitats. 

eallsades - All drarnages origrnate along the south aspect of the Brg Hole Mountains and 
the north aspect of the Caribou Mountains and are tnbutary to the South Fork of the Snake River. 
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The primary natural drsturbances shaping and controllmg fisheries habitat are high intensity summer 
rams and hre. Natural processes of overland flow, slumpmg, and tree wmdthrow move orgamc matter, 
solI, rock and nutrients into streams. 

The fishenes resources found here are very pmductrve and varied. Many of the streams flowing 
into Palrsades Reservoir, and Paksades and Rainey Creeks, provide key spawning and reenng habitats 
for the native cutthroat trout fishenes. 

(Table 111-S Fish Species by Hydrologic Unit I/ I 

1 Fish Speass Hydrologic Unit 

Ranbow Trout 2l 

Brown Trout 2/ 

BrookTrout ZI 

Slrch Mednne Beaver - UPPer LOWX Teton Pal,sades 
Lodge came.s Hell+ Henry’s 

X X X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X X X , 1 , I , , , 
Lake Trout 2l I x I x 

Utah Sucker 
I I I I I I I 

I I x I x I x I x I x 
Utah Chub 

RedsIde Shiner 

, 
X X X X X 

X X X 

II Includes only fish speaes known to occur wtlw~ Forest System Lands. 
21 Denotes nomndlgenous speaes known to be lnboduced bv Eumpean man 

Cutthroat Trout 

Cutthroat trout is a sensitive species and has been selected as a management Indicator. Table Ill-7 
illustrates cutthroat trout population status and distribution on the Forest by hydrologic umt. 

The only mdrgenous trout withln the Forest IS the Yellowstone cutthroat (y) 
Screntiflc inform&Ion to date lndlcates that this subspecies consists of two forms the fine-spotted Snake 
River and the large-spotted. Sclenbsts are contmumg research to determme If the fine-spotted Snake 
River cutthroat trout IS a separate subspecles (Behnke 1992). 

The Forest Service m Regions 1 and 4 have prepared a draft HabItat Conservation Assessment (HCA) 
for Yellowstone cutthroat trout, mcludmg the big-spotted and the fme-spotted Snake River forms. The 
HCA is directed at defmmg habltat condlhons necessary for the long term persistence of Yellowstone 
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cutthroat trout. In addrbon, the assessment correlates habitat conditions to populahon distnbuhon and 
species management activihes within the historic range of the species. Yellowstone cutthroat trout 
currently occupy 41% of therr histonc habrtat Wrthin Idaho, approximately 45% of the hrstonc habitat IS 
presently occupied. German brown, rainbow, and brook trout have been stocked into many drainages 
and compete with cutthroat trout (see Table 111-6). Rainbow trout have been introduced into every 
hydrologic unrt on the Forest and are lrkely to hybridize with cutthroat trout, causing genetic contamina- 
tion of cutthroat trout populatrons 

Table III-7 Populabon Status of Cutthroat Trout by Hydrologw Unit 

Populahon status I/ 

B!rch MedIane Beaver. 
Lodge Camas 

Large-spotted Cunhroat Trout 

Hydrologic Umt 

Upper Lower 
Heill-@ Henlye 

Teton Palwades Average 

, Hydrologic Un& The populabon status cetegones were adapted from assessment protocol developed by the Upper Coiumbm 
her Basm Assessment Team 

A ‘-’ means the fine-spotted cutthroat trout was never present nn the hydrologlc WI 

‘Strongihealfhy’ denotes populations with the followlog charactenstlcs 1) all mqor Dte-hlstoty forms that hlstoncelly occured are 
sbll present, 2) numbers appear to be stable or Increastng end the populabon IS et least halt of the hlstorlc number or density, end 
3) the populahon wWn the watershed orwlthln the larger metepopulabon of whnh the populabon IS e pert, oontems at least 5ooO 
fish or 500 adults 

‘Depressed/at risk’ denotes populetlons wth et least on of the tollowmg ohemctensbcs 1) a mqor IlIe-hstory component has 
elther been ellmmated or 18 remnant. 2) the populahon wIthIn the sixth order watershed has e declnng trend ln abundance, or the 
populabon occurs INI less than halt of the h&tat thought to hWoncelly support the species, or numbers ere less than halt of what 
the watershed supported h~stoncelly; end 3) total abundance for the whole metapopulahon of which this watershed 1s a part IS 
lower then 5ooo total fish or 500 adults 

‘Exbncr denotes the speaes IS not present and there IS ewdence that the spec~ss wee hlstoncelly present or could concelvebly 
have had natural access to awatershed even though landscepe/hab~tat cheractenst~os might be outslde the range deemed 
sulteble for supportmg populations 

‘Status unknown’ denotes that tellable ~ntormahon was notevarIable by whlcb to m&e aludgement about current presence or 
sbsence 
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Wildlife Associated with Aquatic and Riparian Habitats 

WIldlife management Indicator species Include bald eagles, trumpeter swans, spotted frogs, common 
loons, and harlequin ducks Montioring and analysis emphasizes habitat conditions to evaluate potential 
changes in the status or sustainablkty of these species Table Ill-8 Illustrates the dlstributlon of these 
habitats by subsection. A brief overview of these species and habtiats follows. Additional InformatIon IS 
available In Process Paper D 

Table III-8 Dlstnbuhon of W#ldllfe Management fndloetor Specres Assoaeted wth Rpenan end Aquetlo H&tats, lncludmg 
Endangered, Threatened. CandIdate, and Sens~bve Wlldkfe Species on the Targhee Nabonal Forest v&n the Seven 
Subsecbcns 

Subsecbons II 

Management lndloetcrs 

Lemhll Centennial island Medlscn Tston Big Hole/ Canbcu 
MedIcme Mountans Perk Plateau Range Palwades 

SMIS Lodge 
2l 

31pane.n and Aquabc Heb~tats 
Bald Eagle Nesbng H&tat T N Y Y N N Y Y 
Trumpeter Swan Neslmg H&tat C2,S N N Y Y N N S 
Spotted Frog Habitat CVB Y Y Y Y Y S S 
Common Loon HabItat S N N Y Y N Y Y 
Htiequm Duck Habitat C7.6 N N N N Y Y Y 

II Letters used for dw.tnbubons among subsections ese es follows 
Y = Species presence end/or swtable h&tat has been documented on tfm Forest For tf~e gnzzly beer, Y = era% wltfnn tie 

reco”ery ltne 
N = Speaes presence has not been documented on the Forest, sulteble habltat has not been documented 
U = UnvenRed but reliable slghbngs exst on the Forest, sulteble h&tat probably ex,sts 
S = Sulteble h&tat probably exwts, but there have been no documented nor unvenfied slghbngs on the Forest. 

1/ Letters used for Status are es follows E = endangered, T = Threatened, NE = Nonessenbal Expenmsntel. Cl = Category 1 
:endldate Specres, C2 = Category 2 Candldete Spenes. S = Senslbve spenes, ‘-’ = no formel status 

;ources of Inform&on for thus table include Targhee National Forest AMS, 1992, Personal commun,cat,on wth K Johnson, 
-eb 8. 1995, B Aber, M  Oechsner, B Alford, D Welch, R Newton 

Bald Eagle Nesting Habitat - Scale Forestwide 

This species has for some years been listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. In 
August of 1995 the U.S Fish & Wrldlife Service downllsted the bald eagle to the threatened status. 

The data we have been able to compile on bald eagle nesting populations in SE Idaho dates back to 
1972 (USDA Forest Service, Targhse N.F. AMS, 1992) In 1972, there was one recorded bald eagle 
nest along the South Fork of the Snake River, which was not on the Forest. The first recorded bald eagle 
nest on the Forest was noted in 1975, along Palisades Reservoir. From 1975 to 1995, the bald eagle 
nesting populabon on the Forest has increased to 17 nesting pairs. In addition to these nesting pairs on 
the Forest, there are 9 nesting pairs adjacent to the Forest with some portion of the nesting terrttory 
within the Forest. Depending upon food supply and tolerance of bald eagle pairs to nest in proximity to 
other pairs, the existing number of nesting pairs on the Forest may be near the habitat capacity. 

Trumpeter Swan Nesting Habitat - Scale Forestwide 

Trumpeter swans on the Forest are part of the Rocky Mountain Population (RMP) of trumpeter swans 
(Shea 1994) The RMP comprises the nonmigratory resident Tri-state (Idaho, Montana, Wyoming) flocks 
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(whrch includes the Forest) and the migratory Canadran flocks. From less than 200 birds in 1930, the 
RMP Increased to about 2,528 birds by 1994 (this Includes about 275 Tn-state summer resrdents; 2,150 
migratory bards from Canada, and about 100 birds transplanted to Oregon and Nevada). (Shea 1994) 
Process Paper D provrdes more Information on the swan population. 

For the period 1982 to 1994,31 lakes and ponds on the Forest have been used at least during one or 
more summers; 17 of these 31 have had at least one nesting attempt, 11 of these 31 have successfully 
produced young during one or more years. Table Ill-8 shows the drstnbutron of nesting habrtat wrthrn 
subsections. Process Paper D provides more information on swan nesting habitat. 

Spotted Frog Habrtat - Scale Forestwide 

Spotted frogs are most likely found near permanent water such as marshy edges of ponds or lakes, in 
algae-grown overflow pools of streams, or III wet areas with emergent vegetatron (Gomez 1994) They 
may move considerable distances from permanent water after breeding, often frequenting mixed coni- 
fer and subalpine forests, grasslands, and brushlands of sage and rabbitbrush if puddles, seeps or other 
water is avarlable. (Gomez 1994) Spotted frogs are thought to hibernate rn holes near springs or other 
areas where water remains unfrozen and is constantly renewed. A muddy or soupy substrate in rwers or 
ponds is preferred by the spotted frog for hibernation. (Gomez 1994) 

A spotted frog inventory/study has been in progress on the Forest for several years, at this time, spotted 
frogs have been documented in all subsections except the Big Hole/Palisades Subsecbon and the 
Caribou Subsection (Table 111-8). A recent progress report stated the following: 

“All frogs were always within two meters of water. None left rrparian habrtats and almost all were 
assocrated with ponds until September when they left the ponds for nearby streams. Ponds within 
50 m of permanent streams were an Important combination of habrtat characteristics for them.” 
(Barteit and Peterson 1993) 

Common Loon Habitat - Scale: Subsections 

For nesting and brood rearing, common loons need lakes large enough to provide adequate runways for 
flight (greater than 9 acres in size), deep enough to sustain fish populations, and clear enough for them 
to see their prey (they rely on their sight for foragrng). Loons avoid lakes wrth high levels of human 
activity, fluctuating water levels, turbid water, and no protected coves. Common loons have been ob- 
sewed on five subsections, as discussed below. 

Centennial - Common loons have been observed on Henry’s Lake, but no nestmg or brood 
rearing has been documented 

island - Common loons have been observed on Island Park Reservoir, but no nesting or brood 
reanng has been documented. Thus reservoir probably does not provide suitable breedrng habrtat due 
to sigmficant drawdowns during the summer months. 

D&%&%&u - Common loons have been documented at Thompson Hole, Grassy Lake Resewolr, 
Lake of the Woods, Loon Lake, Moose Lake, lndran Lake and Bergman Reservoir (Atkrnson 1991). 
Successful reproduction has been documented at Indian Lake, Thompson Hole and Bergman Reser- 
voir. 

and Catihnu - Common loons have been observed m these subsections, but no 
nesting or brood rearing has been documented. 

Ill - 31 



Harlequin Duck Habrtat - Scale. Forest-wide 

For nesting and brood rearing, these ducks require relatively undisturbed, low-gradrent, meandering 
mountain streams with dense, shrubby ripanan areas, and woody debris for nesting and brood rearing. 
They also need log jams, and overhanging vegetation for cover and loafing areas Specific habrtat 
requirements include streams wrth gradrents less than 3 degrees, greater than 50 percent streamside 
shrub cover, and at least 3 loafing sites (mrdstream boulders or log jams) per 33 feet of stream. Suc- 
cessful reproduction has been documented at only three locabons Erg Elk Creek, Teton Creek, and 
Darby Creek. Sightrngs have been made at McCoy Creek, but these srghttngs have not indrcated suc- 
cessful reproductron. 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems - Scale: Subsections 

Scdy-eight forest community types currently occur on the Forest. One sensrtive plant species, AeVagzb 
w, occurs in forest ecosystems and IS a Federal Candidate species for lrsting as threatened or 
endangered. Thus plant IS found wrthrn disturbed or open areas in lodgepole pine and mrxed Douglas-fir/ 
lodgepole pine commumties. Fire suppression has been attnbuted to the deckne of this specres over its 
range (Fertig et al 1993). 

The communrtytypes and age classes present on the Forest are displayed by subsectron In Table Ill-l. 
Major commumtytypesare shown rn Frgure 111-2. Minor commumtytypes include whitebarkpine, kmber 
pine, and Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir. Two community types of cottonwoods occur on the Forest, 
primarily on the Snake River and lower elevabonal portions of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake Rover 

Figure Ill-2 
Major Forest Types on the Targhee Natronal Forest 

Total Forested Acres - 1,237,281 

Other Mrxed Conifers 

LP (36 88%) 

LPlDF (23 80%) 

. . m - Although only 37 percent of this subsectron is forested, thus is more forest land 
than occurred histoncally. Information from the early 1900’s Indicates that Douglas-fir has expanded 
onto lands that were formerly dominated by grasses and sagebrush. Some ripanan communrties also 
appear to have more conifers than they drd histoncally. 
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Approximately 90 percent of the forested land is in the mature age class, indicabng a lack of age class 
diversity In the subsection With 90 percent of the forests rn Douglas-frr there IS also a lack of tree 
specres drversity. Many of the Douglas-frr stands are densely stocked The umformky of tree specres 
and age classes, as well as the dense stockrng, make this area’s forests more suscepbble to ecosystem 
drsturbances such as Insects, drseases and large fires. An example of the latter was the Gallagher 
Peak Fire whrch burned 37,230 acres rn 1979. This was the largest fire In the last twenty years on the 
Forest 

Lumber pine occurs In the subsecbon, but IS not drfferentrated as a community type since rt occurs as a 
scattered tree In predomrnantly Douglas-frr stands. The rntermrngling of forestland wdh nonforested 
commumtres provrdes most of the vegetabve diversky in thus subsectron 

m - The landscape IS dominated by forested commumbes whrch cover 71 per- 
cent of the subsectron. Approxrmately 51 percent of the forested acres are Douglas-frr. Lodgepole 
prne (21%) is found rn pockets on low-productivrty soils Mrxed lodgepole pine/Douglas-frr (13%) 
and other mixed conifers (10%) are also well-represented. The presence of mixed stands Indicates 
that species such as Douglas-frr and subalpine frr are becoming estabkshed as stands move toward 
mature stages through succession. Aspen comprises 4 percent of the forested acres, which is less 
than was hrstorically present. Fee suppressron has allowed conifers to take over areas that were 
previously aspen, through the process of succession. Some ripanan and mountain meadow com- 
munltles also appear to have more comfers than they did historically. 

Mature forests cover 79 percent of the forested acres, Indicating a lack of diversrty rn age classes 
Decreasing drversrty however is associated wrth the loss of aspen over time. Potential for severe Rres, 
Insects and drseases are concerns rn thus eubsecbon, marnly because of the large component of mature 
forests. Western balsam bark beetle has been acbve in thus area rn recent years. Douglas-fir beetle 
caused losses a-r Douglas-fir from the late 1980’s through 1992 and could agarn reach destructrve levels. 
Pockets of root rot are common rn the subsection, assocrated wrth partial cutbng of Douglas-fir whrch 
occurred rn the 1950’s. 

Past Douglas-frr shelterwood regenerabon methods Implemented on dry south and west slopes of the 
Centennials have failed, requrnng planting to reforest the sites. Simrlar treatments on north-facrng 
slopes have tended to regenerate naturally 

I&JxLP& - The landscape is domrnated by forested community types, whrch blanket 93 percent of the 
area. Forested areas are primanly lodgepole prne types (70%) that contarn small pockets of aspen, 
sagebrush/grass, grass meadows and mountain brush. Douglas-frr (10%) and mrxed lodgepole prne/ 
Douglas-fir (15%) commumty types provrde diversity in the area. Lodgepole pine occupies the floor of 
the Island Park Caldera and Douglas-frr cover types are concentrated on the Caldera nm. On the 
Caldera rim, aspen and sagebrush areas are evolvrng towards the Douglas-frr type through the process 
of successron. 

Saivage harvesting has shrfted 46 percent of the lodgepole pine Into the nonstocked, seedling and 
sspkng classes. Active management of aspen, as well as aspen sproutrng rn lodgepole prne clearcuts, 
has moved 34 percent of the aspen Into these young classes. Other commumty types are concentrated 
In the mature age group. 

Many lodgepole pine clearcuts rn this subsecbon have not regenerated naturally and have required 
planting to restock the stands The process of plantrng these sites is expected to contrnue through the 
year 2000. 

Mature Douglas-fir on the caldera nm expenenced outbreaks of spruce budworm and Douglas-frr beetle 
rn the past decade. These problems have now subsrded, but could easrly recur given the mature 
condhon of the Douglas-frr and the presence of multiple-storied stands Due to fuel reducbons and 
young age classes associated with harvest, fire IS less of a concern here than rn most other subsectrons. 
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s - The landscape IS dominated by forests, which compnse 97 percent of the area. 
Lodgepole pine is the most common forested community type (76%) wrth mixed stands of lodgepole 
pine and Douglas-fir runmng a drstant second place (14%). Relatrvely minor amounts of aspen and 
various mixed conifers provrde some drversrty The southern portron of the subsectron is unique rn that 
there are many wet meadows and small lakes intermingled with the forests 

The 1988 North Fork Frre burned some 17,700 acres m the northern part of thre subsectron Past bmber 
harvesting also occurred pnmanfy in the north half of the subsectron These two events have shrfted 39 
percent of the lodgepole pine Into the nonstocked, seedkng and saplrng age classes. Actrve manage- 
ment of aspen has also provided some age class drversrty. 

Most areas of the North Fork Burn regenerated naturally following the fire. Approximately 1,360 acres 
are bemg planted in porbons of the burn that did not reforest 

Due to fuel reducbons and young age classes associated with past harvest and the North Fork Burn, fire 
is less of a concern here than rn many areas. However, condrtrons rn the southern portion of the 
Madrson SubsectIon are presenting some fire risks as mixed aspen and lodgepole prne stands convert 
to Douglas-frr through succession Mature subalpine frr and Douglas-fir in thus southern area expen- 
enced outbreaks of western balsam bark beetle and Douglas-fir beetle rn the past decade. These 
conditrons have subsided, but could easily recur since vegetation conditions have not changed 

I&nEan@ - The landscape IS a diverse mix of forested (57%) and open (43%) commumty types 
Lodgepole pine occurs on poorer solls at lower to mrddle elevabons. Lodgepole IS mixed with Douglas- 
fir in 31 percent of the forested area, indicabng that the pane is converting to Douglas-frr through succes- 
sion. Open Douglas-frr forests, mountarn brush, aspen, and sagebrush pockets are found predomi- 
nateiy on south and west aspects. Aspen IS becommg mixed wrth conifers as successron proceeds, and 
the amount of aspen has kkely declined compared with hrstoric levels due to fire suppressron. Upper 
elevations are characterbed by dense mixed comfer forests, open grasa!forb meadows, and talus slopes. 
Comfers are movrng Into npanan areas and mountam meadows due to fire suppression over trme 

Since much of the Teton Range Subsection IS designated wrlderness, timber harvest has been lrmited 
Because of this and fire suppressron, only one percent of the forested acres are in the nonstocked, 
seedling or saplrng age classes. The large percentage of mature or older forests make this area npe for 
Insect infestations, drseases and large-scale fires. In recent years western balsam bark beetle has 
been active rn the subalpine frr. Douglas-fir beetle has krlled pockets of Douglas-frr rn the past decade, 
but beetle populabons have deckned since 1992. 

m - The landscape IS a combrnabon of community types, wrth 65 percent of the land- 
scape forested and 35 percent in nonforested. The most common forested community type by far IS 
mixed lodgepole prne and Douglas-frr, compnsrng 47 percent of the forested acres. Aspen, pure Dou- 
glas-fir and pure lodgepole prne each account for roughly 15 percent of the forests Mountain brush is 
common, consisbng of mountain mahogany on south slopes and hawthorn, chokecherry, servrceberry, 
antelope bitterbrush and Rocky Mountam maple on various slopes dependrng on elevation. Gras&orb 
meadows and sagebrush are also present m srgnificant amounts. The northwestern boundary of the 
subsecbon extends into the cottonwood type along the Snake River. 

Only 4 percent of the forested stands are rn the nonstocked, seedling or saplrng age category. These 
are concentrated rn the north end of the subsectron where timber harvest has occurred The Snake 
Rover cottonwood stands and most of the shrublands are also in late age classes. This creates hazards 
for large fires, Insect rnfestatrons and disease problems. In the north end of the subsecbon Douglas-frr 
beetle and western balsam bark beetle caused damage rn the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, but tapered 
off rn 1994. Insect InformatIon IS not avarIable for the southern portron Due to fire suppression and lack 
of disturbance over the years, conders have taken over some sates that were hrstorically nonforested 
This has lkkely reduced overall vegetative diversity in the subsectron. 

Ill - 34 



In the Big Hole Mountains, natural regeneratron has been difficult to obtarn where Douglas-hr was 
harvested. In the Palrsades area, harvest in both lodgepole prne and Douglas-fir have failed to reforest 
naturally Thre has resuited rn the need to plant most of these areas. 

Caubou - The Caribou Subsection is srmrlar to the Big Hole/Palisades In its overall vegetation character- 
istrcs. Thus subsecbon is 40 percent nonforested and 60 percent forested The pnmary forest types are 
aspen (31%) and mixed lodgepole and Douglas-frr (47%). The interspersion of forests wrth sagebrush, 
grass!forb meadows and mountain brush provrdes for good diver&y of plant species. The northeastern 
boundary area of the subsecbon includes cottonwood forests along the Snake River. 

Age class drversfty re limited, as in many other areas of the forest Because virtually no vegetation 
management has taken place in thus subsectron and fires have been suppressed for many years, only 
one percent of the forests are in young age classes. Most of the shrublands are also rn late age classes. 
Risks of large fires, insects and diseases are hrgh due to these vegetative conditions The Insect 
situatron in recent years has been simrlar to that in the Big Hole/Pakeades Subsection Douglas-fir is 
becoming more predominant as it mrxes with stands of lodgepole pine, aspen or shrubs. It IS likely that 
there IS more Douglas-fir here now, and less aspen, lodgepole pine and shrubland, than existed histon- 
caky The Snake Rover cottonwood stands are also umformly in the mature age class due to lack of 
drsturbance whrch they need in order to regenerate. 

Establishing natural regeneration of both Douglas-frr and lodgepole pine following harvest has been a 
problem rn this subsecbon, and most sites have requrred planttng 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems - Scale: Subsections 

Table Ill-9 illustrates the acres of nonforested commumty types by subsecbon throughout the Forest 
Herbaceous and shrub ecosystems domrnate the landscape in the LemhiiMedrcrne Lodge Subsection 
and are signrftcant in the Centenmal, BigholelPaksades and Caribou Subsections. 

Fire suppressron has modified the historical IO-25 year frequency of fire in the low to mid elevatron 
areas. Fire suppressron coupled with grazing and drought cycles has increased shrub canopy cover 
and decreased herbaceous specres composition wrthin the sagebrush/grass and mountarn brush com- 
mumty types. These commumhes are shafting from a low nek of stand-replacrng fires to a high rusk of 
stand-replacing fires over broad areas. A trend is also occurnng whereby the historically high percent- 
age of early and mid seral stages is movrng toward a predominance of mid and late seral stages. 
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I Table 111-9 Acres of Nonforested Communllv Tvvoes bv SubsectIon ,.. , 

Herbaceous/Shrub 1 Lemhll 1 CentennuI 1 Island 1 Madison I Teton I Forest 

% of Subsectro” 

1 HERBACEOUS- includes oress. sedoelforb. and orasslforb commumtra on all landscapes from low 
elevatlo”stoalpi”e - - 
SAGEBRUSH/GRASS- Low sagebrush, black sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush and mountan big 

1 sagebrush commumty types 
MOUNTAIN BRUSH - Includes chokecherry. mountan lover, mountain big sagebrush, serviceberry, 
antelope bltterbrush, curl-leaf mountan mahogany, hawthorn, snowberry and snowbrush ceanothus In 
mlxed communltw 
AQUATIC _ Includes lake, “ver and “par~an vegetation 
ROCWBARRENfiALUS - Includes rock outcrops, bare and rocky windswept “dges, talus slopes and 

‘boulder fields from lowlands lo alpme 
UNDESIGNATED - open areas of unknown composition 

Fourteen sensitive plant epeaes have been Identified to occur or are suspected to occur on the Forest 
within a broad range of herbaceous and shrub habitats (Process Paper F). Nine of these species are 
Federal candIdate species for lisbng as threatened or endangered. Thirty-one additional plant species 
are rare in Idaho and Wyoming and are Indicators of biodlversity and unque habitats on the Forest 
(Process Paper G) Dlversrty of community types In a range of seral stages IS important in malntammg 
these species on the Forest. 

The nonforested vegetabon on the Forest is grouped Into two broad plant communities. nparian and 
upland vegetation ForestwIde the ecologrcal status of these communltres occur In various seral stages 
that meet, move toward meeting or do not meet desired vegetation condltlons (see Table ill-4 for 
riparlan condtilons and Table Ill-10 for upland condbions). Desired vegetation condition IS a plant com- 
mumty In sakfactory ecologlcal condition. Satisfactory ecological condition IS defined as being In mid- 
seral stage or higher ecologlcal status and having a stable or upward trend In soil and vegetation condo- 
bon. 

High density of mountain big sagebrush (> 30% canopy cover), undesirable herbaceous plants In the 
understory and other Indicators of downward trend In vegetation are characterlsbcs of unhealthy range- 
land In unsatisfactory ecologlcal condition. For example, on the Dubols Ranger District, there are ap- 
proximately 42,310 acres in less than sabsfactory condtiion because of high den&y of mountain big 
sagebrush. 
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Table Ill-10 Acres of upland vegetation meetmg, moving toward or not meetmg desired vegetation condltlons 
Exlstlng sduatlon by subsecilon II 

Subs&Ion I 
Plant Community 3/ Lemhll Centennial 

Medlclne Mountains 
Lodge 

Upland vegetatlo” 226,264 167.027 
meeting DVC 

Upland vegetation 
mowng toward DVC 

Upland vegetation not 19,244 32,354 
meetmg DVC 2i 

II Only Includes acres open to grazmg (79%) of the Forest Does not Include acres closed to grazing prior to 
1995 Source FSRAMIS database 

2l Includes acres of undetermined status 

31 DVC = Desired Vegetatlo” Condltlo” 

Noxious weeds are undesirable plants designated by federal or state law. They generally possess one 
or more of the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage; parasltlc; carrier or host of 
serious insects or diseases: nonnative, new to the United States, or common m the United States. Soil- 
disturbing activities encourage the establishment and spread of noxious weeds. They can be spread by 
the use of weed infested hay, routme road mamntenance, and lack of weed control on adlacent lands. 
lntroductlon (seeding) and invasion of aggressive species such as timothy and smooth brome have 
further decreased blodiversity by out-competmg native species along roadways and in npanan commu- 
mtres Nine different species of noxious weeds occupy approximately 19,000 acres of forest and range- 
land on the Forest (see Table Ill-l 1). The Forest uses biological, chemical, and mechanical treatments 
to control the spread of noxious weeds. Presently, the Forest does not apply chemical herblcldes by 
aerial applications, and only ground application IS approved for use on the Forest 
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Table Ill-l, Nmous Weed Inventory 

I I TOTAL ACRES I 
SPECIES LEMHI/ CENTENNIAL ISLAND MADISON TETON BIG HOLE/ CARIBOU 

MEDICINE MOUNTAINS PARK PLATEAU RANGE PALISADES 
LODGE 

CANADA THISTLE 2580 5,489 567 235 8 33 6 

I DYERS WOAD I 01 01 11 01 01 61 01 
HENBANE Ice 30 0 0 0 5 0 

LEAFY SPVRGE 40 1,694 2,405 275 2 51 8 

MUSKTHISTLE 10 105 22 1 2,712 1,025 38 

PLUMELESSTHISTLE 0 0 8 0 0 4 1 

1 SFO1TED KNAPWEED 1 =QI 168 1 119 1 31 01 27 I 171 

ST JOHNSWORT 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 

YELLOW TOADFLAX 150 3 492 295 0 5 0 

Total 3,086 7,489 3,630 809 2,722 1,166 70 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Habitats 

Wlldlife management mdlcator species are displayed in Table 111-12. Momtonng and analysis empha- 
szes habitat condrtrons to evaluate potential changes m the status or sustatnablllty of these speaes. A 
brief overview of these species and habitats follows. Additional InformatIon is available in Process Paper 
D. 

Ill - 38 
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F 

ieneral Forested & Nonforested H&tats 
Elk HabItat Effeckveness Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Elk Vulnerablllfy Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Elk and Deer W,nter Range Y Y Y N Y Y Y 
Gray Wolf NE IJ U U U U U U 
Gnrzly Sear HabItat T S Y Y Y Y U N 

orested H&tats 
Pnmary Cawty Nester Habitat 31 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Three-toed Woodpecker S Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Lws’s Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Red-napped Sapsucker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Wdl~amson’s Sapsucker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Downy Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Hay Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Slack-backed Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Northern Fkcker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Forest Owl Habitat 
Flammulated Owl S S S Y S Y Y Y 
Boreal Owl S S Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Great Gray Owl S Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Furbearer HabItat 
W0lvenne c2J.s s Y Y Y Y U U 
Norlh Amencan Lynx c2is s S S S 

G 
Y S 

Fisher S N S Y S Y N 
Amentan Marlen S Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Northern Goshawk H&tat c2is Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Red Squme H&tat Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Ionforested H&tats 
&g Sagebrush/Grassland Habitat - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

ipaaal and Unique Habltats 
Peregnne F&on E N Y Y N Y Y Y 

I Letters used for dlstnbutlons among subsechons are as follows 
Y c Spews presence and/or sudable h&tat has been documented on the Forest For the gnzzly bear, Y = areas wthm the recover 

ne 
N = Spews presence has not been documented on the Forest, suttable h&at has not been documented 
U c Unvenfied but reliable slghhngs ex,st on the Forest, suttable habdat probably e.x,sfs 
S c SuItable habdat probably ax~sts, but there have been no documented twr unvenfied s!ghhngs on the Forest 

N 

s 

2 / Lefters used for Status are as follows. E I endangered, T = Threatened, NE = Nonessenhal Expenmental, Cl = Category 1 
C :andldate Speaes. C2 = Categoly 2 Cendldafe Spews, S = Sens~bve spews. ‘-’ = no formal status 

3 I Ii IS generally assumed that snwe comfer and/or aspen and/or cottonwood h&at& exst m every subsecbon of the Forest, then 
h abltat for most of these cavdy nesting specres occurs m each subsechon 

s sources of tnfarmatlon for this table Include Targhee Nabonal ForestAMS, 1992, Personal commumcabon wth K Johnson. Feb 8, 
1 995. B Aber, M Oechsner, B Alford, D Welch, R Newton 

Table 111-12 Dlstnbutw, of W!ldhfe Management ,nd,oatw Spews Assonated wth Terrestnaf H&tats Includmg Endangered, 
Threatened, Candidate. and Sens~hve Wlldlafe Spews on the Targhee Nakonal Forest wdhln the Seven Subsectvxns 

Subsechons I, 

Management lndvators 

Lemhv Centenmal island Madwon T&on S,g Hole, Canbot 
Medlcme Mountams Park Plateau Range Palisades 

St&US Lodge 
2l 
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Elk Vulnerablltty (EV) _ Scale Pnncipal Watershed 

Elk Vulnerablkty (EV) IS defmed as a measure of elk susceptlblllty to being killed durmg the hunting 
season. (Lyon and Christensen 1992, IDFG letter May 12, 1995). EV models (Unsworth et al 1993) 
have been proposed as a predlctlve tool that managers can use to predict moltallty rates and monitor 
elk vulnerabllii (IDFG letter May 12, 1995) 

For the Idaho portion of the Forest, this EV analysis is used to predict percent mottallty of bull elk dunng 
the general antlered elk rifle hunbng season, which usually occurs In the month of October For the 
Wyoming portion of the Forest, this EV analysis is used to predict percent mortality of bull elk dunng the 
general kcense any elk rifle hunting season, which usually occurs dunng the months of September and 
October. 

Research conducted by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the University of Idaho provides 
the basis for this EV analysis (Unsworth et al, 1993) For the Forest Plan Revision, two parameters were 
determmed to be most important for EV analysrs. 

1. Hunter-day densities (measured in total hunter-days per square mile on a watershed basis) 

2. Motorized road and trail densities (measured I” miles per square mile on a watershed basis). 

EV IS an impottant component of the State Fish and Game Departments’ management goals and 
objecbves. The following bnefly describes the Idaho and Wyoming goals as related to EV. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) 

Game Management Units 60, 61, 62, 62A, 64,65, 66, 69 (Figure 111-3). These game 
management units are known as “Ready Access Units.” For these umts, the IDFG goal for the 
post hunting season populabon is 2 15 bulls per 100 cows. This equates to a maxImum of 60 
percent bull elk mortality. (IDFG letter, May 12, 1995) 

Game Management Units 58,59,59A, 67 (Figure 111-3). These game management units are 
known as “Front Range Umts.” For these units, the IDFG goal for the post hunting season 
populabon is x 20 bulls per 100 cows This equates to maximum of 50 percent bull elk mortality 
(IDFG letter, May 12, 1995). 

Wyoming Game and Ftsh Department (WGF): 

Elk Hunt Areas 73 and 85 (Figure N-3): The WGF goal for the post hunting season population is 
.x 20 bulls per 100 cows. This equates to a maximum of 50 percent bull elk mortality 

The mortality percentages indicate threshold levels, which If exceeded would likely require addltlonal 
management actions to be imtlated by the State Fish and Game Departments. (IDFG letter, May 12, 
1995) These management actions could Include such items as shorter hunting seasons, restnctlons 
on the type and number of animals to be harvested, restrictlons on the number of hunters, more 
controlled hunts and less opportunity for general hunts, etc. The estimated current bull elk mortality 
vanes from a low of 23 percent mortality near Paksades Creek to 97 percent mortality in the Buffalo 
River watershed At the present time, 42 percent of the Forest meets State Fish and Game thresh- 
olds for EV. 
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Elk Habttat Effectiveness (EHE) - Scale. Principal Watersheds 

EHE IS defined as the percentage of avarlable habitat that IS usable by elk outside the huntrng season. 
(Lyon and Chnstensen 1992) For this EHE analysrs, It IS the spnng, summer, and early fall habrtat that 
IS usable by elk outsrde the general elk rifle huntmg seasons. EHE is not a measure of elk populatrons 
and it is not a measure of habrtat carrying capacky. (Lyon and Chnstensen 1992) Two habrtat param- 
eters were determined to be most Important for EHE analysis 

1. Motorized road and trawl densrues (measured rn miles per square mile on a watershed basis). As 
motorized road and trail densities increase, EHE declines. This relahonshrp IS based on research 
by Dr. L Jack Lyon (Lyon 1983) 

2. Elk hidrng cover (measured as a percentage of a watershed in hiding cover) Hrding cover IS 
defined as vegetation capable of hrdrng 90 percent of a standing adult elk from the view of a 
human at a drstance equal to or less than 200 feet (Lyon and Christensen 1992) Optimum habitat 
exists when 50 to 60 percent of a watershed is in hrding cover; this is based on the judgement of 
professional biologrsts Involved rn elk workshops on the Forest 

An EHE of 100% (usually drsplayed as 1.0) would requrre no motorized roads and trails wrthrn a 
watershed, and 50 to 60 percent of the watershed being rn hiding cover. The exrstrng values for EHE 
range from a low of 0.46 in the north end of the Big Hole Mountarns to a high of 0.76 near the Fall 
River in Wyomrng; an average forestwide EHE value IS 0.56. 

Elk 8 Deer Wrnter Range - Scale Fore&wade 

Generally, elk and deer winter range areas are those areas, usually at lower elevations with lower snow 
accumulations, used by elk and deer during the wrnter months (Lyon and Christensen 1992). Figure III- 
4 displays these wmter ranges on the Forest. 

The wrnter range areas on the Forest are the upper elevahonal limrts of elk and deer winter ranges; 
more winter range acres exist at lower elevations on BLM, State, and private lands Some elk and deer 
which summer on the Forest wrnter on ranges in Montana and Wyommg. The distribuhon and number of 
wrntenng deer and elk on the Forest depends on winter severity. Generally a higher proportion of deer 
and elk winter at lower elevations on BLM, State and private lands. Development on private lands IS a 
concern as rt can adversely affect areas historically used by wintenng deer and elk 

There are 321,264 acres of crucial mid-to-late elk and deer winter range on the Forest. These winter 
range areas on the Forest have a wide range of vegetation types, wrth some of the areas mostly in 
mature forest and some predominantly in tall .sagebrushJgrass habeats Some winter range shrub com- 
munities (such as mountain mahogany) are rn overmature or decadent condrtron due primarily to histori- 
cal fire suppression 

Currently, 12 percent of the winter range acres are closed to lrvestock grazrng. On the winter range 
acres open to livestock grazing, there are 6,352 AUM’s of domestic sheep grazing, and 26,423 AUM’s 
of cattle grazrng. 

Currently, 78 percent of the wcnter range acres are meetrng desrred vegetahon conditions (DVc’s) for 
range condition, 13 percent of the winter range acres are improvrng and movrng toward DVC’s, and 9 
percent of the winter range acres are not improving. 
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About 38 percent of the winter range acres are capable of being used for cross-country snowmachine 
use (capable of being used for cross-country snowmachine use means slopes less than 50 percent and 
open vegetation condltlons and types) Some winter range areas have been histoncally popular snow- 
machme use areas, and in these areas the Forest has Implemented restrictions on cross-country snow- 
machine use. Currently 22 percent of the winter range acres are closed to cross-country snowmachine 
use. 

Currently there is one feed ground for wintering deer and elk on the Forest, this IS in Ralney Creek, 
within the South ForWPallsades winter range area The number of animals fed at this site varies each 
winter, primarily based on the seventy of the winter The following information from the IDF&G rllustrates 
what has occurred from 1978 to 1995 

Winter Season 

1978-79 
1979-80 
1980-81 
1981-82 
1982-83 
1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1988-89 
1989-90 
1990-91 

r 

1 

r 

1991-92 no recorded number 
1992-93 no recorded number 
1993-94 0 
1994-95 400 

Number of Elk Fed Number of Deer Fed 

to recorded number 
0 
0 

10 recorded number 
0 

500 
200 
400 
300 
300 
200 
200 
400 

no recorded number 
0 
0 

no recorded number 
0 

no recorded number 
400 
400 
400 
500 
300 
200 
100 

no recorded number 
no recorded number 

0 
250 

L 

Grizzly Bear - Scale Bear Management Umi 

Portions of the Forest are within the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem (YGBE). The YGBE has been 
dlvrded m to Bear Management Units (BMU’s). Portions of the Forest are within the following BMU’s 
Henry’s Lake BMU (Subunits 1 and 2), Plateau BMU (Subunits 1 and 2), and BechleriTeton BMU 
(Figure 111-5). 

Recovery goals for the YGBE are (U.S. Fish and Wildllfe Service 1993). 
“15 females with cubs over a runmng 6-year average both InsIde the recovery zone and withln a 
IO-mrle area lmmedlately surrounding the recovery zone, 16 of 18 bear management units 
(BMU’s) occupied by females with young from a runnmg g-year sum of observations, no two 
adjacent BMU’s shall be unoccupied, and known, human-caused mortality not to exceed 4 percent 
of the population estimate based on the most recent 3-year sum of females with cubs. 
Furthermore, no more than 30 percent of this 4 percent mortality limit shall be females. These 
mortality lrmlts cannot be exceeded dunng any two consecutive years for recovery to be 
achieved.” 
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Table Ill-1 3 presents grizzly bear populabon data for the YGBE for the years 1987-l 994 (from personal 
commumcahon wrth Dr. Chns Sewheen, USDI Frsh and Wrldlrfe Setvrce, 1995). As of 1994, the status 
of the grizzly bear population in relatron to the recovery goals was as follows 

- The running B-year average for unduplicated females with cubs was 21, compared to the 
recovery goal of 15. 

-Average annual human-caused mortality was 4.5 bears (2 2% of the population estimate), 
compared to the recovery goal mortalrty lrmrt which IS to be s 8 2 bears (s 4% mortalrty lrmrt of the 
population estimate). 

- Average annual human-caused female mortality was 2.0 bears (24% of the mortality limit), 
compared to the recovery goal mortalrty kmrt which IS to be < 2.5 bears (s 30% of the mortalrty 
Irmrt). 

- The distribution of females wrth young was 17 of 18 BMU’s, compared to the recovery goal of 16 
of 18 BMU’s 

Wrthm the Plateau and Henry’s Lake BMU’s, a study was initiated in 1993 to determine the capabrkty of 
these BMU’s to support females with young As of 1995, two of the BMlJ’s (Plateau, BechlerITeton) had 
sightings of females with cubs. 

Process Paper D presents an overview of food habitats, cover requirements, denning habitat, home 
ranges, and motorized access effects for the grizzly bear. 

To aid in the following discussions of each BMU, the followrng definitions are important to understand. 

Habrtat Value (HV): Thus IS a measure of habitat quality for the gnzzly bear derived from values for 
vegetahon plus fish plus ungulates as measured by the Grizzly Bear Cumulative Effects Model. 
The higher the HV the better the habitat quakty IS for the grizzly bear. HV does not include any 
effects of human achvities HV helps answer the question, how good IS the habitat for grizzly 
bears? 

Habitat Effectiveness (HE): This value includes the HV plus all of the effects from human 
activities lncreasrng amounts of human activity resuit in lower HE values whrch means lower 
habitat qualrty for the grizzly bear HE helps answer the question, how much impact is human 
activity having on the qualrty of the habrtat for gnzzly bears? 

HUHV Index This IS a mathematical expression whrch shows how much of a decline there has 
been in habitat quality due to human activrtres. An Index of 1.0 would mean that there has been no 
decline in habrtat qualrty. An index of 0.5 means there has been a 50% declrne in habitat qualrty. 

Table Ill-14 presents an overvrew of existing habitat conditions for the Targhee portion for each of the 
BMlJ’s. A brief summary from the grizzly bear cumulahve effects model (CEM) for the existing 
conditions rllustrates the following’ 

The Henry’s Lake Subunit 1 has the hrghest HV of all BMU’s on the Forest: followed by the 
Henry’s Lake Subumt 2, then the Bechler/Teton BMU, and then the Plateau BMU 

The Henry’s Lake Subunrt 1 has the hrghest HE of all BMU’s on the Forest, followed by the 
Henry’s Lake Subumt 2, then the Bechlerfleton BMU, and then the Plateau BMU. 

The HEIHV Index is highest for the Henry’s Lake Subunrt 1, followed by the BechleriTeton BMU, 
then the Henry’s Lake Subunit 2, and then the Plateau BMU 
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Table III-13 Annual Yellowstone Grizzly Sear Populahon and Known Human Caused-Mortakty Data 

1992 23 0 1 4 94 26 3 7 (22/6) 2 0 (12/6) 

1993 20 2 2 3 92 26 3 7 (22/6) 2 0 (12B) 

1994 20 3 3 10 62 25 4 5 (27/6) 2 0 (12/6) 

1994 Status of the Yellowstone Populahon III Relahon to the Demographic Recovery Targets 

Target 

Undupkcated females with 
cubs (6 year average) 

Known mortality lkmlt as 4% 
of total populahon estimate 

Target Number 1994 Number 

15 21 (12716) 

82 45 

Female moriakty limit as 
30% of total known 
moltakbes 

Dlstrlbuhon of female wilh 
YowJ 

2.5 2 

16cf16 17of 16 

II Calculated as 4% of the m~n~murn population e&mate for the most current year which IS based 
on the m~n~murn number of females with cubs seen ever the past three years 

2IAnnual Undup FWc’s = Annual Undupkcated Females with Cubs 
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1 Tebls III-14 Exlshng H&tat CondItIona for the Targhee Portion of Gnzzly Bear Management Umts I 

I H&tat Component 

I 

Henry’s Lake 
EMU 

Subunit 1 

Nattonal Forest Acres 91,346 88,758 158,666 190,386 
Other Ownership Acres 36,686 1,605 4,605 991 
Totel Acres 126,542 37,363 163,271 191,377 

Percent of National Forest Acres in Management Situebon 1 0 1W 0 72 
Psrcent of Nebonal Forest Acres m Management S~hlehon 2 80 0 95 28 
Percent of Nabonel Forest Acres in Management S~tuabon 3 20 0 5 0 

Motorized Road end TreJ Access Density (ml /sq ml ) 
Total Motorized Access Route Density 
Open Road end Open Motorized Tre~l Route Densdy 

Other Access Information 
Percent of NF Acres wthm Designated Wlldemess 
Percent of NF Acres wthln fnventoned Roadless Areas 
Percent of NF Acres Open & Suteble for Crosscounby OHV 
Percent of NF Acres wthv, Core Areas 

Number of Sheep Allotments m Use 
Number of Cattle Allotments m Use 

Total Forested Acres 
Percent Mature 
percent Pole 
Percent Sepllng 
Percent Seedllng 
Percent Non-stocked 

Total Nonforested Acres 

Number of Venfied Sear Moriekhes & Cause (1981-1994) 
HunbnalPoachmo 

205 
1 52 

00 
549 

62 
322 

Q 
3 

60,768 
900 

07 
21 
50 
23 

14,066 

0 
Transp-imng ~ 0 
Selfdefense 0 
Unknown 1 

Cumulabve Effects Model Rabngs (dtuiy per core average) 
Spnng HV 
Spnng HE 
HE/HV Index 

0 2873 
01687 

059 

t t 
28,130 161,454 168,885 

878 507 81 4 

01 II 0 

Summer HV 02543 
Summer HE 0 1572 
HBHV Index 062 

Fall HV 
Fell HE 
HEIHV Index 

0 2174 
0 1309 0 1314 

060 056 I 

Annual HV 0 2514 0 2468 0 0836 0 2196 
Annual HE 0 1512 0 1328 0 0389 0 1280 
HE/HV Index 060 054 047 058 

I Notes For Henry’s Lake EMU. Subumt 1, all of the enalys~s (begmnmg with Motorized Road and Trail Density down through the 
Cumulahve Effects Model Ratings) ~pplles only to the National Forest acres which em m Management S!tuabon 2 habItat 
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Gray Wolf - Scale: Forestwide 

Possible sightmgs of gray wolves have occurred on the Forest, and are summarized m the Analysis of 
the Management Srtuation (AMS) There have been no reported sightings of packs or evidence of 
successful breedrng. In Apnl, 1994 the USDI Fish and Wrldkfe Servrce approved the Frnal EIS for The 
Reintroduction of Gray Wolves to Yellowstone National Park and Central Idaho (USDI Ftsh and Wrldliie 
Service 1994a). In November of that year final rules were issued for the establishment of a nonessential 
experimental populahon of gray wolves rn Yellowstone Natronal Park, central Idaho, and southwestern 
Montana (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994b). As a result of these achons, the following condihons 
exrst 

The portron of the Forest west of Interstate 15 IS withrn the Central Idaho Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area. The portron of the Forest east of Interstate 15 is wrthrn the Yellowstone Nonessentral 
Experimental Area. (See Figure 111-6) All wolves found in the wild wrthrn the boundaries of these 
management areas, after the first wolf releases, wrll be considered nonessentral expenmental animals 
(USDI Frsh and Wildkfe Servrce 1994a and b) 

Thus gray wolf reintroduction does not confkct with exrsting or anticipated Federal agency actions or 
traditional public uses of park lands, wilderness areas, or surrounding lands (USDI Frsh and Wrldlife 
Servrce 1994b). Land use restrichons may be temporanly used by land or resource managers to control 
rntrusrve human drsturbance, primarily around achve den sites between Apnl 1 and June 30, when there 
are five or fewer breeding parrs of wolves in a recovery area. After six or more breeding pass become 
established rn a recovery area, land-use restrictrons would not be needed (USDI Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1994a). 

The abilii of mdrviduals holding grazrng permits on pubkc land to harass adult wolves in an opportums- 
tic, noninjurious manner will become part of their permrt condrtrons so it is clearly understood exactly 
what can occur. There IS a seven day reporting requirement for any such rncident (USDI Fish and 
Wrldlife Servrce 1994a). 

The followrng conditions and critena will apply in determmmg the problem status of wolves (USDI Fish 
and Wildlife Service 1994a). Livestock rn this context refers to only cattle, sheep, horses or mules. 

Wounded kvestock or some remams of a kvestock carcass must be present with clear evtdence that 
wolves were responsible for the damage Also there must be reason to believe that addrtronal losses 
would occur If the problem wolf or wolves were not controlled. Such evidence IS essentral since 
wolves may simply feed on carnon they have found while not berng responsible for the krll 

Arhfrcial or intenhonal feedrng of wolves must not have occurred. Livestock carcasses not properly 
drspossd of in an area where depredations have occurred will be considered attractants. On federal 
lands, removal or resolution of such attractants must accompany any control action. Livestock 
carrion or carcasses on federal land, not being used as hart in an authorized control action (by 
agencies), must be removed, buried, burned, or otherwrse disposed of such that the carcass(es) WIII 
not attract wolves. 

On federal lands, animal husbandry practrces idsntrfred in existmg approved allotment plans and 
annual operating plans for allotments must have been followed. 

If addrtronal livestock depredations were likely, proper animal husbandry practrces were employed 
(proper disposal of livestock carcasses, etc.), artrficral feeding drd not take place, and federal 
grazmg allotment plans were followed, agencies would harass, capture, more, or krll wolves that 
attacked livestock (defined as cattle, sheep, horses, or mules only) on pubkc or private land. 
Females with pups or pubhc land would be released on sate before October 1. 
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Central Idaho Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area and Yellowstone Nonessential 
Experimental Population Area for Gray Wolf. 

(USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 b) 

Central Idaho Nonessmt 
Experl mental Population 

Exl 
Yellowstone Nonessentlal 
Expeml mental Area 

Figure III-6 
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Waif recovery will not result in wolf travel corndors or linkage zones berng established. The size and 
proxrmity of the areas where wolves will be managed for recovery are large enough, close enough, and 
have enough public land between them that additronal areas are not requked rn the foreseeable future 
to marntain a vrable wolf populahon after the three subpopulahons become established (USDI Fish and 
Wildkfe Service 1994a). 

Primary Cavity Nester Habrtat - Scale ForestwIde and Watersheds 

Drstnbuhon maps and other sources of kterature Indicate there are erght specres of pnmary cavity 
nesters (Table Ill-12), that is they create therr own nesting holes rn dead and defechve trees. Four of 
these primary cavity neshng species (harry woodpecker, northern flicker, yellow-bellied sapsucker, 
Wilkamson’s sapsucker) require larger size snags and provide larger nesting cavities which are impor- 
tant for several other species of animals. 

We analyzed overall brologrcal potential for the primary cavrty nesting specres as a group, and a brologi- 
cal potential analysis was done for the four species which requrre larger size snags. These biologtcal 
potential analyses are based on existing snag densities Currently, the biologrcal potential for the pri- 
mary cavity nesting species as a group is 0.61, and the biological potentral for the larger cavity nesting 
species is 0.47. 

Forest Owl Habrtat - Scale: Subsection 

Flammulated - Flammulated owls are known to be present on the Island Park, Teton 
Range, Big Hole/Palisades and Canbou Subsechons Boreal owls have been documented on all but the 
LemWMedicme Lodge and Caribou Subsections. The habrtat components consrdered most important 
for the flammulated and boreal owls are a) the amount of mature and older Douglas-fir, mrxed conifer, 
and aspen; b) pnmary cavity neshng habitat for the larger woodpeckers (hairy woodpecker, northern 
flicker, yellow-bellied sapsucker and Wrlliamson’s sapsucker). Thcty acres encompasses the enhre 
home range of a flammulated owl parr during the breeding/nestmg penod Thrrty acres encompasses 
the largest size nest stands recorded in the kterature for boreal owls. Approximately 3,600 acres encom- 
passes the winter home range of a boreal owl Summer home ranges are slightly smaller. (USDA Forest 
Service 1994a) 

v - The Forest has documented the presence of great gray owls in all seven subsections. 
The habrtat components considered most Important for this species are: a) mature or older forest habi- 
tat to provide surtable neshng sites; and b) suitable foraging habitat which includes nonstocked and 
seedling forests and nonforested habrtats. Great gray owl nest srtes average 143 meters from nearest 
opening; a 143 meter radrus circle is about 16 acres. The largest home ranges recorded for great gray 
owls IS 6 5 sq. km., whrch is 1,622.4 acres. All of the subsections have suitable foraging habitat. (USDA 
Forest Service 1994a) 

Furbearer Habrtat - Scale: Subsection 

Wolverine - In 1985 a wolverine survey was done in Idaho to determine the locahon and status of 
populations (Groves 1987). Results of the survey indicated that three areas of the State had wolverine 
populations, however, the Forest was not within one of these areas. However, documented observa- 
trons of wolvenne on the Forest have occurred in the Centennial, Island Park, Madison, Teton Range 
and Caribou Subsections Respectively, there have been 18,1,3,7, and 1 observations between 1961 
and 1995. 

B - Hrstorically, lynx populahons were mrnimal in the conhguous United States due 
to a lack of suitable habrtat (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1994c). Favorable habrtat conditions for the 
lynx drssipate with decreasing latitude. Thus, the lynx IS restricted to higher elevahons the more south- 
ern the latitude (U S Frsh and Wildkfe Service 1994c). 
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The only documented reports of lynx on the Forest occur in the Wyoming portlon of the Big Hole/ 
Paksades Subsection (USDA Forest Service 1994b). Based on current knowledge, it IS unlikely that the 
Forest histoncally or currently provides habitat for a viable resident lynx population. 

Etshe~ - HIstorically, fisher were never known to occur in the Idaho portion of the Greater Yellowstone 
Area (Clark, et al 1989). However, one fisher was trapped in the Island Park Subsection at Warm River 
Butte in 1978. Also, fisher tracks were observed in the Teton Range Subsection near North and South 
Leigh Creeks durcng the wmter of 1995 by a research team studying furbearers on the Forest. At this 
time, there IS uncerialnty about both the historical and current status of fisher populations on the Forest 

V - Marten sightings have been documented within all subsecbons except LemhiiMedl- 
tine Lodge (Table 111-12). 

We are not sure about the presence of Amencan marten In the Lemhl/Medlcine Lodge subsection. 
SuItable habltat exists for marten, however, conifer forests only make up 37 percent of this subsectlon, 
and the forests are not connected to other forested habitats with known marten populations Therefore, 
there is uncertainty about marten populations and habitat in this part of the Forest 

There IS a furbearer study m progress In the Island Park, Madison Plateau, and Teton Range subsec- 
tions. Preliminary observations indicate marten are abundant 

Northern Goshawk Habitat - Scale ForestwIde 

The goshawk is a forest habitat generalist that uses a variety of forest types, forest ages, structural 
condltlons, and successional stages (Reynolds et al. 1992) It preys on small to medium sized birds and 
mammals (robins and chipmunks to grouse and hares), which It captures on the ground, in trees, or In 
the air (Reynolds et al 1992). Forests within goshawk nesting home ranges should be an interspersed 
mosaic of structural stages - young to old forests - to Increase the diversity of habitat for goshawks and 
their many prey species (Reynolds et al. 1992). Goshawk monltorrng on the Forest has identified 49 
goshawk terntones, some of these terntones are histonc and some active. Not all of the Forest has been 
Inventoried or momtored for goshawks, therefore addItIonal goshawk territorres probably exist. Northern 
goshawks have been documented in all seven subsections These range from a high of 13 terrtiones in 
the Centenmal Mountains Subsection to a low of one territory In the Teton Range Subsection. Trends 
are unknown at this time. 

~&&AEzx -Nest areas include one or more forest stands, several nests, and several landform charac- 
teristlcs. Nest areas are occupied by breeding goshawks from early March until late September, and are 
the focus of all movements and activities associated with nesting. The size (20-25 acres) and shape of 
nest areas depend on topography and the availabIlIty of patches of dense, large trees (Reynolds et al. 
1992) 

Nest areas are often used more than one year, and some are used intermrttently for decades. Many 
pairs of goshawks have two to four alternate nest areas within their home range. All previously occupied 
nest areas may be critlcal for maintammg nesting populations because they contain the habitat ele- 
ments that attracted the goshawks originally. Additionally, replacement nest areas are required because 
goshawk nest stands are subject to loss from catastrophic events and natural decline. (Reynolds et al. 
1992) 

Goshawk nest stands have a relatively high tree canopy cover and a high den&y of large trees. Studies 
suggest that the dense vegetation in these stands provide relatively mild and stable microenvlronments, 
as well as protectlon from predators of goshawks. Nest areas are usually classified as mature and older 
forest stands. (Reynolds et al. 1992) 
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Post-Fleu Area (PFA) - PFA’s include the area used by the adults and young from the time 
the young leave the nest until they are no longer dependent on the adults for food. The PFA surrounds 
the nest area and, although it generally includes a variety of forest condrtions, the vegetatron structure 
resembles that found within nest stands. PFA’s vary in size from 300 to 600 acres (mean = 415 acres). 
PFA’s provide the young hawks wrth cover from predators, and suffrcrent prey to develop hunting skills 
and feed themselves In the weeks before fuvemle dispersal. Forests rn the PFA’s should contarn over- 
stories and habrtat attributes cntical in the Irfe-histories of goshawk prey species. (Reynolds et al 1992) 

D - Goshawks prey on birds and mammals in the larger body-size classes available to 
forest-dwelling hawks. Generally speaking, because of larger species of vertebrates have less dense 
populations than smaller species, predators of large prey must hunt over large areas in order to meet 
thetr energy requirements. Goshawk foraging areas are about 5,000 to 6,000 acres. (Reynolds et al. 
1992) 

Limited radrotelemetry evidence suggests that goshawks prefer mature forests for foragrng. Additional 
rnformahon on the composrtion and structure of goshawk foraging habitat was gleaned from information 
on the habitat requirements of goshawk prey species Raptor populations are often lrmrted by prey 
populations, and choice of foraglng habitat by goshawks is predlcted, at least in part, on habitats where 
prey are abundant and accessible. (Reynolds et al 1992) 

The foraging area comprises the largest portion of the goshawk nesting home range and therefore 
typically includes a greater diversity of landforms, forest cover types, and vegetation structural stages 
Important habitat components include snags, downed logs, woody debris, openings, large trees, herba- 
ceous and shrubby understories, and interspersron of vegetation structural stages (forest successional 
stages) (Reynolds et al. 1992) 

Red Squrrrel Habrtat - Scale: Subsections 

Red squirrels are so strongly associated wrth the conifer forests that their population densities fluctuate 
with cone crops. (Smith 1968, Gurnell 1953, Halvorson and Engeman 1963) Srnce red squirrels are so 
strongly dependent upon conifer seeds as a food supply, conifer forests must be of seed-producing age 
before red squirrels will make significant use of them. Habrtat quality is also related to nesting cover and 
food-caching sites. Natural cavltres are preferred by red squirrels as nest sates. (Hamilton 1939, Layne 
1954) However, underground nests and external tree nests are more commonly used where cavities are 
not available. (Fancy 1980) Large drameter trees, large standing snags, and fallen trees are important 
sites for cone storage. (Vahle and Patton 1983) 

Suitable habitat for red squirrels exists in all subsections. At the present time, about 60% of the forested 
acres are of cone bearing age (about 928,000 acres) 

Peregrine Falcon - Scale: Subsection 

Table Ill-8 indicates the drstnbution of the peregrine falcon across the Forest wrthin the seven subsec- 
tions. Process Paper D rncludes information on srghtrngs and habitat preferences of peregnne falcons. 

The peregrine falcon has been listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act. 
However, in June of 1995, the U S. Fish &Wildlife Servrce proposed removing this specresfrom the list 
of endangered and threatened wildlrfe. (USDI Fish and Wildlife Setvae, 1995) 

. Lemhl/Medlclne- No peregrine falcon habitat has been identified. Other 
subsecbons are drscussed below. 
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v - Efforts to establrsh successful peregrine falcon eyries have occurred at three 
general areas in this subsection’ Targhee Creek, Sawtell Peak and Henry’s Lake Flat The Henry’s 
Lake Flat area is not Natronal Forest land. At the present bme, the Targhee Creek and Sawtell areas 
are not being used by peregnnes. 

le&d&rk - One historic peregnne falcon eyrie occurs in thus subsection along the Henry’s Fork (up- 
stream from the confluence with Warm River). This site has not been used by peregnnes in recent 
years. 

~XXL&I@ - Two eyries occur in Teton Canyon. 

7 - Three peregrine falcon eyries occur in this subsection in the following general 
locations South Fork of the Snake River (above Heise), Sheep Creek (near Palisades Dam), and 
Alpine The Sheep Creek and Alprne eyries have been productive in recent years, but the South Fork of 
the Snake River eyrie has not. 

Caribou - One peregrine falcon eyrie occurs in this subsection rn the general vicinity of Swan Valley 

Unique Ecosystems 

Research Natural Areas - Scale: Forestwrde 

Research Natural Areas (RNA’s) are part of a nabonal network of field ecologrcal areas designated for 
research and education andlorto maintain brologrcal diversrty on Natronal Forest System lands RNA’s 
are used for nonmanipulahve research, obsewabon and study They also may serve to carry out 
provisions of special acts, such as the Endangered Species Act and the monitoring provisions of the 
National Forest Management Act. 

The Forest currently has six estabkshed RNA’s, each havrng unique features representing some of the 
Forest’s diversity. In additron, three areas are being evaluated for designation and one RNA is awarting 
final approval. 

IV. FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

ACCESSMANAGEMENT 

Road System - Scale: Forestwide 

The Forest road system provrdes access to the Nabonal Forest for recreation, Industry and admrnrstra- 
hon. Land transportation by motorized vehrcles is the main means of travel on the Forest. Seven major 
hrghways run through the Forest and all pnmary access to the Forest begins from one of these high- 
ways. Average dally traffic counts collected by the Idaho State Highways Department (Gillespie 1994) 
suggest the heavrest traffic occurs on the highways between Idaho Falls and the northeast part of the 
Forest (Figure 111-7). Many of the Forest’s roads were constructed in the mid-1970’s as part of the 
timber salvage program and provided access to recreatronists, firewood gatherers and hunters. The 
roads have also proved useful for fire suppression acbvities Currently there are 1,367 miles of open 
system roads plus 1,021 mrles of open nonsystem roads. Motorized use IS currently restricted on some 
roads as follows: 61 mrles of system roads have seasonal restnctions; 572 miles of system roads have 
yearlong restncbons, 24 mrles of nonsystem roads have seasonal restrkztrons, and 177 miles of nonsystem 
roads have yearlong restnctrons 
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The present Forest mad system IS essentrally in good shape, wrth maintenance being done yearly on 
artenal and collector roads, and some local roads, depending on resources needs. Further informatron 
on the present Forest Development Road System can be found in the Transportation section of the 
Analysis of the Management Srtuation (AMS). 

The road system now in existence has created some resource conflicts wrth wildlrfe, fish and water- 
sheds. Road restnctions or reclamabons have been requested by agencies, groups, and indivrduals to 
reduce resource conflrcts. Law enforcement problems have also increased over the years because of 
the need to enforce road restrictions 

The Forest has begun restricting and/or reclarming roads to reduce resource confkcts Many of the spur 
roads built during the salvage program are now restricted A total of 377 mrles of road were oblrterated 
from 1981 to 1991 An additional 1,245 miles of road were obkterated in 1992-93. 

There are approxrmately 2,000 mrles of existing system roads (Table 111-15). Of these, IO percent are 
classdred as artenals They are often two-lane and paved or have a good gravel surface and can handle 
unrestricted traffic at moderate speeds. Branchrng from the arterial roads are the collectors. Collector 
roads are medium standard roads that constitute about 25 percent of the mileage in the transportation 
system. Collector roads are stable enough for most traffic dunng normal season of use. Small single- 
lane roads, known as local roads, are found throughout the Forest and make up 65 percent of the road 
system These mrnimum standard roads provide access for specrfic purposes, such as conducting a 
timber sale, maintaining an electronic commumcatron stahon, or reaching a trailhead They allow limited 
passrng, but the road condrtrons requrre that vehrcles move slowly. Many of the local roads are currently 
restricted to vehicular traffic much of the time. 

Other two-track roads exrst that are referred to as nonsystem roads (sometrmes called “ghost roads”). 
These isolated roads were not designed or maintained for pubkc use; they are created by repeated use 
by the publrc. Some vehicles cannot travel on these roads. Road surfaces are generally rough and 
irregular wtih no drainage. Some of these roads are currently restncted to motonzed use There are 
1,222 miles of these roads on the Forest (Table 111-15). 
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Table Ill-15 Enstma Road and Trail Access I 

System Roads II 

( M&x - Open 2/ 

1 Miles - Seasonal Restrvztmns 3/ 

MI& - Yearlong Restnctnns 4/ 

Miles _ Reclalmed!Obhterated 

1 Miles - Open 2f 

Miles - Seasonal Restrictions 3/ 

MI& - Yearlong Restnctlons 4/ 

Miles - Recla~medlObl~terated 

Total Miles 

System Trails I/ 

24 

177 

NA” 

1,222 

MI& _ open 2l 

Miles - Restwted 51 

Total Miles 

Nonsystem Trails 

Miles - 2/ open 

433 

597 

1,030 

199 

Miles - Restricted 5/ 102 

Total Miles 301 

II System roads and tr& ccmpnse the cfficlal Forest 
Transpcrtahon Management System Nonsystem roads and tr;uls 
(somebmes called ghost roads and twls) are not part of the 
official Forest Transport&on Management System 

?JMiles * Open means road and tral miles wthout restnchons on 
motorized use 

!3l Miles _ Seasonal Restnckon means road mtles on which 
motonzed use IS restricted for only a pcrimn of the 
spnnglsummerlfall seascns 

41 Moles - Yearlong Restnctlcn means road miles an whrch 
motorized use IS restrrted for the enwe sprmglsummerl 
fall seascns 

5, Moles - Aesklcted means tral moles on which mctonzed use IS 
restnoted either for a pcrt~cn of the 
spnnglsummerlfall seasx,s or yearlong (as m  designated 
wlldemess areas) 

‘Ths table refers to present t,me It does “at take ,ntc account the 
1,622 moles. of mads that were reclatmedlcbllterated between 

1 1981andlgg3 
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Table Ill-16 d&plays the number of miles of system road by functional class and the kmd of access 
provided. 

Table ill-16 Status of System Roads 

Funok& Class Open A,l Veh,c,es Seasonal Resblchcn Yea-long Resticbcns 
(mdes) (miles) 

Art& 196 ‘0 ‘0 
Ccllectcr 504 ‘0 ‘0 
Local 667 -31 '572 

1 Total I 1367 1 61 1 5721 

* Open to sncwmcblle travel d designated 

There are 235 exisbng and 109 potentiafneeded materials sources for gravel, rock riprap, and earth 
borrow sites. This should serve the Forest’s needs for the planning period. The 1993 Compendium of 
Material Sources IS available for further information. 

The National Forest Scenic Byways Program was developed to Increase public awareness and under- 
standing of the Nabonal Forest and State atibvrbes and recreabon opportunities Presently there are 
two Scenic Byways that pass through the Forest, the Mesa Falls Scemc Byway and the Teton Scenic 
Byway. The Mesa Falls Scenic Byway follows old State Highway 47 from Ashton to where It ties back 
to US Hlghway 20 About 20 of the total 29 miles are located on the Forest. The Teton Scenic Byway 
Route travels east from Idaho Falls to Swan Valley along Hlghway 26, then north to Victor on Highway 
31, from Victor to Tetonia on Highway 33 to the intersection of Highway 32, and then to Ashton on 
Highway 32 

Summer Access for Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV) 

Approximately 61 percent of the Forest (1,126,OOO acres) Is currently open for summer cross-country 
motorized and mechanized vehicle access. There are 1,367 miles of open system road, 1.021 miles of 
open nonsystem road, 433 miles of open system trails, and 199 miles of open nonsystem trails (Table 
Ill-15 and 111-17). The Forest conducted an analysis of motorized access and road/trail density m the 
spnng of 1995 to accurately inventory these oppcrtunibes. This analysis IS documented m Process 
Paper E. 

There are no trails designed speclflcally for motorized OHV’s or mountain bikes, although some are 
sultable in their present condlbon. There is a significant increase in demand for such opportumbes 
Both types of use are increasing at a rate of five to ten percent per year on the Forest and ad)acent 
lands. The highest concentrabon of these activlbes are m the Big Hole/Palisades and Caribou Subsec- 
tions, where there is slgniflcant use by motorcycles and mountain bikes As noted in the So11 and 
Rlparian secbon there are areas of concern for OHV effects on soil and vegetation. There are no serious 
widespread adverse consequences as a resul of this use However, It is possible that motorized use IS 
affecting some big game wlldlife habitat potential or vulnerability to hunting pressure. 

Winter Access 

There are over 450 miles of winter trails that are groomed on the Forest (as shown in Table 111-17) and 
I,51 1,000 acres open to cross-country snowmobding. Groomed snowmachme and cross-country ski 
trails and their use are most numerous in the Island Parkand Big Hole/Palisades Subsections (Table Ill- 
16). The Centennial Mountains, Madison Plateau, and Caribou Subsections surrounding these two hub 
areas also provide many winter opportunities In contrast, the most undeveloped backcountry oppotiu- 
nibes and the least used by both skiers and snowmachiners are found in the LemhtiMedlcme Lodge, and 
Teton Range SubsectIons. Wthm the Teton Range Subsection, the Jedediah Smith Wilderness is closed 
to snowmoblling. 

Ill - 58 



Specml use permrts for outfitter-gurde operations for snowmobikng, dog sledding, and skrrng are scat- 
tered across the Forest, but are most numerous In the Madrson Plateau subsection where there are SIX 
commercral snowmachme operations Thus IS due to attractrons such as the Two-Top Nabonal Snow- 
machrne Trawl near west Yellowstone, the Mesa Falls Scemc Area, and an excellent grooming program 
by Fremont County, Idaho. Growth rn snowmobrkng has been increasing at 5-10 percent per year annu- 
ally across the Forest. As a result, the Forest constructed one new parking area and day lodge for winter 
users at Big Springs, rn island Park. Thus winter actrvrty has resulted rn some concerns regarding con- 
fkcts with wmtenng wrldlrfe, and several travel access closures have been implemented to reduce con- 
fllcm. 

MI nonsystem road to OHV “se open 166 415 215 26 32 123 40 1,021 

MI system bad to OHV “se open 25 69 13 12 27 166 96 4x 

MI nonsystem ini to OHV use open 15 40 32 10 17 70 20 19s 

II of Developed s,tes 3 3 20 6 5 15 7 61 

Mdes w, s, 81 R Fuvers 0 16 67 25 30 54 35 24E 

II Forest Totals mw differ sllshtly from sum of lndlvldual numbers due to rounding 
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WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness 

There are currently two destgnated wilderness areas on the Forest. These are the Jededrah Smith 
Wrlderness (123,451 acres) and the Wmegar Hole Wilderness (10,715 acres) The Jededtah Smrth IS 
mostly in the Teton Range Subsection wrth the balance m the Madtson Plateau Subsecbon Wmegar 
Hole is totally wrthm the Madrson Plateau Subsectron. Wmegar Hole IS largely primitive wrth very kttle 
recreabonal use Thus IS mostly due to access drffrculty, since there are only four miles of trawl in the 
area Use of thus area is mostly for huntmg brg game. The Jededrah Smith IS Intensively used rn the 
summer wrth approxrmately 60,000 visits for hrkmg, backpacking and horseback ndmg. Thus is a spec- 
tacular mountainous area on the west slope of the famous Teton Mountam Range These wtlderness 
areas are two of twelve designated m the Greater Yellowstone Area which total 3.8 million acres 

The Wyomrng portion of the Palrsades Roadless Area was desrgnated by Congress as a Wrlderness 
Study Area m 1984. The Study Area contains approxrmately 129,100 acres. Of these acres, over 
79,800 are admimstered by the Bridger-Teton National Forest and 49,300 acres are admmistered by the 
Targhee In addtbon, there are 110,520 acres of this roadless area m Idaho whrch have had no action 
or recommendabon taken on them The studres on the Wyoming portion have not been conducted, and 
are planned to be done with the Bndger-Teton as the lead forest at the bme of their plan revrsion 

Portions of ltakan Peak, Lronhead, and Winegar Hole Roadless Areas (65,000 acres) were recom- 
mended wilderness m the current Forest Plan, but no legrslabve action has been taken to date. 

Roadless Areas 

There are sixteen areas on the Forest whrch quakfy as roadless or roadless adjacent to designated 
wilderness These areas total about 841,000 acres Wrthm these roadless areas, some 243,000 acres 
are closed to summer OHV use. The major@ of the roadless acres are contamed rn the LemhiiMedrcrne 
Lodge, Centenmal Mountams, Brg Holes/Paksades, and Caribou Subsections. The 1993 roadless m- 
ventory showed a net mcrease in quakfying acres overthe inventory in the current Forest Plan. Thts IS 
because several of the roadmg and bmber harvest projects proposed in the Plan were never completed. 
These areas were added to the prevrously mventorred areas. In contrast, the Signal Peak, Warm River 
South and East, and Moody Creek areas did incur enough development to require them to be removed 
from the Inventory. In 1990, the Centennial Mountams Wrlderness Surtabrlrty Study EIS (Mt. Jefferson) 
was completed, and none of the Targhee portion was recommended wrlderness. The Mt. Jefferson area 
was thereby released for management according to Forest Plan direction 

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers 

In November, 1994, an elrgrbility inventory was completed for the entire Forest, and approxrmately 249 
miles of rivers and streams were determined elrgrble (Table 111-17). The largest mrleage of ekgible 
stream segments is m the Island Park Subsectron, and the Brg Hole/Palrsades Subsection has the 
second highest The remamlng subsections (excludmg the LemhiiMedrcme Lodge) all have a lesser 
mileage rangmg from 17 to 35 mrles 

The largest potential classrfrcation mileage is for Wild, followed by Recreabonal and Scenic which are 
almost equal. Surtabrkty studies have not been completed for any of these streams, and none are 
scheduled for funding until 1996 

Visual Resources 

The Forest has some very umque and outstandmg scenery. It encompasses peaks over 10,000 feet, 
and lands, trmbered hrghlands, lakes and waterfalls. 
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During the past decade, the greatest change in vtsual resources occurred among the vast expanses of 
mature lodgepole pme found in the Madison Plateau and Island Park Subsechons Large portions of 
this mature hmber were clearcut. Some of thus bmber harvest occurred near majortravel routes and use 
areas such as campgrounds, resorts, summer home areas and private lands. This changed many of 
the sokd timbered areas to open meadow-kke mosaics of scattered timber stands. Even though thus 
was a drastic change from the past, it also provrded variety rn terms of scemc vrews and vtstas. In some 
Instances, this type of harvest enhanced areas from a vrsual standpoint 

The followmg chart shows the acres which currently meet each vrsual qualrty objecbve. 

AcLes 

Preservation 137,761 
Retention 226,882 
Parhal Retention 804,784 
Modification 519,184 
Maximum Modification 148,189 

Most of the Preservation acreage falls wtthm the Jedediah Smith and Wmegar Hole Wildernesses, 
which are m the Teton Range and Madison Plateau Subsections. Most of the Modtftcabon and Maxi- 
mum Modification acres are rn the Island Park and Madison Plateau Subsections. The other classifica- 
tions are scattered throughout the subsecbons. 

Developed Recreation Sites - Scale: Forestwide 

Demand for new types of spectalized factkbes such as trailheads, mountain btkmg trawls, boat ramps, 
ftshing access and snowmachrne facrktres rs increasing at ftve to ten percent annually A strong increase 
in demand for group campmg sates is an example of thts type of specralized recreation facrkty need. 

As shown in Table 111-17, there are 61 developed recreation sites with facility investments over $50,000 
on the Forest. This figure includes both extstmg and planned sites. These sites, whtch include facrkties 
such as campgrounds and boat ramps, have a total capacity of 8,890 persons at one time (PAOT) 
These sites receive approximately 608,000 visrts and result in 703,000 12-hour recreabon vrsrtor days 
(RVD’s) annually. Use is increasmg approxtmately 2 percent per year The Brg Hole/Palisades Subsec- 
bon has the most sites (19), and the Island Park Subsection has the next largest number (18). The 
remammg subsecbons each have seven sites or less. Ubltzabon rates for these sites range from low 
(~20%) to high (60%) across the Forest, wrth hrghest rates in the Warm River/Island Park, and Pak- 
sades areas. 

Developed recreation facilffies are in fair to good condfiron across the Forest, but there is a signrfrcant 
backlog in heavy maintenance and reconstruction needs. The Forest has been able to reconstruct a 
few of the major sites. Because many of our campgrounds and other developed facrkbes are adjacent to 
or along travel routes to Grand Teton and Yellowstone Nabonal Parks, use patterns on the Forest are 
affected by management acttons and phystcal attractions of these parks. 

Dispersed Recreation 

The largest number of drspersed activity and campmg sites are in the Caribou and western Centenmal 
Mountains Subsections as shown in Table 111-17. The next largest numbers of s&as are rn the Lemhi/ 
Medicine Lodge and Btg Hole/Paksades Subsecbons. These sites recerve approximately 1 ,I 47,000 
visits and result in 992,000 RVD’s annually. Dispersed sites have few or no structural facikbes for 
recreation. They are used for general campmg and to provide access to fishing, hunting, OHV areas, 
and trails. Some of these sates have received increased use and number of campmg spots, such as at 
Horseshoe Lake whtch has increased from three to seven sates in the last decade. Many drspersed 
ctivky uses are increasing at a rate of approxrmately 4 percent. 
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The capacity in PAOT of these sites is greater than the developed sties on the Forest. There are 106 
heavy use dispersed sites on the Forest, and some of these dispersed campsites are showing damage 
to vegetation and solIs. Many sties are m need of management actions to stablllze or minimize such 
impacts. 

There are approximately 1,029 miles of system and 229 miles of nonsystem trails for motorized and 
nonmotorized use on the Forest Summer use trails are most abundant m Big Hole/Palisades, Canbou, 
Teton Range, and Centenmal Mountains Subsections (Table 111-17). 

Outfitters and Guides 

There are 83 permitted outfitter/guide operations on the Forest at the present time (Table 111-17). Out- 
fltted acbvlties are most numerous in the Teton Range and Big Holes/Palisades Subsections. The 
Centennial Mountams and Island Park Subsecbons also have a moderate number of permitted opera- 
tlons. 

Forestwide, the largest number of these permits IS for summer actiwbes. These permits are for guided 
activities such as hunting, horseback ndmg, nver trips, fishing, wagon rides, backpacking, horsepackmg, 
etc. These actlvlties represent a commercial industry with an annual mcome estimated at over 1 8 
million dollars, and fees to the government of over $53,000. There is continuing interest m new permlts, 
however capacity determinations and commercial allocatIons have only been made for a few parts of 
the Forest. Therefore, a moratonum was recently initiated on the Forest to deny any new applicabons 
for permits, except III areas where capacity had been determmed to be available through environmental 
analysis and documentation. 

Special Uses 

Excluding outfitter-guide permits, there are 267 other recreabon special use permits on the Forest 
(Table 111-17). These are issued for summer homes, orgamzatlon camps, special events, ski areas, etc. 
The highest number of these are located in the Island Park and Caribou Subsections where there are 
large numbers of summer homes. There are moderate numbers of permitted activities in the Centennial 
Mountams and Big Holes/Palisades Subsecbons The Forest administers permits for 203 summer 
homes, 32 recreation special events, 14 organization camps, and 2 regional-sized ski resorts. These 
permits are the major portion of the acbwty and result in returns to the treasuty In the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars annually. 

There are over 200 nonrecreation uses authorized by special use permit on the Forest Uses authorized 
mclude roads; water transpodation systems such as ditches, canals and plpelines, hydropower, com- 
munication sites; municipal watersheds; telephone, telegraph and power transmission lines, uses re- 
lated to agnculture and industry; and uses related to research, training, cultural and hlstorlc resources. 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT - Scale’ Region, County, and Forestwide 

Figure Ill-1 shows how area populabon centers and county lines rest relative to the subsecbon bound- 
aries outlmed for the Forest The area pnmanly affected by the Forest m terms of economic and social 
concerns comprises Bonneville, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison, and T&on counties m Idaho. To- 
gether these counbes make up the great majority of the Forest’s total admimstrabve area and account 
for the largest part of Forest-related employment, personal income, and revenues for local govern- 
ments. These counties are recognized as bemg the Area of Pnmaty Forest Economic Influence (APFEI) 
(Table 111-18). 
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Table Ill-18 Population Density and Unemployment 

Teton, WY 

APFEI” 7,464 127,562 17 6.7 

State of Idaho 82,412 1,006,749 12 87 61 

State of Wyoming 96,989 453,588 5 9 59 

* Area of Primary Forest Economtc Influence -- APFEI 
I/ US Bureau of the Census, County and Cii Data Book, 1988 US Government Printing Office. 1988 
21 US Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housmg Summaty Population and 
Housing Characteristics Idaho, Montana, Wyoming US Government Printing Office. 1991. 
3/US Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book, 1994 US Government Printing Office. 1994. 

The Forest is of lesser economic importance to other area counties including Teton and Lincoln 
counties in Wyoming and the Idaho counties of Bannock, Bmgham, Butte, and Lemhi Bannock and 
Bingham counties have no lands administered by the Forest. The Forest does manage significant 
amounts of land in Butte, Lemhi, Lincoln, and Teton (Wyoming) counties. Management of the 
Forest as depicted m the various alternahves under consideration is not expected to have slgmfi- 
cant effects on these counties. 

Even though these counbes are not Included in the APFEI they still have important links to the Forest. 
The Grand Targhee Skt Resort, for Instance, is located in Teton County, Wyoming. It IS an important 
source of income and employment. Setvices and suppkes for the facility must come through Teton 
County, Idaho, however. 
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People from outside this area also have strong bes to the Forest Besides Idaho, Wyoming and Mon- 
tana the Forest receives many visitors from Utah, Cakfornta, and the rest of the nation The designation 
of an area of influence does not diminish the interests others have m the area or the attenbon paid to 
their input 

Most of the area’s population lkves I” crtres kke Idaho Falls, Blackfoot and Rexburg. The area’s popula- 
tion IS relabvely small and concentrated in Bonneville County whtch contams Idaho Falls, the area’s 
largest crty wrth a populabon m excess of 42,000 It regularly ranks as Idaho’s second- or thrrd-largest 
CnY. 

Perhaps the most striking charactensto of the area’s populabon is the growth that has occurred rn 
Bonneville and Madrson counbes during recent decades. Since 1950 the population within the APFEI 
has more than doubled, from 63,334 m 1950 to 137,991 m 1994. Bonneville and Madrson counties have 
Increased over 2 5 bmes durmg that same period 

Table Ill-18 displays the relabvely low population densrty of the six counbes making up the Area of 
Primary Forest Economrc Influence at about 17 people per square mile. 

Employment and Income 

Although information is presented herem by county, by economic sector, or by other grouping it IS 
important that the associations among the various components not be overshadowed. Area barley 
farmers support the Anheuser-Busch barley malting facility in Idaho Falls. Idaho’s largest potato farm IS 
located m the area and potato growers support a wide-ranging potato Industry including ferbkzer, rrnga- 
bon equrpment, storage and packing facilities, equipment manufacture and repair, and other agricultural 
support actwrbes. Some 10,000 workers at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) live 
throughout the area and thus contnbute to the well-being of a number of local commumbes. 

The enbre area benefits from Its proxrmrty to Yellowstone and Grand Taton Natronal Parks. Recreattonrsts 
travellmg through the area use the lodging and retail sectors of the economy. Perhaps more rmpor- 
tantly, many of those recreationists have bought summer homes m the area. With improvements in 
roads and vehicles, more and more people are locatmg III areas whrch were prevrously consrdered 
maccessrble during the winter months. 

The presence of large numbers of recreabomsts drawn to a permanent world-class attraction like Yel- 
lowstone Nabonal Park has made the area attractive for other types of spm-off recreation Examples 
are the grizzly bear theme park m West Yellowstone, Montana, just outside the Area of Primary Forest 
Economtc Influence, and fishing on the Henry’s Fork and South Fork of the Snake River 

The Grand Targhee Skt Resort has emerged as a desbnabon resort. Although it is located m Wyoming, 
all traffic into it flows through the APFEI The resort has been successful in establishing rtself as a year- 
round facrkty with attendant increases in the numbers of people employed and the seasons during whrch 
they are employed. Grand Targhee employs 166 people on a full-ttme equrvalency basis on the see. 
Another 23 people are employed off-site. (USDA Forest Service, Grand Targhee DEIS 1992) 

Unusual assoctatrons have developed as the area’s economy has grown and evolved m different ways 
The Sand Dunes in Fremont County draw large crowds of recreationists, but much of the economic 
acbvrty associated with the Dunes IS assocrated wrth Madrson County whrch offers a greater variety of 
retall servrces and the nearest hosprtal. On the other hand, the recently-closed Louisiana-Pactftc lum- 
ber mill rn the Madison County seat of Rexburg formerly employed a great many people who live in 
Fremont County. 
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Major employment in the Area of Primary Forest Economrc Influence (APFEI) comes from the services, 
wholesale and retall trade, and government sectors (Table 111-19). The Service sector includes a wide 
range of achvrbes such as automobile repair, funeral servrces, lodging, health care, legal servrces, 
engmeering services, amusement and mrscellaneous reparr shops 

Table III-19 Annual Employement 

Idr ho 1991 
mng 1989 

Food Lumber 
Mfg ii 

Whole- Whole- 
sale sale 

Trade Trade 

Retall Retall 
Trade Trade 

Total Total 3ther Trans, 3ther Trans, 
Mfg Mfg Comm, Comm, 

UblS UblS 

1,501 1,501 1,695 I 985 5,490 5,490 1,362 4,130 6,021 22,242 

1,337 1,337 1,516 1,516 224 1 2,437 1 2,736 1 12,196 

2,690 2,890 

28 28 

D D 

221 221 

437 437 

49 49 

8,992 8,992 

147 147 

34 34 

412 412 

743 1 215 

57 57 
- 

636 

511 511 

464 464 

707 707 

251 D 

236 

92 

139 

.* 

139 

D 

. . 

496 

5Gt-G 
21 

137 

1,381 

205 

2.462 

1,05S 2,326( - A 
4.205 11.635 

46 I 46 I 298 1 955 1 2,443 298 1 955 1 2,443 

* APFEl-Area of Pnmay Forest Economic Influence 
The sources of data on this page are tiles prcwded by the Idaho DeparLment of Employment. Research 8 Analysts and the 1989-1990 
Annual Covered Employment for the State of Wycmmg Issued by the Wyommg Depatment of Employment, DIVISION of Research and 
Planmng 
D -_ To wad dlsclosmg lnfcrmabon on mdlvldual firms no number IS shown for scme entnes Total figures for those rows and mlumns 
are therefore undsresbmated 
** .- Food Prccessmg and Lumber Manufactunng are not dwplayed as separate Manufactunng categcnes They are here mcluded m 
Other Manufachmng 
II Includes loggmg 

The respective count& economies differ greatly. Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, and Teton Counties rely 
heavrly on agnculture and related actwrties for their economrc bases. Bonneville and Madison Counties 
both rely heavily on the services sector (most notably the Idaho National Engineenng Laboratory and 
Rtcks College) for their economic bases. Madison county unttl recently hosted a Louislana-Pactfa 
green Douglas-fir sawmill at Rexburg. That mrll operated on a seven-month season, and employed 
about sixty people directly. Another one hundred people are esbmated to have been employed on a 
seasonal basis doing loggmg, road work and haulmg Most of these workers kve in adjoining Fremont 
county 
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The economy of Bonneville county IS much larger than those of the other counties In the APFEI and thus 
tends to overwhelm the statistics. The primaty economic driver of Bonneville county is the Idaho Na- 
tional Engineenng Laboratory (INEL) which accounts for the large showing of servfce sector employ- 
ment. 

Changes continue to occur in the local area’s economy, Coors Brewmg, long a purchaser of locally 
grown barley, pulled out of the market. Canola IS being grown on larger acreages of area farms. Idaho 
Forest Industries, long a major employer In Fremont County, closed Its sawmill in St. Anthony in 1992. 
The INEL has scheduled thousands of jobs for elimination. Snowmachine acbvlty has blossomed to the 
point that anticipated restncbons on their use in Yellowstone National Park seems ltkely to spur In- 
creased use on the Targhee and other lands surrounding the Park. Jet ski use on area waterways is 
another recent development In area recreabon. 

Many people In the local area rely on Forest commodlty productton for their livelihoods to some extent 
Loggers, mill workers, ranchers, outfitters, guides, and truckers fall tnto this category. Area mills relying 
in part on timber from the Forest include numerous smaller mills producing posts, poles, house logs and 
dlmeneion lumber. Before its closure in 1992, the large stud mill in St. Anthony (Fremont County) 
received about 80% of Its raw material from the Forest. About half of the material processed at the 
Rexburg mill before Its closure in 1995 kkewlse came from the Forest. The Forest is a significant 
suppller to the smallerfacWes in the APFEI as well. Dead timber serves as an important fuel supply for 
home heating In the local area thereby providing a source of income for some and a source of heat for 
others. 

Some area residents rely on Forest rangeland as a source of seasonal forage for their livestock Nor- 
mally this forage IS an integral part of the ranch’s overall operations. Alternative sources of supply 
suitable for the permittees’ needs are difficult to come by. 

Recreahon is an Important part of the local economy and one with signdicant growth potential. It In- 
cludes readily-identifiable recreation resources like the Grand Targhee Ski Resort, Kelly Canyon Ski 
Resort, outfitters and guides, and enowmachme rental. Other related acbvities include sales at area 
restaurants, motelA and retail establishments. Harriman State Park and pnvate facilities located off- 
Forest also rely on the Forest for an expanded range of activlbee for their v,sltors. 

Another recreabon-related economic spin-off has been the proliferation of summer home residences in 
the area. This has increased the local tax base without IncreasIng demands on area schools. 

Some area residents have nobced an increasing level of recreation use which they attribute to over- 
crowdmg in the adjacent Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parke which are attractmg record 
numbers of visitors. 

The Forest Service employs some 140 workers to manage the Targhee National Forest. The Forest 
Service is a major employer In the area and the great bulk of its annual budget (Table 111-20) goes 
to ealanee of Forest employees liimg In the local area. AddItIonal background InformatIon on the local 
area is available In the Forest’s Analysle of the Management Situation (AMS). 
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Table 111-20. Targhee Natronal Forest Expenditures (Milkons of Dollars I/) 

1993 122 

1992 14.0 

1991 11.9 

1990 11.6 

1989 12.0 

1987 9.0 

I/ Excludes frrefrghting costs averagrng about $1 million annually. 

Payments to Counties 

The Forest also plays a role in the area economy by generabng funds which are returned to local 
governments. These funds result from the Payment rn Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program administered by 
the U.S. Department of the Intenor and from Payments to Local Governments known as the 25% Fund 
(Table 111-21). The “25% Fund’ IS the common nomenclature used for payments made under the 
Natronal Forest Revenue Act of 1908, as amended. The payments are to be used as directed by the 
respective state legislatures for the benefit of roads and schools rn the local area Twenty-five Percent 
Fund payments are calculated based on Forest receipts. The Forests timber program accounts for the 
largest part of these payments. PILT payments are calculated based on the amount of acreage held by 
the federal government, the area’s population, and other federal recerpts. Unkke 25% Fund payments, 
PILT payments may be used for any governmental function. 
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Table Ill-21 Payments In Lieu of Taxes (PILT) l! and 25% Fund Payments 2/far Selected Years I 

Area of Pnmary Forest Economw Influence-APFEI - -.. 

Lemhl 
(2 9%) 

7,693 

459 

6,152 

7,693 

33,656 

41,349 

149 5,837 

* 

3,296 30,659 

I Source Heglonal Ufflce files 
!I Source Payments to States from Natronal Forest Recerpts 
II Percents in parentheses lndlcate the Targhee National Forest lands as a percentage of total enhtlement lands 
lefferson County rn Idaho has one acre of land on the Targhee Natronal Forest It recerved less than $1 annually 
3annock and SIngham counties have no land I” the Targhee NatIonal Forest and therefore recew no fundlng 
rom these sources 

, 

Amenity Interests 

Many people rn the area, and outside the area, enjoy the Forest for the recreational opportunities it 
provrdes, for the scenic vistas rt offers, for Its aesthetic values, for its importance to wildlife and fish, and 
for the contributions it makes to the greater ecosystem. Interests Include those assocrated wlth the 
effects of clearcutting on the visual landscape and on area plants, fish, and wrldkfe, spiritual concerns; 
land ethrcs; and environmental concerns in general 

Many people value the Forest even though they have never been here. They recognize its place and 
importance in the larger ecosystem. The large clearcute of lodgepole pme that began rn the 1960’s have 
been photographed extensrvely from the arr and have been widely published. People have commented, 
favorably and unfavorably, about thus actwky. The photographs have heightened the level of pubkc 
conscrousness of clearcutting on the Forest 

Understandably enough, most of the recreabon that occurs on the Forest is assocrated wrth people who 
llve In close proxrmity to It Out-of-area recreatromsts, wrth the exceptron of hunters and anglers, are 
more lrkely to focus their recreatronal activrtree on the big-name attracbons kke Yellowstone and Grand 
Teton Natronal Parks Local people have often grown up in the area, experiencing the Forest from the 
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time of their youth, and enjoy the greater sense of freedom assocrated wrth the less-restnctrve recre- 
atronal experience available on the Forest compared to the Parks. Brg game huntrng, particularly elk 
hunting, IS a fall expenence of extreme importance to those who enjoy It. 

Wrthin the Forest boundaries are wildernesses, big-game herds, two ski resorts, waterfalls, a world- 
class fishery, and the kind of scenery assocrated with the adjacent Yellowstone and Grand Teton Na- 
tional Parks. These features give rise to a great deal of recreational use by those from outside the 
rmmedrate area Big-game hunting, camping, hikrng, skiing, and recreational driving are major attrac- 
tions for this group. Most of the big-game hunters are from other parts of Idaho. Resrdente of the 
adjorning states and Calrfornra are the most common out-of-area users of the Forest. 

Products such as timber, firewood, and grazing that the Forest provides are obvrously important to the 
local communities. Less obvious are the plant products that rndrviduals collect (commercrally or for 
personal use) for food, medrcinal purposes, mushrooms, dried flowers/plants, trees and shrubs for 
landscaping, and huckleberries and chokecherries (plus other berries) are yearly utrkzed by people both 
locally and from other areas. These products also have cultural srgndrcance to local American lndran 
tribes who utrlize a wide varietv of plants from the manv habitat tvpes on the Forest as shown rn Table _ 
111-22. 

I Table 111-22. 
Habitats for Plants Historically Used By Amencan lndrans 

Habrtat # of Species 

Douglas-fir 50 
Lodgepole Pine 42 
Spruce/Fir 34 
Lumber Pine 9 
Whiiebark Pine 8 
Mixed Conifer 54 
Aspen 34 
SagebrusWGrass 70 
Grass/Forbs 57 
Mountarn Brush 99 
Alprne 21 
RrparianIAquabc 102 
Rock/BarrerVTalus 17 

Tribal Interests 

The Forest lres within the aboriginal terntory of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes The Tribes collectively 
comprise a single, federally recognized lndran tnbe with a governing body, the Fort Hall Buernese Coun- 
cil, which is duly recognrzed by the Secretary of the Intenor. Tribal members are successors-m-interest 
of lndran signatones to the Fort Brtdger Treaty. In part, that treaty led to the creation of the Fort Hall 
Indian Reservation rn the Idaho Territory as a permanent tribal homeland. The 544,000-acre reeerva- 
tion kes generally between Blackfoot and Amencan Falls, Idaho. 

Arbcle 4 of card treaty secured for the Tribes in perpeturty the continuation of a wide variety of “use 
nghts” to off-Reservation lands. More specifically, by virtue of Article 4 of the treaty, the Tribes ex- 
pressly resewed the right to hunt ” on the unoccupied lands of the United States so long as game may 
be found thereon” including such lands owned by the federal government outside the boundaries of the 
Reservabon. The courts decided rn the Trnno decision (State v. Trnno 1972) that the right to hunt also 
included a right to fish (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 199213) 
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The Tribes have hrstoncally used the Targhee for hunting, frshrng and gathering Native Amencans 
historically used at least 838 epecres of plants on the Forest, covering vrrtually every type of plant 
community. These actrvities are important economically as well as socially and culturally. Part of the 
economic Importance to the Tribes lies in their use of hunted meat to provrde food for the elderly and the 
disabled. ‘The philosophy and management directron from the Tribes has always been for subsrstence 
huntmg and this is reflected rn the Tribes Brg Game Regulations.” (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1992a) 

Rrghte to believe, express, and exercree tradrtronal religions are protected by various federal laws, 
including the Amencan Indian Rekgrous Freedom Act of 1978 This Includes, but is not limited to, 
access to ertes, the use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worshrp through ceremo- 
nial and traditional rites Adcktionally, rights reserved under treaty may possess an Inherent measure of 
resource protectron. (U.S. v. Washington (759 F.2d 1353, 1985) m Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1992b) 

The Forest has worked wrth representabves of the Tribes to coordinate the Revreion wrth them Repre- 
sentatives of the Tribes have stressed the following pornte. 

Treaties are the supreme law of the land (U.S Consbtution, Article 6, Clause 2). Treaty nghte 
cannot be negotiated at the Department level of the United States government. Consultations wrth 
the Tribes are on a government-to-government basrs. 

The multrple jurisdictions they have to work wrth make any attempts at working wrth the Forest 
an extremely frustrabng exercise. Therr territory lies within the boundaries of many Natronal 
Forests, on lands admmlstered by the Bureau of Land Management, on state lands, and on 
lands privately held. This complicates even relatively simple matters kke Interpretive srgns. 

The processes the Forest uses to handle archaeological sites and cultural values do not fully 
address the Tribes’ concerns. It is important to protect &es, to keep them unpubkehed, and to 
recogmze that providmg access to sites mvites vandaksm. It is Important for the Forest to 
consult with the Tribes on a case-by-case basis when provrdmg protectron to sites. It is 
important that vandalism of sites be vigorously prosecuted to serve as a deterrent. 

The Revisron must recognize the: 
- sacredness of the land 
- need for protection 
- obligation to consult with the Tribes as outlmed in the American lndran Religious Freedom 
Act, the National Envrronmental Policy Act, and the National Forest Management Act. 
- many aspects of reserved rights includmg, but not lrmrted to, the priority nature of rights 
reserved under the treaty, as well as an inherent measure of resource protection to satisfy 
these nghts. 

The Forest must be recognized for its religious and spiritual significance to the Tribes That significance 
is not lrmrted to vision quest sites or traditional camp sites. The Forest and even the lands beyond Its 
borders are Important rn therr enbrety As wrth many other relrgrone, tribal members are not free to 
share all the dimensrons of their faith 

The Tribes also have a ergmfrcant economrc Interest in the Forest These include suberstence activities 
kke huntmg, fishing and gathering. They also include important aspects of Tribal lrfe like shanng the 
frurts of the land Rivenne ecosystems are Important to the Tribes not only for their resources but also 
for the role they play rn the Tribes’ relrgron 
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Heritage Resources 

Scale: Subsection 

Lemhi/Medlclne - This area contains over 200 heritage resources of predominately Native Ameri- 
can sties mcludlng habItatIon &es and rock art The aboriginal settlement pattern for the area IS related 
to scarce perennial water sources In generally high altitude sethngs Archaeolog!cal excavations in the 
area indicate that high altitude huntmg camps were used pnmanly for hunting mountain sheep 

European-Amencan settlement in this area was focused on homesteadmg and lead mming in the late 
19th century The Birch Creek Charcoal Kilns is the most significant site relatmg to this penod of 
settlement and IS a major tourist attraction The remains of ancillary sites associated with the lead 
mining industry are found In several canyons. The Worthing Cabins also have mterpretlve potential for 
late 19th century homesteading. 

Impacts to hentage resources, such as prehistonc Native American llthic scatters associated with hunt- 
ing camps, are occumng from livestock grazing and antelope hunting bknd construction. Construction 
of hunting blinds involves digging a hole up to two feet deep, which can disturb cultural deposits. Smce 
permanent water sources in this area are scarce, most springs have evidence of prehistoric Native 
American occupations. LIvestock tend to congregate at these springs, trampling surface cultural depos- 
Its. Soil erosion from lack of vegetation in these areas exposes buried cultural deposits 

Centennial - The Centennial Mountains contain the highest frequency of heritage resource 
sites on the Forest Over 400 heritage resources of predominately Native American sites have been 
identified. The aboriginal settlement pattern for the area IS seasonal occupations for the extraction of 
obsidian and collectmg camas plants for medicinal use. Site types include base camps, obsidian work- 
shops, quarry sites and hunting camps. The most sigmflcant archaeological site in this area is the Big 
Table Mountain Obsidian Source. Monlda Pass and Targhee Pass provided natural travel routes across 
the ContInental Divide into the buffalo hunting grounds of Montana. These passes were also utilized 
extensively during the 1 Sth century by fur trade companies and later as stagecoach routes. 

European-American settlement of the area IS in the form of late 19th and early 20th century homesteads 
along the Forest fringe bordering the upper Snake River Plain. 

Some prehistoric Native American sites, such as lithic scatters associated wrth hunting camps and lithic 
workshops, have been affected by logging. Monitoring following timber harvest In this subsection showed 
that all heritage resource sites located in cutting units were damaged by logging. Site avoidance recom- 
mendations discussed in Heritage Resource Survey Reports were not followed during timber sale ad- 
ministration. State authorities are aware of these, and the situation has been corrected. 

island - Heritage resources in the Island Park area are primarily related to the Tie Hack Penod 
(cutting trees for railroad ties) and early Forest Service history. The 140 sites identified are composed 
primarily of tie hack camps associated with the Yellowstone Railroad, Forest Service admimstratlve 
sites such as guard stations, ranger statlons, and fire lookouts, and recreational cabins dating to the 
early 1900’s. Social patterns in this area are closely related to the logging industry, Forest Service 
management and tourism Few Native American sites have been identlfled. 

The most signlflcant heritage resources In this area are Mesa Falls Lodge, Bishop Mountain Lookout, 
Squirrel Meadows Guard Station, and Warm River Fish Hatchery. These sites receive high public 
vlsltahon and have economic values associated with tourism. 

Hertiage resources in this area have been impacted by logging, road constructlon, historic building 
removals. and the North Fork Rre. 
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Madison-The Madison Plateau contains one of the lowest frequencies of heritage resource site 
on the Forest. Relatively extensive mventcty has identified only 2.5 sties.. The majority of these are tie 
hack sites associated with the Yellowstone Railroad. Native American sties are few and seem to be 
related to transitory movements through the area. The only site Identified as sultable for enhancement 
and Interpretation is the Big Springs Fire Lookout. 

Teton - The Teton Range has high frequencies of Native American sites in the upper reaches of 
the drainages Over 79 herrtage resource sites have been rdentifled. The vast majority are associated 
with high altitude adaptations by Native Americans This area may also contain splntual sties important 
to local tnbes Histonc Euro-American sties are generally related to early 1900’s ranching. 

This area has high economic values for hentage resource tounsm with an emphasis on high altitude 
adaptations 

&H&&&X& - This area contains over 100 hentage resource sites with most sites located along 
the northwestern edge of the Big Hole Mountains The majority of these sites are Native American 
hunting camps and llthic workshops. Historic Euro-American sites are associated with early 20th cen- 
tury mining and ranching The Palisades Mountams area is one of the least inventoried areas of the 
Forest Site types and frequencies are relatively unknown. 

There is potential to enhance and interpret early 20th century limekiln and mining sites. lnterpretabon of 
a National Register-eligible Nabve American site at Table Rock Campground also has potential. 

C~&QI.I - The Caribou Range is one of the least inventorled areas of the Forest, however, 50 heritage 
resources have been identtiied. All but two sites are Natrve American hunting camps, llthlc workshops 
and volcanic glass quarry sites This area also contains the Currant Creek and Brockman Guard 
Stations, Forest Service administrative &es eligible for the National Register of Histonc Sties. Potential 
exists for Interpretation of the guard stations as early 20th century Forest SetvIce sites. 

Quality of Life 

The Center for Business Research and Services of Idaho State University has conducted recent sur- 
veys of Quality of Life perceptions among area residents in Fremont County and the City of Idaho Falls. 
These two areas are vastly different in terms of population, income structure, employment opportuni- 
ties, and other demcgraphlc charactenstlcs. In both surveys, many of the questions relate to concerns 
people have with regard to their everyday Iwes-things like shcpplng and local government services 
The amount of information presented which relates to the Forest IS ltmrted The surveys do provide 
some insight Into how area residents perceive their living environments. 

Fremont County 

Air QuaMy and “Open Spaces and Green Spaces” were the quality of life attributes respondents were 
most eatrsfled with. Employment opportunltres and the Avallablllty of Retall Shopping were the at- 
tnbutes with the least amount of satisfaction. Among respondents, 43% felt that Tourism was the type 
of Ideal busmess they would like to see locate In Fremont county Some 34% felt the same way about 
General Manufacturing Employment Opportunities, Level of lndivldual Well-Being, and Public Educa- 
tion were Identified as being the most Important in determining quality of life. 

City of Idaho Falls 

Favorable characterlstlcs of Ife m Idaho Falls included a Low Local Tax Rate, Medical Services, and 
Salary and Wage Levels. In making choices among conflicting akernatives, respondents found these 
selectlons to be the most acceptable. Llmrt Economic and Population Growth (32%) and Increase 
Taxes and the Local Cost of Llvmg (31%). The least acceptable choices were to Permit Degrading of 
the Environment (30%) and Increase Taxes and the Local Cost of Livmg (27%). 
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Minorities and Women 

Various programs have been implemented on the Forest to focus the resources of these group mem- 
bers on Forest actlvltles to the benefit of both the Forest and the mdlviduals This effort is reflected In 
Forest Service knng, supervising and contracting procedures. Under authonty of a number of civil 
rights and equal employment opportunity acts and executive orders the Forest intends to continue 

+ Eradication of all forms of illegal discnmination from facilities, programs, activities. contracting, 
and hiring practices. 

+ Positive action in helping to provide developmental opportunities for the disabled, minorities, 
women, and all other employees 

+ Providmg coordmators for the Equal Employment Opportunity, Federal Women’s, and Hlspanic 
programs 

+ Civil Rights Actlon Team activities. 

+ Civil rights training for all employees. 

Coordination with Other Agencies 

The importance of coordlnatmg management within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem has been rec- 
ognized by the public land management agencies To that end, the Greater Yellowstone Coordinatmg 
Committee was established m the early 1960’s This group consists of Natlonal Park and Nabonal 
Forest managers who meet twice yearly to discuss issues and improve coordination between the two 
agencies. 

There are many examples of how the various National Forests and Parks of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem have coordinated management across junsdlctional boundanes. The agencies have an 
ecosystem-wide Grizzly Bear Recovety Plan. Changes in these umform guldelines for grizzly bear 
management are coordinated among the Forests and Parks. Unform regulations for recreation use in 
the area have been inltlated for the 1995 summer season. Federal and state agencies in the GYE are 
implementing coordinated guldelines for management of noxious weeds and exotic plants Fire man- 
agement IS another area where resources and policies are shared across Forest and Park boundaries 
Currently the Forest is participatmg In the Integrated winter sports planning taking place throughout the 
ecosystem. As the Revlslon for the Forest IS implemented, ccordmatlon with fellow managers in the 
ecosystem will contmue. 

V. PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

TIMBER 

Timber - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

The amount of forested land by tree species group and age class on the Forest was dlsplayed earlier in 
Table Ill-l. 

Table Ill-23 displays the total gross volume growing on the Forest by species and by subsection. 
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11 MBF per acre (LP=S 1. DF=9 0, Mxed LPiDF=7 9, Other Mwed Conder = 12 4, Spruce/Subalpme Rr=13 9, Aspen=3 2) x 57 
(About 57% of the forested land 18 tentabvely suntable) 

LPP = Lodgepole pme, DF = Douglas-fir, MX = Douglas-firAodgepole pme, MX3 = three or more cowfer speass mlxed, 
S/F = Englemann SprucelSubalpme fir, AS = Aspen 

Tentatively Suitable Forest Land 

Whrle the volumes shown In Table Ill-23 exist on the Forest, not all acres are available for timber 
haNest. In order to determine whrch land can be managed for timber productron a Tentahvely Sueable 
Forest Land Classificatron process IS used. 

Tentatively smtable forest land IS defined as land that is producrng or is capable of producing crops of 
industrial wood and meets the followmg cntena 

(a) Has not been wrthdrawn by Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the Chref of the Forest 
Servtce. 

(b) Existing technology and knowledge IS avarIable to ensure timber production without irreversible 
damage to solIs productivrty, or watershed condihons. 

(c) Exishng technology and knowledge provides reasonable assurance that It is possible to restock 
adequately within 5 years after final harvest. 

(d) Adequate information is avarIable to project responses to timber management activihes. 

Tentatively suitable acres for the Forest have been determined and the process Is displayed in Process 
Paper C. This amounts to 703,100 acres or approxtmately 57 percent of the total forested land on the 
forest Table Ill-24 below displays Tentatively Suitable Acres by Ranger Drstrict and Ecological Sub- 
section. 
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Table Ill-24 Tentatively Suttable Timber Acres by Ranger Dlstrlct and Subsection 

LemhV Centennial Island Madwan Teton Big Hole/ Caribou Total 
Medune Lodge Mountains Park Plateau Range Palisades 

Dubois 13,040 79,700 0 0 0 0 0 92,740 

Island Park 0 91,100 64,000 47,640 0 0 0 202,740 

lAshton I 01 0 1 151,070 I 107,230 I 3.330 I 01 0 I 261,630 I 

Palisades 0 0 0 0 0 33,560 30,730 64,310 

Teton Basin 0 0 31,090 0 17,710 32,880 0 61,660 

Total 13,040 171,600 246,160 154,670 21,040 66,460 30,730 703,100 

The 703,100 acres shown above is 249,300 less than the 952,400 acres identified in the 1985 Land and 
Resource Management Plan The primary dtfference between the two analyses is assoctatsd wtth the 
amount of nonforest acres The 1985 analysts tdenttfted 390,300 acres of nonforest lands and the 
current analysts tdenttftes 681,079 acres, a dtffsrence of 290,779 acres. 

The current analysis utilizes more up-to-date data than in 1985. The Forest has more stand exam 
tnformatton than previous and land-sat data was used in areas where stand exam data dtd not extst A 
comparison of the two analyses if found tn Process Paper C. 

Similarly, Table Ill-25 displays tentatively suitable acres by spectes and age class. 
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Table Ill-25 Timber lnfomahon by Subsections 

Lodgepole Pme (LPP) 
Non-stocked 
Seedkngs 
Saplings 
Pole 
Mature 

Douglas-fir (DF) 
Non-stocked 
Seedhgs 
Saplings 
Pole 
Mature 
Mahm-pm harvest 

Mixed LPP and DF 
Non-stocked 

Seedkngs 

0 2,500 17,420 13,460 170 4,270 250 10 38,090 
1,970 10,980 48,340 27,250 0 770 60 23 89,370 

0 4,730 19,580 14,%m 0 1.160 0 11 40,370 
0 4,610 9,810 6,470 1,510 690 0 7 25,290 
0 22,560 81,920 62,260 4,440 13,920 1.590 49 186,660 

0 580 300 610 90 510 0 1 2,090 
180 1,610 0 60 0 160 0 1 2,030 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 290 320 0 100 60 0 1 770 

10,890 79,930 23,760 5,290 980 3,310 3,910 94 126,090 
0 3,430 0 0 0 120 0 3 3.550 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 200 210 680 0 330 0 1 1,420 
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Based on the number of tentatively suitable forested acres Identified m Process Paper C and shown m 
Table Ill-24 above and a gross volume per acre derived from local forest yield-tables, Table Ill-26 below 
displays the Total gross Volume (MCF and MBF) by species by ecological subsection that is currently 
growing on the tentatively suitable forest acres. 

Table Ill-26 Merchantable Volume (MCF and MBF) for TentabvelySu~table Forest Land 

Lemhll centermal Island Madwon Teton 810 Cartbou Total 
MedIane Mountems Park Plateau Range Holes/ 

Lodge Pakades 

MERCHANTABLE VOLUME IN THOUSANDS OF CUBIC FEET fMCFl BY SPECIES I/ 

LPP MCF Volume 
DF MCF Volume 
LPiDF MCF Volume 
Other mlxed MCF Volume 
SpmceiFlr MCF Volume 
Aspen MCF Volume 

VOLUME MCF 

THOUSANDS OF BOARD FEET (MBF) BY $ 

DF Bd Ft. Volume 
MX BD Ft Volume 
MX3 Bd Ft Volume 
S/F Bd Ft. Volume 
AS BD Ft Volume 

133,406 502,579 381,904 27,239 85,399 9.755 1,145,282 
717,372 213,426 47,476 8,795 29,707 35,092 1,149,608 
110,926 240,604 104,201 33,547 189.265 82,760 761,293 
208,629 42,694 49,148 64,735 93,951 22,712 461,919 

26,655 2,221 10,273 9,302 2,777 2,499 53,727 
12.953 10,451 4,941 10,103 26,729 37,688 102,866 

f,214,941 I,Oll,97 597,945 153,771 427,618 190.6OS 3,694,694 

LP=l 5, DF=i 6, Mwd LP/DF=l 7, Other Mixed Comfer-2 6, SpruceISubalplne F1r=2 5, Aspen=0 6 
2, MBF per acre’ LP.6 1, DF=9 0. Mlxed LP/DF.7 9. Other Mlxed Con,fer=12 4. SprucelSubalpme Rr=13 9. Asr,en=S 2 I 

Future Supply and Demand 

The projected demand-supply situahon in the United States implies rismg prices for timber. In the U S. 
economy, demand and supply for market commodities are equated through price adjustments and the 
workmgs of the market When demand Increases faster than supply, price brings the two together by 
reducing demand and/or by mducmg supply Increases (USDA Forest Setvoe, 1990 RPA Assessment). 

In general, It is expected that the price of softwood roundwood will follow the historic trend and continue 
to Increase faster than the rate of Inflation for at least the next 50 years (USDA Forest Service, 1990 
RPA Assessment), an indicator that demand from an increasing population WIII rise faster than supply 
can respond. 

SUPPlY 

The local demand-supply situation generally reflects the natronal and reglonal trend. The following IS a 
brief analysis of supply and demand for our area. 
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Table ill-27 drsplays sources of trmber that have been avarlable in the past The volumes shown, 
(except for private land whrch IS an eshmate) are averages from the past 4-year (FY 92-95) sell program 
from the agencies listed While the actual amounts avarlable in the future are unknown, all sources 
(except for the Targhee National Forest) are assumed to be constant for at least the next 3-5 years. Of 
the total, 15.1 MMBF or 51 percent histoncally came from the Forest. This rncludes sawtimber, round- 
wood, commercial and personal use firewood 

Table 111-27. Average Volume per year available in local demand area. 

Source Tota’ Annua’ I I Quantity (MMBF) Sawtimber Products 

~ Targhee N.F. 15 1 8.8 6.3 
Caribou N.F 1.6 12 04 
Bridger-Teton N.F. 0.2 00 02 
Bureau of Land Mgmt. 3.2 3.0 0.2 
State of Idaho 43 4.1 0.2 
Pnvate Land 50 5.0 0.0 

Total 29.4 22.1 7.3 

Table Ill-28 below drsplays the expected demand for wood products in our area from all users. It does 
not mclude previous demand from Loursrana-Pacrfrc as they have announced they are closrng therr 
Rexburg mrll. It also assumes the present number and mrx of large and small timber operators WIII 
remain fairly constant. 

Table Ill-28 Total Demand for all Mills and Users (MMBF) 

Present Survival Maximum 
Level Level Effrcrency Level 

357 31 0 36.0 

The current demand for wood in our area, all operators, large and small (rncludrng personal use fire- 
wood), IS about 35.7 MMBF annually. The msxmum level of trmber demand, from all operators, neces- 
sary to meet the survival needs of hmber industry and personal use rn this area is 31 .O MMBF Thus level 
of harvest will just barely provide for the exrstence of the current number of operators at their minimum 
operatrng level, plus meet the current demand for ‘walk-In-the door” products and personal use frre- 
wood. To provrde for maximum efficiency of mrll operation and meet all demands for wood products that 
small operators receive and meet the current demand for personal use firewood and walk-m traffic, the 
level of umber offer should be approximately 36.0 MMBF. 

ReforestatiorwTimber Stand Improvement 

Table Ill-29 indrcates past levels of reforestation (Arhfrcial and Natural) and Timber Stand Improvement 
(Thmning) Activihes that have occurred on the Targhee National Forest. 
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Table Ill-29 Levels of Past Reforestation and Trmber Stand Improvements Actrvrhes 

198140 104,562 
1991 3,152 
1992 2,874 
1993 3,163 
1994 4,361 
1995 2,753 

Reforestahon 
Acres 

SI Acres 

11,563 
1,210 

397 
759 
493 
111 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock Grazing - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

Approximately 79 percent of the Forest’s 1.88 mrllron acres are in range allotments An estimated 67 
percent of thus area IS suitable for grazrng. Areas surtable for grazing have been determined by field 
range surveys. There are 154 allotments (76 cattle, 78 sheep) on the Forest where livestock grazing 
occurs. Of these 154 allotments, 15 sheep allotments are vacant and no grazing presently occurs. 
The current livestock use on the Targhee IS 148,065 Animal Unit Months (AUM’s) Permitted Irve- 
stock consrsts of 21,696 cattle and 72,005 sheep. A summary of grazing actrvrty by subsection is 
displayed on Table 111-30. 

Currently, 182 permrttses hold 201 grazrng permits which authorize grazing on the Forest. Nearly all of 
the permrttees are dependent on National Forest grazing privileges to sustain all or part of their Ikeli- 
hood. The fee paid to graze therr livestock Is based on a grazing fee formula establrshed by Congress. 

Livestock grazrng has been a use of both forested and nonforested plant communities throughout the 
Forest since before 1900 Effects of grazing, coupled with fire suppression, over time have promoted 
changes in species composition and biodrversrty within grazed areas. Although effects are noticeable in 
sagebrush, aspen and grazed forest communities, they are especrally critical in npanan commumhes. 
For addrtional information see the hsrbaceouslshrub vegetation sechon 

Table III-30 Lwstock Gramg Data by Subsechon 

I lndmdor I Subsechon I 

16.464 1 2.016 1 2.630 1 3.162 1 14.899 1 13.267 1 
3.765 

0 
1.241 

10 17 46 44 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

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

A descnptron of the Consequences of implementing the akernativss wrth respect to the following com- 
ponents and key Issues: 

Ecological Processes and Patterns and Key Issue Patch Size; 
Physical Elements Component; 
Biological Elements Component and Key Issues Rrparlan Heakh, Elk Vulnerability and Grizzly Bear 
Habitat; 
Forest Use Occupation and Key Issues Access and Wilderness; 
Productron of Natural Resources and Key Issue Timber Volume. 

The consequences are described rn terms of Consequences Common to All Akernatives, Consequences 
Which Vary by Alternative, and Cumulative Effects 

I. ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PAlTERNS 

This component IS described In two parts. “Ecological Processes” discusses the effects of each of the 
alternatives on the natural causal agents of fire, insects, and disease. “Ecological Patterns” discusses 
the effects of the alternatives on several important parameters which describe ecosystem conditions 
and spatlal relationshlps. 

The key issue element for this component IS patch size. The Indicator for this element is the area 
restricted to opening sizes smaller than the range of varrabikty A full dIscussion can be found at the 
beginning of the “Ecological Patterns” section in this component. Briefly, patch sizes would be smaller 
than the hlstonc range under all alternatIves In the Centenmal Mountains, Island Park, Madison Plateau, 
and Teton Range subsections, largely due to implementation of the standards and guidelines to protect 
goshawks. Each alternative also has some restrictions to protect visual quality or grizzly bear habrtat;T2= 
these additional restnctions are greatest in AlternatIves 3-M through 6. However, since timber harvest IS 
scheduled on less than 1 5 percent of the forested lands in these subsections, the scope of adverse 
effects deriving from smaller patch sizes is expected to be minor. 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES 

Fire 

The role of fire as an ecosystem disturbance agent has been greatly dimInished by fire suppression 
since the early 1900’s. To sustain healthy ecosystems on the Forest It is important to reestablish fire as 
a disturbance agent. This can be done by allowing Ilghtmng-caused fires to burn (prescribed natural 
fires) or by intentionally setting hres (prescribed management-igmted hres) to achieve specific manage- 
ment goals. Using prescribed fire tin concert with silvlcuitural treatments to reestablish historic fire 
intervals should reduce the suppresslon costs and resource losses caused by severe wildfires The 
following indicators measure how likely the Forest is to use prescribed fire as a tool in the next decade, 
given the risks and costs involved. 
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lndrcators 
1 Acres where use of prescrrbed fire is allowed, with few restrictions. 
2 Acres where bmber harvest is allowed with few restrrctrons This tends to reduce the risks associated 
wlth usrng prescribed fire. 
3. Mrles of motorized road and trawl access. Access can reduce the risks and costs assocrated wrth 
prescribed fire. 

Consequences - Fire management plans are requrred for porhons of the 
Forest that wrll recerve prescrrbed burning To date, only one such plan has been written, the Jededrah 
Smith Wilderness Frre Plan Thus fire plan has not been approved, rt IS estimated that this fire plan 
would be approved at about the same time as the FEIS for the Revision. Thus fire plan applies to all 
alternatives except Alternatrve 1. This plan will result rn Increased natural fire ecology within the Wrlder- 
ness, with the most potenbal for stand replacrng fires in the northern portion. Stand replacing fires would 
only occur under drought condrtions. In the southern part of the wrlderness, fires would be expected to 
remain small and burn rn Isolated groups of trees. 

Forestwrde It IS estimated that some 11,000 to 21,000 acres of the sagebrush/grass type wrll be burned 
in the first decade rn all alternatives, whtch amounts to about 4 to 8% of thus type on the Forest. The 
effect of thus will be to move acres wrth dense sagebrush canopres to earkerseral stages where sage- 
brush is less dommant Thus WIII create more of a mosaic of age classes than currently exists, thereby 
Improving diversity by reestablrshing grasses and forbs on these sates. However, the magmtude of thus 
program is not suffrcrent to sigmficantly alter the seral class drstribution of sagebrush/grassland overall. 
Although the exishng seral class distribution of this type is unknown, preliminary studies Indicate the 
Forest supports a hrghsr percentage of mrd- and late-seral stages than existed historically 

All akernatrves allow the use of presorrbed fire to some extent. Acreages of other vegetation commum- 
ties to be treated wrth fire are unknown in any alternative, but the likekhood that management wrll use 
this tool varies by alternative. 

/ Vary by Al&ma&e - Some restrichons are placed on the use of prescribed fire in 
all alternatives Reasons for the restrichons vary, but are primarily concerned wtth maintaining existing 
wildlife habitat and vrsual quality. Table IV-1 shows, by alternative, the number of acres where pre- 
scribed fire IS allowed wrthout significant restrictions on its use. AfternatIve 2 allows the most use of 
prescribed fires, and Alternahve 5 the least. However, the differences among alternahves based on this 
indrcator are not large. 

The rnabrkty to use bmber harvest or other methods to manipulate fuels and stand structures prior to a 
fire can significantly increase the risk of prescribed burning in the older age class forested stands 
Managers are less kkely to use fire as a tool when the risk of escape IS higher. Table IV-1 shows the 
number of acres where bmber harvest IS allowed with few restrrchons for each alternative. Alternatives 
1 and 2 allow the most fuel manipulahon via harvest, Alternatrves 3 and 3-M a sigmfrcantly lower amount, 
and m Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 harvest is very restncted. 

Motorized road and trawl access to prescribed burn areas can be Important for reducrng rusks and costs 
associated wrth prescribed fire. Roads and trawls can serve as contamment lines and provide escape 
routes Motorrzed access route mileage IS summarized by alternahve in Table IV-I. Motorized roads 
and trawls generally decrease from Alternative 2 through Alternative 6. Alternative 1 falls between After- 
natives 2 and 3 on this factor 

Based on the three Indicators, Aiternahves 1 and 2 would allow for the highest use of prescribed fires, 
Aiternatives 3 and 3-M sigmfrcantly lower amounts, and Atternatrves 4, 5 and 6 the least. 
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Cumulatrve Effects - Overall, the low number of acres scheduled for trmber harvest and the restricted 
motorrzed access across the Forest will limit the use of prescribed fse for all alternatrves, especrally rn 
the forested types. Alternative 2, with the hrghsst number of acres scheduled for harvest, only harvests 
1.7% of the existrng mature-or-older forested acres over the next ten years Additional vegetation ma- 
nipulatron WIII occur vra nonscheduled harvest (includrng unsurted lands) such as firewood removal, but 
thus small amount of fuel mampulatron IS not enough to allow managers to restore fire over large acre- 
ages with acceptable risks For commumty types where fire intervals are outside their historic range, all 
alternatives are expected to delay a return to more natural fire regimes for at least the next decade. A 
discussion of these effects by community type follows. 

ITable IV-1 Ecologrcal Process and Pattern lndrcators by Altematrve I 

Open Nonsystem Roads 4/ 
Open System Trawls 4/ 
Open Nonsystem Trawls 4/ 

Area Restncted to Openmg 
Srzes Smaller than Range of 
Vanabrlrty (Thousand Acres) 

47 25 82 259 310 333 330 

Acres of Aquatic Zones where 
Connectrvky IS MaIntaIned 
(thousands of acres) 

342 325 448 512 533 590 793 

Forested Acres In Matureor- 993,300 901,000 908,800 906,600 910,500 913,190 916,99C 
Older Age Classes 3/ 78 3% 78 2% 76 5% 78 7% 79 0% 79 2% 79 6% 

1/Prescr~pt~ons31.1,312,32,51,513,514,515,521,54,591,61,211,22,27,116, 
1 1 7, 1 18, 1.2, and 1 3. 
2/ Includes all forested lands wrthrn prescnptrons 5 1 and 5.1 3 
3l Assumes all harvest leads to reductron of mature component Also assumes no rngrowth Into the 
mature category rn the tirst decade Percents are percentages of total forested acres 
4/ The word ‘open’ means the roads and trawls do not have any restnctrons on motorized use 
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Sagebrush/Grass Ecosystem - With the removal of several fire cycles from these ecosystems, the 
preponderance of bg sagebrush stands fall within the moderate to dense canopy coverage class (greater 
than 15% canopy coverage). Under all alternatwes, only approximately 4 to 8% of the Forest sage- 
brush/grass acres are projected to be mampulated during the frrst decade. As a resuit, the majorrty of 
the big sagebrush acres will contmue to decline in overall watershed conditions (loss of understory 
vegetation resulbng m Increased susceptrbilrty to erosron, reduced water Infiltration and decreased or- 
ganic matter recruitment). 

As these ecosystems simplrfy, becomrng a homogeneous dense canopy of dense sagebrush, they 
become rncreasrngly susceptible to fires of higher seventy and rntensrty than what hrstorically occurred. 
lmplrcations of such fires include 

1. Potentral for loss of species not adapted to these “altered” fire regrmes (e.g., Idaho fescue), 

2. Loss of nutrrents and a lowering of srte productivity potential (more nutrients being stored within 
the dense overstory versus withrn the soil profile as histoncally -thus being more susceptible to loss 
through rgmtion), 

3 Higher potential for having more acres severely burned with subsequent chances for altenng the 
soils physical and chemrcal properties, 

4 Alteration of the natural resrstance and resiliency of the soils 

Lack of management withrn the sagebrush/grass ecosystem WIII also result in more acres which hrstori- 
tally supported sagebrush/grass being converted to condsrs and subsequent decrease in overall rnher- 
ent site producbvrty 

Aspen Ecosystem - Aspen IS mainly found on sorls that have a high Inherent productivity due to the 
nutrient cycling (leaf fall) that occurs wdhrn healthy stands. Over time as conifers Invade these sites the 
sorls begin to acrdrfy and nutrients are leached out of the productive surface layers to lower depths 
withrn the soil profile. If left unchecked, these sorls wrll mature and develop into SOIIS more surtable for 
conrfers and less likely to support healthy vrbrant aspen commumtres Thus will reduce future options or 
making future options more at risk for success 

Currently 93% of the aspen on the Forest IS mature or at pathologrcal rotation age Inability to regener- 
ate srgmficant amounts of aspen by fire will marntarn most of this type in the mature class, and WIII result 
in aspen’s being replaced by conifers in many cases Where thus occurs, the abrlrty of the soils to 
support aspen may be lost due to changes in soil chemistry or due to loss of clone root vitality. Severe 
fires are more likely to occur where conifers have become mrxed with aspen, whrch would tend to 
regenerate aspen as long as fires are not so hot that they destroy the aspen root systems (most root 
nodes for sproubng are 3-6 mm below the surface). 

Dry and Moist Douglas-fir, and Mrd and Lower Elevahon Subalprne Forest Fire Groups - These fire 
groups occur wrthin all subsections. Mean fire intervals within these fire groups rndrcates that one or 
more fire cycles may have been removed from these areas marnly through fire suppression. Results of 
atterrng the fire regrmes in these fire groups Include the following: 

1. Thickemng of the forest - potential loss of certain habitats (e g , aspen stands, wet/dry meadows, 
rrparran areas etc.) due to encroachment 

2 Accumulatron of more large organic materrals on the forest floor. As organic matter accumulates, 
decomposrtion rates decline and nutrrent cycles stagnate. Nitrogen mrneralizatron rates decline. 
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3. Decrease in stream flow and on-site water balance. Increase in interception, evaporation and 
transpiratton Available water is less. 

4 Development of ladder fuels 

Implications f fires of higher intensity and severii were to occur are as follows: 

1. The potential increases for the loss of species not adapted to these “altered” fire regimes (e g., 
old, past fire-reslstant Douglas-Fir). 

2. Loss of nutrients and a lowering of site productivity potential. Storing more nutrients above ground 
in the denser (more stems per acre) forest canopy instead of the soil profile as was historically the 
case makes them more susceptible to loss through fire 

3 There IS a higher potential for having more acres severely burned with subsequent chances for 
altering the ~011s’ physical and chemical properties or of developmg water-repellant layers with 
subsequent sensitivity to increased overland flows and eroslon. 

4. The natural resistance and restkency potential for the soils would be altered, requlnng longer 
recovery time and thus a longer risk period for resource damage. 

Historic forest structures of large, widely spaced Douglas-fir trees would not be restored during the first 
decade. Susoepbbillty to Douglas-fir beetle and western spruce budworm are expected to remain high 
due to dense stocking and muitlple-storied structure. 

Due to the long fire intervals (50-350 years) in the subalplne fir type, the historic fire patterns most likely 
have not been signdlcantly changed due to fire suppression. Failure to reintroduce fire m subalpine fir 
within the next decade is not expected to cause Important Impacts to this commumty type. 

Lodgepole Pins - Historic fire regimes in the lodgepole pine community type have not been seriously 
dlsrupted on the Forest. Significant lodgepole pine acreages have been returned to early age classes 
by past timber management, and within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem a large propottlon of this 
type was affected by the fires of 1988. Although the possibMy of severe stand-replacing fires still exists 
within this type, such fires are in line with what historically occurred The consequences of not reintro- 
ducing fire to this type are expected to be msigmflcant over the first decade. 

High Elevation Whltebark Pine - Lack of fire reintroduction at high elevations where whiiebark pine is 
found may contribute to the decline of this species. Newly burned areas which provide seedbeds will 
continue to be lackmg. Since much of the whitebark pine is mixed with subalpine fir, fires would likely be 
of high intensity leading to loss of mature whitebark pine trees. Both these conditions would reduce 
opportunities in this species for improved genetic resistance to whiie pine blister rust via gene recombl- 
nahon. 

Insects and Disease 

The environmental consequences discussed here focus primarily on pest management through forest 
vegetation manipulation. Forest management on timberlands provides the best opportunity to prevent 
or reduce the amount and impact of pest-related damage, although direct actions against pests may be 
necessary in specific (small scale) situations, as t relates to forest vegetation. With greater opportunity 
to manage forest vegetation, less damage would be anticipated. Areas managed intensively for timber 
would present the greatest oppottuntty to reduce or prevent timber losses, while areas managed 
nonintenslvely for bmber production would have antccipated higher timber losses. Another method in 
treating insects and disease is the use of halting or trap trees. Prescribed fire may be an appropriate 
tool in managing insects and disease, under some conditions. 
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Reducing competing vegetation m plantations increases available soil moisture and avaIlable light, and 
IS essential for acceptable seedling survival and growth. Controlling tree densities in timber stands 
improves tree health and vigor and greatly Increases their resistance to insect attack Replacmg exist- 
ing stands which contain a component of overmature, decadent trees with young trees reduces morlal- 
ity caused by insects and disease. 

lndlcators - Amount of treated acres of mature and older age classes 

n teAlI Alternatives - All alternatives allow some treatment of insects and dls- 
ease, including vegetation mampulation. However, the intensity of application and opportumties for 
managing pests will vary according to the kinds and intensities of resource management planned for 
each alternative Plantations of seedlmg, sapling and pole-size stands existrng from previous vegeta- 
bon manipulations WIII be treated during this planning period in order to enhance wgor and growth. The 
amount of treatment in these stands will be about the same for all aternatwss. 

All alternatives allow insects and disease to play their natural role I” ecologlcal succession in one or 
more management prescription areas Endemic levels of insects and disease are natural and should be 
expected. 

Vegetation management in developed recreation areas should result in improved health of the vegeta- 
bon, decreased tree mortality, and fewer hazardous trees Vegetation management in developed rec- 
reabon areas should remain about the same as the current sltuatlon assuming the same level of funding 
as in the past. 

Which Vary by Al&mat& - The amount of forested vegetation manipulation vanes in 
each alternative The alternatives with the most acres in the S-series prescnptions allow for the most 
vegetabon management Alternabve 2 allows the most forest management and Alternahve 6 the least 
(see Table II-I 6 Table IV-22). While the level of insects and disease activities expected from each 
alternatlve is difficult to measure, the amount of vegetation manipulation in each alternatlve is not signifi- 
cantly different. 

ve Fffects -All alternabves provide a low level of vegetabon management, and will not affect 
levels of insect and disease activity slgndicantly from past forest plan activities While the levels of 
vegetation management are lower than the previous planning period, treatment of mature stands at any 
level IS beneficial in reducmg insect and disease conditions. 

Under all the alternatives pest-caused mortality would be expected to increase as mature timber stands 
continue to become overmature. This could result in both an increased level of annual losses, and the 
increased possibility of large periodic losses from insect and disease epidemics. Pest-caused mortality 
would likely increase as vegetation management decreased, though the differences between alterna- 
tives are not likely to be sigmficant. 

ECOLOGICAL PATTERNS 

Patch Size 

Key indicator - Area restricted to opemng sizes smaller than the range of variability. 

Consequences -The size of forested patches in the Centenmal Mountams, 
Island Park, Madison and Teton Range Subsections were relatively large hlstorically, based on prellmi- 
nary analysis. All alternatlves WIII llmlt portions of these subsections to small openmg sizes of one-hall 
to 40 acres This has the effect of creating patch sizes smaller than what historically existed. For all 
alternatives this situation IS the result of lmplementmg goshawk standards and guidelmes. WIthin 5,400- 
acre foragmg areas around each goshawk nest, openmg size IS llmited to 40 acres or less (required by 
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Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines) The four subsections havrng historically larger patch sizes 
contain 29 known goshawk nests. Thus translates to 156,600 acres where management will result III 
patch sizes smaller than what occurred histoncally. It IS expected that more goshawk nests wrll be 
drscovered as surveys continue, which would expand the area limited to 40-acre opemngs. 

Vary by AitamaWe - Each alternative has some restrrctrons on the size of cre- 
ated opemngs whrch wrll move the Centennial Mountarns, Island Park, Madrson and Teton Range Sub- 
sections toward smaller patch sizes than exrsted historrcally. These limitations are generally included to 
protect vrsual qualrty or maintarn gnzzly bear habitat. Table IV-1 shows how many acres in these four 
subsections are placed under management prescriptrons with opening sizes smaller than the range of 
varrabrllty Alternatrves I, 2 and 3 have low acreages of restricted opening sizes, while in alternatives 3- 
M, 4, 5 and 6 these acreages are sigmfrcant. However, since scheduled timber harvest in alternatrves 
3-M, 4, 5 and 6 occurs on less than 1.5 percent of the forested lands in the four subsections, any 
adverse effects on overall patch size are expected to be manor. 

v - The effect of small openrng srze requirements is to move outsrde the range of 
vanability on portions of four subsections on the Forest. Past clearcuttrng, even whrle allowing up to 
IOO-acre openings, has already created smaller patch sizes than existed hrstorrcally in the Madison and 
Island Park Subsections. The sltuation could be exacerbated, particularly rn alternatives 3-M, 4,5 and 6, 
by requiring small opening sizes However, since scheduled timber harvest in these four alternatives 
over the entire coming decade would occur on less than 1.5 percent of the forested lands in the four 
subsschons, any adverse effects on overall patch srze are expected to be minor. 

Changes in patch srzes from what existed hrstoncally may affect mdrvrdual specres or ecosystem 
sustainabrkty; however, the nature and magnitude of such effects on the Forest are not known at this 
time. 

lndrcators 
1. Acres where aquatic connectrvity IS improved or maintained 
2. Open motorized road &trail mrles, which decrease connectivity 
3 Percent of forested acres I” mature or older age classes. 
4. Patterns of mature forests 

Aquatic Influence Zone - Buffers Intended to protect the entire aquatic influence zone and retain abun- 
dant riparian vegetation are utrlized in Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 It is anhcrpated that these alternatives 
WIII restore natural levels of connectivity at a relatively rapid rate (IO-30 years) Alternative 3-M, which 
protects the entire aquatic influence zone but retains less ripanan vegetation, will eventually restore 
natural levels of connectivity but at a much slower rate than Alternatives 4,5 and 6. Alternatives 2 and 
3 employ narrower buffers and less protechve standards and guides. It is expected that these alterna- 
tives will not restore natural levels of connectivity as effectively as alternatives 3-M, 4, 5, and 6. Alter- 
native 1 provides the narrowest buffers and the least protective standards and guides. This alternative 
is expected to be the least effective in restonng natural levels of connechvrty. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would not fully restore many stream reaches. Further information on aquatic ecosystems is shown in 
Table II-1 and under Aquahc and Riparian Resources rn the Biological Elements section of thus chapter. 

Tsrrestrral Zone - Since open motonzsd roads and trawls can interrupt wildlife movement and plant 
dispersal, the miles of such roads can be used as an Inverse measure of connectivity This IS drsplayed 
for each alternative rn Table IV-l. All alternatives show a gradually decreasing number of open motor- 
ized access miles All alternatives are expected to reduce open road mileages from the exishng condi- 
tions, thereby providrng bensftts to connectivrty. 
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The amount and pattern of mature or older age classes across the Forest can also Indicate levels of 
connectivity for species requrnng this type of habrtat. Higher amounts of mature age classes would 
likely provide greater connecbvrty. The percentage of forested acres in mature or older age classes IS 
shown by alternatrve rn Table IV-I. Across all alternatrves the mature forested acres exhrbff very little 
variation, rangrng from 76.2% to 79.6%. Aiternatrve 2, wtth the highest potentral timber harvest acreage, 
would harvest 17,ooO acres rn the first decade, whrch translates to 1 4% of the forested land. This IS not 
expected to create adverse effects on connectivity. Patterns of mature forest distribution do not vary by 
alternatrve There IS nothing rn any alternative that would prevent managers from providing for connec- 
tivrty by spatially arranging sate-specific prolects to approximate hrstoric vegetation patterns. 

Cumulative - Clearcutting over the past decade in the Island Park and Madrson Subsections has 
altered vegetatron patterns and connectrvrty from what existed hrstorically rn some watersheds. Srnce 
no harvest of these watersheds 16 planned rn any alternative within the next decade, there is lrttle 
likekhood that these areas wrll move further from their historrc patterns, nor wrll they be restored to 
hrstoric patterns Connectrvity based solely on vegetation patterns has not been signrfrcantly changed 
by past timber harvest rn other subsections. 

Current levels of motorrzed road and trawl density have reduced connectrvrty from hrstoric levels Forest- 
wide. Reductions m motorrzed roads and trails proposed under all alternatives wrll elimrnate some of 
these past effects Road restrictions whrch occur near adjacent ownerships are expected to increase 
habrtat connectrvrty over the current r&ration between Forest lands and those of its nerghbors. 

Along the western border of Yellowstone National Park, connectivrty IS significantly increased by mad 
reclamation and restrictions rn Aiternatrves 4,5 and 6 More moderate gains are realized rn Alternatrves 
1, 2, 3, and 3-M. 

Changes in connectivity from what existed historically may have already affected individual specres or 
ecosystem sustarnabitky; however, the nature and magnitude of such effects on the Forest, and whether 
they exist, are not known at this bme 

Adjacent Land Use Patterns 

Land uses occurring adjacent to the Forest may or may not be consistent with management being 
proposed for the Forest How the Forest frts within the context of its nerghbors is an Important factor rn 
understandmg the broad ecosystem patterns that result when the various alternatives are implemented. 
The appendices have mformatron on current management of lands adjacent to the Forest 

to All Alternatives - For the most part, management of the Forest IS expected 
to be compatible wrth adjacent land uses occurrrng on both publrc and private lands However, there are 
some cases where conflrcts may arrse. 

In all alternatrves, the exrstence and effectiveness of winter ranges for elk, deer and antelope may be 
affected by activitres on private land. Subdrvrsron of agrrcultural lands for homes and businesses IS 
expected to reduce winter range on prrvate lands, thereby rncreasrng pressure on the Forests wmter 
range. Thus IS a concern especially rn the Teton Range and Brg HolelPaltsades Subsections, where 
housrng developments are rncreasing raprdly m key wtnter range m the Teton Basin and Swan Valley 
areas. 

Other inconsrstencies between Forest management and adjacent jurisdrctrons exrst where there is a 
strong commodrty emphases next to desrgnated or recommended wilderness. lntensrve management 
activitres can detract from the wrlderness character and experrence by creating noise or vrsual impacts 
that are not consistent with wilderness. The most obvious example of this lies along the western 
boundary of Yellowstone Nahonal Park where the Forests past rntensrve timber management ends rn a 
sharp, strarght lrne against the wilderness emphases of the Park In all aitematrves thus WIII remarn 
vrsrble for several decades. 
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Another srtuatron that creates inconststency is managing for nonmotorized recreatron or wilderness 
adJacent to developed pnvate lands Private development and associated actrvrtres can detract from the 
intended nonmotorlzed experience by creabng norse or vrsual impacts that do not appear natural. 

In addition, keeping motorrzed vehicles off Forest lands IS extremely difficult when indrvrdual homes 
have direct access to the Forest. This inconsistency exists in every alternative to some extent 

Consecluences - Confkcts between grizzly bears and humans may become a 
problem where bear habrtat exists next to private ranches or housrng developments Any conflrcts that 
may anse would likely be tied to higher grizzly bear occupation of Forest habitat than currently exists. 
Akhough Grrzzly Bear Management Units on the Forest do not change between alternatives, the Irkeli- 
hood of conflicts may be greater rn alternatives which provide for better habiiat effectiveness If there is 
a resultant rncrease rn grizzly bear occupancy on Forest lands adjacent to other publrc and private lands 
(see the BIological Elements sectron of thrs chapter) Such problems would also be more prevalent in 
years when grizzly bear food sources are scarce. AdJacent lands most likely to experrence conflicts 
between bears and ranchrng operatrons are in the Henry’s Lake area, where grizzly bear habrtat lres 
directly adjacent to active ranches. Private developments in Island Park, Henry’s Lake Flat, Shotgun 
Valley and Robinson Creek/Fall River are those most lrkely to experience conflrcts with grizzly bears. 

There is an area of drscontcnutty between the Forest and the Gallatrn Natronal Forest in Alternative 2. 
The Lionhead area has been proposed as wilderness on both the Forest and Gallatrn National Forests 
in all alternatives except Alternatrve 2. The Forest portJon in Alternative 2 would have a commodity 
emphasis whrch would not match well wrth the Gallatrn’s proposal for wilderness. In addition, current 
management on the Gallatin IS for intensive range management adjacent to a portron of Targhes land 
proposed for the Lionhead wilderness area. Thus creates a management mconsrstency in Alternatives 
1,3,3-M,4,5and6 

Except for AlternatIve 2, all the alternatrves recommend the Lronhead Roadless Area for wilderness. 
The Lionhead recommended wilderness lies next to private lands which are rapldly being developed rn 
Henry’s Lake Flat. 

Private developments in the Swan Valley area abut small portions of the Forest proposed for nonmotor- 
ized recreabon or wllderness rn Alternatives 1,2,3,3-M and 4. Major portions of the Brg HoleIPaksades 
Subsection WIII have this problem in Akernattve 6 where proposed wilderness adJoIns developments in 
Swan Valley and southwest of Driggs. The Big Bend Ridge area near Ashton is proposed for nonmotor- 
ized management in Alternatives 5 and 6. This IS rnconslstent with development that is begrnning to 
occur on private lands rn this area. 

v - The distribution and number of wmtenng deer and elk on the Forest depends on 
winter seventy. The elk and deer winter range areas on the Forest are the upper elevatlonal limrts for 
these ranges. Generally, more winter range acres exrst at lower elevations on BLM, State, and pnvate 
lands, and a higher proportron of deer and elk winter at these lower elevations during most winters. 

As a result, subdivisron and loss of agricultural lands adlacent to the Forest and Increasing pressure on 
winter range may tugger reductions rn herd size over the long term. Natronal Forest wmter ranges 
cannot compensate for the loss of wmter range acres at lower elevations on adjacent lands If big game 
populations outstrip wrnter range capacity, winter range on the Forest could become degraded. The 
greatest impacts to the Forest from adlacent land uses are expected to result from conversion of agrr- 
cultural lands to housing and bustnesses. Agricultural lands provtde some habrtat for a variety of spe- 
cies, and much of this habitat could be lost as development contmues. Development may also create 
srgnificant impacts on the Forest by increasing recreation pressures. 
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Il. PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Soils and Geology 

lndrcators 
1 Miles or acres of road constructron 
2. ASQ (Allowable Sale Quanhty) 
3. Frrewood and Products Volume 
4. Roads Open, Restricted, Reclaimed/Obliterated (miles or acres) 

n to All Al&m&as - So11 disturbances related to developed recreation sites, 
unmanaged drspersed (includrng OHV) recreahon, concentrated developed areas (e g. electromc sites, 
admrmstrative sates, etc ), potenhal acres severely burned through prescribed fires wrthin the sage- 
brush/grass and forested ecosystem, and fuelwood harvest would be srmrlar under all alternatwes. 

Soil disturbance would continue to occur across approxrmately 350 acres within developed recreation 
sites and special use recreation sites So11 disturbance would marnly be the result of marntenance or 
reconstruction activihes, vehicles, and foot traffic In and between facllitles Such actrvltres would have 
an effect on the sorl’s hydrologic function (e g through compacbon and/or puddkng) and site productivrty 
(e g. erosion) 

Soil disturbance from unmanaged dispersed recreation and OHV use wrll be one of the main challenges 
to so11 quality management. Demand for these uses will contrnue to escalate wrth corresponding con- 
cerns At thus time, It IS difhcult to prolect whrch of the alternatives would present more concerns to solI 
quality. 

So11 drsturbance would conhnue to occur across approximately 110 acres of concentrated developed 
areas. Soil drsturbance would be the result of construcbonlreconstructionlmarntenance activrhes and 
vehicular/foot traffic. Areas of disturbance would be susceptible to being eroded, with a subsequent 
loss in site productivity. 

Severely burned conditions have the potential of occurring across 560 acres (5% of the area) where 
prescribed fire is used withrn the mountarn brg sagebrush/grass ecosystem. If areas of severely burned 
condibons occur in larger patches (acre or more), these areas would be more suscephble to erosion and 
would require a longer recovery period, thus presenting a longer risk period 

Approxrmately 38 milkon board feet of personal use fuelwood would be removed within the first decade 
Areas designated for personal use and commercral fuelwood gathering would be susceptible to reduc- 
tions rn sorl qualrty through such detrimental disturbances as displacement, compaction, puddlrng and 
removal of large woody debns necessary for maintenance of long term sate productwrty. The develop- 
ment of random sklddrng and access roads IS also a concern wrthln fuelwood areas srnce there is a 
tendency to dnve up to each log or snag harvested. 

Which Vary by Altamatrye (Refer to Table II-I) 

Scheduled Timber Harvest (ASQ Lands) - Land surface drsturbed by a variety of logging systems 
(tractor/cable) and cutting prescnphons (pnmarily shelterwood harvests) was evaluated Under Alterna- 
tive 6 no scheduled timber harvest would occur, thus no surface drsturbance. Of the remaining alterna- 
tives, Alternative 5 would result rn the least acres drsturbed i e., 675 acres over the coming decade 
Usmg Alternative 5 as a base, the remarmng alternahves (in ascendrng order) would expose twice as 
much (Alternatwes 4); three times as much (Alternatives I,3 and 3-M): and four times as much (Alter- 
nabve 2) the amount of bare solI as Alternative 5. Areas of bare soil could be either compacted, 
drsplaced or puddled or a combmation of these detrimental condrhons. These areas would be suscep 
table to erosion and subsequent loss in site productivity. Disturbed areas would be the result of bmber 
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harvesting prachces such as skiddrng, skrd trail networks, landings, etc. Ground based harveshng tech- 
mques may approach or exceed the 15% so11 disturbance threshold but should be held to acceptable 
levels by adhering to the So11 Quality Standards and Gurdelrnes. 

Nonscheduled Trmber Harvest - Trmber harvesting would also occur on nonASQ Lands (unsuitable 
lands). Trmber removal on nonASQ Lands would be In response to other resource needs, for instance, 
to remove hazard trees from developed recreahon areas, to Improve visrbrlity along roadways, wildlife 
needs etc. 

It IS possible, though currently unplanned, for substantially greater volumes of matenal to be harvested 
to meet ecosystem management objectives than has been the case in the past Volumes of timber to 
be removed would, rn all likelrhood, vary with each alternahve but the actual amounts that might occur 
are not known Concerns to the soil resource would be stmrlar to those expressed above on ASQ lands 
with the added concerns of a large number of these acres occurring on steep slopes (greater than 40 
percent) and/or not being readrly accessible. 

Roads - Land removed from the produchve land base due to existing and proposed roads would be least 
under Alternative 6 (4,978 acres). Using Alternative 6 as a basis for comparing the remaining alterna- 
tives, Aiternative 5 would remove 4 percent more acres from the productive land base, Alternatrve 4 
would remove 18 percent more, Alternabve 3 and 3-M would remove 42 percent more, Alternatrve 2 
would remove 57 percent more, and Alternative 1 would remove 78 percent more than Alternative 6 
Presently, there are 11,424 acres removed from the producbve land base from roads, which is higher 
than any of the proposed alternatrves These lands would be effectively removed from the Forest’s total 
prcduchve land base for the life of the road and would be susceptible to erosion/sediment. A hrgh 
percentage of these acres occur wrthin the aquatic influence zone, thus have a short delivery distance 
to a stream channel. One objective under the watershed activity schedule IS to inventory roads, trails, 
culverts, fords and stream crossings wrthin the aquatic influence zone by the year 2000. This inventory 
will identrfy problem areas and suggest remedial achons. 

Mrles of roads transecting soil types having mass lnstabilrty concerns IS least under Afternatives 6 (356 
miles, of which 42 miles occur on slopes over 40%). The highest number of mrles crossing sensitive soil 
types occurs within Alternahve 2 (three times the miles wrthin Alternative 6, 13% of whtch occur on 
slopes over 40%) The remanning alternatives (1,3,3-M, 4 and 5) have twtce the miles of Alternative 6, 
and 14% of their mrles occurnng on slopes greater than 40%. These road segments would be suscep- 
hble to mass erosron (especrally those slopes greater than 40%) and to berng major sedrment produc- 
ers-depending on their drarnage systems. 

Although Alternatives 1 and 2 allow the most access (open roads) and acres avarlable to cross-country 
motorized summer use (53% and 42% of the Forest available), it is difficult to predict rf drspersal of 
increasing numbers of recreabonists would result rn more or less damage to the soil resource. Srmrlarly, 
Alternatives 5 and 6 allow the least access (open roads) and acres available to cross-county motorized 
summer use (3% and 2% of the Forest avarlable). It likewise is difficult to predict whether concentrating 
recreationists into less area would result in more or less damage to the soil resource. In all cases, 
administratron, monitoring and enforcement would be key in lrmrtrng damage to the so11 resource. Alter- 
natives 3, 3-M and 4 are intermediary (in descending order) to the above alternatives with respect to 
access and area open to summer cross-country travel. 

Acres placed back into productivity (stabilized and revegetated) through road reclamabon/oblrteration 
would be highest under 6 (6,446 acres) and least under Alternative 1 (2,616 acres). Alternatives 2, 3 
and 3-M, 4, and 5 would be Intermediary, in ascending order, as to the number of acres placed back into 
production Obliterated roads would have a lower inherent site productivity than adjacent undisturbed 
sites but overall benefits from obliterahon is benefrctal to so11 and watershed condttrons. 
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Range - So11 disturbance (areas wtth Inadequate ground cover having exposed soil or areas where soil 
conditions are In a downward trend, e.g. erodrng) would be least under Aiternatwes 4, 5, and 6. Aiterna- 
trves 2, 3, 3-M would be rntermedrary So11 disturbance would be highest under Aiternahve 1 These 
areas would be suscephble to erosron and decreasrng site prcductivrty. 

Drspersed Recreation - Land surface disturbance wrthin areas managed for drspersed recreahon would 
be potentially greatest under Alternatives 1, 5 and 6 because they have the fewest acres on which 
dispersed recreation sites would be more stnctly managed. AlternatIves 2, 3, 3-M, and 4 would place 
more drspersed sites under management and potentially result in less sod damage. Foot traffic and 
vehrcles would be the main source of so11 drsturbance resuihng in compactron, displacement, or pud- 
dling. These areas would be susceptible to erosion and have lower productivrty potentials than ad)acent 
undrsturbed areas. 

Cumulative - Based on the level of achvrhes berng projected within 
the various ecosystems, some cumulatwe impacts will be similar across all the alternatives. The eco- 
logical cumulatrve impacts to soils are described in the Ecological Processes and Patterns secbon 

Because all of these alternatives call for management outside the historical range of mean fire intervals 
thus perpetuahng altered ecosystems, rt IS very Important to mitigate, protect or intensrvely manage 
these ecosystems to achreve and marntain the desrred future condition These ecosystems are suscep- 
tible to fires of higher intensrtylseventy. 

It IS anticipated that dispersed recreation may increase over the current situabon by 40% over the next 
decade thus havrng the greatest potential Increase in relation to other Forest uses. Demands and 
potential conflrcts by thus group of users WIII conbnue to escalate in the future. Potential cumulative 
impacts from this use could be very similar under all alternahves (e.g., compacbotidisplacement, loss of 
vegetation ground cover, increased erosron potenbal, rutting, nlVgully formation, etc.). 

e Fffev 

Management-Induced -Open roads also have the potential to produce continued cumulatrve impacts on 
soil quality (erosion and sedimentation) and overall watershed values. As mentioned previously, of 
particular concern IS the potenbal for mass erosron occurnng along roads that pass through soils having 
mass instabikty concerns (especially on those where side slopes are greater than 40%) Greatest 
potential for cumulabve Impacts (negative) from roads is under Alternative 2; continuing in descending 
order of impacts-l, 3 6 3-M, 4, 5, 6. 

Dunng the next decade, Camas Creek (Watershed 025) is the only watershed scheduled to have hmber 
harvesting (in all alternatives except Alternative 6) that has 20% or more of the area in a hydrologically 
disturbed condrbon 

CumuIeb~ctsSumman, - Overall, soil qua@ on the Forest should improve over the existrng 
situahon under all alternatwes. So11 quality standards and guideknes have been established to help 
drrect soil quakty improvement, maintenance, and/or enhancement withrn managed portions of the For- 
est. These standards and gurdelines have been Incorporated within the Revisron. 

Management-Induced cumulatrve Impacts (acres drsturbed compared to total acres/alternabve open for 
muftrple use management) to the solI resource would be greatest under Alternatives 1 & 3-M (6%), 
AlternatIves 2, 3, 6 (5%) and Akernatives 4 & 5 (4%). 

Ecological cumulatrve Impacts to the so11 resource are very similar under all alternatives, especially 
wlthrn the sagebru#grass and aspen ecosystems and within the Dry and Moist Douglas-Fir; and Mid 
and Lower Elevatron Subalprne Forest Frre Groups. 
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There IS a risk to soil quakty wrthrn unmanaged portIons of the Forest as menboned under the previous 
section enbtled “Ecological Processes.” Because all the altsrnahves manage these ecosystems out- 
side of their historic mean fire Intervals then plans need to be formulated to mrhgate, protect or mten- 
sively manage these ecosystems/fire groups to maintain the desired future condrhons. Because thus 
has not yet been done, there isa nsk wrthrn these ecosystems/firs groups of havrng adverse effects take 
place to the sotI resource through the occurrence of fires of hrgher severity and rntensrty than what 
hrstorically happened. 

Air Quality 

lndrcator - Potential to exceed Idaho or Wyomrng Ambrent Air Quakty Standards. 

Vary by Altamahva - Alternahve 1 allows the most activities on forest lands; this 
would subject air quality to more degradahon from management acbvltres than the other alternatrves. 
Alternahve 6 allows the least activities on forest lands-thus would be less kkely to cause air quality 
degradation from management actrvrhes An exceptron to these consequences would be the effects on 
air quality caused by catastrophrc wildfire. Those effects are drscussed in the cumulabve effects sec- 
tion. 

Cumulative - Severe wildfire would be the pnmary event that would cause air quality degrada- 
tion. Although there is risk of severe wildfrre with all the alternatives, the risks would be hrgher with 
alternatives whrch limit the use of management activrbes the most. Activities such as prescribed fire 
(natural and management-igmted), trmber harvest, or other vegetation mampulation methods used to 
reduce fuel loadrngs and modify stand structure, could decrease the risks of detenorabng air quakty 
caused by wildfrres on the Forest Short-duration smoke events that meets state smoke management 
guidelines during early or late seasons could reduce the visual and health impacts caused by a high 
severity wrldfire during the high vrsrtor use season 

Impacts on cave resources would be the same for all alternatlves. These would result from normal 
recreational use of the caves. Obtaining management fundrng for cave inventones, nomrnatrons, etc 
may be more limited under Alternatives 4-6 than in hrgher achvlty alternabves (1, 2, 3, 3-M). 

Lands 

There would be no Impacts on lands from any alternative. 

* 

The followrng plans are incorporated rn the Revision by reference. 
*Land Adjustment Plan 
*Right-of-Way Acquisition Plan 
*Encroachment Plan 

All three plans wrll be located in the landlrne section offrce on the Forest These plans will subject to 
yearly updating by the landline secbon. 

Minerals 

Indicators 
1 Area Open to Mrneral Leasrng 
2 Area Open to Locatable Mineral Entry 
3 Area Open to Mrneral Material Entry 
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n to All Alternabvee - Under all aiternahves mrneral resources wrll be available 
for extraction. However, access and avarlabrkty of lands for explorahon and development wrll vary by 
alternative as indicated by Table IV-2. 

The Forest 011 and Gas Leasing EIS will make the availability decision (acres available for oil and gas 
leasing) and WIII be coordinated with the Revision. 

ch Varv bv Alternative - Aiternatives reflectrng more developed recreahon sites and 
facikties, more roadless areas which are to remain undeveloped, and more acres recommended for 
wilderness designation than in Alternabve 1 wrll reduce the avarlabrlrty of lands for mineral exploratron 
and development. As displayed rn Table IV-Z, Alternatrves 1 and 2, in which no addrtronal lands are 
recommended for wilderness classification than currently exrst, provides the most land available for 
mineral explorabon and development Alternabve 6, whrch has the most acres recommended for welder- 
ness, provides the least amount of land avarlable for mineral explorabon and development. 

Cumulative - Alternabves which lrmrt development acbvrbes on the Forest wrll have a tendency 
to also limrt the utilization of mrneral resources by restnctrng access and availabrkty of lands for mrneral 
extraction. Conversely, alternahves which provide opportunities for development activrbes wrll also 
provide opportumties for the utikzation of mineral resources. Thus, cumulative effects of development 
activitres in the long-run is benefrcral to the utilization of mineral resources. 

Table IV-2. Comparison of Minerals Effects (Acreages are in thousands) 

I Alternahve 

1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

Acres Open to Locatable and Mineral Entw 1,383 1,414 1,324 1,277 1,340 1,197 968 

The area analyzed rn the Oil and Gas Leasing EIS IS 1,102,828 acres, which excluded the existing 
wilderness and Island Park areas of the Forest. Thus, the actual avarlable acreage figure for oil and gas 
leasing wrll be less than that shown for all alternatrves However, the acres by alternatrve are accurate 
for other leasables including phosphate and coal 

Historically discovery of valuable minerals In economrc quantrtres to warrant development and produc- 
tron have been relabvely Infrequent on the Forest when compared to other forests rn the region. The 
probabikty of mineral resource development is margrnal grven the current geologic knowledge of the 
Forest. The only current mrneral actrvrty of consequence IS the extracbon of travertine on the Palisades 
Ranger Drstnct. Before that, in the mrd-to-late 1800’s, the mining of lead in the western portion of the 
Forest was srgmfrcant 

III. BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Two parts make up the description of the Biological Component. These two parts are Aquatic and 
Riparian Ecosystems; and Terrestrial Ecosystems (upland forested and upland nonforested). Under 
each of these a key rndrcator IS drscussed frrst, wrth other indicators described subsequently. 
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AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS 

Key lndrcator - Ripanan acres not meeting DVC due to continual grazing and rntroducbon of nonnative 
species (includrng acres rn undetermined status) 

The nparian vegetabon along some streams would not be expected to Improve to a desired condrtron 
wrthrn 1 O-1 5 years, even in the absence of livestock grazrng. Under Alternative 1, ripanan forage utrliza- 
bon would be managed to retam a specified percentage of plant material at the end of the grazrng 
season rather than retarmng a specified stubble height at the end of the grazing period. All otherafterna- 
tives employ specified stubble heights 

Compared to the existing srtuabon; all alternahves close an addrhonal98,214 acres to grazing. Alterna- 
tives 3-M and 4 “phase out” grazrng on an addrtronal 172,186 acres and Alternatrves 5 and 6 rmmedi- 
ately close the same acres Identified In Alternatrves 3-M and 4. These acres that will be closed wrll show 
Improvements in vegetatron composrtion rn the riparian communities faster than those acres with graz- 
mg. 

Under Aiternahvs 1~ ripanan vegetatron trends wrll show slow Improvements rn species composrbon 
from fine-rooted specres like Kentucky bluegrass, to coarse-rooted species kke beaked sedge, on allot- 
ments wrth rotation grazing systems. Approxrmately 18,810 acres (68%) of the npanan vegetahon WIII 
meet DVC, whale 4,945 acres (18%) are predicted to move slowly towards DVC. Allotments with sea- 
son-long grazrng will tend to remain in their current condrtion (stabc); or as stream systems and water 
tables are lowered, the npanan communities will change to dryer upland specres, lower successronal 
ripanan species, or introduced and weedy species Loss of habrtat for riparian sensitive plant species 
are greatest in thus alternative. Compared to the existing srtuation, npanan acres not meeting DVC WIII 
Increase from the current 3,650 acres to 3,963 acres during the frrst decade (Table II-I). Fish habitat 
condrtions, and bank stabikty, would Improve slowly to a moderate level commensurate with improved 
nparian vegetabon. (Defimbons and measurement protocol from Quigley et al , 1989.) 

Compared to the existing situatron, Alternatives 2,3, and 3-M increase the riparian acres meeting DVC 
from 66% to 72%, whrle 19% will move toward DVC wrth the 4” HGL stubble height grazrng requirement 
Streamsrde Btex specres WIII increase along streamsides and WIII better retarn yearly sediments, In- 
creasrng the habrtat divers@, water-holding capabilities and hydrological condrhons of the system 
Sensitive plant habitats and biodiversrty will increase moderately with these alternatives Compared to 
the existing situation, ripanan acres not meeting desired vegetabon conditions wrll decrease from 3,650 
acres to 2,476 acres (9%) dunng the first decade (Table II-I). This would result in a moderate rate of 
recovery and moderately high level of fisheries habitat quakty commensurate wrth improved nparian 
vegetatron and streambank conditions 

Compared to the exrsbng situation, Alternabves 4, 5, and 6 increase the nparian acres meeting DVC 
from 68% to 76%, whrle 18% will move toward DVC, with the 6” HGL stubble herght grazing requrre- 
ments. Increased vegetabon cover will hold greater amounts of sediment, accelerating changes over 
those in Afternatrves 2, 3, and 3-M. These alternabves also have the greatest potential to improve 
riparian sensitive plant habrtats and improve biodiversrty by increasrng habitat diver&y. Compared to 
the exlstmg situation, ripanan acres not meeting DVC will decrease from 3,650 acres to 1,744 acres 
(6%) during the frrst decade (Table II-I) Thus would result in a raprd rate of recovery of degraded 
habitats and a hrgh level of fishenes habltat quality commensurate with improved riparian vegetation 
and streambank condrbons. 

Aitsrnative 1 wrll have 3,963 acres (14%) Alternatives 2,3, and 3-M will have 2,476 acres (9%) and 
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 WIII have 1,744 acres (6%) of the nparian vegetabon in undesirable, shallow 
rooted species. Plant communities wrth a high percentage of shallow-rooted specres Increase the nsk 
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of flood events lowering stream channels, rncreasrng bank-cutting, changrng stream gradrents, and 
changrng riparian commumtres to upland commumhes wrth lowering of water tables. 

Alternatrves 2, 3, 3-M, 4,5, and 6 will all show an Increase rn Carex complexes along stream edges that 
have a greater chance of trapping sediment and Improving the vegetahon diversity of the npanan areas 

Indicators 
1. Number of stream crossings 
2. Acres of bmber harvest in headwaters 
3. Miles of nabve cutthroat trout stream with at least 6” HGL (Hydric Green Line) stubble herght 
remarmng at the end of the grazing penod 
4. Miles of fish-beanng stream habrtat with at least 4” HGL stubble height remarmng at the end of the 
grazing period 
5 Acres impacted by developed recreatronal sites tn the aquabc influence zone as defined by the 
buffers described In prescnpbon 2 8.3 
6. Acres roaded rn the aquatcc Influence zone 

n to All AlternaWee - Land drsturbance and Impacts to ripanan areas will take 
place under all alternatives, the magmtude of these effects wrll vary by akernatrve. Closure of roads and 
trails wrthin the aquabc Influence zone would create new sediment sources due to ground disturbance 
under all alternatives. This would be a short-term Impact to npanan areas and water bodres, lasting a 
maxrmum of approximately three years (until the drsturbed srtes were stabrkzed) These closures would, 
however, provrde a long-term benefit to aquatic and riparian resources once they became effechve (i.e., 
when the vegetation was estabkshed). If road prisms are not removed where they exrst rn floodplains, 
even with road closure, floodplain and stream functrons could be adversely affected by the confinement 
presented by these features. 

There wall be no drfference between alternatives in the amount of water diverted from streams on Na- 
tional Forest System lands by private parhes, for use under specral use permrts. There will also be no 
drfference in the amount of water @stream flow and consumptive uses) claimed for Natronal Forest 
purposes through the Snake Rover Basin Adludrcahon: no new uses after 1987 are clarmed. There may 
be a drfference between atternatnes in the amount of water under appkcation and kcense for consump- 
bve use (e.g., for kvestockwatenng), but the drfferencesshould be small Compliance wrth legal require- 
ments, such as meeting State water quality standards, will not differ between alternatives 

Acres affected by developed rscreabonal sates and specral use permrt recreabon sates wrthrn the aquatrc 
influence zone would vary little by alternative All alternatives would have approximately 1 ,I 00 acres of 
disturbance associated wrth these srtes wlthrn the aquatic influence zone Impacts from dispersed rec- 
reation are discussed rn the recreatron se&on. 

VarybyAkemat& 

Direct Impact - See Table II-1 Direct Impacts to streams and npanan areas on Natronal Forest System 
lands are of three general types. 

1. Change in streambank, npanan solI, and npanan vegetation characteristics, 
2. Direct In-channel alteration, 
3. Change rn the amount of sedrment dekvered to streams, and therefore the load that the stream 
must transport 

Change in Riparian SolIs, Vegetabon, and Streambanks - Damage of npanan SOIIS by compactron, 
drsplacement, rutting, or puddkng can reduce ripanan so11 produchvrty through changes rn infrltratron 
charactenstics and a reductron In the abrlrty of soils to support desirable npanan vegetabon. Changes rn 
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the composltlon of nparian vegetation commumtles and loss of plant vigor result from such adverse 
impacts to soils, as well as from direct impacts from overuse by wildlife, livestock, or people. Refer to the 
key Indicator discusslon under Aquatic and Ripanan Resources 

Direct In-Channel AIteratIon - These actlons include puttmg a structure Into a stream and changing 
channel hydraulics, or changing some aspect of the stream’s geometry (e.g , increasing its gradient) by 
mechanical alteration 

Potential for direct impacts associated with road crossings would vary by alternabve The greatest 
potential would exist under Alternative I, gradually decreasmg unbl Alternative 6, which has approxl- 
mately 2,200 fewer crossings than AlternatIve 1. This could be a tangible difference Forestwide, even 
between consecutive alternatives (e.g , AlternatIve 2 has about 400 fewer crossings than AlternatIve 1) 

Change in Sediment Delivery and Load - Natural events, such as high spring runoff, may lead to both 
Increased sediment delivery to streams and Increased erosive energy to move the sediment Roads are 
major sources of sediment, especially when they are near streams or cross them. Since forest roads 
contnbute an estimated 85-90% of the ssdlment reaching streams in dlsturbed forest land (Burroughs, 
1990), the amount of roads wtihin the aquatlc Influence zone and number of stream crossings are used 
as Indicators of sediment delivered to streams. 

Many roads and trails located wlthm the aquatic influence zone would be closed in all alternatives. 
Acres of open roads within the aquattc influence zone steadily decreases from a high of 9,552 acres 
under Alternative 1 to a low of 4,787 acres under alternative 6, which IS half the acres affected under 
Alternative 1. Such a decrease in roads within the aquabc influence zone means a proportional de- 
crease in the potential for sediment delivery to streams, for delivery of other pollutants, and for detn- 
mental tmpacts to nparian areas. The influence of road prisms would sbll exist d they were not removed. 
Differences in impacts from road crossings would be the same as discussed under section 2, above 
(direct m-channel alteration). An inventory of roads WIII determIne where there are problems and provide 
recommendations to reduce impacts to acceptable levels 

e Fffecte 

Hydrologic Effects - Manipulabon of vegetation has the potential to alter streamflow regimes Research- 
ers have shown that creation of large openings, especrally in small (i.e., headwater) watersheds allows 
for Increased snow accumulation and more exposure to the sun. This results in higher peak flows that 
occur earlier than under preexisting conditions, having the potential to deliver more sediment to streams 
and destabtlize channels. The increase In sediment delivery due to changes in peak flows cannot be 
calculated nor estimated 

The highest potential for cumulative impacts from vegetation mampulation in headwater areas would 
exist under Alternabve 2. AlternatIves 1 and 3 have the next highest potential, and 3-M, 4, and 5 have 
the lowest, for alternatives having vegetabon mampulation. There would be no Impact under Alternative 
6. From a watershed perspschve, watersheds 10 (Buffalo River) and 12 (Warm River) appear to have 
potential for adverse cumulative Impacts under all alternabves due to past activlbes. No additional 
harvest is planned in these watersheds. These are watersheds that would have approximately 30% of 
their headwaters In a hydrologically dlsturbed state for the decade, having stands that have already 
been manipulated and which would still be unrecovered by the end of the planning decade. 

Although It is unkkely that any of the proposed alternatives would threaten the population vlabillty of 
native cutthroat trout over the planning period, differences In rate of recovery of degraded habitats and 
overall habitat quality would result from implementabon of various alternatives Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would protect the fewest acres wlthm aquatlc influence zones and would allow the greatest amount of 
potentially harmful activities associated wtth livestock grazmg, timber harvest, ripanan recreatlonal use, 
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and roads and trails as dlsplayed in Table II-I. Fisheries habitat quality, mcludmg that for nahvs cut- 
throat trout, would be the lowest of any alternative under Alternative 1. AlternatIves 1, 2, and 3 would 
result in a slow rate of recovery of degraded habitats, reduced water quakty, and less habltat quality 
Refer to Table II-1 for a quanbtatlve view of npanan habitat change Since alternatlves 4,5, and 6 would 
emphasize more protectton of aquatic influence zones, they would result in a rapid rate of recovery of 
degraded habitats and the highest levels of water quality and fish habeat qualrty. Alternative 3-M would 
result In a moderate rate of recovery of degraded habltats and Intermediate levels of water quality and 
fish habitat quality. All alternatcves would meet State water quakty standards. 

Nearly all of the environmental consequences described for each aRsrnative are cumulahve in the 
sense that they reflect the environmental and management impacts of an accumulation of management 
actions that would occur under each alternative and that have occurred m the past Many of these 
impacts have occurred over the last 100 years: some would cease with implementation of certain alter- 
nabves while others would conbnue over the planmng period (10 to 15 years). 

Wildlife Associated with Aquatic and Riparian Ecosystems 

The effects of implementing the alternatlves are dlsplayed In terms of consequences to the following: 

Bald Eagle Nesting Habitat 
Trumpeter Swan Nesbng Habitat 
Spotted Frog Habitat 
Common Loon Habitat 
Harlequin Duck Habltat 

Bald Eagle Nesting Habitat 

Table IV-3 displays the consequences of each alternative for bald eagle nesting habltat. 

n to All Alernatives - Forestwide standards and guidelines establish habltat 
management dlrection for all occupied bald eagle nesting terntories, and any new terntones which may 
become establlshed. All recovery goals have been exceeded. Nesting habltat for all existing pairs and 
any new pairs WIII be mamtained In all alternatives. This management direction WIII continue to have 
beneficial effects for the bald eagle populations on the Forest. 

ITable IV-3 Consequences of Each Alternative for AquatIc Ecosystem - WIldlIfe Management lndlcators 1 

Management lndtcator 

Bald Eagle Nesting HabItat 
# of Nest Sites on Forest 
# of Terntorles on Forest 

Trumpeter Swan Habitat 

Spotted Frog Habitat (disturbance) 

Common Loon Habrtat 

1 Exlstlng 1 2 3 3M 4 5 6 

17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 
26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

Forest-Wide Standards and Guldellnes protect all nesting areas ln all 
alternatives 

Most Most Moder Moder Moder Least Least Least 

Monltonno and HabItat Evaluation to be done m all alternatwes 

Harlequin Duck Habltat Forest-Wide Standards and Guldsllnss protect all nesting areas I” all 
aiternatws 
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Cumulative - Bald eagle nest zones and prrmary use areas occur on adjacent National Forests, 
BLM lands, State and private lands Along the South Fork of the Snake Rover, a “Snake River Acbvrty/ 
Operations Plan” was approved by the ELM and the Forest Servrce rn 1991. Bald eagle habrtat man- 
agement was a key component of that Plan. 

Management acttons of other agencres, such as management of ftehing and fish populatrons by the 
State Frsh and Game agencies, and management of river flows by the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
SE Idaho Irrigators, may have posrtive or negative effects on the bald eagle population. 

However, accordrng to records whrch we have been able to compile from 1972 to the present, the bald 
eagle populatton has Increased in southeastern Idaho. 

Trumpeter Swan Nesting Habrtat 

Table IV-3 displays the consequences of each alternabve for trumpeter swan nesting habrtat. 

Forestwide standards and guidelines for trumpeter swan nesting habitat apply rn all alternatives. 

to All Aiternahyes - Suitable habrtat will be maintained for all existing nesting 
parrs plus any new nesting pairs whrch may become established. 

Oumulatlve - Many of the lakes and ponds historically used by trumpeter swans are naturally 
frllmg in wrth sediment and are becoming too shallow for swan use Active management wrll be needed 
to help mamtain suitable water depths for swans, or the lakes and ponds will not be usable. 

Spotted Frog Habitat 

Table IV-3 dtsplaye the consequences of each alternative for spotted frog habitat 

h Vary by&em&ye - Frve aquatlc Influence zone management prSSCrlptlOnS 
have been developed for the seven alternatives. We evaluated how each alternative may affect spotted 
frog habitat as follows. 

Influence of Buffer Wrdths - Barteft and Peterson (1993) noted that spotted frogs were always withrn 2 
meters of water, none left rrparran habitats, almost all were assoctated wrth ponds until Septemberwhen 
they left the ponds for nearly streams, and ponds wtthtn 50 m of permanent streams were an Important 
combination of habrtat characteristics. Based on this, the different buffer widths in each of the manage- 
ment prescriptions all appear to be adequate. 

Some literature Indicates that spotted frogs may move constderable distances after breeding; in these 
cases, the movements would be farther than any of the buffer wtdths In the management prescriptions 
In these cases, we doubt there is much of a measurable difference in effect due to drfferent buffer 
widths. 

Timber HarvsstmgIManagement - There IS no data in the literature to suggest that spotted frogs are 
dependent upon a partrcular forested vegetation condrtion. Therefore, there IS no difference between 
the alternatives in terms of effects from changes in forest vegetation due to timber harvesting However, 
there may be a disturbance effect from the presence of human activity associated wrth bmber harvest- 
rng. Therefore, Alternabves 1 and 2 whtch allow scheduled timber harvesting in the aquatic Influence 
zones may have site-specific, short-term Impacts on spotted frog populabons and habitat. 

Livestock Grazing -A recent conservation assessment for spotted frogs (USDA Forest Service, 1994b) 
listed concerns about possible threats to spotted frogs and habitat from livestock or grazing. (Concerns 
Included such things as reduced vegetation in riparian areas, potential Increases in water temperature, 
trampling, etc.) However, no documented studies were cited in support for these concerns. 
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In studies done on the Forest, Clark et al (1993 and 1994 plus errata page) reported there appeared to 
be no sigmficant relatronship between spotted frog occurrence and evrdence of grazrng They stressed 
however, that no controlled study was performed rnvesbgating the effects of grazing on spotted frogs, 
and therefore approprrate cautron should be exercrsed when evaluabng the importance of the results 

Usrng an assumpbon that less grazing activity may result in potentially less effect on spotted frog 
habrtat, Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 will have the least amount of potential drsturbance; Alternatives 2,3 and 
3-M will have intermedrate amounts of potential drsturbance, and Alternative 1 the most amount of 
potential disturbance 

Recreabon and Other Acbvities - Using an assumpbon that less recreabon acbvrty and other human 
activities in spotted frog habitat may result I” less potential effects on their habitat, Alternatives 4,5, and 
6 WIII have the least amount of potentral drsturbance; Alternatives 2, 3 and 3-M wrll have intermediate 
amounts of potential drsturbance; and Alternative 1 the most amount of potential disturbance. 

Riparian Habitat Condfron and Trend - In Afternabve 1,86% of the riparian acres are meeting DVC’s or 
will be improving towards DVC’s. In Alternative’s 2,3, and 3-M, 90% of the riparian acres are meeting 
DVC’s or will be improving towards DVC’s. In Alternatives 4, 5, and 6, 93% of the riparran acres are 
meebng DVC’s or wrll be Improving towards DVC’s. 

All akernabves are expected to maintarn the current spotted frog distribution on the Forest. General 
habrtat conditions are expected to rmprove with all alternatives, wrth the most improvement occurring in 
Alternabvee 4, 5, and 6 

Common Loon Habrtat 

n to AU Alternatives - The Forest has an objective to evaluate the potenbal to 
provide and maintarn suitable breeding habitat for common loons at the sites menboned in Chapter Ill 
If thus evaluabon proves that these sees are suitable breeding habitat for common loons, the Forest is to 
develop common loon management plans for these sates. Current habitat condrtrons will be perpetuated 
at these sates rn all alternattves 

Harlequin Duck Habdat 

to W - There is no scheduled timber harveetlng adlacent to any of 
the streams wrth documented breedrng activrty. Livestock grazing, exrsting recreabon activity (existing 
trails, recreation factktres, drspersed use, etc.), and other human acbvrbes are not measurably dtfferent 
among the alternabvee for the sites wrth documented reproduction Existing habitat conditions WIII be 
marntarned rn all akernabves 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems 

lndrcators - Acres and percent change tn age classes of forested community types. 

to AW&m&&s - Potential for loss of rndividuals or populations, and suitable 
habttat for Payson’e mrlkvetch A&aga& paysomi (sensrtrve species) IS the same for Alternatives 1-6. 
Fire IS thought to be an Important part of this species’ lkfe cycle, as it rnhabrts lodgepole prne and 
lodgepole prne/Douglas-frr mrxed forests rn the seedling to pole age classes: and rn disturbed areas and 
opemngs rn mature age classes. (Fertrg et al 1993) 
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h Vary by m - Table IV-4 shows the amount of change in percent of 
mature forest with Umber harvest for each subsection, by alternative Changes in the mature forest 
acres do not necessarily reflect a change to a lower age class. The range of management methods, 
from clearcutting to thrnmng, and use of prescribed fire, will create a variety of changes in the vegetation 
composition in the mature forest. Changes will range from conversion to grasslforb communrties with 
seedlings, to open stands of mature trees wtth diierent understory species, resulting from different light 
and moisture conditions. 

Alternatives 1 through 5 have various harvest rates in each of the subsections Changes in the mature 
stands range from 0% to a maximum of 3 4% in these alternatives which is not a significant change of 
mature forests in any of the eubsecbons. Forests in the mature age class WIII continue to dominate the 
landscapes in all afternabvee. 

Management for white bark pine is possible rn all alternabves but timber harvest IS lrmrted in BMU’s, 
AfternatIves 5 and 6, and in wdderness. Fire as a tool IS avarlable in all alternatwes. 

Management acres in mature aspen stands is shown in Table IV-5. Management levels for all alterna- 
tives are tnsigntfrcant in changing the age classes in aspen. Stands will continue to change to conifer- 
ous forest types, as Douglas-fir and subalpine fir trees increase and domrnate the aspen stands. DIS- 
ease and insects common wrthin mature age classes of aspen WIN accelerate the change to coniferous 
forest types. 
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Table IV-4. Change I” Percent of Mature Age Class Forest Due to Scheduled Timber Harvest 
Over the Coming Decade I 

% Harvest 11 

Alternative 4 

v Vest Brg Hole Caribou Forest 
I Jope Palrsades Total 
1 ‘etons 

97 95 99 79.6 
92,182 227,216 122,495 1,237,281 

470 1,030 380 14,770 
<I cl <I 1.5 
96 94 98 78.4 

270 1,840 1,580 16,940 
<I <I 1 1.7 
96 94 97 78.2 

50 540 1,400 14,230 
<I <I 1 1.4 
97 95 97 78 5 , 
80 320 770 11,424 
<I <I <I 12 
97 95 98 78 7 

25 225 620 7,510 
<I <I <I 0.8 
97 95 98 790 

170 70 0 4,830 
<I <I 0 05 
96 95 99 79.2 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

97 95 99 79 6 

I/ The percent change from a mature age class, undisturbed forest, to an early age class or 
mature forest with prevtous harvest. I 
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Cumulative - Mature forest community types will continue to dominate the landscapes Forest- 
wide Aspen stands for all alternatives WIII continue to be converted to coniferous forests as Douglas-fir 
and subalpine fir increase wtihin the aspen stands. Aspen across the forest will decrease as a compo 
nent of the landscape, which decreases the total biodiversity of the landscape. Aspen stands provide 
natural wildflre buffers that change the fire rates and intensities across the landscape. Loss of aspen 
stands to conifers creates larger continuous stands that can have high fire intensities that increases the 
seventy of wildflre on the landscape. 

Comferous forests will continue to mature Increasing biomass, canopy cover and fuel loading withm the 
stands The understoty WIII change to shade-tolerant species and also decrease in the number of 
species as the forest habitat becomes more uniform. As mature comfer forests continue along current 
trends, insects and disease WIII increase creating areas of dead trees and greater fuel loads, increasing 
the risk of large and intense wildfire Open areas created by dead trees will provide &es for early seral 
species to establish and will increase the habitat and species dlverslty wlthin large stands Absence of 
periodic low impact fires WIII put most of the mature forest in jeopardy of stand-replacmg fires over large 
areas due to fuel loading 

Conrferous forest species, espsclally Douglas-fir will continue to encroach into sagebrush/grass, ma- 
hogany, grass!forb meadows, ripanan and mountain brush communities throughout the forest. Conver- 
sion of herbaceous and shrub communities decrease the blodiversity and habltat diversity of the mid- 
elevabon and high elevation areas of the Forest. As forests mature, water requirements also increase 
which decrease water avallabllity to wet meadows and riparian areas. 

Whitebark pine stands will continue to decline across the Forest. Regeneration in most stands IS low 
due to encroachment of other coniferous species and lack of fire 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems 

Indicators -Acres (and percent) meeting desired vegetation conditions (DVC). 

to All Alternatives - Potential for lose habitat, individual plants or populations of 
upland sensitive plant species is dependent on projects, locations, and elopes About 12,555 acres of 
sagebrushlgrase community type are planned to be burned (10,755 ac ), sprayed (500 ac.) or rotobeat 
(1,300 ac.) to Improve vegetation conditions over the coming decade. Management on these sites WIII 
account for a change in species cover type and composition To achieve the 10,755 acre burning goal, 
an additional 10,000 acres may be partially burned. Acres scheduled for burning would be predoml- 
nantly in late-seral sagebrush with canopy cover greater than 30%. Some acres of mid-seral sage- 
brush with canopy cover of 15-30% could be affected depending on burn design. Partially burned acres 
are assumed to be converted from late-seral to mid-seral. Management of the 12,555 to 22,555 acres 
of sagebrush/grass commumty type represents 4 to 8% of the acres that will move towards meeting 
DVC’s over the next decade. 
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e Fffects - A predomrnance of acres in high-seral and mid-seral stages WIII conbnue to domi- 
nate the landscapes under all alternatives. As shrub cover Increases, producbvtty and biodrversrty WIII 
decrease and potential for wtldfrres wrll increase Lack of fire has decreased habrtat potentral for plant 
spectes that prefer early seral stage habrtats such as PenStemOn &lhren& (sensrtive species) 

Canopy cover over 15% rn sagebrush srgnificantly impacts herbaceous species productivrty and abrlrty 
to reestabksh over time About 65% of the Forests range land IS currently rn late-seral stage due 
prtmarrly to lack of fire rn these communrbes. Resting or eliminatmg graztng wrll not show signdrcant 
Improvements over time rn understory herbaceous species when high canopies of sagebrush occur 
(Winward 1991) These communrties increase the rusk of large acres wrldfrres that are of hrgher inten- 
srty and severity than was historrcally present under 12-40-year fire cycles These unnaturally hot fires 
could alter subsequent plant diversrty by destroyrng existing so11 seed banks, burnmg deeper into crowns 
of bunchgrasses and perenntal forbs (and subsequently killing these plants) and changmg the physrol- 
ogy of the sorls by changrng soil condrbons and productivity 

Upland and riparran communrbee will continue to decrease wfth encroachment of comferous forest 
species. Mahogany stands are all in the high-eeral stage and are becoming decadent due to lack of fire, 
and an increase rn Douglas-frr establishment Increases of spruce and subalpine frr along mid- and 
hrgh-elevatron rrparian areas has decreased willow and other shade-intolerant riparran species wrthrn 
the riparran zone and increased the susceptibility of these sates to erosron. 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Ecosystems 

Key indicator - Elk Vulnerabriii (EV) 

Vary by AkemaWe - Table IV-6 displays the percent of the Forest whtch meets 
the EV threshold levels of the State Frsh and Game Departments. (Process Paper D displays the 
details of thts analysis on a watershed basis for each alternatwe). 

The prrmary effect (that the Forest Servrce has control of) in thus EV analysrs is the density of open 
motorized roads and trails, and the amount of area open to cross-country OHV travel. Since Akernabve 
1 has the hrghsst densrty of open motorrzed roads and trawls, and the most area open to cross-country 
OHV travel, this alternative has the hrghest EV and the potential for a higher proportion of the bulls to be 
harvested, thus the lowest percentage of the Forest meeting State EV thresholds. Stnce Alternattves 5 
and 6 have the lowest density of open motorrzed roads and trawls, and the least area open to cross- 
country OHV travel, these alternatives have the lowest EV and the potential for the lowest proportron of 
the bulls to be harvested, thus the hrghsst percentage of the Forest meebng State EV thresholds. 

In Alternatives 2 and 3-M, wrthin certarn management prescripttons, use of all-terrarn vehicles (ATV’s) IS 
permitted cross-country and on restricted roads and trails during the big game hunting season for re- 
trieval of legally harvested brg game anrmals. Before hunters can use ATV’s to do thre, certain condr- 
tions must be compked wtth (see specific management prescripttons). There has been no research or 
monitonng on how thus provrsron mrght affect elk vulnerabrlrty. There IS concern from some agencres 
and indrvrduals that thus provrsion might result rn higher EV. 

m -All roads and trarle receiving motorized use, and cross country motorized use, are 
incorporated Into the EV analysis Hunter-day densibes were provrded by the State Fish and Game 
Departments (see Process Paper D). If hunter-day densrbes change in the future, due to changes in 
hunbng seasons, motorized access restrrcbons, or human populabons, then thus analysis wrll need to be 
updated. 
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Table IV6 Conseauences of each Altemahve for Terrestnal Ecosvstems . Wlldllfe Menaoement fndlcators Z ee~es end Hebdats 

2 Management lndlcator Exlsbng 1 

Elk Vulnereb~ldy % of Forest meeting 
Stale Fish end Game thresholds 2l 1 42 1 58 

72 

Elk H&tat Effecbveness II I 0561 060 062 0631 0641 066 0691 070 

321,264 321,264 
78 I 81 

321,264 
82 
11 

7 

Elk end Deer Winter Range 
Total Acres 
% of Bores meeting DVC 

321,2; 1 321.2: 1 321,2; 

% of axes movmg toward DVC 13 11 11 11 IO 
% of ewes not lmprovlng 9 6 7 7 6 
% of ecree capeble of bang used for 

crosscountry snowmachme use 38 38 38 36 36 
% of acres closed to cross-counby 
snowmachme use 231 341 26 

, Gray Wolf I Protected 88 a nonessenb~ expenme”ttd pop”l*ho” I” t 

38 

21 

321,264 321,264 ,I 84 

3-l-G 0 61 
0 47 

Pnmary Cawty Neehng He.b+et 3l 
All Pnme!y Cawty Nesters 
Four Large Spectes 

Forest Owl HeLltat (Acres) 4, 
Percent of All Forested Acres 

Furbearer H&tat (Acres) 41 
Percent of All Forested Acres 

Goshawk Hebitat 

061 0 61 
047 047 

985,000 970,000 
796 764 

985,000 970,000 
796 764 

For&-W,< 

061 
0 47 

968,000 97, ,ooo 974,ooa I 977,004 
782 785 787 790 

960,000 985,ooO 
792 796 

+ 
960,000 985,ooO 

792 796 
968,OW 971,ooO 974,ooO I 977,000 

702 785 787 790 
I 

wde the seme prote :,on I” al, 
I 

tem*b”es 

Red Sqw-ref Hebdet (Acres) 5, 928,000 936,wO 936,000 938,000 942,ooO 945,WO 948,004 953,000 
Percent of All Forested Acres 800 81 0 61 0 81 0 820 620 620 830 

Pereanne F&on H&at Forest-wide S&G’s prowde the eeme protecbon m al, eltemehves 

II Elk hebdat effecbveness 18 based on open motorized mad end tre~l densities dunng the spring. summer, and fall seeson, end 
hldmg oover A perfect rebng would be 1 0, which would requre no motonze.d eccese and 50 to 60 percent hldlng cover The 
numbers ,n the table ere e welghted average for the enbre Forest based on watershed enalys~s 

2l Elkvulnereb~l~ty IS based on motorized eocess dsnsdy dunng the general elk hunbng season end hunter-day densibes The 
numbers m tie table we the percent of the Forest meeting elk vulnerablllty threshold levels set by the State Fish end Game 
Depertmente 

YThe numbers an the table are en Index of blologlcel potenual for pnm.ay cavdy nesting species An Index of 1 0 would mean tiat 
enough snags of the right s,zes east on every forested ecre of the Forest to meet 100 percent of the habItat requrements for all 
pnmary cavdy nesting speaes The four large speo~es em W~llmmson’s sapsucker, northern Rlcker, henry woodpecker, and 
rednapped sapsucker 

4/These are acres of mature end older forested hebltat 

S/These em conifer ares with trees old enough to bear cones Cone-beanng ages were defined as pole, mature. end older s,.ze 
classes end age classes 

Elk Habitat Effecbveness (EHE) 

Consequences - Table IV-6 displays how EHE changes on a forestwlde basis 
for each of the alternatwes (Process Paper II displays EHE analysis in more detail on a watershed 
basis for each of the alternatwes) 
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The primary factor in EHE analysis IS the density of open motorized roads and trawls Smce Alternabve 
1 has the hrghest densrty of open motonzed roads and trarls, it has the lowest EHE value. Srnce 
Alternative 6 has the lowest density of open motorrzed roads and trails, it has the hrghest EHE value 

A lesser factor in EHE analysis is the amount of hidrng cover. In all alternatwes, the amount of hiding 
cover Improves skghtly as new seedlings grow into sapling stands rn previously logged areas of the 
Forest. The amount of timber harvesting proposed m all alternatives IS less than the number of acres 
growmg into better hrdrng cover. 

The overall effect from Improving EHE (which ranges from .60 in Alternative 1 to .70 in Alternatrve 6) IS 
a probable wider drstribubon of elk into areas previously under utilized because these areas had high 
motorfzed access dens&es and densrtres are now reduced. Improving EHE does not mean elk popula- 
tions wrll increase 

v - All roads and trawls receiving motorrzed use are incorporated Into EHE analysis. All 
previous bmber hawesbng, plus all future proposed timber harvesting are mcorporated in EHE analysis 

Elk and Deer Wmter Range 

to All m - The feed ground in Rainey Creek would be phased out In 
all akernatives, wither five years of the Record of Decrsion. Research studies have shown that deer and 
elk have hrgh fidelity to winter range areas. Even though R would be the Intent of the Forest Setvrce and 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game to encourage these animals to wmter on adjacent natural 
winter ranges, thus may not be successful. If not successful, there could be a reduction rn the deer and 
elk population m thus area wrth the phaseout of the wrntsr feed ground. 

es Which Vary bv Alternative - The amount of wrnter range acres meetmg desrred vegeta- 
tion conditions Increases from exrstmg levels as follows ~3% in Alternative 1, +4% rn Alternatives 2,3, 
and 3-M; +6% in Alternatives 4,5, and 6 (Table IV-6). 

The amount of winter range acres closed to cross-country snowmachine use changes from existing 
levels as follows: no change in Alternative 1; -1% in Alternatrve 2; +I% m Alternabve 3; +12% fn 
Alternative 3-M; +6% in Alternative 4; +20% in Alternative 5; +40% in Alternative 6 (Table IV-6). 

The maforrty of the deer and elk that summer on the Forest do not winter on the Forest. The number of 
deer and elk wmterrng on Forest winter ranges depends on the severity of the winter. As far as we 
know, no alternative would decrease the surtability of winter ranges on the Forest for deer and elk from 
existing habitat conditions. Improvements in the number of acres meeting DVC’s, and increased re- 
strictions on cross-country snowmachine use wrll result rn improved winter range condrtrons for deerand 
elk, but populabons may not increase over existing levels. 

Cumulative -Development on private lands rsa concern as it can adversely affect areas hrston- 
tally used by wrntering deer and elk 

Key Indicator - Grrzzly Bear Habitat 

Key Indicator - Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) 

Tables IV-7, IV-8, IV-g, and IV-IO present an overvrew of future OROMTRD and other habitat condi- 
tions for the Forest portion of each of the BMU’s for each of the alternatives 
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Other Indicators 
1. Total Motorized Access Route Densrty (TMARD) 
2. Cross-country OHV 
3. Forest Acres in Core Areas 
4. Wrnter Snowmachrne Use 
5. Livestock Grazing 
6 Timber Harvest 

1. The size of each BMU remains the same in all alternatwes. 
2. Acres within desrgnated Wrlderness remains the same in all alternabves. 
3. Acres within inventorred roadless areas remarns the same in all alternatwes. 
4. There is no timber harvesting proposed rn the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 2. 
5 The number of cattle allotments remains the same rn all alternatives. 

All developed and undeveloped recreation sites (also known as “pornt sources” in the grizzly bear 
cumulative effects model) remain the same rn all alternatives (Some additional analysrs may rndrcate 
that road restrictions and reclamatrons in some alternatives may create a change rn use at some of the 
point sources, but at this trme no changes have been made for the alternatrve analysis ) 

. . ’ Varyby- - The Importance of managing motorized 
access, one of the most mfluentral parameters affecbng habitat security, has been emphasized for 
grizzly bears. (Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 1994). By managing motorrzed access on the land- 
scape, the following grizzly bear management objectives can be met (Interagency Grizzly Bear Commrt- 
tee 1994): 

- Minimize human interaction and potential grizzly bear mortakty. 
- Minimize displacement from important habltats. 
- Minimize habrtuabon to humans. 
- Provide relatively secure habiiat where energy requirements can be met 

Important elements of motorized access include. open road and open motorized trawl densky, total 
motorized access route density, and the amount of core areas. (Interagency Grizzly Bear Commrttee 
1994). We analyzed how each of these elements of motorized access change I” each BMU for each of 
the aiternabves. In addition, we also analyzed how sprrng/summer/fall cross-country motorized access 
changes in each BMU, and winter snowmachine use. This information is presented in Tables IV-7, IV- 
8, IV-S, and IV-IO The following briefly summarrzes the information from the tables. 

Total Motorized Access Route Density (TMARD) and Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route 
Densrty (OROMTRD) - 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt I, TMARD ranges from 0.99 in Alternative 1 (a 52 percent reducbon 
from existing conditions) to 0.47 I” Alternative 6 (a 77 percent reduction from existing conditions) 
OROMTRD ranges from 0.60 m Alternative 1 (a 60 percent reduction from existing conditions) to 0.35 in 
Alternative 4 (a 77 percent reduction from existing conditions). 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 2, TMARD ranges from 0 66 in Alternative 1 (a 48 percent reduction 
from existing conditions) to 0.38 in Alternative 6 (a 70 percent reductron from exrstrng condrbons). 
OROMTRD ranges from 0.45 rn Alternative 1 (a 54 percent reduction from existmg condrtrons) to 0 28 rn 
Alternative 6 (a 71 percent reduction from existing conditions). 
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In the Plateau BMU, Subunrts 1 and 2, TMARD ranges from 1.74 in Alternative 1 (a 41 percent reduction 
from existing condrbons) to 0.70 rn Alternative 4 (a 76 percent reducbon from existing condiirons). 
OROMTRD ranges from 1.03 in Afternative 2 (a 20 percent reduction from existing condrbons) to 0.49 in 
Alternative 5 (a 61 percent reducbon from existing conditions). 

In the BechlenTeton BMU, TMARD ranges from 1.10 in Alternabve 1 (a 31 percent reducbon from 
existing condrbons) to 0.49 in Alternative 6 (a 69 percent reducbon from exrsbng conditrons). OROMTRD 
ranges from 0.59 rn Alternative 2 (a 23 percent reduction from exrsbng condrbons) to 0.39 in Alternatws 
4, 5, and 6 (a 49 percent reducbon from exisbng conditions) 

Cross-Country Off-Highway Vehrcle (OHV) Use - 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 1, most of the Forest acres are currently closed to OHV use; only 6.2 
percent of the acres are currently open and surtable for OHV use. The alternatives range from 6.2 
percent of the acres being open and suitable for OHV use (Alternative 1) to 0 percent of the acres being 
open and suitable for OHV use (Alternatwes 3, 3-M, 4, 5, and 6). 

In the Henry’s Lake EMU, Subunit 2, most of the Forest acresare currently closed to OHV use, only 7.1 
percent of the acres are currently open and suitable for OHV use. The alternabves range from 7.1 
percent of the acres berng open and suitable for OHV use (Alternative 1) to 0 percent of the acres bemg 
open and surtable for OHV use (Alternatwes 3, 3-M, 4, 5, and 6). 

In the Plateau EMU, Subunits 1 and 2,69 2 percent of the Forest acres are currently open and suitable 
for cross-country OHV use. The alternatives range from 69.2 percent of the acres being open and 
suitable for OHV use (Alternative 1) to 0 percent of the acres being open and suitable for OHV use 
(Alternative 3-M) 

In the BechlerITeton BMU, most of the Forest acres are currently closed to OHV use, only 8.7 percent 
of the acres are currently open and surtable for OHV use. The alternatives range from 8.7 percent of the 
acres berng open and suitable for OHV use (Alternabve 1) to 0.2 percent of the acres being open and 
suttable for OHV use (Alternatives 3-M, 4,5, and 6) 

Forest Acres Within Core Areas. 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 1, 32 2 percent of Forest acres currently meet core area standards 
Core areas m the alternatwes range from 65.6 percent of the BMU In Alternative 2 to 82.8 percent of the 
BMU rn Alternative 4. 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunt 2,451 percent of Forest acres currently meet core area standards. 
Core areas rn the alternatives range from 74.9 percent of the BMU rn Alternatwe 1 to 92.2 percent of the 
BMU in Alternative 6. 

In the Plateau BMU, Subunits 1 and 2, 0 percent of Forest acres currently meet core area standards. 
Core areas rn the alternatives range from 33 1 percent of the BMU in Alternative 2 to 70 9 percent of the 
BMU in Alternabve 5 

In the BechleriTeton BMU, 47 6 percent of Forest acres currently meet core area standards. Core 
areas in the alternabves range from 47 6 percent of the BMU in Alternative 1 to 70.6 percent of the BMU 
in Alternative 5. 

Wmter Cross-Country Snowmachrne Use. 

Snowmachine use IS pnmanly a concern because of the potential to drsplace bears before they hiber- 
nate or after they emerge from their dens in the spring We are not aware of specrfrc problems or 
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Incidents occurnng on the Forest, but the alternatrves do prescnbe different cross-country snowma- 
chrne use dates as follows In an effort to be sensrtrve to potenbal future effects. 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 1, there are no cross-country snowmachine use restricbons in Alter- 
nabves 1,2, and 3. About 85 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachrne use dates of Decem- 
ber 15 to Apnl 1 rn Altematrves 3-M, 4, 5 and 6 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 2, about 46 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine use 
dates of December 15 to April 1 in Alternative 1. There are no cross-country snowmachrne use restnc- 
tions rn Alternative 2. In Aiternabves 3,3-M, 4,5 and 6, an additional 50 percent of the BMU has cross- 
country snowmachtne use dates of December 15 to April 1. 

In the Plateau BMU, Subunits 1 and 2, about 8 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine use 
dates of December 1 to June 1 rn Alternabve 1. There are no cross-country snowmachine restricbons rn 
Aiternabve 2 About 20 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachrne use dates of December 15 
to Apnl 1 rn Alternative 3. In Afternatrves 3-M, 4,5, and 6 all of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine 
use dates of December 15 to Apnl 1. 

In the Bechlermeton BMU, about 34 percent of the BMU IS closed to all snowmachine use in all alterna- 
tives in the Winegar Hole and Jsdedrah Smith Wilderness Areas In Alternatives 1 and 2, there are no 
cross-country snowmachrne use restrictions outsrde of wilderness. In Afternative 3, an addrtional 3 
percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachrne use dates of December 15 to Apnl 1 
In Afternatives 3-M, 4, 5, and 6, an addrbonal 56 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine 
use dates of December 15 to April 1. 

Cross-country snowmachine use dates of December 15 to Apnl 1 are considered to have no adverse 
effect for the grizzly bear because most bears are rn therr winter dens by December 15, and most bears 
do not emerge from their dens unbl after April 1. 

Livestock Grazrng - 

There IS a well documented history of grizzly bears preyrng on domesbc sheep when there were sheep 
allotments rn Management Sfiuation 1 areas of the Forest rn the 1970’s and 1980’s (Orme and Wrlkams 
1985) All of the sheep allotments rn Management Situation 1 areas have already been closed. There 
are 11 sheep allotments currently rn use rn Management Sftuabon 2 areas (9 allotments rn the Henry’s 
Lake BMU, Subunrt 1, and 2 rn the Bechlermeton BMU). There have been no grizzly bear/sheep con- 
flicts rn the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 1, but there have been two bear/sheep conflicts (identrfied as 
grizzly bear) rn the southern portion of the Bechlerfleton BMU. 

In Aiternatrves 1, 2, and 3, the sheep allotments are allowed to remain. In Alternabves 3-M and 4, the 
sheep allotments would be phased out over time on an opportunrty basis. In Alternatives 5 and 6, the 
sheep allotments would be closed immediately upon completion and approval of the Forest Plan 

Timber Harvesting - 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 1, 90 percent of the forested acres are currently classified as mature 
and older. The hrghest amount of timber haNestIng would occur in Alternabve 1, with 87.0 percent of 
the forested acres remaining as mature and older by the end of the 1st decade. All other alternabves 
would have between 88.5 to 90 percent of the forested acres remaining as mature and older by the end 
of the frrst decade. 

In the Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunti 2, some 87.6 percent of the forested acres are currently classtired as 
mature and older There IS no bmber harvestlng scheduled rn any of the alternatives. 
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In the Plateau BMU, Subunrts 1 and 2, about 50.7 percent of the forested acres are currently classrfred 
as mature and older. Only Alternative 1 has scheduled timber harvesting; in this afternative, about 49.8 
percent of the forested acres would be mature and older by the end of the frrst decade, 

In the BechlerlTeton BMU, some 81.4 percent of the forested acres are currently classrfred as mature 
and older The hrghest amount of timber halvesting would occur rn Alternative 2, with 80 0 percent of 
the forested acres remarnrng as mature and older by the end of the first decade. All other alternatives 
would have between 80.1 and 81.4 percent of the forested acres remarnmg as mature and older by the 
end of the first decade. 

Cumulative - To measure the cumulative effects from the rtems listed above, the gnzzly bear 
cumulative effects model (CEM) was used to measure how rmpacts would change for each aiternatwe. 
Tables IV-7, IV-B, IV-g, and IV-IO drsplay the results of the CEM. For all of the BMU’s, the domrnant 
factor in differences rn CEM outputs between the alternabves is the drfference in motorized road and 
trail densrbes between the alternatives. A brief summary of the results follows 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 1 -The HEIHV index is lowest for Alternative 1 (annual average of 0 65) and 
IS hrghest for Alternative 8 (annual average of 0.70) 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 2 -The HUHV Index IS lowest for Alternabve 1 (annual average of 0.52) and 
IS hrghest for Alternabve 6 (annual average of 0.62). 

Plateau BMU, Subunrts 1 and 2 -The HUHV Index is lowest for Alternative 1 (annual average of 0 49) 
and is highest for Alternabves 5 and 6 (annual average of 0.65). 

BechleriTeton BMU The HE/HV index IS lowest for Alternative 1 (annual average of 0.59) and IS hrghest 
for Aiternative 5 (annual average of 0.71). 

At this bme, no defrnrtfve statement can be made for a “threshold” number for TMARD, OROMTRD, 
amount of core area, or CEM outputs, In order to achreve a certain number of grizzly bears using a 
specific area. Analysis on female home ranges IS currently being done by the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Study Team, which may help define threshold levels rn the future. Generally, the lower the TMARD and 
OROMTRD, the hrgher amount of core area and the higher HUHV CEM output, the better the habttat 
condiirons are for gnzzly bears The Yellowstone grizzly bear populabon has been increasing, and all 
demographrc recovery targets are currently being met. 

Gray Wolf 

n to All Alternabves - Application of the Forestwide standards and guidelines IS 
expected to allow wolf pairs to establish dens on the Forest il they choose to do so, and to receive the 
protecbon of the noneesenbal expenmental population rule (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, 199413). 

Primary Cavity Nesting Habrtat 

An overall brological potential for the primary cavity nesbng specres as a group was analyzed for each 
aiternative. In addrbon, a biological potenbal analysis was done for four of the species whrch require 
larger size snags (red-napped sapsucker, Wrlliamson’s sapsucker, hairy woodpecker, northern flrcker). 
These biological potential analyses are based on exisbng snag densities and projected changes in snag 
densrbes due to management activities as specrfied in the management prescriptions. 

p - All of the management prescriptions which allow sched- 
uled trmber haNeSting and fuelwood halvesting (wrth the exception of management prescription 5.2.2) 
require the retention of snags and green replacement trees The snag and green replacement tree 
requrrements vary In these management prescriptions, ranging from > 40 percent of biological potenttal 
to 100 percent of brologrcal potential for pnmary cavity nesters. 
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In addkron to the management prescnpbons whrch allow scheduled timber harvesting, snag and green 
replacement trees requirements are also contained in other motorized management prescnptions where 
fuehvood haNeStIng could be permkted based on the presence of roads for access and management 
prescripbon drrection which allows fuelwood harvesting. The snag and green replacement tree require- 
ments vary in these management prescnpbons, rangrng from > 40 percent of brological potential to 100 
percent of brological potential. 

There re no snag and green replacement tree requrrements in the management prescnpbons which are 
nonmotonzed, wilderness, wkderness study areas, proposed wilderness, research natural areas, wkti 
scenic/recreattonal rivers, or specral management areas. In these management prescnptions, timber 
haNestIng IS not scheduled, and primary cavity nesting habkat will evolve with natural processes. 

There IS no snag and green replacement tree requirements in the recreation and concentrated develop- 
ment management prescriptions. In these management prescripbons, publrc safety and protection of 
fackkies is the paramount importance, therefore snags and other hazard trees are generally removed 
from these skes. The total acres in these sites is less than one-half of one percent of the total acres on 
the Forest. 

Table IV-6 drsplays the biological potential for the primary cavky nesbng species for each alternative on 
a Forestwide basrs (Process Paper D drsplays the brological potential on a watershed basrs for each 
alternative ) In all alternatives, the biological potenbal for all pnmary cavity nesting spscres IS 0.61, and 
the biological potential for the larger cavky nestrng species is 0.47. As a result of the snag and green 
replacement tree requirements rn the management prescripbons, there IS no measurable dkference rn 
biological potenbal for pnmary cavky nesbng species between the alternatives due to scheduled timber 
harvest activities. 

Cumulative - The analysis for future brologrcal potenbal does not include possrble future effects 
of natural disturbances. Future natural disturbances may have a greater effect on the biological poten- 
tral for primary cavky nesting specres habitat than vegetation management acbvities proposed for each 
alternative Generally, natural disturbances such as fire, insects and disease create additional snags in 
the short term. 

Forest Owl Habitat 

to All AIternatlves - Proposed management actfvkies are not expected to 
change habitat condkrons for these species regardless of the alternative. 

Flammulated Owl-All known nest skes, whether or not they are active, will be protected in all alterna- 
tives 

Boreal Owl and Great Gray Owl-All known nest sites, whether or not they are active, WIII be protected 
In all aiternatwes. Within home ranges, r 40% of the forested acres will be marntained rn late succes- 
sional stages. 

Furbearer Habkat 

Furbearers include the American marten, fisher, lynx andwolverine These species require late succes- 
sional forest habkats (mature and older forests) for some or all of their habkat requirements. Snags and 
down woody debris are also Important components of their habitat. 

ConseauenceeWhich Vary by Alternabve - Table IV-6 drsplays how the quantity of late successional 
forest habkat is expected to change due to scheduled timber management acbvkres in each alternabve. 
The amount of late successronal forest habitat changes by alternabve according to the amount of umber 
haNestIng proposed in that alternative. Alternative 2 has the largest potential change rn habitat (-1.4%) 
and Aternabve 6 the least potential change (0%) 
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Goshawk Habrtat 

to All A&n&yes. 

Nest Areas - Three suitable nest areas and three replacement nest areas (L- 30 acres in size each) are 
to be provrded for all goshawk territones. Where possible, these SIX areas are to be managed in a x 180 
acre conbguous area The stirtable nest areas are to be mature and older stands of trees, with numer- 
ous snags (80 to 100 percent brologrcal potential for cavQ nesting specres) Any vegetabon manage- 
ment wrthrn nest areas IS to occur during the months of October to February. There are to be no new 
system roads. 

Post-Fledging Family Area - This area IS 2 420 acres in srze. A variety of forest successronal stages can 
be present, but r 40 percent of the forested acres must be rn mature and older size/age classes Any 
created opening must be < 40 acres rn size. Numerous snags are to be present (80 to 100 percent 
biological potenbal for cavity nesting species). Any vegetation management within thus area IS to occur 
dunng the months of October to February. There are to be no new system roads. 

Foraging Area - This area IS zz 5,400 acres m srze A variety of forest successional stages can be 
present, but x 40 percent of the forested acres must be in mature and older srze/age classes Any 
created opening must be < 40 acres in size Numerous snags are to be present (80 to 100 percent 
biologrcal potential for cavity nesbng species). Vegetation management wrthm thus area can occur any- 
bme during the year. Road densrties are to be < the densrty requrred by the management prescrrptron. 

Since thus goshawk management direcbon applres to all alternabves, there IS no measurable difference 
between the alternatives rn terms of goshawk habrtat. This management drrectron applies to all known 
territories, whether or not they are active. 

Red Squirrel Habitat 

Vary by A&rn&ve - Table IV-6 displays the acres of conifer cone-bearing habkat 
rn each alternabve All remammg alternatives result rn an Increase in cone-bearing habitat from 1 to 3 
percent. The increase IS the result of some previously harvested acres commg of cone-bearing age 
during the decade. The number of acres coming of cone-bearing age is larger than the number of acres 
proposed for timber haNestIng in any of the alternatives. 

Peregrine Falcon Habrtat 

to All Alternatives - Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for peregrine falcon 
habrtat apply rn all alternatives Suitable habitat will be marntarned for all existing nesting pairs plus any 
new nesbng pairs whrch may become established. 

IV. FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

This component IS described rn four parts’ Access Management, Wilderness, Recreabon, and Social 
and Economic. Under the frrst two parts, key Indicators are discussed first, with subsequent drscussron 
of other indicators No key indicators are associated wrth the thrrd and fourth parts 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Road and Trail System and Motorized Access 

Consequences are presented rn the winter and summer access sectrons which follow. In summary, 
wrnter motorized access wrll be monitored rn most alternatives, and summer motorized transportatron 
system and access will be reduced rn all aiternatwes. 
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Summer Access 

Key Indicators 
1. Miles of road open to summer motorized 
2. Miles of trail open to summer motorized 
3. Acres open to summer cross-country OHV 

P-There will be some reduction from current levels in mkes of 
road and trail open to motorized use rn all alternatives Thus would result in increased needs and costs 
for law enforcement and srgning to manage the system of restricted roads and trails. Another conse- 
quence common to all alternabves is the roubne reconstruction of roads and structures. 

The Forestwide Guidelrnes concerning trak condkron surveys and restncbng OHV use on slopes 25-40 
percent and greater should help meet the Revrsron goals of sustaining OHV opportunities and sustarn- 
rng trails in good condition while mrnrmizing effects to other resources. 

Vary by ARernabve - Table IV-I 1 shows a comparison of roads and trails by 
anernative that wkl be open to motorized use, restricted, or reclaimed. Compared to exrsting condkions, 
changes in open roads and traks in the alternabves are as follows, 

- open system roads range from an increase of 44 miles (+3%) rn Alternative 2 to a reducbon of 
406 mkes (-30%) in Alternabve 6 

- open nonsystem roads range from a reducbon of 457 miles (-45%) in Alternative 1 to a reduction 
of 253 miles (-74%) rn Alternative 6. 

- open system traks range from an Increase of 16 miles (+4%) In Alternative 1 to a reductron of 
405 miles (-95%) in Alternative 6. 

- open nonsystem trails range from a reduction of 76 miles (38%) in Alternabve 1 to a reduction of 
145 miles (73%) rn Aiternabve 6. 

In the preferred alternabve (3-M), most of the system roads proposed for reclaimingloblkeration, are 
located within the grizzly bear BMU’s 

In most all cases, the system roads that have been identified to be reclaimed/obliterated are roads 
that are currently restricted, and were originally constructed in conjunction wkh timber sales. 

Roads closed for resource management purposes limit opportunities for dispersed camping, berry- 
picking, sight-seerng, and other acbvkres that conventionally depend on road access. The amount of 
opportunities available wkh the various alternatives IS varied, according to the programmed amount of 
new or existing road development and resource management activities, particularly timber hSNeStlng. 
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1 Svstam Roads I/ 

6 

1 Miles - Yearlong Restnctlons 41 

Total Mkes 

Change In open mkes from ensting 

% change m open mkes from exrstlng 

Nonsystem Roads 

~ Miles - Open 2/ 

Miles - Seasonal Restnctlone 3/ 

Mkes - Yearlong Restnctlons 4/ 

Mkes - ReclaImedlOblkerated 

Total Miles 

Change in open mkes from exlstlng 

Table IV-1 1 Road and Trak Access 

Exletina =-P-P 
Mkes - Open 2/ 1,367 961 I 

Mkes - Seasonal Restrlctlons 3/ 61 86 75 24 5: 3 

572 12: > 

NA’ 66r i _ _ _ 
+44 -146 -170 -295 -395 -406 > 

+3% -11% =EE -12% -22% -29% -30% 

452 368 26E I 

3E 36 , 

31 69 55 

699 749 87: j 

-586 -653 -75: 1 

-56% -64% -64% 1 -71% 1 -73% -74% 
- 

I I 
z 

I 

2,000 

-47 

-3% 

1,021 564 

24 32 

177 64 

NA* 562 

1,222 - 

-457 

% change In open mkes from exlstlng - 1 -45% 

System Tralla I/ I I 

F 
Change in open mkes from exlstlng 

357 3371 34c 2e 

673 

-76 

1 ,oo: 

-405 

% change in open mkes from exlstlng I -I +4% -18% -94% 

Nonsystem Trails 

Moles - open 21 

Miles _ Restricted 51 

Total Mkee 

Change in open miles from extstng 

% change in open mkes from exlstlng 

199 123 

102 178 

301 - 

-76 

_ -38% 

98 1 98 

247 

-145 -86 

-43% -51% I -51% -73% 

II System roads and traks compnss the offlclal Forest Transpotiatlon Management System Nonsystem 
roads and trails (sometimes called ghost roads and traks) are not part of the official Forest 
Transportanon Management System 

2/ Mkes - Open means road and trail miles wkhout restrlctlons on motorized use 
31 Miles - Seasonal Restrlctlon means road mks on which motorized use IS restrlcted for only a portion of 

the spr~ng/summer/fall seasons 
41 Mkes _ Yearlong RestrIctIon means road mkes on which motorized use IS restricted for the entn? 

spring/summer/fall seasons 
51 MI& - Restncted means trail miles on which motorized use IS restricted ekher for a portton of the 

spr~ng/summer/fall seasons or yearlong (as !n designated wilderness areas) 
* This table refers to present time It does not take into account the 1,622 miles of roads that were 

reclalmedloblkerated between 1981 and 1993 
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Acres open to cross-country OHV travel decrease srgmfrcantly from present levels rn all alternatwes. 
The decrease from present levels ranges from approxrmately 172,ooO acres (15%) In Alternattve 1 to 
over 1 mullion acres (97%) in Aiternahve 6. However, it should be recognized that many of these 
acres are rn terrain and vegetahve cover whrch do not actually permrt cross-country travel So, the 
decrease rn acreage may not be as sigmfrcant as It appears at first glance. 

Costs for srgmng desrgnated routes, rehabrlrtabon of old akgnmsnts, and providmg law enforcement will 
Increase srgmfrcantly, especrally for Alternatives 3 through 6. Trail reconstruction and mamtenance 
costs will also be much higher to meet so11 and water standards and guides and to accommodate the 
hrgher use levels wrth motorized and mechanized equrpment. 

Most foot and horse trawls would not be affected by any of the alternabves. However, underthe alterna- 
hves with more motorized restrictions there would be some benefit to the nonmotonzed user in terms of 
relref from Interactron wth motorized users. Some of the Impacts to trails, such as ruttrng or drsplace- 
ment of SOIIS, bemg caused by OHV use would also be removed 

Cumulative -As acres and roads/trails open to motorized access decrease from Alternatives 1 
through 6, the density of OHV users on designated routes will increase on the routes remaining open. In 
addition, some loop tratls wrll be ekmmated, along with current access to some of the more spectacular 
scemc vrstas. The increased interaction may result rn Increased user or resource confkcts and addt- 
tional resource impacts This could have an overall effect of loss of enjoyment of the recreation activity 
for some people in some of the areas In other areas, It may be possible to develop “play areas” that 
become favorites of those who like a “social expenence,” or who enjoy the spectator oppottumty. 

A secondary effect of decreasing motorized access areas would be reduction of hunbng and fishing 
opportunrbes for those requmng motorized access. Thus mrght not be too significant except In Alterna- 
ttves 5 and 6. 

An additional effect of decreasmg motorized access would be decreased trawl maintenance A good 
porhon of our trail mamtenance work IS performed by motorized users and the state of Idaho’s Trawl 
Ranger program which usestrail bikes for Its mamtenance crew. Motorized users and trail maintenance 
fundmg from the State would naturally decline as restrictions on motorized access increase, unless 
some type of reconstrucbon program can be Initiated to improve trails for motorized use. 

Overall, It IS questronable whether there will be enough designated routes and cross-country areas open 
to travel to meet the needs of increasing motorized access demand in any alternative, but especially in 
Afternatives 5 and 6 Much of the cross-country use that is presently occurring would be elrmmated by 
Alternahves 3-6. Therefore, the actual and apparent loss of OHV access and recreation opportunrbes 
may be of concern to some OHV users 

Winter Access 

lndrcators 
1. Acres open to wmter cross-country snowmachines 
2. Miles of groomed trawls for snowmachmes 

Consequences - Management direction such as establishing linear capaci- 
ties for snowmachine traalls; provrdrng networks of groomed trails, providing winter users with educa- 
tional information and srgmng about wrldlife needs; and prohrbiting snowmachines and other equrpment 
from groomed cross-country ski trawls, should mrmmrze adverse consequences on users and wrldkfe 

Varv bv Alternative -Acreage open to cross-country snowmachine use (Table II- 
I) IS maintamed or Increased for Akernahves 1-4, decreases slightly in Alternative 5, and signdrcantly 
decreases (400,000 acres) tn Alternative 6. These decreases are due to increases in winter range and 
recommended wrlderness prescnptron allocabons 
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Mrles of desrgnated, groomed, or marked snowmachrne trawls increases 150-200 mrles over current 
levels rn Aiternabves 2-4. Alternative 5 maintarns exrstrng levels of trails Alternative 6 would result In a 
srgmficant decrease in desrgnated snowmachrne routes from current levels. This decrease IS due to 
Increased wrldlrfe wrnter range and recommended wrlderness allocations. 

e Fnects -Winter recreabon use opportumbes would in large part be maintained in all aiterna- 
tives However, Alternatives 5 & 6 would have more restrictions on wrnter motorized use, and therefore, 
some reducbon rn those opportunities and use would be possrble. Potential effects on wintering wrldlrfe 
would be mrnimal in all alternatives. 

WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

The following toprcs present the effects and consequences of the alternatives on the various wilderness 
and recreation resources Key alternative comparison indrcators for these resources are drsplayed in 
Table II-I. Overall, total recreation use would not change much between akernatnes, but the types of 
use probably would The trend from Alternative 1 to 6 would be away from semr-primitive motorized 
(SPM) and roaded natural appeanng (RNA) recreation opportumties to an increase in pnmrtive (P) and 
semi-primitive nonmotonzed (SPNM), although some semi-primitive motorized (SPM) opportunities would 
remain. This overall trend would be due to the reduction m motorized access and increase in recom- 
mended wrlderness from Alternatives 4 through 6. Such a trend would also support of a shrft from 
currently evolving tourism/rural development to a slower developing, eco-tourism pattern. 

Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness 

Key lndrcator - Acres of recommended wrlderness 

Other lndrcator - Acres of management opportunity classes for the Jededrah Smrth Wilderness 

- Designated wilderness and wrlderness study acres remain 
the same rn all alternatives. Quality and character of designated wilderness would not be degraded by 
any alternative. All acbon atternatives include a wrlderness implementation schedule (WIS) and monr- 
tonng plan for the Jededrah Smrth Wilderness and a WIS for the Winegar Hole Wrlderness Plan The 
Revrsron prescnptions; monltoring plans; and the rmplementation schedules will become the wilderness 
management plan for each wilderness. These plans provrde direction for management and momtonng 
of resource and socral condrbons and to address any changes which may result These plans would 
marntain wilderness resources and recreabon opportumbes at approximately current levels and condr- 
tions. 

Recommended Wilderness - With the exception of Atternatwe 2 which has no recommended wrlder- 
ness, the acreage of recommended wilderness increases from Alternabve 1 to Alternabve 6, wrth the 
largest increases in Alternabves 5 and 6 (Table II-l) Motorized OHV travel would be impacted by 
Alternabves 3-6, and srgmfrcant Forestwide reducbons in summer, cross-country OHV travel would 
result from Alternatives 5 and 6 to be consrstent wrth the 1.3 prescnpbon access table. 

Exrsbng Desrgnated Wrlderness - The marn difference in designated wrlderness would be in the Oppor- 
tunity Class I-III allocabons (Table IV-12). Opportunity Class I, II, and Ill areas are represented by 
prescnphons 1.1.6, 1.1.7, and 1.1 6 respecbvely Alternahve 1 (No-Acbon) contains prescnpbons to 
match the current management srtuation Alternabves 2-6 contain a variety of appkcations of the new 
prescnpbons based on the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) opportunity classes developed by the 
Jededrah Smith Project Team as documented in a process paper on file in the Supetvrsor’s Office. 
These Opportunity Classes Involve levels of recreation, research and maintenance, and potential result- 
ing changes in resource or socral Impacts. Generally, Afternabves 2 and 3 would have the hrghest social 

IV-40 



interacbon effects among recreabonists and the greatest chance for drsturbance of wildkfe. Alternatives 
3-M and 4 would have less chance of social interaction or wildkfe disturbance Impacts. Alternabves 5 
and 6 would have the least chance of user confkcts or Impacts to the resources, srnce these two 
alternatives do not contain any Class Ill (highest recreation level) areas. 

Cumulative-Alternative 1 (No-Acbon) has the highest probability of potential adverse impacts to 
wrlderness character over time This IS because It lacks a management and momtonng process to 
measure change in wilderness values. All other alternatives should have little cumulative impact or 
secondary effects, srnce the LAC monitoring process should allow adverse rnteracbons or impacts to be 
noted, and a management response appked to appropnately deal with problems if they arise. 

I/ Oppottunrty Class - Class I IS lowest recreation use level, and Class Ill IS 

21 Prescripbons 1 .I .I - 1 .I 5 are for the Current Forest Plan, which does not use 

Roadless Areas 

Indicators - Acres of roadless. 

Vsq by Alternative - As shown in Table II-l, the acres of roadless area would 
decrease from Alternative 1 to Alternative 2, and then increase agarn through Atternative 6 Alternative 
6 would have the highest amount, which approximates the exisbng inventory Roadless areas receive 
the highest level of management protection in Alternative 6 because of the recommended wilderness 
(1 3 prescription) allocation, which increases srgnlficantly between Alternatives 1 and 6 and because of 
lower motorized road and trail density standards. Alternative 2 is an exception, in that It has no recom- 
mended wilderness acres in It As a result, cross-country summer OHV travel opportunities become 
significantly reduced between Alternatives 2 and 6. Table II-1 shows another example of the increasing 
restriction to OHV activity wrthrn the indicator entitled “acres roadless closed to summer OHV.” Thus 
acreage increases from 243,000 acres in Alternabve 1 to 378,000 acres in Alternative 5 and takes a 
sharp rise to 614,000 acres in Alternahve 6 Thus pattern is similar to and verifies the recommended 
wrlderness indicator discussed previously. 
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Cumulative - Potential effects from timber harvest and roading would be highest under Aiterna- 
bve I, wrth approxrmately 5,600 acres of roadless area possibly Impacted dunng the next decade. 
However, this represents potential Impact of only 1% or less to the inventoned roadless acres This 
potential impact decknes to 4,500 acres in Akernative 2, 3,500 acres in Aiternahve 3, 1,650 acres in 
Alternative 3-M, to 1,600 acres in Atternative 4, to 1,350 acres in Alternative 5, and no acres in Aiterna- 
tive 6. 

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers 

tom - The elrgrbrlrty of these nvers IS not affected by the alterna- 
bves. Suitabikty studies need to be completed for all of these segments Thus would need to be done on 
a priority basis for approximately one-third of the streams at a time, starbng wrth those in the South 
Fork-Snake River Basin because of a current cooperative agreement wrth the State of Idaho These 
studies would be done rn coordmabon wrth the State of Idaho’s studres and legislative recommenda- 
tions. The remaining streams would probably be done rn two addrtronal studies - one for those in the 
Henry’s Fork basrn and a second for those rn the Teton River basin, and probably In that order of pnorlty. 

Visual Resources 

Indicator 
Vrsual Quakty Objectives (VQO)-Acres by VQO Class and assocrated ranges of VQO. 

Varv bv Alternabwe - Wrth the exception of Alternative 2, the alternatives gener- 
ally trend toward larger allocations of VQO’s for Preservation, Retenbon, and Partial Retention gorng 
from Alternative 1 to Alternative 6 (Table II-I). 

It should be noted that the VQO data rn Table II-1 is mostly drsplayed as a range of VQO, such as 
retenbon to parhal retention. This was necessary because the alternative prescriptions are described as 
a range, rather than wrth a srngle VQO. Therefore, the analysis could not be done in a comparative 
manner to the existing VQO’s shown in Chapter Ill. 

Akernabves I-3 could resutt in some reduction in visual quakty In areas of additional intensive timber 
harvest activity where VQO’s of Modification and Maximum Modrfrcation are higher than in Alternatives 
3-M through 6. Alternatives 5 and 6 would tend to marntarn and could improve existing visual quakty 
except in areas of management needs. For example, there are areas along majortravel routes and use 
areas where greater restncbons on bmber harvesting might prevent maintarmng existing natural or 
created openings for scenic vistas over extended time penods. Such restncbons could preclude en- 
hancement of some landscapes in thick monotonous timber stands. 

Developed Recreation 

to All Alternatives - Consequences will basically be the same for all alterna- 
tives (see Forest Plan lmplementatron Schedule for capital investments) because developed recreabon 
facilrty construction and reconstrucbon WIII be about the same in all alternatwes. Thus will include heavy 
maintenance and some reconstruction of recreation facilities, but little new site development. However, 
there may be some tendency for higher demand for developed recreabon facilibes in Alternabves I-2, 
with decreasing demand in Alternatrves 3-6 

ch Vary by ARernative - Generally, the hrgher the overall development and manage- 
ment activity levels, the higher the recreation use potential and associated development This is due to 
user response to higher amounts of avarIable oppottumbes and road and trail access In Alternatives I- 
2, there would be continuing diversity of opportunities with considerable motorized access. As the 
alternatives (3-6) increase in motorized restnchons for wrldlrfe protection the need for developed facili- 
ties may deckne somewhat. However, It IS possrble that the need for development of facrlrtres such as 
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trarlheads to access wrlderness, nvers, etc. may Increase over bme even in these lower-scale develop- 
ment aiternatrves. Thus Increase might offset the projected deckne in amount of developed facilities 

V - As the alternabves become more restrictive rn terms of motorized access and 
opportunrty (I.e., Alternatives 3-6), there would likely be some drsplacement of recreationrsts from areas 
now being used. Thus could place a heavrer burden on exrsting developed facrlrbes, and create a need 
for new ones in a more concentrated geographrc area. Furthermore, as recreatron demand conbnues to 
Increase, drsplacemsnt and crowdmg could have a negative effect on recreation and socral experi- 
ences Addrtronal displacement from adjacent heavy use areas such as Yellowstone Natronal Park 
could further increase these effects. 

Dispersed Recreation 

lndrcators - Acres allocated to dispersed camping prescriptron. 

to All Alternatives - Approxrmately the same number of road-accessed, drs- 
persed campsites (293) would conbnus to be used on the Forest in all alternatives The number of sites 
would probably stay the same, because exrsbng sites that would become unavailable due to new man- 
agement allocabons would simply be relocated to sites in other adjacent areas Approximately one-third 
of these are heavy-use sites used by large groups (35+) dunng most days of the summer Summer-use 
trail mileage of nonmotonzed system trawls would also remarn constant across all alternatives. 

Consetruences - In the mappmg of alternatives, a varyrng number of heavy- 
use dispersed campsites was allocated to the 4.3 dispersed campsite management prescripbon. Alter- 
native 1 was grven the least allocatron for heavy-use dispersed sites (Table II-I) because very lrttle 
management of dispersed sites is being done at present. Alternatives 2-4 have the most acres allo- 
cated (approx. 2,800 each), and Alternatives 5-6 were designed wrth 1,500 acres each of dispersed site 
prescription (Prescription 4.3) because the latter two are intended as less management intensive alter- 
natives. The intent of this prescription allocation was to recognize the heavy public Interest rn these 
sites for camping, and to place a management emphases on maintaming them while also mamtaining 
soil resoumes and aquabc and riparian habrtat. Provrded funding for monitoring and management of 
these sites is available, alternatives with the highest acreage allocation should provide a better chance 
of maintaining recreation settings and opportumties, reducing or minimrzmg rmpacts to soils and vegeta- 
tion: and maintaining or improvmg aquatic h&ii&. This IS because restrictions on use of open fires, 
tents, and hardening of sites, etc could be put into effect to reduce impacts to vegetation and soils in or 
near aquatic zones. 

V - It IS possible in Afternatives 1-3 that some existing, drspersed camping sites and 
trawls would need to be moved or closed to resolve conflicts wrth wildkfe or aquatic management stan- 
dards and gurdelines. In Alternatives 3-M through 6, displacement or closure of such areas would be 
more kkely to occur because there is less access and because aquabc buffer restrictions are greater. 
This could have an adverse impact on recreation experiences, due to having to add more facilrtres 
elsewhere, or due to crowdmgicongestion rn smaller geographic areas. Thus could result rn a need for 
Increased momtonng, law enforcement, and management costs to prevent unacceptable impacts to 
soil, vegetabon, aquatic, or wrldlife resources. 

Outfitters and Guides 

CDnseouences - The number of new outfiier and guide permits issued would 
probably be less in Alternatives 3-M through 6 than rn 1-3. Overall activity and amount of outfitted use 
would also be less in Alternatrves 3-M through 6. The type of activrbss outfitted in Alternabves 3-M 
through 6 would be more related to backcountry, nonmotorized uses, due to increased restrictions on 
motorized and mechanrzed equipment rn roadless, recommended wilderness and designated wilder- 
ness areas. 
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Cumulative - Cumulative rmpacts would be higher in Alternatives 1-3 than in 3-M through 6 due 
to the hrgher demand for and access to rscreabon opportunrtres 

Special Uses (Recreation) 

on to All Alternatives - Requests for special use permrts for activities such as 
special events (s g.. races, group activrtres, etc.) and outfrtbng and gurdrng wrll likely increase gradually 
for all alternabves At some point of saturabon, the permrtted activities would reach a plateau and level 
off. 

h 7 -The trend for specral uses in response to alternabves would 
be similar to that for developed srtes In Alternabves 1-3, there would be more increase In demand for 
special events and motorized access permrts such as gurded snowmachrne or OHV trips. However, m 
Alternatives 4-6, the trend would be more towards undeveloped, backcountry experiences such as 
mountain brkrng, backpacking, horsepackrng, hunting, and srmilar opportunibes The number of new 
special use permits would probably be less in Alternatives 3-M through 6 than in 1-3 and overall recre- 
ation use under permitted acbvrties would also be less. 

e Fffecte - Cumulative impacts of actual recreational use would likely be higher in Alternatives 
I-3 than in Alternabves 3-M through 6, but those impacts would tend to be rn the more easily accessed 
areas and closer to exisbng developed areas or specral interest roads, trails, or attractions In Alterna- 
tive 3-M through 6, the addrtional cumulative impacts of recreation use would tend to be in more unde- 
veloped, backcountry areas with a more primitive experience level These, too, could have a measur- 
able effect on wrldlife, etc. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

lndrcators - The rndrcators used are jobs, employee compensabon, payments to local governments 
(from both the 25% Fund and the Payments in Lieu of Taxes program), the Forest budget, populatron 
characteristics, land use patterns, effects on Amencan Indrans, and civrl rights concerns The factors 
are all discussed under the larger categories of Ide-styles, attitudes-bekefs-values, and social organiza- 
tion. Background rnformabon on these indrcators IS contained rn Chapter Ill and in the Analysis of the 
Management S&ration (AMS). 

to All Alternatives 

Populabon Characteristics -As drscussed in Chapter Ill, the area is experiencing significant populabon 
Increases. This rate of rncrease IS not expected to be significantly affected by any of the alternatives. 

The proportion of the area’s population which IS interested in the Forest for rts recreabonal uses IS 
expected to rncrease as recreational use continues to grow. The proportion of the area’s population 
which IS Interested rn the Forest for timber production or for livestock production IS expected to deckne 

Land Use Patterns - Lands adjacent to and wrthin the Forest are increasrngly passing from tradrbonal 
uses like ranchrng to new uses like subdrvrsrons. Forest management has to consider these new 
neighbors when decidrng how best to manage Forest resources wrth partrcular attention being devoted 
to fire protection, visual quality and recreation opportunity. This challenge can be expected to continue 
to Increase under all alternatives as the human populabon of the area rncreases. 

Some newcomers to the area have devrated from long-held local custom by closrng off access through 
therr property to Forest lands Therr focus on having a Forest in a more natural condrbon has also been 
at odds wrth those who see the Forest es being a resource to be used. These sorts of confkcts can be 
expected to continue, rf not worsen, under all the alternabves due to conbnurng in-migrabon. 
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American Indians - Input from the Shoshone-Bannock tnbes rndrcates thee strong ccncern for conbnu- 
ing the viability and abundance of plants, fish and wildlife on the Forest for the use of their members 
consistent wtth their treaty rights Some of that input has focused on project-specific needs kke prcvrd- 
ing designated routes for motorized access dunng the tnbes’ hunting season. The tribes have also 
commented on their need to have the public and the Forest Service respect their rights to practrce therr 
native religion. All the alternatives are structured so as to afford tribal members the rights guaranteed 
them by treaty. 

Hentage Resources - No significant differences in alternabves would lrkely exist. However, there would 
be mere risk of disturbance of sites in Alternatives 1 through 3-M than in 4-6. This would be only a 
skghtly higher risk due to potential for ground-drsturbrng a&vibes being somewhat hrgher. Also, there 
may be a little more kkelrhood of disccvsnng new heritage resource sites dunng project-specifo site 
surveys for Afternatives 1 through 3-M than rn the lower-activity alternatives. 

Lrfestyles - The overall level of recreational use IS expected to continue to increase along wrth Its assc- 
ciated income and employment opportumtres. Increased recreation use means more people from out- 
side the immediate local area vrsrbng, spendrng money, and rn scme cases investing in local property 
The overall increase In recreation is expected to occur regardless of whrch alternabve IS selected. A 
certain percentage of the people vrsrtmg Yellowstone National Park can be expected to vlslt Forest 
attractions like Mesa Falls, for Instance. 

As Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks become more crowded the Forest can also expect to 
accommodate more of that spillover traffic. For instance, because snowmachining in Yellowstone Na- 
tional Park IS reaching saturation levels, the Targhee is expected to receive more of that traffi-regard- 
less of which alternative is selected 

The area also provides opportunibes for further development of recreational acbvrties. The recently 
opened Grizzly Bear Theme Park just outside Yellowstone’s boundaries IS an example of the kind of 
development which might occur regardless of which alternative is selected for the Revrsron. 

CIVII Rights - No civil rights effects associated wrth the alternabves have been rdenbfred. The contrac- 
tion in the local timber industry IS not expected to have disproportionate effects on women or mrnonty 
groups No WI rights effects have been identffied as varying across the alternatwes. 

It IS possible that wrth reduced budgets it will be more difficult for the Forest to achieve its affirmative 
action objectives. Some have speculated that reductions rn the Forest budget might disproportionately 
affect women and minonbes The recent dcwnsrzrng which occurred on the Forest drd not have that 
effect. Future downsizing efforts are not expected to have drsprcportronately negabve effects on wcmen 
or minorities. 

Vary by Al&m&&s 

American Indians - Tribal members use the Forest in many different ways. Some of these uses are 
Identical to those of the general population and are described elsewhere herein. Other interests may be 
unique to tribal members. For instance, gathering Forest products IS an rmportant part of the culture of 
some tribal members. Those who rely on open roads or motorized trails to access favorite spots may 
have to fmd alternative sites if motorized access IS restricted. It IS also possible that closing motorized 
access to some areas may effectively deny access to the Infirm. 

Discussions with the tribes to date have not revealed a preference for mere or less rcadmg per se. 
Concerns have been vorced about closing roads during the tribe’s hunting season - somethrng that 
needs to be addressed on a continuing, site-specific basis In general though, as the alternatives reduce 
the amount of roads and trails available for motorized use, the time and effort involved rn hunbng IS 
expected to increase. That also applies to other tribal acbvrtres whrch require access to the land The 
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tribes have indicated that the game retneval prowsion in some alternatives is not expected to signifi- 
cantly benefit tribal hunters who generally lack the resources to afford high-flctabcn cross-country mc- 
tcnzed vehicles Reducing motcnzed use may improve the suitability of the land for vision quest and 
various other cultural actwltres. 

Each alternative maintains large areas of the Forest in both motorized and nonmotorized use but it IS 
unclear whether one alternabve meets overall Tribal needs better than another. 

The Forest recognizes the rights afforded the tribes by treaty and by law as outlined rn Chapter Ill of thus 
document. All the alternatives comply with these requirements 

Ltfestyles - Under Alternative 1 the trend of reducing Forest timber haNeStS would continue. This would 
mean that more of those people whose livekhccds depend on timber haNeSting would lose those jobs 
and the associated Income. Because access to fuelwccd is frequently arded by umber haNeStS, people 
are likely to find It more diiicuit to get fuelwccd for home use 

Those whose lrvelihcods are affected by the availabrkty of Forest forage for dcmesbc livestock would 
not expect to see thsrr use of that resource sigmfrcantly change in terms of overall use. Area livestock 
producers would however, have to invest more resources into the Improvement of range allotments 
wrthcut necessarily seeing any increased use of avarlable forage 

In terms of the way the Forest locks, people are likely to be generally pleased as young trees ccntrnue 
to reestablish in the large clearcuts of the Caldera and Plateau areas near Yellowstone National Park. 

What this all means is that more people will be relying on the Forest as a recreation resource rather than 
as a provider of timber or livestock forage. It also means that area schools and roads will be receiving 
less money from Forest acbvrbes that generate receipts-pnncipally timber management-through the 
25% Fund. Payments in Lreu of Taxes would lrkely rise slrghtly, as shown in Table IV-13, for all alterna- 
tives Lrkewrse the budget for the Forest (and Its associated local expendrtures for payroll and supplres) 
will be reduced. 

What Table IV-13 shows in Its entirety IS that the Forest’s pnmary effect on the local economy denves 
from the recreational activity rt provides. And no alternative IS expected to srgnificantly change the 
overall level of use -though usage IS expected to shift over the landscape and by type. That comes as 
small consclabcn to those who have lost a lrvelihcod in the bmber industry 

Attitudes, Beliefs, Values - Many people believe the Forest should be used to produce timber products 
In conjunction with other Forest uses. Alternative 1 allocates the same amount of land to intensrve 
timber production as the existing Forest Plan. It does not, however, continue timber haNests at the 
levels of the past Instead the Forest would ccntrnue the recent trend toward very low timber haNeStS. 
Thus IS because the potenbal yields idenbfred in the current Forest Plan for timber are not sustainable. 

The Forest wrll be stepprng up rts enforcement efforts to ensure that roads and trails closed to mctonzed 
traffic are not used by mctcnzed vehicles. Even though rn Aiternabve 1 these efforts are focused only on 
enforcmg existing mctcnzed use restncticns, many people wall see them as Forest SeNice efforts to 
lock up the Forest. Others who see the Forest as berng over-rcaded are not likely to accept Alternative 
l’s proposal to substantrally reduce mctcnzed use through increased enforcement, more effective clc- 
sures, or an Improved publrc involvement program. There IS great skepbcism as to whether the road 
closures can be effectively implemented wrthcut the support of the local crbzenry. The likelihood exists 
that there wrll be an increased level of conflicts between Forest SeNrce personnel working to effectively 
close roads and trails and those who have grown accustomed to using them 
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Table IV-13. Summary of Forest Effects on the Local Economy 
(Dollar figures are expressed as Mrllrcn Dollars) 

Recent 
Levels 

I/ 

Average Annual Fiaures for Decade 1 of 

T- 

115 
1,787 

187 
2,069 

100 100 
1,991 1,991 

1.1 
34.2 

40 
393 

0.E 
38.5 

C 
39E 

- 

0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.0: 
0.04 0.04 0.04 0 04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
0.24 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 o.oc 
0 31 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.07 

JOBS 2l 
Lrvestcck 
Rscreabcn 
Timber 
Total 

EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION 3/ 
Livestock 
Recreabcn 
Timber 
Total 

PAYMENTS TO LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS 41 

25% FUND 
Livestock 
Recreation 
Timber 
Total 

Payments in Lieu of Taxes 0.88 

Total 1.21 

0 90 0.90 

+ 1 .Ol 1.02 

0.90 0.90 -k 0.90 0.90 

1 .Ol 1 .oo + 0.99 0.98 

0.9c 
- 

0.9i 

12.8 II.91 12.1 12.2 1 12.0 11.91 11.7 11.c 

14.0 -I- 13.2 13.4 

2,097 2,095 

12.7 
- 
2,11: 

~ I/ Figures shown in this column are esbmates of actual production or use during the period shown. 
~ Figures for livestock reflect actual forage ccnsumpbcn rather than permitted levels, some of which 
I might not have been used 
~ 2/ Source: Forest IMPLAN model. Full-time and part-bme employment. Recent Levels are based on 
~ 1995 levels for livestock, and an average of 1991-1993 for the other job categories shown. 
~ 31 Source’ Forest IMPLAN model. Wages and salanss plus the value of benefits and any 
contributions to social secunty and pensron funds by the employer and the employee. Recent Levels 
are based on 1995 levels for livestock, and an average of 1991-1993 for Recreation and Timber. 

,4i Payments to Local Governments come from two different programs, the 25% Fund and Payments 
rn Lieu of Taxes. Recent Levels are for the period of 1992-l 994. Payments from the 25% Fund result 

~ from Forest gross receipts whereas Payments in Lieu of Taxes derive from the pcpulabcn of the local 
government, the amount of its land under federal ownership, and other federal recerpts, such as those 
received from the 25% Fund. 

~ 51 Recent Levels are an average of the period 1991-1993, expressed in 1992 5 terms Includes the 
~ full range of Forest costs usually accounted for in the budget including Mcmtcnng and Evaluabcn, 
Road Restriction, and Road Rsclamat~ctiOblrteraticn 
61 Recent Levels are an average of the pencd 1991-I 993, expressed in 1992 $ terms. Includes 
frrefighting and law enforcement expenditures not tracked in the budget. 
71 Dollar-valued benefits less dollar-valued costs crsccunted at a 4% annual rate over the 150 year 
period of analysrs. 
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The motorized access srtuabcn IS parbcularly troublesome in that for a number of years, rcaded access 
on the Forest was ccnbnually Increasing-largely as a consequence of logging activity. People had 
come to expect more and more motorized access. In recent years, that access has been decreasrng in 
order to provide better habrtat for wrldlrfe. 

Alternative 1 would also likely not be acceptable to those whose belief systems are more tuned to 
nonconsumptive use of the Forest. That is due rn large part to the fact that in the past Alternative 1 
called for schedukng timber harvests at such high levels that they could not be continued into the future. 
Thus, the frame of reference people have for logging on the Forest is that areas entered for logging are 
logged very heavtly - not harvested at rates that are sustarnable. 

As currently formulated, Alternative 1 would not ccntrnue the practice of logging at levels that cannot be 
continued into the future. But It IS unlikely that those whose value systems were offended by Alternabve 
l’s high hSNSSt rates of the past could come to accept this identrcal land allocation even without the 
hrgh harvest levels. 

Big game hunting, and in parbcular elk hunting, IS a major event on the Forest. Parbcrpants eagerly 
await the season’s arrival. The success they have enjoyed In recent years would not be expected to 
change with the selection of Alternative 1, although with ccntrnurng growth in the previously clearcut 
areas and more effecbve road closures, hunter success may be more difficult to achieve. 

Sense of Control, Sense of Self-Suffrcrency - The financial, social and psychological Insecurity ~SSCCI- 
ated wrth lost Jobs and reduced Incomes associated with lower timber hSNSStS would be evrdent in 
Alternative 1. Businesses that could not make up this loss of re.w matenal supply from other sources 
would likely shut their doors or continue operations at reduced levels. Employees would need to find 
other jobs or to relocate. The effect IS more pronounced on the local economy because Jobs in the 
timber industry tend to be better-paying And while the existing Forest Plan did acknowledge that 
harvest levels would have to be reduced, the levels of reduction described in that document were 
nowhere near as severe as IS now rndrcated 

There IS no reason to expect that those who lose theIrJobs in the local bmber sector WIII be able to find 
comparable-paying Jobs in the local area They WIII be faced with the prospect of getting along wrth a 
lower income, working mulbple Jobs, relocating, or reducrng expenditures. 

At the same time though, these Job reducbcns are ccnsrstent wrth a trend that has been recognized for 
some time. Timber-related Jobs have been on the decline. For some there IS a grudging reccgmbcn that 
even thongs lake personal use fuelwccd are not going to be as readrly available in the future as they have 
been in the past 

People whose livskhcods or recreabcn-based acbvrttes (like fuelwccd gathenng) are associated with 
timber harvesting are likely to feel their sense of control and sense of self-sufficiency drminished be- 
cause they will suffer a loss rn earmngs or in the use of a recreation cppcrtunrty. People whose pnmary 
Interest on the Forest IS on nonconsumptive use would kkely have a mixed response to the Forest’s 
management under Alternative 1. Many of the Forest’s watersheds that were prevrcusly heavrly logged 
would be left largely undrsturbed rn Alternative I-rncludrng much of the area in the highly vrsrble US 
Highway 20 corridor used by SC many people headrng into Yellowstone National Park. The timber 
harvest would, however, be moved Into other areas to whrch a different set of recreaticnists might 
CbJect. 
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Local governments recerve payments assocrated with the Forest from the 25% Fund, which remrts to 
local governments 25% of Forest gross recerpts; and from the Payments in Lieu of Taxes program, 
whrch bases payments to local counbes based on therr human populabon, therr area under federal 
ownershrp, and their receipts from other federal sources. Area counties receive substantially more from 
the latter program than from the former. It would not be expected to change srgmfrcantly based on the 
akernative selected. Payments from the 25% Fund are expected to change substantially as shown in 
Table IV-13. Money from these funds help compensate the local governments for expenses they incur 
relabve to the federally-owned lands within their junsdrchon. 

Social Organization. Community Cohesron - Selectmg the Contmue the Forest Plan Alternative (Atter- 
native 1) would kkely have no perceptible effect on community cohesion. 

Social Organization: Communrty Stability - People Involved m the hmber mdustry and Its related indus- 
tries would continue to lose their jobs More jobs will become available in the sectors servrng recrsatronists. 
The kvestook industry would see little change other than the need to invest more money Into permitted 
use areas. For some who are operabng on the margin, that could be the difference between marntarmng 
an operabon and getting out of the busmess, but overall use of the Forest forage resource by livestock 
IS expected to change very Tile. Those trends have been rn place in the local area for some bme. They 
wrll continue under Alternative 1. 

Economic Efficrency - The pnmary measure of economrc efficiency used rn the analysis is Present Net 
Value (PNV). Present Net Value IS, “The difference between the drecounted value (benefits) of all out- 
puts to which monetary values or estabkshed market prices are asstgned and the total drscounted costs 
of managing the planning area.” (36 CFR 219.3) 

Dollar values were identrfred for recreatron, bmber, livestock grazing, and water. Costs included m the 
analysis included all costs of managing the Forest, includmg frrefrghtmg, law enforcement, and monrtor- 
tng. 

As shown in Table IV-13, the range of the PNV’s is quote small, the overall range varying less than two 
percent. The predominant reason for this small range IS that recreahon and water benefits, whrch com- 
prise the great bulk of dollar-valued benefits, are not expected to vary by alternative. Changes rn recre- 
ation use may occur, such as concentration of use in smaller areas or movement of recreationists from 
one type of recreation to another. The overall level of recreabon IS expected to be the same for all 
aiternabves. LIkewise, no changes in water flows from the Forest are antrcrpated by akernabve Changes 
in benefits thus denve from changes in the range and umber programs 

Variations in costs do occur across the alternahves and over trme. These are assocrated with reduced 
bmber harvests, mcrsasrng road restrictions and law enforcement, and rncreasmg costs of firefighting. 

Alternatives 2-6 

Lrfestyles - The numbering scheme of the these alternabves stretches from 2 to 6. As the numbers 
assigned to the alternatives increase, the alternatives move consistently toward’ 

- Less opportunities to make a livrng off the Forest by producing ttmber products or rarsrng kvestock. 
- Restncting those management achvrties which leave lasting visual reminders. 
- Increasing the possrbrlrty of lasting visual reminders due to unmanaged occurrences kke wrldfses 
- Reduced rncrdence of kvestock grazrng. 
- Fewer roads and trails. 
- Fewer roads and trawls open to motorized use. 
- Less cross-country motorized use. 
- More nonmotorized recreation opportunities 
- Greater protection of wildlife habitat. 
- More recommended wrlderness. 
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Timber-related employment would be expected to vary drrectly and proportronally to the projected ASQ. 

Reducbons in domestic livestock grazing, while substanbal (especrally in Aiternatrves 3-M, 4, 5, and 6) 
are not nearly so severe as those associated with the timber industry. The economrc viability of grazrng 
operatrons is kkely to drminish though as restrictions are placed on the allotments to improve resource 
conditions. 

Aesthetically, those desiring a more natural appeanng landscape wrll see the heavily logged areas of the 
Forest commg back In new growth rn all the alternatwes. The alternatives wrth hrgher levels of ASQ WIII 
halvest larger amounts of timber in other less-logged or nonlogged watersheds around the Forest. 
Those areas WIII show the effects of humans workrng on the land, building roads, removing timber, and 
establmhing new bmber stands rn direct proportion to the amount of ASQ. 

Those alternatives with fewer mtles of road and trawl open for motorized use (as shown in Chapter II) 
would kkely see increased concentrabons of motorized use on the miles remamrng open, reducbons in 
recreation dependent on motorized use, Increases in nonmotorized recreabon, or some combmation 
thereof. The way people recreate on the Forest will defmrtely change. People WIII not have the same 
type of hunting experience in every aiternabve. Opportumbes for soktary expenences on the Forest WIII 
change as well 

Attitudes, Bekefs, Values - The numbering scheme of the acbon alternabves stretches from 2 to 6. As 
the numbers assigned to the alternabves Increase, the alternatives move consistently toward: 

- Greater accommodation of those who feel the Forest’s resources should be left to change wrthout 
human intelvention 
- Less accommodatron of those who feel the Forest’s resources should be used for the benefit of 
humans. 
- Greater trust that developments whrch occur wrthout human rnterventron will benefit the ecosystem. 

Social Organization (Commumty Cohesion and Stabrlrty) -Any of the alternahves would create stress on 
the local social orgamzatron. The most stressful would kkely be those alternatives near the extremes of 
the spectrum-i and 2,5 and 6-because they respond more clearly to the needs of one group rather 
than those of another For instance, Alternabves 5 and 6 recognize the needs of those favoring in- 
creases rn nonmotorized recreabon and protection of wildlife habrtat as being more important than the 
needs of those who favor motonzed recreabon use and bmber halvest on the Forest 

In order for the local commumhes to come together in a posrbve manner, some sense of a new socral 
order must emerge on the local scene that integrates the diverse views held on how the Forest should 
be managed. Otherwise the tensions and stresses associated with an un-networked leadership are 
likely to contmue. The Forest can also work construcbvely in this area by mamtarning its efforts rn pubkc 
involvement. 

To the extent that new social order is not achieved, there WIII likely be progressrvely more vandaltsm and 
trespass assocrated with the alternatives as they decrease motonzed access to the Forest. 

Facilities 

to All Alternatives - The tndivrdual facilitces are not anticrpated to have any 
major effects on environmental components beyond those exrsbng today The Forest Service may alter 
and reparr such facrktres as administrabve sates and other structures on the land owned by the federal 
government, as necessary to carry out its mission. Any proposed facikties will be subject to envs’on- 
mental analysrs to verify the need for the proposal, to revrew alternatives, and to determine site-specific 
effects and mitigation measures as needed. Decisrons on proposals wrll be based on rn separate 
environmental assessments or impact statements. 
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Non-Recreational Special Uses 

to All Al&n&yes-There are approxrmately 204 exlstrng special use permrts, 
in addition to recreabon special use permrts on the Forest. Drtches, canals, fences, power plants, 
powerlines, telephone lines, fences, roads, electronic sates, commumcabon sftes, and dams are all 
examples of these uses. 

Any new proposed special use permits wrll be subject to envkonmental analysis to verify the need for 
the proposal, to review alternatives, and to determme sate-specific effects and mrbgation measures as 
needed Decisrons on proposals wrll be based on in separate environmental assessments or Impact 
statements 

Vary b@mrne&e - Alternatlve 2 identifies two potential communication sites. 
One srte is on the Island Park Ranger Drstnct, located on Two Top Mountam. The other IS located on 
Paksades Ranger Drstrict on Brg Elk Mountain The other alternatives are unchanged. 

V. PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Timber 

Key Indicator - Volume Harvested, Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 

Other Indicators 
1. Acres Harvested 
2. Unscheduled Timber Harvested 
3 Firewood/Product Volume 
4 Sultable Timber Acres 
5. Halve.3 Volume as a percent of Long Term Sustamed Yield 
6. Noninterchangable component (NIC) 
7. Harvest Acres by HaNest System 
8. Supply and Demand for wood products 
9. Reforestabon 
10 Timber Stand Improvement (TSI) 

Unscheduled Timber Harvest - All alternatives allow unscheduled timber haNSStIng for the following 
purposes. 

-Publo safety; 
-Visual quakty; 
-Long term marntenance of vegetation conditions, 
-Commercial, personal use and camp firewood, 
-Commercral and admmtstrative post and pole cutting: 
-Admmrstrative use: 
-Achieve mature growth standards: 
-To meet specific recreahon objectives; 
-Attam desrred vegetation characteristics; 
-Improve wildlrfe habitat; and 
-Where needed to meet management prescnption goals. 
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The volume and acres assocrated wrth unscheduled timber halvest are currently unknown but treat- 
ments will occur to rmplement ecosystem management and to meet the various prescription goals and 
objecbves 

Firewood/Product Volume - All alternatives allow halvest of wood products other than ASQ volume A 
goal of the Revrsion is to conduct an inventory for determining a sustainable level of firewood and then 
offer that level. A current estrmate of volume (firewood and products) that would be avarlable from the 
forest annually dunng thus planning period (the first decade of revision Implementation) IS 3 8 MMBF. 
This compares to approxrmately 4.6 MMBF that was sold dunng Fiscal Year 95 and 6.3 MMBF which IS 
a four-year average for the years of 1992-95 

All alternatives harvest less firewood and product volume compared to the levels associated with the 
past plannmg period. Demand for firewood IS down, due to a decreased supply and the quality of 
offered material, over the past 4-5 years The anticrpated supply level IS below the expected demand 
Thus wrll result in more compebbon for sales and therefore, increased cost to purchasers. Demand for 
product volume (post and poles) IS increasrng wrthrn the planmng area. There will be a decrease In 
availabrkty of personal use post and poles for farm and ranch use and a move toward competrbve brds 
as demand will exceed supply. The supply of poles may be augmented by precommercral thmnmg 
material as thrnnlng opportumtres will rncrease dunng thrs planning penod. 

HaNeSt System - The ASQ acres for all alternatives will be harvested using even-aged silvicultural 
systems (clearcut, commercral thrnning, seed tree, shelterwood and overstory removal) and where 
appropriate, and to a lesser degree, uneven-aged systems (group selection, rndrvidual tree selecbon 
and commercial thrnmng). Specific drrechon regardmg appropriate harvest systems for each species IS 
found in the Forestwide Standards and Guides and wrll be applied on a site-specific basis. 

Trmber Stand Improvement (TSI) - Dunng the planning period it is estimated that there will be 34,841 
acres of regenerated forest stands that will need to be thinned. Of the total 17,812 acres are planned to 
be treated thus decade Some 24,111 acres of the total acres avarlable are within BMU’s Some 7 7,029 
acres (71%) of the 24,111 acres in BMU’s are located wrthin core areas and by prescnption cannot be 
treated. 

Timber Prescription Areas -Table IV-14 below displays the total number of acres wrthin each alternative 
which are allocated to timber management activrties (ASQ). The display represents total acres wrthin 
timber management prescnpbon boundaries (includes forested and nonforested). 

1 Table IV-14. Total Acres Within Trmber Management Prescnpbons I 

Alt 1 Alt 2 A13 Ait 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Ait 

Timber Prescnptron AC. 795,600 857,300 663,800 585,800 523,600 272,300 0 

Suitable Timber Acres - All seven alternabves have drfferent amounts of acres suited for timber man- 
agement. Table IV-15 below displays the numbers of acres of available suitable bmber by alternative. 
Total tentatively surtable acres for the Forest are 703,100. The process used to determine total suitable 
acres IS found rn Process Paper C 
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Table IV-15 AvarIable Surtable Acres for Timber Management Activrbes 

AR 1 Alt 2 A13 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt6 

Surtable Acres 591,420 596,630 549,010 467,000 421,510 206,610 0 

Total s&able acres shown above reflect forest acres withm the timber management prescripbon acres 
shown in Table IV-14. The difference between total tentatively suitable acres (703,100) and those 
shown in Table IV-15 above, reflect specific constraints within the prescnpbon mix in each alternative. 
The alternatives wrth the largest acreages of suitable forest land wrll have the most effect on forested 
vegetabon. 

Acres Harvested - Table IV-16 displays harvest acres for each alternative. Harvest acres are deter- 
mined by the number of sultable acres within management prescriptions that allow timber harvest acts+ 
ties. The differences between the acres shown below and the surtable acres shown above IS due to 
specfrc constraints withm each prescnpbon area, past timber acbvrties in that area, and the fact that 
suitable acres shows the area harvested over an entire 150-year period of analysis rather than the first 
decade. Process Paper B provides Information on the constramts used for thus analysis. 

Alternative 2 harvests the most acres during the decade followed by I, 3,3-M, 4, and 5. There are no 
ASQ haNeSt acres associated with Alternative 6. All alternatives harvest 1.4% or less of the total 
forested acres and 2.4% or less of total suitable acres. 

Table IV-16 HaNeSt Acres by Alternative 

I ) Alt 1 1 Alt 2 1 Alt 3 1 Alt3-M 1 Ait4 1 Alt5 1 Alt 6 

Harvest AC (Yr) 1,477 1,694 1,423 1,143 473 
Harvest AC. (Dee) 14,764 16,940 14,230 11,430 4,730 

% of Total 
Forested Acres 12 1.4 1.2 0.9 0.4 

% of Total Mature 
Forested Acres 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.2 0.5 

% of Forest 
Suitable Acres 2.1 2.4 2.0 1.6 0.7 

% of Alternative 
Suitable Acres 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.1 23 I 

Aspen Harvest AC. 325 559 364 320 150 76 
% of AC. Treated 22 22 27 26 20 16 

0 
0 

00 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0 
0.0 

LPP HaNest AC. 
% of AC. Treated 

Other Conifer AC. 
% of AC. Treated 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

I 

% Tractor Logging 66 66 67 90 90 64 00 

% Cable Logging 141 121 131 101 101 161 oa 
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Except for Alternative I, lodgepole pme (36-40%) IS the species that IS harvested the most This was 
the case in the existing Forest Plan except that the percentage of lodgepole pine to the total harvest was 
about 90%. Aspen harvest (16-26%) makes up a larger percent of harvest as compared to the existing 
Plan as is the case with Douglas-frr and the mixed conifer groups (29-45%) 

The use of all logging systems to harvest bmber would continue under all alternatives. Selection of 
appropriate systems would be made at the project level and would be based on silvicultural needs, 
watershed protecbon, operatronal feasrbiiii and costs. 

Noninterchangable Component (NIC) - Table IV-17 below drsplays the number and percent of suitable 
acres by alternahve that fall mto a NIC. NIC acres are ASQ acres assocrated wrth aspen, forested 
slopes between 40-60%, specrfic prescriptions (5 3 2 - 5 3.5,5.7,5.6, and 5 9 2) and areas designated 
as roadless. Thus component basrcally rndrcates that the volume from these acres, d lost to harvestrng 
opportunrties, wrll not be made up elsewhere. As an example, If aspen cannot be harvested in the 
amounts shown above because of lack of market, the volume lost is not required to be made up with 
addrtional harvest of another species. Another example would be volume from a roadless area If an 
alternative not to harvest timber IS selected in a future site specific project analysis, the volume would 
not be made up from other lands. 

Table IV-17. NIC Acres by Akernabve I 

Alternative 1 has the largest amount of NIC acres followed by Alternatives 3,3-M, 4,2, and 5. Alterna- 
bve 5 also has the least amount of suitable acres of any alternative wrth a scheduled timber haNest. 

Harvest Volume - Harvest volume data IS shown rn Table IV-16 below. ASQ IS the amount of bmber 
volume that each alternatrve allows to be harvested based on the number of suitable acres, average 
volume per acre and management drrectron wrthin each prescriptron area. 
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Table IV-18 Harvest Volume Data 1 
I ) AR1 1 Alt2 1 Aft3 1 Alt3-M 1 Aft4 1 Alt5 1 Aft6 1 

Annual (ASQ) 5,116 5,963 5,067 3,698 2,457 1,487 0 
Decade (ASQ) 51,166 59,629 56,073 36,979 24,578 14,866 0 

Average VoVAc. MBF 3,465 3,520 3,519 3,235 3,273 3,143 0 

I %ofTotalVol. 1 2,4iii 2s2ig/ i~5~~I 1~3~~1 ~1 ‘i:/ O.iI 
Aspen Volume 

LPP Volume 3,690 2,327 2,158 1,652 1,330 665 0 
% of Total Vol 47 39 43 45 54 45 0.0 

Other Conifer 1,801 1,339 1,273 731 511 510 0 
% of Total Vol 23 22 25 19 21 34 0.0 

Alternabve 2 provrdes the most volume harvested dunng the decade, followed by Afternabves 1, 3,3-M, 
4 and 5 Alternabve 6 does not provrde any volume from ASQ haNeSt. All alternabves harvest 1 .O% or 
less of total forested volume and 1 6% or less of total surtable volume 

In comparison to the exrsbng Forest Plan, lodgepole volume wrll again provide the largest amount of 
volume but only about 4050% to the total. Aspen volume provrdes 20-40% of the total volume whrch is 
a srgnrfrcant increase from past management. Douglas-fir and the mixed comfer group also increase 
srgnrfrcantly compnsrng 20-35%. 

Volumes per acre are shown above in Table W-18. The average volume per acre across the alterna- 
tives is about 3 4 MBF. During the previous planning penod (1981 - 1990) the planned volume per acre 
averaged around 5 0 MBF and the actual sawhmber volume per acre was 6.2 MBF. The planned 
volume per acre IS less than the previous planmng period due to two wildlife constrarnts. The fast 
requires 20 logs per acre in each decomposrtion class be left on-&e. These logs should be a mrmmum 
of 7” in diameter (average 9.5” in diameter) and be 20’ long. This would equate to about 0.75-1.0 MBF 
per acre left on the ground if adequate down and woody matenal IS not avarlable. The second wrldlrfe 
constraint that affects volume per acre is a snag per cavity nesting requirement for leavrng snags and 
snag recruitment trees. For a 100 percent brologrcal potential atthe high end, 10 snags per acre and 25 
snag recruitment trees per acre (half in the 7.0”-9.9” diameter class) would have to be left This would 
also equate to 0.65-l .25 MBF per acre berng left standing. 

Long Term Sustarned Yreld Capacity (LTSYC) - LTSYC IS the highest uniform wood yield from lands 
berng managed for bmber producbon that may be sustained, under a specified management intensity, 
consistent with mulbple use objectives. Table IV-19 below drsplays the LTSYC on an annual basrs for 
each afternabve LTSYC generally shown in MCF (thousand cubrt feet) is also displayed in MBF (thou- 
sand board feet) (estimate) terms for ease in comparing the afternatives. 
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Table IV-19 Long Term SustaIned Yreld Capacity (LTSYC) 

Aft1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Aft 3-M Aft4 Alt 5 Aft6 

LTSYC (MCF/Yr ) 7,144 7,271 7,451 6,155 5,772 2,801 NA 
LTSYC (MBF/Yr.) 32,065 32,635 33,442 27,626 25,907 12,572 NA 

Harvest Volume 
as a % of LTSYC 16 18 15 13 10 11 NA 

For clarification, LTSYC indicates the amount of volume that is produced annually from the suited acres 
shown for each aiternative rn the long term. This includes growth from all trees and does not necessanly 
mean total merchantable volume that IS avarIable for haNest. By law, harvest levels cannot exceed 
LTSYC. Alternative 2 comes the closest to meeting Its LTSYC but only utilrzes 18 percent rn decade 1, 
less than l/5 the annual growth predicted in the long term. Alternabve 2 IS followed by Alternatives 1,3, 
3-M, 5 and 4 respectively. 

Supply and Demand - Chapter Ill displays informabon on the current supply for sawhmber and wood 
products and the predicted demand from operators rn our area. Table IV-20 below drsplays how the 
volume available from each afternabve meets the demand. 

Table IV-20. HaNest Levels Compared to Projected Demand 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Ait 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt6 

ASQ 31 36 31 23 15 9 0 

Firewood/Products 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 

1% Total I 541 59 1 54 I 461 38 I 32 1 231 

% Present Demand 25 27 25 21 18 15 11 

% Survival Level 291 31 I 28 I 241 201 171 12 

Alternative 2 provrdes the most volume rn terms of past supply and present demand but falls well short 
of hrstortcal levels provided by the Forest. Even dunng recent years (1991 - 1994) the Forest provided 
54.4% of the volume available to the local demand area. Under Alternabve 2, the Forest WIII supply 
about 59% of the volume available to the local market Thus total would be less than half of what the 
local area demands. Following Alternattve 2, Alternatives 1, 3, 3-M, 4, 5 and 6 provide decreasing 
amounts Survival level IS the minimum level of hmber demand, from all operabons, necessary to meet 
the needs of timber industry and personal use 

Future Harvest Levels - Table IV-21 below drsplays future levels of harvest. 

I Table IV-21. Future Harvest Levels (Average Annual MBF) 

Decade 

2 

t 

3 
4 
5 
6 
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Reforestation - Table IV-22 below displays the level of reforestabon activities expected dunng the plan- 
ning period. 

Table W-22. Forest Reforestation Acres 

1 Alt 1 1 Alt 2 1 Alt 3 1 Alt 3-M 1 Aft4 1 Alt 5 1 Alt 6 

AC of Reforestation 25,190 27,360 24,650 21,850 17,930 15,150 10,420 

Mrnrmum AC. of 
Planting 10,420 10,420 10,420 10,420 10,420 10,420 10,420 

AC. of Reforestatron 
in BMU’s 1,975 1,975 1,975 1,975 1,975 1,975 0 

About 10,420 acres of the total reforestation needs shown above will be planted in all alternatives 
Addrtronal amounts in Table IV-22 come from planned harvest during the planning period and will be a 
mrxture of artificral and natural regeneration. The amount of each wrll depend on the species harvested, 
harvest system used, and suitability for natural regeneration during the planning period. Thus will be 
determined through site-specific analysis. 

Silvicultural Systems - Even-aged management systems will continue to be used resulbng in even-aged 
stands. Uneven-aged systems WIII be used to a lesser degree, but WIII have very little cumulabve effect 
as the successional stage generally does not change when acbvrtres occur. 

Fuelwood - The recent levels of fuelwood will continue to decrease due to the low number of acres 
treated under any alternatwe. Requirements for more down and woody vegetation and maintarmng 
snags wrthin harvest units will also reduce available fuelwood matenal offered rn slash piles. 

Use of aspen for firewood matenal could increase due to the Increased aspen acreage that IS avarIable 
for treatment. Aspen firewood IS not part of the ASQ. 

Fire-The hazard from wrldflre on the suited lands should remain about the same as rn the past because 
the acres available to harvest, once harvested, will not reduce the composrbon of the mature component 
signrficantly. The hazard on the nonsuited lands should remain constant or slrghtly Increase as the 
stands continue to mature and no activibes are Initiated to reduce fuel loading. 

Insects and Disease - Insects and drsease will conbnue to be present in both the suited and nonsuited 
lands. Vegetation management acbvities planned during this period will decrease rn amount on the 
suited acres, but even a 2% or lees reduction in mature stands provides some benefit in reducing 
insects and disease problems On the unsuited lands, insect and drsease could burld up to epidemic 
proportions. 

Growth on the managed stands would increase wrth management Intensity. As more lands are devel- 
oped, total growth would Increase. Growth on the nonsurted lands would remain constant or decrease 
as the stands Increase in age and are past culmination in the later successional stages. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Indicators - The “Production” rndrcators for “Livestock Grazing” that wrll be covered rn this porbon of 
chapter 4 are. 

1 Amount of permitted AUM’s and Iwestock. 
2. Number of grazing permittees and permrts 
3 Amount of acres open to grazmg. 
4. Number of allotments open to grazmg 

to All Alternatives - Three vacant sheep allotments on the Island Park Ranger 
District and four vacant sheep allotments on the Ashton Ranger District will be closed to sheep and 
cattle grazing to better manage gnzzly bear habrtat. One vacant sheep allotment on the Dubors Ranger 
Drstnct and another vacant sheep allotment on the Palisades Ranger Drstrict wrll be closed to sheep and 
cattle grazing to Improve watershed and SOIL condrtrons This IS a reducbon of 5,648 sheep AUM’s, 
reduces the number of open sheep allotments form 78 to 69 and closes an addrbonal 98,214 acres to 
grazing of domesbc Irvestock. Since these allotments are currently vacant, thus reducbon in a real sense 
has already occurred 

All reconstruction of exrshng range improvements and all proposed new Improvements wrll be needed 
equally wrth each afternabve. These improvements are needed to: 1) arrest deteriorated range condt- 
tions and rmprove rangeland health, 2) mamtarn or implement improved grazing systems and Allotment 
Management Plans, and 3) mrhgate site specdrc situahons identrfred m previously completed NEPA 
documents. All proposed new nonstructural improvements (burns, spray, seedings, etc ) and noxious 
weed control will be implemented to improve ecologrcal conditions. No increase in AUM’s or livestock 
carrying capacrty IS anticrpated. 

p - Unless otherwise specdred, all environmental consequences 
are calculated to occur by the end of the first decade The effects of implementabon on indrcators for all 
alternatives is shown in Table IV-23 

Wrth the exrsting Forest Plan (Alternative I), livestock management (grazing) systems are primarily 
ublized to maintam or improve forage outputs for livestock and wildkfe and to protect and rmprove 
watershed condrtrons. Directron is not given to sustarn kvestock use at any specrfied level. The direction 
is to “Obtarn optimum use of all suitable grazing lands on the Forest consistent with other resource 
needs.” lnformabon about this drrechon and how well the existing Forest Plan met objectives can be 
found rn the “Range Section” of the Analysrs of the Management Siiuabon (AMS) 

Rrparian ubkzation in Alternative 1 IS expressed as a percentage of forage utilized and ranges between 
30% and 65% for herbaceous vegetation and 20% and 40% for browse, depending on the type of 
grazing system and “range” condrtion. There IS a loo-foot buffer zone along each side of all perennial 
streams. Compared to the existing srtuation, Alternabve 1 marntams the existing number of grazrng 
permits, permrttees, sheep, sheep AUM’s, and cattle allotments open to grazing. Alternative 1 projects 
a skght Increase in cattle numbers and AUM’s. 

Akernatrves 2-6 express ripanan forage uhlrzatron in terms of HGL “stubble herght” and have wider 
buffer zones. With Alternatives 2-6, livestock management (grazing) systems are primanly utilized to 
maintam or rmprove forage outputs for lrvestock and wildlife and to protect and Improve watershed 
condrtions. The amount of protection varies among alternatives. Dire&on is not grven to sustain Iwe- 
stock use at any specrfied level. 

Alternative 2 implements the Aquatic Influence Zone Prescription which provides for a 4” HGL stubble 
height for all ripanan areas either at the end of the grazing period or for all pastures grazed after 
September 1 and has buffer widths ranging from 100 feet to 203 feet on each side of all fish bearing 
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streams. Compared to the existing srtuabon, Alternabve 2 maintains the exisbng number of grazrng 
permits, permrttees, and cattle allotments open to grazing Alternative 2 projects decreases for sheep 
and cattle numbers and AUM’s. 

Akernabvs 3 is similar to Aiternabve 2 except for a slight difference in cattle AUM’s (88 AUM drfferencs). 
Like Akernative 2, Alternative 3 Implements a 4” HGL stubble height for uhlrzabon on npanan forage. 

Akernabve 3-M implements the Aquatic Influence Zone Prescription which provrdes for a 4” HGL stubble 
height for all riparlan areas erther at the end of the grazrng period or for all pastures grazed after 
September 1 and has buffer widths ranging from 150 feet to 300 feet on each side of all fish beanng 
streams. 

Compared to the existing sftuahon, the Alternative 3-M implementation of the “phaseout” of sheep 
grazrng to better manage grizzly bear and big horn sheep habitat will reduce sheep grazmg by 8,995 
active AUM’s (18%). The reduction sustarned as a result to improve grizzly bear habitat amounts to 
5,446 AUM’s (10 9%) and will elrmrnate (phaseout) all sheep grazrng (100% of the sheep AUM’s) on the 
Island Park Ranger District and portions (21% of the sheep AUM’s) on the Teton Basrn Ranger District. 
The reduction associated with Improved big horn sheep habitat amounts to 3,549 AUM’s (7.1%) and will 
reduce (phaseout) sheep grazrng (51% of the sheep AUM’s) on the Teton Basin Ranger Drstnct. As a 
resuk of providing Improved npanan management, and addrtional projected reduction of 845 active 
sheep AUM’s (1.7%) will occur on the Dubois Ranger District. 

Compared to the exrabng situation, AfternatIve 3-M reduces lrvestock and AUM’s, grazing permits and 
permittees, and the number of allotments and acres open to grazing. 

Compared to the existing situation and Alternatives 1 through 3-M, Alternabve 4 wrll achieve better 
riparian conditions in the shortest amount of time. This will result in a 12% Forestwide reducbon of cattle 
AUM’s. Alternative 4 implements the Aquatic Influence Zone Prescription which provides for a 6” HGL 
stubble height for riparian forage utilization at the end of the grazing period or for all pastures grazed 
after September 1 and has buffer widths ranging from 150 feet to 300 feet on each side of all frsh- 
bearing streams. The most srgnrfrcant reducbons in cattle AUM’s will occur on the Dubois, Palisades, 
Teton Basin, and Ashton Ranger Districts wfth projected reductions of 7,986 AUM’s (20%) 1,770 AUM’s 
(IO%), 486 AUM’s (B%), and 925 AUM’s (6%) respectively. 

Alternatrve 4 implements the phaseout of sheep grazmg in grizzly bear habitat and brghorn sheep habi- 
tat the same as In Afternative 3-M. The reduction in sheep AUM’s on the Dubors Ranger Dmtnct IS also 
the same as Aiternative 3-M. 

Compared to the existing situation, Alternahve 4 decreases livestock and AUM’s, grazrng permits and 
permrttees, and the number of allotments and acres open to grazmg 

Alternatives 5 and 6 are rdenbcal to Alternahve 4, except that termrnabon of sheep grazrng rn gnzzly 
bear habitat will occur immediately. 

rve Fffecte - Because livestock operations and allotment conditions vary across the Forest, It IS 
difficult to determine how each rndrvrdual allotment or permrttee will respond to rmplementabon of the 
standards, guidelines and prescriptions associated with each alternahvs. For example, a change in 
AUM’s can be the result of changes in the number of livestock, permitted season, or a combmabon of 
both As demonstrated by traditional and nontradrbonal range management pracbces, the loss of AUM’s 
(except those assocrated wrth grizzly bear habltat or bighorn sheep habitat) can often be mrtigated whrle 
improvement rn other resources such as fish and wildlrfe habrtat and other “nonproduction” indicators 
occur. An actual change in AUM’s can only occur wrth a sate-specrfrc analysrs of each grazmg allotment. 
The projected effects on the tndicators associated wrth AUM’s, livestock numbers, permits, and permrt- 
tees are the Forest’s best estimate of the potenbal impacts (Table IV-23). 
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Compared to the existing srtuatron, Implementation of Afternatives I, 2, or 3 are not likely to sigmficantly 
or adversely affect the mafonty of lrvestock grazmg permittees with grazrng pnvileges on the Targhee 
National Forest. However, depending on future site-specrfic analysis for each allotment, some allot- 
ments may be affected 

Table IV-23. Comparison of Indicators by Alternative by the End of Decade 1 

Indicator 

AUM’s 
Sheep 
Cattle 

Livestock W 
Sheep 
Cattle 

Permittees 
Sheep 
Cattle 

Permits 
Sheep 
Cattle 

Acres (MM) 
Open 
Closed 

Allotments 31 
Sheep 
Cattle 

E 

C 

Zxisbng 
Level 

55,749 
92,316 

72,065 72,005 71,605 71,605 58,045 58,045 58,045 58,045 
21,696 21,896 20,646 20,646 20,646 18,846 18,846 18,846 

33 33 33 
142 142 142 

76 76 76 
201 201 201 

1 498 1 400 1.400 
391 489 .489 

78 69 69 
76 76 76 

1 

50,101 
93,517 

2 

49,801 
89,110 I 

3 3-M II 

49,801 40,261 
89,022 89,022 

33 25 
142 142 

76 63 
201 201 

1.400 1.228 
.489 .661 

69 54 
76 76 

4 II 

40,261 
81,08? 

25 
132 

63 
187 

1.228 
.661 

54 
76 

l! These figures Implement the “phase out” of sheep. 
2/These figures are the midpoint of the ranges described in Chapter Ill 
3/Allotments open to grazrng. 

5 6 

40,261 40,261 
81,083 81,083 

25 25 
132 132 

63 63 
187 187 

1.228 1.228 
661 .661 

54 54 
76 76 

Compared to the exrsbng condrbons, rmplementahon of Afternabves 3-M, 4, 5 or 6 will affect livestock 
permittees on all ranger districts. The largest significant impacts will occur to cattle permittees wRh 
grazrng pnvileges on the Dubois and Palisades Ranger Districts, and to sheep permittees grazmg sheep 
on the Island Park and Teton Basin Ranger Districts. 

VI. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitment of resources refers to a decrsron that disturbs or reduces a nonrenewable 
resource, or a renewable resource to the pornt that renewal can only occur over a long penod of time 
and/or at a great expense. Examples are mrnerals extraction, loss of cultural resources, and construc- 
tion of major roads or hydroelectnc projects 
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Irretrievable commrtment of resources refers to lost producbon or use of renewable resources due to 
land use decisions. This represents the opportumhes foregone for the penod of time that the resource 
IS unavailable. 

Mrneral extraction activities will require site-specific environmental analysrs that explores the extent and 
consequences of rrreversrble commrtments To lessen the rrreversrble commitment of resources, it IS 
the Forest manager’s job to provide mitigation that will mrmmze adverse envrronmental impacts. 
The Forest has about 3300 miles of open or restricted roads. Table IV-12 shows what will happen to 
that figure over the comrng decade Open and restncted road mrles may be regarded as berng effec- 
tively withdrawn from vegetahon productron. Roads reclarmed or obliierated may be regarded as begm- 
mng to regarn thetr capabrlity to produce vegetation. 

There would be some rrreversrble losses to solI hydrologic function and sate produchvrty In areas where 
management achvities are drrected Adherence to so11 quakty standards and guidelines, which are 
desrgned to reduce adverse impacts to an acceptable level, should allow soils to recover therr natural 
properhes for resiliency (e g , soil organic matter in both surface and subsoil layers, available water 
holding capacity, etc.). 

Road construction, timber harvest, grazrng, drspersed recreatron and motorized recreation (OHV’s) 
have the highest kkekhood of producrng sreversible damage to the soil resource. Wrldfrres wtthrn the 
Cool, Dry Douglas-Frr Forests, Morst Douglas-Rr Forest, and Mid and Lower Elevatron Subalpine For- 
ests, where one or more fire cycles has elapsed due to fire suppressron, mrght result s-r fires havrng a 
higher severity and tntensrty, resukrng rn rrreversrble losses (e.g., changes rn the soils’ chemrcal and 
physrcal propethes or In the development of hydrophobic layers with subsequent Increased overland 
flows and accelerated erosion) to the solI resource. 

The portions of the Inventorled roadless areas that are developed by roadrng and bmber harvest WIII be 
lost for future wilderness consideration. Estimated acres that would be developed at some pornt dunng 
the next 150 years range from 40,000 acres In Alternative 6 to 148,000 acres In Alternatrve 2. Achvrhes 
that are not scheduled by the Revrsron or are unforeseen, such as those external to the Forest Service 
(mining, power transmissron knes), may also be regarded as an irreversrble or rrretnevable commrtment 
of resources. See Table II-1 for a summary of wtlderness and undeveloped acreage by alternatrve. 

Adverse Environmental Effects that Cannot be Avoided -Adverse effects on some components of the 
environment cannot be avorded by acbons proposed under the alternatrves Actrons to benefit one 
component may have at least temporary adverse effects on another. A broad range of alternabves 
have been formulated, each wrth Its own resource or environmental emphases. Alternatives include 
management standards and guidelines, along with mitigation measures, to avoid or reduce adverse 
environmental effects. Monitoring will be used to measure how effective the standards and mrhgation 
measures are in reducing adverse effects 

Some of the adverse effects that cannot be avoided in all alternabves Include 

- Forest management achvltresfrequently result In impacts upon the vrsual resource. These changes 
in the landscape, although usually temporary, are oflen objectionable to some observers. 

- A short-term increase in fire hazard will occur due to waste material, kmbs, and tops left on the 
ground during and following timber harvest operabons 

- A long-term Increase rn fire hazard will occur because acbons are not being taken to reduce fuel 
loadrngs whrch are judged to be In excess of the range of vanabrkty. 

- lntermrttent and localized decrease in air quality may resuk due to dust from road construcbon, road 
mamtenance and use, and due to smoke from wrldfrres, prescribed burns, and campfires. 
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- Short-term locakzed Increases rn so11 erosron, vegetation degradation, and stream sedrmentahon 
may occur due to land-drsturbmg achvrtres. 

- Elrmrnatron of small areas from vegetation production will occur due to constructron of permanent 
physrcal developments. 

- Potenbal for addrbonal confkcts between recreation use and other land use actrvrties will increase in 
some alternahves. 

- Temporary drsturbance of wrldlrfe and their habitat conditions in locakzed areas may result from 
increased human actrvrty and changed vegetatron condltrons. 

- Energy will be used to manage and provide goods and services. 

- Increased soil compaction may occur on activftysftes such as timber harvest areas and recreabon 
areas 

Many of these adverse effects are temporary, occurring during the site-specdic actrvrty, or transibonal 
as forest vegetation progresses through successional stages 

Short-term Uses of the Human Environment and the Marntenanoe of Long-term Producbvrty - Short- 
term uses are those that generally occur on a yearly basis, such as kvestock grazing of forage or 
recreation srte irrigation as a use of water. Long-term productivity refers to the capability of the land to 
provide for future generations. The qualrty of life for future generations IS determined by the capabrkty 
of the land to maintain its productivity. 

Afternatives that have the greatest amount of timber harvest activity will result rn the most short-term 
and contrnurng actncty that may have an effect on the long-term productivity. Alternative 2 has the most 
potential for long-term effects, while Alternahve 6 has the least Other alternatives present middle range 
effects. 
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LIST OF PREPARERS 

The followrng IS a list of the current Forest LeadershIp Team (FLT) and Forest lnterdrsciplinary Team 
(IDT) members and others who developed the Targhee Natronal Forest Plan, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, and supporhng documents 

A. Current Forest Leadershrp Team 

Carol Cushing 
Branch Chref for Land Management Planmng 

Ron Drckemore 
Drstrict Ranger, Paksades Ranger Distnct 

Dave Dullard 
Diitnct Ranger, Ashton Ranger Dtstnct 

Brad Exton 
Drstnct Ranger, Teton Basrn Ranger Drstnct 

Larry Gorringe 
Branch Chief for Engmeenng, Lands, and Minerals 

Adnenne Keller 
Dtstnct Ranger, Island Park Ranger Distnct 

Ann Matejko 
Pubkc Affarrs Ofhcer 

Mac Murdock 
Drstnct Ranger, Dubois Ranger District 

Jerry Reese 
Forest SupervIsor 

RIG Rine 
Branch Chief for Ecosystems 

Chuck Sorenson 
Admrmstrabve Officer, Branch Chref for Fire Management, Acting Forest Supervlsor 
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B Forest lnterdrscrpknary Team (Present Members) 

B Lynn Ballard 
Natural Resource Speciakst 

Leon Bleggr 
Transportabon Planner 

Carol Cushmg 
Planning Branch Chref 

Efigizz 
- 

Katina Harnson 
Office Automatron Clerk 

Mark Orme 
Wildkfe Brologist 

Edl4&lo! 

-. 

B.S , Forest Resource Management 
U S. Forest Servrce 

Trmber Management - 14 years 
Wrnter Sports Planning - 6 years 

Core Team Member, Timber, and Insect & Disease 

Associate Degree, Engrneenng, Utah Valley Community College 
Wrldkfe Management, Unrversity of Southern Utah 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Engmeering Desrgn and lnspecbon 
Underwater Inspector (SCUBA Diver) - 6 Years 

U.S. Forest Servrce 
Engrneenng Design and Inspection - 11 years 
Forest Transportatron Planner - 12 years 

Core Team Member, Engineering, Access Management, Facilities. 

B.S., Forest Management 
U S Forest Sewrce - 16 years 
Planntng Staff 

U S Forest Servrce - 5 years 
Document Preparatron 

B S , Forestry, Unwersrty of Idaho 
M S., WIldlife Management, Universrty of Idaho 
U.S. Forest Servrce - 14.5 years 
Unwersrty of Idaho - 2 years 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game - 2 years 
Wrldlrfe Section 
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Dale Pekar 
Team Leader, Forest Plan Revrsron 

Alan R. Silker 
Recreation Staff Officer 

Er.lKam. 

Fred Straus 
GIS Coordrnator, Analyst 

-: 

i3lctLon 

B.A , Economtcs and Sociology 
M S , Economrcs 
U.S Army Corps of Engrneers 
U.S Forest Service 

Land Management Plannrng, Economic & Social Analysis - 
19 years 

Economrc and Socral Analysrs 

B.S., Forest Management 
M S., Forest Recreatron Management 
U.S Forest Servrce 

Recreatron Management - 25 years 
Wmter Sports Planmng - 20 years 

Developed and Drspersed Recreabon, Roadless, Wrlderness, 
and Weld, Scemc, and Recreatronal Rivers analysis. 

B A, Forest Management 
Peace Corps 
U.S. Forest Serwce 

Trmber Management - 17 years 
GIS, FORPLAN, Data Management, and Analysrs. 

C. Others Prowding Substantral Contributions 

Kendall Adams 
Forest Land Surveyor 

-. 
Exaenence: 

Bart Andreasen 
Landscape Archrtect 

Cert. Crvrl Technology 
Bureau of Reclamatron 

Surveyor - 5 years 
U.S. Forest Servrce 

Engineenng - 9 years 
Lands - 9 years 

Lands 

B.S , Landscape Archrtecture and Envrronmental Planmng 
Bureau of Land Management 

Vrsual Resources, Recreahon Management - 1 year 
U S Forest Service 

Vrsual Resources, Recreation Management - 16 year 
Vrsual Resources, Off-Hrghway Vehales, and ROS 
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David Betz 
Data Base Manager 

GIS Analysrs 

Kerth Brrch 
Forest Avratron and Frre Management Officer 

B S , ForestiRange Management, Idaho State Unwersity -: 
Em=== U.S Forest Servrce 

Forest Engineenng - 8 years 
Range Management - 8 years 
Recreatron Management - 8 years 
Frre Management - 7 years 

As Quality, and Frre 

Brannon Bleggi* 

Bob Boyles 
GISICEM Specralist 

Dan Delany 
Forest Ftshenes Blologtst 

Kns Drewes 
Forestry Techmcian 

- 

Rod Dykehouse 
Forest Fuels Specrakst 

Vrsual Resources 

B S., Information Systema!Accountmg, Universrty of Nevada 
U.S Army, Dept. of Vetrans Affarrs 
U.S Forest Servrce 
GIS and CEM Analysis 

B.S , Wrldlife Management 
Bureau of Land Management 

Range Management - 2 years 
Fisheries and Wildkfe Management - 14 years 

U.S Forest Servrce 
New Perspectrves - 1 year 
Frsheries and Wtldkfe Management - 5 years 

Frshenes and Aquatrc Ecology 

GIS Analysrs 

A.A S , Forest Technology, Michrgan Technology University 
US. Forest Servrce 

Fire Management - 17 years 
Frre, Air Quakty, Jededrah Smrth Wilderness Frre Management Plan 
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Ed Frscher 
Asststant Forest Planner 

Education. B.S., Forest Management, Mrchrgan State Umversity 
Course work completed toward M S. In Stlvrculture at Oregon State 
Umversrty and Umversrty of Washington 

ExDerlence. U.S. Forest Servrce 
Forestry - 12 years 
Planmng - 5 years 

Euncbon Chapter 1; Weld and Scenrc Rivers 

Jim Gerber * 
-: Timber 

Kevin Greenwood 
Island Park Ranger Drstnct 

Eunctbn Range 

Walt Grows 
Range Management Specrakst 

Eciumml. B.S., Forest Recreatron (major) 
B.S , Range Managment (minor) 
U S Forest Service 

Resource Management - 20 years 
Forest Planner, Range Sub-Staff, Drstnct Ranger, 
Resource Officer 
(AssIstant District Ranger), and Range Conservatromst 

Range, Acbng Forest Planner 

Jack Haddox 
Natural Resource Specrakst 
Island Park Ranger Drstnct 

B.S., Range and Forest Management, Colorado State Umversrty 
U S Forest Servrce 

EunctLQll 

Range Management - 10 years 
Recreahon Management - 8 years 

Recreahon and Lands 

Lynn Hansen 
Lands 

Gene Hardin 
Forester 
Island Park Ranger Drstnct 

Education B.S., Forest Management, Clemson Universrty 
Regron 6 Srlvrculture lnshtute Oregon State Umversity of Washington 
Wrlderness Management, Colorado State University 
US Forest Servrce - 19 years 
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-: 

James F. Hayes* 

Roadless Areas 

Operations Research Analyst 
Prospect Ranger Drstnct, Rogue Rover National Forest 

ExDerlence 

Sue Heald* 
Forest Srlvicultunst 

z 
-. 

Dusty Hmcks 
Palisades Ranger Drstnci 

Robrn Jenkrns 
Island Park Ranger Dlstnct 

Eunctbn. 

Bill Kirchhoff * 
-. 

Bob Krrkpatnck * 

Julie Lehmann 
Cartographrc Technrcran 

Brll LeVere* 

Lilly Mayer * 
EeutlctLQo 

B.A , Mathematrcs 
Graduate work In Systems Scrence and English Literature 
Southern Oregon Regronal Services Institute 

Urban Planning - 3 years 
U S. Forest SetvIce 

Land Management Planmng - 11 years 
Project Planning - 3 years 

FORPLAN Modelkng, Writer/Editor (Process Paper B) 

B.S , Forestry 
U S Forest Sewrce - 12 years 
Ecosystem Management Analysrs, and WntedEdrtor 

Weld, Scemc, and RecreatIonal Rovers 

GIS Analysrs 

Facrktres 

GIS Analysrs 

Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
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Maureen McBrien*, Past Forest Planner 

Martha Merrill 
Natural Resources Assrstant 
Ashton Ranger Drstnct 

- B.S , Forest Management 
A.S , Forestry Technician 

ExDenence: U S. Forest Servrce 
Recreabon, Wilderness, Lands, Minerals, Reforestation, 
Stand Improvement, Trmber Sale Planning, Specral Uses - 14 years 
Drstnct Repressntatwe, Wrlderness Specralrst 

Kaylene Monson 
Rangeland Management Specialrst 
Palisades Ranaer Distnct 

B S., Range Science 
U S Forest Servrce - 5 years. 
Range Management 

Duane Monte 
So11 Scienbst 

Education. 

Ronna Simon Monte 
Hydrologist 

Craig Morris * 
EumLQn: 

B S , Natural Resource Management/Biology - UWSP 
Post Graduate Work - So11 Science - UWSP 
Unwersrty of Wrsconsrn - Stevens Pornt 
U.S. Soil Conservabon Servrce - 4 Years 
U.S Forest Service -16 Years 
Rrpanan, Wetlands, Aquabc Infln, and Soils section 

B S., Geology 
M.S., Geography 
M.S., Watershed Management 
U.S. Forest Serwce 

Watershed Management - 6 years 
U S. Geologrcal Survey 

Water Resource Monitoring, Quakty Assurance - 1 year 
Water section and assrstance on Wetlands section 

FORPLAN 
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Brent Porter 
Recreabon Forester 
Palrsades Ranger Drstnct 

Cheryl Prober-t 
Dubois Ranger Drstnct 

-. 

John Pruess 
Minerals Specralrst 

Betsy Rickards * 
l!QdQll: 

Dee Sessions 
Forest Srlvrcultunst 

-. 

Bill Shands * 

B S., Utah State Unwersrty, 1972 
U S. Forest Service srnce 1972 

Recreabon, Lands, and Trawls - 20 years 
Trmber - 16 years 
Mrnerals - 20 years 

Recreabon, Recreation Special Uses 

B A., Liberal Arts, Gettysburg College 
M F , Trmber Management, Duke Universrty 
U.S Forest Service - Trmber - 16 years 

Mrnerals - 16 years 
Lands - 5 years 

Minerals and Lands sections 

NFMA and NEPA Compliance 

Public Involvement 

Publrc Involvement 

Greg Sorensen 
Teton Basrn Ranger Drstnct 

- Range 
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Bob Specht 
Forest Botanrst 

- 
-: 

-. 

Gretchen Straus * 
- 

Keith Tweedre 
Dubors Ranger Drstnct 

Skrp Willingham 
Forest Archaeologist 

B S , Botany 
Bureau of Land Management 

Botanrst - 1 year 
Range Techmcian - 2 years 
Range Conservationist - 1 year 

So11 Conservatron Service 
Soil Conservationrst - 1 i/2 years 
Range Conservationist - 6 years 
Drstnct Conservationist - 4 years 

U S. Forest Servrce 
Botanrst - 3 years 

Vegetabon 

Adjacency Analysrs 

Range 

B.A., Anthropology and Philosophy, Unrversky of Alabama 
U S. Forest Servrce 

Hentage Resource Management - 13 years 
Office of Archaeological Research, Umversrty of Alabama - 4 years 
Hentage Resources 

l - Not affiliated wrth the Targhee Nabonal Forest 
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Process Papers 

Process Paper A - Issue ldenbfrcatron and Publrc Involvement 

Process Paper B - Forplan Analysrs 

Process Paper C -Tentatively Suitable Trmber Analysis 

Process Paper D - Wrldlrfe Analysrs for the Forest Plan Revisron 

Process Paper E - Access Working Paper 

Process Paper F - Sensrtwe Plant Species 

Process Paper G - Idaho and Wyomrng Rare Plant Specres 

Other Process Papers 
- Implementing Ecosystem Management in Forest Plan Revisions (Sept. 23, 1994) 

- Adjacent Land Use Patterns Analysis 

- Roadless Areas 

- Weld, Scemc, and Recreatronal Rivers Ekgibtkty Determrnabon 

- Recreation Use Projection Process for Targhee Nahonal Forest Plan Revision 

- Jedediah Smrth Wilderness Envrronmental Assessment for Forest Plan Amendment 
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CHAPTER I 
FOREST PLAN REVISION INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF THE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (FOREST PLAN REVISION) 

The Reviston guides all natural resource management acbvlttes and estabkshes management stan- 
dards for the Targhee National Forest (hereafter referred to as “the Forest”). The Revision embodies 
the provisions of the Resources Planmng Act (RPA) as amended by the National Forest Management 
Act (NFMA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and other guiding documents. The Forestwide Standards 
and Guidelines and management prescnptrons state the Revision’s management direction; however, 
the project outputs, services, and rates of implementation are dependent on the annual budgeting pro- 
cess. 

The Forest Plan will be revised every IO-15 years, or sooner should condltrons or demands significantly 
change 

Development of the Revision occurs wfthin the overall framework of both National and Regronal Plan- 
mng. The Revision and accompanying Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are “tiered” to the Inter- 
mountain Regional Guide. Regional planning is a two-way street that helps convey direction from Na- 
tional to the Forest level, and helps transmit information from the Forest to the National level. The 
Regional Guide establishes standards and guidelines, and resolves Regional issues 

During the Revrsron process, alternatives were developed, analyzed, compared, and a preferred aiter- 
nabve selected. This Revision IS based on the “preferred alternative” drsplayed in the accompanying 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The planning process and analysis procedures used in 
developing this Plan, as well as the other management alternatives that were considered, are described 
or referenced in the DEIS In the development of the aternatnes, estimates were made based on broad 
averages, as to the various activities and resulting outputs of implementing that alternative. These 
estimates were used to compare alternatives and to arrive at the preferred akernative Actual outputs 
may vary slightly from those displayed in the preferred alternative, however, the intent of the preferred 
akernative will be met. 

Forest Plan direction serves as an “umbrella” for the environmental analysis for proposed projects at the 
Forest and Ranger Drstrict levels. Future environmental analyses documented in environmental as- 
sessments (EA’s) and El% will refer to this Plan, the accompanying EIS, and related documents 
wherever possible (except for the travel plan which will be implemented based on the Final EIS (FEIS) 
associated wkh this plan). EA’s will be developed for project level activities not specifically described in 
this Plan and WIII concentrate on issues unique to the pro)ect. 

The Revision does not give spectfic “how-to’s” of project implementation. Many implementation plans 
WIII be developed during the lrfe of the plan that will provide this operational direction. These plans WIII be 
adapted as new scientific principles and methods become available to improve resource management 
activities. The Revision does provide Wilderness Plan direction in the form of prescriptions, Standards 
and Guidelines, lmplementatton Schedules, and Monitoring Plans for the Jededtah Smith and Wtnegar 
Hole Wildernesses. In addeion, the Revision contains detailed guidance for implementing Travel Man- 
agement Plan Maps for all Districts on the Forest. A fire management plan for the Jededtah Smith 
Wilderness has recently been completed which outlines operational direction for that portton of the 
forest. 

The Revision replaces prevrous resource management plans. Upon final approval of the Revtston, all 
Forest activities, including budget proposals, will conform to it. All permits, contracts, and other uses of 
Forest lands must also conform wfth the Revision. But some existing permits and leases are already 
committed. In this case, existing contracts will remain in effect until they can be adjusted to accommo- 
date Revision direction. 
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PLAN STRUCTURE 

The Revision provides the long-term directron for managing the Forest. The Revision contains the 
overall direction when Implemented to achieve the desrred condkiin of the Forest. 

The Forest Plan IS organized into five chapters and two appendices: 

Chapter I Forest Plan Revision Introduction 
Discusses the general purpose of the Forest Plan, the relationship of the Pkn to other documents, 
and the Plan structure. Includes a bnef description of the Forest. 

Chapter II Summary of the Analysis of the Management Sk&ion (AMS) 
Summarizes the key information contained in the AMS and describes the need to revise the Targhee 
Natronal Forest Management Plan. 

Chapter Ill Forest Management Direction 
Presents the Forestwide Management Direction, provides ecological subsection descriptions, lists 
the management prescriptions, and presents the dtrectton, standards and gufdes for management of 
the Forest. 

Chapter IV lmplementatiin of the Forest Plan 
Displays the major activffies required to meet the Desired Future Condklons (DFC) set forth in the 
EIS. 

Chapter V Monitoring and Evaluation 
Shows how the Forest will monltor compliance with, and Performance of, onbcal standards and 
guidelines in the Revision. In this sense it is only a part of a larger range of project level monitoring 
activities whtch take place on the Forest. 

Appendix 
Summary of National Goals Relevant to Land and Resource Management. 

References Cited 

Defines techmcal terms used throughout the document 

LOCATION OF THE FOREST 

The Forest contains appmxtmatety 1 ,SlO,DW acres of National Forest System hnd located in south 
east Idaho and western Wyoming. Parts of the Forest lie in Idaho counties of Bonneville, Butte, Clark, 
Fremont. Jefferson, Lemhi, Madison, Teton, and Wyoming counties of Lincoln and Teton. The Forest is 
bordered on the east by Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the Brkfger-Teton National 
Forest, south by the Caribou National Forest, west by the Challis and Salmon Nattonal Forests, and 
north by the Beaverhead and Gallatin National Forests. Figures I-1 and l-2 dtsplay the location of the 
Forest on a National and local scale. 

l-2 



The Forest has five administrative Districts. 

Dubois D-l 458,080 
Island Park D-2 345,518 
Ashton D-3 357,350 
Palisades D-4 472,315 
Teton Basin D-5 267,632 

The Forest Supervisor’s office is located in St. Anthony, Idaho. 
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CHAPTER II 
SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT SITUATION 

I. Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the key rnformabon contarned in the AMS and describes the need to revise the 
Targhee Nattonal Forest Land Management Plan. 

II. Purpose of Preparing an AMS 

The Revision process began by completing an AMS rn 1992. A comprehensive revrew of the exrsbng 
Plan rdenbfied changed conditions and new informatron, inciudrng new public issues and changed public 
atbtudes and awareness, whrch affected the appropriateness of continuing wrth the management direc- 
bon in the Plan. 

A comprehensrve review of the existing Plan IS included rn the AMS. This analysrs 1) described the 
present Forest condrbon, 2) defined the progress that has been made in implemenbng the Plan with 
respect to accompkshment of goals and objectives set forth rn the Plan; and 3) showed how effecbve 
standards and gurdes were in achieving the desrred future condrhons described In the Plan. 

Ill. Primary Emphasis of the Plan 

A primary goal of the existing Plan was to harvest and reforest the thousands of acres of lodgepole prne 
that had been ktlled or damaged by the mountain pine beetle. To achieve this goal, species/product mix 
objectives were established. The objecbve for a mix of species was about 10 percent of the acres 
harvested were to be Douglas-frr and about 90 percent lodgepole pate. Another objective was to pro- 
vide a product mrx that was 40 percent sawtimber and 60 percent other products, such as posts, poles 
and firewood. A third objecbve Irmited the percent or number of acres within each Management Area 
that would be harvested. 

IV. Results of Monitoring 

The results of monitoring rndrcate the volume of timber actually harvested, for both lodgepole pine and 
Douglas-frr, Is near planned levels. Thus volume was achieved from only 58% of the acres originally 
considered for harvest. 

It was expected that standards and guidelines could be followed while operabng at the Allowable Sale 
Quantity (ASQ) level. The Forest experienced difficulty rn meeting many of the standards and guide- 
lines. According to Forest Servrce direction, the ASQ is to be adjusted if standards and guideknes 
cannot be met. 

The species mix objecbve was reached with the harvest of 11% Douglas-fir and 89% lodgepole prne. 
The product mix objective was not met. The product mix was 76% sawtimber and 24% other products 
whrch exceeded the 20% allowance set forth in the Plan. 

Habitat effectiienessfor big game and grizzly bear has been reduced through increases in road density 
and reduction of cover. 
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The standards and guidelines in the Plan have resuked rn improvement of some degraded riparian 
habitats. 

The Regronal Forester and the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service have Increased the number of plant and 
animal specres found on the Forest, listed as threatened and endangered, or sensitive from a total of 12 
to 26. 

V. Public Interaction and DFC 

Social needs and desrres have changed, as evidenced by the number of administrabve appeals and 
lawsuits that challenge the applicabon of current Forest management The proposals most frequently 
challenged m the last four years have been timber harvests. Issues have centered on Impacts to wrldlife 
and, to a lesser extent, recreation and scenic values. 

The existing Plan was desrgned by focusing primanly on capabrkties of the land to produce commodities 
such as bmber, recreahon days, or kvestock forage. The advent of ecosystem management (EM) 
requires that the Forest be managed for sustainabiltty of all ecosystem components, many of which 
were not adequately addressed in the existing Plan (e g., npanan systems) 

Pubkc comments and Ideas received through scoping identified new public expectations as to what 
uses and benefits the Forest should provide. The new DFC whrch emerged could not be achieved 
under the existing Plan dire&on. They are grouped into ecologic, social, and economic components as 
described below. 

Ecologic Component 

+A mosaic of age classes and different types of vegetation, which can be sustained through time, 
exists across the landscape Insects, disease, fires, plants, and ammals are allowed to play therr 
natural role in ecosystem dynamics to the extent compabble with other resource objectives. 

eNative plant and ammal specres are favored and habrtats are managed wrth the goal of dekshng 
threatened and endangered species. 

*The Forest serves as an important link wlthm the Greater Yellow&one Ecosystem as well as to 
adjacent ecosystems, allowmg free movement of wrldlrfe. 

*AquatIc and nparian ecosystems are healthy and productive. Aquabc systems are allowed to 
function naturally while protecting flows for downstream consumptive uses. Ripanan area integrity 
contributes to producbve fisheries and excellent water quakty. 

Social Component 

+Growing and diverse recreational and cultural needs are accommodated wrthm the capability of 
the ecosystem to sustain these uses. Increased recreabon opportumbes are managed to minimrze 
confkcts with other forest uses and provrdes high levels of satisfaction 

*Year-round human access is managed to provrde both motorized and nonmotorized recreation 
opportumties. A system of trawls and support facilities exrsts whroh IS compatrble with resource 
capabrktres. 

eRoadless charactenstics are preserved m existing roadless areas and proposed wrlderness. 

*Recreation srtes, facikhes and trails are well-maintained. Campgrounds provide an appropriate 
level of servrce. 
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+Hentage resources are rdentrfred and protected. Enhancement and rnterpretation of hrstorrc 
propertres takes place where appropnate. 

*The Forest features landscapes with a natural appearance. 

Economic Component 

Kommodity productron actwrhes, such as timber harvest and kvestock grazing, are conducted at 
sustarnable levels and maintarn the capability of the land to produce an even flow and variety of 
goods and services for future generations 

*Logging and grazing are tools used to achreve desired sustainable vegetatron conditions. 

+The Forest provides economic opportunities, such as timber harvesting, mining, Inrestock grazing 
and recreabon, to protect the social and economic values of local communihes. 

+Forest products (e.g., firewood) are provrded to address local community needs wkhin limits which 
marntain ecosystem heatth. 

VI. New Information 

Another reason for embarking on the Revision IS the need to review and incorporate new knowledge and 
techniques to improve sustainability of ecosystems. Recent studies and publicatrons indicate, for ex- 
ample, that road dens@ plays a more crucial role in habitat management for elk and grizzly bears than 
was assumed in the Plan. Much work has been done to develop standards for nesting and foraging 
habrtat for goshawks and other raptors EM efforts analyzing fish habrtat in the Upper Columbia River 
Basin have suggested new ways of managing fisheries and aquatic ecosystems. These frndrngs and 
other information have been reviewed for their applicabWy to habrtat management on the Forest and 
incorporated where appropriate. 

VII. Needs for Change 

In total, the DFC, issues, and new informatron previously described provide the basis for revising the 
Plan These needs for change are described below. 

Ecologic Component 

*Manage to reduce elk vulnerabikty. 

This need for change is prompted by new research indicabng that motorized access density and 
hunter density are important factors contnbubng to elk vulnerability (EV). State Fish and Game 
Departments manage hunter densities, while the Forest Service manages motorized access. The 
accelerated timber harvest over the past decade has created many roads, and clearcutting in the 
lodgepole pine component has reduced cover. This combination resulted in high vulnerabilrty for 
elk in some parts of the Forest EV on winter range has also increased due to development on 
private lands adjacent to the Forest boundary and increasing levels of recreation use. 

+Encourage grizzly bear recovery. 

During the last planmng period, the Forest was charged wrth managing habitat to promote recovery 
of grizzly bear while implementing a large timber salvage program. The Forest complied fully wtih 
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the gnzzly bear guidelines within the framework of habrtat management as it was understood at the 
time. Directron from the U.S. Frsh and Wikfliie Service regardrng management of grizzly bear 
habltat has changed since the Plan was developed New information, accumulated over the last 
ten years, provides new insight and drrectron regarding effective management of access, vegetation 
manipulabon, and human acbvrtres in grizzly bear habrtat. 

+lmprove the condrtron of riparian areas. Manage for more resrlient riparian systems. 

New informahon developed in the last decade more precrseiy defines healthy, resilient npanan 
systems and Indicates new approaches to management of aquatic Influence zones Stream channel 
stability and healthy riparian vegetation have become more important to the public in general, partly 
in the context of overall ecosystem heakh and resilience. 

+Manage for sensitive wrldlife and plant species. 

Since the Plan was adopted/Implemented, many species of wildlife and plants have been added to 
the senskive species Irst. Management direction needs to be developed for these species. Also, 
addkional information has become available regarding most of these sensrtive specres, and that 
knowledge may indicate new directions for management of the Forest. 

Social Component 

+Manage human access to the Forest, integrating the needs of wildkfe with the needs of people. 

The Plan allows cross-country motorized travel across much of the Forest and does not establish 
road den&y standards for any portion of the Targhee. New research Indicates that many species 
of wrldkfe, including grizzly bear and elk, may require reduced motorized and nonmotorized human 
access. Recreational use of the Targhee has increased since the Plan was developed. For these 
two reasons, the Plan revision needs to address and balance the management of access to provide 
both secure habrtat for wildlife and opportunities for human enjoyment of the Forest. In addsron, 
questrons have arisen about the appropriate mix of motorized versus nonmotonzed access. 

*Protect the unroaded characterrstrcs of existing roadless areas 

This need for change from current management is based on a shdt away from lodgepole pine 
salvage toward less Intensive management. During the last planning penod come roadlese areas 
were allowed by the Plan to be roaded as part of the salvage program. Some forest users are now 
calling for maintarnrng the roadlees character of the remaining roadless areas on the Forest. 

Economic Component 

*Harvest timber at or below sustarnable levels. Balance timber harvest with the needs of wildlife. 
In the last planning penod, large-scale salvage of dead and dying timber was conducted at levels 
that were outside of sustarnable levels During the planning period the Forest operated within legal 
drrection that provided for departure from sustarned-yreld timber management to accomplish urgent 
salvage needs. Srnce the goals for the harvest of dead and dying timber have largely been met, the 
Forest will operate within the legal requirements for sustained-yield timber management in the next 
planning period 

In the Plan, timber productron was emphasized over fisheries and wildlife habitat management. 
Now that the lodgepole pine salvage IS completed, there is a need to provide for trmber productron 
while conservrng brodiverstty wkhrn all forest ecosystems. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Forestwrde Standards and Guidelines are organized by ecological groupings, as shown in the table 
of contents. These standards and gurdelrnes for the management of the different forest resources apply 
to all or most areas of the Forest, and are used in conjunction with addrtional standards and guidelines 
included wrthin each management prescription. 

Goal, a concise statement that describes a DFC which normally IS expressed in broad, general 
terms that are timeless, in that there IS no specrfrc date by which each goal is to be achieved. 

Objective, a wnclse, typicaliy time-spectficstatement of a wndrtlon, outcome, orpurpose. Objectives 
are often measurable planned results that respond to goals. 

Standards, describes a wndZion of land, normally a maximum or minimum condition, that is 
measurable. A standard can also be expressed as a constraint on management actrvlties or practices. 
Standards are estabkshed on a forestwide, subsection, and management prescription area basis to 
promote achievement of the DFC and objectttes. Deviation from compliance with astandard requires 
a Forest Plan amendment (except for emergency situations as explained below). (USDA Forest 
Service, 1993) 

Guidelines, represent a preferred or advisable wurse of action that IS generally expected to be 
carried out. Deviatron from complrance wrth a guideline does not require a Forest Plan amendment, 
but the rahonale for such a deviatron shall be documented in the project decision document. Guidelines 
are established on a forestwide, subsection, and management prescription area basis to promote 
achievement of the desired future condrtion and obfecbves in an operabonally flexible manner that 
responds to such variations as changing site wndrtions or changed management circumstances 
(USDA Forest Service, 1993) 

The standards and guidelines in this section of the document are wmmon to the entire Forest. Forest- 
wide goals and (in some cases) objectives are provided for each resource area and/or activity. Follow- 
ing the goals and objectives, the specrfic standards and guidelines are presented. A standard IS idenh- 
fied with an (S), and a gurdelrne is rdentlfied with a (0). A diirgent effort has been made to make these 
goals and objectives, and standards and guideknes specific to the Forest. This set of standards and 
guidelines is the result of many suggested changes made by our publics and employees. 

These standards and gurdelines are to be used in conjunction wtth Forest Service policy and directron 
from Forest Service Manuals and Handbooks. A summary of National program and regronal pokey and 
goals can be found In Appendrx A 

If an emergency event occurs on the Forest, deviabon from these standards and guidelrnes may occur 
In order to protect human fife, property values and structures, and forest resources. Activrties in re- 
sponse to emergency events include such things as law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire. 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PAlTERNS 

1. Biodrversity is maintained or enhanced by managing as much as possrble for a “diverse” array of 
habitats tied to the natural occurrence and distribution of plant communities. 
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2. The biologrcal dwersfiy elements of structure, composition, and fun&on are provided at appropriate 
landscape scales. 

Objectives 

1. By 2007, determine the range of natural variability of vegetation conditions by subsecbon for the 
Forest 

2 Regenerate and mamtain plant asswratbns within the range of naturalvanabrlrtyfor each ecological 
subsection or watershed. 

3 Provide dead and down woody matenal to meet habitat requirements for those species of wildlife, 
insects, fungi, and other microscopic plant and animal species assocrated wtih thus type of habltat 
(see the Sorls and the Wildlife Sections and standards and guidelines below for specific standards). 

4. Obtain and document histoncal information on mountain mahogany communities. 

5 Treat aspen plant wmmunrtres to reduce encroachrng conifers and maintain a balance of age 
classes for these wmmunrties. 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. Sagebrush/grassland habitats. Within big sagebrush (Altemesia trfdwt& 8 vanetres)/grassland 
habrtats strive for canopy coverage drstributions on a subwatershed (generally 2,OW to 6,000 acres 
in size) basis of (G). 

- Less than 5 percent of a subwatershed in a less than 5 percent canopy coverage class. 
- 75 percent of a subwatershed in a well drstributed mosarc of canopy coverage rangrng from 

5-30 percent 
- 20 percent of a subwatershed in a greater than 30 percent canopy coverage class. 

2. Forested successional stages. At this time, the range of natural vanatron is not known. Untrl more 
informabon is obtained, these guidelines will be applied. Maintain > 20% of the forested acres in a 
late successional stage in each ecological subsection. For the conifer forest types, the acres in late 
successional stages should be in blocks > 300 acres in size (a block can be wmpnsed of a combination 
of late successronal forest types). (G) 

Forest Type 

Lodgepole Pine 
Douglas-fir 
Mixed Conifer 
Spruce/Fe 
Aspen 
Cottonwood 
Jumper/Mahcgany/Mtn Brush 

Age of Dominant 
Overstory Trees 

80+ 
100+ 
QO+ 

100+ 
40+ 
50+ 
20+ 

3 Maintain, and where possible, increase unique or diiicult-to-replace elements or habitats [such as 
whitebark pme and areas of hrgh specres diversity (e g., aspen, ripanan zones, etc.)]. (G) 

Ill-3 



4. Dead and Down Material. No more than 40 percent of the forested portion of an analysrs area 
should fall below the Forestwrde standards for down woody material (see Forestwide So~kr and 
Wildlife). If more than 40 percent IS below, then retain twrce the amount of down woody material as 
required in the Fore&wide standards In any new harvest units. Forested areas include regeneratrng 
stands, but exclude meadows, rock and water. Data may be lacking for this analysis, so managers 
can assume that any unmanaged stand meets ForestwMe standards for down woody material. The 
analysis can be done in etiher of two ways. 1) Make sure that no more than 40 percent of each 
habrtat type in the analysis area meets the standard. OR 2) Discern the dominant habitat type for 
the analysrs area and ensure that no more than 40 percent of the analysis area falls below the 
standard. (S) 

5. Emphasrze methods of vegetation treatment that emulate natural ecological processes and restore 
functiining ecosystems. (G) 

Insects and Disease 

Insects and disease are allowed to play their natural role rn ecosystem dynamics to the extent 
compabble with other resource objecbves 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Soils 

Long-term soil productivity IS sustained by retaining fine organic matter and woody residue on activity 
areas. 

Standards and Guidelines -Soil Quality (applicable only to current activity areas): 

1. Fine Organic Matter - meets soil cover requirements. Generally strive to maintarn fine organrc 
matter over at least 50 percent of the area. The preference is for fine organic matter to be undisturbed, 
but if disturbed, It should be of sufficient quantity and qualrty to avoid detrimental nutrient cycle 
deficits. If the soil and potential natural plant community are not capable of producing fine organic 
matterover 50% of the area, adjust minimum amounts to reflect potential so11 and vegetatron capability. 
(‘3 

2. Woody Resrdue Requirements. Sustain site productiirty by providing the following minimum 
amounts of woody residue dispersed on the site: (G) 
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Woody Residue 
Reqwement 
(Ions/acre) II 

l/Woody madue 

Forest tiab,tatType 

Llmbsr pw/curf-leaf mountam mahogany (P~iUCele) Douglas-fir/mamtan snowbany (Pam&y@ 
Douglas-fir/common lumper (PsmelJwx) Lodgepole pmelheardwf am,ca (Pmco/Arco) 

Douglas-firlnmebark (PsmwPhma) Alpme fir/pme grass (Abla/Caru) 
Douglas-firlmountsun maple (Psme/Acgl) Alpine fir,beartieaf amlca (AMa/Arco) 
Douglas-firMue hucklebeny (PsmeNagl) WhMwk pmelross sedge (P~allCam) 
Douglas-firlgmuse who&bay (PsmeNasc) Lodgepole pme,Mue huckleberry (P~coNagl) 
Douglas-fir/common snowberry (Psmeffiy.4) Lodgepole p#w/gmuse whordebeny (P!wNasc) 
Douglas-Rrtihde spwea (PsmeiSpbs) Lodgepole pmetihde spwea (P~corjpbe) 
Douglas-fiirprne grass (Psm&.wu) Lodgepole pme/pme grass (PICO/CanJ) 
Alpine firlwhde sptrea (Abl&pbs) Lodgepole pmelelk sedge (P~ca/Cage) 

Douglas-fir/mountan sweetroot (PsmeMsch) Alpine firlmountam amw (Able/Ada) 
Engelman splucelsofdeaved sedge (P~enlCad~) Alpw fir/common snowberry (AblaBya!) 
Alpme fir/nmebark (AbMPhma) Alpme frhvestem meadow-rue (AbluThcc) 
Alpme fivblue hucklebelTy (AblaNegl) Alpine fir/oregon grape (AM&m) 
Alpme fir/grouse whordeberry (Ablal Vast) 

Engelman spruca/swwtscented bed&raw Alpme firi%aneLwrry (Alba/Acru) 
(P~en/Galr) Alpme fiirmountan weeboot (AblalOsch) 

)r long-term sate prcducbv~ty Includes all we&y mater& greater than or equal to 3’ m dmmster 

3. During site preparation treatments strive to avoid distutbmg concentrated areas of ~011 wood. (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Slope Stability for Mineral Activities: 

1. In areas of high mass mstabikty, that have been ground verified, occupancy shall not be allowed. 
(9 

2. In areas identified as having a moderate rating of instability, and that are ground verified, occupancy 
would be allowed provided that it could show that the project design can prevent unacceptable 
resource damage. (G) 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. Restrict logging, road constructton, and other uses of heavy equipment above or in the vicinity of 
a cave with a thin roof, or the course of such a cave, tf there IS a potential for damage. (0) 

2. Retain vegetation In the vicimty of a cave or cave course if it is required to protect the cave’s 
maroenvironment. (G) 

3. Fell trees away from the cave and Its course If timber harvesting is permtied in the vicimty of a 
cave. (G) 

4. Cave entrances will not be altered or used as disposal sties for slash, spotIs, or other refuse and 
no action WIII be taken to prevent or hinder Ingress or egress of cave-dependent wildlife. Gating of 
cave entrances will be allowed as long as physlcal alteration of the entrance is not needed to construct 
the gate. Wilderness values will also be considered prior to installing such structures. (S) 
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5. Management actrvrties WIII not be permitted within any area draining rnto a cave if they are likely to 
affect the cave ecosystem through sedimentation, soil sterilizatron, the addition of nutrients or other 
chemicals (Wudmng pestlcdes, herbrckles, and fertrkzers) or by changrng the cave’s natural hydrokgy. 
(S) 

6. Surface drainage will not be drverted into caves. (S) 

Lands 

The National Forest System lands set asrde for uthty corridors would be mrnimized to reduce 
fragmentation and mrnrmize acres set aside to that use 

1. Locate new applications for ublky corridors in existing corridors. 

2. Remove uhlrty facrllties which are presently in avoklance or exclusion areas as it becomes practical 
to do so. 

Minerals 

1. 011 and gas pipelines and other related utrlities should be constrained to one utilii corridor except 
as needed to meet other resource Objecbfes. 

2. Leasing decisions including identification of lands avarlable for leasing will be made in the Forest 
Oil and Gas Leasing EIS and its associated Record of DecKon. 

1. Common Minerals. Give prionty to use of currently developed common mineral (natural gravel 
and hard rock) matenal sources over undeveloped sources. Exceptions should be made when existing 
sources are unable to economically supply the quality and quantity of material needed or when 
conflicts wtth other resource uses are found to be unacceptable. (G) 

2. The Forest is open to exploration and development and production of locatable, leasable, and 
mineral material resources unless otherwrse epeorfied in the management prescnptions 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Aquatic, Riparian Resources, and Watersheds 

Goals 

1. For indrvidual streams, channel stability would be rated at good to excellent, except where inetabrlrty 
is due to natural causes (e.g., avalanche) and therefore unavoidable 
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2. Desirable habitat condtiions, connectlvcty, brodiverslty, and viable populations of natwe cutthroat 
trout would be achieved primaniy as a resuk of the maintenance and restoration of natural ecological 
fur&Ions and processes. 

3 Water quality would have improved on streams identified by the State of Idaho as having water 
quality concerns and they would be removed from the Water Quality Limited list 

Objectives 

1. By 2007, watershed improvement needs backlog would be completed in the LemhiiMedlcine 
Lodge, Big Hole/Palisades Mountains, Caribou Range Mountams Subsections. Watershed 
improvement needs ldentrfled in the Teton Basin Study would be verfied. Watershed improvement 
needs would be inventoried on the Centennials, Madison Plateau, and Teton Subsections. 

2. By 1998, all streams supporting native cutthroat trout would be inventoried, classified, and delineated 
in GIS database. RestoratIon actiwbes would be planned and scheduled for stream reaches found to 
be In unsabsfactoty condltlon. 

Standard and Guideline - Watershed, General 

Not more than 30 percent of any of the 39 principal watersheds and their subwatersheds should be 
In a hydrologically disturbed condition at any one time. (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Municipal Watersheds 

1 Use fertilizers and pesbcides (chemical or biological) only in emergency srtuations, and then only 
following close coordination with the municipality involved. (G) 

2. Avoid use of fire retardants when other effective measures of fire mntml are available. When the 
use of fire retardants wlthm domestic supply watersheds is necessary, all reasonable efforts WIII be 
made to avoid direct application Into live streams Only fertikzer-based retardants will be used. (0) 

3 Locate fire camps outside municipal supply watersheds. When timber sales or other operations 
are located within a municipal supply watershed, wastes (including domestic, human, 011 from 
machinery, etc.) WIII be transported outside the watershed for disposal. (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Aquatic Resources 

1 New special use permits or new Forest Service projects involving instream facilities, exclusive of 
facilities retrofitted to existing dams, must maintain Forest-specified mlmmum mstream flows and, 
on fish-bearing streams, provide for fish passage and include screening devices to prevent accidental 
loss of fish. (S). 

2. When reauthorizing existing special use permits or existing Forest Service projects involving 
instream faclllties, exclusive of facllltles retrofitted to existing dams, where feasible provide for Forest- 
speclfled mlmmum instream flows and, on fish-beanrg streams, where feasible provide for fish passage 
and Include screemng devrces to prevent accIdental loss of fish (G). 
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Vegetation 

Preserve unque formabons wfthrn a landscape such as ckffs, bogs, talus slopes, warm or alkalrne 
springs, pot holes, and rock outcroppings that provide habitat to plant species not common to the 
overall landscape, and contribute to the species diversity wkhin the landscape. 

Standard and Guideline - Plant Species Diversity 

Native plant species from genebcally local sources will be used to the extent pracboable for erosron 
control, fire rehabiiffabon, riparian restoration, forage enhancement, road right-of-way seeding, and 
other revegstation projects. (G) 

A. Areas planned for nonnative seedings or plantings of nonnative woody species need to be 
evaluated to determine the impacts to the native flora wshin the planning area and habitats 
adjacent to the planning area. (0) 

B. Introduced species should be utilized in project seedrngs where nabve species would not meet 
the objectives of erosion control, such as in high use or impact areas, and where the effects on 
local, native flora is mammal; sites that are currently dominated by introduced species and use of 
nonnatwe species has not degraded the adjacent natlve flora: and sites where the management 
objectives is to ublize nonnative speciss in one area to prevent degradation of other natural 
areas. (0) 

Objectives - Special Forest Products 

1. Establish guidelines for commercial harvesting of special forest product species. 

2 Provide for the historical, cultural, and recreational uses, as well as nghts and pnvrleges afforded 
Native Americans under treaties and agreements, before commercial uses of special forest products 
are allowed. 

Wildlife 

Goals 

1. Wildlrfe brodiversrty IS maintained or enhanced by managing for a diverse array of habitats bed to 
the natural occurrence and drstnbution of plant communitres. 

2. Provide habitat to support the wildlife and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming. 

Standard and Guideline - General Habitat 

1. Dead and Down Material. Provide dead and down woody matenal in activrty areas by doing the 
following: 

A. An average total of at least 20 logs per acre in decomposition classes I,& and 3 (USFS, 1979) 
shall be retained rn all project activity areas (e.g , bmber harvest units). (S) Retain decomposition 
classes 4 and 5 where they occur. (G) 
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1. An average of 7 logs per acre shculd be maintained in each decomposrbon class 1,2, and 
3. If fogs are not present in a given decompositron class, logs from lesser decomposrbon 
classes should be retained to substitute, e.g., classes 1 and 2 can substitute for class 3. (G) 

2. Logs should be at least 7 inches rn diameter at the small end, be at least 20 feet long, and 
have a volume of at least 10 cubrc feet, e g., a log averagmg 9.5 inches in drameter and 20 
feet long. (G) 

a. Tree tops are not included in this volume estimate. 

b. Smaller size logs may only be used in meeting this volume critena if the area is incapable 
of producmg larger trees, or the stand is too young to have 12” DBH trees In these cases, 
logs representing the largest tree drameter class present in the stand should be retained 
and at least 200 cubic feet per acre of down logs shall be retained. This equals about 2 3 
tons per acre. 

c. For every area 2 acres in size, capable of growing sufficient trees, there should be at 
least 2 logs. 

2. Raptor Nest Srtes. Raptor Nest Sites in use should be protected by providrng a minimum 2-tree 
height buffer around the nest area unless otherwise spedred. (0) 

3. Winter Feeding of Big Game Allow no new permanent feed grounds for wintering big game 
animals (S) 

Objective - Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat 

Determine the biologrcal potential for cavity nesting habltat on awatershed basis to enable management 
of some areas at hrgher levels of biologrcal potential and some at lower levels of biological potential 
and meet the overall management prescription objectives. 

Standards and Guidelines - Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat 

1. Retain snags within all management prescription areas allowing timber harvest (refer to the 
following Tables 1 &2 for snag requirements of cavity nesting species; refer to the witdlfe standards 
and guidelmes in each management prescription for the speck bffiog~cal potential to be achieved) 
(‘3 
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Table 1. Snag requrrements for 100 percent blotcgical potential for woodpecker populations. 

No of Snags per 100 Forested Acres for 100 
Percent Biological Potentral 

DBH I I Heightt 
(inches) (feet) Doug-fir 

species Aspen Cottonwood SprucsIhr Lodgepole 

1 LSWIS’S Woodpecker 1 12 to 27 1 5 to 170 1 101 I 101 1 101 I NA 1 

Iwf’~;$fer 112to371 15t 1 NA ( NA 1 150 1 150 1 

1 Downy Woodpecker 1 6 to 14 1 6 to 50 1 300 1 300 I I 300 I 300 

Harry Woodpecker 1 9to29 I 15+ I 180 I 180 1 11801 180 

1~;~~’ 1 6to 17 / & 1 NA 1 NA 1 59 1 59 1 

Northern Fkcker 1 lOto 1 6+ 1 38 1 38 1 38 1 38 1 

Total Hard Snags per 100 acres 1 1 16281 769 IlW7I 936 1 

NA rndrcates the spscrss doss not use thus forest type. 

Table 2. Snag requrrements for mamtaining various percentages of biological potential for woodpecker 
populations (refer to Table 1 for snag dbh, snag herght, and individual species requirements). 

Percent of Biological 
Potenhal 

Number of Hard Snags osr 100 Forested Acres I 

Aspen Cottonwood 

331 I 308 415 I 374 I 
166 154 207 187 
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2. Retarn love trees for future snag recrukment using the following guidelines to achieve various 
percentages of biological potential’ (G) 

Percent of 
Blolcgml Potential 

3. In analysrs areas where snag numbers are bw (at or approachrng management minimums), no 
dead standing trees should be harvested. (G) 

Goals - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

1. Habrtat conditions wrll be sufficient to sustain a recovered population of grizzly bears 

2. Allow for uninhindered movement of bears (continuity with Yellowstone National Park and adjacent 
bear management units). 

Objectives - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

1. Meet recovery crltena in the Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan. 

2. Implement guidelines developed by the Interagency Grizzly Bear CommMee 

3 Provide safe, secure srtes for bears In trouble. 

4. Implement the road density standards in the Bear Management Units (BMlJ’s) within 3 years of 
the srgning of the ROD in coordinabon wkh USPWS and State Wrldlfe agencies. 

Standard and Guideline - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

The grizzly bear education program wili focus on: residents in residenbal and summer home areas, 
developed recreabon srte users, wilderness users, and hunters. (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Bald Eagle Habitat 

In Occupied Nesting Zones (Zone I) and Pnmary Use Areas (Zone II) apply the followmg. 

A. Mimmrze all human actwrbes from February 1 to August 1. (0) 

B. No new roads in Zone I. (S) Avoid buildmg new roads in Zone II. (G) 

C. Manage human use on existing roads at levels which cb not adversely affect use and productivii 
of the nest site. (G) 
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D. No new developed recreation sites or facrlrtres m Zone I. (S) Avord burldrng new recreabon 
sites or facilrties m Zone II. (G) 

E Manage exisbng recreation use at levels which do not adversely affect use and productivrty of 
the nest site. (S) 

F. Use the “No Surface Occupancy” sbpulatron for all minerals activities. (S) 

G If eagles choose to establish new nest srtes and use areas in an area already receiving human 
use, the human actrvlties may be restricted or mcdrfred. Expanded human activity, however, 
should be discouraged. (G) 

H. Use silvicukural techniques which maintain or promote mature and old growth timber stand 
characteristics in both the short and long term, but reduce the risks of insects and drsease 
epidemics. (S) 

I. Vegetation management can only occur between September 1 and January 31. (S) 

J. Use “control” as the appropriate suppression response for wrklfires to minimize loss of habrtat. 
(G) 

K. Allow no new structures that have the potential to cause drrect mortality to bald eagles (e.g. 
power lines). (S) 

L. Historic levels of kvestock use are permitted as long as no adverse impacts (such as 
abandonment of nest terrltoty or reproducbkon failures) occur related to thus activity. Manage 
livestock to allow successful reproducbon of cottonwood where applicable. (G) 

M Allow no wildlife management or predator control acbvrty with the potenbal to cause mortalrty 
to bald eagles (e.g. exposed traps). (S) 

N. Within Home Ranges (Zone Ill) follow exisbng site-specdic management plans for each bald 
eagle territory (S) 

Objective - Gray Wolf Habitat 

All wolves found in the wild on the Forest will be considered nonessential experimental ammals as 
defined rn the FEIS for The Remtroductfon of Gray Wolves to Yellowstone National Park and Central 
Idaho. (USDI Frsh and Wildlife Service 1994 a and b) 

Standards and Guidelines - Gray Wolf Habitat 

1. Restrict intrusive human disturbances (motorized access, vegetation management, livestock 
grazing, etc.) wrthin 1 mrle around active den sties and rendezvous srtes between April 1 and June 
30, when there are 5 or fewer breedmg pairs of wolves rn the Yellowstone Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area (applies to the portion of the Forest east of Interstate 15) or the Central Idaho 
Nonessenbal Experimental Population Area (applies to the porbon of the Forest west of Interstate 
15). After 6 or more breeding pairs become established in each experimented populabon Area, land- 
use restrictions WIII not be needed. (USDI Frsh and Wildlife Sewrce 1994 a and b) (S) 

2. The ability of individuals holding grazing permits on public land to harass adult wolves in an 
oppottunisbc, noninjurious manner wrll become part of their permrt conditions so it is clearly understood 
exactly what can occur. There is a 7 day reporbng rsqurrement. (USDI Frsh and Wrldlde Service 
1994 a and b) (S) 

Ill-12 



3. The following condltifns and crkeria will apply m determining the problem status of wolves. (USDI 
Fish and Wrldkfe Service 1994 a and b) (S) 

A. Wounded livestock or some remains of a livestock carcass must be present with clear evidence 
that wolves were responsible for the damage and there must be a reason to believe that additional 
losses would occur if the problem wolf or wolves were not controlled. Such evidence IS essential 
smce wolves may simply feed on carrron they have found while not being responsible for the krll. 

B. Artificial or Intentional feeding of wolves must not have occurred. Livestock carcasses not 
properly disposed of III an area where depredations have occurred WIII be consrdered attractants. 
RemOVal or resolution of such attractants must accompany any control actron. LNeStOCk carrion 
or carcasses not being used as bati in an authorized control action (by agencres), must be removed, 
burred at least 2 feet underground, burned, treated with an acceptable chemrcal repellent, or 
methods approved by the Distract Ranger, such that the carcass(es) will not attract wolves. 

C. Animal husbandry prachces previously identified in existing approved Allotment Management 
Plans and annual operating plans for allotments must have been followed. 

4. If addkronal lrvestock depredations are likely, proper animal husbandry prachces are employed 
(proper disposal of livestock carcasses, etc.), artificial feeding does not take place, and AMP’s are 
followed, the Forest may Implement procedures to harass, capture, move, or kill wolves that attacked 
livestock (defined ascattle, sheep, horses, or mulesonly) on National Forest land. (G) Females with 
pups on National Forest land will be released on site before October 1. (USDI Fish and Wrldkfe 
Ssrvrce 1994 a and b) (S) 

Objective - Peregrine Falcon Habitat 

Plan project activities to avoid adverse impacts to falcons and their habrtats. 

Standards and Guidelines - Peregrine Falcon Habitat 

1. For proposed projects within 2 miles of known falcon nests consider such items as’ 1) human 
activrties (arrcraft, ground and water transportation, high noise levels, and permanent facilities) which 
could cause disturbance to neshng pairs and young during the nesting period April 15 to August 31; 
2) activrtres or habrtat alterahons which could adversely affect prey availability. (G) 

2. Within 15 miles of all known nest srtes, prohibit all use of herbicides and pesticides whrch cause 
egg shell thinning as determined by EPA labeling. (S) 

3. Restrict climbmg and other human disturbances when necessary to avoid adverse impacts at 
known falcon nest sites. (S). 

Sensitive Species Habitat 

Objective - Goshawk Habitat 

Manage for all active and historic goshawk nestmg terntones. 

Standard and Guideline - Goshawk Habitat 

Management standards and gurdelmes for all forest types within active and historic goshawk nesting 
territories follow. 
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I Attnbute I Nest Area I Post-Fledgmg 
Family Area I Foraging Area I 

Number of areas (S) 6 Total II 1 1 
Surtable areas 3 
Replacement areas 3 

SIZS of each area (acres) (G) >= 30 ea >= 420 >= 5,400 

Stze-Class Dlstrtbubon (%) (G) 
nonsiccked!seedlmg 
sapling 
PClS 
mature/old growth .?I 

0 <= 20 <= 20 
0 <= 20 <= 20 
0 <= 20 <= 20 

100 >= 40 >= 40 

Rctabon (years) (G) age 140 to 420 60 to 240 60 to 240 

Mawmum created cpsnmg (acres) (G) 1 0 <= 40 <= 40 

Snags and Reserve Trees 31 (G) 

Downed logs (average/acre) (G) 

Management Season (S) 

60-l 00 % of 60-l 00 % Of 60-l 00 % of 
pctenbal potential potenbal 

Forsstwde Forestwide Forestwide 
S&G’s S&G’s S&G’S 

Ott-Feb Ott-Feb Year-long 

Thmnlng (S) Non-unrform 41 Non-unrform Non-undorm 

Open Road Density 5/ (G) No new No new <= Management 
system roads system roads Rx Den&y 

I/ Where pcsslble, manage the 6 nest sites In a 160 acre conbguous area (G) 
21 Mature and old growth canopy closure for nest sites and post-fledgmg famtly areas 
should range between 75-100 percent (G) 
31 Refer to prswcus section on snag/cawty nestmg habitat for explanation of blolcglcal 
pctentlal 
41 Maxtmlze dwersity of structure 
5/ Open roads m goshawk terriiorvss wll be gw.n prlonty for closure to meet management 
prsscripbon (Rx) road density standards First pnonty wll be to &se roads in nest areas, 
second pnonty III post-fledgmg family areas; third priority m foragmg areas Where 
pcwble, open road densrty should be zerc In the nest areas and the post-fledgmg family 
areas. 

Standard and Guideline - Flammulated Owl Habitat 

Do not manipulate vegetation within a 30 acre area around all flammulated owl active and historrc 
nest sites. (S) 

Standards and Guidelines - Boreal Owl Habitat 

1. Do not manipulate vegetatron within a 30 acre area around all boreal owl active and historic nest 
sties. (S) 

2. Maintain > 40 percent of the forested acres in late age classes within a 3,300 acre area around all 
boreal owl nest sites. (G) 
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Standards and Guidelines - Great Gray Owl Habitat 

1. Do not manipulate vegetation within a 20 acre area around all great gray owl acbve and historic 
nest sites. (S) 

2. Maintain > 40 percent of the forested acres in late age classes wrthm a 1,600 acre area around all 
great gray owl nest sttes. (S) 

3. Do not allow the use of sttychnme pason to control pocket gophers within a i/2 mile buffer around 
all active great gray owl nest sites. (S) 

Objective -Trumpeter Swan Habitat 

1. Maintain habitat to support 2 IO breedmg pairs on the Forest. 

2. Protect emergent vegetation along shorelines. Maintain riparian vegetatron in desired vegetative 
condition. 

Standard and Guideline -Trumpeter Swan Habitat 

Maintain suitable trumpeter swan nesting habitat corxktions including (but not limited to) the following 
lakes and ponds. Boundary Pond, Swan Lake, Lily Pond, Hatchery Butte, RaIlroad Pond, Mesa 
Marsh, Bear Lake, Upper Goose Lake, Long Meadows, Thompson Hole, Twin Lakes, Chain Lakes, 
Wldgit Lake, Rock Lake, Indian Lake, Putney Meadows, Unnamed Pond (Sec. 19, T9N, R46E). (S) 

A. Change livestock grazing through management or fencing when grazing is adversely affecting 
trumpeter swan use or productivity. (G) 

B. No vegetation management will occur within 300 feet of the lake or pond shoreline unless 
necessary to improve nparian habitat conditions favorable for trumpeter swans. Management 
may occur after the swans have left the lake or pond. (S) 

C. Maintam constant water levels: allow no drawdowns from May 1 tcl September 30 when not in 
conflict with preexlstmg water rights. (G) 

D. Drscoorage dispersed recreation activity at these lakes and ponds between April 1 and 
September 30 Close these areas to recreation activity if this acttiny IS adversely affecting trumpeter 
swan use or productivity. (0) 

E. Implement habitat improvement projects at these lakes and ponds, such as dredgmg to maintain 
proper water depths and aquatic vegetation control. (G) 

Objective - Spotted Frog Habitat 

Maintain nparian vegetation in desired vegetative condition. 

Objectives - Common Loon Habitat 

1. Evaluate the potential to provide and maintain suitable breeding habitat for common loons at these 
sites: Indian Lake, Thompson Hole, Bergman Reservoir, Junw lake, Fish Lake, Loon Lake, Mwse 
Lake, Unnamed Pond (Sec. 9, T47N, R118W). 

2 Develop common loon management plans for the above sties if the evaluation indicates there IS 
potential to provide and mamtam surtable breeding habitat. 
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Standard and Guideline - Harlequin Duck Habitat 

Avord estabkshing new trails, new roads, or new recreation facrlltres within 300 feet of any stream 
reach wrth documented harlequin duck breeding activii. (0) 

Objective - Spotted Bat and Western Bigeared Bat Habitat 

Develop management plans for any caves, mine shafts, and other suitable habitats where these bat 
species are found to be present. 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Access 

Goal 

Road densky standards in each area would be smphasrzed in grizzly bear habitat, and big game 
management prescrrptrons. 

Objectives 

1. Provkfs a cost effective road system that integrates human needs with needs for wildkfe specrfically 
elk and grizzly bear, and other resource values 

2. Decrease elk vulnerability and increase bear security through effective road closures. 

3. The net Forest Development road mileage will not Increase. 

4. Road density standards in each management prescription will be achieved as soon as practicable. 
(See grizzly bear habitat objective in the preceding section) 

A. Three years for BMU’s 

B. Ten years for all other areas. 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. Road Closure 

A Road closures wrll be located and designed to effectively control use. (S) 

B. Restrict or reclaim roads not needed for future management as determined in srte-specrfrc 
analysis, at the end of project use Consider historic recreation use before closure (G) 

2. Administrative Use on Restricted Roads, Trawls and Areas 

A. The Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) Standards prescribed 
for each prescription area are not intended to place restrictions on being able to respond to 
emergency events to protect human life, property values and structures, and forest resources 
Responses to emergency events include law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire suppression. 
(9 

Ill-16 



B. Other administrative uses (such as planned project work) on restricted roads, trarle or areas 
will only be allowed with the followrng standards (S) 

1. Any motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trawl or area will be for official 
administrative business only, and approved by the Forest Supervisor or Dletnct Ranger. 

2 When motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trail or area Is necessary, a sign wrll 
be posted whrle project work is being accomplished. 

3. Motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trail or area WIII be allowed by permit under 
the followrng condftione when approved by the Forest Supervisor or District Ranger: 

a. Project work is 1 mrle or 30 minutes walk or greater. 

b. Equipment IS being used that IS unreasonable to carry to the project work site. 

c. Contract inspectors working wrth contractorswho have motorized equrpment andvehicles 
which are necessary for the contract work. 

C Dunng the big game hunting seasons, personswtth dksabilitiee may be permitted to usa motorized 
vehicles, If needed for mobilii, on restricted roads and trails which are authorized for such use, 
with an authorized Motor Vehicle Hunting Permit. These persons must have a Drsabled Hunting 
Permit issued from the State Fish and Game Departments. (G) 

Goal - Winter Recreation 

Provide a quallty wtnter recreabon experience while minimize impacts of winter recreation use on 
wintering big game. 

Objectives -Winter Recreation 

1. Eetabkeh a linear capacity for two-way snowmachine trarle for purpoe.es of safety and quart of the 
recreation expenence. 

2. Provide networks of marked, deergnated, and groomed snowmachine, cross-country ski, and 
other winter travel routes and trarlhead facilities. 

3. Provide winter recreation user information to educate users of wildkfe needs and promote 
snowmachine safety. 

4. Promote opportunltiee for backcountry winter recreation. 

Objective -Wild, Scenic, and Recreation Rivers 

The 249 miles of inventoried, eligible streams of the Forest will have suitability studies done by 2002 
(based on funding). Thre would be done on a priorrty basis for approxrmately one-third of the streams 
at a time, starting with those in the South Fork-Snake River Basin. The remaining streams would 
probably be done rn two additional studies - one for the Henry’s Fork Basrn, and a second for those 
streams rn the Teton River Baern or watershed, and probably in that order of priority. 
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Objective - Visual Quality 

Manage the vreual landscape In accordance wrth the planned visual quality objective, as mapped in 
the Geographic Information System. 

Standard and Guideline - Visual Quality 

Timber Harvest. 

A. Lodgepole pine Slash not needed to meet other resource objectives should be drepoeed of by 
a combtnation of piling, firewood gathering, and burning in areas up to 200-250 feet e&her side of 
primary travelways, trails, and use areas which have high pubkc concern for scenic quality as 
soon after harvest as possrble. (G) 

B. Lodgepole pine. Slash not needed to meet other resource objectives should be disposed of by 
piling, frrewood gathering, or burning for 1!5ll-200 feet on erther side of roide, trarle, and areas 
which have moderate pubkc concern for scenic quakty. (0) 

Standards and Guidelines - Winter Recreation 

1. Develop or provide trailhead facilrties to match the desired trail capacrty. These facillttee may be 
public or private depending on location. (G) 

2 Management of winter trails should be done where feasible by cooperative agreements wrth agencies 
and groups (G) 

3. Snowmachine, snowshoes, and dogelede are prohibited within designated groomed cross-country 
ski trails Snowmachrnee and dogelede are prohibited within designated cross-country ski areas. (S) 

Objective - OHV 

Provide a network of OHV trails while minimrzing the effects of OHV use on sorle. 

Standards and Guidelines - OHV. 

1. Drscourage OHV use on elopes greater than 40%, except on designated routes and except for 
snowmachine use. Roads and trails, however, may cross slopes that exceed 40 percent. (G) 

2 Areas with elopes of 25-40 percent may require travel restrictions if soil erosion factors warrant 
them. (G) 

3 Restrict OHV use on identified areas of unstable soils (except for snowmobiles). (0) 

4. No motorized vehicles > 50 Inches wide are allowed on trails unless the trawls are epecrfically 
designed for such vehicles. (S) 

Objective - Developed Facilities 

Maintain or slightly increase the Forest’s developed site capacrty. 

Standards and Guidelines - Developed Facilities 

1. Expand exleting developed facrlltree to meet public needs. (G) 
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2. Phase out low use developments that have high operation and maintenance (O&M) costs 
consistently exceeding $1 50 per Persons-at-one-time (PAOT) per day. (G) 

3. Rehabilitate or provide heavy maintenance to faciktiee in Marntenance Class Two (MC 2) and 
Maintenance Class Three (MC 3) which cannot be brought up to Maintenance Class One (MC 1) 
through general maintenance. (0) 

A. Developed facilltiee receivmg heaviest use should receive first priority for maintenance (0) 

B. Facilities that cannot be maintamed to acceptable heakh and safety requirements WIN be 
closed unhl they can be brought up to standard. (S) 

Objective - Dispersed Recreation Use 

By 2007, address soil, water, and vegetation Impacts to maintain the desirable recreation setting on 
approximately 100 camp&e areas of the 300 Identified drspereed recreatron sites on the Forest, 
whrch are in greatest need of restoration. These sties would have kmrted developed facilities. 

Standards and Guidelines - Dispersed Recreation Use 

1. Dispersed Camprng. Unless otherwise posted, motorized access Is albwed for dispersed camping 
withm 300 feet of roads and trails which are open for motorized use. (S) 

2. Dispersed Camp See Condrhon. Dispersed campsees should be managed according to the Frissell 
Condrbon Classification System. Actions (close, protect, or restore) should be taken to restore 
campertee that do not meet Class 3. In some areas, where it Is necessary to prevent resource 
damage and protect public health, scale 2 facilities may be provided. (G) 

3. Drspereed Use Area. Low-development-level faorhtiee should be provided at undeveloped 
concentrated-use areas to prevent resource damage and protect pubkc heakh and safety. (G) 

Goal -Trails 

1. Trails for motorized/mechanized use would be sufficient to sustain use over long periods of time 
and mrnimize requrremente for maintenance or reconstructron. These condltrone would be achieved 
wrthin subsections in the following sequence: Big Hole/Palisades Mountains, Caribou Range 
Mountams, Lemhr-Medicine Lodge, Centennial Mountains, Madison-Piichetone Plateaus, Island Park, 
and Teton Range. 

2. Trails for nonmotorizedlmechamzed use would be eufflcient to sustain use over long periods of 
time with minimal requirements for marntenance or raconstructbn. These condltins woukl be achieved 
within subsections in the following sequence: Teton Range, Bg Hole/Palisades Mountains, Centennial 
Mountarns, and Caribou Range Mountarne. 

Objective -Trails 

Complete an IDT review of 5-10% of the system trarle each year to determine rehabilitation needs. 

Objective - Outfitters and Guides 

Eetabkeh use capacrtree uerng the process otikned in the AMS for outfiier and guide recreation 
opportunities prior to Issuing new permrts. 
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Standard and Guideline - Outfitters and Guides 

Outftier and guide facilitree in dispersed nonwilderness areas should be buik in less-frequented 
areas and be temporary. To prevent unacceptable resource damage or sanitabon problems, facilities 
may be allowed at more heavily used locations. Oniy essential facilities should be provided at 
commercial outfitter camps in accordance with Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Policy camp 
standards (G) 

Wilderness 

The following goals, standards and gurdelinee apply to all congressionally designated Wilderness on the 
Forest. Presently that Includes the Jedediah Smrth and Winegar Hole Wrldernese Areas. 

Desirable wilderness conditions for the Jedediah Smith and Winegar Hole Wilderness would be 
within the Limits of Acceptable Change (lAC) process, as specified in the management prescriptions, 
which when rmplemented in accordance wrth the Wilderness lmplementahon Schedulesand Monttonng 
Action Plan, constitute the complete Wilderness Management Plane. 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 Outfitter/Guide -Allow no new outfitter camps (i.e. hunter, fisherman, etc ) until studies have been 
completed to determine site eukabrlii and carrying capacrty. (S) 

2. Recreation - ROS Manage for a primitive to semi-primitive nonmotorized classifrcatlon. (G) 

3. Recreation - VOO. Manage for preeervahon. (S) 

PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Range 

1. Upland and ripanan plant communities meet desired vegetation condrtione for site-spectfic areas. 

2. Domestic lrveetock grazng is managed to promote the desired condtions of various resources 
including maintenance of adequate plant and ktter ground cover, nutrient recycling, forage forwildlife 
species, seed production, and the restoration and maintenance of riparian communities. 

Objectives 

1. By 2007, improve the ecological status of 1,200 acres of ripanan habitat presently reported as 
early eeral stage to mid- or late-eeral stage. 

2. By 2007, improve 26,400 acres of uplands (nonriparian and nontimber plant communities) currently 
reported as unsatisfactory ecological condition to satisfactory condition. 

3. By 2007, grazing systems will be implemented on all grazing allotments to meet range goals #I 
and #II above. 
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4. Within five years after the signing of the Record of Decision, establish a stream bank stability 
(trampling disturbance) standard correlated to stubble herght at the hydnc greenlrne (HGL) 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. Upland Forage Utilizabon Apply upland forage utilizabon standards to all allotments and/or 
management areas as shown In Table 1. These standards provide for maximum utilization levels 
regardless of which species of animal uses the forage or browse (S) 

Table 1 
Upland Rangeland Ecosystems - Percent Forage Ubl~zabon I/ 

Unsabsfactory sabsfactoly Unsatlsfactoly sabsfactory 
Conddron Condltwn Candrbon Condrbon 

Grasses and 40% 50% 50% w/o 
Herbaceous Spaes 

Shrubs 25% 35% 35% 35% 

2. Riparian Forage Utilization. 

A. Rtparian Woody Plant Utilization. No more than 30 percent use on ripanan woody plant species 
(current year’s growth) is allowed. Thirty percent is the maximum allowed use as recorded at the 
end of the grazrng period. (S) 

B. Rrpanan Vegetation Stubble Height Standard (these apply to all grazing systems). (S) 

1. At the HGL, there will be at least 4 inches of stubble height remaining at the end of the 
grazing period, unless determined otherwise through the InterdIsciplinary team process. A 
wrMen rahonale for any deviabon is requrred. This standard applies to native and desirable 
nonnative hydnc vegetation. 

2. Away from the HGL, at least 3 inches of stubble will be left on the remarnder of the herbaceoue 
npanan vegetation at the end of the grazing period. 

3. Allotment Management Planmng (AMP) 

A Salt should be placed greater than l/4 mile from water, or as far from water as practicable. 
Salting will also be placed at least IMJfeet away from aspen regeneration and conifer plantations 
that are 5 years old or less. (G) 

B. Allow no kvestock grazing for at least two growing seasons after prescribed or natural fires and 
rangeland planhng or eeedmg, or at least until vegetation is eetabkehed. (G) 

C. Allow livestock convererons based on resource needs (such as topography, water distribution, 
vegetation, wildlife, and recreation), capabrkty, and management objecbves and not solely based 
on the desires of the permittee (G) 
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1. Conversions may be made rn accordance with an AMP, and current range anaiysrs, and 
when all necessary range improvements structures are in place. (0) 

2 All range improvements necessary for the conversion WIII be financed and constructed by 
the permrttee Construobon will be rn accordance wrth Forest Sewrce standards (S) 

3. Do not convert from a cattle allotment to a sheep allotment wrthin bighorn sheep habrtat. (S) 

4. All proposed Iwestock conversions WIII be evaluated by a qualiiied cadre of IDT Specialists 
Including a hydrologist, fisheries brologrst, wildlife brologrst, range speoralrst, and sorts scientist. 
Only those conversions meeting Forest Plan Objecbves and desired vegetabon conditions WIII 
be approved. (S) 

D. Forest Service admrnlstrative srte livestock pastures will comply with the Forestwide standards 
and guidelines for forage utilization and riparian management (S) 

E. All structural Improvements directly required to implement the AMP WIII be rnstalled and financed 
whereby the Forest Service provides approximately 50% of the cost and the permittee provides 
the remanning 50%. (G) 

F. Permlttees are allowed motorized access to maintain facilities. AMP’s and annual operating 
plans WIII include direction that motorized access must be less than 1 to 2 vehicles per week. 
(This permitted access Is not included in the OROMTRD.) (S) 

G. Until a Memorandum of Agreement IS developed between the Southern Idaho Forests and the 
Idaho State Histonc Preservabon Office, follow the process outlined in the National Programmatic 
Agreement, Option 2 (Critena and standards for independent management). 

Timber Management 

Goal - General 

Silvroultural technrques will be used as a tool to manage or manipulate vegetation for the purpose of 
achieving Forest Plan resource objectives. Emphasis will be placed on restoration of ecological 
function, structure and composibon. 

Standards and Guidelines 

1. ASQ and Long Term Sustained Yield 

A. Estimates of ASQ and long term sustained yield timber supply capacity are themselves based 
on estimates of volume available on timbered acres scheduled for harvest. Acres harvested are 
estimated to be 11,430 for the decade. The volumes are an estimated outcome of harvesting 
those acres. In the event volume estimates prove to be Inaccurate, acreages hawested will not 
be adjusted to make up the difference Total harvested acres for the decade may vary and will 
depend on site-specific project implementation to meet plan goals and objectives. 

B. ASQ will not exceed 37 million board feet (MMBF) for the plan decade. (0) 

2. Srlvicultural System Guideline 
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Silvicultural System Guideline. The appropriate silviiuttural systems to use, by forest oover type, are, 
(G) 

Forest Cover Type 

Mixed Conrfer 

Even-aged 
(1 or 2 age classes) 

CC, SW, OR, CT 

CC (mistletoe-infected stands only: 
Hawksworth Class 4,5, or 6), 
ST, SW, OR, CT 

CC, ST, SW, OR, CT 

SW, OR, CT 

CC, CT 

Uneven-aged 
(3+ age classes) 

OS <2 acre, CT 

OS, ITS, CT 

OS, ITS, CT 

GS, ITS, CT 

Abbrevratrons used in the Table: 

CC = Clearcut 
CT = Commercial Thin 
ST = Seed Tree 
SW = Shelterwood 

OR = Overstory Removal 
GS = Group Selectiin 
ITS = lndrvrdual Tree Selection 

3 Rotabon Age Guidekne. Followmg are the earliest rotation ages of each species group beginning 
at culmmabon of mean annual increment (0) 

II Includes both MX (DFRP) end RX3 (DFAP wdh ESIAF). 

4. Minimum Stocking GuIdeline. Following IS the mrnrmum stocking allowed to occur before an area can 
be cerbfied as stocked. (G) 

specres Mmmum Stochng Percent of Are. 

(TrodAcre) II Mwtmg 
Mimmum Stockmg 

LodaeDole Pm 

2, Indudes both MX (DFAP) and f&X3 (DF,,.P wth ESIAF) 
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Goal - Precommercial Thinning 

Thinning results in restoration of ecological structure, function and composition. 

Objectives - Precommercial Thinning 

1. Mimic tree denstiies and patch sizes within the range of variability over a landscape. 

2. Provide for a variety of future reeouroe products. 

Goal - Slash Treatment 

Fuel loading on acbvrty areas meet site produotivity for wildlife and fire objectives. 

Objective - Slash Treatment 

Slash treatment reduces fuels less than 3 inches in diameter and retain larger diameter fuels needed 
for sustarnrng soil productivity and providing for wildlife habitat needs. 

Standards and Guidelines - Slash Treatment Guideline. I/ 2/ 

No be&men, necessw for fire hazard reducbon 

5 to 10 Tons/Acre Lop or crush tc Reg~ona! Lcpptng Specnkabcns soac <40% 
4oac >40% I 

1 Reduce single enby loadrng to 10 lonslac. or 
less by mulbple entry lhlnmngs Follow lopplng 
stds above acccrdmg to fcadlng 

1, - 25 Tons/Acre 
2 Reduce slash < 3 I” to < 5 tons pr ac by 
bummg crchlppw 

3 Reduce lcadlng of lopped or crushed fuel < 3 80 AC < 40% 
III tc 5 - 10 ton per acre by bummg or chlppmg 4OAc>40% 

4 RehabMate by pllmg, bumlng, and 
reforest&on 

1WAcc4O% 
lOOAc>40% 

N/A 

Su,g,e enby loadmg < 
5 Tcn!Ac , use above 
stds fcr < 5 tons 

Lcadmg S-10 “88 
above std for 5-10 
T/AC 

15OAc<40% 
103 AC > 40% I 

II When down wwdy fuels consbhrte 30% or mere of the total lcadlng under 3 Inches, the values I” 811s 
column may be ~ncrcased by 3 tons per acre 

2/M&e sure mechamcal bealments meet Fcreshwde sck standards 
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Objective - Size of Harvest Units and Adjacent Leave Blocks/Strips 

Design timber management projects to srmulate the range of natural variatron for patch sizes, patch 
shapes, connectwrty, and species composrtion and age class dNSrSlty. 

Standard and Guideline 

Created Opening. A harvested area of commercial forest land will not be considered a created 
opening for silvicultural purposes when stocking surveys Indicate that mrnimum stocking IS achieved 
and at least 7 feet htgh. When other resource management considerabons (such as wildkfe habitat, 
watershed needs, or vrsual requirements) prevail, a created opening will no longer be considered an 
opening when the vegetation in it meets a particular management objective stated rn the applicable 
management prescnptron. (S) 

Standards and Guidelines - Logging Systems 

1 Slopes 40 percent or lesswill normally be harvested using ground-based kgging equipment (tractors, 
rubber-tired skidders, low ground pressure equipment, etc ). Slopes greater than 40 percent, but 
lees than 60%, will normally be harvested using advanced loggrng systems lrke shortspan cable 
systems, longspan cable systems, or aenal systems. (G) 

2. Rutting in skid trails should not exceed 6 to 8 inches in depth (wet condition) over more than IO 
percent of a designated skid trail system. No yarding operations should take place when ground 
conditions are wet enough that there IS a risk of such rutting. (G) 

Goal - Fuelwood 

A sustainable level of fuelwood would be available. 

Objective - Fuelwood 

Conduct Inventory for determining sustarnable level of fuelwood. 

Standards and Guidelines - Fuelwood 

1. Allow permitted fueiwood gathenng in designated areas onfy. (S) 

2. Select designated fuelwood areas that have an excess of dead and down woody material which IS 
in excess of that requrred for ecological function, structure and composition. (G) 
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SUBSECTION DESCRIPTIONS 

The ECOMAP unit of the Forest Sewrce has developed a National Hierarchical Framework of Ecologi- 
cal Untis to improve consistency m developing and sharing resource data and information at muitiple 
geographic scales and across administrative and jurisdrcbonal boundaries 

An Ecological Unrt IS defined as “A mapped landscape unrt desrgned to meet management objectives, 
comprised of one or more ecological types.” (FSM 2060.05) These ecofogical units are designed to 
exhibit similar patterns in Potential Natural Communrties; Soils: Hydrologic Function: Landform and 
Topography, Liihologys; Climate, Air Qualrty; and Natural Processes for Cycling Plant Biomass and 
Nutrients 

As of this writing, ECOMAP has described four levels in the National Hierarchy of Ecological Unks: 
Domains, Divisions, Provinces, and Sections A map of the United States (1:7,5oo,OW scale) has been 
developed displaying these four levels The land area of the Forest falls wlthrn three of those sections. 
The National Hierarchical Framework of Ecological Units is shown below in rts particular application to 
the Forest, as adjusted by Revision and Ecologwal Unit Inventory personnel. 

Domarn - Described by broad ckmabc zones or groups. The Forest IS within the Dry Domain (which 
covers most of the Intermountain Region) This is an area of water defrort where the potential annual 
water losses through evaporation exceed annual water gains through preciprtation. 

Drvrsron - Described by regional climatic types, vegetation affinities, soil order. The Forest IS wlthrn the 
Temperate Steppe Regime Mountains Division (M330). 

Province - Described by potential natural vegetation, highlands or mountains with complex vertical 
ckmate-vegetation-soil zonahon. The Forest is within two Provinces: 

M331 - Southern Rocky Mtn. Steppe - Open Woodiand - Coniferous Forest -Alpine Meadow 
M332 - Middle Rocky Mtn. Steppe - Coniferous Forest-Alpine Meadow 

Sections - Described by geomorphic province, geologic age, stratigraphy, liihology; regional ckmatic 
data; phases of soil orders, suborders or great groups: potential natural vegetation (PNV); potential 
natural communrties (PNC). The Forest kes wrthin three Sections: 

M331A - Yellowstone Highlands Section 
M331D - Overthrust Mountains Section 
M332E - Beaverhead Mountains Section 

Subsections - Described by geomorphic process, surficiaf geology, Ilthology; phases of soil orders, 
suborders or great groups; subregional climatic data; PNC -formation or series. The Forest lies wrthin 
seven Subsections 

M332E-1 - LemhtiMedicine Lodge (Subsecbon comprising two noncontiguous pads) 
M332E-2 - Centennial Mountains 
M331A-1 - Island Park 
M331A-2 - Madison Plateau 
M331 D-2 - Teton Range 
M331 D-l - Big Hole/Palisades Mountains 
M331 D-l 9- Caribou 

Figure 111-I displays the locations of the seven subsections. Figure Ill-2 displays watershed boundaries 
on the Forest. Following these figures are indivrdual descriptions and maps of each subsection. 
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LEMHI/MEDICINE LODGE SUBSECTION (M332E-iA/M332E-IB) 

SETTING 

Thus subsecbon rncludes the Lemhi Mountains and the Medicine Lcdge/Beaverhead Mountarns. A van- 
ety of vegetatron exists with forested communities dominated by Douglas-fir and limber pine. Sage- 
brushJbunchgrass and mountarn mahogany communrties are common on the lower elevation and strong 
southerly exposures. Lumber pine communrties and alpine meadows exrst at the hrgh elevations. Thus 
subsection IS nch rn mrmng hrstory wrth old mrnrng sties and remnants of town sttes. Located in the Birch 
Creek Valley are four preserved brick adobe Charcoal Kilns. Sixteen were ongrnally built to furnish 
charcoal to the Nicholia Mine This area contains some of the most significant Native American &es on 
the Forest. This area also contains the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, a recommended wrlder- 
ness (Itakan Peaks) and most big game species. 

Although only 37 percent of thus subsection IS forested, thus IS more forest land than occurred hrston- 
tally. Information from the early 1900’s indicates that rn some areas Douglas-fir has become estab- 
kshed on lands that were formerly dominated by grasses and sagebrush. Some nparian communrbes 
also appear to have more conrfers than they did historically. 

Approximately 96 percent of the forested land IS rn a mature age class, indicating a lack of age class 
diversity rn the subsechon. Wrth 90 percent of the forests rn Douglas-frr there is also a lack of tree 
specres drversrty Many of the Douglas-fir stands are densely stocked. The unrformlty of tree specres 
and age classes, as well as the dense stocking, make this area’s forests more suscepbble to ecosystem 
disturbances such as insects, diseases and large fires. An example of the latterwas the Gallagher Peak 
Fire which burned 37,230 acres in 1979. This was the largest fire in the last twenty years on the Forest 

Aspen acreage has declined since the early twentieth century due to fire suppressron. This is of concern 
since aspen provrdes Important habrtat for many wildlife specres, and is a critical factor rn the scenic 
beauty of the Forest. Aspen IS decknrng in thus Subsechon. 

Exrsttng biologrcal potenhal for woodpeckers IS 26 to 34 percent. This indicates that larger srze snags 
are not abundant nor well drstnbuted rn this subsection at this hme, even though a very hgh percentage 
of the forests are rn mature and older successional stages. 

Figure Ill-3 drsplays thus subsection along with the major prescription areas. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Thus area provrdes qualrty motorized and nonmotonzed drspersed recreation, livestock forage, elk and 
deer wrnter range, and ltakan Peaks IS managed as a proposed wrlderness. 

Ecological condiiions include social and economrc requrrements associated wkh hunting big game. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Biodiverslty - Objective 
Manage where possible for a diverse array of habitats tied to the natural occurrence and drstnbution 
of plant communities. Regenerate and maintain plant associations within the range of variabrlity. 

Aquatic & Riparian Ecosystems - Objective 
Improve stream channel stabrlrty ratings to good or excellent by 2007 on Divrde Creek and Webber 
Creek. 
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Recreation - Objective 
Provide increased desrgnated motorized road and trail access in a managed low impact method. 

Herltage Resources - Objective 
Provide opportunities for eclentlflc studies of slgnlficant archaeological &es 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Recreation 
Restrict motorized use to designated routes only, except for snowmobrles. (0) 
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CENTENNIAL SUBSECTION (M332E-2) 

SETTING 

This subsection covers the Centennral Mountains between the east fork of hvrng Creek and Reas Pass 
to the east. The Centennrals, whrch form part of the Continental Divide, are a scenic mountain range 
with high mountain meadows scattered through spruce/fir and Douglas-frr forests. At lower elevabons 
sagebrushlgrasslands grade into Douglas-fir and lodgepole prne forests. Lionhead, in the northeast 
portron of the subsection, IS a recommended wilderness rn Montana. The major travel corridors are 
Highways 20 and 87, and a portion of Interstate 15. The Yale-Krlgore road IS a more minor travel route 
connechng Island Park to Krlgore and Dubois. In the northeast portion of the subsection IS Henry’s Lake, 
a world-renowned fishery. 

This subsection IS domrnated by sagebrush/grasslands and Douglas-frr communities. The Centennial 
Mountain Subsection has had substantial trmber management activrhes. Also rn the Centennral Moun- 
tarns the wildland/urban Interface has srgnrfrcantly Increased due to the development of the pnvate lands 
within the forest protectron boundary Thus rncreases the nsk of a fire spreading between the forest and 
pnvate lands. 

The landscape is dominated by forested communities which cover 71 percent of the subsection. Ap- 
proxrmately 51 percent of the forested acres are Douglas-fir. Lodgepole pine (21%) IS found in pockets 
on low producbvrty sotls. Mixed lodgepole prne/Douglas-fir (13%) and other mixed conlfers (10%) are 
alsc well-represented. The presence of mixed stands Indicates that later successional species such as 
Douglas-fir and subalpine frr are becoming estabkshed as stands move toward later seral stages through 
successron. Aspen comprises 4% of the forested acres, which is less than was hrstorically present Frre 
suppression has allowed confers to take over areas that were previously rangeland, tall forb communi- 
ties, and aspen Conrfers have also encroached Into ripanan areas through the process of succession. 

Mature forests cover 79 percent of the subsection, mdicabng a lack of dwerstty rn age classes. Diversity 
of tree species appears to be high as forests move from early to later successional species. In this 
transition phase both early and late successional tree specres are present. Decreasing drversrty how- 
ever is associated with the loss of aspen over time. Severe fires, insects and drseases are concerns in 
thus subsecbon, marnly because of the large component of mature forests. 

The subsection contains portions of two subunits wrthin the Henry’s Lake BMU. 

Exrsting brological potenbal for larger woodpeckers IS 33 to 52 percent. Larger size snags are not abun- 
dant nor well drstributed in thrs subsection erther, even though 79% of the forests are In mature and 
older successional stages. 

Figure Ill-4 displays this s&se&on along with the major prescnptron areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Thus subsection IS one of the most diverse and complex subsectlons on the Forest. It offers the greatest 
opportunity for vegetatron treatments. Thus opportunrty will be to move the landscape toward the range 
of variatron while reducing the risk of catastrophic incidents outside the range of natural variatron. 

The interachon between drspersed motorized recreation and the Lronhead roadless area will be man- 
aged to still marntarn access for snowmobiles while recommending the core area for wilderness. 

Any activities will need to address concerns associated with gnzzly bear management and big game 
management as well as reducing the risks with insects, disease, and fire. 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Biodiversky - Goal 
Move the spatral distribution patterns and ages of vegetation toward sustarnabls cordrkons based on 
the range of variatron. 

Biodiversity - Objective 
Develop a fire plan which allows for prescribed natural and management rgnrtedfrre, where compatible 
wrth other resource ob)ect#es. 

Aquatic & Riparian Ecosystems - Objective 
Improve stream channel stabikty ratings to good or excellent by 2007 on Allan Canyon Creek, McGarry 
Canyon Creek, Moose Creek, Dairy Creek, Long Creek, E. Rattlesnake Creek, E. Three-mrls Creek 
and W. Dry Creek. 

Wild and Scemc River - 0b)ective 
Complete the sultabrkty studies for nvsrs that are ekgible for wild and scenic river designation. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Lands (Specral Uses) 
The Leon Petersen cabin and associated facrlrhes WIII be treated as an isolated cabin rather than a 
recreation residence, since the cabin is not within an approved recreation residence tract The permrt 
will be changed to a “Ye tenure” permrt by 1998. This cabrn permrt WIII not be transferable. Upon the 
expiration of the permft, the cabin will be evaluated and its historical quallfrcations determined. If the 
cabrn is found to have histonc value, rt may be moved from the site, or the Forest may issue a special 
use permit to a Historical Association for maintenance of the cabin. (S) 

Range 
Domestic sheep grazing WIII be phased out over time on an opportunity basis. An opportunity is 
defined as a surtable or favorable time to abolish or close an allotment because of nonuse violations, 
term permit warvers where the permit is waived back to the government, resource protectron, or 
permlt actrons resulbng rn cancellation of the permit. If opportunities do not arise, then efforts will be 
made to relocate or accomodats sheep to other areas. (G) 
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ISLAND PARK SUBSECTION (M331A-1) 

SEl-RNG 

This subsection Includes the west half of Island Park, Ashton, and the northwest portion of Teton Basin 
Ranger Districts.. The dominant landscape feature of this subsection is a large caldera. Highway 20 is 
the only major hrghway that travels through this subsection. Among the many scenic attracbons are 
Upper and Lower Mesa Falls, the last mayor undisturbed falls on the Columbia River system The Mesa 
Falls Scenic Byway, established in 1989, provides motorists with a breathtaking view of the Teton 
Mountain Range and accesses the two falls. The Island Park Subsection offers excellent trout fishing at 
Island Park Reservoir and along the Henry’s Fork, Buffalo River, Warm River, Fall River and Brtch 
Creek. The Island Park subsection is also known for its many snowmobile and cross-country ski trails. 
The area shows signs of large scale timber harvestrng due to salvage efforts followrng the mountain prne 
beetle epidemics in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Harriman Stats Park lies rn the heart of the Harriman Wildlde 
Refuge, with 16,OGJ acres of forest, meadows, lakes and streams 

A small portion of the Winsgar Hole recommended wilderness falls along the eastern border of this 
subsection. 

The landscape IS dominated by forested cover types, which blanket 93% of the area. Forested areas are 
primarily lodgepole pit-retypes (70%) that contain small pockets of aspen, sagebrush/grass, qrass mead- 
ows and mountain brush. Douglas-fir (10%) and mixed lodgepole pine/Douglas-frr (15%) cover types 
provide some diversrty in the area. Lodgepole pine occupies the floor of the Island Park Caldera and 
Douglas-frr covertypes are concentrated on the Caldera rim On the Caldera rim, aspen and sagebrush 
areas are being encrouched upon by Douglas-fir, through the process of succession. 

Currently 61 percent of the forests are in a mature or older age class provide suitable nesting &es. 
Since 93 percent of this subsection is forested, creation of young forest age classes probably increases 
the amount of surtable foragrng habitat. Currently 26 percent of the forested acres are in nonstocked 
and seedling condrtions which provide foraging habitat. 

Salvage harvesting has shied 46 percent of the lodgepole prne into the nonstocked, seedling and 
sapling classes. Active management of aspen, as well as aspen sprouting in lodgepole pine clearcuts, 
has moved 34 percent of the aspen into these young classes. Other cover types are concentrated in the 
mature age group. 

Mature Douglas-frr on the caldera rim experienced outbreaks of spruce budworm and Douglas-frr beetle 
in the past decade. These have now subsided, but could easily occur again given the mature condition 
of the Douglas-fir and the presence of mukrple-storied stands. Due to fuel reductions and young age 
classes associated wrth timber harvest, fire IS less of a concern here than in most other subsections. 

Figure Ill-5 displays thus subsechon along wrth the major prescnphon areas. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Forested condrtions and roadrng denskiss will support the Forestwide obtectrves for grizzly bear man- 
agement and elk vulnerability. This will include road closures and vegetation treatments aimed at im- 
proving cover and maintarnrng forest health. 

This area WIII have improved recreation access and quality, parbcularly in the Highway 42-Mesa Falls 
Scenic byway and for snowmobile use linked to West Yellowstone. 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Bfcdlversfty - Goal 
Move toward patch sizes that better reflect historical patterns and frequences of disturbance. Manage 
forest structure to reflect histonc patterns. 

Fire - Objective 
Use management-Ignited fire where possible to meet resource objectives. 

Recreation - 0b)ectives 
Maintain visual quality and visitor interpretation facilities along the Highway 47 Mesa Falls byway. 

Wild and Scenic River - Objective 
Complete the surtabrlii studies for nvers that are eligible for wild and scenic river designation. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Waterfowl Nesting Areas 
Goose Neck Bay on Island Park Reservoir. Area closed to motorized vehicle-use April 1 to June 15; 
open to motorized vehicle use remainder of the year. (S) 
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MADISON PLATEAU SUBSECTION (M331A-2) 

SETTING 

The largest portion of the Madison Plateau Subsection is actualfy in Yellowstone National Park. The 
porhon on the Forest lies wrthin the Island Park and Ashton Districts next to Yellowstone Nabonal Park. 
The Winegar Hole Wrlderness is wrthin this subsection and portions of the Jededrah Smrth Wilderness 
and the recommended wilderness portion of Winegar Hole in Idaho. The Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road and 
Frsh Creek Road are the major access routes in this area. Grassy Lake is a 320-acre lake created when 
a dam was burlt by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1937-1939. Grassy Lake, as well as other lakes and 
streams rn the area, are popular fishing areas and are accessed by the Flagg Ranch road. Several 
organized youth camps exist throughout this subsection. The Cave Falls road IS the only motorized 
access to the southwest portion of Yellowstone Park. 

The landscape is dominated by forests which comprise 97% of the area. Lodgepole pine IS the most 
common forested cover type (76%) with mixed stands of iodgepole pine and Douglas-fir making up the 
remaining forested area (24%). Relatively minor amounts of aspen and various mixed conrfers provrde 
some diversity. The southern portron of the subsection IS unique in that there are many wet meadows 
and small lakes rnterminglsd with the forests. 

The 1988 North Fork Fire scorched 17,700 acres in the northern part of thus subsectron In numerous 
locations, the fire sbmulated aspen suckering Past timber hawestrng also occurred primarily in the 
north half of the subsection. These two events have shifted 39% of the lodgepole pins mto the nonstocked, 
seedkng and sapling age classes Active management of aspen has also provided some age class 
divers&y. 

Due to fuel reductions and young age classes associated with past harvest and the North Fork Burn, fire 
is less of a concern here than In many other areas. However, condfions in the southern portion of the 
Madrson Subsection are oresentrna some fire risks as cc&em become mfxed with aspen and loduepole 

area experienced outbreaks of westeri balsam bark beetle and Douglas-fir bee& in the past decade. 
These conditions have subsided, but could easily occur again since vegetatron conditions have not 
changed. 

Currently 63 percent of the forests are In a mature or older age classes and provide surtabls nesting 
sties. Srnce 97 percent of thus subsecbon IS forested, creatron of young forest age classes increases the 
amount of suitable more open, foraging habaat. Currently 23 percent of the forested acres are in 
nonstocked and seedling conditions which provide foraging habitat 

There are currently two designated wrldernsss areas on the Forest These are the Jedediah Smith 
Wilderness (123,451 acres) and the Winegar Hole Wilderness (10,715 acres). The Jedediah Smrth IS 
mostly in the Teton Range Subsection with the balance in the Madison Plateau Subsection. Winegar 
Hole is totally within the Madison Plateau Subsection. Winegar Hole IS largely primitive with very little 
use. This is mostly due to access diiicuky, since there are only four mrles of trail in the area. Use of this 
area is mostly for hunting big game. The Jedediah Smith is intensively used in the summer wrth approxi- 
mately 60,ooO visits (hiking, backpacking and horseback riding). Thus IS a spectacular mountainous 
area on the west slope of the famous Teton Mountain Range. These wilderness areas are two of twelve 
designated In the greater Yellowstone Area; which totals 3.8 million acres. 

Frgure Ill-6 displays thus subsection along with the major prescription areas 
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DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Because of the Intensive trmber salvage efforts rn the past, plus the North Fork Burn, there IS limited 
opportunity for vegetatron treatment rn this area whrle sbll meeting gnzzly bear management and elk 
vulnerabrllty objectives. This subsection WIII be managed to provrde for grizzly bear management objet- 
trves, primitive to semr-pnmrtive recreatron opportunities, and vegetation management to reduce insect 
and drsease, and fire threats to remarnrng habrtat. Roads will be closed to Improve securtty for gnzzly 
bears and other wrldkfe. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Aquabc Ecosystem - Goal 
Effectrve rehabilrtatron of the North Fork Frre bum area to stabrlrze slopes and reduce sediment 
dskvery to streams 

Brodrversrty - Goal 
Bnng the area back toward the range of vanabikty with a full mrx of age classes, larger patch sizes 
and connectivrty between stands 

Fire - Goal 
Use management-Ignited and natural fire to meet resource objectrves. Comply wlth the Jedsdiah 
Smith Wrlderness Frre Management Plan. 

Weld and Scenic River - 0b)echve 
Complete the surtabrltty studies for rivers that are ekgrble for wild and scenic river designation. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Wrlderness 
Implement the Wmegar Hole Wilderness Plan, which consists of the specifrc wrlderness prescription 
management drrection and the Wrlderness lmplementabon Schedule. (0) 
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TETON RANGE SUBSECTION (M331D-2) 

SETTING 

This area encompasses the west slope of the Teton Mountains. The Teton Range is a spectacular line 
of high peaks rising abruptly along the west side of Jackson Hole. The landscape IS a drverse mrx of 
forested and open vegetation. The Jededrah Smrth Wikterness traverses the upper portions of the west 
slopes of the Teton Mountams. The Grand Targhee Ski Resort is a major tourist attractron wrthrn thrs 
subsection Two organized youth camps are present. This area is known for rts many backcountry trail 
systems, which are accessible by horse or foot. Highway 22 runs along the southern boundary and is a 
popular route for visitors crossmg Teton Pass. 

The landscape is a diverse mix of forested (57%) and open (43%) community types. Lodgepole is mixed 
with Douglas-frr in 31 percent of the forested area, indicating that the pme is converting to Douglas-frr 
through succession. Open Douglas-frr forests, mountam brush, aspen, and sagebrush pockets are 
found predommately on south and west aspects. Aspen IS being encroached upon by conrfers as suc- 
cessron proceeds, and the amount of aspen has deckned compared wfth historic levels due to furs 
suppressron Upper elevations are characterized by dense mrxed conifer forests, open grass/fort, mead- 
ows, and talus slopes. Conifers are movmg mto npanan areas and mountain meadows due to furs 
suppressron. 

Since much of the Teton Range Subsection is designated wikferness, bmber harvest has been limited 
Because of this and fire suppression, only 1% of the forested acres are in the nonstocked, seedkng or 
sapling age classes. The 97 percent of mature or older forests make this area susceptible to Insect 
infestations, diseases and large-scale fires. In recent years western balsam bark beetle has been actrve 
In the subalpine fir. Douglas-fir beetle has krlled pockets of Douglas-frr rn the past decade, but beetle 
populatrons have declined since 1992. 

The Jededrah Smrth Wrlderness (123,451 acres) IS mostly in the Teton Range Subsection with the 
balance in the Madrson Plateau Subsection The Jedediah Smrth IS intensrvefy used in the summer with 
approximately 60,909 vrsits for hrkmg, backpacking and horseback ndmg. 

The Bechler - Teton BMU IS also partially within the subsection. 

Teton Valley has been expenencmg a development boom recently and urban Interface is a growing 
concern for the forest. 

Figure Ill-7 displays this subsecbon along with the major presonption areas. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

The Teton Range Subsection is dominated by the lands inside the Jedediih Smrth Wilderness. Over 
73% of the subsecbon is wilderness where the focus is to provide Opportunrty Class I wilderness expe- 
riences. The descriptron of the potentral experience Is described in prescriptions 1 .I .7 and 1 .I 8. 

The Grand Targhee Skr Area, provides a safe and enjoyable winter sports experience. 

The Bechler - Teton BMU provides for a high degree of security for grizzly bear. 

The remaining lands in the subsection provide for motorized recreation and big game wmter range 
improvement. Management of these lands reduces or ekmmates conflicts wfth adjacent wilderness. 
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Of cnhcal Importance to thrs subsection IS the high amount of mature and over-mature vegetation. 
Careful treatment wrll be required to achieve the conditions for all of the management prescriptions 
since rile of this area wrll be available for sifvrcukural treatment. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Aquatic - 0b)ecbve Aquatic - 0b)ecbve 
Improve stream channel stabrlrty rabngs to good or excellent by 2007 where natural condiiions allow Improve stream channel stabrlrty rabngs to good or excellent by 2007 where natural condiiions allow 
on Teton Creek, N. Lergh, S. Leigh, Moose Creek, Trail Creek, Fox Creek, and Kiln Creek where on Teton Creek, N. Lergh, S. Leigh, Moose Creek, Trail Creek, Fox Creek, and Kiln Creek where 
rnstabilrty IS management-caused. rnstabilrty IS management-caused. 

Wildlife - Objective 
Maintain or improve big game winter range. 

Recreation - Objective 
Maintain remaining roadless areas in their roadless condkron. 

Wild and Scenic River - Objective 
Complete the suitability studies for rivers that are ekgrble for weld and scenic river desrgnatron. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Wrldernese Wilderness 
I. Implement the Jededrah Smrth Wrlderness Management Plan whrch consists of the specrfrc I. Implement the Jededrah Smrth Wrlderness Management Plan whrch consists of the specrfrc 
wtlderness prescnptron management direction and the Wilderness Implementation Schedule and wtlderness prescnptron management direction and the Wilderness Implementation Schedule and 
Monitoring Action Plan.(G) Monitoring Action Plan.(G) 

II. Implement the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Fire Management Plan.(G) 

Range 
Domestic sheep grazing WIII be phased out over time on an opportunity basrs. An opportunity IS 
defined as a suitable or favorable time to aboksh or close an allotment because of nonuse violations, 
term permit waivers where the permrt IS WaNed back to the government, resource protection, or 
permrt actions resulting rn cancellation of the permrt. If opportunities do not arise, then efforts will be 
made to relocate or accomodate sheep to other areas. (G) 

Restrict domesbc sheep bands to not closer than 3 miles of bighorn sheep range in the Foss11 
Mountain, Mount Jededrah Smith, and Darby Creek area (these areas are used by brghorn sheep in 
the spring, summer, and fall). (G) 
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BIG HOLEl PALISADES SUBSECTION (M331D-I) 

SETTING 

This subsection takes in all National Forest lands between Hrghway 33 rn Idaho and Highway 22 in 
Wyoming on the north and the South Fork of the Snake River to the south. Several major highways 
provide access’ Idaho Highways 26, 31 and 33, and Hrghway 22 in Wyoming. Highway 31 is a State 
Scenic Byway over Prne Creek Pass. Vegetabon consrsts of mountain brush, grass/fort, openmgs, 
aspen, and forests of Douglas-frr and lodgepole pine. The area has a variety of recreabonal opportuni- 
ties includmg Kelly Canyon Ski Resort and backcountry hiking. Pakeades Resewok and its many boat 
ramps are used by water sports enthusiasts 

The landscape is a combination of community types, with 65% of the landscape forested and 35% 
nonforested. The most common forest type is mixed lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir, compnsing 47% of 
the forested acres. Aspen, pure Douglas-fir and pure lodgepole pine each account for roughly 15% of 
the forest. Mountain brush iscommon; consisting of mountam mahogany on south slopesand hawthorne, 
chokecherry, serviceberry, antelope bltterbrush and Rocky Mountain maple on various slopes/aspects 
depending on elevation Grass!forb meadows and sagebrush are also present in signlfrcant amounts 
The northwestern boundary of the subsection extends into the cottonwood type along the Snake River. 

Only 4% of the forested stands are in the nonstocked, seedkng or sapling age category. These are 
concentrated in the north end of the subsection where timber haNeSt has occurred. 

Most of the shrublands are also in late age classes or seral stages. There is concern about the lack of 
cottonwood regeneration along the Snake River, due to a lack of historic river flood levels. 

Currently 95 percent of the subsection is in a mature age class whrch provides suitable habrtat for a 
variety of mtenor wildlife species. This creates hazards for large Rres, insect infestatrons and disease 
problems. In the north end of the subsection Douglas-fir beetle and western balsam bark beetle caused 
damage in the late 1980’s and early 1999’s, but tapered off in 1994. Insect informatron IS not available 
for the southern portion Due to fire suppression and lack of disturbance over the years, conifers have 
encroached into some srtes that were hrstoncally nonforested. This has reduced overall vegetabve 
diversity in the subsection. 

The Wyoming porbon of the Pakeades Roadless Area was desrgnated by Congress as a Wrlderness 
Study Area rn 1984. The Study Area contains 132,ooO acres. Of these acres, over 79,800 are adminis- 
tered by the Bndger-Teton National Forest. In addition, there are 110,520 acres of this roadless area In 
Idaho which have had no action or recommendabon taken on them The studies on the Wyoming porhon 
have not been conducted, and are planned to be done with the Bridger-Teton as the lead Forest at the 
time of therr Plan Revision. 

Figure Ill-8 drsplays thus subsection along with the major prescnpbon areas. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Thus subsection WIII be managed to provide hiih quality motorized recreation opportunrbes both summer 
and winter with a srgned system of roads and trails for OHV and full-sized vehicles whrle protecting 
resources. 

On suitable lands srlvicuftural management will focus on reducing the risks of Insect and drsease while 
rmprovrng big game security and summer range. Prescribed fire will be used on the remainder of the 
subssctron to help obtain healthy ecosystems and rmprove wildlife winter ranges. 
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The recreatronal use on the South Fork of the Snake Rtver will continue but be balanced with the needs 
of wildkfe 

Thus subsechon has srmjlar ecosystem management condlttons, but has two different management 
goals and objectrves. The Big Hole portion of the subsecbon WIII be managed to provide a wide variety 
of resources and recreation opportunities This area will have spectal management emphases to provide 
qualrty motorrzed recreabon opportunity with signed system of roads and trails for motorrzed use. Re- 
source protection wrll be planned and accomplished by restrrctrng motorrzed use to designated routes 
and by locabng routes along planned and selected routes. 

The Palisades subsection porbon WIII be managed for more prim&e motorized and nonmotorrzed rec- 
reabon opportunrbes. Emphasis will be placed on quality backcountry experience for these type users 
along appropriate designated trails. The Forest will recommend the Idaho portion of the Palisades 
roadless area for wilderness desrgnation and maintain the wilderness area status for the Wyoming 
portion. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Biodiversity - Objective 
1. Conbnue cooperation with other agencies in conducting research and implementing management 
actrons to regenerate cottonwood along the South Fork of the Snake River. 

2. Develop a fire management plan whtch considers summer home development and risk around the 
Paksades Reservoir. 

Aquatic & Rrpartan Ecosystems - Objective 
1. Improve stream channel stabilrty ratings to good or excellent by 2007 where natural condrbons 
allow on South Fork, Packsaddle, Horseshoe, Supertor, North Fork Mahogany, Main Mahogany, 
Henderson, Patterson, and Murphy Creeks. 

2. Channel stabrkty would be rated at good to excellent for indrvidual streams. 

Recreation - Objective 
1. Continue to place emphasis on wetter recreation for the Big Hole portron of the subsection by 
conbnuing a grooming program for snowmachines, whrch IS orientated towards family opportunibes; 
conbnuing to work wrth user groups for X-country skiing opportunities in the Kelly area. 

2. Continue to improve the quality of the summer time OHV use in the Big Hole area and protect 
resource values by locating and maintaining trails on suitable to&tons. 

Heritage - Resources 
Complete heritage resources inventory of thus subsection by 2010. 

Weld and Scemc Rover - Objective 
Complete the surtabrllty studtes for rovers that are eligible for wild and scemc river designation. 

Visuals - Objective 
Manage the Pine Creek Scenic Byway (Highway 31) and Htghway 22 over Teton Pass for visual 
quakty. 

Range - Objectives 
Continue to recognize the value of grazing on the Kelly Ski hill for forage control and fire protection. 
Coordrnatron for grazing bmrng and duration will continue to be mordtnated between grazing pennrttees, 
skr hill psrmrttee and Forest Service. 
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STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Winter Feeding of Big Game 
Phase out Rainey Creek feed grounds for bg game animals in cooperation with the State Fish and 
Game Departments within 5 years of the Record of Decision for the Forest Plan Revision. (S) 

Access 
In the Table Rock area, the OROMTRD standard of x 2.0 mi.lsq.mt. does not apply (S) 

Winter Recreation 
Kelly Canyon/Hawley/Buckskin-Morgan Ridge. Thus area is closed to snowmachines except on 
designated routes. (S) 

Lands (Special Uses) 
The Therold Buckland isolated cabin will continue as a lie tenure permit and will not transferred. 
Upon the expiration of the permt, the cabin will be evaluated and its historical quallftcations determined. 
If the cabin is found to have historic value, d may be moved from the see, or the Forest may tssue a 
special use permit to a Historical Association for maintenance of the cabin. If no htstorical value is 
found the cabin will be removed. (S) 
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CARIBOU SUBSECTION (M331D-19) 

SEl-lING 

Thus subsectton is the portion of the Carrbou Nattonal Forest administered by the Targhee. It lies south 
of the South Fork of the Snake Rover. Steep mountain slopes and canyons dominate the landscape. The 
Palisades Resewotr IS shared by this subsection and the Bg Hole/Paltsades Subsection. Vegetabon 
forms a patchwork of tall sagebrush/grass openings, aspen, and mtxed Douglas-ftdlodgepole pine for- 
ests. Recreation use is very stmilarto the Big HolelPalrsades Subsection with high trail and backcountry 
use as well as hunting, fishing and water sports both on the reservorr and the Snake River. This area 
has several summer home divisions and two organtzational camps. Forest lands are visible from US 
Highway 26, the major travel corridor before Idaho Falls, Idaho and Jackson, Wyoming. Only very 
ltmrted logging has occurred in the past. Both cattle and sheep are grazed. 

Mrxed conifers and sagebrushlgrass communities dominate the subsection. Minimal timber manage- 
ment has occurred in the Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir type. Recreation use here may increase the 
chance for human-ignrted fires. 

The Caribou Subsection IS 60% forested and 40% nonforested. The primary forest types are aspen 
(31%) and mtxed lodgepole and Douglas-fir (47%). The interspersion of forests wrth sagebrush, grass/ 
fort, meadows and mountain brush provkfes for good diversity of phnt specres The northeastern boundary 
area of the subsection includes cottonwood forests along the Snake Rover. 

Age class diversity is Itmlted, as in many other areas of the forest. Because virtually no vegetation 
management has taken place et this subsectron and ftres have been suppressed for many years, only 
1% of the forests are in young age classes. Most of the shrublands are also In late age classes or seral 
stages Risks of large fires, insects and diseases are high due to these vegetative conditions. The insect 
&ration in recent years has been similar to that in the BQ Hole/Palisades Subsection. Douglas-fir IS 
becoming more predominant as it encroaches on stands of lodgepole pine, aspen or shrubs It is likely 
that there IS more Douglas-ftr here now, and less aspen, fodgepole pine and shrubland, than existed 
hrstorically. The Snake River cottonwood stands are also uniformly in the mature age class due to lack 
of disturbance, whtch they need I” order to regenerate, caused by flooding control by Paksades Dam. 

Estabkshrng natural regeneration of both Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine following harvest has been a 
problem in this subsection, and most srtes have required planting. 

Currently 99 percent of the conifer forests are in a mature or older age class, and the biological potential 
for woodpecker populabons ranges from 59 to 74 percent. 

Figure Ill-9 displays this subsection along wfth the major prescription areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

This subsection WIII be managed to provide high quality nonmotorized and drspersed camping recre- 
atron opportunfbes. 

On sukable lands silvicultural management will focus on reducing the risks of insect and drsease while 
Improving big game winter range condrtions. Prescribed fire will be used on the remarnder of the subsec- 
tion to help obtatn heakhy ecosystems 

The recreabonal use around Paksades Reservoir and the South Fork of the Snake River WIII continue 
but be balanced with the needs of wrldliie. 
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This subsection WIII be managed to provide a variety of resource opportunrties for the permtied and 
general pubkc. Quality range management pracbces will wnbnue on thus subsection. Protection of high 
valued big game winter range in the Fall Creek area will be marntained or Improved. Recreational 
opportuntties with emphasis on dispersed recreation opportunrbes with a qualky motorized opportunity 
on designated trails 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Biodrverstty - Objective 
1. Continue cooperabon with other agencies in conducting research and implementing management 
actions to regenerate cottonwood along the South Fork of the Snake River 

2. Develop a fire plan whtch allows for prescribed natural fire 

3. Develop a fire management plan whrch allows for natural fire and which wnsiders summer home 
development and risk around the Paksades ReseNOlr. 

Heritage Resources 
Complete heritage resource inventory of this subsection by 2010. 

Recreation 
1. Continue to improve the quakty of the summer time OHV use in this Subsection and protect 
resource values by locating and maintaining trails on suitable locations. 

2. Continue to place emphasis on winter recreation for this subsection by continuing a grooming 
program for snowmachines which is orientated towards family opportunrties, and providing shelter 
facilities (warming huts) continuing to work wrth user group for X-country skiing opportunities in the 
Kelly area. 

Weld and Scenic Rover Objective 
Complete the surtabrkty studies for rivers that are eligible for wild and scemc river designation. 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Waterfowl Nesting Areas 
SaR Rover on Palisades Reservoir. Area closed to snowmachines from December 1 to March 31. 
Area closed to all wheeled vehicles March 15 to July 31 except on designated routes 
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INTRODUCTION 

A management prescripbon IS a wmposrte of the specific multiple-use direction applicable to all or part 
of a management area that generally includes, but is not limited to, goals, objectrves, standards and 
guidelines, and probable management practres. 

The terms goals, objectives, standards and gurdelrnes were defined m the Introduction of this Chapter 
The goals, objectives, standards and guidelines in this se&on are specrfic to each management pre- 
scripbon. 

This set of management prescriptions is the resuk of many suggested changes made by our publics and 
employees to previous sets. 

Each management prescription has a motorized access densrty standard established for It. Roads or 
trails are frequently used as a convenient geographic feature to identify management prescription area 
boundaries. When roads or trails are used to identify a management prescription area boundary where 
the TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route Densky) or OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized 
Trawl Route Density) is 0.0 miles/square mile, the road or trail miles are not counted in the TMARD or 
OROMTRD for that partrcular prescription area. The road and trail miles are included in the TMARD 
and OROMTRD calculations m the adjacent management prescription areas. The road and trail miles 
are included when calculabng environmental effects, such as elk vulnerabtlrty, grizzly bear cumulative 
effects, etc. 

1.1.6 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS I 

Thus prescription applies to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and areas of the Jedediah Smith Wilderness, 
which are managed as Opportunfty Class I. 

The effects of human acbvrttes are not noticeable to most visrtors. Camping activities are not evident, 
aithough facilities may be present to assist recovery of T&E species (e.g., bearprwf storage boxes). 
User-created routes and nonsystem trawls may exist but they appear as game trails and are not shown 
on maps or trail guides. 

Opportunities exist for individuals or small groups to experience a high quality wilderness dependent 
education experience. A low level of recreation use occurs in these remote areas which often contain 
rugged terrain. There is a lack of system trails, a lack of signing, and information about the area is not 
distributed. Trailhead factlltres for these areas are minimally developed to encourage low levels of use. 
There is a low level of outhtter/guide use. 

Low use levels allow for meeting the user’s expectations of finding a climbing or caving experience with 
a hrgh degree of solitude. Evrdence of the users passing are not evident. Opportumty for discovery 
may exist. 

Goals 

1. The maintenance of the natural diver&y of wrldllfe species is given the highest priority and IS 
dominant over other uses. There IS no great akeration of wildlife behavior or use of crucial habitat by 
wildlife as a result of human acttvlttes. 

2. Human aobvrties are managed so there IS no appreciable modftication of natural succession. Any 
vegetation loss resuttmg from camping rewvers wrthin one growing season 
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3. There is no measurable downward trend rn plant species compcskion and plant diversity due to 
kvestock grazing. Utilization levels are compatible wrth martiarning or enhancing ecological condftiin. 
The range IS managed so that plant communfties are at ortrendmg towards potential natural communrty 
status except where natural disturbance, and not livestock or recreation use, determines the lower 
seral condrtlon. 

4. There are outstanding opportunities for solitude, self-reliance, and challenge. Users do not normally 
see or hear other users. 

5. A very manor amount of human-caused bare soil persists from year-to-year in localized areas. No 
great human-caused so11 erosion occurs. 

6. Opportunrtres are provided for research that do not require permanent instrumentation or direct 
contact wrth vrsrtors. 

Objectives 

1. Cooperate with the State Game and Fish Departments to prepare a Wilderness fishery management 
plan by the year 1999, with ccnskferatfon of the State’s existing fishery management plan forwikferness 
fisheries. 

2. Implement a wilderness educatron program for all users, which could include. yearly contacts with 
local schools: yearly programs wrth organizational camps; information available at Forest and District 
offices for distribution to the public, periodic contacts at trailheads by Forest Service personnel with 
Wilderness users: ethics orientation for Wilderness use presented to permfttees and Forest Service 
personnel; and information about grizzly bears. 

3. Cooperate with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department in the annual census of bighorn sheep, 
including iamb survrval and ram harvest. 

4. Cooperate wrth other agencies to determine k the Teton Crest bighorn sheep population should be 
augmented to rmprove genetic heterogeneity. 

5. Reduce competition, disease and parasrte exchange potential between domestic and wild sheep 
by lessening the overlap of their ranges. Phase out domestic sheep grazing within 3 miles of bighorn 
sheep habaat. 

6. Natural and manager-ignited fires are allowed to burn under predetermined prescnpbve condrtions 
as described in the Fire Management Action Plan. 

7. Manage as traillees areas. Any existing trarls will be abandoned and allowed to regress to a 
natural state unless needed to prevent resource damage. 

6. Manage for a low level of outfrttebguide use. 

9 Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, domestic sheep grazing will be phased out over time on an 
opportunrty basis. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelrnes apply. Additional direction for this prescription is as follows: 
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Physrcai Elements 

Heraage Resources 
Evaluate and protect these resources in the context of a setting where there IS kttle pubkc vrsrbrlrty. 
(G) 

Biological Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatrc Resources 
Fish stocking for recreational fishing is permitted with species native to the Wilderness in waters 
previously stocked (prior to Wilderness designation) by the Game and Frsh Department. (G) 

Fish stocking for reestablishment of native species may occur. (0) 

Wildlife 
Grizzly Bear - No new trails or campsrtes will be developed within the grizzly bear recovery zone 
wlthrn Opportunrty Class I areas. (S) 

Harlequin Duck - No new trails or campsties should be developed within 300’ of streams which 
provide harlequin duck habitat (G) 

Peregrine Falcon - Restrict recreational climbing activities in Teton Canyon (or any other cldf 
occupied by nesting peregnnes) from March 15 through July 31, should a conflict arise between 
nestmg peregnne falcons and recreatronaf climbers. (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

I Cross Country 
I 

Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel II 

I Pedestnan 
I 

Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes I 

No 
No 

Mtn Brke/Mechanized No No 

No 
No 

t- 

0.0 mVsq.mi. 

No 
No 

I/ These areas are managed as trarlless; there are no maintained trails. Motorized 
use IS prohibited, except for emergencres or vakd uses specified in the law. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density’ includes ail 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 

Ill-59 



Recreation 
Dispersed - No dispersed facrktres are provided, except facilities may be present for recovery of 
T&E specres. Existing bear-proof food storage boxes In Opportunity Class I zones Installed prior 
to 1993 may remain, but no additional boxes or other faciltties WIII be installed in these areas. (S) 

- No signing. (S) 

- No distribution of information about these areas (S) 

ROS - Manage for a pnmltrve classrfication. (13) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation clasefficatkm. (S) 

Trails/Bridges - Trailhead facilities for these areas are minimally developed to encourage low 
levels of use. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Range 
Opportunities to resolve domestic sheeplgnzziy bear and domestic sheep/bighorn sheep conflicts 
over time are defined as a suitable or favorable time to abolish or close an allotment because of 
nonuss vlolatkxr-s, term permit waivers where the permit is wan& back to the government, resource 
protection, or permit actions resuiting in cancellation of the permrt. if opportunities do not anse, 
then efforts WIII be made to relocate or accommodate sheep to other areas (G) 

1 .1.7 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS II 

Description 

This prescription applies to the portions of Jededrah Smith Wilderness which will be managed as Oppor- 
tunky Class II. 

The effects of human activities are somewhat evident to visitors. Camping activities are set back from 
trails and water. Trail treads are evident but the trail may be brushy and Its location blends well with the 
natural topography. Trails are maintained to protect the resource. 

Opportunities exist for individuals and moderate sized groups to experience a quailty wilderness related 
educatronal experience. 

A moderate level of recreatron use occurs. Bridges generally are not provided except where needed for 
resource protection Directional and resource protection srgns may be provided. Campsrte facilrties 
may be present for recovery of T&E species. Trailheads used by those accessmg these areas contain 
bulletin boards and may provide undeveloped areas for overnight camping. There may be a high level 
of outffkterlguide use 

There IS a moderate to high opportunrty for solitude during July-September. Opportumties for solitude 
are high at othertimes. Users may experience a mcderate degree of self-reliance and challenge. Users 
normally do not see other users but may occasionally hear other groups. 

Moderate use levels may resuk in other users seeing or hearing some evidence of caving and ckmbrng 
activities. Fixed anchors at rappel stations, impacts on approach and descent routes, and some protec- 
tion left by prevrous parties notdies users that others have gone before. 
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1. The maintenance of the natural drverstty of wildkfe species is gNen hrgh priority. There IS no 
displacement of wildlife during critical periods (winter and birthing), and only temporary displacement 
during noncritical periods. 

2 Human activities are managed so there is only limited modfication of natural succession at 
campsites, trawls, and grazed areas. Some vegetation loss persists from year-to-year at rdsnttied 
campsrtes. 

3. There is no measurable downward trend in plant species compostiron and plant diver&y due to 
livestock grazing. Utilization levels are compatible with maintaining or enhancing ecological condrtlon. 
The range IS managed so that plant communities are at or trsndrng towards potentiil natural community 
status except where natural disturbance, and not livestock use or recreation use, determines the 
lower serai condition. 

4.Some bare soil persists from year-to-year due to human activrtres. Human-caused soil erosion 
may occur. 

5. Research opportunrties may include a minor amount of Instrumentation and only occaslonal contact 
with visrtors. 

Objectives 

in addition to the 0b)ectrves 1-6 and 9 in opportunity Class I (1.1.6) also add the following 

1. Install signs at Wilderness portals advising users they may encounter a variety of other legitimate 
wriderness uses including sheep and cattle grazing and llama trekkrng. 

2. Natural and manager ignited fires are allowed to burn under predetermined prescriptive condrtions 
as described in the Fire Management Acbon Plan. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwrde standards and guidelines apply. Addrtionai direction for thus prescription IS listed below: 

Physical Elements 

Herltage Resources 
Evaluate and protect these resources in the context of a setbng where there is some public 
vrsrbrlrty. (G) 

Brolog~cal Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatic Resources 
Same as 1.1 6 Designated Wilderness Opportunfty Class I, 

Wrldllle 

Gnzzly Bear - In the event future trails or campsftes are developed within the grizzly bear recovery 
zone, avord iocatrons wrthrn I/2 mile of key habtiat areassuchaswhrte bark pine stands, huckleberry 
patches, npanan areas and wet meadows, avalanche chutes, seasonal insect feedrng sites. (0) 
Harlequin Duck - Avoid locating new trails or campsites within 300 of streams whrch provide 
harlequin duck habitat. (G) 
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Peregrine Falcon - Restnct recreational climbing activities in Teton Canyon (or any other ckff 
occupied by nestrng peregnnes) from March 15 through July 31, should a conflict arise between 
nesting peregrine falcons and recreational climbers. (0) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized No No 

Motorized, ~50” wide No 
Motorized, >XJ” wide No 
OROMTRD 2/ N/A 

Winter Nonmotodzed Yes 
Snowmachine No 

No 
No 

0.0 mi/sq mi. 

Yes 
No 

I/ lndrvrduai trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest Plan Travel 
maps. Motorized use IS prohibited, except for emergencies or valid uses specrfred 
in the law. (FSM 2326.03) 

21 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route denslty: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads In Glossary for more 
rnformation) 

Recreation 

Dispersed - Additional food storage boxes may be provided in Opportunrty Class II zones for 
protection of the grizzly bear. (G) 

- Drrectional and resource protectlon signs may be provided. (G) 

Trails/Bridges 
Trails have evident tread but may be brushy. Bridges generally are not provided except where 
needed for resource protection. (0) 

Trailhead facilities contain bulletin boards and may provide undeveloped areas for overnight 
camping (0) 

ROS - Manage for a primrtive to semi-primrtwe nonmotonzed ctassiftttton. (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification. (S) 
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Producbon of Natural Resources 

Range 
Same as 1.1.6 Designated Wrldernese - Opportunity Class I. 

1.1.8 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS Ill 

Description 

Thus prescription applres to areas of the Jedediah Smith Wrkferness which will be managed as Opportu- 
nity Class Ill. 

The effects of human actrvltres are evident to most visitors but blend in wrth the natural setting. Camp- 
rng is set back from traris and water. Trail treads are very evident. 

Education Opportunrties exist for rndrviduals and large groups to experience a quality educational expe- 
rience. 

Recreation use is reiatrvely high. Bridges are provided where needed for resource protecbon or vrsrtor 
safety. Drrectional, Informational and regulatory signs may be provided. Campsite facriiiies may be 
present for recovery of T&E species. Trarlheads used by those accessrng these areas may contain 
informabon statrons, undeveloped and developed areas for overnight camping and stock facBties. There 
may be a moderate level of outfiier/gurde use. 

There IS a low to moderate opportunity for solitude during July-September. Opportunlbes are high at 
other times. Users may experience a low to moderate degree of challenge and sek reliance. Users may 
see or hear other groups especrally during July-September. 

High use levels at peak times may result in other users seeing and hearing climbers. Cavers and 
climbers may encounter other groups, whrch may slow their progress and may impact therr solltude 
expectatrons. Frxed anchors at rappel sites are evident. Approach and descent trails are evident, and 
their Impacts are managed to control erosron. Fiied protection anchors on climbs may be evident to 
hrkers at the base of ckffs, but not those on system trails. 

Goals 

1. The maintenance of the natural drversrty of wildlife species is given high priority but does not 
dominate other uses except where measures are needed to recover T&E species. Temporary 
displacement of non-TES species may occur except on crucial ranges but there IS no permanent 
displacement Some habiiuatron of species may be evident. Opportunities exist for ‘Watchable 
Wikiltfe” program m wlklerness seltmng. 

2. Human activtiies are managed so that modrfrcatbn of natural succession only occurs at campsites, 
traris, and grazed areas. Moderate vegetabon loss persretsfrom year-to-year at identrfred campsites. 

3 There IS no measurable downward trend in plant species composrtlon and plant diver&y due to 
lrvestock grazing Utilrzatron levels are wmpatrble wtth maintaining or enhancing ecobg~cal wndrtron. 
The range ts managed sc that plant communities are at or trending towards potential natural communrty 
status except where natural drsturbance, and not livestock or recreatron use, determines the lower 
seral condrtron. 

4. A moderate amount of bare soil may persrst from year-to-year due to human activltres. A moderate 
amount of human-caused soil erosion may occur. 
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5. Research opportunrbes may include some instrumentation and moderate contact with vrsrtors. 

Objectives 

In addrtion to the Objectives 1-6 and 9 in Opportunity Class I (1.1.6), also add the following. 

1. Signs WIII be Installed at Wilderness portals advising users they may encounter a variety of other 
legrtimate wrlderness uses including sheep and cattle grazing and llama trekking. 

2. Natural and manager ignited-fires are allowed to burn under predetermined prescriptive wndltrons 
as described in the Fire Management Action Plan. 

3. Manage for a moderate level of outflttedguide use. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelines apply. Additional direction for this prescription IS listed below. 

Physical Elements 

Her&age Resources 
Evaluate, protect and interpret these resources in the context of a setting where there is moderate 
human influence and public visibility. (G) 

Brologicai Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatic Resources 
Stockrng of nahve and nonnative fish is permrtted only in waters previously stocked by Game and 
Frsh Department. (S) 

Fish stocking for reestablishment of native species may occur. (G) 

Wildlife 
Grizzly Bear - In the event future trails orcampsites are developed within the grizzly bear recovery 
zone, avoid focations within i/2 mile of key habrtat areas such as whrte bark pine stands, huckleberry 
patches, riparian areas and wet meadows, avalanche shoots, seasonal insect feeding srtes (0) 

Harlequin Duck - Avoid locating new trails or camp&es within 300’ of streams which provide 
harlequin duck habrtat. (G) 

Peregrine Falcon - Restrict recreational climbing acbvibes in Teton Canyon (or any other ckff 
occupied by nesting peregnnes) from March 15 through July 31, should a conflict anse between 
nesting peregrine falcons and recreational climbers. (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access(s) 
Same as 1 .I .7 Designated Wilderness Opportunfty Class II 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Food storage boxes may be provided in Opportunity Class Ill zones for protection of 
the grizzly bear. (0) 

- Directional, informational, regulatory and resource protection signs may be provrded. 
(‘3 
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Trails/Bridges - Trawls are well defined and brushed out. Bridges are provided where needed for 
resource protectron and vrsrtor safety. (G) 

Trailhead facrkbes contain information stations, undeveloped and developed areas for overnrght 
camprng and stock facilfties. (G) 

ROS - Manage for a primitive to semi-primitive nonmotonzed classifrcatron. (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Range 
Same as 1.1.6 Designated Wilderness Oppottunrty Class I. 

1.2 WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

Description 

This prescription applies to the Wyommg portion of the Palisades and Teton Basm Ranger Districts, 
which was designated as a Wrlderness Study Area by the Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1964. 

The 1964 Act provided the area be administered to “mamtam Its present existing wilderness character 
and potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.” (AMS, Roadless Areas, 
Page 7) The Act provided that or1 and gas exploration and development be allowed in accordance wrth 
laws and regulabons generally applicable to nonwilderness lands in the National Forest system, and that 
snowmobikng should contrnue to be allowed in the same manner and degree as was occurnng prior to 
the date of enactment of the Act 

This IS a mostly pnsbne area of the Forest where you find little sign of people away from trails or 
camprng areas. They are undeveloped lands retammg their primeval character and influence, and are 
managed so as to preserve therr natural condition. They generaliy appear to be have been affected 
primarily by the forces of nature and therefore offer an excellent opportunity for solitude or a primitive 
and unconfined type of recreation. Occasionally, however, a vrsrtor may see effects of human activity 
such as primrtrve campsrtes, rustic bridges, trails, signs, or pnmtrve roads. A visitor may also encounter 
livestock, mmmg, or a snowmobile. 
You may find areas of the forest where recent burns, insect activity, or blowdowns dominate the land- 
scape. You would not expect to encounter mechanized equrpment, except snowmobrles. 

Goal 

Protect and perpetuate wilderness character. 

Objectives 

1. Insects and disease are allowed to play, as nearly as possible, their natural ecological role in the 
environment. 

2. Trawls and bridges are constructed/mamtained to a level to accomodate heavy foot and horse 
traff rc. 
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Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional drrection for thus prescription IS listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Mmimum Impact Suppression Tactrcs WIII be employed to the maximum extent possible. (G) 

Allow prescribed fires from both natural and management-ignltron when they meet the objectives 
of the Wrlderness Study Area. (G) 

Insects and Disease 
Insect and plant drseaee epkfemics may be controlled to prevent unacceptable damage to resources 
on adjacent lands or an unnatural loss to the Wilderness Study Area resource due to exotic pests. 
W 

Physical Elements 

So11 and Water 
Watershed restorabon will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans, or where their influences create a serious threat or loss of the Wilderness 
Study Area values (0) 

Promote natural heakng where a definite hazard to life or property or important envrronmental 
qualities outside and wlthm the WikfernesS Study Area are not imminent; or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time. (G) 

Use mdrgenous species to reestablish vegetation as the first choice. Where native species are 
unkkely to succeed, use appropriate seff-extirpabng naturalized species. (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
wilderness-like resources or to protect life, property, and other resource values outsrde the 
Wilderness Study Area. (S) 

Maintenance or reconstruction of existing water development structures is allowed if it does not 
change the location, size, or type, or which does not increase the storage capacky of a reservoir. 
P-3 

Minerals/Geology 
Locatable - Wrthdraw from mineral entry, or remove from mineral entry through the notation rule, 
subject to valid existing rights (G) 

Mineral Material -This area is not available for mineral material entry. (S) 

Heritage Resource 
Remove structures that do not quakfy for the National Register of Historic Places, or allow them 
to deteriorate naturally unless they are: (0) 

1. Deemed necessary to support public purposes of the Wilderness Study Area,or 

2. Serve admmistration purposes. 

Interpretation of cultural resources located In the Wilderness Study Area shall be done outsrde 
the area. (S) 
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Brological Elements 

Frsh and Other Aquabc Resources 
Fish stocking of nonexotic species IS allowed where it existed prior to estabkshment of the 
Wilderness Study Area. Stocking wfll normally be accomplished by nonmotorized means, such 
as horse or mule. (G) 

Wrldlife 
Reintroduce wtklltie species only if the species was once irxlrgenous to the area and was ekminated 
by human-induced events. (S) 

Wildlife habrtat manipulabon can only occur If (S) 

1 The condrbon needrng change is a result of abnormal human influence. 

2. The project can be accomplished with assurance that there WIII be no serious or lasting 
damage to wrldernesslrke value 

3. There is reasonable assurance that the project WIII accomplish the desired objectives. 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Motorized,, 40 wide 
Motorized, ~-50” wide 
OROMTRD 4 

No2l 
No2l 
N/A 

Road and Trail 
Travel I/ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 31 
No 

0.0 mtLsq.mi. 31 

Yes 
Yes 31 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3l 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2l Motorized use IS prohrbrted, except for emergencies or valid uses specified In 
the law. 

3l lndran Creek. Open to motorized vehrcles < 60 inches wide on designated 
routes, and snowmachrnes anywhere. 

4/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route densky: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 
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Roads 
Roads are allowed only to the extent they already exist. (S) 

Recreation 
ROS - Manage for primitive or semi-primbve nonmotorized classification. (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification. (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Trees may be cut only for valkl mining claims under specific wndltrons, when emergency conditions 
such as fire, insect and disease arise, for protecting public safety, or when administrabve use 
make rt necessary. (G) 

1.3 RECOMMENDED/PROPOSED WILDERNESS 

Description 

Thus prescription applies to areas that are recommended for addrtion to the Wilderness Preservation 
System. They will be managed in their present condition (including existing road use and snowmachine 
use, as long as existing uses wrll not degrade Wilderness resources) until Congress takes action on that 
recommendation. 

These are mostly pristine areas of the Forest where you find lktle sign of people away from trails or 
campmg areas. They are undeveloped lands retaining their natural condition. They generally appear to 
have been affected primarily by the forces of nature and therefore offer an excellent opportunity for 
solitude or a pnmrtive and unconfined type of recreation. Occasionally, however, a vrsltor may see 
effects of human activity such as pnmrbve campsites, rustic bridges, trails, signs or pnmltive roads. A 
visitor may also encounter livestock or minmg a&&y. 

You may also find areas of the forest where recent burns, insect acbvlty, or blowdowns dominate the 
landscape. You may encounter mechanized equipment on designated trails during the summer or snow- 
machine use during the winter. 

Goal 

Protect and perpetuate wilderness character. 

Objective 

Within the gnzzly bear recovery zone, an actiie education program will be implemented each year, 
including patrols during the fall hunt. (S) 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Addaional direction for this prescription IS ksted below. 

The Standards and Guidelines for this prescription are the same as 1 2 (Wilderness Study) except 
Recreation. (Developed and Education). Ddferences are shown as follows: 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 
Same as 1.2 Wrlderness Study Area, except motorized use. 

2/ Motorized use is controlled as follows: 

Idaho Porbon of Winegar Hole Motonzed use wrll be managed according to direction in adjacent 
management prescription areas. 

Lronhead. Closed to all motorized vehicles, except snowmachines are allowed during the 
period Dec. 16 to April 1. 

Italian Peak: Open to two wheeled motorized vehicles only on designated routes, and 
snowmachines anywhere. 

Palisades. The Idaho portlon IS open to snowmachrnes, but closed to all other forms of motorized 
use, except for lndran Creek which is as follows: 

Indian Creek. Open to motorized vehicles < 50 inches wade on desrgnated routes, and 
snowmachlnes anywhere. 

Recreation 
Developed - Developed, hardened campsites are generally not allowed. (G) 

2.1.1 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Description 

This management prescription applres to areas with unique cultural, geologic, botanical, or zoological 
resource values, and sites which are listed or eligible for the Nabonal Register of Historic Places. 

Vegetation will vary depending on the objectcves of each special area. A mfx of age class distrrbubons, 
openings, and horizontal&e&al diversity may be present. In general, vegetation will appear natural in 
the special management areas; however, exceptions may exist for some areas, and some human- 
caused vegetabon manipulation WIII occur depending on the objectives of each special area. 

Facilltres may or may not be present to manage the special areas. Access WIII range from black top 
roads, to trails, to no access at all. Admsxstrative sites could have a variety of facilities such as burld- 
ings, roads, trawls, mrcrowave towers, boat ramps and pasture for the livestock used by Forest Service 
personnel to manage the Forest. 

The amount of human activfty apparent in special areas WIII vary, depending upon the management 
objectives of each area. 
Specral management areas may provide some forage for kvestock. Timber haNeSt may be rare or not 
at all. Restricted livestock grazing and timber activities can be expected to provide addtironal protection 
to the special values in the area. Surface facilltres for leasable minerals, such as oil and gas, will not be 
found within a special management area. To protect the values wlthrn a special management area, 
restrictions can be expected for valid exrsting rights to develop locatable minerals, such as precious 
metals and high value rndustnal minerals. 
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Because of the unique characteristics of these special management areas, these lands may provide 
economrc opportunrtres for outfitter and guides, educational opportunities for the publrc and research 
opportunrbss for resource managers and academia. These areas will provide a spectrum of recre- 
ational opportunities from developed srtes containing comfort facilities and vi&or centers in a natural 
setting to &es wrth no access at all in a pristine senrng 

Manage and protect the unique cukural, historic, botanrcal, geological, and/or zoologrcal resources. 

Objectives 

1. Marntain or enhance the inherent values associated with each special interest area. 

2. Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecofogical succession, except where resource 
values will be adversely affected. 

3. Maintarn or enhance the inherent wildlrfe habitat values associated with each special management 
area 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional direction for thus prescnpbon is listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire, utilizing both management-ignited and natural ignrtions, may be used to maintain 
fire-dependent charactensbce of the area (0) 

Physical Elements 

Soil 8 Water 
Watershed restoration will be done pnmanly where deteriorated so11 or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans. (G) 

Promote natural healing where natural vegetation would return in a reasonable time. (G) 

Use indrgenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectatron of natural healing. (0) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabrlffation only ff necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
resources (S) 

Lands 
Establish exterior boundanes of sites when necessary for protection (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1.2 Wilderness Study Area. 

Heritage Resource 
Multiple user Interpretive sites may be provided Avoid indoor interpretative sites unless warranted 
by special crrcumstances. (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

I I 
Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Motorized, ~50” wide 
Motorized, >50” wide 
OROMTRD S/ 

Snowmachrne 

Yes 2/ 
Yes 2l 

No 

No 
No 

N/A 

Yes 2/ 
Yes 2l 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 0.5 ml/sq.mi. 

Yes 
Yes 

II Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/There may be &e-specific exceptions. 

S/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails In 2.1.1 prescnption areas <= 1 sq ml. in 
size, OROMTRD does not apply. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

Roads 
New road construction may occur if needed to meet the management objecbves for the special 
management area. (G) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - MInImal recreation facikties may be pmvrded (such as trails, board walks, toilets, 
etc ). Generally, such recreation facilities are not encouraged, and are only provided to protect 
resource values. (G) 

ROS - Primrtive to roaded natural. (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Generally, no timber hSNSStlng WIII be allowed in specral management areas. Exceptions to this 
may occur on a see-specrfic basis for such things as public safety, visual quakty, long term 
maintenance of vegetatron condrbons, etc. (0) 
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Range 
Livestock grazing and associated developments (such as fencing) are permissible as long as 
they do not adversely affect the unique resources of the special management area (G) 

2.1.2 VISUAL QUALITY MAINTENANCE 

Same as 52.2 - Visual Quakty Maintenance, except: No motorized cross country travel, No ASQ. 

2.2 RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS 

Description 

These management prescription areas are important ecological or natural areas established for nonma- 
nipulative research, education, and to maintain natural dlvemlty on National Forest system lands. They 
also may assist in carrying out provisions of special acts, such as the Endangered Species Act and the 
monltonng provisions of the National Forest Management Act. Research natural areas are rdentrfied 
and recommended by a steering committee. 

These areas are good examples of physical or biologrcal umts in which current natural condtiions are 
maintained insofar as possible. These wndrtions are ordinarily achieved by allowing natural physical 
and brologrcal processes to prevail without human intervention. (FSM 4063.05). 

Nonmanipulative research activities occur in these areas. Some screnbfic instrumentation may be 
present. Since these areas are also used for education purposes, occasional groups of people may be 
present observing and being Instructed about the area. 

Generally, there are no developed facilities on ske. Interpretation of special features will generally be 
done off srte. A road or trail may be present to provide access primarily for research and education 
purposes Recreation use is not promoted in these areas, and may be reduced or ekmmated if adverse 
Impacts are occurring. 

Generally, bmber harvesting and other vegetation manipulation is not done. Livestock grazmg may 
occur if not detrimental to the ecological processes of the area. There IS no mineral activity. 

Goal 

Maintain the natural ecological processes inherent in each research natural area. 

Objectives 

1. Allow insects and drsease to play their natural role in ecological succession, except where resource 
values WIII be adversely affected. 

2. In cooperabon with the lntermountaln Research Station, develop a research plan and monrtonng 
plan for each research natural area. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Ad&onal direction for this prescription is listed as 
follows: 
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Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Use Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) as appropriate (G) 

Prescribed fire, ublizrng both management-ignited and natural ignitions, may be used to maintain 
fire dependent ecologrcal processes and to provide for a natural range of fuels, understory 
vegetation, and successional stages. (0) 

Physical Elements 

Soil 8 Water 
Watershed restorabon WIII be done pnmanly where deteriorated so11 or hydrologic condrbons are 
caused by humans. (G) 

Promote natural healing where natural vegetation would return rn a reasonable time (G) 

Use indigenous species to reestablrsh vegetabon where there IS no reasonable expectation of 
natural healing. (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabtlitation only If necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
resources. (S) 

Lands 
Establish exterior boundaries of research natural areas when necessary for management/protection 
Purposes. (9 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1.2 Wilderness Study Area. 

Biological Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatic Resources 
Fish habftat will exist/evolve with natural ecological processes No fish habitat Improvements 
allowed. (S) 

Wildlife 
Wildlife habrtat will exist/evolve with natural emlogrcal processes. No wildlie habitat improvements 
allowed (S) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I! 

Pedestrian Yes iY 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 2/ 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized No 

Motonzed, .&” wide No 
Motorized, >50” wide No 
OROMTRD S/ N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes 2l 
Snowmachine Yes 21 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

3/ 

Yes 
Yes 

II Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

21 There may be srte-specific exclusions 

S/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. The acres in this prescription area and the 
OROMTRD will be Included in the calculations with the acres and OROMTRD in 
adlacent prescription areas. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

Roads 
No new road construction. (S) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - These activities WIII be managed, and If necessary restricted, to marntain natural 
ecological processes. (G) 

- No bear baiting. (S) 

Trails - No new trails. (S) 

ROS - Pnmrtive to semi-primitive motorized. (G) 

VQO - Preservation. (S) 

Outfiier/Gurde 
No outftier/guide campsites allowed. (S) 

Productron of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. (S) 

No timber harvesting of any kind will be allowed in research natural areas. (S) 
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Range 
Existing livestock grazing permits and fencing are permissible as long as they do not adversely 
affect the ecological processes of the research natural area. No salting, water developments, 
vegetabon manipulabon, or other range improvements are allowed. (S) 

2.3 ELIGIBLE WILD RIVER 

Description 

The purpose of this prescnpbon IS to maintain and protect the free-flowing character and the “outstand- 
ingly remarkable” values which quahfy the river to be consldered eligible as a Wild River in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System pending a sultabikly determmation. This prescnption shall alsc be ap- 
pked to a river determined to be suitable as a Wild River and to a river designated as a Wild River until 
such time as a Wild River Management Plan can be adopted. 

Wild Rivers are Intended to remain as a “vesbge of pnmitiie America” with the river corridor, within at 
least i/4 mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river,, essentially natural and unmcdi- 
fled. Management mamtams or improves thus undeveloped character, and prevents the degradation or 
loss of the fish and wildkfe, scenic, recreabonal, cultural, historic, ecologic, or other values which are 
determined to be outstandingly remarkable. This management prescriptlon provides recreabon oppor- 
tunities that afford a high degree of independence, closeness to nature and self-reliance in an unmcdi- 
fled natural setting. 

Interaction between users IS infrequent and evidence of resource management activities and other 
users is minimal Motorized use wlthm the area is generalty not compatible with this design&on. Ac- 
cess is usually cross-country or on consVucted trails. 

The forest presents a natural appearance. A variety of forest successional stages may be present, 
ranging from areas with recent wildflres to old growth habitat. Flrewood is avallable for camping, but is 
not avallable for home use. Outfitter and guiding activity may be present. Domestic livestock grazing 
may be present in some areas, and you may see llmrted range improvements such as fencing. Avariety 
of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present. 

Goal 

Maintain and protect the free flowmg character and the outstandingly remarkable values of the river 
and corridor which qua@ it as a wild river. 

Objective 

Insects and disease are allowed to play, as nearly as possible, their ecological role in the environment. 

Standards and Guidelines 

ForestwIde standards and gurdelmes apply. Additional direction for this prescription is listed below. 

EcologIcal Elements 

hre/Fuels 
Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics to the maxlmum extent possible. (G) 

Insects & Disease 
Insect and pknt disease epidemics may be controlled to prevent unacceptable damage to resources 
on adjacent lands or an unnatural loss to the wild river resource due to exotic pests. (G) 
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When control is necessary, rt shall be carried out by measures that have the least adverse impact 
on the wild river resource andare compatible wtih wild river management objectives. (S) 

Physical Elements 

Soil 6 Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated so11 or hydro!egic conditions are 
caused by humans or their influences create a seriousthreat or loss of wild river resource values. 
(G) 

Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
quaIltIes outside and withm this prescription area are not imminent; or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time. (G) 

Use mdlgenous or appropriate naturakzed species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectation of natural healing. (S) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
wild river resource values, or to protect kfe, property, and other resource values outside the area. 
(3 

Lands 
Retain Nahonal Forest lands. Acquire pnvate inholdings as opportunities arise. (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Locatable - These areas are recommended for wlthdrawl from mineral activity, or, should be 
removed from mineral entry through the Notation Rule, subject to valid existing rights. For valid 
existing claims, design mmeral exploration, and development activities to be compatible with this 
prescription. Apply the followlng management practices to reduce resource impacts: (G) 

1. Design mineral management activities to maintain the present and continued producbvvlty of 
fish habitat. 

2. Take maximum advantage of topographic and vegetation screenrng when locating mining 
facilities and equipment. 

3. Haul away, bury, bum, or scatter vegetation removed from the project area when vegetation 
IS located adjacent to sensitive travel routes. 

4 Minimize the scale of spoiVdisposal areas in relation to the surrounding landscape as seen 
from sensitive viewpoints. 

5. Use colors that simulate those found In the charactenstic landscape. Avold use of reflective 
materials in project facilities. 

6. Apply timing restrictionsto instream construction as needed to protect fisheries habitat and 
mitigate adverse disturbance of stream sediments. 

7. Use sedimentation traps as needed to mitigate adverse stream sedimentation and meet 
State and Federal water qualii regulations. 

8. Design reclamation plane so minerals activities leave a natural appeanng condttion. 

9. Shape landform modifications to simulate naturally occurring forms. 

Ill-76 



10. Revegetate disturbed areas In accordance with project plans. 

Mrneral Material - These areas are not avarlable for mrneral matenal entry. 

Herltage Resource 
Remove structures that do not quaff for the National Register, or allow them to deteriorate 
naturally unless they are’ (0) 

1. Deemed necessary to support public purposes of wild rivers, or 

2. Serve admrmstratlon purposes. 

Interpretation of hentage resources located in wild river corridors shall be done outside the corridor. 
(9 

Biological Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatic Resources 
Fish habitat WIII exist/evolve with natural ecological processes. Fish habrtat manipulation can 
only occur f: (S) 

1. The condllion needing change IS a result of abnormal human influence. 

2. The project can be accomplished with assurance that there will be no serious or lasting 
damage to wild river values. 

3. There is reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives. 

Fish stocking of nonexotic species IS allowed where It existed prior to establishment of the Wild 
Rover. (S) 

Stocking will normally be accomplished by nonmotorized means, like horse or mule. (G) 

Wildlife 
Reintroduce wrktlrfe species only rf the species was once indigenous to the area and was eliminated 
by human-induced events. (S) 

Wildltfe habitat will exist/evolve with natural ecological processes. Wildlrfe habiiat manipulation 
can only occur If: (S) 

1. The mndrtion needing change IS a result of abnormal human influence. 

2. The project can be accompkshed with assurance that there WIII be no serious or lasting 
damage to weld river values 

3. There is reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives. 

Ill-77 



Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechamzed No Yes 

Motorized, 40” wide No No2/ 
Motorized. XX” wide No No2l 
OROMTRD St N/A 0.0 mi/sq.mr. 

Winter Nonmotonzed Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 4l 

Yes 
Yes 

I/ lndrvidual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
‘Ian Travel Maps. 

U This use may be allowed where currentty existing and rt does not degrade the 
xrtstandingly remarkable river values. 

Y OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density. includes all 
)pen roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
nformabon) 

I/ Wrthin grizzly bear EMU’s, cross-country snowmachme travel is only allowed 
‘ram December 15 to April 1. 

Recreatron 
Dispersed - Recreation facikhes will be of a very primitive nature, using a pack-k-in, pack-k-out 
phrlosophy. (G) 

ROS - Primibve to semr-pnmftive nonmotorized. (G) 

VQO - Retention. (S) 

Outfitter/Guide 
Permanent caches or nonnative improvements are not allowed unless they existed prior to the 
estabkshment of the wild river and have not been phased out. Upon designation of a Wild River, 
any existing caches will be phased out within two years. (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Lands are removed from the suitable timber base. No ASQ IS calculated from these lands. (S) 

Cutting of trees wrll not be allowed except when needed in association wrth a pnmibve recreation 
experience (such as clearing for trails and protection of users) or to protect the environment (such 
as control of fire). (S) 
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Range 
Minimrze conflicts wrth recreation use. (G) 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall objecbves of 
the area are acceptable. (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels A , B, C, or D. (0) 

2.4 ELIGIBLE SCENIC RIVER 

Description 

The purpose of this prescnphon IS to maintain and protect the free-flowmg character and the “outstand- 
ingly remarkable” values which qualify the river to be mnsklered ekgtble as a Scenic River in the Na- 
bona1 Wild and Scemc Rivers System pending a sultabilii determination This prescripbon shall also be 
applied to a river determined to be suitable as a Scenic River and to a river designated as a Scenic River 
until such time as a Scenic River Management Plan can be adopted. 

Proposed Scenic Rivers are managed to protect and enhance the outstandingly remarkable fish and 
wildlife, scenic, recreational, historic, cultural or other values identified for the river, within, as a mini- 
mum, i/4 mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river. Moderate levels of exrsting 
development, including roads which cross the river but are generally screened from the river banks, are 
allowed. New development and uses must not degrade the values which qualify the river for consider- 
ation as eligible. Recreation facrlkies of a rustic design, Including boat access, cabins, access roads 
leadrng to the river and trails are appropriate. The area is managed to provkfe a waterway and assocr- 
ated shorelines where activrbes are not visually evident to the casual observer. The Scenic River man- 
agement prescnphon may provide recreation opportunities which meet high expectations for scenrc 
quality associated with an essenbally natural appearing environment and a free flowing river. 

Admrnistrative and recreabon facilities are screened from the river. Nonrecreahon special use struc- 
tures may occur If they meet visual quakty objectives and do not degrade the outstandmgly remarkable 
values. Recreabon facilities are designed to be compatible with the visual quality objectives of the river 
and corridor Recreation opportunities range from roaded natural to pnmrtive. Outfitter and guiding 
activity may be present 

No development of hydroelectric power facilities is permtied. New structures that would have a drrect 
adverse effect on river values are not authorized. 

Lands are open to mineral entry subject to regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agncutture to 
protect the free-flowrng character and outstandmgly remarkable values of the river.. Existrng and new 
activity must mrnrmize surface disturbance, sedimentation, arr pollutron, visual impairment, and meet 
applicable State Water Quakty Standards. Reasonable access IS permitted. 

Frsh and wildkfe habrtat improvement may occur and IS designed to be visually compatible wrth the 
scenic qualtiies of the river and corndor. 

Roads are generally screened from the river and infrequent road and trail crossings (bridges) may be 
present. Trails parallelmg the river are acceptable. 

Domestic livestock grazmg may be present in some areas. Range improvements may occur and are 
designed to be visually compahble wrth the scenic qualities of the river and corridor. 
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Forested lands are classified as unsuitable; no scheduled timber harveehng is allowed. Personal use 
wood cutting IS compatible with this land use designation provrded that management objectrvee are met 

Goal 

Maintain and protect the free flowing character and the outstandingly remarkable values of the river 
and corridor which qualify it as a Scenic River. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Addrtronal directton for this prescnpbon Is listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics to the maximum extent possible. (G) 

Insects & Disease 
Allow sanltatron and salvage of infested trmber as long as such practices are carried out in such 
a way that there is no substantial adverse effect on the river and its immedrate environment. (G) 

Phyercal Elements 

Soil 8 Water 
Watershed restoration will be done pnmarily where deteriorated so11 or hydrologic condrtione are 
caused by humane or their influences create a serious threat or lose of Scenic River resource 
values. (G) 

Promote natural healing where a defintte hazard to liie or property or Important environmental 
qualities outerde and within thre prescription area are not Imminent, or where natural vegetabon 
would return rn a reasonable time. (0) 

Use indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetahon where there IS no 
reasonable expectation of natural healing. (S) 

Permti emergency burned area rehabilitation only rf necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
Scenic River resource values, or to protect Me, property, and other resource values outside the 
area. (S) 

Lands 
Retain National Forest lands. Acquire private inholdings as opportunities arise. (S) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2.3 Eligible Wild River 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Other - Reintroduce wildlrfe species only if the specres was once indigenous to the area and was 
eliminated by human-induced events. (S) 
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Wildlife habrtat will exietlevolve with natural ecological processes. Wildkfe habitat manipulation 
can only occur d’ generally (S) 

1. The condltfon needing change Is a result of abnormal human Influence 

2. The project can be accomplished wfth assurance that there will be no serious or lasting 
damage to Scenic River values. 

3. There re reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives. 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized 

Motorized, <50” wide No 
Motorized, >50” wide No 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 41 

Yes 2l 
Yes 2! 

3l 

Yes 
Yes 

I/ lndrvidual roads and trails are designated open or closed m the annual Forest 
7an Travel Maps. 

Y Motorized use is allowed unless t needs to be prohibrted or restricted to protect 
:he river values 

Y OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route denetty does not apply 
o this prescription area. 

f/ Wiihm grizzly bear BMU’e, cross-country snowmachme travel is only allowed 
rom December 15 to ADrll 1. 

Roads 
No new roads may be constructed or road rmprovemente made that would change or modrfy the 
classification for whrch the river was designated. (S) 

Recreatron 
Dispersed - Comfort and convenience facilities, such as fireboxes and shelters may be provided 
as necessary within the river area. These should harmonize with the surroundings and be managed 
so they do not advereefy affect spawning grounds. (0) 

Maintain existing drepereed campsites that do not degrade the outstandingly remarkable values. 
(G) 
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Trails - Trarle and bndgee paralleling or crossing the river are acceptable, provided VQO and 
ROS objectives for the river and corrklor are maintamed. (G) 

No new trarle may be constructed or trail improvements made that would change or mod@ the 
classification for which the river was designated (S) 

ROS - Pnmrtive to semi-primitive motonzed. (0) 

VQO - Retention. (S) 

OutftiedGurde 
Permanent caches or Improvements are allowed rf they meet the vreual quality management 
objectives for the river and corridor and are within the Greater Yellowstone Area Outflitter Plan. 
(0) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base. They do not contribute toward the ASQ. (S) 

Personal use wood cutting is allowed with restrictions to protect the outstanding remarkable 
values. (G) 

Range 
Range management is permkted to the extent it is currently practiced and does not degrade river 
values. (G) 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc.) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable. (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels B, C, or D. (G) 

2.5 ELIGIBLE RECREATION RIVER 

The purpose of thre prescription is to mamtain and protect the eesenhaliy free-flowing character and the 
outstandingly remarkable values which quakfy the nverto be considered eligible as a Recreational Rover 
in the Natronal Wild and Scenic Rivers System pending a eultabilfky determination. This prescription 
shall also be applied to a river determined to be eultable as a Recreation River and to a river designated 
as a Recreation River until such time as a Recreabon River Management Plan can be adopted. 

Proposed Recreational Rivers are managed to protect the outstandingly remarkable fteh and wildlife, 
ecenrc, recreational, historic, cultural or other values identified for the river, within, as a minimum, l/4 
mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river. The area may include significant human 
development, residences, roads and hrghwaye, and minor existing modlficatione to the waterway, in- 
cluding diversion dame. Major water resource projects are not authorized The area may include 
landscapes m a variety of visual condltrone. Activities and structures may be dominant rn some areas, 
but harmonize and blend with the generally natural-appearing environment to provide a pleasing setting 
for recreatron achvitiee. This management area prescnption may provide recreation opportunrbee where 
the mteracbon between users may be moderate-to-high with evrdence of current and past use preva- 
lent. Roads are designed for conventional motorized vehrclee. Facrlitiee may exret for boat or aircraft 
use. 
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Allowed motorized use within the area may include boats, aircraft, snowmachines, construction and 
maintenance of needed facrlltiee. Motorized land travel for recreation purposes may be restricted. All 
scheduled resource management activities are integrated in such a way that the recreahon and water 
qualky values remam paramount. 

Administrative and recreation facilltiee are located and designed to complement and faciktate area 
management. Recreabon opportunrtree range from semi-primrhve nonmotorized to rural Outfkter and 
guiding activky may be present. 

To the extent of Forest Sewrce authority, no development of hydroelectric power facilities re permrtted 
New structures that would have a direct adverse effect on river values are not authorized. 

Lands are open to mineral entry subject to regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. Exiet- 
ing and new activrty must minimize surface disturbance, sedrmentation, arr pollution, visual impairment, 
and meet appkcable State Water Quality Standards. Reasonable access is permitted. 

Forested lands are classified as unsuitable; no scheduled timber harvesting is allowed. Personal use 
woodcutting is compatible with this land use deergnation provided that management objectives are met. 

Design and location of roads and facrlrtree provide for conventional motorized use. User safety and 
opportunrhee for nonmotonzed recreation activities may be provrded by restricting motorized use to 
designated routes and areas. Both motorized and nonmotorized trail opportunities may be provided. 

Freh projects may be idenbfied and implemented which create or improve fishing opportunity. Wildlife 
habrtat emphasis is on mamtammg healthy and productive habitat condrtrone for indigenous epecres and 
rmprovrng wrldkfe vrewmg opportunttiee. 

Domestic livestock grazmg may be present in some areas. Range improvements may occur and are 
designed to be compatible wkh the recreabonal qualities of the river and corridor. 

Goal 

Maintain and protect the outetandmgly remarkable values of the river and corridor which quakfy It as 
a Recreational River. 

Objectives 

1. Maintain or improve forest health through eilvrcultural a&ties to protect the values of Recreational 
Rivers. 

2. Frsh habrtat Improvement projects will emphasize recreational fishing opportunities 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelrnes apply. Additional directron for this prescription is listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Rre/Fuele 
All activrty fuels will be treated to meet the partial retention VQO in foreground within one season 
following timber harvest. (G) 
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Insects & Disease 
Encourage hazard tree management in high use areas. (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil & Water 
Watershed reetoratron WIN be done pnmanly where deteriorated soil or hydrologrc conditions are 
caused by humane or their influences create a serious threat or loss of Recreational River resource 
values. (G) 

Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualities outside and withrn this prescnpbon area are not rmmment; or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time. (0) 

Conelder the use of rkxlrgenoue or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where 
there is no reasonable expectation of natural healing. (G) 

Permrt emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
Recreational River resource values, or to protect life, property, and other resource values outside 
the area. (S) 

Lands 
Retain Natronal Forest lands. Acquire private mholdings as opportunitree arise. (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as in 2.3 Eligible Wild River, 

Biologrcal Elements 

Fish and Other Aquatic Resources 
Fish stocking of nonexotic epeoree is allowed where it existed prior to establishment of the 
Recreational River. (S) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access(S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail Travel I/ 
Travel 

Pedeetnan Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motonzed, 40” wide No Yes 2l 
Motorized, >50” wide No Yes 2/ 
OROMTRD 3/ NJA 3l 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachme Yes 4l Yes 

I/ lndrvidual roads and trails are deergnated open or closed in the annual Forest Plan 
Travel Maps. 

Z/ Motorized use is allowed unless It needs to be prohibited or restricted to protect the river 
values. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trawl route density does not apply to this 
prescripbon area. 

4/Wiihin grizzly bear BMU’e, cross-country snowmachine travel is only allowed from 
December 15 to April 1. 

-i 

Recreation 
Dispersed - All forms of recreation facrlrtree may be provided, such as boat access pomte, trails, 
torlete, fire rings, gnlle, garbage collection, etc. Facrkbee are designed to be compatible with the 
ROS and VQO of the river and corridor and should be managed so they do not adversely affect 
spawning grounds. (G) 

Trails - Trails and bridges paralleling or crosemg the river are acceptable, provided VQO and 
ROS ObJSCtlVeS for the river and corridor are maintained. (G) 

- Both motorized and nonmotorized trail opportunities may exist. (G) 

- New trarle could be constructed on one or both river banks. There can be several bridge 
crossings and numerous river access points. (G) 

ROS - Semr-pnmrhve nonmotonzed to urban. (0) 

VQO - Partial retentron VQO in the foreground as seen from the nver, roads, trarle and recreational 
facilities. (S) 

- Modrfrcation to maximum modiiicatron for all other areas within the corridor (G) 
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OutfrtterIGuide 
Permanent caches or improvements are allowed if they meet the visual quality management 
ObJectives for the river and corridor and are within the Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Plan. 
G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
Lands are not included in the eurtable timber base. They do not contribute toward the ASQ (S) 

Personal use wood cutting is allowed wrth restrictions to protect the outstandingly remarkable 
values. (G) 

Range 
Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc.) that do not detract from the overall obJectives of 
the area are acceptable (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels B, C, or D. (0) 

2.6.1 (a-b) GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT (NO ASQ, NO CROSS-COUNTRY, NO SHEEP) 

Same as 5.3 5 except: 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base. They do not contribute toward the ASQ. (S) 

Range 
No domestic sheep grazing. (S) 

2.6.2 GRIZZLY BEAR - PLATEAU BMU DIRECTION - CORE AREA 

Description 

The core area is defined as an area that provides a predictable refuge rn space and trme for a bear 
population segment or family umt. This area is wneietently available and provides for use by wary 
bears while activities occur elsewhere. The core area wntatne moderate to high quality bear foods, 
provides predictable and wnsretently avaihble space to meet seasonal bear habitat needs, and achieves 
the lowest mortalrty risk possible due to human activities for a period not less than 11 years. Manage- 
ment activrhee shall follow established rules, and in general, do not occur during the period of time that 
grizzly bears are active (outside dens). The primary emphasis for thre area is on providing secure 
habitat for grizzly bears. 

This is a refugium of high qua@ habaat available to bears where management activrtiee do not occur 
during the period bears are active. Habitat conditions provide space that is consistently available and 
predictably locatable to bears This area provides a portion of the foraging requrrement for a reproduc- 
tive female and a female offepnng for spring, summer, and fall foraging away from human activities. 
Secure habitat exrete, and mortality nek to bears Is low. 
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Objectives 

1. A fire management plan will be developed (and wrll be coordrnated wrth any adjacent wrlderneee 
fire plane) to address wildfires. 

2. Insects and dreeaeee are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development. 

3. Any nonfederal lands within this area will be a high priority for acquisition. 

4. Manage dispersed recreation to minimize grizzly conflicts with humans. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Foreetwrde standards and gurdelinee apply. Additional direction for this prescription is listed below. 

The Interagency Gnzzly Bear Guidelmee for Management Sftuabon 1 Habitat apply to this management 
preecnption. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
No preecnbed fire is allowed. (S) 

In the event of a fire that warrants euppreesron, only minimum impact euppreesron techniques will 
be allowed. (S) 

Physical Elements 

Lands 
Actrvlt~es which adversely affect gnzzfy bear populatrone and/or their habrtat WIII not be allowed. 
(9 

No special use permits or operating plane are allowed. (S) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Elrgrble Wild River. 

Heritage Resource 
No new interpretatron/enhancement of cuftural ertee. (S) 

Biologrcal Elements 

Wildlife 
No wildlife habitat Improvement projects are allowed (S). 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel II 

Pedestnan Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized,, 40” wide No No 
Motorized >50” wide 
TMARD 2i 

No No 
N/A 0 0 mi/sq mi. 

OROMTRD 2/ N/A 0.0 m&.q.mi. 

Wrnter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3l Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are desrgnated open or closed rn the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

u TMARD = Total motorized access route density: includes all open and restricted 
roads and motorized trawls. (see Roads in Glossary for more Information). 

OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trawl route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trawls. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
Information) 

3/ Cross-country snowmachine use is only allowed from Dec. 15 to Apnl 1. 

Roads 
All roads will be reclaimed, as soon as possible. (S) 

Recreatron 
Special Uses - No special uses are allowed from April 1 to December 15. (S) 

Trails - No new trails. (S) 

ROS - Pnmrbve to semi-primrhve nonmotorized (G) 

VQO - Retention. (S) 

OutfiiedGuide 
No outfitter and guide permits are allowed from April 1 to December 15 (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the surtable timber base. They do not contnbute toward the ASQ. (S) 
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No vegetation management of any kind wrll occur. (S) 

Range 
No livestock grazing permrts of any kind are allowed. (S) 

2.6.5 GRIZZLY BEAR - SECURITY AREA 

Description 

This area is consistently available and provides for use by wary bears while activities occur elsewhere 
This area contains moderate to high qualrty bear foods, provrdes predictable and consistently available 
space to meet seasonal bear habitat needs, and achreves the lowest mortality risk possible due to 
human actrvlties for a period not less than the planning period. Management activities shall follow 
established rules, and in general, do not occur during the period of time that grizzly bears are active 
(outsrde dens). Emphasis for thrs area IS on providing secure habitat for grizzly bears. 

This IS an area of high qualrly habitat available to bears where management acbvrties are limrted during 
the period bears are active. Habrtat condrtrons provide space that is consistently available and predict- 
ably locatable to bears. This area provides a portion of the foraging requrrement for a reproductive 
female and a female offspring for spring, summer, and fall foragmg. 

Objectives 

1. A fire management plan will be developed (and will be coordinated wrth any adjacent wrldsrness 
fire plans) to address wrklfrres. 

2. Insects and diseases are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development. 

3. Any nonfederal lands wlthtn thus area WIII be a hrgh priority for acquisition. 

4. Activities which adversely affect grizzly bear populahons and/or their habitat wrll not be allowed. 

5. No new special use permits. 

6. Wildkfe habitat improvement projects will maintain or Improve grizzly bear habitat. 

7. Manage dispersed recreation to minimrze gnzzly conflicts with humans. 

8. Domestic sheep grazing WIII be phased out over time on an opportunity basis. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Addtironal direction for this prescription is listed below. 

The Interagency Gnzzly Sear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 Habitat apply to this management 
prescription. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire is not usually allowed. (G) 
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Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Heritage Resource 
No new interpretatrotienhancement of cukural sites. (S) 

BIological Elements 

Wildlife 
Actrvky Areas - Inventory, monitoring, and short duration activfties such as trail maintenance, 
spraying weeds, range maintenance actrvrties, wildlife habitat improvement, etc., should be 
concentrated in time and space. Activities should be concentrated in one consecutive 30-day 
period each year, between April 1 and September 15. (0) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, &O” wide No No 
Motorized, >60” wide No No 
TMARD 2l N/A 0.0 ml/sq.mi 2l 
OROMTRD 21 N/A 0.0 mllsq.mi 2l 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3/ Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ TMARD = Total motorized access route de&y: includes all open and restricted 
roads and motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 
OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route densrty: includes all open 
roads and open motorized trails. (see Roads in Glossary for more informabon). 
Two roads are desrgnated open through this prescription area: the AshtonIFlagg 
Ranch Road (#261) and the Jackass Loop Road (#264). 

3/Gross-country snowmachine use is only allowed from Dec. 15 to April 1. 

Roads 
No new roads. (S) 
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All nondesrgnated roads will be reclaimed by year 2009. (S) 

Recreation 
Special Uses - No new special uses are allowed from April 1 to December 15. (S) 

Trails - No new trawls. (S) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primrtwe motorized. (G) 

VQO - Retentron. (S) 

OutfrttedGuide 
No new outfitter and guide permits are allowed from April 1 to December 15 (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base. They do not contnbute toward the ASQ. (S) 

Range 
Opportumbes to phase out domestic sheep grazing are defined as a sultable or favorable time to 
aboksh or close an allotment because of nonuse vrolations, term permrt waivers where the permrt 
is waived back to the government, resource protection, or permit actions resulting in cancellation 
of the permrt. If opportunities do not arise, then efforts WIII be made to relocate or accommodate 
sheep to other areas. (G) 

Cattle grazing is allowed. Allotment Management Plan WIII specify measures to meet agency 
grizzly goals and objectives. (S) 

PermMee’s full compkance in meeting grizzly bear management goals and objectives for grizzly 
bear habitat will be a condrtron of the permrt. In addition, the following will be required: (S) 

1. Temporary cessation or modiiication of permitted kvestock grazing activities WIII occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts wrth humans or livestock. 

2. Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattractive to bear within 24 hours 
after they are drscovered. Disposal may include removing the carcass from the area, burying 
it at least 2 feet underground, burning, usrng an acceptable chemical repellent, or other methods 
approved by the Drstnct Ranger Diiposal shall be in accordance wrth other governing agencies 
(e.g., Wyoming Department of Frsh and Game) in order to determine cause of death for 
rermbursement purposes. 

3. Human food, refuse, and prepared Irvestock/pet foods associated with the livestock operatkcn 
will be made unavailable to gnzzkes through proper storage, handling, and disposal. Proper 
storage includes a) inside a bear-proof container, b) suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts ortrees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
Drstnct Ranger. The exception IS when the food IS being eaten or prepared for eating, or when 
food and similar organic matter IS berng transported. Unburned human foods, garbage or 
other refuse wrll be carned off the Forest as often as practical. 

4. Hugh quality food production areas for grizzlies (i e wet alpine and subalpine meadows, 
stream bottoms, aspen groves, and other riparian areas) will receive special grazing drrectron 
such as kght, once-over grazing, special utilization standards, or complete closure These 
sties and their corresponding direction will be identified in the Annual Operating Plan. 
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5. Livestock depredation believed to be associated with bears WIII be reported wlthln 24 hours 
after they are dIscovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies. 

6 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger as 
soon as practical. 

7. Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act WIII be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit. 

2.7 (a-b) ELK 81 DEER WINTER RANGE 

Description 

This management prescription emphasizes management actions and resource conditions which pro- 
vide quakty elk and deer winter hablat Habitats are managed for muitiple land use benefrts, to the 
extent these land uses are compabble with maintaining or improving elk and deer winter habitat 

These areas are “crucial mid-to-late” natural winter ranges for deer and elk. These are the winter range 
areas which are considered to be the determining factor in a population’s ability to maintain itself at a 
certain level over the long term. Moose and antelope may also be present. 

Vegetation management occurs to maintain or improve winter habitat conditions. Winter range forage 
IS abundant, includes a good mixture of grasses, forbs, and shrubs, and IS well distributed throughout 
the area. Cover IS maintained and distributed wrthin the range of natural vanabIlity which historically 
occurred in the area. 

Access is managed or restricted to provide securii for wintering elk and deer. Area closures are 
emphasized where terrain and vegetation allow OHV use, with motorized use occurnng only on desig- 
nated routes 

Livestock grazing, timber management, recreation, and other resource management acbvlties can oc- 
cur as long as good winter range conditions are being maintained. 

Goal 

Provide quallty elk and deer winter range. 

Objectives 

1. Minimize forage use confkcts between big game and livestock on the winter range. 

2 Forested vegetation is managed to maintain or improve cover or forage conditions needed for 
wintering deer and elk. 

3. Nonforested vegetation is managed to maintain or improve forage production needed for wintering 
deer and elk. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Addittonal direcbon for this prescrIption IS listed as follows. 
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Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire IS allowed to maintarn or improve winter habitat and enhance ecological condltfons 
(‘3 

Physical Elements 

Heriiage Resource 
No new interpretation/enhancement of cuftural sites. (S) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

2.7 (a) 

Motorized, <50” wide No 
Motorized >50” wide 
OROMTRb 3/ 

No 
N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized 
Snowmachme 

No 
No 

Road and Trail 
Travel I/ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 2.0 milsq.mi. 

Yes 41 
Yes 4l 

I/ Individual roads and trawls are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/These uses are generally allowed from April 1 through Dec. 15, except where 
noted on annual Forest Travel Plan Maps. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trawl route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 

In 2 7 (a) prescription areas <= 4.0 sq.mi. in size, OROMTRD does not apply. 

In the Table Rock area (Palisades Ranger District), OROMTRD does not apply. 

4/ Snowmachines, cross-country skiing, dogsleds, etc., will be restricted to 50 feet 
on either side of a designated road or trawl. 
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2.7 (b) - The (b) access standards are the same as (a) above, except that cross country travel IS 
allowed without seasonal restrictrons for pedestrians, horse/pack stock, mountain bikes/ 
mechanized Only snowmachine use IS restricted to SO feet on erther side of a designated road 
or trawl 

Game Retrieval - Use of All Terrain Vehicles (ATWs) Is permitted cross-country and on restricted 
roads and trails during the big game huntrng seasons for retrieval of legally harvested brg game 
ammals (G) 

The following guideknes should be followed. (G) 

1 An ATV IS defined as three or four wheeled vehicles (c 50” wide) that have low tire pressure 
(less than 10 psi) and large tire surface on the ground This does not include motorcycles, dart 
bikes or conventronal4-wheel drive vehicles. 

2 A permit to retrieve the legally harvested big game animal (s) must be obtarned from a 
Ranger District Office. 

3. Use of the ATV to retrieve the animal (s) must occur between noon and dark. 

4. No frrearms are allowed on ATV’s whrle retrieving legally harvested big game animals 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Manage recreation sties to maintain winter habitat conditions. Minimal recreation 
facrlrties may be provided (such as htich rack, rudimentary toilets, etc.). Generally, recreation 
facrlities are not encouraged. (G) 

ROS - Semi-pnmrbve nonmotorized to roaded natural. (G) 

VQO - Retention to modrfrcation (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are not part of the surtable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. (S) 

2.83 AQUATIC INFLUENCE ZONE 

Description 

This prescription applies to the aquatic influence zone associated with lakes, reservoirs, ponds, peren- 
nial, and intermittent streams, and wetlands (e.g., wet meadows, springs, seeps, and bogs). These 
areas control the hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological processes that shape the various water types 
mentioned above and directly affect aquatic lie. They also provide unique habitat characteristics which 
are important to those plant and animal species which rely on aquatic, wetland, or nparian ecosystems 
for all or a portion of their life cycle. Many such habltats are locally rare or are sensitive to drsturbance 
(e.g. fens and thermal springs). Overall, these areas serve as important reservorrs of biodwersrty; criti- 
cal linkages for the interchange of plant and ammal genetic material, and specialized areas of nutrient 
cycling and freshwater flitration, storage, and transport. 

Management emphasis is directed at the applrcation of ecological knowledge to restore and mamtain 
the health of these areas in ways that also produce desrred resource values, products, protection, 
restoration, enhancement, Interpretation, and apprecratron of these areas. 
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These aquatic influence zones provide a high level of aquatic protection and maintain ecological func- 
trons (e.g., sediment transport, micro-climate control, nutrient regulation, and connectivity within the 
watershed) and processes (e.g., stream channel formatron, plant community development, recrutiment 
of organic material including large wood, and hydrologic cycles) necessary for the restoration and main- 
tenance of habfat for aquatrc and riparian dependent organisms. They also marntain future manage- 
ment options. 

This Management Prescription is defined on the ground using boundary widths which may vary by water 
type, and geographic characteristics. The actual boundanes of the aquatrc influence zone, as deter- 
mined by a person having current knowledge of fluvial geomorphology of stream-ripanan ecolody, or 
both, could be narrower or wider than the prescribed boundary widths. 

The five basic water types found on the Forest are’ 

1 Frsh-bearing Stream Reaches, 

2. Perennial Non-fish-bearing Stream Reaches, 

3. Lakes, 

4. Reservoirs, Ponds and Wetlands Greater than One Acre, 

5. Intermittent Streams, and Wetlands Less Than One Acre 

Goals 

1 Riparian, wetland and aquatic ecosystems are managed to promote their health and function 
within the range of variation, where feasible. 

2. Minimize adverse effects to aquatic and npanan dependent species from past, existing and proposed 
management activrties. 

3. Endemrc levels of insects and disease are allowed to play their natural role in ecological succession, 
compatible with other resource objechves. 

Objectives 

1. WRhin three years of the Record of Decrsion, all existing roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream 
crossings within these lands will be inventoried and evaluated as to whetherthey meet management 
prescription goals. Those that do not meet management prescription goals wrll be scheduled for 
restoratron. 

2. Establish the range of vanabrlrty for aquatic influence zone characteristics. 

3. Manage wood residue (natural and human-made), Including fuelwood, to maintarn or restore 
ecological health and function. 

4 Coordinate with Idaho Fish and Game, Wyoming Game and Fish, and other Interested individuals 
or groups, to identrfy and evaluate potential beaver re-introduction sites. Support re-introductions 
into areas that would benefit from beaver achvrty and where conflrcts with other uses have been 
resolved. 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional directron for this prescription IS listed below. 

Boundary widths for the five water types apply until a site-specific analysis IS completed. The slope 
distances specrfied for boundary widths in the five water types will vary by ecological subsectron. Fol- 
lowing are the slope distances of boundary widths, in feet, by ecological subsection. (G) 

BOUNDARY WIDTHS OF WATER TYPES, BY SUBSECTIONS 

I Water Type 

T 

Fish-bearing Stream Reaches I/ 

Perennial Nonhsh-bearing Stream Reaches I/ 

Lakes 2/ 

Reservoirs, Ponds, Wetlands Greater than 
One Acre 3/ 

Intermittent Streams, Wetlands Less Than 
One Acre 4l 

Subsections* 

$4 2 1;5;6;7 

150 

75 

150 

75 

76 

200 

75 

200 

75 

75 

300 

150 

3ocl 

150 

100 

*Subsections 
1 - LemWMearcine Lodge 
2 - Centennial Mountains 
3 - Island Park 
4 - Madrson Plateau 

5 - Teton Range 
6 - Big Hole/Palisades Mountains 
7 - Caribou 

I/ The boundary wrdth is the slope distance on both sides of the stream, rn feet, 
measured from the edge of the stream, or the area from the edge of the acbve stream 
channel to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, whichever is greater. 

2/ The boundary width is the slope distance specified, in feet, measured from the high 
water mark of the lake; or the area from the high mark of the lake to the outer edge of 
the npanan vegetatron or seasonally saturated soil, whichever Is greater. 

3/The boundary width is the slope distance specified, in feet, measure from the edge 
of the body of water (edge is defined as the maximum pool elevation of the water 
body): or the wetland area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, whrchever IS 
greater. 

4/The boundary width IS the slope distance on both sides of the intermittent stream, 
in feet, measured from the edge of the stream: or the wetland area to the outer edges 
of the npanan vegetation, whichever is greater. 
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Ecological Processes 

Fire and Fuels 
Avord locating bases, camps, hellbases, staging areas, helispots, hazardous material storage 
facilities, and other centers for incident activities within these lands. If the only suitable location 
for such activities is within this area, an exception may be granted following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor. The resource advisor will prescnbe the locatmn, use 
condrtrons, and rehabilitation requirements. (G) 

Avord application of chemical retardant, foam, or addrtrves in these areas. Exceptions may be 
warranted in situations where over-riding safety situation exist, or following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor, when an escape would cause more long-term damage. 
(G) 

Prescribed fire actrvrtres on adjacent lands must be compatible with management prescnptron 
goals (S) 

Use minimum impact suppression methods (G) 

Insects and Disease 
Where catastrophic insect and disease damage results in degraded ripanan condibons, 
unscheduled timber harvest (salvage and commercial fuelwood cutting) is allowed where needed 
to attain the Goals of this Management Prescriptron providing other Goals of this Management 
Prescription are not adversely affected (G) 

Physical Elements 

MineraUGeology 
Adequate reclamation plans and bonds are required in mining plans of operation. These bonds 
must cover the full costs of removing facilities, equipment, and materials; recontouring disturbed 
areas to near pre-mimng topography; isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic or potentially 
toxic materrals; salvaging and replacing topsoil; and preparing seedbeds and revegetahng to 
meet Management Prescnpbon Goals. (S) 

Do not locate permanent structures or facilities within these lands (S) 

Do not locate waste dumps, leaching pads, and other facilrties within these lands where other 
alternatives are avarlable. If no other alternative exists, ensure that safeguards are in place to 
prevent release or drarnage of toxrc or other hazardous materials onto these lands. (S) 

Drscourage mineral material extractron (subfect to valid permitted rights, or where permrtted by 
plans of operahon). (G) 

Plans of operahon WIII be consistent to the extent possible with management prescription goals. 
(G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Strive to mamtarn dead and defective tree habrtat at a level capable of supporting 100% potential 
populations of the management indicator species for primary cavity excavators. (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupahon 

Access(S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel 2l Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, <50” wide No4l Yes 
Motorized, ~50” wide No44 Yes 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A 31 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Y Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/When cross country travel is found to result in soil displacement in excess of 15 
percent of an activity area, or alternabon of natural stream channel morphology, 
reduce impacts through education, use limits, more intensrve maintenance, facility 
modrfrcation, and/or closures 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. The acres in this prescription area and the 
OROMTRD will be included in the calculations with the acres and OROMTRD in 
adjacent upland prescription areas. (See Roads In Glossary for more information) 

4/ Motorized access to dispersed campsites and for picnicing is allowed 

5/Within grizzly bear BMU’s, cross-country snowmachine travel is only allowed 
from December 15 to April 1. 

Roads and Trails 
No new roads, trails, or landings will be constructed within these lands unbl appropriate standards 
for construction, maintenance, and operations are in place. (0) 

Improve; seasonally close; close and relocate and stabilize: or obliterate roads and trails that 
have been idenbfred as posing a high risk of causing unnaturally high levels of sediment input into 
fish spawning areas. Actron to be taken will be determined based upon travel management 
needs, terrain, the need for the road or trail, and resource priorities. (G) 

Roads and trails or sections of them that have been identified as inhibiting npanan, wetland or 
aquatic ecosystem processes antior functions (e.g., plant community development, sedrment 
transport, and stream channel development) will be Improved, relocated, or oblrterated. The 
decision to improve, relocate, or obliterate will be based on the potential environmental impact, 
the ecological condition of the npanan, wetland and aquatic resources affected, and the need for 
the road or trail. (G) 
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PI 

Culverts and stream crossings found to pose a risk to ripanan, wetland or aquatic conditions wrll 
be improved to accommodate at least a S&year flood, including associated bedload and debris 
W 

New stream crossmgs will be constructed and maintamed to prevent drversion of streamflow out 
of the channel and down the road rn case of farlure. In locattons found to have hgh potential for 
farlure, the roadway WIII be hardened to further lessen the chance of roadway farlure or severe 
erosion should the crossing over-top (G) 

Constructed temporary stream crossings, such as log and culvert installatrons, may be allowed d 
temporary crossrngs will be constructed and used in such a way as to mmrmize sedrment input 
and to provrde for fish passage They WIII be maintamed during use and removed and rehabrlltated 
as soon as they are no longer needed. (G) 

Construct, reconstruct, and maintain all road crossmgs of streams whrch currently or hrstoncally 
bear fish to provide for fish passage. Exceptrons are allowed where it is necessary to restrict fish 
movements rn order to protect native or desirable nonnative fish populations. (G) 

Durmg constructton and mamtenance actwities, sidecast loose matenal away from these lands or 
transport it to a suitable drspoeal site If on-site disposal is not practrcal. (G) 

Recreation and OutfiiedGurde 
When dispersed recreation IS found to result rn displacement rn excess of 15 percent of an actrvrty 
area, or aiteratron of natural stream channel morphology, address impacts through educatron, 
use Irmrts, more Intensive mamtenance, facility moddrcation, and /or closures. (G) 

Recreatronal grazing must meet Range Standards for utrlrzatron of riparian vegetatron. (S) 

Permitted stock holdmg, watering, and handlmg facilities withm npanan vegetatron (does not 
mclude the entrre boundary) are allowed only if appropriate mitigatrcn measures are Implemented 
to reduce negatrve impacts. (S) 

ROS - Primlttve to urban (G) 

VQO - Retentron to modrfrcation. (G) 

reduction of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These lands are not Included m the suitable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. (S) 

Where needed to attain Management Prescription Goals, design silvrcukural prescnptions and 
allow preecnbed burmng and stockmg control, as well as the re-establishment and cutturing of 
stands to attam desired vegetation characteristms. (G) 

Fell hazard trees that pose an unacceptable safety risk and leave on srte unless adequate levels 
of woody debns already occur on site. (G) 

Mechanrzed treatment of wood residue IS minimized. (0) 

Bummg of mechanized treated wood residues wrthm the bankfull channel IS prohibited. (S) 

Where catastrophic events such as fire or wmdstorms result in degraded riparian conditions, 
unscheduled trmber harvest (salvage and commercial fuelwood cutting) may be selected as the 
most desirable management practtce (G) 
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Range 
Incorporate mto AMP’s, objecbves for attainment of desired vegetation condtiions for riparian 
plant community seral stage development and stream channel condrtron. (G) 

Proposed kvestockwatering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures wrthrn these lands are allowed 
only if appropriate mrtrgatron measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts. (S) 

Exrsting kvestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures within these lands are allowed 
at permlt issuance only if mttigatron measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts. (0) 

2.9.1 SOUTH FORK ELIGIBLE SCENIC RIVER 

This prescription appkes to the portion of the South Fork of the Snake River that has been determined 
to be an eligible scenic river,, consrstmg of the water surface, rslands, sand bars, npanan vegetation, and 
adjacent uplands. 

Within this corridor are campgrounds, prcmc ekes, boating sites/ramps, and other facrktres such as 
trailheads, scemc and wildlrfe viewing areas, fishing access points and inventoried National Forest 
Recreation sites selected for potential development. Development ranges from natrve material roads 
and campsites, with nonflush toilets, to a hrgh degree of site modlfrcatron with comfort and oonvemence 
facrlrtres includmg paved roads, water systems, flush torlets, and boat launches. 

Overall, you notrce srgns of people, generally oriented toward water use. Begmning at Palisades Dam in 
a boat and dnftmg downstream, you notice roads, buildings, picnic tables, camping spots and, 
cccassionally, people fishing along the river bank. You hear sounds of vehicles and other human actrv- 
ity. You wrll see powerlmes across the riverfrom trme to time. Other stretches of river have few roads or 
developments and provide a relatrvely quiet, peaceful, natural setting. 

As you float you often see stands of cottonwood, most of them mature. In and around these cottonwood 
stands you may see bald eagles or peregrine falcon perched m trees, or great blue heron on the ground. 
During the winter you may see elk, moose, and deer on adjacent slopes. 

During the summer, lrvestock may be seen grazing next to the river and on nearby slopes. 

The management direction contained in the Snake Rover Activky/Operatrons Plan, as developed be- 
tween the U. S. Forest Servrce and the Bureau of Land Management and srgned in February 1991, 
applies to this area. Thus management direction will be adjusted (f necessary) to reflect direction from 
the required surtabillty study, whrch WIII not be done until after completion of the Forest Plan Revision 

Goals 

1. Maintain the river’s scenic values, particularly in the South Fork Canyon from Conant Valley 
powerlme to Rrley Dwersron. 

2. Maintain or enhance critical nesting, foraging and wmtering areas for bald eagles, maintain big 
game wmter range and improve unsatiifactory bg game habitat. Mamtain heron rookenes and improve 
goose nestmg opportunrtres. 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Manage this area according to the standards and guidelines established in the Snake River Activity/ 
Operatrons Plan (U.S. Forest Servrce 2. Bureau of Land Management, February 1991) except for the 
access drrection shown below. (S) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2.3 Elrgrble Weld River. 

Forest Use and Occupatron 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestnan Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, <BY wide No Yes 
Motorized, >50” wade No Yes 
OROMTRD 2/ N/A 2/ 

Wmter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine No Yes 

II lndrvrdual roads and trails are designated open or closed rn the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density does not apply 
to thus prescnptron area. 

2.9.2 SOUTH FORK ELIGIBLE RECREATION RIVER 

Description 

Thus prescription applies to the portion of the South Fork of the Snake River that has been determined 
to be an eligible recreatron river,, consrstmg of the water surface, islands, sand bars, npanan vegetation, 
and adjacent uplands. 

The rest of the descnptron IS the same as the scenic portion of the river (2.9.1). 

Goals are the same as the scenrc protron except: 

Mamtam the river’s recreation values, from Paksades Dam to Conant Valley Powerline 

Ill-101 



Standards and Guidelines 

Same as 2.9.1 S. Fork Elrgrble Scemc River 

3.1.1 (a) NONMOTORIZED 

This management prescription rdentrfres areas where semi-prlmrtwe nonmotonzed recreation use, IIke 
hiking and horse-back ndmg, WIII occur during the summer months. The expenence is srmrlar to a 
primrtrve experience, but does allow some motorized use, like chainsaws for summer trail mamtenance, 
snowmachrnes dunng the winter, and helicopters. Groomed snowmachine trawls are not allowed 

These areas are accessible by trails or cross-country; you fmd no usable roads All-terrain vehicles and 
motorcycles cannot use the area. Encounters with other people drminish as you move away from 
nearby roads and trarlheads. Generally, you experience a backcountry settmg wrth a high likelihood of 
soktude. However, you may occasronally meet large groups. 

You may find oversnow vehicles: hekcopter use ; stock tanks; or fences. Otherwrse, the forest gener- 
ally presents a natural appearance. A variety of forest successional stages may be present, ranging 
from areas with recent wildfires to old growth habltat. Firewood 1s available for camping, but is not 
generally available for home use Outfkter and guiding activk-y may be present. Domestic livestock 
grazing may be present in some areas, and you may see range improvements such as fencing and 
stock tanks. A variety of nonforested rangeland succeseronal stages may be present. 

Goal 

Mamtain or enhance semr-pnmitive nonmotonzed dispersed recreation opportunities. 

Objectives 

1 Prescribed natural fire and management ignited fire will be managed to maintam Rre’s ecological 
role and to enhance habitat. 

2. Allow insects and drsease to play their natural role in ecologrcal succession, compatible with other 
resource objectives. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelmes apply. Additional direction for this prescription is ksted below. 

Ecological Processes 

Frre/Fuels 
The emphases WIII be on prescribed natural fire whenever conditrons permit. (G) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possrble.(G) 

Physical Elements 

So11 &Water 
Watershed restoration will be done pnmanly where deteriorated soil or hydrologic condrtrons are 
caused by humans or therr Influences create a serious threat or loss of resource values. (G) 
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Promote natural healing where a defrnrte hazard to life or property or important environmental 
quailties outside and wrthrn this prescription area are not imminent; or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time. (G) 

Use indigenous or appropriate naturalrzed species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectabon of natural healrng. (G) 

Permrt emergency burned area rehabilitation only rf necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
semi-primrhve nonmotonzed resources or to protect lie, property, and other resource values 
outside the area. (S) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1.2 Wilderness Study Area. 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel II 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, ~50” wide No No2l 
Motorized, >50” wide No No2i 
OROMTRD 34 N/A 0.0 mi/sq.mi. 3/ 

Winter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachrne Yes Yes 

II lndivrdual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ Motorized use IS not allowed, except that motorized equipment IS allowed for 
trail constructronimaintenance. Motorized transport of Forest Service employees is 
not allowed except on contracts where motorized maintenance equipment is being 
used. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trawl route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
informahon) 

Roads 
Existing system or nonsystem roads will be closed as scan as practicable. (S) 

No new road construction. (S) 
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Recreation 
Dispersed - Minimal recreation facrlltres may be provided (such as hrtch rack, rudrmentary toilets, 
etc ) not to exceed Development Level I (see Glossary). Generally, recreation facilities are not 
encouraged (G) 

Hugh impact campsdes should be restored to meet Frissell Condition Class 3 (see Glossary). (G) 

Trails - Trails and bridges are constructedlmaintained to a level to accommodate heavy foot and 
horse traffo, where allowed. (G) 

- Motonzedlmechanized trail maintenance and construction equrpment may be used. (G) 

ROS - Pnmrtive to semi-primitive nonmotorized. (G) 

VQO - Retenbon to partial retention. (0) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the surtable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ.(S) 

No timber harvesting, except for ‘minor’ forest products such as camp firewood, posts and poles 
for fencing on Forest only, administrative use, etc. Harvesting does not trigger the need for 
reforestation. Chainsaws are allowed. (S) 

Range 
Livestock Grazrng - Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc.) that do not detract from the 
overall objectives of the area are acceptable. (S) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels A, B, C, or D. (G) 

3.1.2 NONMOTORIZED 

Description 

Thus management prescription rdentrfies areas where semi-primitive nonmotorized recreabon use, like 
hiking and horseback riding, WIII occur during the summer months. The experience is similar to a 
pnmrtive experience, but does allow some motorized use, like chainsaws for summer trail maintenance, 
snowmachines during the winter, and helicopters. Groomed snowmachine trails are not allowed 

These areas are accessible by trails or cross-country; you find no usable roads. All-terrain vehicles and 
motorcycles cannot use the area Encounters wrth other people drmrmsh as you move away from 
nearby roads and trailheads. Generally, you experience a backcountry setbng with a high likelihood of 
solrtude. However, you may meet large groups occasionally. 

You may find oversnow vehicles, hellcopter use, stock tanks, and fences. Otherwise, the forest pre- 
sents a natural appearance. A variety of forest successional stages may be present, ranging from 
areas wkh recent wrldfires to old growth habltat. Firewood is available for camprng, but is not available 
generally for home use. Outfitter and guiding activity may be present. Domestic sheep grazing is 
greatly reduced or absent to provrde better management in grizzly bear management. Cattle grazing 
may be present in some areas, and you may see range Improvements such as fencing and stock tanks. 
A variety of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present 
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Maintain or enhance semi-primitive nonmotorized dispersed recreabon opportunities. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelines apply. Addrtional directron for this prescnption is lrsted below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Wildfire will be managed using the appropriate suppression response. The emphasis will be on 
prescribed natural fire whenever conditions permrt. (S) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possible. (S) 

Use management-ignited fire to maintain fire’s ecological role and to enhance habtiat. (G) 

Insects & Disease 
Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ewlogrcal succession, compatible wlh 
other resource objectwes. (G) 

Physical Elements 

Sorl& Water 
Watershed restorabon will be done primarily where detenorated soil or hydrologrc conditions are 
caused by humans or thecr influences create a serious threat or loss of resource values. (G) 

Promote natural healrng where a defrnlte hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualrties outside this prescripbon area are not imminent, or where natural vegetation would return 
in a reasonable time (0) 

Use Indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablrsh vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectabon of natural healing. (S) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabrlrtatron only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
semi-primitive nonmotorized resources or to protect Irfe, property, and other resource values 
outside and within the area. (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1.2 Wilderness Study Area. 

Air Qualrty 
Protect air quality in conformance with Class II standards specified in Forestwide standards and 
guidelines. (S) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Motorized, ~50” wide 
Motorized, 250” wide 
TMARD 3I 
OROMTRD 3/ 

Winter Nonmotorized 
Snowmachrne 

:ross Country 
Travel 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

Yes 
Yes 41 

Road and Trail 
Travel I/ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No2/ 
NoZ 

0.0 mi/sq mi 
0.0 mKsq ml. 

Yes 
Yes 

1/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2! Motorized use is not allowed, except that motorized equipment Is allowed for 
trail construction/maintenance. Motorized transport of Forest Service employees is 
not allowed except on contracts where motorized maintenance equipment IS being 
used. 

3/ TMARD = Total motorized access route den&y. includes all open and restricted 
roads and motorized trawls. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open 
roads and open motorized trails (See Roads in Glossary for more informabon) 

4/ Cross-country snowmachine use is only allowed from Dec. 15 to April 1. 

Roads 
Existing system or nonsystem roads will be closed as soon as practicable. (S) 

No new road construction. (S) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Minimal recreation facrlities may be provided (such as hrtch rack, rudimentary toilets, 
etc.) not to exceed Development Level I. Generally, recreation facilities are not encouraged. (G) 

- High impact campsites should be restored to meet Fnssell Condition Class 3 (G) 

Trails - Trails and bndges are constructed/maintained to a level to accommodate heavy foot and 
horse traffic, where allowed. (S) 

Ill-106 



- Motorizetimechanrzed trail maintenance end construction equipment may be used (0) 

ROS - Primrtlve to semi-primitive nonmotorized. (S) 

VQO - Preservation to partlal retention. (G) 

Producbon of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base. They are not pert of the ASQ (S) 

No timber harvestlng, except for ‘minor’ forest products such es camp firewood, posts end poles 
for fencing on Forest only, administrative use, etc. HSNSStlng does not trigger the need for 
reforestetlon. Chainsews are allowed. (S) 

Range 
Domesbc sheep grazing will be phased out over time on en opportunrty baas due to conflicts with 
grizzly beer. An oppatunrty is defined es a suitable or favorable time to abolish or close en 
allotment because of nonuse violations, term permit waivers where the permit is waived beck to 
the government, resource protectlon, or permrt actions resulting in cancellation of the permit. If 
opportunities do not arise, then efforts WIII be made to relocate or accommodate sheep to other 
areas. (G) 

Cattle grazing IS allowed. (S) 

Allotment Management Plans will specify measures to meet agency grizzly goals end objectives. 
(9 

Permtiee’s full cooperation in meeting grizzly beer management goals end objectives for Sitration 
2 grizzly beer hebltet WIII be a condftion of the permit. In addition, the following WIII be required: (S) 

a Temporary cessation or modlflcetlon of permitted livestock grazing ectivltles may occur to 
resolve grizzly beer conflicts with humans or livestock 

b Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattractive to beer within 24 hours 
after they are dlscovered. Disposal may include removing the carcass from the area, burying 
it et least 2 feet underground, burning, using en acceptable chemical repellent, or other methods 
approved by the Distnct Ranger. Dlspoeel shell be in accordance with other governing agencies 
(such es the Wyoming Department of Fish end Game) in order to determine cause of death 
for reimbursement purposes. 

c. Human food, refuse, end prepared Iweetock/pet foods essocieted w&h the kvestock opereban 
will be made unevaleble to gnzzlies through proper storage, handling, end disposal. Proper 
storage includes a) inslde a beer-proof container, b) suspended horizontally between adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
Distnct Ranger. The exceptlon is when the food is being eaten or prepared for eebng, or when 
food end slmllar orgamc matter IS being transported. 

d. High quality food production areas for gnzzlies (i.e. wet alpine end subalpine meadows, 
stream bottoms, aspen groves, end other riperian areas) will receive special grazing direction 
such es Ilght, once-over grezlng, special utilization standards, or complete closure. These 
sites end their corresponding dIrectIon will be ldentlfied in the Annual Plan of Use. 
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e. Livestock depredahon believed to be associated with bears will be reported within 24 hours 
after they are discovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies. 

f Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign WIII be reported to the District Ranger as 
soon as practical 

g. Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act will be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall obfecbves of 
the area are acceptable. (S) 

3.2 (a,b,c,d,f,g) SEMI-PRIMITIVE MOTORIZED 

Description 

This management prescriptron identifies areas wkh a semi-pnmrtwe backcountry recreation experi- 
ence, associated wrth some motorized vehicle use. These areas are accessible by roads, trails or 
cross-country Motorized vehrcle use IS allowed, except on steep slopes or unstable soils. Roads and 
trawls are desrgned and marntained to allow easy passage. You will find occasional to frequent encoun- 
ters with trail users You may meet large groups occasionally. 

Generally, the forest presents a natural appearance. A variety of forest successional stages may be 
present, ranging from areas with recent wildfires to late successional habltat. Firewood IS available for 
camping and home use. Outfffer and guiding activity may be present. Domestic livestock grazing may 
be present In some areas, and you may see range Improvements such as fencing and stock tanks. A 
variety of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present. 

Maintain or enhance semi-pnmrbve motorized drspersed recreation opportunities. 

Prescribed natural fire and management-rgnrted fire WIII be managed to maintain fire’s ecological role 
and to enhance habitat. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional direction for this prescription is listed below. 

Insects and Disease 
Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession. 

Fire/Fuels 
The emphasis will be on prescribed natural fire whenever conditions permrt. (G) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possible (G) 
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Brological Element 

Wildkfe 
Marntain snags at 60 percent of biological potential for woodpeckers. (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

3.2 (a) 

Access standards for 3.2 (a)-(d) and (9 and (g) are shown in two charts based on differences in 
motorized cross country travel, season of use and size of areas where road and trail density does not 

1, I Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
P Ian Travel Maps. 

21 f Motorized use IS allowed (except on slopes > 40%, on unstable soils, or during 
tt re penod from September 1 to December 30). 

33 ’ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route dens@: includes all 
01 pen roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
in iformation) In the Spring Mtn. Canyon area (Lemhi Mtns., Dubois R D.) 
0 lROMTRD IS <= 1.3 mrles/square mrle 

Cross Country Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechanrzed Yes Yes 

Motorized, <BY wide Yes 2l Yes 
Motorized, >50” wide Yes 2l Yes 
OROMTRD N/A <= 1.0 ml/sq.mi. 3/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

3.2 (b) 

The same as 3.2 (a) (see Table above) except cross-country motorized use IS allowed, (except on 
slopes > 40%, on unstable sorls, or during the period from Oct. 1 to Dec. 30). 

3.2 (f) 

The same as 3.2 (a) (see Table above) except in 3.2 (9 prescription areas < 2 5 square mile in size, 
OROMTRD does not apply, and there are no seasonal restrictions on cross-country motorized use. 
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3.2 (9) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized,, 40” wide No Yes 
Motorized,, >5CY wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 21 N/A <= 1.0 mUsq.mi. 2/ 

Wrnter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3/ Yes 

II Individual roads and trawls are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route den&y: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) In 3.2 (g) prescription areas which are narrow linear road corridors 
(i.e. Pass Creek and Eightmile Creek, Irving Creek, East Dry Creek, and Keg 
Springs), OROMTRD does not apply. 

3/ In gnzzly bear BMU’s, cross-country snowmachine use is only allowed from 
Dec. 15 to April 1. 

3 2 w 

The same as 3 2 (g), except in 3.2 (c) prescription areas 2 1 .O mr /sq.mr. in size, OROMTRD does 
not apply. 

3.2 (d) 

The same as 3.2 (g) except in 3.2 (d) prescription areas < 3.5 mi./sq.mi. in size, OROMTRD does 
not apply. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2.7 a, b Elk and Deer Winter Range except in Henry’s Lake BMU - Subunits 1 and 2 

Roads 
Generally, no new road construction. (G) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Dispersed recreation facrliiies may be provided to reduce adverse resource impacts 

at heavily used sites (0). 

- Development level shall not exceed Level 2 (see Glossary) (S) 

- Hugh impact campsites should be restored to meet Frissell Condrbon Class 3 
(see Glossary). (G) 
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Trails - Trails and bndges are constructecUmaintarned to a level to accommodate heavy foot, 
horse, and motorized vehicle traffic, where allowed. (0) 

ROS - Semi-pnmrtive motorized and roaded natural. (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retentron. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the surtable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Timber management IS allowed for such products as camp firewood, home use firewood, posts 
and polesforfencrng on Forest, Chnstmas trees, wildlife habitat, adminlstratlve use, etc Harvesting 
generally does not tngger the need for reforestation (0) 

Commercral post and pole sales are allowed provrded no new temporary or system road 
construction occurs (0) 

Range 
Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc.) that do not detract from the overall objectrves of 
the area are acceptable. (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels A, B, C, or D. (G) 

4.1 DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES 

Description 

Thus prescnptron applies to existing campgrounds, picnic areas, boating sites/ramps, and otherfacilrtres 
such as trarlheads, snow parks, scenic and wildlde viewing areas, fishing access pornts, and inventoried 
National Forest Recreation srtes selected for potential development located throughout the Targhee 
National Forest Development ranges from nabve material roads and campsites, wrth nonflush toilets, to 
a hrgh degree of srte modrfrcation wfih comfort and convenience facilities including paved roads, water 
systems, mobility rmparred access, flush toilets and boat launches. See recreation facility Development 
Levels 1-5 rn the Glossary. 

Overall, you find many signs of people. You see little or no evrdence of resource development except for 
recreabon. Picnrc tables, roads, buildings, and camprng spots are obvious. You often hear sounds of 
vehicles and other human actwrty. Srgns advise that off-highway vehicle use is not allowed except to 
enter and depart the site on roads 

You can gather down firewood for camping, but you cannot gather It for home use. Access to fishing 
may be rather easy if the facikty IS near a stream or river, but the fishrng may be less satrsfactory than 
in more remote areas 

You generally wrll not find livestock wrthrn campgrounds, but they may be visible nearby. Signs and 
sounds of logging may also be apparent from bme to time. 

Wildlffe, in the form of chipmunks, squirrels, birds, and occasional big game may be seen. 
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Generally you will find a variety of vegetabon condrtions from sagebrush to forested land wlthrn these 
areas. The forest cover will vary from mature trees to young seedlrng and sapling trees. The forest will 
generally be in a healthy, vigorous condition to provide for safety and provide for a friendly, relaxed 
outdoor expenence. The area around the campground will generally exhrbrt a variety of visual condi- 
hens, dependrng on past insect, disease, and fire activity and management’s response to those distur- 
bances. 

Goals 

1. Provide for a variety of concentrated public recreation uses in a roaded-natural setting based on 
the character of the areas and visitors’ needs. 

2. Protect and enhance a natural appearing environment within and adjacent to the existing &es to 
the extent possible while maintaining the existing array of developed recreation sties. 

1. Natural fuels will be reduced or otherwise treated so the potential fireline intensrbes will not exceed 
100 BTU per second per foot on 90% of the days during the regular fire season (Burning Index s 40) 

2. Promote “Watchable Wrldllfe” when compatible wrth developed recreation use. 

3. Provide an appropriate mix of reservabon and nonreservation srtes in campgrounds. 

4. Provide short trails to faciltbes and opportunities for interpretation, 

5. Manage aspen for its value in providing seasonal color. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional directron for this prescnption is listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
All wkffrres that threaten these areas will be aggressrvely suppressed. (S) 

Prescribed fire generally will not apply here. It may be used, however, to obtain natural regeneratton 
in preference to solI-drsturbing techniques. (0) 

Insects and Disease 
Control insects and disease consistent with recreational objectives. (S) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Where standards are not being met, actively rehabilrtate these areas. Use rehabilffatron techniques 
that do not detract from the recreation opportunity. (S) 

Avoid new constructron on unstable or highly erosrve soil. (G) 

On new developments provide adequate vegetation filters to maintain and/or enhance rlparian- 
dependent resources. (G) 
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Lands 
Corridor rights-of-way should avoid campgrounds and other facrlrtres. (0) 

MrneraleJGeology 
Same as 1.2 Wrldemess Study Area. 

Biologrcal Elements 

Wrldlrfe 
Animal Damage Control - Ammal damage control generaliy will not be done rn campgrounds and 
other developed srtes because of potentral conflicts with recreatron users and their pets, except 
for control of problem bears, beavers, porcupines, etc. (0) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Motorized, ~50” wide 
Motorized,, >50” wade 
OROMTRD 3/ 

Winter Nonmotonzed 
Snowmachrne 

II lndrvrdual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2f Motorized use is allowed only on existing roads and is limrted to entering, 
leaving, and vrsrtrng other sftes wrthm the facBty. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route dens@ includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails (See Roads In Glossary for more 
rnformatron) 

Cross Country Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel I/ 

Yes Yes 
No Yes 
No Yes 

I 
No Yes 2f 
No Yes 2l 
N/A N/A 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Developed - Campgrounds and picnic areas that have a seasonal use level of 40 percent or 
hrgher should be managed at the Standard Service Level (see Glossary). (G) 

- Campgrounds and picnic areas that have a season-long use level of 20 to 40 percent 
should be managed at less than the Standard Service Level. (G) 

- Those wrth less than 20 percent average season-long use may requrre closure of 
sates first and then, If needed, closure of the entrre facility. (G) 
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- Campground use will be limited to no more than two vehicles per family unit, unless 
posted as a muib-family umt. (S) 

Development Level GuIdeline. Developed sties should be built, improved, and maintained in 
accordance with the established Recreation Oppottunrty Spectrum (ROS) classification for the 
Management Prescription Area and the development standards as follows: (G) 

Pnmkive 

Semi-pnmitive 
Nonmotonzed 

None 

Not to exceed 1 

Semi-primltive 
Motorized 

Not to exceed 2 

Roaded Natural Not to exceed 3 

Urban Not to exceed 4 

ROS - Semi-primltwe motorized to urban. (G) 

VQO - Manage for a full range from retention to modification. Facilltles are often evident but 
harmomze and blend with the natural setting. (0) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Developed recreation sites are removed from the sultable timber base. No ASQ IS provided from 
these lands. (S) 

Range 
Exclude grazing of recreational stock and livestock in developed recreation sites during the 
managed recreation use season. (S) 

Grazing at trailheads may be allowed when developments or recreation use IS not adversely 
affected. (G) 

4.2 SPECIAL USE PERMIT RECREATION SITES 

Description 

Th1.s prescnptlon applies to ski areas, resorts, summer home &es and organization camps (e g., Boy 
and Girl Scouts of America) that are allowed under a special use permit 

The emphasis IS on providing privately operated types of recreabon on National Forest land for large 
concentrated groups of people Overall, you find many signs of people. You see l&de or no evidence of 
resource development except for recreation. Cabins and buildings used by permittees are visible but 
blend into the surroundings. Roads are generally gravelled, but may be paved in higher use areas OHV 
use is limited to entry and departure routes and for administrative purposes. In some areas you may see 
extensive development associated with ski areas or resorts-for example, buildings, ski Irfts, mamte- 
nance equipment, etc. Many pedestrians and cars may be seen in these areas. 
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You generally wrll not fmd livestock within these areas, but they may be vrsrble nearby Signs and 
sounds of logging may also be apparent from trme to time 

Wrldlfe, m the form of chrpmunks, squirrels, birds, and occasional big game may be seen. 
Generally you WIII fmd a variety of vegetabon condrtions from sagebrush to forested land within these 
areas. The forest cover wrll vary from mature trees to young seedling and saplmg trees. The forest wrll 
generally be in a heatthy, vigorous condition to provide for safety and provide for a friendly, relaxed 
outdoor experience The area around the specral use facrllty will generally exhibit a variety of vrsual 
condtions, dspendmg on past Insect, disease, and fire activity and management’s response to those 
drsturbances. 

Goals 

1. Provide for pnvately operated recreation use. 

2. Protect and enhance a natural appearing environment to the extent possible while providrng for 
private and group recreatron opportunrhes 

3. Strive to incorporate opportunities for watchable wildlife. 

1. Natural fuels will be reduced or otherwise treated so the potential frreline intensities WIII not exceed 
100 BTU per second per foot on 90 percent of the days during the regular fire season (Burning Index 
gw. 63 

2. Implement the B1g Springs Summer Home Agreement. 

3. Implement decision of June 14, 1949 for Lot 2 Block G in the Buffalo Summer Home Area 

Require existing cabin to be removed from National Forest System lands by May 2, 1997, as 
spscdred in exrsting permrt. No setback lot will be provrded and Lot 2 Block G will not be coneklered 
for exchange in the Buffalo Summer Home Area. (S) 

4. Addltronal objechves for recreabon resrdences 

New recreation resrdence tracts (summer homes) wrll not be established. No new residences wtll 
be permitted on vacant lots that are no longer leased unless necessary to replace lots damaged 
by landslides at the Hoffman site or to Implement the Big Springs court order. (S) 

5 Provide short trawls provrding access to facrktres and opportunities for interpretation. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwrde standards and guidelines apply. Additional direction for thus prescnption is ksted below. 

Fire/Fuels 
All wrldfrres that threaten these areas wrll be aggressweiy suppressed. (S) 

Prescribed fire generally will not apply here It may be used, however, to achieve resource 
objectives. (G) 
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Insects and Disease 
Control insects and disease consistent with visual objectives. (S) 

Physical Elements 

So11 and Water 
Use rehabilitation techniques that do not detract from the recreabon opportunity (0) 

Avoid new construction on unstable or highly erosive soils (G) 

On new developments provide adequate vegetation filters to maintarn and/or enhance nparian- 
dependent resources. (G) 

Lands 
Corridor nghts-of-way WIII avoid summer homes and group facilities. (0) 

MrneralslGeology 
Locatable - Locatable mrneral entry is allowable, but wrll be mrtigated to the greatest extent 
pcssrble to protect the recreabon experience. (G) 

Mineral Matenal - No entry for mineral materials. (S) 

Biological Elements 

Wrldlrfe 
Projects that allow selected wiklllfe species to be more visible to recreation users may be allowed 
when compatrble wtih special use permrt recreabon sites. (0) 

Ammal Damage Control -Animal damage control generally will not be done on these srtes because 
of potential conflicts with recreation users and their pets. (G) 

Plants 
Projects or events that focus on the rdentkatii an&r uses of plants are albwsd where compatible 
wrth special use permits and the activtties do not degrade the vegetation at the facihty. 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Motonzed, ~50” wide No 
Motorized >5ll” wide 
OROMTR’D 4l 

No 
N/A 

Wrnter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 5/ 

Yes 34 
Yes 3/ 

not applicable 

Yes 
YSS 51 

I/ lndivrdual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ Horse/pack stock is not allowed cross-country, except as noted in the special 
use permit 

S/ Motorized use is allowed only on existing roads and is limited to entering, 
leaving, and visiting other sites wrthin the facilii, except as guided by the special 
use permlt. 

4/ OROMTRD = Open mad and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
mformatron) 

.5/ Except within designated downhill ski area boundarles. 

Developed - Natural vegetabon should be favored around faciliiies. However, mowing natural 
vegetation around facrllties may be allowed. (G) 

Trails - Trawls may be allowed for the convenience of people using these sties (0) 

ROS - Roaded natural to urban. (G) 

VQO - Manage for a full range from partial retention to maxrmum modfkiitiin. Facilities are often 
evident, but harmonize and blend wrth the natural setting. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Developed recreatron sites are removed from the suitable timber base. No ASQ is provided from 
these lands (S) 
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All vegetation treatment optrons are avarlable, but oniy as requtred to meet specific recreahon 
objectrves (G) 

Strpulate removal of unsafe and/or dead trees in the special use permit Nahve species may be 
planted to provrde cover when naturally-occurring vegetation IS inadequate (G) 

Range 
Unless grazing actrvrhes are needed to meet recreabon objectives, or unless authonzed by special 
use or grazmg permrt, grazing of recreation stock and other livestock will not be allowed rn special 
use recreation srtes. (G) 

Grazing activrhes may be allowed in and around facrllttes designed for ltvestock use. (G) 

4.3 DISPERSED CAMPING MANAGEMENT 

Description 

The purpose of this prescription is to maintam a qualrty dispersed recreahon experience for the public 
and shll protect other resource values that occur in the same area. This prescription applies to hrghly 
attractive and desireable, heavy, summer use areas such as around lakes or reservoirs, along roads 
and streams; or at trarlheads where there are multiple campsites accessed by conventional wheeled 
vehicles (> 50” wide) or boat. Included would be heavy use areas where drspersed camping occurs in 
potential conflict with other resources or where site damage is occurring or likely to occur 

While dispersed recreahon is the main theme, protecting the resource values of the area is also craical. 
Therefore this prescription is intended to create a balance between the users and the resource they 
came to enjoy. This prescription is intended to be applied in those areas where spectal concerns or 
consideration must be given to dispersed recreatron use in order to maintain the recreation opportunr- 
ties. 

Thts prescription includes areas not considered developed, but which are used by the public on a re- 
occunng basis. They include sites where developed status does not fit, but use by the public is more 
than occasional use durmg the recreation use period. These sties may have some lrmrted developed 
faciliiies which may include one or two, but not the majority of the following: fire-rings, tables, toilet 
faciliiies, signs, and/or water These srtes are not fee areas and have very Irmaed capital investment 
(45W. 

Management emphasis is directed at managing dispersed or undeveloped type camping opportunthes, 
such that other resources are not unacceptabfy affected. Mmor development IS allowed to protect the 
site or prevent resource damage, but development should not put srtes into a developed ske manage- 
ment emphasis. Restrictions may be placed on camping locations to allow used areas to recover or to 
protect natural resources 

Goals 

1. Provide factlrties to a level only to meet resource protection needs. 

2. Provrde a balance between recreation use and other resource needs so that those resources 
which provide attractions to the area are protected to a point they continue to be important recreahonal 
attractions. 

3. Mamtam or improve the qualrty of the dispersed camping sites that now exist in the area 
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Objective 

Avoid allowing heavy build-up of fuels in these areas to reduce risk of accidental fire ignition. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guIdelines apply. Addibonal direcbon for this prescriptIon 1s llsted below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire and Fuels 
Avoid application of chemical retardant, foam, or addtiives in these areas. Exceptions may be 
warranted In situations where over-nding safety situations exist, or following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor, when an escape would cause more long-term damage 
(G) 

Use minimum impact suppresslon methods. (G) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Adequate reclamation plans and bonds are required in mining plans of operation. These bonds 
include costs of removmg facilities, equipment, and materials; recontouring disturbed areas to 
near pre-mmmg topography: isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic or potentially toxic 
materials; salvagmg and replacing topsoil; and preparing seedbeds and revegetating to meet 
Management Prescription Goals. (G) 

AvoId locating permanent structures or facilrties within these lands. Limit road construction to the 
minimum necessary for the approved activrty. (G) 

Avoid locating waste dumps, leaching pads, and other facilities wtihin these lands or wtihrn the 
wewshed where other alternattves are avallable. If no other alternative exists, ensure that visual 
mrtlgation such as screenmg are m place to prevent degradation of visual quakty on these lands. 
((3 

For leasable mmerals, avoid surface occupancy for exploration and development activities where 
leases do not already exist. (G) 

Mineral material extraction should be discouraged (subject to valid permitted rights, or permitted 
plans of operation as allowed by Law). (0) 
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Forest Use and Occupabon 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, ~50” wide No2 Yes 
Motorized, ~30 wide No2l Yes 
OROMTRD 34 N/A N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designatedopen or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

Z/ Cross-country travel is allowed only to access the campsite unless the 
surrounding prescription area is open for cross-country travel, or as described in 
the Management Plan for this prescription area. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route dens&y: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails (See Roads in Glossary for more 
Information) 

I 

1 
Roads and Trails 

No new roads, trarls, or landings wrll be constructed within these lands unhl appropriate standards 
for construction, maintenance, and operations are in place. (G) 

Improve, seasonally close, close and relocate and stabilize, or oblfterate roads and trails (or 
sections of them) that have been Identified as posing a htgh risk of causing unnaturally high levels 
of sedtment input into fish spawning areas. Action to be taken wrll be determined based upon 
travel management needs, terrain, the need for the road or trail, and resource priorrhes (G) 

Roads and trails that have been identrfied as inhibrhng ripanan, wetland or aquatic ecosystem 
processes and/orfunctions (e.g., plant community development, sediment transport, and stream 
channel development) will be improved, relocated, or obliterated. The decision to improve, relocate, 
or obliterate will be based on the potential environmental Impact, the ecological condrtron of the 
riparian, wetland and aquahc resources affected, and the need for the road or trawl. (G) 

Culverts and stream crossings found to pose a risk to nparian, wetland or aquatic conditions wrll 
be improved to accommodate at least a SC-year flood, including associated bedload and debris. 
((3 
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New stream crossings WIII be constructed and maintained to prevent drversion of streamflow out 
of the channel and down the road rn case of failure(s). In locations found to have high potential for 
failure, the roadway WIII be hardened to further lessen the chance of roadway failure or severe 
erosron should the crossing over-top. (G) 

Constructed temporary stream crossings, such as log and culvert installations, may be allowed. 
Temporary crossings will be constructed and used in such a way as to mmimize sedrment Input 
and to provrde for fish passage. They will be mamtatned during use and removed and rehabiktated 
as soon as they are no longer needed. (G) 

Construct, reconstruct, and maintain all road crossmgs of streams which currently or historically 
bear fish to provide for fish passage. Exceptions are allowed where rt IS necessary to restrict fish 
movements in order to protect nahve or desirable nonnatrve fish populations. (G) 

During construction and maintenance activtites, sidecast loose matenal away from these lands or 
transport It to a suitable disposal site lf on-&e drsposal is not practmal (G) 

Recreation and OutfitterlGurde 
When drspersed recreatton is found to result in soil displacement in excess of 15 percent of an 
actrvity area (e.g., aquatic influence zone, riparian areas, dispersed campsties, etc ), or akerabon 
of natural stream channel morphology, address impacts through educabon, use limits, more 
Intensive maintenance, facility modrfrcahon, a&or closures. (0) 

RecreatIonal grazing must meet Range Standards for utilization of nparian vegetahon. (S) 

PermMed stock holdmg, watering, and handling facilities within ripanan vegetation (does not 
include the entire aquatic influence zone) are only allowed if appropriate and mrtrgation measures 
are implemented to reduce negative impacts. (S) 

Road surfacing or hardening should be encouraged in areas of high use and evident resource 
damage. Both parking locatron and access roads should be considered. (G) 

Fire circles created by the public, should not exceed one per Me. Where more than one circle is 
inventoried, action should be taken to reduce the number to one. Action could include education, 
signing, facrlity installation closure order, surfacmg, etc. Restrictions to require use of fire pans or 
contained fares may be necessary and should be considered in the area management plan. (G) 

Boat launchmg along streams, river sections, lakes or reservoirs shoukf be restricted to developed 
&es or if no sties exist, consideration should be made to develop a facility to meet the public 
needs. (G) 

For all groups rn excess of 20 persons, the site should have toilet facilrttes. Where facilities do not 
exist, portable toilet unrts should be provided by groups of 20 or more persons. (G) 

When portable toilet untts are used, they shall be placed away from water and must be packed 
out when use has ended. (S) 

Solid waste disposal wrll be accomplished using the Pack In-Pack Out program. (0) 

ROS - Primitive to urban. (G) 

VQO - Retenbon to moddication. (G) 
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Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These lands are not included in the sukable timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. (S) 

Where needed to attain Management Prescription Goals, desfgn sihrfcultural prescripbons and 
allow prescribed burning and stocking control, as well as the re-establishment and culturing of 
stands to attain desired vegetation characteristics (G) 

Range 
Incorporate into AMP’s, objectives for attainment of see-specffic DFC’s for riparian or wetland 
plant community seral stage development and stream channel wndrtion. (0) 

Proposed lwestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures wlthtn these lands are allowed 
only if appropnate, and mltrgation measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts (S) 

Existing livesotck watering facrlities, corrals, and hokfing pastures within these areas are allowed 
at permrt Issuance only if mihgabon measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts. (0) 

Sahng srtes should be placed l/4 mile from dispersed sites. (0) 

5.1 (b-c) TIMBER MANAGEMENT 

The purpose of this prescnption IS to provide commodity resource development wrth moderate accom- 
modatron of other resources 

Description 

The emphasis is on scheduled wood-fiber production and use, on livestock production, and on other 
compattble commodrty outputs, and consideration for long-term forest health. 

Overall, you notice many signs of people. You see a fairly extensrve roadmg system and timber harvest 
activity in some areas The mam road system is gravel-surfaced and well maintained, wrth gentle grades 
well suited for sedan travel. You may see timber haNest equipment at roadside and meet logging traffic 
along the roadway. You will see other people driving for pleasure or hauling out a load of firewood. 
Driving a sedan you can travel about two-thrrds of the main road system. About one-third of the main 
road system IS closed for wildlife security or roadway protection. 

You notice frequent low-standard branch roads with native and gravel surfaces. Most of these low- 
standard roads are closed annually or seasonally to vehicle access. Some branch roads remain open 
for public access, for commodrty production and for Forest Service administration. 

The forest is a mosaic of drfferent sizes, ages and heights. Older, taller trees tend to dominate the 
landscape, but openings with smaller trees are obvious. Recently cut areas show tree stumps, slash 
and disturbed sorl. Recently cut areas have a partial canopy of older trees. Older clearcut areas have 
seedlings, saplings, poles, and older trees up to 35 feet tall and have a less disturbed appearmg forest 
floor. Dead trees from the mountain pme beetle infestation are seen in older stands and scattered 
throughout the rest of the forest 

Firewood is avarlable, by permit, from dead trees, designated aspen areas, and from slash and logs 
decked for that purpose. 
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If you watch wrldkfe, you will see a variety of species, particularly those which prefer young stages of 
forest successron to those which prefer late stages of forest succession. Elk and deer numbers have 
generally Increased somewhat in recent years. However, in areas of active timber haNest actwrty, 
some elk and other big-game specres may have been displaced to areas wrth greater secudky Because 
of the setting, outfitted hunting may not be as wmmon as It IS in less-developed areas. 

During the summer and fall you enwunter cattle or sheep and notice signs of intensive management 
practices, such as burning, spraymg, seeding, fences, cattleguards, water developments and gates 
You see some cattle wfthm streamstde riparian areas and on nearby slopes Away from the streams, 
you see scattered groups of livestock. You may find traffic delays when livestock IS being moved. 

You fmd such nonmotonzed activrtres as hrkmg, btkmg and horse-back ridmg along roads closed to 
vehicle traffic. Some roads and areas are available for snowmobile, motorcycle, and 4-wheel-dnve 
vehrcle use. 

These would be managed to promote the production of wmmodff and noncommodity resources. 

Objectives 

1 Establrsh fire protection obfectrves for the area and desired fuel conditions. 

2 Frre management strategres emphasize preservation and protection of timber and range values 
scheduled for current use. 

3. Effectrvely control the insects and disease and sustain forest growth. 

4. Provide a wide array of dispersed recreation opportunthes. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelmes appfy. Addltional direction for this prescnptron is listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Wildfires wrll normally be suppressed using control strategres during the fire season. Pre- and 
post-fire season strategies may include wntamment, confinement, or control. (G) 

Prescribed fire may be used to reduce fuel loadmg; obtain natural regeneration: improve livestock 
forage condrtrons, for wrldlrfe habrtat Improvement, and for other purposes that meet the needs of 
this prescnphon. (G) 

Insects and Disease 
Practrces to prevent or control insects and dtsease through direct control or srlvtcuitural practtces 
may be considered. (G) 

BIological Elements 

Wildlife 
Maintain snag habrtat at > 40 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers (0) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 
The only drfference in access standards between 5.1 (b) and (c) is open road and open motorized 
trail route density. 

5.1 (b) 

Cross Country Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechanrzed Yes Yes 

Motorized, ~50” wide No Yes 
Motorized,, >50” wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 2/ N/A <= 3.0 mi /sq.mi. 

Winter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

I/ lndrvidual roads and trails are desrgnated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and opsn motorized trail route density. includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 

5.1 (c) same as 5.1 (b) above except OROMTRD is <= 1.5 miles/square mrle. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2.7 a, b Elk and Deer Winter Range. 

Recreahon 
Trawls - Motorized trails should be developed using primanly local roads and trails not being 
actively used for commodity recovery. (G) 

ROS - Recreation is managed to provide a combination of semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded 
natural opportunities. (G) 

VQO - The VQO IS generally Partial Retention to Moddrcation. In visually sensrhve foreground 
areas, the VQO is Retention. (0) 

Timber 
Lands are Included in the suitable timber base They contnbute toward the ASQ. (S) 

Regeneratron systems should rely on natural regeneration to the greatest extent possible. (G) 
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Reforested sites may be protected from rodent and livestock damage to encourage the greatest 
possrble survrval and growth over time, consistent with other resource needs. (G) 

Harvest and treatment residues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatible with site preparatron, proo’uckvrty, and restocking requrrements. Desrgnated 
aspen areas should be made avarlable for firewood. (G) 

Range 
Livestock grazing may be allowed on transfiory forage produced following bmber harvest where 
and when that use will not conflict wrth regeneration efforts or other concerns. (G) 

5.1.3 (a-b) TIMBER MANAGEMENT 
(NO CLEARCUTTING, URBAN INTERFACE FUELS MANAGEMENT) 

The purpose of this prescriptron IS to provide umber management wrth no clearcutting, and to provide 
fuels management within and adjacent to urban areas of the Forest. 

Description 

The emphasis is on scheduled wood-fiber production and use, on fuels management wrthin and adja- 
cent to urban areas of the Forest, on kvestock producbon, and on other compatible commodity outputs, 
with consideratron for long-term forest health. 

Overall, one would notrce the same condrtrons as in Management Prescripbon 5 1 (b) and (c) 

Goal 

Manage vegetation and fuels to minimize fire risk for urban facilltres within the interface. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelines apply. The same standards and guidelines apply as 5 1 except 

Forest Use and Occupatron 

Access(S) 

51.3 (a) IS the same as 5.1 (b) except cross country motorized access for vehicles < 50” is 
permitted and prescription areas < 2.5 square miles rn size, OROMTRD does not apply.. 

5.1.3 (b) is the same as 5.1 (b) except prescnptron areas < 2.5 square miles in size, 
OROMTRD does not apply. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2 7 a,b Elk and Deer Winter Range 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
No clearcutbng allowed 
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51.4 (a-c) TIMBER MANAGEMENT (BIG GAME SECURITY EMPHASIS) 

The purpose of this prescriptron IS to provide commodity resource development wrth special emphasis 
on brg game security. 

Description 

The emphasis IS on scheduled wood-fiber productron and use, brg game security, other compatible 
commodity outputs, and consideration for long-term forest health. It combines the forested secunty 
block emphasis of 5 4 wrth cross-country motorized use allowed in 5.1, but restricts that motorized use 
dunng the big game hunts. 

This management prescriptron emphasizes management actions and resource condiiions which pro- 
vrde increased secunty for big game species, and hunting opportunrtres wkh limrted access. Habitats 
are managed for multiple land use benefits, but these are managed over time and space to provide 
security and cover for hunted big game species 

Spring, summer, and fall forage is abundant and well distributed throughout the area. Hiding and ther- 
mal cover IS abundant and in large patches to provide security for big game throughout the spring, 
summer, and fall seasons. Big game movements and migrations are facrlltated due to well distributed 
forage and cover. 

Timber management emphasizes providing a variety of forested successional stages, with large blocks 
of forested vegetatron providing hiding cover Secunty areas are provided adjacent to areas where 
timber harvesting is occurring 

Motorized access is managed to provide big game securii. You notice frequest low-standard branch 
roads with native and gravel surfaces Most of these low-standard roads are closed annually or season- 
ally to vehicle access Some branch roads remain open for public access, for commodity production 
and for Forest Sewrce admrnrstration. 

Hiking off-road condrtions, forest stand wndtions, ability to view wildlife, presence of cattle and sheep, 
and nonmotorized acbvites are the same as 5.1. 

Goal 

Protect the long-term productivity of the land and meet areawrde standards that protect resource 
values such as fisheries, water quality, wildlife habitat (includrng big game security areas) and vrsual 
quality. 

Manage for big game secunty in > 266 acre forested blocks. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdelines apply. The same standards and guidelines apply as 5.1 except: 
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FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Access (S) 

5.1 4 (a) 

Pedestnan Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes 

Motorized, ~50” wide Yes 2/ 
Motorized,, >50” wade No 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A 

OROMTRD 3/ N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachrne Yes 

Cross Country 
Travel 

Road and Trail Travel I/ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

(= 1.5 ml/sq ml. prior to and 
after the fall big game hunt 
-c= 1.0 mVsq.mi. during the 

fall big game hunt. 3/ 

Yes 
Yes 

/ Individual roads and trails are desrgnated open or closed In the annual Forest Plan 
‘ravel Maps 

V Open to travel from June 15 to just prior to the Idaho and Wyoming bg game hunt. 

i/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route densrty’ includes all open roads 
.nd ooen motorized trawls. (See Roads rn Gloesarv for more Information) 

1 

5.1.4 (b) is the same as 5 1.4 (a) above except no cross country motorized travel by vehicles &O” 
wide and OROMTRD IS < 1.5 without seasonal road restnctrons. 

5.1.4 (c) is the same as 5 1 4 (a) except cross country snowmachine use is only allowed from Jan. 1 
to April 30 

Game Retneval 
Same as 2 7 a, b Elk and Deer Winter Range, except not allowed in 5 1.4 (c). 

Production of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
For the forested component wrthin the prescnption area, no more than 20 percent of the acres will 
be in a created opemng at any pornt in bme (a created opening IS defined as’ a) clearcuts 
(nonstocked and seedling stages); b) seed cuts of a shekerwood (nonstocked and seedkng stages); 
or c) group selection (nonstocked and seedling stages). (S) 

Naturally occurring forested blocks less than 250 acres in size, may have 20 acre harvest units, 
wrth no more than 20% of the block in the created opening category at one time. (G) 
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For scheduling harvest activitres, adjacent brg game security areas will be provrded Secunty 
should provide the following condtiins: 

1 Security areas wrll be > 250 acres in size, or depending on the size of the timber sale area 
boundary, as large as necessary to meet big game security needs (G) 

2. Within the security area, OROMTRD must be < the den&y estabkshedforthis management 
prescription. 

3. No timber harvesting activrty or similar type of disturbance activity can occur within the 
secunty area dunng the time tt is designated as a security area. 

5.2.1 VISUAL QUALITY IMPROVEMENT 

Thus prescnptron emphasizes improving or marntaimng visual opportunrties for visitors along major travel 
corridors through heavrly timbered areas, while allowrng livestock productron, bmber harvest, and other 
compatible commodrty outputs. The purpose of this prescription IS to maintain or create openings rn 
bmber stands to provide scenic vistas. 

Overall you may notrce signs of people camping by the roadside or as part of a commercial timber 
harvest. 

As you drive, you see occasional timber harvest actiiky in some areas. The main road system is paved 
or gravel-surfaced and well maintained, wrth gentle grades surted for sedan travel. Clearcuts and 
harvest areas have been designed and located to provide vistas of the surrounding area 

There wrll be occasional places to pull off the road and have a picnic, read an interpretative sign or 
photograph a pleasing landscape. 

The road side area IS dominated by a mix of older stands of trees, young stands, and created openings 
to provide scenic vistas. A few areas show tree stumps, hand-piled slash, and disturbed soil Occasion- 
ally, older cut areas show tree seedlings, saplings and poles up to 35 feet tall and have a lees-disturbed 
appearing forest floor. Scattered dead trees are seen throughout the forest, but generally rt appears 
heakhy and vigorous. 

If you watch for wrldiiie, you may occasIonally see an elk, deer or moose in a natural openmg or along- 
side the road, but generally these are hidden from view by the trees. During the summer and fall, you 
may encounter cattle or sheep grazing In opemngs. Signs of Intensive management practices, such as 
burning, spraying, seedrng, fences, water developments and gates are normally visually compatible. 

Nonmotorized actrvrties, such as hiking, biking or horse-back nding may originate from trail or road 
points along the main road. Some roads and nearby areas are available for year-around snowmobrle, 
motorcycle, and 4 wheel-dnve vehrcle use 

Goals 

1 Manage these major travel oorndors to Improve or marntain thek visual quakty. 

2. Manage these lands in an environmentally sensitive manner to promote the productron of commodrty 
and noncommodrty resources at varying levels through a variety of silvicuttural prescripbons. 
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Objectives 

1. Establish fire protection objecbves for the area and desired fuel cwndtions 

2. Fire management strategies emphasize preservation and protection of bmber and range values 
scheduled for current use. 

3. Effectively control the insects and disease and sustain forest growth. 

4 Provide a wide array of dispersed recreation facilities. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelrnes apply. Addtironal direction for this prescnption IS listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Wildfires will normally be suppressed using control strategies during the fire season. Pre- and 
post-fire season strategies may include containment, confinement, or control. (G) 

Prescribed fire may be used to reduce fuel loading; obtain natural regeneration, improve livestock 
forage condrtions; for wildkfe habrtat improvement; and for other purposes that meet the needs of 
thus prescription. (G) 

Insects and Disease 
Practices to prevent or control insects and disease through direct control or silvrcuftural practices 
may be considered. (G) 

Brological Elements 

Wrldlife 
Maintain snag habitat at > 40 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupatron 

Access (S) 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Motorized, <XI” wide 
Motorized &IY wide 
OROMTRD 2l 

Winter Nonmotorized 
Snowmachine 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel 11 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
N/A N/A 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

l/ lndrvidual roads and trails are desrgnated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trawls. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
Information) 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2.7 a,b Elk and Deer Winter Range. 

Roads 
Management of the area does not require an extensive road system, and WIII consrst of short 
spurs from the main travel routes (G) 

Recreation 
Trails - Motorized trails should be developed using primanly local roads and trails not being 
actively used for commcdrty recovery. (G) 

ROS - Recreation IS managed to provide a combrnabon of semi-primibve nonmotorized to roaded 
natural opportunrbes. (0) 

VQO - The Visual Quality Objecbve (VQO) IS Retention to Maximum Modiication. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Timber 
Lands are included in the sukable timber base. They contribute toward the ASQ. (S) 

Any silvicuftural system may be used, depending on the visual quality that is betng emphasrzed. 
W 

Regeneration systems should rely on natural regeneration to the greatest extent possible. (G) 
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Reforested sites may be protected from rodent and livestock damage to encourage the greatest 
possible growth over time, consistent with other resource needs. (G) 

Maximum created opening size coukl be 46 acres, but WIII generally be 1 to 5 acres in size to 
create scenic vistas. (G) 

Harvest and treatment resrdues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatrble with the visual quality obtechve. Desrgnated aspen areas should be made 
available for frrewood to ensure the color provided by these stands is marntained over trme (G) 

Range 
Livestock grazing may be allowed on transrtoly forage produced following timber harvest where 
and when that use will not conflict with regeneration efforts or other concerns. (G) 

5.2.2 VISUAL QUALITY MAINTENANCE 

This prescnptron emphasizes marntaimng the existing visual quality wrthin mayor travel corridors with 
high qualky natural vrstas, whrle allowing livestock production, kmited timber harvest, and other compat- 
ible commodity outputs. 

Overall you may notice signs of people camping by the roadsrde. Signs of wmmercial timber hawest- 
rng will generally not be evident. 

The roadsrde area IS dominated by a wide variety of vegetation and landscape forms (e g. mountain 
peaks, valleys, meadows, streams, etc.) that are easily observed from natural vistas and openings 
along the road. Occasionally, older cut areas show tree seedlings, saplings and poles up to 35 feet tall 
and have a less-disturbed appeanng forest floor. Scattered dead trees are seen throughout the forest, 
but generally It appears healthy and vigorous. 

Other signs of activrty are the same as 5.2.1 

Goal 
1 

Manage these travel wrndors to protect their visual quakty. 

Objectives 

1. Srlvrcultural practrces are designed tb emphasrze or marntain visual quality of the area. 

2. Lands are included in the surtable umber base. They wntnbute toward the ASQ (S) 

3. Regeneratron systems should rely on natural regenerabon to the greatest extent possible. (G) 

4 Reforested srtes may be protected from rodent and INSStOck damage to encourage the greatest 
possrble survival and growth over time, consrstent with other resource needs. (0) 

5 Maximum created opening size shall generally be less than 5 acres (0) 

6 Harvest and treatment residues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatrble with the visual qualrty ob)ect’Ne. Desrgnated aspen areas should bs made available 
for firewood to ensure the color provided by these stands IS maintained over time. (G) 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and gurdeknes apply. The Standards and Guideknes are the same as 5.2 1 ex- 
cept: 

Biolqcal Elements 

Wrldlrfe 
No assigned snag habitat biolcgrcal potential for woodpeckers. 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 
The access Standard is the same as 5.2.1 except cross country motorized travel is allowed for all 
vehicles unless visual features are degraded by disturbances to vegetation or soils, and summer 
cross country motorized travel is pmhrblted where this prescnphon IS used in the Csntennlal Subsectron. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2 7 a, b Elk and Deer Winter Range 

Recreation 
VQO - The Visual Quality Objecbve (VQO) IS Retention to Partial Retention. (G) 

5.3.5 GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT 
(NIC FOR ASQ, NO CROSS-COUNTRY, PHASE OUT SHEEP) 

Description 

Thus management prescription emphasizes a hrgh degree of secudty and resource condrtions which 
contribute toward the conservatron and recovery of the grizzly bear, and benefits to other wiklkfe. Habi- 
tats will be managed to meet the goals of grizzly bear recovery. Other uses may be allowed when 
compatible with these goals. 

Y 
Grizzly habrtat maintenance and improvement, and grfzzb-human conflict minimizatton wrll receive the 
highest management priority. Management decisions will favor the needs of the grizzly bear when 
grizzly habfat and other land use values compete. Land uses whrch can affect grfzzkss and/or their 
habrtat will be made compatible with grizzly needs or such uses will be disallowed or elimrnated. Grfz- 
zly-human confkcts will be resoived in favor of grlzzlies unless the bear invofved ls determined to be a 
nuisance bear. (IGBC, 1986) 

The abundance and distribution of natural food sources (such as huckleberry habitats, whftebark prne, 
etc.) are maintained or improved by natural events such as fire and insect disturbances, or by designed 
vegetation management activities. A variety of forested successional stages are present, and are the 
result of natural disturbances such as fire and insects or by designed vegstatton management actrvltres. 
Habiiat conditions which contnbute to the movement of bears to adjacent bear management units are 
maintained. Human acbvities are managed or restricted so that human conflicts with grizzlies are 
unlikely; this includes restricting human activrties and generally reduced public access. 

1. Develop a fire management plan (coordinated with adjacent wrlderness fire plans) within 1 year of 
ROD. 
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2. Any nonfederal lands withm this area WIII be a high priorly for acquisrbon 

3. Maintarn gnzzly bear securky through a low density of open, motorized roads and trawls. 

4. Manage recreation to mrntmrze grizzly conflrcts wkh humans. 

5. Dome&c sheep grazing ~111 be phased out over time, on a opportunity basis. 

6. Vegetation manipulation wrll be designed to maintain or improve grizzly habitat 

7. Effects anaiysrs will be analyzed at multiple scales. Analysis areas will follow ecological boundaries, 
watersheds, and topographic breaks. Cumulatrve effects will be analyzed on no less than a BMU 
subunit scale. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guideknes apply. Addrtional direction for this prescription IS listed below. 

The interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Srtuation 1 Habrtat apply to thrs management 
prescnpbon. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire IS allowed to maintain or improve grizzly habitat. (G) 

Insects & Disease 
Insects and diseases are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development, unless this 
conflicts wrth the marntenance of grizzly bear habitat. (0) 

Physical Elements 

Lands 
Lands activities whrch adversely affect grizzly bear populations or their habitat will not be allowed 
(9 

Heritage Resource 
No new InterpretabonIenhancement of cukural sites. (S) 

Wrldlrfe 
MaIntarn snag habrtat at > 60 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers. (0) 

Analysis areas for EA purposes WIII be at least 7,000 acres in size. (G) 

Number, Srze and Location -Timber sales, prescribed burns, road reclaiming, tree thinning, and 
trail constructron must be concentrated in act&y areas on en annual basis between April 1 and 
September 15. Each acbvrty area shall not exceed 7,000 acres in size. (S). 

Not more than 3 actwlty areas may exist within each bear management unrt in any given year. (S) 

Activity areas should generally follow ecologrcal boundanes, watersheds and topographic breaks. 
Acbvrty areas should be distributed such that no less than 7,000 acres exists between them. (G) 

Ill-133 



Inventory, monrtoring, and short durabon acbvrties (generally 10 days or less) such as trail 
maintenance, sprayrng weeds, range marntenance actlvrbes, should be concentrated in time and 
space. Activrtres should be concentrated in one consecutive %day period each year, between 
Apnl 1 and September 15 (G) 

Management activities may take place during winter (December 15 to April 1) and shall be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis. The primary concern during the wrnter wrll be the changes 
the acbvrty may have on habrtat quaff and quantity. (G) 

Adminrstrabve Responsibilities - Emergency cessation or mcdlfiiation of activities will occur when 
those activtbes are in conflict wrth grizzly bear management objectives. Scheduled activities WIII 
not occur during the season of bear use in areas where foraging opportunities are kmited in their 
avarlabrlrty, in area, or time. (S) 

Forest Use and Occupatron 

Access (S) 

Pedestrian Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized Yes 

Motorized, &CI” wide No 
Motorized, >5CV wide No 
TMARD 2l N/A 
OROMTRD 2i N/A 

Wrnter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3l 

Cross Country 
Travel 

Road and Trawl 
Travel I/ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 0.6 mVsq.mi. 
<= 0.6 mVsq.mi. 

Yes 
Yes 

I/ lndrvidual roads and trails are desrgnated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ TMARD = Total motorized access route density: includes all open and restricted 
roads and motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more Information) 

OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density. includes all open 
roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

31 Cross-country snowmachine use is only allowed from Dee 15 to Apnl 1. 

Roads 
New or relocated roads will meet the following guidelines (G) 

1. Avoid high quality (such as whltebark pine habitat) grizzly bear habiiat. 

2. Minimize srght lines on temporary roads and skid trails. 
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3 Revegetate temporary roads following use 

4. Minimum requrred construcbon standards WIII be followed. 

Motorized administrabve use on restricted roads and restncted motorized trarls by personnel of 
resource management agencies Is acceptable at low intensity levels as defined in existing 
cumulative effects analysis models. This includes contractors and permittees In addition to agency 
employees. (See Roads and Trails in the Glossary for definrtions) (S) 

Recreation 
Special Uses - Specral Use Activities which adversely affect grizzly bear populabons or thetr 
habitat WIII not be permitted. (S) 

Trarls - New or relocated trails wrll meet the followrng 

1. Avord high qualrty grizzly bear habitat (0) 

2. Locate so as to minimize the risk of humanibear interactions (for example, do not place 
trails along roaring streams where bears cannot hear humans approaching). (G) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primrbve motorized. (G) 

VQO - Retenbon to partial retention. (G) 

Producbon of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These lands are included in the suitable timber base. They contribute toward the ASQ, but are a 
NIC. (S) 

There wtll be no vegetation manipulation in riparian areas in the spnng or in whltebark prne areas 
in the fall (except in years of poor cone crops). (G) 

Scanfrcabon is kmited to < 15 percent of an area where soil disturbance impedes the re- 
estabkshment of gnzzly bear foods (for example: where berry producing shrubs are present such 
as blue huckleberry, mtn. ash, chokecherry, buffaloberry, grouse whortlebeny, etc.; where wet 
site species are present such as hometail, cow parsnip, camas, wet-site carex spp , etc.) (S) 

Scanfrcabon of Carex gereyi and Carex rossii is allowed at levels above 15 percent since these 
specres readrly re-estabksh following scarificabon. (G) 

Cover - MaIntarn > 70 percent of the forested acres in each analysrs area in vegetation that 
provides security cover for the grizzly bear. Where secunty cover is below 70 percent, no treatments 
are allowed which would further reduce the number of acres meeting securii cover. (S) 

Secunty cover IS defined as forested acres (all tree species) whrch have not been managed or 
burned rn the last 20 years, and managed or burned forested areas wtthin the last 20 years which 
meet the following criteria (G) 
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Overstory Understory Acreage 
Basal Area of trees 5.0”+ Trees/at. O-4 9” and 7’+ Muitipker 

130+ sq. ft. per acre 250+ 1 .O (Good) 

80-I 29 sq ft. per acre 150-249 0.7 (Medium) 

30-79 sq. ft per acre 50-149 0.4 (Poor) 
, 

The overstory and understory categories for security cover are to be considered separately. A 
stand havrng either 130 sq. ft. of basal area per acre or 250 understory trees per acre over 7 ft. tall 
would meet the requirements for full secunty cover. Both live and dead tree basal areas are used 
for overstory calculations. (S) 

Marntain > 20 percent thermal cover in each analysis area. Where thermal cover IS below 20 
percent, no treatments are allowed which woukl further reduce the number of acres meeting 
thermal cover criteria Thermal cover IS defined as forest stands with >80 sq. ft. of basal area per 
acre (live and dead trees), >45 percent canopy closure, and >40 ft tall trees. (S) 

Maximum distance to security cover will be 300 feet, which translates to a maxrmum created 
opening width of 609 feet. (S) 

Created openings wrll be located at least 1569 feet from open roads. A clearcut and seedtree cut 
result in created openings. Final removal of a shekerwood or an overstory removal result in a 
created opening if the stand is less than 7 feet tall or less than stocking standards. (S) 

No new created openrngs are allowed adjacent to exrsting opemngs (including meadows and 
created openings). Maintenance of natural openings is allowed. (S) 

Leave strips between openings will be the larger of 600 feet or 3 times the sight distance (the 
distance needed to hide 99% of a grizzly bear). (S) 

Dead & Down Component - If available, leave at least 2 pieces per acre over 12 Inches in diameter. 
Woody material should be in various stages of decay lf possible. If a treatment area is below 
Forestwide standards, use the treatment to increase down woody material to recommended 
amounts. (G) 

Security Areas - Marntain a minimum 7,000 acre securky area adjacent to each bmber sale area. 
(9 

Secunty areas must provide the following conditions: (S) 

I. Within the security area, TMARD ( 8 mKsq.mile) and OROMTRD (.6 mllsq mile) must be < 
the density established for this management prescription. 

2. Wrthin the security area, secunty cover must be greater than or equal to the amount 
established for this management prescription. 

3. No bmber harvesting activity or similar type of disturbance activity can occur within the 
security area during the time it IS designated as a security area. 
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Range 
Opportunities to resolve domeshc sheep and grizzly bear conflicts over time are dsfrned as a 
suitable or favorable time to aboksh or close an allotment because of nonuse violations, term 
permit waivers where the permit is waived back to the government, resource protecbon, or permrt 
achons resuking in cancellation of the permit. If opportunities do not arise, then efforts will be 
made to relocate or accommodate sheep to other areas. (G) 

Cattle grazing IS allowed. Allotment Management Plans WIII specify measures to meet agency 
grizzly goals and objectwee.. (S) 

Permrttee’s full compliance in meeting grizzly bear management goals and objectives for gnzzly 
bear habitat wrll be a condrtron of the permrt. In addition, the followrng will be required: (S) 

1. Temporary cessation or modiiicabon of permitted INestock grazing activties will occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts with humans or livestock. 

2. Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattracbve to bear within 24 hours 
after they are discovered. Disposal may include removing the carcass from the area, burying 
ftat least 2 feet underground, bummng, using an acceptable chemical repellent, orother methods 
approved by the Drstnct Ranger. Disposal shall be in accordance with other governing agencies 
(e.g., the Wyoming Department of Fish and Game) in order to determine cause of death for 
reimbursement purposes. 

3. Human food, refuse, and prepared kestockfpet foods associated with the kvestock operation 
will be made unavarlable to gnzzlies through proper storage, handling, and drsposal Proper 
storage includes a) inside a bear-proof container, b) suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored In a hard-sided vehrcle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
District Ranger. The exception is when the food IS being eaten or prepared for eating, or when 
food and similar organic matter IS being transported. Unburned human foods, garbage or 
other refuse will be carried off the Forest as often as practical. 

4. High quality food production areas for grizzlies (i.e. wet alpine and subalpine meadows, 
stream bottoms, aspen groves, and other riparian areas) will receive special grazing drrection 
such as light, once-over grazing, special utilizabon standards, or complete closure These 
sites and their corresponding dIrection will be identiired in the Annual Operating Plan. 

5. Livestock depredabon believed to be associated with bears will be reported wrthin 24 hours 
after they are discovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies. 

6. Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign WIII be reported to the Drstrict Ranger as 
soon as practical. 

7. Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act will be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit. 

5.4 (a,b,c) ELK AND DEER SUMMER RANGE 

This management prescription emphasizes management actions and resource conditions whrch pro- 
vide increased security for big game species, and hunting opportunities with limited access. Habtiats 
are managed for multiple land use benefits, but these uses are managed over time and space to provide 
security and cover for hunted big game species. 
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Spring, summer, and fall forage is abundant and well distributed throughout the area. Hidrng and 
thermal cover IS abundant and in large Patches to provide secunty for big game throughout the spring, 
summer, and fall seasons Brg game movements and migrations are facilitated due to well distributed 
forage and cover. 

Timber management emphasizes providing a variety of forested age classes, wrth large blocks of for- 
ested vegetation providing hiding cover. Security areas are provided adjacent to areas where timber 
harvesting is occurring 

Motorized access IS managed to provide security for big game. Motorized summer use will occur only 
on designated routes. 

Livestock grazing exists in some areas; forage utilization, water developments, grazing systems, and 
other livestock management actions are managed to be compatible with big game habitat needs. 

Dispersed recreation, mining actwrty, and other multiple uses are managed rn time and space to help 
provide secunty habttat for big game ammals. 

Provide big game security areas while allowing for other resource activities. 

Objective 

Utilize silvicuitural techniques which prevent or lessen insect and disease epidemics to maintain 
cover values for elk. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional direction for this prescription IS listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Use prescribed fire to improve forage production, assist in forest regeneration and enhance 
ecological condrtions. (G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Mamtain snag habrtat at > 60 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers. (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupabon 

Access (S) 

5 4 (a) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motorized, &O” wide No Yes 
Motorized, >50” wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 2/ N/A <= 0.5 mllsq.mi. 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 3l Yes 

I/ lndrvrdual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density’ Includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
rnformabon) 

In 5.4 (a) prescription areas <= 5 0 sq ml. in size, OROMTRD does not apply. 

3/ Cross-country snowmachine use is onlv allowed from Dee 1 to Apnl30. 

5 4 (b) The same as (a) above, except No Motorized trail and road travel IS allowed, the OROMTRD 
IS 0.0 miles/square mrle, and snowmachine use is not allowed. 

5 4 (c) The same as (a) above, except Mountain Bike/Mechamzed IS allowed for cross country travel 
and the OROMTRD IS < 1.25 miles/square mile. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2 7 a, b Elk and Deer Winter Range except. not allowed in 5.4b. 

Recreabon 
ROS - Pnmrtrve to urban. (G) 

VQO - Retenhon to partial retention. (G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
These lands are part of the suitable bmber base. They contribute toward the ASQ. (S) 
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Manage for brg game securky in forested blocks > 250 acres (a forested block IS defined as 
adjacent stands of saplrngs, pole, mature and oM growth trees). (S) 

For the forested component within the prescription area, no more than 20 percent of the acres will 
be in a created opemng at any point in time (a created opening IS defined as a) clearcuts 
(nonstocked and seedling stages); b) seed cuts of a sheiterwocd (ncnstocked and seedling stages); 
or c) group selection (nonstocked and seedling stages). (S) 

Naturally occurring forested blocks less than 250 acres in size, may have 20 acre harvest unrts, 
wrth no more than 20% of the block in the created opening category at one bme (G) 

For scheduling harvest activities, adjacent big game secumy areas will be provided. Secunty 
areas must provide the following conditions (S) 

1. Security areas wrll be > 250 acres in size, or as large as the bmber sale area boundary, 
whrchever is greater. 

2. Wkhrn the security area, OROMTRD must be < the density establrshed for thus management 
prescription. 

3. No timber harvesting activity or similar type of disturbance act@ can occur within the 
secunty area during the time it is desrgnated as a security area. 

Range 
Allotments are managed at FRES levels A, B, C or D. (G) 

6.1 (b) RANGE MANAGEMENT 

The purpose of this management prescription IS to achieve and maintain healthy nonforested range- 
lands for livestock forage production and good watershed condition. 

Forage IS provided on a sustained-yield basis that protects rangeland values, including domestic kve- 
stock grazing and wrldlfe habrtat. Cattle, sheep, horses, and perhaps other domestic kvestcck can 
often be seen. Important seasonal ranges for big game animals exist in many of these areas Not all 
areas are grazed by domestic livestock, some areas may be resewed for wildkfe and watershed resto- 
ration work. Range Improvements, such as fencing, corrals, and water developments, are present. 
Roads, trails, and stock driveways exrst, as needed, to provide access for livestock management. 
Vegetation manipulation (wrth the use of fire, mechanical means, or herbicides) may occur to achieve or 
maintain healthy rangeland condrtions. A variety of rangeland vegetation successronal stages can be 
obsewed. Herders, range riders, camps, and transport vehicles may be seen at various times and 
places. Dispersed recreation activky generally occurs throughout these areas. 

Provide forage on a sustained-yreld basks that protects rangeland values, Including dome&c lrvestock 
grazing, and wildlife habitat. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Addrtional direction for this prescnpbon IS listed as follows. 
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Ecologrcal Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire IS allowed to achieve desired forage or ecological wndrtion (G) 

Forest Use and Occupabon 

Access (S) 

6 1 (W 

Cross Country Road and Trawl 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Brke/Mechanized 

Motorized, <50” wide 
Motorized, ~56” wide 
OROMTRD 2l 

Winter Nonmotorized 
Snowmachine 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 

N/A 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 2 mtisq.mi. 2/ 

Yes 
Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trawls. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 

In 6.1 (b) prescription areas <= 4 0 so. mi in size, OROMTRD does not aoolv. 

Game Retrieval 
Same as 2 7 a,b Elk and Deer Winter Range. 

OutfrtterlGurde 
Outfitter/Guide stock are allowed; AUM’s are specified in outfiier/guide permits and RPD”s. (G) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Limtied recreation facilities, which are not detrimental to intensrve range management, 
and other resources may be provided in this prescriptron. (0) 

Opportunities may exrst for some interpretative signs for publrc education. (G) 

ROS - Semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded natural. (0) 

VQO - Retention to modrfrcabon. (G) 
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Productron of Natural Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable bmber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Timber may be hawested to improve wildltfe habltat and to provide miscellaneous products (such 
as posts & poles, fIrewood, etc.) as long as the harvest does not trigger the need for reforestatron. 
(‘3 

Range 
Allotments are managed at FRES levels A, 6, C 8 D (0) 

7.1 (b) INTERMINGLED PUBLIC/PRIVATE LANDS 

The purpose of this prescription is to provide fuels management within and adjacent to urban areas of 
the Forest. Timber management will only be done with selective or patch cut harvest methods, and will 
not contribute toward the ASQ. 

The emphases is on fuels management wrthin and adjacent to urban areas of the Forest, nonscheduled 
wood-fiber production and use, livestock production, and on other compatible commodrty outputs, con- 
srstent with adequate protection of all resource values and consideration for long-term forest health and 
biodiversfty 

Overall, you notice many signs of people. You see a fairly extensive reading system and timber harvest 
acbvrty in some areas. The main road system is gravel-surfaced and well maintained, with gentle grades 
surted for sedan travel. You may see timber hawest equipment at roadside and meet loggrng traffic 
along the roadway. You will see other people driving for pleasure or hauling out a load of firewood. 
Dnving a sedan you can travel about two-thirds of the main road system. About one-third of the main 
road system IS closed for wildlife security or roadway protection. 

You notice some low-standard branch roads wrth native and gravel surfaces. Most of these low-stan- 
dard roads are closed annually or seasonally to vehicle access. About two-thirds of the closed roads are 
blocked seasonally by gates, and about one-third are blocked year-round by semi-permanent barri- 
cades and gates Some branch roads remain open for public access, for commodity production and for 
Forest Service administratron. 

The forest IS a mosaic of drfferent sizes, ages and heights. Older, taller trees tend to dominate the 
landscape, but small, patch openings wrth smaller trees are obvious. Recently cut areas have a parbal 
canopy of older trees and no new clearcuts have been made since implementabon of the Revision. 
Older clearcut areas have seedlings, sapkngs, poles, and older trees up to 35 feet tall and have a less 
disturbed appearing forest floor. Dead trees from the mountain pine beetle infestation are seen in older 
stands and scattered throughout the rest of the forest. 

Firewood IS available, by permit, from dead trees, designated aspen areas, slash and logs decked for 
that purpose. 
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If you watch wildlrfe, you will see an rncrease in the early seral species like the snowshoe hare, mountain 
bluebrrd, and ruffed grouse with a corresponding reducbon rn such mature-growth-dependent species 
as the martcn, red-breasted nuthatch, and goshawk. Elk and deer numbers have generally increased 
somewhat rn recent years. However, due to human act&y, increased hunting pressure, and reduced 
wildliie secunty some elk and other brg-game have been displaced to areas wrth greater security. Over 
hme, big-game seasons may have been shortened or restricted. Because of the setting, outfeted hunt- 
ing may not be as common as It IS in less-developed areas. 

During the summer and fall you encounter cattle or sheep and notice srgns of intensive management 
practices, such as burning, spraying, seeding, fences, cattleguards, water developments and gates. 
You see some cattle within streamsrde riparian areas and on nearby slopes Away from the streams, 
you see scattered groups of livestock. You may find traffic delays when livestock is being moved 

You find such nonmotonzed activities as hrkrng, biking and horse-back riding along roads closed to 
vehicle traffic Some roads and areas are available for snowmobile, motorcycle, and 4-wheel-drive 
vehicle use. 

Goals 

1 Manage vegetation and fuels to minrmrze fire risk for urban facrlltres within the interface 

2 Manage these lands in an environmentally senstilve manner to promote the production of wmmcdrty 
and nonwmmodrty resources. 

Standards and Guides and Objectives 

Same as 5.1.3 (and 5.1) except. 

1 OROMTRD does not apply to prescnpbon areas less than or equal to 1.0 square miles. (S) 

2. No Game Retneval Access IS Allowed. (S) 

3. No ASQ. (S) 

4. VQO’s of Maximum Modrficabon are allowed. (G) 

8.1 CONCENTRATED DEVELOPMENT AREAS 

Description 

Thus prescriptron applies to all existing concentrated developments including active mines, borrow pits, 
gravel pits, electromc &es, utilll corndors, and administrative sites (including guard stations and rental 
cabins). Concentrated development is normally small, but may be extensrve on occasion A wide 
vanety of vegetation and landtypes may be present. This category IS often surrounded by other man- 
agement areas. 

These are generally hrghly developed areas with much evidence of people, structures, roads, and often 
disturbed ground. High noise levels sometimes emanate from these sites due to the use of heavy 
equipment or blasting at various bmes Other srtes are collections of buildings and storage structures 
from whrch the administration of the National Forest IS carried out. Some closed gates and restrictions 
on travel may be present in order to protect equipment and developments. 
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Allow concentrated development in small areas for mineral development and Infrastructure needs. 

1. Restnct development of concentrated development sites to the smallest area possible. 

2. Develop new commumcatron srtes when existrng site capacity has been reached, or when new 
technologies require new lccatrons, or to meet pubkc needs when alternative sites on other lands are 
not suitable or available 

3. Obtain materials from commercial sources or borrow sties identrfied in the Forest “Compendium”. 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. Additional direction for this prescription IS listed below. 

Ecological Processes 

Fire/Fuels 
All wrklfrre will be aggressively suppressed. (S) 

Insects 8 Disease 
Attempt to control epidemics at small outbreak sizes. Salvage of dead and dying trees of 
commercial value is possible. (0) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) 

Cross Country Road and Trail 
Travel Travel I/ 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motorized, 4%” wade 
Motorized, ~-50” wide 
OROMTRD 3l 

No2l 
NOW 
N/A 

Yes 
Yes 
N/A 

Wrnter Nonmotorized 
I 

Yes 
I 

Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the annual Forest 
Plan Travel Maps. 

21 Motorized use IS not allowed, except as authorized in a site specific analysis. 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route den&y: includes all 
open roads and open motorized trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 
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Recreation 
Dispersed - Do not encourage use of areas in proximity to these sites. (G) 

Trails - Protect existing trails end wherever possible evord development of trails in car near 
concentrated development sties. Where feasible move existing trails away from these areas. (G) 

ROS - Semiprimitive nonmotorized to urban. (G) 

VQO - The Vrsual Quality 0b)ective (VQO) IS generally Partrel Retention to Maximum Modification 
(G) 

Production of Natural Resources 

Trmber 
These lands are removed from the suitable timber base. They do not contribute to the ASQ. (S) 
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CHAPTER IV 
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES 

Implementation of the Revision occurs though identification, selection, scheduling and execution of 
management practrces to meet management direction in the Revision. A list of activities that the Forest 
has decided to complete in the future that tie to decisions is provided below. This list is not inclusive of 
all the activities and projects the Forest will undertake in the coming decade, but rather those activities 
that WIII aid in implementation. 

These listing will routinely change as projects get completed or are removed from the lists for other 
reasons, and new projects take their place. Projects will be implemented in response to public demand, 
planned outputs of goods and services in thus Revision and the annual budgeting process and resource 
concern priorities. 

Categories are listed by issue group, as identrhed In the DEIS 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES 

Objectrve 
By 2007, establish the range of natural vanabrlrty of vegetation conditions by subsection for the 
Forest. 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 
AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN RESOURCES, AND WATERSHEDS 

Objectives 
1 By 2017, watershed Improvement needs backlog would be completed in the LemhVMedicine 
Lodge, Big Holes/Palisades, Caribou Subsections. Watershed improvement needs identrhed in the 
Teton Basin Study would beverified. Watershed improvement needs Inventories would be completed 
on the Centennials. Madrson Plateau, and Teton Subsections. 

2. By 1998, all streams supporting native cutthroat tmutwoukf be inventoried, classbled, and delineated. 
Restoration acttivkies would be planned and scheduled for stream reaches found to be In unsatisfactory 
condition. 

2.3.3 AQUATIC INFLUENCE ZONE 

Obfectrves 
1. Wrthin three years of the Record of Decision, all existing roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream 
crossings within these lands will be inventoried and evaluated as to whether they meet management 
prescription goals. Those that do not meet management prescnption goals will be scheduled for 
restoration. 

2. Estabksh the range of variability for aquatic influence zone characteristics. 

WILDLIFE 

Objective - Snag/Cavrty Nesting Habitat - Determine the biological potential for cavity nesbng habrtat on 
a watershed basrs to enable management of some area.s at higher levels of biological potential and 
some at lower levels of brolcgrcal potential and meet the overall management prescription objectives. 
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Road Density - implement the road density standards in the bear management units within 3 years 
of the signmg of the ROD in coordrnation with USFWS and State Wrldlrfe agencies. Complete the 
balance of the road density standards in the remainder of the decade. 

Common Loon Habitat - Evaluate the potenbal to provide and maintain sukable breedrng habrtat for 
common loons at these sites: Indian Lake, Thompson Hole, Bergman Reservoir, Junco lake, Frsh 
Lake, Loon Lake, Moose Lake, Unnamed Pond (Sec. 9, T47N, RI 1 SW). 

Develop common loon management plans for the above sites if the evaluabon indicates there IS 
potenbal to provide and maintain surtable breeding habitat. 

Spotted Bat and Western Big-eared Bat Habitat - Develop management plans for any caves, mine 
shafts, and other surtable habitats where these bat species are found to be present 

23.5 GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT 

Objective - Rre/Fuels - Develop a fire management plan (coordinate wrth any adjacent wilderness fire 
plans) wrthrn 1 year of ROD. 

NONFORESTED VEGETATION 

Objectives 
1. By 2007, improve the ecologrcal status of 1,206 acres of riparian habrtat presently reported as 
early seral stage to mid-/ late-seral stage. 

2. By 2007, improve 26,466 acres of uplands )nonnpanan and nontimber plant communrbes) currently 
reported as unsatrsfactory ecological condrtion to satisfactory condrbon. 

3. By 2007, grazing systems will be implemented on all grazing allotments to meet Range Goals I 
and II. 

4. Within five years after the sgning of the Record of Decision establish stream bank stabilky (trampling 
disturbance) standards correlated to stubble height at the hydric greenline. 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 
RECREATION 

0b)eotive - Dispersed - By 2067, stabilize ~011, water, and vegetabon condfbons to maintain the desrr- 
able recreation setting on approximately 100 of the 306 identified dispersed recreation sites in greatest 
need of restoration. These &es would have kmited developed facrlares. 

Trawls - Complete a review of 610% of the system trails each year to determine rehabilitation needs. 

Wild, Scenic and Recreation Rivers - By 2062, the 249 mrles of inventoried ekgrble streams will have 
suitability studres completed. Pnoray would be on the South Fork of the Snake Rover Basin, 
approximately one-third of the streams would be done at a time. 

6.1.6 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS I 

Objeotrve 
Cooperate with the State Game and Fish Departments to prepare a Wrlderness fishery management 
plan by the year 1999. 
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Forest Plan Revision - Caprtal Improvements Projects (CIP) List 
By Approximate Year of Construction 

1 Year 1 Project I Locabons 1 cost 1 

1996 SST’s -- 4 doubles 
1996 Buttermilk/Calamity 

1997 Water Systems 

Stoddard, Upper Coffee, Bg Elk, Teton Canyon $129M 
Campground Rehabilitation and new group site $252M 

Warm Rover, Bii Elk, Cave Falls, $159M 
(Mike Harris and Steel Creek If $ wrll stretch) 

1998 Reunion Flat rehabilitation I I 1998 Blowout CO rehab/const (E-10 new unrts) I I 
$193M 
$216M 

1999 Trail Facrlltres (GWT, mtce - some new construobon of Tl-i’s) $219M 
1999 Buffalo CO rehabrktation $275M 

2066 Cottonwood Boat Ramp (some new construction) $166M 
2000 Charcoal Kilns (protective covers) $132M 

I I 2001 Water systems Stoddard, Big Elk 
I I 

$244M 
2001 Warm River CG Rehab, and SST $202M 

I I 2002 Brg Falls Inn 
2002 Upper Coffee Pot rehabilitation I I 

2003 Water systems Mike Harris, Box Canyon, Steel Creek, Alpine $2WM 
2003 SST’s Alpine, Mike Harris $2WM 

2004 McCrea rehabrlrtation 
2004 Rrversrde rehabilitation/ramp 

I I 2005 Big Elk rehabiktation 
2005 Palisades TH/bridge (some new construction) I I 

2006 I I Howard Springs picnic rehabrktabon 
2006 Wilderness TH’s (some new construction) I I 

I I 2007 Lower Mesa parking, etc. 
2007 Webber Creek relocation I I I 

AS POSSIBLE - projects of constructionlreconstruction c$iWM will be funded out of Forest 
Budget as funding is available. Projects to be selected by Forest Recreation 

Committee and Rangers from a priority list established by the committee. 
ANNUALLY - 4-6 miles of trail construcbon/reconstruction to be submitted $60~ 

CG = CamWround, SST = Sweet Smelling Toilet, TH = Trail Head 
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JEDEDIAH SMITH WILDERNESS 
Wilderness Implementation Schedule 

October I, 1997 - September SO, 2001 

N98 Schedule of Actlvlt~ee 

Activity 

Ecosystem Management 

MaIntam signs at trailheads that address vancue 
ueere of the Wilderness 

Coordinate management of widemess wrth both 
dlstncte 

Coordinate recreation and wlldllfe planning 

Develop Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory 

Develop Air Quality Monltonng Plan 

Develop Sasehne Water Qualily Momtonng Plan 

Continue plant surveys for ncx~cus, t, s, and s 
species 

Rscreetlon 

Continue monitoring based on Forest Plan 

Update baseline data with Grand Targhee Sk1 
Resort coordlnatlon 

Continue evaluatlcn and Inventory of mtrudlng 
manmade features 

Education 

Develop educahon plan for local schools 

Develop ethics cnentatlcn plan for permtiees 

Develop ethics onentatlon plan for Internal 
employees 

Develop education plan for orgamzatmnal camps 

Prcvlde mformahon on widemess ethics to 
frontliners for public 

Continue contact wdh users of mountam bikes, 
motor blkee, game calls 

Lands 

Continue boundary sulvey 

Sign port~one of boundary requmng ldentrflcahon 

>ue Date 
Pnonty 

12/98 

9/9a 

9197 

9193 
1 

9198 
1 

9198 
1 

9198 
1 

9198 
1 

9198 
1 

5198 
1 

5198 
1 

9198 
1 

9198 
1 

Recreation 
I 

$ 500 
NFWM 

Recreation 
I 

Aecreahon 
WIldlife I 

Resources 53,500 
NFSO/SI 

Resources $2,500 
NFSO 

RSSCUPXS $2,000 
NFSO 

Resources $3,000 
NFWM 

Recreation 
I 

$10,000 
NFWM 

Recreahon 
I 

$3,000 
NFWM 

Recreatmn 
I 

$2,000 
NFWM 

Recreation $2,000 
NFWM 

Recreation 
I 

$2,000 
NFWM 

Recreahon 
I 

52,000 
NFWM 

%creatlon $ 500 
NFWM 

3ecreation 
I 

ande $30,000 
NFIA 

+ecreahon $2,000 
NFWM 
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FY99 Schedule of AcWltk?s 

Act~ity Due Date 
Pncnty 

Respcnslblllty Cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

.aw Enforcement 

3evlse wmter law enforcement plan to protect 
vlldernese bcudary 

3evlee MOU with NPS for winter law enforcement 

Yildllfe/Fisheries 

Ievelcp MOU for fish stocking with F&G 

9198 Law Enforcement 570,000 
1 NFWM 

9/93 Law Enforcement 

9198 Wlldlrfe 
1 

Ievelcp Wilderness Fish Management Plan with 
-&G 

9198 Wlldlde 

Ievelcp monitoring plan with F&G for blghcrn 
;heep 

9198 Wlldlde $3,000 
NFWL 
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FY99 Schedule of Acttvlttes 

Achvrty Due Date 
Pncrtty 

Respcnsibtlity CCSf 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

1 Ecowstom Manaaemont I I I 

Cccrdtnate management of wtlderness wrth both 
dtstncts 

Coordinate recreattcn and wtldkfe planning 

9199 Recreatton 
1 

9199 Recreation 
1 Wtldlrfe 

I Watershed Improvement Protects from WINI 
I 

9199 
I 

Resources 
I 

$6,000 
1 NFSO/SI 

Air Quallty Mcnttcnng Scheme Developed 
I 

12i99 
I 

Resources 
I 

$3,500 
NFSO 

I Continue Saeelme Water Quallty Mcnrtcnng 1 1 Resources I”,;;“,” 9199 

Ccnhnue plant surveys for ncxtcus, t, e, and s 
epsctes 

Recreation 

9199 Resources 5 3,000 
NFWM 

Ccntlnue mcnttcnng based on Forest Plan 9199 
1 

Update basekne data wtth Grand Targhee Ski 
Resort cccrdmahcn 

Continue evaluation and Inventory of tntrudtng 
manmade features 

Education 

9199 
1 

9199 
2 

Ccntmue educattcn plan for local schools 9199 
1 

Continue thfcs cnentahcn plan for permttteee 9/99 
1 

Recreattcn 

Recreattcn 

Recreahcn 

Recreahcn 

$3,000 
NFWM 

$10,000 
NFWM 

$3,000 
NFWM 

$2,000 
NFWM 

5 2,000 
NFWM 

I Ccnhnue ethtcs cnentattcn plan for tnternal 
I 

9/99 
I 

Recreattcn 
I 

$2,000 
employees 1 NFWM 

Ccnttnue education plan for crgantzattonal camps 

Prcvtde tnfcrmahcn on wtlderness ethtcs to 
frcntknsrs for pubkc 

9199 Recreattcn $2,000 
1 NFWM 

5199 Recreattcn $ 500 
1 NFWM 

Lands 

Ccnttnue boundary survey 9199 Lands 530,000 
1 NFLA 

I Stgn porttons of boundary requtnng tdenttffcattcn 
I 

9199 
I 

Recreattcn 
I 

$2,000 
1 NFWM 
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p/99 Schedule of A&files 

t Law Enforcement 

Activity 

Update wmter law enforcement plan to protect 
wilderness bcudaty 

IR svlee MOU with NPS for winter law enforcement 

Wildlife/Fisheries 

Continue MOU for fish stcckmg with F&G 

I Ccntmue Wilderness Fleh Management Plan with 
F&G 

Continue mcnltcnng plan with F&G for blghcrn 
sheep 

Due Date 
Pncnty 

9199 
1 

9199 aw Enforcement 

9199 
1 

9199 Vlldlrfs 

9199 Vildlde 

Reepcnelblllty 

aw Enforcement 

Vlldllfe 

cost 
Expanded Budget 

Lme Item 

~50,000 
IFWM 

~3,000 
JFWL 

; 3,000 
JFWL 

; 3,000 
JFWL 
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FYOO Schedule of Actlvltles 

Actlvlty Due Date 
Prlonty 

Responslbllrty cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

1 Ecosystem Management 

I Coordmate management of wilderness with both 
I 

9Mx) 
I 

Recreation 
dlstncts 1 I I 

Coordinate recreatlcn and wlldlde plannmg 
I 

9100 
I 

Recreatlo” 
1 Wildlife I I 

Watershed Improvement Prqects from WINI 9/00 
I 

Resources $6,000 
1 NFSO/SI I 

Air Quakty Momtonng Scheme Developed 12/00 Resources $3,500 
NFSO 

Continue Baseline Water Quakty Monltonng 9100 Resources 5 3,500 
NFSO 

Continue plant surveys for ncx~cus, 1, e, and s 
SpClSS 

Recreation 

9100 Resources 5 3,000 
NFWM 

Continue monltonng based on Forest Plan 

Update baseline data with Grand Targhee Sk1 
Resort coordlnatlon 

Conhnue evaluatlcn and Inventory of lntrudmg 
manmade features 

Education 

9100 Recreaton 5 3,000 
I NFWM 

9/00 Recreation 510,000 
1 NFWM 

9/00 Recreation $3,000 
2 NFWM 

Continue education plan for local schools 

Ccntmue ethics onentabon plan for permtttees 

9100 Recreation $2,000 
1 NFWM 

9/00 Recreation 5 2,000 
1 NFWM 

I Contmue ethics onentatlon plan for internal 
I 

9100 
I 

Recreation 5 2,000 
employees 1 NFWM I 

Continue education plan for organlzabonal camps 

Provide mformatron on wilderness ethics to 
frontlmers for public 

9100 Recreation 5 2,000 
1 NFWM 

5100 Recreation 5 500 
1 NFWM 

Lands 

Ccntlnue boundary sulvey 9100 Lands $30,000 
1 NFIA 

I Sign portions of boundary requmng ldentdlcahon 
I 

9100 
I 

Recreation 
I 
5 2,000 

1 NFWM 
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FYOO Schedule of Actlvlties 

Acbvlty 

Update winter law enforcement plan to protect 
wilderness bcudaty 

1 Revise MOU with NPS for winter law enforcement 

1 Wildlife/Flsherles 

Continue MOU for fish stocking with F&G 

I Ccntlnue Wilderness Fish Management Plan with 
F&G 

I Continue mondonng plan wkh F&G for blghcrn 
sheep 

Due Date 
Pricnty 

9100 
1 

9100 

9100 
1 

9100 

9100 

Respcnslblllty 

.aw Enforcement 

.aw Enforcement 

Ylldlde 

‘Vlldkfe 

Ylldkfe 

5 
h 

i 

5 
h 

5 
h 

5 
h 

cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

50,000 
IFWM 

3,000 
IFWL 

3,000 
IFWL 

3,000 
IFWL 
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FYOl Schedule of Actlwhes 

Activity Due Date 
Pncnty 

Respcnslbllity 

1 Ecosystem Management 

Cccrdlnate management of wilderness with both 
dlstncts 

1 9’p’ 1 Recreatlcn 

I Cccrdlnate recreattcn and wlldlde plannmg 

I Watershed Improvement Projects from WINI 1 9’p’ 1 Resources 

Air Quakty Mcnltonng Scheme Developed 

Ccnbnue Sasekne Water Quality Mcnrtcnng 

Ccntlnue plant surveys for ncxlous, t, e, and s 
SPecleS 

12/01 Resources 

9101 Resources 

9101 Resources 

Recreation 

Ccnhnue mcnrtcnng based on Forest Plan 9/01 Recreatlcn 
1 

Update baselme data with Grand Targhee Sk1 9/01 Recreahcn 
Rescrl coordlnatlcn 1 

I Ccnhnue evaluatlcn and inventory of mtrudmg 
manmade features 

1 9;’ IRecreation 

Educatlcn 

Ccntlnue education plan for local schools 9101 Recreahcn 
1 

Ccnttnue ethics cnentahcn plan for permtttees 1 9:“’ 1 Recreatmn 

I Continue ethics cnentahcn plan for internal 
employees 

I 97 1 Recreabcn 

Ccntlnue educatlcn plan for crganlzahcnal camps I 9:“’ 1 Recreatlcn 

I Provide lnfcrmahcn on wilderness ethics to 
frcntllners for public 

I 5~1 (Recreabcn 

I Lands 

I Continue boundary survey I “:“’ ILands 
I I 

Sign pcrt~ons of boundary requlnng ldentlflcatlon 9/01 Recreation 
1 

cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

5 6,000 
NFSO/SI I 

~ 5 3,500 
NFSO 

i 

$3,500 
NFSO 

5 3,000 
NFWM 

53,000 
NFWM ------I 510,000 
NFWM 

5 3,000 
NFWM I 

5 2,000 
NFWM I 

5 2,000 
NFWM I 

$2,000 
NFWM I 

5 2,000 
NFWM I 

5 500 
NFWM I 

$30,000 
NFLA I 

5 2,000 
NFWM I 
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FYOl Schedule of Actlvltles 

Actlvlty Due Date 
Prlonty 

Respcnslblllty cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

I LM Enforcement I I I I 

I Update winter law enforcement plan to protect 
wilderness bcudarv 

I 9:’ 1 Law Enforcement I:$; 1 

Revise MOU wrth NPS for wmter law enforcement 

Wlldllteffisheries 

Ccntmue MOU for fish stocking with F&G 

Ccntlnue Wilderness Fish Management Plan with 
F&G 

9/01 Law Enforcement 

9101 Wlldlde 5 3,000 
1 NFWL 

9101 Wlldlrfe 5 3,000 
NFWL 

I I I 

Ccnbnue momtcrlng plan wdh F&G for bighorn 9/01 Wlldllfe 5 3,000 
sheep NFWL 
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WINEGAR HOLE WILDERNESS 
Wilderness Implementation Schedule 

October I,1997 - September 30,200i 

FY97 Schedule of Actwtties 

Actiwty Due Date 
Pncnty 

Responslbilrty cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

Recreation 

Hunter Contacts III97 Recreatlcn 5 750 
1 Wtldlde NFWMlNFTE 

I Maintan Fish Lake Trailhead I 97 1 Recreahcn I;;;; 1 

I Tratls mamtalned 

I Complete campsltettrall ccndltlcn mventcry I 9:“’ 1 Recreahcn 1;~; 1 

I Wildlife 

I ‘Herpetcfauna Sulvey 

I Waterfowl survey 

1 7;“’ 1 Wlldkfe I;,‘,‘,” 1 

1 6:“’ 1 W,ldlife I$$;; ( 

“Raptor survey 

“Cawty Nester Survey 

a97 
1 

7197 
1 

7197 

Wlldlde 

Wlldkfe 

5 375 
NFEM 

$2,250 
NFEM 

5 375 
NFEM 

Mcmtcr need for bear proof storage faalrtles 9197 Wlldlde 5 500 
1 NFEM 

‘Furbearer Winter Tracking 

“Watershed/Rshenes Survey 

* Dependant on fundlng 

4197 Wlldkfe $ 1,200 
2 NFWL 

9197 Wlldlde 5 400 
2 NFIF 
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FY98 Schedule of Achvltles 

Actlvlty Due Date 

I I 

Responslblkty cost 
Pncniy Expanded Budget 

Lme Item 

Recreation 

Hunter Contacts 11198 Recreation $ 750 
1 Wlldllfe NFWMINFTE 

Malntatn Fish Lake TraIlhead 9198 Recreation 5 210 
1 NFRM 

Trails mantaned 

Lands 

Landllne needs ldentlfled 8/98 Recreatlo” 5 1,000 
3 NFLA 

Wlldllfe 

‘Herpetofauna Survey 

Waterfowl Survey Waterfowl Survey 

7198 Wlldllfe 5 240 
1 NFEM 

6198 Wlldllfe 5 400 
1 NFEM 

I ‘Raptor Survey I 7~ 1 Wlldlde 1;:;; I 

I “Cavdy Nester Survey 1 7198 1 Wlldkfe 

I ‘Furbearer Wmter Trackmg 1 4y 1 W,ldlde I”,% 1 

I “Watershed/Flshenes Survey 1 9:“” 1 Wlldlde /;$4: ) 

Water/Soil/Air 

Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory 

Develop Air Cluakty Monltonng Plan 

9198 Resources 5 3,500 
1 NFSO/SI 

WI98 Resources 5 2,500 
NFSO 

Basekne Water Qualily Mcnrtonng Plan Developed 9198 Resources 5 2,000 
NFSO 

IV-1 3 



FY99 Schedule of Actwlt~es 

Acbwty Due Date I I Responslblllty 
Pncrrty 

Hunter Contacts 

Mantam Fish Lake TraIlhead 

11199 Recreabcn 
1 Wlldlrfe 

9199 Recreatlcn 
1 

cost 
Expanded Budget 

Line Item 

5 830 
NFWM/NFTE 

$ 220 
NFRM 

Trails malntamed 
I I I 

al99 Recreabcn 
2 NPS 

Wildlife 

‘Herpetofauna Survey 7199 Wlldlde 5 252 
1 NFEM 

Waterfcwl sulvey 6199 Wlldllfe 5 420 
1 NFEM 

a/99 5 420 
1 NFEM 

“Raptcr Survey 7199 Wlldlde 5 2,481 
1 NFEM 

I “Cavdy Nester Survey 1 7/99 1 Wlldlde 

Mcnltcr need for bear proof storage faoltbes 9199 Wlldlrfe 5 551 
1 NFEM 

‘Furbearer Wmter Tracking 4199 WIldlIfe 51,323 
2 NFWL 

‘WatershedlRshenes Survey 9/99 Wlldllfe 5 450 
2 NFIF 

Water/Soil/Air 

I Air Quality Mcnltonng Scheme Development I 9y 1 Resources ($N;:;;~ I 

Basekne Water Quakty Mcnltcnng 9199 Resources 
1 

Watershed Improvement Projects from WINI 9199 Resources 
1 

$2,500 
NFSO I 

! 5 5,000 
NFSI I 
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NO0 Schedule of Actlvlt~es 

Watershed Improvement Projects from WINI 
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Expanded Budget 

alntal” Fish Lake Trailhead 

Trails malntamed 
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FOREST TIMBER SCHEDULE 

The followrng tables drsplay the trmber sale program by watershed over the first ten years of this 
Revision Volumes are rn MBF. Miles of road construction Is based on an estfmate of 0.23 miles per 
MMBF Miles of road reconstruction IS based on an esbmate of 0.15 mrles per MMBF. 

Watershed 002 Indian Creek District’ P&&es (D-d) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 003 Elk Creek Dfstricb Palisades (D4) 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvrc. Est Miles of 
HaNest Looaina Method Svstem Road 

1 Sale Name 1 Volume 1 Acres 1 Trac I Sky I Hell I CC I SW I CT I SEL I Const. I Recon. I 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.07 0.05 

I I I I I 0.07 I 0.05 

Watershed CO4 Paksades Creek District: Palisades (D.4) 

I No Sales Scheduled 
I J 

Watershed 606 Rainey Creek 

No Sales Scheduled 

Distfld: Palisades (D-4) 

Watershed OQ6 Pine Creek blstrict: Palleeclee (D.4) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 607/33 Heiss/Kellv Canyon DMrict: Palisades (D-4) 

I No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 008 Henry’s Fork He&waters Dfetrlct: Isfand Park (D-2) 

1 No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed OOQA Island Park - Centennfafe D&let t&and Park (D-2) 

ISmall Sales I 2,782 I 860 

TOTAL 2,782 860 

Allowable 
Logging Method 

Allowable S~lvic. 
I 

Est Miles of 
Svstem Road 

I I 

CC I SW I CT I SEL I Const. I Recon. 

Y 1 Y 1 Y 1 Y 1 0.64 1 0.42 1 

I I 0.64 0.42 
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I Watershed 0096 is&d Park - Bishop Maunfain D&ice letand Park (0.2) 

Esbmated 
Harvest 

.Allowable Allowable Silvii. Est. Miles of 
Logging Method System Road 

Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 1.55 1.01 

1.55 1.01 

Watershed 610 Buffalo Rfver 

No Sales Scheduled 

DletW tsIand park (D-2) 

I I 

Watershed 011 Middle Henry’s Fork 

No Sales Scheduled 

Dlstrick f&and Park (D-2) 5 Aahton [D-3) 

I Wafershed 012 Warm River Dlstw Aehtcm (D-3) 1 
1 No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 013 Robinson Creek Dlstrlck A&on fD-3) 

I No Sales Scheduled 

I Watershed 014 Big Bend Rdge Disfrlct: Ashton (D-3) 

I Allowable 

I 
I Estimated 

I Harvest Logging Method 

Sale Name Volume Acres Trac Sky Heli 

Small Sales 5,500 1,700 Y Y Y 

TOTAL 5,500 1,700 

Allowable Silvic. 
System 

Est. Miles of 
Road 

Const. I Recon. 

1.27 1 0.83 

1.27 0.83 

Watershed Of5 Conanf Creak Dtetrii Ashfon fD-3) 

No Sales Scheduled I 

Watershed 016 Falls Rrvar DrsfrirY . ~.~.-~- ,N . . XI; Hsmo” &?-a, I 

Estimated 
Harvest I 

Allowable Allowable Silvic. Est. Miles of 
Logging Method -- - System Road 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Heli CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon. 

2,912 Qou Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.67 0.44 

2,912 900 0.67 0.44 

Sale Name 

Small Sales 

TOTAL 

IV-I 8 



Watershed 017 Trail Creek 

No Sales Scheduled 

D&trick Tefon Basin (D-5) 

Watsrehed 018 Da&y Creek Distriov Teton Basin (D-5) 

1 No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 01 B Tet01-1 Creek District: T&n Basin (D-5) 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic. Est. Miles of 
Harvest Logging Method System Road 

Sale Name Volume Acres Trac Sky Heli CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon. 

Small Sales 162 50 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.04 0.02 

TOTAL 162 50 004 0 02 

Watershed 020 Leigh Creek IJiirkXz Teton Basin (D-6) 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic. Est. Miles of 
Hatvest Lwaina Method Svstem Road 

1 Sale Name I Volume 1 Acres I Trac I sGJ Heli I CC I SW I-CT I SEL I Const. I Recon. 1 

Small Sales 97 30 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.02 0.01 

TOTAL I 97 I 30 I I I I I I I 0.02 I 0.01 

I Watershed 021 Badrrer Creek District: Teton Basin IO-51 

I No Sales Scheduled 

E&mated 
I 

Allowable 
HaNsSt Logging Method I 

Allowable Silvic. 
System I 

Est. Miles of 
Road 

Sale Name Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon. 

Small Sales 324 100 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.07 0.05 

TOTAL 324 100 0.07 0.05 
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1 Watershed 0231024 Canyon B Moody Creek Rletrtct: Palisades (D-4) 8 fetor~ Basin (D-5) 1 

Allowable Slivic. Est. Miles of 

I Waterehed 025 Camas Creek RI&id: Rub015 {O-l) a Mind Park (IS2) 

Watershed&XA Beaver Creek 

Eshmated Allowable 
I 

Allowable S~lvic. 
Hatvest Logging Method System I 

Est. Miles of 
Road 

Sale Name Volume Acres Trac Sky Heli CC SW CT SEL Con.& Recon. 

Small Sales 10,580 3,270 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 2.43 1.59 

TOTAL 10,580 3,270 2.43 1.59 

Watershed 026B Beaver Creek District: buboie @-I) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 027&X+3 Medtcfne tod&fndian Creek District: Dub& ID-13 

I No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed Mg Warms Springs District: Dub& f&l) 

1 No Sales Scheduled 
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Watershed 08OA Upper Birch Creek (West) D&lot: Dub& (D-l) 

No Sales Scheduled I 

Watershed 0308 Upper Birch Greek (East) Diiti ouboie (D-1) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 031A Lower &oh Creek (West) Dlstrich Dub& (D-1) 

I No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 081B Lower Birch Greek (Bast) Dfetrfot Duboie (D-1) 

No Sales Scheduled I 

Watershed 034 Snow Creek 

No Sales Scheduled 

Distrkh Ashton (D-3) 

Watershed 03 

_l 

Burns-Pat Creek Dtetrid: Palisades (D-4) 

Allowable Allowable Silvic. Est Miles of 
Logging Method System Road 

Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 0.11 0.07 

0.11 0.07 

Watershed 038 McCoy-Jensen Creeks CAetr~ Palisades (D-4) 

Small Sales 1 485 1 150 

TOTAL 485 150 

1 No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 051 ElkBear Creeks Dlstrlct: Paifsades (l&f) 
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Watershed 038 Fall Greek 

Estrmated 
Harvest 

Allowable 
Loggmg Method 

* ? 

Allowable S~lvff. 
System 

Sale Name Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL 

Small Sales 874 270 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

TOTAL 874 270 0.20 1 0.13 1 

Watershed 039 Pritchard Creek 

1 No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 040 Brookman Creek 

Allowable 
Loggmg Method 

‘Sky 

District: Palisades @  

Allowable Silvrc. 
Svstem 

I 
Est. Mrles of 

Road 

Const. I Recon. 

Forest Total 38,981 11,430 8.50 5.55 
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CHAPTER V 
MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 

In the preceding chapters of the Revision, the Forest Service has identified general management direc- 
tion in terms of goals and objectives, and committed itself to carry out that direction. Monitoring and 
evaluation provides an opportunrty for the agency to demonstrate how it iscomplyrng wrth the standards 
and guidelines, and whether or not the standards and guidelines are performing in the predicted man- 
ner. In essence, ti answers the question, “Are we doing what we said we would do?“, and “Are our 
assumptions that we based decisions and allocatrons on correct?” 

A monitoring and evaluation plan is required by Forest Service planning regulations, which stipulate a 
report WIII be issued at the mrd-point of the planning cycle. The Forest plans to rssue a monitoring report 
annually, to better demonstrate progress toward meeting goals and objectives, and to identify as early 
as possible any needed changes to the Revision. 

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER MONITORING ACTIVITIES 

This plan shows how the Forest will monitor comphance wfth, and performance of, standards and gurde- 
lines and assumptions in the Revrsion. The monrtonng activkres listed in this plan are only a part of a 
larger range of monrtoring activrties which take place on the Forest. 

Often addfional specrfic monrtoring requirements are determined in planning and analysis which sup- 
port specific projects (known as the NEPA process). Though these monitoring activities are conducted 
Independently of Revision monitoring, there will often be an overlap between the two in that project 
monitoring can give some indication of how Revision standards and guidelines are working, or accom- 
plishment of Revrsron goals and objectives. Monitoring of randomly-selected projects for compliance 
with Revision standards and gurdes is also conducted. 

The Forest conducts some monitoring which IS required by law or regulation and which may not neces- 
sarily demonstrate how the Revision IS working. An example of this type of monkonng IS regeneration 
surveys which are done in timber harvest units. Additionally, some contract administratron provides 
information on how Revrsron goals and objecbves are being met, and provides information on compli- 
ance with standards and guides. 

The research branch of the Forest Service conducts a wide range of trials and experiments to determine 
the causes of resource problems, or to improve resource management. The results of these screntrfi- 
caky-ngorous expenments are documented in research technical reports and serve to validate current 
goals, objectives, standards and guidehnes, or to recommend changes to them. This type of monrtoring 
IS crucial to the adaptive management approach the Forest has taken. 

Collectively, all of the above-mentioned efforts, and other day-to-day work not discussed here, com- 
prises a large body of monrtonng work of which Revrsron monitoring is an important part. While not all 
of the items monitored by these other efforts are expressly listed in the Revision Monrtoring Plan, there 
is often much overlap between them and they are closely related. 

TYPES OF MONITORING 

Three levels of feedback can be had regarding performance of the Revrsion. A type of monrtoring is 
associated wrth each level The three types of monitoring are implementation, effectiveness and vahda- 
tion. 
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m answers the question, “Are projects and actrvrbes being implemented in 
compliance with the standards and gurdelines?” lmplementatron monitoring forms the basis for the other 
types of monltonng, since those cannot be conducted unless projects and activities comply wrth Revi- 
sron standards and guidelines. Thus this may be the most important of the three types, and needs to be 
conducted most often. 

. . Effectiveness answers the question, “Is implementation of the standards and guidelines 
giving us the results we expected?” Effectiveness monrtoring often means quantitatively assessing the 
effects of management actions. Srnce this may require quite a bit of data, effectiveness monrtoring is 
generally conducted on a limited basis dealing with sensrtrve areas and activities that pose higher risks 
of adverse effects on Forest resources, or address items of high public interest. Once the question of 
whether effects are as expected IS answered, then implementation monitoring is suffrcrent. 

. . 
m answers the questions, “Are these results what we really want? Are there better 
ways to meet the Revision goals and objectives?” Validation monftonng IS usually conducted when 
there is reason to question basic assumptrons or coefficients, such as when these are not reasonably 
supported by existing research Monitoring focuses on items of strong public Interest, agency concern, 
diversrty of opinion, or those that have the potential to be unduly lax or restrictrve. This type of monrtor- 
ing may requrre a partnership wrth the Research branch and long-term investigations. Once an item is 
validated, as wrth effectiveness monitoring, then rmplsmentatron monitoring is sufficient. 

WHAT ITEMS WILL BE MONITORED? 

To maximize the efficiency of the overall monitoring effort, the Forest has focused on certain cntical 
rtems, identrfied partners, and will measure as many kerns as possible with the least number of tndica- 
tors The items selected for Revision monitoring met these important criteria, among others. 

* critical planmng assumptions; 
* activities wrth the greatest nsk to resources: 
l most potentially constraining on outputs. 

The items are listed in brief in the accompanyrng Monitoring Item Summary, and in greater detarl in the 
indivrdual Monitoring Item Descriptions on the following pages. 

MONITORING AND THE BUDGET 

The monitoring program outlrned here is the optimal level, assuming the Revision IS fully-funded It is 
unlikely that annual budgets will fully fund the monitoring effort shown here. Priorities for the annual 
monitoring effort wrll be based on annual budgets and program direction, and on the pnorlty of the Item, 
in descending order, from Forest Priority Group 1 to Forest Priority Group 3. 

The cost of annually monitoring the items in Pnonty Groups I,2 and 3 is as follows: 

Fntrre Group 

1 (5 items): between $14,270 and $17,770; 
2 (9 items): between $131,660 and $141,660; 
3 (13 items): between $114,660 and $129,360; 

Total Program Cost (27 items): between $260,770 and $266,770. 
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Monrtonng Item 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 
Air Qualrty 

Long-term visual in Class I, II 

MONITORING ITEM SUMMARY 

Forest Priority Group 

Soils 
Hydrologic Disturbance in Watersheds 
Woody Residue Needs (SoikWildlife) 
Detrimental Soil Disturbance 
Fine Organic Matter Retention 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 
AquatrdRipanan 

Improvement of WQL Streams 
Application of BMP’s 

Wildlife 
Goshawk Habitat Standards 
Grizzly Bear Habrtat Improvement 
Biological Diversity Study 
Standing Dead Tree Habrtat 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 
Forest Users 

User Satisfaction 

Recreation 
Seasonal Trail Use Impacts to So11 + Veg 
RecreationWildliie Conflicts 
Dispersed Camp&e Soil Displacement 
Jededrah Smith Wrlderness LAC 

Roads and Trail Access 
Authorized Use/Game Retrieval Use Level 
Road Closure Effectiveness 
Achievement of Road Density Standards 

PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Range 

Riparian Plant Use/Trampling 
Rrpanan Forage Utrlization 
Upland Forage Utilization 
AMP PlanninglAdmin Site Use 
Upland Forage Utilization 
Sage/Grassland Canopy Coverage 

Timber 
Changes to Land Suitabilrty 
Maximum Created Opening Size 
Security Cover Retention 
Large Forested Block Retention 

3 V-6 

1 V-6 
1 V-6 
2 V-6 
3 V-6 

2 
3 

2 ’ 

2 v-17 
2 v-17 
3 V-18 
3 v-19 

2 V-23 
2 V-23 
2 V-25 

Page 

v-9 
v-10 

V-l 1 
v-12 
v-13 
v-14 

V-16 

V-26 
V-26 
V-27 
V-28 
v-29 
v-29 

V-30 
V-30 
v-31 
V-32 
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HOW WILL THE MONITORING INFORMATION BE USED? 

The resutts of annual monrtonng a&vibes will be evaluated to either verify that the current actions and 
standards are correct; or to determine the need to change actions and standards. This evaluation will 
be assembled into an annual report and made avarlable to Forest stakeholders 

Based on the informatron included in the annual reports the Forest will identify any changes needed to 
actions or standards. Dependmg on the magnitude of the change required the Forest may amend the 
Revision with either a minor (nonsrgnrfrcant) amendment, or a major (significant) amendment. If the 
changes needed are of such a large magnrtude that it is not feasible to amend the Plan, a Revision 
Revrsron may be called for. 

The Monitoring Item Descriptions contain certain information categories about each item. These cat- 
egones are briefly explained below. 

Monitoring Item - What IS the subject of the monltoringc This wrll often tie back to a particular 
Revision standard or gurdeline. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation, Effectiveness or Validation. The rtem may feature more 
than one type of monrtonng, such as effectiveness and validation. 

Priori -The Forest assigned each monitoring item to one of three group priorities first, second or 
third. 

Where Applies - Thus targets those areas of the Forest where the monitoring would occur. 

Indicator - Thus IS the parameter(s) that will be used to show compliance or change For example, 
trails meeting acceptable standards could be measured in miles; area meeting standards for down 
woody residue might be measured in acres. 

Method - How will the monitoring be done? This could be line transects for vegetation condition 
monrtonng; or user surveys for recreation use. If partnerships can be developed for doing the 
monitoring, that should be mentioned here. 

Expected Precision and Relrabilff 

l Precision - How accurately can we measure the true conditions? 

l Reliability - How reproducible are the monitoring results on repeated measurements? 

Tolerance, or Variabifky Indicating Action - At what point will further action or a change in 
management be required? 

Frequency of Monitoring - How often will monrtonng be conducted? 

Lead Responsibility - Who on the Forest will see that this gets done? 

Estimated Annual Cost - What will it cost the Forest to do the monrtonng? 
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION STRATEGY 
Monitoring Item Deecnption 

PHYSICAL 

Air Quality 

Monitoring Item -Impairment of long-term visual range in Class I and Class II wilderness airsheds. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation monrtoring. The standards have not been quantified so there IS 
also a need to establish a baseline. 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3. 

Where Applies - Monitoring should be conducted in designated wilderness on the Forest; and other 
nonwilderneee areas upwind from and adjacent to Class I alrsheds and Class II wilderness airsheds 
managed by other entities. 

Indicator - Visibrlrty in miles. 

Method - The following methods will be used. 

1. Mounted, timed-exposure camera(s) established at fixed photopoint( The exposures should 
be evaluated penodically by density-monitoring devices in addition to ocular means. 

2. Aerosol particle evaluatron, to supplement information gathered by photographic means on 
days not meetrng vrsual standards. These devroes gather and evaluate informabon at the site 
only, not at remote locatrons on the vrsual evaluation track, and can help determine the particulate 
components of air not meeting standards to help discover the cause. 

There appears to be ample opportunrty for partnerships in this effort. Other federal agencies such as 
EPA, the U. S. Frsh and Wrldllfe Servrce, and the Nabonal Park Service are already engaged in efforts 
of this type. The adjacent national parks, especially Grand Teton Nabonal Park, have been conducting 
some of this type of monrtonng for some trme, most recently in conjunction with their own prescribed 
bummg activrtres whrch have increased srnce the 1988 Yellowstone fires. Withrn the Forest Service, the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest has conducted air quality monltonng for years in connection with 011 and 
gas development activities. The Rocky Mountain Regional Office and Rocky Mountain Research Sta- 
tion both have shown interest in, and have expertise in, air quality monitoring 

Expected Precision and Reliability 

l Precision-High. 

* Reliabrlrty - High. 

Tolerance, or Vanabrlrty Indicating Action - Reference standards. 

Frequency of Monitoring - This will depend on local activities. lnltially the frequency should be higher, 
until a baseline IS established, perhaps at intervals of two to three times a week After ambient condr- 
tions are determined frequency could be relaxed and targeted toward times when condiiions exceed 
naturally-occurring ambient conditions, or the Forest is planning and conduckng actrvrties which threaten 
to exceed standards. 
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Lead Rssponsrbrlrty - The Forest fire management shop should take the lead responsibility for this 
monitoring. 
Estimated Annual Cost 

* lnstallatron of camera: $2,000 per unit, or $2OO/year; 
* Annual operatron and evaluatron cost: $1,500 per unit; 
* Installation of aerosol monitoring unrt: $5,OW per unrt, or 65OOlyr ; 
* Annual operatron and evaluatron cost: $1,500 per unrt. 

TOTAL COST: S3,7W/year 

There has been money allocated at the national level to conduct some of this type of monitoring. 

Soils 

Monitoring Item - Watersheds which are 30% or more hydrologically disturbed. 

Type of monrtonng - Implementation, Valrdation 

Priority - Forest Pnorrty Group 1. 

Where Appkss - Watersheds IO, 11 and 12 (currently at or above the 30% level), and watersheds 13 
and 25 (which are approachrng the 30% level). 

Indicator - Bank instability (natural versus management-induced) along representative stream reaches 
wrthrn the above-mentioned watersheds 

Method - Rosgen stream-typing and lntermountarn Regron streambank stability rabngs. 

Expected Prscrsron and Relrabrkty 

l Precision - Moderate. 

* Reliabrkty - Moderate. 

Tolerance, or Vanabrlrty lndrcabng Action - Determine if bank instabiiii is occurring within the water- 
sheds currently exceedrng the 30% guideline Determine the sufficrsncy of the 30% guideline. 

Frequency of Momtoring -Annually, until the 30% figure is vakdated or changed by appropriate study. 

Lead Responsibikty - Integrated effort lead by watershed speciaksts and aquabc scientists. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $4,500. 

Monitoring Item - Dead and Down material for meeting soil and wildlife requirements on Forest. 

Type of monltonng - EffectrvsnessNalrdation 

Pnonty - Forest Priority Group 1. 
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Where Applies - Subsection, Watershed, Stand (-25 acres), See 

lndrcator - 

A. size class, length, composition class to meet standards 

1. logs of 2 7” drameter @I small end and 2 20’ length 
2. Z- 7 logs/acre in each of decomp classes 1,2,3. 

B. acre or # acres (patch) dependent upon analysts approach and area size, species or lrfe form 
(e g. cavrty-nesters) of interest. 

C drstnbutron/condrt~on/availabilff 

1 stand 
2. subwatershed or watershed 
3. landscape (incl. species type and sere(s) 
4. subsecbon 

D. follow ‘Woody Residue Requirements” incorporated wrthin the Revision Standards and 
Guidelines package for the Revision (Soils, Item II). 

Method - sampling in project or analysis areas by subsection by watershscksubwatershed, by type, 
elevabon, and soil productivrty class (IRI inventory). 

Also, follow procedures outlined within “Guidelines for Sampling Some Physical Condtitons of Surface 
Soils”, by Steve Howss, John Hazard, and J. Michael Gsist, Pacific Northwest Region, July 1983 (R6- 
RWM-146-1983). Samplmg would be on line transects. 

Role of partners will depend on the avarlabilty of funds and relation of partner skills to task needs. 

Expected Prscisron and Reliability 

* Precrsron - vanable by type but generally high 

l Reliability - high 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Changes in management will be necessary as: 

A. baseline studies (inventory) refine dead/down needs in varied forest types for species needs; 
6. momtonng of projects and comparison of results among treated areas demonstrate that current 
guidelines are in need of change. 

Measures and need for change in both (a) and (b) should be determined through evaluabons of 
site, stand and landscape conditions coupled with baseline forestwide (systematic) species 
inventories and improved knowledge of regional llfe history characterishcs and requirements for 
various specres of wildlife that use dead and down logs. 

Frequency of Monltonng - (Soils) Prior to and following project analyses for each subsecbon. Analyses 
and evaluabons should include srte, stand and landscape conditions. For soils, monitoring would be 
conducted annually, until an adequate determrnation can be made for ground-disturbmg resource man- 
agement practices. 

Lead Responsibility - (SolIs) Monitoring teams Including soils, vegetation and wildYe/ecology special- 
ists. 
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Estimated Annual Cost - Will vary by the number of projects anticipated and planned to affect the 
dlstnbubon and abundance of dead and down material. Per analysis and project costs will vary, but WIII 
likely range from $2,ooO to $4,ooO, depending on size of analysis area and levels of prewous and 
expedted disturbance. Costs do not mclude baseline mventorles nor NEPA preparabon. 

Monitoring Item - Compliance with draft policy of 15% detrimental soil disturbance in activity 
arsas. 

Type of monitoring - lmplementatlln and Effectrveness. 

Priorll - Forest Priority Group 2 

Where Appkes - Forestwide (select representative sites where various land treatments have occurred). 

Indicator - At least 85% of the total area wrthrn an activity area must have soil in satisfactory condition, 
or, no more than 15% of an activrty area may have detrimentally-disturbbed ~011. Detrimentally-drsturbed 
soil is soil that has been drsplaced, compacted, puddled, or severely burned. 

Method - Follow procedures in “Guidelmes for Sampkng Some Physical Conckhons of Surface Sorls”, by 
Steve Howes, John Hazard, and J. Michael Geist, Pacific Northwest Region, July 1983 (R6-RWM-146- 
1983). Samplmg would be dons on line transects. 

Expected Precrsron and Rekabtlity 

* Precisron - Moderately high. 

* Reliabrkty - Moderately hrgh. 

Tolerance, or Variability lndrcabng Achon - For those resource practices consistently exceeding the 
15% threshold, determine f techniques can be improved or another method found. Evaluate areas with 
greater than 15% soil disturbance for rehabilitation opportunities. 

Frequency of Momtonng - Annually, until an adequate determtnation can be made for various resource 
practices that are ground-dtsturbmg. 

Lead Responsrbrkty - Forest or District soil scientist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $5,ooO 

Monitoring Item - Compliance with standard for retaining 50% of the fine organic matter (duff 
layer) in activity areas. 

Type of momtonng - lmplementabon and Effectiveness. 

Priori - Forest Priorrty Group 3. 

Where Applies - Forestwide (select representatrve skes, or habitat types, where various land treatments 
have occurred) 
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Indicator -At least 50% (evenly distributed) of the total area wrthrn an activii area must retain its fine 
organrc matter (duff layer plus matenals less than 3-Inches rn drameter) within forested ecosystems; 
provide for a mrnrmum of 65 percent ground cover (plants, litter and rock - greater than 3/4 Inch In 
drametsr) on rangeland ecosystems: or, in both ecosystems, an squrvalent percentage lf the site cannot 
naturally attain the minimum percentages mentioned above. 

Method - Follow procedures outlined wrthrn “Gurdelines for Sampling Some Physrcal Conditions of Sur- 
face Soils” by Steve Howes, John Hazard, and J. Michael Gerst, Pacrfic Northwest Region, July 1983, 
(RG-RWM-146-1983). Sampling would consist of line transects and 1110th acre plots. 

Expected Precision and Fieliabrkty 

* Precision - Moderately high to high. 

a Rekabikty - Moderately high to high. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - For those resource practices consistently exceedrng the 
threshold, determine f technrques can be improved or another method found. Evaluate areas exceed- 
ing the standard for rehabilitation opportunities. 

Frequency of Monitoring -Annually, until an adequate determrnation can be made for various ground- 
distuttxng resource management practices. 

Lead Responsibrkty - Forest or Distnct soil scientist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1 ,COO. 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

AquaticlRiparian 

Monitoring Item -Verification of Water Quality Limited Streams. Specifically, is water quality in 
these streams improving to the point they can be delisted? 

Type of monitoring - Validation monitoring 

Priority - Forest Prionty Group 2. 

Where Applies - First on streams listed as Water Quality Limaed, and then, lf necessary, momtonng will 
be extended to therr tributaries and watersheds. 

Indicator - Depends on the reason for listing, e.g , on streams listed for nutrient concerns, nitrate + nitrite 
and orthophosphate are used as indicators. If monitoring of streams for the specrfic compound or 
component turns up concerns, montoring would be extended to find the source of the concern. 

Method -Approved protocols for the constituent of concern. Procedures include those used by the U.S. 
Geological Survey, or in publications such as “Monitoring Protocols to Evaluate Water Quality Effects of 
Grazing Management on Western Rangeland Streams” by Stephen Bauer and Timothy Burton, Octo- 
ber 1993 (EPA 910/R-93-017). 
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Expected Preciston and Reliabikty 

* Precrsion - Depends on the parameter/constrtuent being measured (e.g , nutrients may be in 
mg/l, but sediment measurements vary widely) 

* Reliability - if condrtions remain constant, should be able to reproduce. Some conshtuents, 
though, vary wlth streamflow. There are some things that are drfficuit to reproduce when dealing 
wrth a fluid medium. 

Tolerance, or Vanabiltty lndrcabng Action - When It can be reliably determined that water qualtty stan- 
dards are berng vrolated, or that the stream cannot be removed from the WQL lrst because of deterio- 
rated conditions. 

Frequency of Monkonng - Depends on the constituent berng monitored. Generally, one can expect to 
have to ~1st srtes several times during the summer 

Lead Responsrbrlrty - Forest hydrologist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - Assuming that we would be monitoring all WQL streams, estimated annual 
cost would be approximately $15,CU3. This would include a full-time person to do the monitoring at the 
OS-5 level 

l * Note. an item not on the form is the consequence of not doing the monitoring. Akhough details are 
not anywhere near frnakzed, it has been suggested that for any stream that cannot be removed from the 
WQL list (i e., for any stream that we cannot prove is meeting water quality goals), total maximum daily 
loads (TMDL’s) of the constrtuent of concern would have to be established for the stream. This would 
be an enormous task, and, in fact, one that is widely thought to be impossible for the nonpoint pollutants 
that come from Nabonal Forest activities 

Monitoring Item - Monitoring of application of Best Management Practices (BMP’s) related to 
maintaining and improving water quality. 

Type of monkoring - Implementation and Effectrveness. 

Priority - Forest Pnonty Group 3. 

Where Applies - Project areas where BMP’s are applied (such as timber sale areas, new roads, etc.) 

Indicator - Variable, depending upon the BMP which was applied. 

Method - For implementation monltonng, reviews would be conducted of projects by teams including the 
project planner, administrator, and Interested specialists. For effectiveness monitoring, water quality, 
soil charactenstrcs (such as erosion), and fish habfat would be monrtored for selected projects 

Expected Precision and Relrabrlfty 

* Precrsion - Variable, depending on the project and the impacts being measured. 

* Reliability - Resultsshould be reasonably reproducible, unlssscondrtionschange between 
monitoring times. 
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Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - If BMP’s are not being applied In stuations whrch call for 
their use, a review would be conducted to determine the reasons. If instream beneficral uses may be 
put at risk, or 5 unacceptable soil degradation Is occurring, a review would be conducted to determine 
the reasons. 

Frequency of Monkonng - 

Implementation monitoring: Once after projects are finished. 

Effectiveness monrtonng: Variable. Water qualay monitoring might be conducted several times per 
year. Monitoring for changes In wals, fish habrtat or channel condition may be conducted once per year. 

Lead Responsibility - Soil scientist, fisheries biologist, hydrologist. 

Esbmated Annual Cost -Average cost would be between $2,000 and $10,000 per year, depending on 
what’s being monitored. 

Monitoring Item - Forestwide habitat conditions for the northern goshawk. 

Type of monitoring - EffectivenessIValidation 

Pnorky - Forest Prionty Group 1 

Where Applies - Subsection, Watershed, Stand 

Indicator - Numbers for the respective indrcators can be found In the wildlife standards and guides for 
the revised Revision 

A. Number of nesting areas within a goshawk territory 
B Respective size of the nesting area (30 acres), Post fledgkng family area (PFA)(420 acres), 
and foraging area (5400 acres) that comprise a portion of a goshawk territory. 
C. Size class distrlbution 
D. Rotation age 
E. Maximum created opening size 
F. Snags and reserve trees 
0. Downed logs 
H. Management season 
I. Thinning 
J Open road density 

Factors to be consrdered include but not limited to: 

A. Forest Inventories that reveal species occupancy of mature stands (or other) that may 
compete wrth goshawks for avarlable habitat or nestmg areas; 

B. Size of female home range and breeding area requirements with representatrve habitat 
charactenstics for successful breeding and fledging of young; 

C. Existing landscape, stand, and srte condrtions and charactenstics wrthrn analysis and 
treatment areas as determined by inventones pnor to project Implementation (biological 
potenbal of existing conditions pnor to treatment or activity); 
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D. dwtribution and dispersion of appropriate size mature or late succession forest stands as 
related to stands of immature and nonstocked forest stands and nonforest areas at the 
following scales. 

1. stand 
2. subwatershed or watershed 
3. landscape (mcl. species type and sere(s). 

Method - systemabc sampling, evaluahon, amd documentation of pre- and post-vegetabon treatment 
condftrons in project or analysis areas by landscape X watershed/subwatershed X forest type (cover 
and habitat type) X elevabon X soil productivity class (IRI inventory). Role of partners will be systematic 
inventories of habrtat conditions and species occurrences prior to and after vegetabve treatments. 

Expected Precision and RekabBty 

l Precision - vanable by species and forest (condrtion, characterisrtice) type but generally high 

* Reliability - hrgh 

Tolerance, or Vanabrlrty lndicatmg Action - Changes in management will be necessary as 

A baseline studies (inventory) refine or replace available guidelines for managing northern 
goshawk habrtat (forest structure/composition); 

B. monrtoring of projects and comparison of results among treated areas demonstrate that current 
gurdelines are in need of change. 

Measures and need for change in both (a) and (b) should be determined through evaluabons of 
srte, stand and landscape condrbons coupled with baseline forestwide (systematic) specres 
mnventones, productivity, and improved knowledge of regional kfe history charactenstrcs and 
requirements for northern goshawks 

Frequency of Momtonng - Prior to and following project analyses for each subsection. Analyses and 
evaluahons should include site, stand and landscape conditions. 

Lead Responsrbrkty - Wildlife/Ecology speciaksts 

Estimated Annual Cost - WIII vary by the number of prolects anticipated and planned to affect the 
drstribution and abundance of dead and down material. Per anatysrs and project costs WIII vary, but will 
kkeiy range from $1500 to $3ooO depending on srze of analysis area, levels of previous drsturbance, and 
expected disturbance. Costs do not include baseline inventones nor NEPA preparatron 

Monitoring Item - Improvement in the quality of grizzly bear habitat on the Forest, and the 
contribution of the Forest to total grizzly bear habitat quality in the Greater Yellowstone Ares. 

Type of momtonng - Implementation, Effectrveness 

Priority - Forest Pnorfty Group I. 

Where Applies - Appltes to all prescription areas within designated Bear Management Unrts (BMU’s) on 
the Forest. 
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lndrcator - The pnmary indrcators of trend in grizzly bear habrtat are habrtat effectiveness, habitat value; 
and bear drsplacement. These three are described in detail in the documentabon for the grizzly bear 
cumulative effects model. (IGBC 1990) 

In addrtron to the above, Indicators will be used from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Commrttee Taskforce 
Report on Motorized Access Management. (IGBC 1994) 

Method - Each management unit of the Greater Yellowstone Area, including the Targhee National 
Forest, will annually submit data on changes in road and trail access, and vegetation, to the USDA- 
Forest Service Intermountain Regional Office. That offrce will compile the data, develop a data set fixed 
in hme, and issue this in electronic digital form (CD-ROM). Thls data will then be forwarded to indrvrdual 
management units for on-site use and runs. 

On the Targhee National Forest, individual ranger drstricts will track changes in road and trail access 
and vegetation. These WIII be submMed to the Forest GIS shop for assembly into a Forest data pack- 
age 

Expected Precision and Relrabiltty 

l Precision - Very high. 

* Reliability - Results will be reproducible wrth the same data set. 

Tolerance, or Variabrkty lndrcabng Action - Refer to the rtem on achievement of road density standards. 

Lead Responsibikty - Forest wildlrfe biologrst. 

Estimated Annual Cost - On each of the three ranger distrids with grizzly bear habrtat, one person (GS- 
9 wildlrfe biologrst) will need two weeks to put together the input data required. On receipt of the CD- 
ROM data from the Regional Office, the Forest GIS shop will need one person (GS-7 tech) for one day 
to run the cumulative effects model on each of the seven subunits. 

GS-9 biologist: 3 districts, two weeks each @ $15o/day 
CS-7 GIS te-h @ $1 IO/day 

TOTAL 

Monitoring Item - Biological Diversity 

Type of monitoring - lmplementatron 

Priority - Forest Prionty Group 3. 

Where Applies - Subsecbon, Landscape, Watershed, Subwatershed 

lndrcator - 

A. alpha diversity for species richness (wtthin area of selection) diversity (rarity) 

B. beta diversity (area changes/differences among areas of selectron) 
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C. Presence of and rate of increase by nonnative species. 

Method - Standard measures for diversity of species according to and compared by ecological subsec- 
tion, forest vegetation type charactenzatiins/ classiflltions (e.g. occurrence and distribution of uplanti 
grass, coniferous, riparian), forest seres, disturbance regime, watershed type(s)) 

Measures for species richness and dominance are descnbsd by Magurran (1988) and Krebs (1989). 
Combrnabons of indicators, as suggested by Magurran, as being further explored for their ublrty on the 
Targhee Forest 

Role of partners wrll be systematic Inventories of habitat conditions and species occurrences prior to 
and after vegetative treatments. 

Expected Precrsion and ReliabBty 

* Precision - generally high 

* Rekabrlrty -generally hrgh If used and Interpreted appropriately 

Tolerance, or Variabrkty Indicating Action - Changes in management will be necessary as 

A. baseline studies (Inventory) Identify species changes resuhng In a change in Index values at 
representabve scales of appkcation. 

B. research improves upon measures for understandmg and managrng for retarmng brological 
drversity. 

C. monitoring of projects and generation of wmparatrve Indices result in detectable species 
changes or trends as a result of natural or human-induced changes at landscape, watershed, or 
subwatershed level. 

Measures and need for change in both (a) and (b) should be determined through evaluations of site, 
stand and landscape conditions coupled with baseline forest-wide (systematic) species inventones and 
improved knowledge of regional fife history characteristics and requirements for various species of 
wildlife that use a variety of patch or larger landforms. 

Frequency of Monitoring - Variable. annually to every third year dependrng on the baseline inventory 
Informabort, number, size, and distribution of projects, and unpredictable events such as fire. 

Lead Responsibiltty - Ecologist or indrvidual skilled in collecting information and applying techniques. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $15,WO per year. Costs do not include baseline inventories nor NEPA prepa- 
ration. 

Monitoring Item - Dead Standing (plus green trees for replacement) for meeting wildlife require- 
ments on Forest. 

Type of monitoring - EffecbvenessNakdation 

Priority - Forest Prionty Group 3. 

v-14 



Where Applies - Subsection, Watershed, Stand (-25 acres), Site 

Indicator - 

A. diameter size 
B. tree spscres 
C. tree height 
D. composition (dead tree hardness/class) 
E. dispersion of dead standrng and replacement trees (distribution= 
F. evenness and clumpmess of dead and green replacement trees) 

Factors to be considered include but not limrted to 

A. Forest inventories for species that use dead standrng trees 

B. Number of specres, species group or lrfe form (e.g. cavrty nesters, forest raptors, songbirds, 
furbearers) with potential to occur according to species drstributlon and available habiiat 
characteristics (Note. Guidelrnes do not assume that requirements for one specres meet the 
needs for another where overlap in size and placement characteristrcs exist.) 

C. Size of female home range and breeding area requirements wrth representative habitat 
charactenstics for successful breedrng and fledging of young according for species of interest or 
concern. 

D. Extsting landscape, stand, and site conditions and characteristrcs within analysis and treatment 
areas as determined by inventories pnor to project implementation. 

E. Distributionkondltionlavailablllty: 

1. stand 
2. subwatershed or watershed 
3. landscape (incl. species type and sere(s). 
4. subsection 

F. Distnbution of natural opening sizes, shapes and structural characteristics of forest seres 
companng natural disturbance types to human-induced. 

G. Occurrence and drstnbution of forest types and effective conditions at landscape, stand and 
site relative to potential for species occurrence, distributron and reproduction. 

Method - systematic sampling in project or analysis areas by subsection by watershedkubwatershed, 
forest type, elevation, and soil productivfty class (IRI Inventory). Role of partners will be systematic 
inventories of habrtat condltrons and specres occurrences pnor to and after vegetative treatments. 

Expected Precision and Reliabilrty 

* Precision - variable by species and forest (condrtion, characteristtics) type but generally high 

* Reliability - high 

Tolerance, or Variability lndrcating Acbon - Changes in management will be necessary as: 

A. baseline studres (inventory) refine or replace dead standing and green replacement trees in 
varied forest types and condltrons for species needs; 
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B. monitoring of projects and comparison of results among treated areas demonstrate that current 
guidelrnes are in need of change. 

Measures and need for change in both (a) and (b) should be determined through evaluations of 
site, stand and landscape wndibons coupled wrth baseline fore&w&de (systematic) species 
inventones and Improved knowledge of regional Itie history characteristics and requirements for 
various specres of wildlife that use dead standing and green replacement trees. 

Frequency of Monitoring - Prior to and following project analyses for each subsection. Analyses and 
svaluatrons should include site, stand and landscape wndltions. 

Lead Responsrbillty - Monrtoring teams including soils, vegetation and wildBe/ewlogy specialists 

Estimated Annual Cost - Will vary by the number of projects anticipated and planned to affect the 
distribution and abundance of dead and down material. Per analysrs and project costs wrll vary, but WIII 
likely range from $1500 to 63ooO depending on size of analysis area, levels of previous disturbance, and 
expected drsturbance. Costs do not include baseline Inventones nor NEPA preparation. 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Forest Users 

Monitoring Item - Forest customer satisfaction with the direction, progress, and administration, 
of the Revision. 

Type of momtoring - Implementation, Effectiveness 

Priority - Forest Priority Group 2 

Where Applies - Forestwide. 

Indicator - Comments, both wntten and oral, approving or disapprovrng of the direction of Forest man- 
agement and the rate of progress in implementing k. 

Method - Forest User mailing lists would be used to periodically build random samples. Individuals and 
groups on thus list would then be sampled using methods such as phone surveys or mailings. These 
samples would be conducted by organizations or academic instrtubons with sampling expertise, under 
contract to the Forest. Informal, optional, person-to-person user surveys would be conducted of trail 
users, campers, and sport recreationists by field-going Forest personnel. Records and notes would be 
kept of public meetings held by the Forest. Forest employees would be encouraged to record and 
submrt informal notes of opinions and suggestions of friends and family for consideration by the Forest. 

Expected Precision and Reliabilrty 

* Precrsron - Samples designed with statrshcal principles could be qurte accurate. Otherwrse It 
would stall provrde a reasonable Indication to managers 

* Rellabrkty - The results should be reasonably reproducible. 

Tolerance, or Vanabilii lndrcating Action -This would have to determined by Forest line officers based 
on the issue. 
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Frequency of Monitoring -Annually or as needed 

Lead Responsibility - Forest Public Affairs Officer 

Estimated Annual Cost - Working with a survey organization would require three weeks per year for the 
Public Affairs Officer. Helpmg to assess the surveys would require GS-9 employees To conduct field 
surveys of recreationists would require two weeks for two GS-9 employees 

GS12 PAO, three weeks @ $1 ,OOO/wk 
GS9 45 hours at 516/hr. 

4 wks. @ $18Lhr 
TOTAL: 

53900 
5 810 

Monitoring Item -Impacts to on-trail and off-trail soils and vegetation from impacts from hiking, 
horse use and OHV use, for compliance with the 15% soil disturbance policy. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation and Effectiveness. 

Priority - Forest PrionQ Group 2. 

Where Applies - System trail and off-trail areas. 

Indicator - Soil displacement on the trail or within the adjacent meadow or basin area. 

Method - Visual and photo documentation and trail con&Ion surveys. 

Expected Precision and Reliabikty 

l Precision - 6O-75% 

l Reliability - 60-75% 

Tolerance, or Variabllrty Indicating A&m-When condition surreys show that use IS impacting the trail 
tread 01 adjacent soils and vegetation such that sgnlficant resource damage, health, and safety, or trail 
maintenance are at risk 

Frequency of Monitoring -Annually on approximately 5-I 0% of the system trail areas (60-120 miles) and 
adjacent off-trail areas. (Priority areas inrtlally are the Big Holes/Palisades,, Plateau, Caribou, and 
Medicine Lodge subsections.) 

Lead Reeponsiblkly - Recreation and Engineenng Staffs 

Estimated Annual Cost - $25,000-35,000. 

Monitoring Item - Conflicts between all forms of recreation and wildlife. 

Type of monltonng - Implementation and Effectiveness. 
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Priority - Forest Pnonty Group 2. 

Where Appkes - Forestwide. 

Indicator - Number of violatrons of closure areas, observed wildkfe dtsturbances; and diminishing wildkfe 
populattons or srgns of stress. 

Method - Field and aerial observations, photography. This item WIII depend parbalfy on the results of 
monitoring of the effectiveness of road closures, which is another Priorfty Group 2 item 

It is expected that partnerships can be developed wrth State game and fish agencies, State recreabon 
agencies, and posstbly recreation user groups to monrtor this item. 

Expected Precision and Reliabikty 

* Precision - 50-75% 

* Relrability - 50-75% 

Tolerance, or Vanabiiii lndrcating Action - When evaluabon of wildlife populations indicates they are 
beginning to faker or seek out other areas for security and solitude, then an evaluation of recreation use 
levels will take place Evaluation of other uses of the area may also be appropnate. 

Frequency of Monitoring - 

* Wmter, in prescription areas emphasrzing winter range values: weekly in 10% of winter range per 
year for 3-4 months, 

l Summer, in prescription areas emphasizing big game secunty or summer range values: weekly 
for 3 to 4 months, especially in the early summer. 

Lead Responsibiltty - District Rangers 

Estimated Annual Cost - $30,003. 

Monitoring item - Soil displacement in heavy-use dispersed campsites, for compliance with the 
15% soil disturbance policy. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation, Effectiveness. 

Priority - Forest Pnorky Group 3. 

Where Applies - 4.3 prescription areas. 

lndrcator - Drsplaced SOIL 

Method - Fnssell Condrbon Class method. 

Expected Precision and Reliabrkty 

* Precisron - 75%~ 

l Reliability - Very Good, 75%+ 
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Tolerance, or Vanabihty Indicating Action - Signiftcant or consistent violation of the 15% soil disturbance 
policy in 4.3 prescription areas will be cause to re-examine campstte use. This may also trigger valida- 
bon monitoring of the propriety of applying the policy in these areas. 

Frequency of Monitoring - Annually, within approximately 10% of the 100 4.3 prescription areas. (Medl- 
tine Lodge and Caribou subsections will receive top priority for this monrtonng initially.) 

Lead Responsibihly - Forest Recreation Staff 

Estimated Annual Cost - $40,000 

Monitoring Item - Impacts from wilderness use on wilderness quality (from the wilderness Lim- 
its of Acceptable Change plan for Jsdediah Smith Wilderness). 

Type of monitoring - Implementation and Effectiveness 

Pnonly - Forest Primty Group 3. 

Where Applies - Jedediah Smith Wilderness. 

Indicator-see The Jedediah Smith monitoring plan which follows. 

Method - see The Jedediah Smith plan which follows. 

Expected Precision and Rekabllrty 

* Precision - 75% 

l Reliability - 75% 

Tolerance, or Vanabillty Indicating Action - If It IS determined that impacts from use of the Wilderness 
are exceeding those limits shown, then an evaluation will be made of the possible causes and potential 
remediations identrhed. 

Frequency of Monitoring -Annually. 

Lead Responslbilrty - Teton Basin Ranger District, and Forest Recreation Staff. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $15,000-20,000 
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Monitoring Item - Jedediah Smith Wilderness Monitoring Plan. 

INDICATORS AND STANDARDS 

Indicators and standards will be monitored yeariy and may require adjustment If on stte administration 
indicates resources or socral condiiions are detenoriating beyond an acceptable level. These measure- 
ments relate only wlthrn each specific zone of the Wilderness and not all of one type of zone lumped 
together. In other words, for Class 1, rf the standard is exceeded in a particular Class 1 zone, then 
management action will be taken. Following each indicator is a lrst of management actions which could 
be used to bring the indicator back to the identified standard for Its class. The order of the actions 
shown does not indicate pnorey. 

I Class 1 I Class2 I Class 3 I Issues II 

Number of occupied camp&es 
users may see from their site 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 1,234 1 

Possible Management Actions - If number of visible campsites IS approaching or exceeds standards: 

1. Remove campsite(s) and restore the area to as near natural condition as possible. 
2. Relocate campsite(s) to more sultable location and restore to as near natural condition as 

possible. 
3. Talk with users and suggest other camping possibilrties. 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 I Issues I/ 

Condition of individual vegetation vegetation vegetation lost 
campsites flattened, not worn away at around center 

permanently center of of activity 1,2,5 

injured actnrity 

Possible Management Actions - If condition of campsrte IS approaching or exceeds standards 
1. Rehabiliiate the srte, sign It for restoration, and/or close ft. 
2. Talk with users about minimum Impact camping techniques. 
3 Relocate see to a more durable location and restore the vacated campslte to as near natural 

mndiiron as possible. 
4. VisR local schools, organizational groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, minimum 

impact pracrtoes. 
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Condition of user-created 
mutes and trawl segments 

Class 1 Class 2 

18’ to 42” 

game trail wide, brush, 
rock, liier 

present 

Class 
42” wide, 

brushed out 
along edge 

1,2,4 

Possible Management Actions - If user-created route or trail IS approaching or exceeds standard: 
1. Talk with users about trail condfilons and experiences. 
2. Ensure trail crews and maintenance volunteers are aware of standards and do not exceed 

them. 
3. Rehablktate trail secbons that exceed standards. 
4. Relocate trail segments to more suitable locations. 
5. Encourage use on other trails. 
6. Limrt number of users on trail. 
7. Vi& local schools, organlzational groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, minimum 

impact practices. 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Issues I/ 

Number of encounters per 
mile with other parties 
along a user created route 

0’ 34 5’ 1,2,3,4,5 

or trail I I 
I * Encounters mav be hither within first mile of trail from trailhead. 

Possible Management Actions - If number of encounters is approaching or exceeds standards 
1. Encourage users to vary starting times. 
2. Lower party size and stock limits. 
3. Monitor user acceptance of trail use levels. 
4 Encourage users to go to other places. 

I - I 
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 

Number of substantiated 
complaints about outfitters and 
grazing permittees from the 2 5 10 

public and other permittees 

Issues II 

3. 5 

Possible Management Actions - If the number of complaints concerning permMees is approaching or 
exceeds standards: 

1. Increase permit administrabon on the ground. 
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2. Require wilderness ethics educatron as a condltron of permk issuance. 
3. Restrict the number of permits issued. 
4. Bnng partres together to discuss Issue(s). 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Issues I/ 

Number of violations of 
regulations by type 5 10 15 1,3,5 

I/ See process paper for Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

Possible Management Actions - If the number of violations IS approaching or exceeding standards 
1. Increase presence of uniformed Forest Service personnel 
2. V~slt local schools, organizational groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, minimum 

Impact camping techniques. 
3. Review regulations for appropriateness. 
4. Increase posbng of regulations at trailheads. 

MONITORING 

Air Quality 
I. Monitor acid deposition in Wilderness lakes. Specifically, Two Island Lake IS extremely 
sensltrve to acid deposrtion; and Middle Granite Lake is more typical of Wilderness fakes wrth 
some buffering capacity. Reference for more information the water quality survey conducted in 
1992 by personnel from the Targhee and Bndger-Teton National Forests 

2 Monitor vrsual air qualrly by means such as periodic photography. Consider establishing a 
monitoring statron at the Grand Targhee ski area or other location which would perml observation 
of air quakty in both the Wrlderness and Grand Teton National Park. 

Wildlife and Frsh 
1. Monitor human/grizzly interactions (confrontations and movements) to determine any change in 
the known range of the bear, and whrch management actions are needed rf any. 

2. Monitor grizzly bear activky and movement relevant to domestic sheep grazing to determine 
which management acbons are needed if any. 

3. Continue annual population censusing of bighorn sheep including lamb survival and ram harvest 
(Wyoming Game and Fish Department). 

Cultural Resources 
Monitor cultural resource sties in high public use areas annually to assess potential and actual 
effects. Formulate mrbgations in conJunction with the Wyoming State Hrstoric Preservation Officer 
when effects are adverse. 
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Roads and Trails Access 

Monitoring Item - Amount of authorized motorized use Including permitted game retrieval on 
closed roads and trails, to determine if a route or area is effectively open. 

Type of monitoring - lmplementabon momtoring. 

Pnorky - Forest Priority Group 2 

Where Applies - Thus item IS most important in prescriptions which feature the following. 

* elk and deer habitat values-5.1.4, 5.4, 2.7; 
*grizzly bear habrtat values-5 3.5, 2.6.1, 2.6.2, 2.6.5; 

Indicator - The number of motorized trips per week per route. 

Method -The districts will keep a record of admmistrative motorized use allowed on each route by date. 
This record could be maintained by the district ranger, and could be supported by an entry of dates and 
trips made per road, returned gate permits, or other means. At reporting trme this record would be 
totalled and an evaluabon made whether or not the number of trips throughout the summer effectively 
opened the road. Those roads opened would be noted to the GIS shop. 

Expected Precision and Rekabrlity 

* Precision - Precision could be high depending on the accuracy of the record keeping. 

* Reliability - The results would be wholly dependent on the records kept. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Reference prescription standards. 

Frequency of Monitoring - Annually. 

Lead Responsrbikty - The district ranger would keep records of allowed entries onto closed routes for 
administrative purposes, and evaluate the data. The Forest GIS shop would display any resultant roads 
which are effectrvely opened. 

Estimated Annual Cost 

* Two days per district per GS-9 brologrst: 5 ($460) 
l Two days for one GS-5 GIS technician. $240 

TOTAL: $2,500 

Monitoring Item - Effectiveness of road and trail closures. 

Type of monrtormg - Effectiveness monitoring 

Pnonty - Forest Prionty Group 2 

Where Applies -This rtem IS most important in prescriptions which feature the following 

* elk and deer habrtat values-5.1.4, 5.4, 2.7; 
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l grizzfy bear habitat values-5.3.5, 26.1, 2.62, 2.6.5; 
l any 1 .series prescriptions where motorized route densities exceed the target; 
* those areas where roads and/or trails were closed to stop drrect resource damage. 

lndrcator - The units of measure to be used are: 

* direct encounter of a prohrbited use in a restricted area: 
* evidence of prohrbrted use such as tire tracks 

Method - Several methods would be used, in a rough stratified sampling approach. Visual checks of 
access points to closed road systems would be performed. Ocular check information from incrdental 
employee observations would also be used. On the basis of evidence such as use encounters or tire 
tracks, roads would be placed into strata of confrrmed-use, suspected-use and no-use. Each of these 
strata would then be sampled with mounted cameras activated by motion sensors. Although we might 
not be able to obtain a scientifically- valid number of samples due to cost, the data would help to refine 
our estimates of use and target areas of greatest concern. 

There is an opportunity to develop partnerships with several entities, including State fish and game 
departments and the U. S. Frsh and Wildlife Service. It is possible that user groups would be interested 
in assisting wrth this as well, though this would have to be done carefully because of possible informa- 
tion leakage. 

Expected Precision and Reliability 

l Precision - We can measure presence or absence of prohibrted use with some accuracy. We 
will not be able to measure the number of offenses accurately. 

Reliability - Evidence of recent use at one point in time should be reliable. This data cannot be 
used reliably by itself to judge the frequency of prior use or predict future use since this will 
depend to some extent on the rndivrdual violators. The data could be entered into a predictive 
model if one is available and accepted. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Reference the standards in the Roads section of the Forest- 
wide Standards and Gurdslines (page 33). Bnefly, the pornt at which some action would be required IS 
when use exceeds I-2 tnps per week during the majonty of the weeks during the spring/summer/fall 
period. 

Frequency of Monitoring -The visual checks would be performed three times during the spring/summer/ 
fall seasons, to incorporate at least one holiday weekend and the fall hunting season. Due to the limited 
number of cameras and personnel costs, we may wish to target only one or two drstncts per year, or 
onfy portions of certain districts. Complete Forest coverage would take several years. 

Lead ResponsibBty - Forest law enforcement officer. 

Estimated Annual Cost - Assume we will monitor one district per year. Assume one GS-5 tech can 
visually monitor ten roads per day, or thirty roads per samping round of three days. Assume one GS-9 
camera tech can install, monkor and remove six cameras (s’u( roads) per one-week sampling round. 
Also assume we will purchase two camera units @ $6GJ (the Forest wrldlrfe shop already has 4-6 of 
these, but some need repairs). Then: 

For visual checks 
l One GS-5 tech twice per summer @ three days $ 750; 
l Rental vehicle @ $15/day $ 90; 
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For camera confirmations: 
l two new camera units amortized over ten years 
* install and read cameras-one week per sampling 

$ 16Oiyear; 

round three times persummer for one GS-9 Q $7GQhveek $2,100; 
* materials/incidentals-mounting hardware, film, developing of film, lncklental repairs $ 500; 

AnalysisJevaluabon - one OS1 1 for one week $ 600. 

§+lGUyear. 

Monitoring Item - Achievement of standards in prescription areas for Total Motorized Access 
Route Density (TMARD), and Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD). 

Type of monitoring - Implementation monitoring. 

Prioriiy - Forest Prionty Group 2. 

Where Applies-This item IS most important in prescriptions which feature the following: 

* elk and deer habitat values-5.1.4,5 4,2.7; 
l gnzzly bear habitat values-5.3.5,2.6.1,2.6 2,2.6.5; 

Indicator - Miles per square mile of open roads and open motorized trails (for OROMTRD); and open 
and restricted roads and motorized trails (for TMARD). 

Method - The method is explained in more detail in the Forestwide Standards and Guides, Roads 
section. The Forest Geographic Information System (GIS) and associated database will be used. 
HIghlIghts of the method include: 

l annually update the transportation database with road and trail closures and other pertinent data; 
* GIS calculate the contiguous area of each prescription polygon; 
*calculate the miles of routes that are open and seasonally open, and total these; 
* moving-window technology will be used. 

No partners in this effort were identified. 

Expected Precision and Reliability 

* Expected precision is high. 

* Expected rellabllrty IS high. 

Tolerance, or Vanabilii lndlcabng Action - Progress in achieving the TMARD and OROMTRD stan- 
dards should follow an established activity schedule. At the end of the specified time perrod the stan- 
dards should be met. If the standards are not met by the end of the time period a management review 
should be conducted to determine the cause. 
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Frequency of Monitoring -Annually. 

Lead Responsibility - The district ranger WIII annually’ forward accomplishments toward meeting stan- 
dards, and other pertinent data, to the Forest engineer. The GIS shop WIII do the calculations and 
produce the report. 

Estimated Annual Cost 

l One GS-7 blologlst for two days on each district - 2 ($180) (5) 
l One GS-5 GIS technician for one week per distrii - 5 ($600) 

TOTAL: $4,800 

Range 

PRODUCTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Monitoring Item - Streambank trampling damage oorrelated to riparian stubble height standard. 
Range Objective IV. 

Type of monltonng - Validation. 

Priority - Forest Pnorlty Group 2. 

Where Applies - Grazing allotments (key areas) - same as monitoring item for ripanan stubble height. 

lndlcator - Percent of streambank damage in key riparian areas. 

Method - Targhee momtoring protocol (to be developed). Monitoring will be done concurrently wtih the 
monitoring of npanan forage utilization. 

Expected Precision and Rellabilrty 

* Precision - High. 
* Rellabilii - The measurements can be reproduced once the key area is established. 

Tolerance, or Variabllty lndlcating Action - To be determined 

Frequency of Monitoring - To be done concurrently with riparian utilization monitoring. 

Lead Responsibility - District Range Speciallst. 

Estimated Annual Cost If this item IS done concurrently with the npanan uhlization monitoring item, 
there will be no additional cost. 

Monitoring Item - Riparian Forage Utilization, Range Item Ill. 2. a and b; and Administrative Site 
Monitoring Standard, Range Item IV. E. 

Type of monitonng - Implementation 
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Priorly - Forest Priority Group 2; High Range Priority #I. 

Where Applies - Grazing Allotment (Key Areas) 

Indicator - Percent Utlkzatiin of browse and stubble height of herbacaeous rlparian vegetatron in Ripar- 
ian Areas (hydric greenline) in key areas. 

Method - Short term monitoring methods FSH 2209.21 Ch.42.0 or Targhee Monltonng Protocol (to be 
developed). Partners include Fish & Game and grazing permktee. 

Expected Precision and Rekabilky 

* Precision - Highly accurate. 

l Reliability - The measurements can be repeated once the key area is identified. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Actron -When the StandardlOuidelline is more than 5% outside the 
range. 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually at least once a year on priirky allotments and perhaps twice a year 
ff there are wildlife concerns Each allotment requires 2-3 readings per unit Each allotment has 1-6 
unrte.. 

Lead Responsibility - District Range Specialist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - 33% of all allotments on each District WIII be monitored yearly: 1 GS-9 @ 
$15O.OO/day. Average allotment requires 5 days (4 field days, 1 office) yearly. 33% of 154 allotments 
5 51 allotments: 

($150.00) (5) = 750 
Y 

$38,250 yearly 

Monitoring Item - Upland Forage Utilization, Range Standard II; and Administrative Site Moni- 
toring, Range Standard IV. E. 

Type of monkonng - Implementation. 

Priority - Forest Pnonty Group 3; High Range Priority #I. 

Where Applies - Grazing Allotment (key areas). 

lndrcator - Percent utilization of forage species in key areas. 

Method-Short-term monitonng methods described in Forest Service drrectives system at FSH 2209.21, 
Ch. 42.0; or Targhee Monitoring Protocol (to be developed). Partners include State game and fish 
agencies, and grazing permittee. 

Expected Precisron and Rekabilfty 

* Precision - Highly accurate. 
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*Reliabiltty - The measurements can be repeated once the key area is identified. 
Tolerance, or Vanabllrty Indicating Action - When the Standard/Guideline is more than 5% outside the 
range. 

Frequency of Monrtonng - Once a year on piDr’ky allotments and perhaps twice a year if there are 
wrfdliie concerns. Each allotment requires 2-3 readings per unit. Each allotment has 1-6 units. 

Lead Responsibility - Dishrct Range Specialist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - One-third of all allotments on each District WIII be monitored yearly. One GS- 
9 at $15o.W/day. Average allotment requires 3 days (2 days field, 1 day office) yearly. One-third of 154 
allotments = 51. 

($150.00) (3) = 450.60 
51 

$22,650 00 yearly Forestwrde 

Monitoring Item -Allotment Management Planning, Range Standard I.; and Administrative Site 
Monitoring, Range Standard IV. E. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation 

Prionty - Forest Prionty Group 3, High Range Priori #I. 
Where Appkes - Grazing Allotment (Bench Marks or key areas). 

Indicator - Acres of Rrparian or upland areas meeting DFC’s or objectives idenbfied in Allotment Man- 
agement Plans (AMP’s). 

Method - Long-term trend determination FSH 2209.21 Ch.44 or Targhee Monitoring Protocol (to be 
devebped). 

Expected Precision and Reliabiltty 

* Precision - Highly accurate. 

* Rekabiltty - The measurements can be repeated. 

Tolerance, or Variablllty Indicating Action - When the trend changes or objechves have not been met 
after 2 grazrng rotahons. 

Frequency of Momtonng - Each study needs to be read every 5-7 years. 

Lead Responsibility - Range Specialist 

Estimated Annual Cost - Ten percent of all allotments WIII be monitored yearly, each allotment WIII have 
2-5 studres. One GS-9 @I $15O.oO/day, 3 days per study (2 field, 1 offrce day). 

lO%of 154allots.= 15 
($15O.c0) (3) = 450 

$6,7: 
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Monitoring Item -Allotment Management Planning, Range Standard I.; and Administrative Site 
Monitoring, Range Standard IV. E. 

Type of monitoring - implementation 

Pnorky - Forest Pnorky Group 3; Moderate Range Priority #2. 

Where Appkes - Ranger Dlstnct or Forest total. 

Indicator - Number of allotments with and without rotation grazing 

Method - No ffeld work reqtkred. WIII use FSRAMIS Data Base. No partners 

Expected Preclslon and Rekabrkty 

l Precision - Highly accurate. 

* Rekabfkty -The measurements can be repeated. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Mid point of Decade 1. 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually at the end of the fiscal year. 

Lead Responsibrkty - Forest Range Specialist. 

Estimated Annual Cost - GS-12 @ $225/day for 1 day. Total: $225.00 

Monitoring Item - Biodiversity Guideline I. for sagebrush/grassland habitats. 

Type of monltonng - Implementahon. 

Priority - Forest Priority Group 3, Moderate Range Priority. 

Where Applies - Watershed. 

Indicator-Acres of big sagebrush (Artemesitridentata) canopy cover classes expressed as a percent of 
the entire watershed. 

Method - Line Intercept Method for Crown Canopy Cover, described In the Forest Service directives 
system at FSH 2209.21, Ch.44.51. Potential partners include State game and fish agencies, and 
grazing permftfees. 

Expected Precisron and Rekabikfy 

* Precision - Highly accurate. 

* Reliability - The measurements can be repeated. 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Actfon - When the StandardlGuideline is more than 1% outside the 
range. 
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Frequency of Monrtonng - Once every 5-7 years. 

Lead Responsibrlrty - Distnct Range Specialist. 

Esbmated Annual Cost 
One GS-9 @ $15O.OO/day for 39 days (25 days field, 5 days office). $4,590.00/Drstrict, assume 
each drstnct IS monrtored hvrce during the ten-year plan period. Total cost $4,5OO/year. 

Monitoring Item - Reevaluation of land tentative suitabihty by the aggregation of information 
from individual project analyses. 

Type of monltonng - Valrdatron of tentahve surtabrlrty calls made in the Revised Revision. 

Priority - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Applies primarily to lands rn 5.series prescriptions, but could involve the review of 
projects anywhere on the Forest. 

Indicator - Change rn total acreage in tentatrveiy suited and unsuited lands using the criteria in the 
regulatrons and directives system. 

Method - Review project-level NEPA analyses for stie-level confirmations of LMP tentative suitability 
calls. Changes to rnrtral calls on erfher suited or unsurfed.lands would be documented on a hardcopy 
map maintamed in the planning shop. This map would aggregate changes from various documents 
Changes to the Forest tentative surfed land base could be entered into the Forest 01.9. 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabrlrty 

* Precisron - Srte-specrhc analysis should grve a precise description of true conditions. 

. Reliabrlrty - Using grven parameters such as slope percent and soil stability, resub should be 
reliable and reproducible. 

Tolerance, or Vanabilrfy Indicating Action - A signrficant overall change in tentatively suitable acres 
could trigger a revision of the ASQ. 

Frequency of Monrtonng -Annually. 

Lead Responsibility - The Forest planning shop would aggregate the findings. Project ID teams would 
do the individual analyses. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1 ,WCl 

Monitoring Item - Maximum created opening size. 

Type of monrtonng - Implementation monrtonng 

Priority - Forest Prionfy Group 3. 
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Where Applies - Thus item needs to be monrtored in the followrng prescription areas 

Rx 5.2.1 - generally 1 to 5 acres, but lees than 40, 
Rx 5.2.2,2.1.2 - less than 5 acres: 
Rx 53.5 - less than 6 5 acres; 
Rx 2.6.1 - less than 20 acres, 

Indicator - Size of created openings, in acres. 

Method - Complrance wrth the standard would be described in envrronmental documents. 

Expected Precrsron and Reliability 

* Precrsron - Hugh. 

l Reliabrlrty - High. 

Tolerance, or Vanabrkty Indicating Action - Proposals to exceed the respective area standard would 
need to be sound and ecologically-based, and would require a Revision amendment. If a trend IS seen 
in legitimate proposals to exceed the respective standards the standards would need to be reviewed. 

Frequency of Monitoring - In each decision document, where vegetation management is selected. 

Lead Responsibrkty - IDT leader and line officer. 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1000 per year, primarily in incidental GIS and other analysrs costs to display 
compliance with the standard. 

Monitoring Item - Providing security cover for grizzly bears in vegetation management projects. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation and effectiveness. 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3. 

Where Appkes - Thus kern must be monrtored in the following prescription areas: 

2.6.1 - 70%. 

Indicator - Percent cover in area (see prescnptions for specifics). 

Method - Dunng environmental analysis of specffrc project proposals, work will be done to drsplay com- 
pliance wrth the respective standards. See prescriptions. 

Expected Precision and Reliability 

* Precision - High. 

* Reliabrlrty - High. 
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Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Proposals to exceed the standard will require a Revision 
amendment. If a trend IS seen toward exceeding the standard in soundly-based ecological manage- 
ment proposals the standard will need to be revlewed. This may involve re-opemng of formal consuita- 
hon. 

Frequency of Monitoring - Every decision document selecting vegetation management in BMU’s. 

Lead Responsibilrty - IDT leaders, District Biologists, line officers. 

Eshmated Annual Cost - $2ooO, primarily’ in incidental GIS and other analysis costs to display compli- 
ance wfth the standard. If the InformatIon required to demonstrate securw cover IS not found in the 
Forest data base, then field survey may be required 

Monitoring Item - Manage for greater than 2!Sacre forested blocks. 

Type of monitoring - Implementation 

Priority - Forest Priority Group 3. 

Where Applies - This applies to prescription areas 5.1.4 a-c and 5 4 

Indicator - Size of forested blocks within project areas. 

Method - Timber sale environmental documents will disclose compliance with this measure. Addrtlon- 
ally, follow-up acbvrty reviews should review effectiveness of treatments. 

Expected Precision and Rekablllty 

l Precision - High. 

* Reltabilrfy - High 

Tolerance, or Variability Indicating Action - Any proposal to violate the standard requires a Revision 
amendment. If a trend develops of proposals cfting ecologically-sound reasons to amend the Plan or 
change the standard, the standard needs to be reviewed. 

Frequency of Monltonng - Wfh every decision document selecting a vegetation management afterna- 
tive 

Lead Responsibility - IDT leaders and line officers 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1,000, primarily in IncIdental costs of GIS or other analysis to demonstrate 
compliance wfth the standard. 
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National Goals Relevant to Land 
and Resource Management 



APPENDIX A 
NATIONAL GOALS RELEVANT TO LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

(BASED ON FSM OBJECTIVE STATEMENTS) 

American Indians * 1563 

1. Maintain a governmental relationship with federally rewgmzed tnbal governments 

2 Implement programs and acbvrties honoring treaty rights and fulfill legally mandated trust responsibili- 
bes to the extent that they are determined applicable to National Forest System lands 

3. Administer programs and activities to address and be sensitive to tradlional nahve religious beliefs 
and practices 

4. Provide research, transfer of technology and technical assistance to Amencan lndlan governments. 

Solid Waste Management l 2130.2 

1. Program objecbves are to design, operate, and maintain all solid waste systems under Forest Service 
junsdichon in such a manner so as to meet all federal, state, and local requirements, promote public 
heaith and safety, protect Forest resource and environmental qualities; and complement and support 
the total land-use management process. 

Pesticide Management * 2150.2 

1. To ensure the proper use of pesticides. 

Energy Management * 2170.2 

The obJectives of energy management are to 

1. Conserve energy in the conduct of Forest Service programs and in the operation of Forest SewIce 
programs and in the operation of Forest Service facilities, and to improve efficiency in the production 
and use of wood products. 

2. Mimmize undesirable consequences associated with development of renewable and nonrenewable 
energy source extracted from Forest System lands. 

3. Facilitate recovery of fuels from Forest System lands and implement programs to support production 
and use of alternahve fuels 

4 Provide leadership and support for environmentally acceptable and scientifically sound development, 
production, and use of all energy resources from lands. 

Range Management * 2202.1 

1. To manage range vegetation to protect basic soil and water resources, provide for ecological diver- 
s@‘, improve or maintain envlronmental quality, and meet public needs for interrelated resource uses. 

2. To integrate management of range vegetation with other resource programs to achieve multlple-use 
objectives contained In Forest System land and resource management plans 
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3. To provide for livestock forage, wlldllfe food and habitat, outdoor recreation, and other resource 
values dependent on range vegetation. 

4. To contrlbute to the economic and social well being of people by prowding opportunities for economic 
dlverslty and by promotmg stabMy for commumties that depend on range resources for their livelihood 

Grazing and livestock Use Permit System l 2230.2 

1. To administer the grazing permit system consistent with range resource management objecbves 
found in Forest land management plans, and to best serve the public’s long-term economfc and social 
needs 

Range Improvements * 2240.2 

1. Wrthout impamng land producbvity or water quality, Implement and maintain range Improvements to 
the extent benefits are commensurate with cost and demand for livestock forage. 

2. Provide Information and advice through the Range Techmcal Information System and the Vegetative 
Rehabllltabon and Equipment Workshop to enhance restoratron, Improvement, and quality of ranges 

Structural Range Improvement * 2242.02 

1. install structural range improvements to obtam proper lkvestock management and to meet objectives 
contained in Forest System land and resource management plans and allotment management plans 

Maintenance of Improvement * 2244.02 

1. To maintain m operable condition all range improvements on the Natlonal Forest System and other 
lands controlled by the Forest Service. 

Range Improvement Investment l 2246.02 

1. Invest in cost-effectwe range improvements to achieve objectives estabhshed m Forest System land 
and resource management plans and allotment management plans. 

Recreation l 2302 

1. To provide nonurbanzed outdoor recreabon opportunities in natural-appearing forest and rangeland 
settings. 

2. To protect the long-term public Interest by marntalmng and enhancing open-space opbons, public 
accesslblkty, and cultural, visual, and natural resource values. 

3. To promote pubkc transportation and/or access to National Forest recreation opportumties. 

4. To shii landownershlp patterns as necessary to place urbamzed recreabon setting into other owner- 
ships to create more public open space and/or natural resource recreation values. 

National Wilderness Preservation System * 2320.2 

1. Maintain and perpetuate the endurmg resource of Wilderness as one of the mukiple uses of Natlonal 
Forest System land. 
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2 Maintain Wilderness In such a manner that ecosystems are unaffected by human mampulatron and 
mfluences sc that plants and ammals develop and respond to natural forces. 

3 Minimize the impact of those kmds of uses and achvrhes generally prohrbrted by the Wilderness Act, 
but specifically exempted by the Act or subsequent legislation. 

4 Protect and perpetuate Wrlderness character and public values including, but not limited to, opportu- 
nities for scientific study, education, solitude, physical and mental challenges and stimulatron, mspira- 
tion, and pnmrhve recreahon experiences. 

Recreation in Wilderness * 2323.11 

1. Provide consrstent wrth management of the area as Wilderness, opportunities for public use, enjoy- 
ment, and understandmg of the Wilderness, through expenences that depend on a Wrlderness sethng 

2. Provide outstandmg opportunitres for solitude or primitive and unconfined type of recreatron 

Range in Wilderness l 2323.21 

1. Manage Wilderness range m manner that ublrzes the forage resource In accordance with established 
Wflderness objectives 

Wildlife and Fish Management in Wilderness * 2323.31 

1 Provide an environment where the forces of natural selection and survival rather than human actions 
determme whfch and what numbers of wildlife species will exist. 

2 Consistent wfth objective #I, protect wildlife and fish mdtgenous to the area from human-caused 
conditions that could lead to federal listing as threatened or endangered. 

3 Provide protection for known populattons and aid recovery tn areas of prevtous habitation, of federally 
ksted threatened or endangered spectes and therr habrtats. 

Stocking Methods *2323.34b 

Stockmg shall normally be done by primitive means, however, Regional Foresters may permit dropping 
of fish from aircraft for those waters where this prachce was establfshed before the area was designated 
a wilderness. Conduct aenal stocktng pre- or post-vtsrtor seasons. Landings are prohrbiied Specify 
migltatron for stockrng methods in wrlderness implementation schedules. 

Stocking Policy *2323.34c 

1. Do not stock exobc species of fish In wilderness. The order of preference for stocking fish species IS 

a Federally listed threatened or endangered, indigenous species. 

b. lndtgenous species. 

c. Threatened or endangered nahve species d species IS likely to survtve and spawn successfully 

d. Natrve species ff species is likely to survive and spawn successfully. 

2. Stock barren waters only after determining that the scientific and research values of such barren 
waters will not be ekmrtated from a wilderness and documenting the desirability of such achon rn the 
forest plan. 
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3 Consrder on a case-by-case basis presently unstacked waters that at one bme supported an mdrg- 
enous fish populatron and that could provide suitable habitat for an indrgenous specres wkh unusual 
wrlderness appeal. 

Soil and Water in Wilderness ‘2323.41 

1. Maintain satisfactory natural watershed condition wlthfn Wilderness. 

Forest Cover in Wilderness l 2323.51 

1. Manage forest cover to retam the primeval character of the envrronment and to allow natural ecologi- 
cal processes to operate freely. 

Air Resource in Wilderness * 2323.61 

1. Protect air quality and related values, including vlsibflrty, on Wrlderness land destgnated Class 1 by 
the Clean Air Act as amended rn 1977. 

2 Protect air quality in Wrlderness areas not quakfying as Class 1 under the same objectives as those 
for other nahonal Forest System lands. 
Minerals in Wilderness * 2323.72 

1. To preserve the Wflderness environment while achvfties for the purpose of gathenng mformation 
about mineral resources 

2. To ensure that mmeral exploration and development operattons conducted in accordance wfth valrd 
exrstmg rights for federally owned, locatable, and leasable minerals (FSM 2810 and FSM 2820) and for 
nonfederally owned mmerals (FSM 2830) preservmg the Wfldemess resource to the extent possrble. 

3. To ensure the restoratfon of lands drsturbed during exploratton and development achvrties as nearly 
as practicable promptly upon abandonment of operations. 

insects and Disease in Wilderness * 2324.11 

1. To allow indrgenous insect and plant diseases to play, as nearly as possible, their natural ecological 
role wthin Wilderness. 

2. To protect the ecientrfic value of ObSeNing the effect of insects and drseases on ecosystems and 
identifying genetically resistant plant species. 

3 To control Insect and plant disease epidemrca that threaten adjacent lands or resources. 

Research in Wilderness * 2324.21 

1. To provide appropriate opportunity for scfentrffc studies that are dependent on a Wrlderness envrron- 
ment. 

Fire Management in Wilderness * 2324.21 

1. Permrt kghtnmg-caused ffres to play, as nearly as possible, their natural ecologrcal role within Wilder- 
ness. 

2 Reduce, to an acceptable level, the risks and consequences of wrkffrre within Wilderness or escaping 
from Wilderness 
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Structures and Improvements in Wilderness l 2324.31 

I. To limit structures and Improvements for admlmstrabve purposes or under special-use permit to 
those actually needed for management, protecbon, and use of the Wilderness for the purpose for which 
the Wilderness was establlshed. 

Motorized Equipment in Wilderness * 2326.02 

1. To accomplish management acbvltles with nonmotorized equipment and nonmechamcal transport of 
supplles and personnel. 

2. Exclude the sight, sound, and other tangible evidence of motortzed equipment or mechanical trans- 
poti within Wilderness except where they are needed and justified. 

Public Managed Recreation Opportunities * 2330.2 

1 To maximum opportunities for visitors to know and experience nature while engaging m outdoor 
recreabon. 
2. To develop and manage sites consistent with the available natural resources to provide a safe, 
healthful, aesthetu!, nonurban atmosphere. 

3. To provide a maximum contrast with urbanization at National Forest sties. 

Privately Provided Recreation Opportunities l 2340.2 

1 To provide, under special-use authorization, sufficient, suitable facilities and service that supplement 
or complement those provided by the private sector, state, and local government on pnvate land and the 
Forest Service on National Forest System land to meet public needs, as determmed through land and 
resource management planning. 

2. To facilitate the use, enjoyment, understanding, and appreciation of the National Forest, natural 
resource, settmg. 

Concession Uses Involving Privately Developed Facilities l 2343.02 

1 To provide a diverslty of recreation activities that emphasize the Forest setting and rustic, natural- 
resource-based recreation opportumbes 

Group Use By Institutions or other Entities * 2345.02 

1. To allow group recreation opportunities, facilities, and service at camps on National Forest System 
land when suitable private lands are not available. 

Trail, River, and Similar Recreation Opportunities l 2350.2 

1. Provide recreation opportunrties for users of the general forest, water, and cave resources. 

2. Provide opportunities for a variety of recreation pursuits with emphasis on activities that are m har- 
mony with the natural environment and consistent wrth the recreation role of the National Forest. 

3. Mitigate adverse impacts of users on the natural resources, cultural and historical resources, and on 
other users. 
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Forest Development Trails l 2353.02 

1. Provide trail-related recreatron opportumbes that serve public needs and meet land management and 
recreation policy objectives 

2. Provide trail recreation opportumbes that emphasrze the natural setting of the Natronal Forest and are 
consistent with land capability 

3. Provide trail access for National Forest management and protection. 

Scenic and Historic Trails l 2353.41 

1 To develop and admrmster National Scenic or National Historic Trawls to ensure retenhon of the 
outdoor recreation expenence for whrch the trail was established and contmued production of maximum 
benefits from the land 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System * 2354.02 

1. Provide river and similar water-recreation opportunities to meet the public needs in ways that are 
appropnated to the Nabonal Forest recreation role and are wlthrn the capabrkties of the resource base. 
Protect the free-flowing condltrons of designated Wild and Scenic Rovers and preserve and enhance the 
values for which they were established. 

Off-Road Vehicle Management * 2355.02 

1. Provide off-road vehicle recreation opportunities that are in concert wkh the environmental setting, 
mmimize off-road vehrcle effects on the land and resources, promote public safety, and control conflicts 
with other uses of National Forest System lands. 

Cave Management l 2356.02 

1. Provide cave-related recreational, cultural, educational, and screntific study opportunrties that serve 
public need Balance surface resource management and cave use wkh the protection of cave values 

Special Interest Areas * 2360.3 

1 To protect and, where appropriate, foster public use and enjoyment of areas with scenic, historical, 
geologrcal, botamcal, zoolcg~cal, paleontological, or other specral characteristics. To classrfy areas that 
possess unusual recreatron and scientific values so that these special values are avarlable for public 
study, use, or enjoyment. 

Cultural Resources * 2361.02 

1. Complete an inventory of cultural resources on all National Forest System land by 1985 suffrcrent to 
provide a database for land management planning 

2. Complete an inventory of all cultural resources on National Forest System land by 1990. 

3 Until these Inventories are complete, exercise caution to ensure cultural resources are not damaged, 
destroyed or transferred by meeting the coordination requirements outlined in FSM 2361.3 

4. As part of the decrsron-making process, document inventory and evaluatron procedures to ensure 
adequate participatron by cultural resource professionals. 
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5 Perform inventories at appropriate levels prior to mltiatrng project actrons. 

National Registry of National Landmarks l 2373.02 

To cooperate with the U.S. Department of Interior National Park Service. 

1. Encourage the preservation of ekes illustrating the geological and ecological character of the United 
States. 

2. Enhance the scientrfio and educational value of sites thus preserved. 

3. Foster a greater concern s-r the conservation of the nation’s natural hersage. 

Visual Quality * 2360.2 

1. To manage all Nabonal Forest System lands to attain the highest possrble visual quakty commensu- 
rate with other appropriated public uses, costs, and benefits. 

Interpretive ServiceeNisitor Information l 2390.2 

1. To assist those visrtors in the National Forest, research projects, and state and private forestry 
locations in gaining a greater apprecration of the role of conservation in the development of the nation’s 
heritage and culture. 

2. To promote visitor understanding of the Forest Service, the National Forest System, forestry re- 
search, and state and private forestry programs. 

3. To inform visrtors of recreation opportumties and facrlrbes on the National Forests. 

4. To help visitors know and experience the natural environment. 

5. To implement an interpretive program that helps solve management problems and aids in the devel- 
opment of pubkc understanding of Forest Service management. 

6. To expand the number of interprebve associations that contribute to public understanding of Forest 
Service practices, support interpretive services objectives, increase public awareness, and aid in man- 
agement of National Forest resources. 

7. To increase visitor understanding of natural and cultural history prinorpals and their relation to land 
management techniques 

Timber Management l 2402 

1. Provide a continuous supply of National Forest trmber for the use and necessrbes of the citizens on 
the Untied States. 

2. To provrde, as far as feasible, an even flow of National Forest timber in order to facilitate the stabili- 
zation of communities and opportunities for employment. 

3. To cultivate and maintain tree stands in the manner that promotes and achieves a diverse pattern of 
vegetation that best meets the needs of people now and in the future. 

a Manage and provide for regeneration of tree stands. 
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b. Maintain a divers&y of forest vegetatron types and resource.s consrstent with the Forest Plan 

Personal Use Firewood l 2409.16 

1. To provrde frrewood and other wood for personal use in order to aid in the protection and silvicukural 
Improvements of the National Forest. 

Commercial Timber Sales l 2430.2 

1. To provide an orderly program of timber sales from each National Forest in accordance with the 
Forest Plan or approved interim plans. 

2. To offer for sale the ASQ and other sales speclfred in Forest Plans, subject to financing levels or other 
modrfrcabon dunng their implementation. 

3. To coordrnate the timber sales program with planning, management, and use of other Forest re- 
sources 

4 To provide a continuous flow of raw material to local forest industries 

Salvage Sales l 2425.02 

1. To manage the use of salvage sale fund to provide for the rapid optimum practical use of wood 
material damaged through natural event, such as insects, windstorms, wildfires, hurricanes, and torna- 
does 

Reforestation * 2470.02 

1. To maintain all forest lands within the National Forest System in appropriate forest cover 

2. Improve the quakty and yield of new timber stands. 

3. Achieve desired time and stocking level goals in a cost-efficient manner 

Silvicultural Practices * 2470.2 

1 To prescribe, implement, and monitor silvicultural practices that develop forest stand conditions, 
which meet land management objectives designated in Regional Guides and Forest Plans. 

Harvest Cutting * 2471.02 

1. To manage timber and other forest resources for protection, enhancement, and sustarned yield of 
those resources through the sale or permrtted use of forest products with the long-term Intent to regen- 
erate the stand. 

Timber Stand Improvement l 2476.02 

1. Maintain or increase the growth rate, health, species composition, and/or improve the quality of 
stands for trmber or other resource uses according to direction in the Forest Plan. 

Watershed Management l 2502 

1. To protect and, where appropriate, enhance soil productivity, water quakty and quanbty, and timing of 
waterflows. 
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2. To maintam favorable condrtrons of streamflow and contrnuous production of resources from National 
Forest System watersheds. 

Watershed Protection and Management l 2520.2 

1 To protect National Forest watersheds by rmplemenbng practices desrgned to retain soil stability, 
improve or maintain site productwrty, secure favorable condrtions of water flow, and preserve or en- 
hance aquatic values. 

Watershed Improvement * 2522.02 

1 Restore hydrologic balance of degraded watershed areas by stabilizing soil, controlling surface runoff 
and erosron, reducing flood potential, and improving long-term solI productivity. 

2. Improve ~011 and water quality. 

Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation * 2523.02 

1. To provide for immediate rehabilitation of watersheds following wildfire to help stabilize solI, control 
water, sedrment, and debns movement 

Riparian Areas * 2526.02 

I. To protect, manage, and improve ripanan areas while implementing land and resource management 
actrvities. 

2. To manage ripanan areas in the context of the environment in whrch they are located, recognizmg 
their values. 

Floodplain Management Wetland Protection * 2527.02 

1. To reduce nsk of flood loss 

2 To minimize impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare 

3. To mmimize destruction, loss, and degradation of wetlands. 

Water Quality Management * 2532.02 

1. To protect and, when needed, Improve the physical, chemical, biologrcal, and aesthetic quakty of the 
water resource consistent wsh the purposes of the National Forests and nabonal water-qualtty goals. 

2. To provide water of a quality suitable for the benefrclal uses rdenbfied in the land and resource 
management planmng process. 

3 To ensure safe drinking water subject to public use on National Forests, whether the source IS a 
natural or developed water supply. (When state standards do not exist, observe EPA water-quality 
criteria.) 

Municipal Supply Watersheds l 2542.02 

1 To manage Nabonal Forest System lands for multiple-use by balancing present and future resource 
use wrth domestic water-supply needs. 
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Soil Resource Improvement * 2552.02 

1. To rmprove soil quality to selected levels for specific purposes by mechanical treatment, chemical, or 
other soil addiiives, irrigation, or vegetative manrpulatron 

2 To rehabilitate soils that are in unsatisfactory condition 

Air Quality l 2580.2 

1. Protect as-quality-related values wrthrn Class 1 areas, as described rn 42 U.S.C.7475 (d)(2)(b) and 
(c) and section 2560.5. 

2. Control and mrmmrze air-pollutant impact from land management activities. 

3. Cooperate wrth air regulatory authorities to prevent sigmficant adverse effects of air pollutants and 
atmospheric depositron on forest and rangeland resources. 

Fish and Wildlife * 2602 

1. Maintain ecosystem diversity and productrfrty by: 

a Recovenng threatened or endangered species. 

b. Maintaining at least viable populations of all native and desired nonnative wildlife, fish, and plants 
in habitats distnbuted throughout their geographic range on National Forest System lands. 

c. Producing habitat capability levels to meet sustained yield objectives relative to demand for featured 
management indicator species identified in RPA and Forest Plans. 

2. Provide drverse opportunities for aesthetic, consumption, and screntrfic uses of wildkfe, Rsh, and 
sensrtive plant resources rn accordance with national, regional, state and local demands. 

Animal Damage Management * 2650.2 

1. To protect resources and permrtted kvestock from animal damage on National Forest System lands 
and to protect human health and safety 

Threatened and Endangered Species * 2670.21 

1. Manage National Forest System habrtats and activities for threatened and endangered species to 
achieve recovery objectives so that special protection measures provided under the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act are no longer necessary. 

Sensitive Species * 2670.22 

1. Develop and implement management practices to ensure that species do not become threatened or 
endangered because of Forest Service actrons. 

2. Maintain viable populations of all native and desired nonnative wildlife, fish, and plant species in 
habitats drstnbuted throughout their geographic range on National Forest System lands. 

3. Develop and implement management objectives for populations and/or habitat of sensrtive species. 
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Special Uses * 2702 

1. To authorize the use of National Forest System lands by federal, state, and local agencies, as well as 
private industry and individuals, in accordance with governing laws and regulations to best serve the 
interest of the publrc and the United States. 

Special Use Authorization l 2710.2 

1. To issue appropriate special-use authorizations according to the law, regulabons, and policy for 
occupancy and use of land in a manner consistent with the purpose of the National Forest System and 
Forest Plans. 

Special Use Administration l 2721.02 

I. To issue and to administer special-use permits for recreation uses that serve the publrc, promote 
public health and safety, and protect the environment. 

Special Uses Management l 2730.2 

1 Provide rights-of-way for the public road system, includrng the federal-aid system, when such roads 
cross National Forest System lands or interest in lands. 

2 Accommodate the access needs for the protection, development, and utilization of lands and re- 
sources owned by private interests or administered by public agencies when the planned Forest Devel- 
opment Road System and public road system do not meet those needs adequately 

3. Protect and enhance the quality of air, water, soil, and natural beauty of Forest Service administered 
lands in the granting of any right-of-way. 

4. Cooperate with intermingled and adjacent landowners in developing roads that serve the needs of 
both parties through the exchange of rights-of-way. 

5. Provide access across National Forest System land to private land that IS adequate to secure the 
owners thereof reasonable use and enjoyment of their land without unnecessanly reducing the manage- 
ment options of the Forest Service or damaging Natronal Forest lands or resources. 

Withdrawals * 2761.02 

1. Protect the United States’ improvements and other unique values that are subject to disposition or 
destruction under the public land laws. 

2. Provide a consistent and efficient wshdrawal program that meets land and resource management 
objectives. 

3. Ensure cooperation and coordination with the Secretary of the Interior and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. 

4. Encourage mineral activity where mineral extraction IS the best use of the site 

Federal Power Act Projects * 2770.2 

1 To ensure hydroelectric production where it is compatible wrth National Forest purposes. To ensure 
that planning, construction, and operation of hydroelectric projects are performed in such a manner to 
protect or effectively utilize National Forest System land and resources. 
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Minerals and Geology * 2602 

1. Encourage and facilrtate the orderly exploration, development, and production of mineral and energy 
resources wrthin the National Forest System rn order to maintain a viable, healthy minerals industry and 
to promote self-sufficiency in those mmeral and energy resources necessary for economic growth and 
the national defense. 
2. Ensure that exploration, development, an productron of mineral and energy resources are conducted 
in an environmentally sounds manner and that these activrtles are integrated with the planning and 
management of other National Forest resources 

3 Ensure that lands drsturbed by mineral and energy actrvlties are reclaimed for other productive uses. 

Minerals Reservations Outstanding Mineral Rights * 2830.2 

1. To admrnister mineral reservabons and outstanding mineral rights consistent wrth the rights reserved 
or outstanding and the acquired rights of the United States in a manner that mimmizes damage to 
National Forest System resources. 

Mineral Materials * 2850.2 

1. To meet the demand for mineral materials consistent with the management of other surface re- 
sources. 

Reclamation l 2640.2 

1. Minimize the environmental impacts resulting form such activities. 

2 Ensure that disturbed lands are returned to a use that is consistent wtih long-term Forest land and 
resource management plans 

Rural Development * 3602 

1 To utilize Forest Service programs and authorities to provide more jobs and income opportunities, to 
improve rural Irving condiiions, to enrich the cultural life of rural America, and to maintam and protect the 
environment and natural resources of rural areas. 

2. Participation in the Rural Conservation and Development Program (RCBD) is to improve the ability of 
state and local umts of government and local sponsors to accelerate the conservabon, development, 
and use of forest resources wrth the arm of Improving the social., economic, and environmental condi- 
hens in an authorized RC&D area. 

Rural Development * 3610.2 

1. To protect and manage the natural resources including scenic, Wilderness, and other special values 
of forest and range environments in rural areas. 

2. To promote research to expand the technological base for forestry and the use of forest products and 
to lend support for rural housrng goals. 

3. To encourage the development and transfer of technological improvements to protect and improve 
the qualrty of the rural environment, and to extend the supplies of natural resources 

4. To maintain or increase the forest land base, improve its productivii, and improve forest landowner- 
ship patterns. 

, a 
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5 To promote orderly development and wise use of forest resources consistent wrth sound stewardship 
to develop and increase rural employment and income with the aim of improving or stabilizing rural 
social and economic condrtions 

6. To expand public understandrng of environmental conservatron and natural resource plannmg, pro- 
tection, and management and how stewardship Is related to these activities. 

7. To provide information and analysis for determining forest resource potentials and opportunities to 
enhance rural development 

Resource Conservation and Development Program l 3620.2 

1 To help provrde the people of the area wrth employment and other economic opportunities through 
the orderly development, improvement, conservation, and utilization of forest land-related resources in 
the RC&D areas. 

2. To provide state and local leadership wrth the opportunity to coordinate and use the facrltbes and 
techniques available under current agricultural programs and any applicable new programs as may be 
instituted to aid rn planning and carrying out a balanced program of development, conservation, and 
protection of natural resources to meet local, state, and national needs. 

3. To develop a level of state and local leadership that can assume independent programs In forest and 
related resource management and achieve state and local forestry and related resource goals and 
objectwee. 

Research Natural Areas * 4063.02 

1 Preserve a wide spectrum of representabve areas that typify important forest, shrubland, grassland, 
alpine, aquatrc, geological, and similar natural situations that have special or unique characteristics of 
scientific interest and importance that in combinabon form a national network of ecological areas for 
research, education, and maintenance of biological drversrty. 

2. Preserve and marntam genetic diversity. 

3. Protect against serious envrronmental drsruptron. 

4 Serve as reference areas for the study of success. 

5. Provide on-site and extension education activities. 

6. Serve as basekne areas for measuring long-term ecological changes 

7. Serve as control areas for companng results from manipulative research 

8. Monitor effects of resource management techniques and practices 

Fire Management * 5102 

1. To protect, maintain, and enhance the production and quality of National Forest resources through 
fire protection and use of prescribed fire. 
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Fire Suppression * 5130.2 

1 To suppress wildfires at m~mmum cost consistent with land and resource management objectives and 
fire management direction as stated rn fire management actton plans. 

Prescribed Fire l 5140.2 

1. To use prescribed fires, from etther management ignitions or natural tgmtione, in a safe, carefully 
controlled, cost-effective manner as a means of achieving management objectives defined in the Forest 
Plan. 

Fuel Management l 5150.2 

1. To identify, develop, and maintatn fuel profiles that contribute to the most cost-efficient fire protection 
and use program in support of land and resource management direction in the Forest Plan. 

Landownership Adjustment * 5402 

1. Achieve the optimum landownership pattern to provide for resource use to meet the needs of the 
people now and in the future. 

2 Settle land htle claims equitably and promptly 

3. Provide resource administrators readily accessible and understandable title rnformatron affechng the 
statue and use of lands and resources they administer. 

Land Purchases and Donations l 5420.2 

1. Enhance the multiple use and sustained yield of the goods and services from the National Forest 
System. 

2. Protect and tmprove the quaky of renewable resources 

3 Protect and preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of the national heritage. 

4. Provide for access, use, and enjoyment of the forest resources by the public. 

5. Improve admtntstratlve efficiency and effechveness of the National Forest System. 

Land Exchange * 5430.2 

1. To implement land management and resource planning directions to attain an optimum National 
Forest System landownership pattern that provides for resource uses that best meet the present and 
future needs of the people. 

Partial interest Acquisition * 5440.2 

1. Provide for acquisition of only those interests in land necessary to meet planned program objectives. 

2. Provide for continuance of private land uses consistent with planned program objectives. 

National Forest System Modification l 5450.2 

1. The objectlvee of National Forest System modifications are to 
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a. Obtain National Forest status for all appropriate land wrthrn the National Forest System. 

b. Modrfy existing National Forest System unit boundaries as needed to provrde logical exterior 
boundaries. 
c. Establish purchase unrts as needed to meet program objectives. 

d. Establish Natronal Forest or other boundaries as needed to facilitate management and 
administration. 

2. The objectives of land transfer are to: 

a. Improve management efficiency of federal lands. 

b. Improve service to the public 

o. Result in net benefits to the government, to the public, or both. 

Right-of-Way Acquisition l 5460.2 

1. To acquire, across nonNatronal Forest System land, road and trail rights-of-way that are adequate for 
the protection, administration, and utilization of the National Forests. Where compatrble wrth Natronal 
Forest needs, the rights-of-way should also accommodate the utilization and development of resources 
in other ownerships upon which communrtres wrthrn or adjacent to the National Forest depend. 

2. To acquire such nghte-of-way in time to meet road and trail construction and resource development 
program schedules. 

3. To acquire all interests to permft use of road and trawls to meet the multiple use and sustained yield 
objectives of the Natronal Forests. 

Reservations and Outstanding Rights * 5470.2 

1. To accompkeh real property adjustments free of encumbrances that would detract from present or 
future uses of National Forest System land or that would needlessly restnct private land use and impose 
an unwarranted management obligation on the Forest Sewrce. 

Condemnation l 5480.2 

1. To acquire real property by condemnation when all other methods of acquisition fail and the property 
or interest is requked for the protectron, administration, or utrlizatron of National Forest System lands. 

Land Surveying l 7151.02 

1. Provide legal land surveys and related service to locate, mark, post, and maintain land corners, 
property corners, and property lines between National Forest System land and other ownershrps for the 
protection and management of Natronal Forest System lands and resources. 

Landline Location Program l 7152.02 

1. Provide the land manger and public with visible and legally defendable administrative and property 
boundary lines on the ground, and to accurately depict the location of landownership knes on adminie- 
tratrve maps produced by the Forest Service. 
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Sign and Poster Program * 7160.2 

1. Support accomplishment of management are a direction contarned in the Forest Plan for the admrn- 
ietration, protection, management, and use of National Forest System lands. 
2. Provide Information for the safety, enjoyment and convenience of National Forest and National Graee- 
land vrsrtors, users, cooperators, and employees. 

3. Provide informatron about geographic and historical features, and the use, management, and re- 
search activities on the National Forest and National Grasslands. 

4. ldentlry Natronal Forests and National Grassland facilffiee and land. 

Portable Water Supply * 7420.2 

1. Protect the health of the public and Forest Service personnel Accomplishment of this objectrve 
requrree that water provided by the Fores Service for human consumption at any administrative erde or 
public use area must be both safe and protected. 

Wastewater Collectron Systems and Treatment Works * 7430.2 

a. Avoid creating heakh hazards or nuisance condltrone. 

b. Restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological quakty of water resources. 

c. Manage future pollution or degradation of surface or groundwaters 

2. The objective of this program is to plan, deergn, construct, operate, and maintain wastewater dreposal 
facrktiee and other effluent-disposal activities to ensure that discharge and/or rnfiitration of pollutants do 
not create health hazards or nuisance condrtione, nor aker the quality or characteristics of either ground- 
water or surface water beyond applicable federal and/or state water-quality and effluent-discharge etan- 
darde Where no standards exist, the quality of characteristics of surface and groundwater shall. 

a. Be marntarned as near to their existing conditions as measurable. 

b. Not be degraded to adversely affect either present or projected beneficial uses (FSH 7409 11 Ch 
20). 

c. Not be allowed to degrade the quality of subsequent ground- or surface-receiving waters beyond 
the standards when such have been established. 

Transportation System l 7702 

1. To plan, develop, and operate a network of transportation facilffiee and transportation modes that 
provide user safety, convenience, and efficiency of operations. 

2 To provide access to National Forest System lands to accomplish management drrectron and protec- 
tion objectwee that is coordrnated with natronal and state-wide transportation needs. 

3. To minimize the total transportation present value cost includrng user, maintenance, construction, 
restoration, realignment, and betterment costs. 
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Transportation Planning * 7710.2 

1. To efficiently provrde facrlrtres that will achieves Forest management direction and that are appropri- 
ate for this intended use. 

2 To direct the orderly development and management of the transportation system and to ensure the 
documentahon of decierone affectcng the system. 

3. Document desired future condrtion for highway corridors (existing and planned) across National For- 
est System lands. 

Development l 7720.2 

1. To locate, survey, design, and construct transportation facrltiies in accordance wrth FSM 7702. 

Operation and Maintenance * 7730 

1 Operate and marntain the Forest Development Transportatron System in a manner to provide cost 
effective support of resource management direction and safe travel for users of the system whrle pro- 
tecting the environment, adjacent resources and the public investment. 

Highway Safety Program * 7733.02 

1. Reduce traffic accrdent, deaths, Injuries and the resulting property damage. 

Federal Lands Highway Program * 7740 

1. To assist the Federal Highway Administration wrth the administration of the Forest highway program 
to plan and develop access roads to: 

a. Enhance the value of National Forest System resources. 

b. Protect, develop, and use the National Forest System and Its renewable resources. 

c. Enhance economic development at the local, regional, and national levels 

d. Serve local needs and communities dependent on the National Forest System acbvfties. 

e Provide for economy of operation and maintenance and the safety of the users. 

f. Provrde safe and adequate rural hlghwaye connection the National Forest System wrth major 
highway systems 

AMERICAN INDIANS (FSM 1563) 

1. On October 22, 1992, the United States Department of Agriculture issued a policy statement on 
Indian tribes. The outlined polrciee include: 

a. Supporting the principles of self-governance delineated in the Indian SeCDetermrnation Act and 
Education Assretance Act. 

b. Consulting wrth tribal governments regarding the influence of USDA activrbeeon water, land, forest, 
air and other natural resources of tribal governments 
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c. Seeking input from tribes on USDA policies and issues affecting tribes and reconcikng Indian needs 
with the principles of gcod resources management. 

d Observing the American Indian Rekgioue Freedom Act. 

e. Working wrth tribal governments, high schools and universities to encourage the development of 
agribusiness skills and sharing of Information through exchange of technical staff and skills. 

f. Encouraging early communication and cooperation between agencies with reeponeibrltbes to tribal 
governments. 

g. Coneretent with applicable law or regulation, facilffatrng tribal parbcrpatlon in program planning and 
actrvltiee 

For more on American Indians, see Chapter 3 l Forestwide Standards and 
Guidelines. 

BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY (FSM 2670) 

Seneltlve Specree 

1. Manage sensitive species habrtat as directed in interim directive 2669-93-1 

For more on Biologrcal Dnererty, see Chapter 3 l Foreetwiie Standards and 
Guidelines. 

CAVES (FSM 2356) 

1. Caves will be protected and evaluated under prowsions of the Federal Cave Resources Protection 
Act of 1988. Caves determined to be significant under the Act or being evaluated are exempt from 
locational disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. The location of caves will be kept confiden- 
tial when needed to protect important archeological resources, habrtat for endangered wildkfe, sensitive 
cave brota, and unique geological features. 

2. Management plane wrll be prepared for caves determined to be significant 

3. Coordinate the management of cave and surface resources. 

a. Manage the cave resource in partnership with caving organrzations, other governmental agencree, 
ecrentiete, researchers, and outdoor recreationrste. 

b. Interpret cave resources and provide public evaluation for increased publrc underetandmg and 
awareness of the need to protect and preserve these unique ecosystems. 

c Provide for pubkc health and safety while recognizing that no cave is completely safe and that rlek- 
taking IS part of the caving experience. 

4. Adjust eilvrcultural preecnptione to protect caves. 

a Retain a vegetatrve buffer area around cave entrances. 

b. Do not alter cave entrances with timber harvest activities. 

c. Do not drepoee of slash, refuse, or burn slash at cave entrances. 
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5. Road or trail signs should not direct public attention to wild caves. 

6. Access for exploration and development of locatable mineral resources will be analyzed in response 
to a proposed operating plan. 
7. Potential impacts to cave resources will be considered in reviewing any project. 

8. The water, sediment, nutrient and temperature regimes of caves and karet features WIII be protected 
so these environments can function naturally. 

DAMS (FSM 7500) 

1. For admrnretrative Class A, B, C and high hazard Class D dame located on National Forest System 
lands, annually update the National Inventory of Dame (PL99-662) in accordance with data elements 
required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FSM 7514). 

2. Maintain a record for all dams on National Forest System lands over six feet high (vertical drfference 
between the lowest point on the crest of the dam and the lowest point in the original stream bed). As a 
mrnimum, the record should include the dam identihcatron, location, purpose, owner, adminretrahve 
classfrcation, hazard-potential classification, height, and maximum storage (FSM 7514). 

FIRE AND FUELS (FSM 5106) 

Fire Suppression 

1. Structural firefighting IS the reeponeibikty of local fire service agencies. Structural fire protection from 
advancing wildfire withrn the National Forest Protection Boundary IS the reeponerbrkty of local fire eer- 
vice agencies and the Forest Service (FSM 5133.1). 

Fuel Treatment 

2. Cooperate wrth state and local governments and fire protection districts in the development of fire 
hazard reduction plane and ordinances by prowding technical assrstance (FSM 3172, 3173, 3174). 

3 Provide a level of protectron from wildfire outside of incorporated towns that minimizes the risk of 
building damage or frrefrghter exposure. A fire management plan WIII be wikten for all facifiiiee on Na- 
tional Forest lands and WIII be maintained in the Forest’s Fire Management Action Plan. Natronal Fire 
Protectron Association (NFPA) standards will be used as guideknes for the development of individual 
plans. Each plan wrll provide guidance for structural, vegetative, and infrastructure management of the 
facikties on the Forest. Plannrng standards will be used to provide guidance for private landowners 
requesting direction for wrldland fire-protectron Improvements 

Prescribed Fire 

4. Use prescribed fire to accomplish resource management objectives, such as reducing fuel load buildup, 
wrldllfe habkat improvement, etc. ldenttfy objectives in conjunction with a burning plan approved by a 
line officer. Prescribed burns adjoining pnvate or other federal or state lands will be coordrnated with the 
adjoining landowner (FSM 5140). 

5. Use prescribed fire where It wrll meet management objectives in the most economically and ecologi- 
cally acceptable way (FSM 5140). For more on Fire and Fuels, see Chapter 3 * Forestwrde Standards 
and Guidelines. 
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GEOLOGY (FSM 2800) 

1. Permrt appropriate prospecting and collecting proposals for fossils and minerals by noncommercial, 
scienbfic, and/or educational institutions, and provide appropriate opportunrbes for recreational collec- 
tion of mineral and fossil materials, where consistent with Forest Plan goals and objectives FSM 2860.3). 
2. Prevent unauthorized removal of fossil and mineral resources (FSM 5302). 

3 Propose ergnificant paleontologrc sties for designation as special interest areas or geologrc areas 
(FSM 2360,2372,4063). 

4. Identify special geologic hazards and problems that affect land and resource management and en- 
courage research rn those areas (FSM 2880,2883,2884). 

HERITAGE RESOURCES (FSM 2360) 

1 Locate, evaluate, protect and foster pubkc use and enjoyment of hentage resources. 

a. Protect all hentage resources keted on or eligible for the National Regreter of Hretorrc Places 
(NRHP). 

b. Nominate all ekgible heritage resources to the NRHP. 

c. All projects will be revrewed by a Forest Service professional hentage resources specialist. 

(1) Complete heritage resource Inventories, evaluations and mitigation measures for a project’s 
area of potential effect prior to rssurng environmental decision notices (FSM 2361) 

d. Avoid effects to herltage resources until evaluated and determrned rnekgrble for the NRHP. 

e. Implement appropriate mrtrgatrve measures in consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) and/orthe Preerdent’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) when eligible 
heritage resources will be affected. 

f. MaIntarn, stabilize, or enhance all eligrble heritage resources. cF2P8Bz 

For more on Hentage Resources, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Gurdelines. 

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT (FSM 4500) 

1 Use only chemicals registered with the Environmental Protection Agency and follow label rnetruc- 
tions. 

For more on Integrated Pest Management, see Chapter 3 “Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

LANDS (FSM 5400) 

Landownerehrp Adjustments 

1. Work with other federal agencies to consolidate ownership and propose jurisdictional transfers that 
achieve the followrng objectives. 

a. Develop more effectrve and efficient work unite. 

b Reduce administrative costs 

A-20 



c. improve, marntarn and srmplify user access to pubko lands. 

2. Adjust National Forest System and private lands to create a landownership pattern that meets objet- 
trves of the Forest Service and other landowners. 

3 Manage National Forest System lands identified for exchange or sale consistent wrth surrounding 
management area goals and in accordance with the following: 

a Termmate special-use permits on an opportunrty basks and m compliance with appkcable regulations 
and Forest Servrce pokey. 

b. Renew or extend specral-use permrts on an annual basis only wtth specific notice of the potential 
sale or exchange Included in the authonzation 

c. Do not authorize construction of additional permanent facilities. 

d Do not adversely affect land values by management activrties. 

e. Do not adversely affect land values through issuance of spectal-use permits. 

f. Acquire unrestricted rights-of-way whenever possible to maintain the value of the public land. 

g. Ensure needed public rights-of-way are retained across all lands conveyed out of public ownershrp 
(FSM 5403.1). 

4 Convey lands only f 

a. Flood hazards on and downstream from conveyed lands are not increased. 

b. Natural and beneficial values of acquired wetlands equal or exceed those of conveyed wetlands. 

c Natural water regimes in wetlands downstream from conveyed lands are not disrupted. 

d. Lands have been evaluated for the presence of hazardous materials and known hazardous materials 
have been removed. 

e. Lands do not contarn habttat identtfred by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as necessary for 
recovery of federally listed threatened and endangered species. 

f. Lands do not contain unique resource characteristics (FSH 5409.13, Chapter 30). 

5 Effect jurisdictronal transfers that achieve the following ob]ectives: 

a Reduce dupkcatron of efforts by users and agencies in terms of time, cost and coordination 

b. Improve or maintain user access to the administrating agency. 

c. Decrease travel and enhance management. 

d. Improve public understanding of applicable laws, regulations, policies and procedures. 

s. Develop more effective and efftctent work units. 
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Property Boundary Admrmstration (FSM 7150) 

6. Locate, mark and post landlines accordrng to the following pnorrties: 

a. Lines needed to meet planned activities; 
b. Lmes needed to protect NFS lands from encroachment, and 

c. All other lines (FSM 7152). 

For more on Lands, see Chapter 3 l Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

MINERALS (FSM 2808) 

General 

1 Require an operating plan for each srgnrficant proposed mineral action that may disturb surface 
resources (FSM 2817,2818,2820). 

2. In areas of achvely producing sites or areas containing known reserves, consider only surface re- 
source programs compatible with mineral acbvfties. 

3. Provide reasonable access to outstanding and resewed mineral rights (FSM 2830.5). 

4 In desrgnated Wilderness areas, provrde for reasonable access to proposed operabons and for resto- 
ration of disturbed lands as near as practical to their natural condition when they are no longer needed 
for operation. 

5. Consider srgmfrcant cave discoverres for mineral withdrawal and other protection measures (FSM 
2761,5302) 

6 Deny drilling, mimng or produchon on withdrawn lands, with the exception of valid exrsting rights at 
the trme of wtthdrawal (FSM 2811, 2818, 2822, 2823). 

7. Resolve suspected abuse of the mmmg laws such as occupancy of the land for purposes other than 
prospectrng, mining and related operations. 

8. Avoid placing or proposrng capital tnvestments or other surface resource acbvtties in areas where 
they would Interfere with operating sites or known mineral resources (FSM 2761). 

9. Request mineral leasing withdrawals in s&rations, such as for classdied lands. 

10. Cover mining activity by an operating plan and performance bond of the appropriate amount. 

11. Reclamation wrll return disturbed lands to the planned uses. 

Leasable Mmerals 

12. Approve Surface Use Plan of Operation (36 CFR 228.107) in conformance with all strpulations 
rncluded in the lease and necessary condiiions of approval determined during review of the applications 
(FSM 2800). 
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Geophysical Operations 

13. Permit geophysical operations on wrthdrawn, classified lands where the operations do not interfere 
with purposes for which the lands are wrthdrawn. Do not permk such operations if signtficant adverse 
effects cannot be prevented (FSM 2860). 

Coal, Uranium and Non-Energy Common Materials 

14. In designated Wilderness, Congressionally designated Wilderness study areas, and areas recom- 
mended for Wilderness in RARE II upon which Congress has not taken final action 

a Prospecting for and disposals of common varieties of mineral materials will not be authonzed. 

b. Coal mining In the National Wrlderness Preservatron System is prohibfed by the Coal Leasing 
Amendments Act of 1975. 

c Unless there IS statutory language to the contrary, in which case the statutory provisions control, 
recommend, or consent to BLM for issuance of leases or permits where operations, including surface- 
based access, product transportation and other necessary ancillary facilities, WIII not cause irreversible 
and Irretrievable damage to surface resources and where the lands drsturbed can be restored as 
near as practical to natural condrtions 

15. In classtfted lands other than Wilderness (Wild and Scenic River Systems, RARE II Further Planning 
areas, National Recreation Areas, National Historic Sites, Natural Areas, Special Area.s*such as geo- 
logical, scenic and zoological, and some other spechc classfications): 

a. Authorize common variety exploration and disposals under terms and conditions to protect the 
purposes for which the lands were classified. The objective of reclamation requirements will be to 
return lands to a condrtion surtable for the purposes for which they were classrfted. 

For spsc~al areas classified under 36 CFR 294 and 251.23 for specific management purposes, the 
regulatory provtsrons permit no use or occupancy tnconststent wrth the claseificahon. 

b. Coal mining IS prohibited by the Coal Leasing Amendment Act of 1975, within the National System of 
Trawls and the Wild and Scemc Rivers System, tncludrng study rivers designated by that Act. 

c. Recommend or consent to BLM for issuance of leases permtis or licenses only when terms and 
conditions can be applied that will protect the purposes for which the lands were classified. <F2P8B> 

For more on Minerals, see Chapter 3 l Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

RANGE (FSM 2200) 

1. Allotment management plans (AMPS) need to provide for threatened, endangered and sensrtrve 
species (FSM 2203,2211,2212). 

2. When updating AMPS, display forage uttltzatron factors by type of management, the season of use, 
and the ecological type by condition and seral stage within the AMP (FSM 2210,2211). 

3. Construct structural improvements to maintain or improve rangeland conditions wrthm classified WII- 
derness, consistent with Wilderness values (FSM 2323.26). 

4. Riparian utikzation or stubble-remaining standards are to be developed and included rn AMPS. Con- 
sider season of use to minimize impacts on nparian zones (FSM 221 I, 2212,2526). 
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5. Give emphasis to developing kvestock management strategies that are economrcally efficient, envr- 
ronmentally sound and compattble with other resources (FSM 2212.03 - 2212 8). 

6. Structural and nonstructural improvements to maintain or improve rangeland conditions will be de- 
srgned to benefit livestock and wildlife and mimmize impacts on wildlife and recreation users (FSH 
2209.22, 2209.23, FSM 2240). 

For more on Range, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

RECREATION (FSM 2369) 

Developed 

1. Where terram allows and demand exists, facilities will be considered for development to accommo- 
date people wrth disabrktres. Different challenge levels will be planned, depending upon the nature of the 
improvement and the pnncipal form of recreation being provided. 

2. The customer will be recognized as a spectrum of our socrety interested in a wide array of dispersed, 
sedentary, adventure, developed, guided, self- determined, motorized and nonmotorized achvrties in 
controlled and uncontrolled environments Potential customers will be recognized as those who might 
use National Forest resources f appropriate services and resources were available (FSM 2330) 

3. Sties wrll be managed and maintained according to the needs of our customers using the srts. Safety 
and cleanliness are of utmost importance. Remove hazardous and/or dead trees in developed sites 
(FSM 2331 R-2 Supplement #70, FSM 2332). 

4. The type and level of development sophistication rn developed sites may vary, depending upon the 
sttuation and need. They are developed by the Forest Service, concessionaires or cooperators and may 
be managed by any or a mix of these (FSM 2303). 

Recreation Opportunrty Spectrum 

5. A rscreatron opportunity spectrum (ROS) table IS included in Chapter 1 of this Forest Plan A decision 
to change an ROS class WIII be documented in a NEPA decision document (FSM 1922.15, 2310.3). 

For more on Recreation, see Chapter 3 * Fore&wide Standards and GuIdelines. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS (FSM 4969) 

1. Discourage or prohrbrt any pubkc use that contributes to impairment of research or natural values 
(FSM 4063.36) 

2. Use specral-use permtts or cooperative agreements to authorize and document screntific actrvity 
(FSM 4063.37). 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY (FSM 5460) 

Acquistion 

1. Acquire rights-of-way on existing and proposed Forest System roads and trails that cross other than 
National Forest System lands. 

2. Acquire nghts-of-way using the following crfteria: 
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a. Legal access for exrstrng roads and trawls that provrde general access to the National Forest. 

b. Legal access to support planned projects and hrgh priority activities at least two years prior to 
project implementation (FSM 5461.2).<F2P8B> 

For more on Rights-of-Way, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

SOILS (FSM 2550) 

1 So11 should not be displaced more than a continuous area of 100 square feet or more (FSH 2509.18 
R-2 Supplement). 

2. Soils should not be compacted more than (FSM 2509 18 R-2 Supplement): 

a A 15 percent increase in bulk densky from the average undisturbed density, or 

b. Bulk density values that exceed the followrng threshold values: 

1 25gIc * slit and clay 
1.30 g/cc l silty clay, silty clay loam and silt loam 
1.40 @cc * loam and clay loam 
1.50 g/cc * sandy loam, sandy clay loam and sandy clay 
1.60 g/cc * sand and loamy sand 

3. Maintam adequate plant cover to protect the watershed and maintain plant health consistent wtth the 
soil type. 

4. Management practrces WIII be designed and Implemented to maintam or improve the long-term soil 
productivity potential of the Nattonal Forest (FSH 2509 R-2 Supplement). 

5. Soil quality momtonng will be conducted to determine if so11 management goals, objectives and stan- 
dards are being achieved (FSH 2509 R-2 Supplement). 

8. Monitoring results will be used to adjust management actwftiss and mitigating measures where nec- 
essary to prevent sigmfrcant impairment of the long-term soil productivity (FSH 2509 R-2 Supplement). 

For more on Soils, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Guideknss. 

SPECIAL LAND USES (FSM 2788) 

1. Act on special-use applications according to the following priorities: 

a Those required by law or regulation, or national in scope. 

b. Those in the pubkc interest, mainly local or regional in nature. 

o. All others 

2 Do not approve any special-use applications that can be reasonably met on nonfederal or other 
federal lands unless it IS clearly in the pubkc interest (FSM 2703.2). 

3. Do not approve special-use appkcations for areas adjacent to developed sttes unless the proposed 
use is compatible wrth the purpose and use of the developed sks. 
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4. Utilize approved electronic sites where feasible 

5. Do not approve appkcations for use of federal land that invoive any hazardous materials as defined in 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq., 40 CFR 261.30 and 40 CFR 302.4. The hazardous materials listed are individual 
chemicals These references do not relate to hazardous waste dumps (FSM 2703). 

TIMBER (FSM 2400) 

General 

1. Forests are to be managed to provide net public benefits. Many different philosophies and strategies 
are used that provide benefiis desired in the areas of urban interface, those areas used for recreation 
and viewtng, for wildkfe habiiat, watershed protection, water-yield enhancement, and others, as well as 
for wood and fiber products. In most cases, these must be integrated. Managers are to develop and use 
a wrde variety of prescriptions to meet these public prrorities and to accept that traditional economic 
constderatrons must be supplemented with both the empmcal and subjective ones (FSM 2470 3). 

2. Plan areas for timber harvest only il assured, based on existing technology and knowledge, that long- 
term soil productrvrty wrll not be degraded (FSH 2409.26 Chapter IO). 

3. Provide forwrldkfe habitat improvement and enhancement of other renewable resources in sale area 
improvement plans. 

Tree Stand Improvement (Precommercial Thinning) 

4. Provide for accelerated growth, create specific stocking, and improve quality and vigor of timber 
stands. 

Silvioultural Prescriptions 

5. Silvtcuitural prescriptions for tree-stand improvement, including thinning, should evaluate the tradeoffs 
associated with alternative treatments in terms of increased timber yields, economrc efficiency, en- 
hanced wildkfe habrtat, increased wood-products yield and quality, improved long-term forest health, 
Increased species and structural diversity and the desired future condition for the stand (FSH 2409.26c 
Chapter IO, FSH 2409 17 Chapter 6). 

6 Silvrcultural prescnptions will be prepared for all vegatation management activrties proposing the 
management of forested vegetation to work toward achievrng the desrred future condrtron (FSH 2409). 

7. Apply a variety of silvrcuttural systems and harvest methods that best meet resource management 
objectives. 

8. Prepare indrvrdual silvicultural prescnptions for areas or site spsolfic practices. 

9. Use thinning practices that consider genetic diversity, competftion among the trees for water, nutri- 
ents and kght. The frequency of thinning should depend upon the tree species, fmancial efficiency, and 
the stte’s growing conditions (as commonly measured by site index) (FSH 2409.17 Chapter 6) 

10. Where appropriate, reduce competttron between desired trees and other vegetation (FSH 2409.17 
Chapter 6) 

11. If the silvrcultural system being applied to a particular area of the landscape is uneven-aged, harvest 
trees designated for commerctal timber production based on the desired den&y as determrned by age 
class or srze, and the objective for the area (FSH 2409.26). 

A-26 



12. In most circumstances, rely on or make primary use of these eilvicultural systems that ensure 
regeneration of forest stands through natural seeding and suckenng (FSH 2409 26b Chapter 70). 
13. Use arhfrcral regeneration methods when we cannot rely on the natural sequence of events and/or 
environmental conditions to regenerate the forests within five years or earlier (FSH 2409.26b Chapter 
70). 

14. Inventory Improvement needs in sale areas during sale reconnaissance. Use KV funds as appk- 
cable after sale closure to accomplish needed Improvements Including education and interpretation 
(FSH 2409.12 Chapter 10). 

For more on Timber, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAVEL 

Transportation System Management (FSM 7700) 

1. Unless a proposed road is determrned necessary as a permanent addiiron to the National Forest 
Transportation System, close It and revegetate It. Revegetation will be achieved within six months. 
Close or obliterate temporary roads immedrately when use ends (FSM 7703.1). 

2. Retain access rights (FSM 7712 31). 

3. Establish the specrfic purpose and Intended use for each existing and proposed road, based on 
management direction Document this purpose by writing specific road management objectives, which 
include appropriate design, operatron, and maintenance criteria. Employ traffic (travel) management 
strategies of encourage, accept, drscourage ekminate, unrestrfcted, or prohibrton all roads (FSM 7712.31). 

4. Develop road management programs to require commercial users to pay their share of road mainte- 
nance. 

5. Propose state and county roads as Forest Highways where the use and development of National 
Forest System lands affect the public road system, thus necessitating federal investments to ensure 
that these roads are safe and adequate. Such designation identrfies state and local government roads 
that qualii for constructtlon and reconstructron funding under the Forest Highway program. Designate 
and develop Forest Development Roads as Forest Highways when use of the road meets requirements 
for Forest Highway desrgnation (FSM 7740.3). 

6. Coordinate Forest Information and directional signs with appropriate transportation agencies (FSH 
7109.11). 

Trails (FSM 2300) 

7. Provide for a wade range of recreatronal opportunities, both motorized and nonmotonzed The trail 
system on each Natronal Forest will: 

a. Consider barrier-free opportunities for all new constructron or rehabilitation proposals. 

b. Not be dedrcated to srngle use unless clearly necessary to resolve conflicts or create unique 
opportunrties. 

c. Have documentation on the purpose and use of each trail (FSH 2309). 

6. Trail systems will be integrated across administratrve boundaries, including adjacent Forest Servrce 
units, other federal agencies, state, and municipal trails (FSM 2353). 
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9. Maintain each trawl to the standard requrred for the intended user-types 

IO. The permanent Forest trail system WIII be determined and rdenthed in the Forest Trail Development 
Plan. Thus plan wrll include the existrng and future quality constrarnts as they apply to trawl expenences 
(FSM 2353). 

11. National Historic, Scenic, or Recreation Trails WIII receive higher priority than other trails for recon- 
struction, operation and maintenance (FSM 2353). 

12. Maintain all trails to established Forest standards. 

a. Marntain trawls in accordance with standards in the Trail Handbook 

b. Schedule trawl maintenance in accordance with Regional acceptable work standards 

13. Construct or reconstruct trails when needed as part of the transportation system. 

For more on Transportatron and Travel, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and GuidelInes. 

VISUAL QUALITY (FSM 2350) 

1. Management activfties must be consistent with the visual quakty objectives (VQO) in this Forest Plan 
unless a decision IS made to change the VQO. A decision to change the VQO will be documented in 
project NEPA decrsron documents (FSM 2382.21). 

2. At the project implementation stage, the VQO should be refined to the project scale. 

3. As new vrewer platforms (such as roads, trails, recreatron areas or major housing developments 
outsrde National Forests) are developed, the VQOs should be reassessed (FSM 2382.32). 

4. For areas which do not currently meet the VQO, use landscape rehabiktation as a short-term alterna- 
trve to restore landscapes contaming undesrrable-vsual impacts to a deseed vrsual quality (FSM 2383). 

For more on Visual Qualrty, see Chapter 3 * Forestwrde Standards and GuIdeline and Appendix G 

WATER (FSM 2520) 

Water Quakty 

1. Develop integrated sor!fwater/fishety improvement schedules for watersheds, coordinated wrth other 
resources. Coordrnate with state wildkfe agencies. Apply treatment and land-use controls as needed to 
restore soil producbvity, water quality, channel stability and aquatrc habrtat (FSM 2522.03, 2522 2). 

For more on Water, see Chapter 3 * Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS (FSM 2354) 

The followrng gurdelines set forth standards for determimng the classifrcatron (WI& scenic, or recre- 
atronal) and eventual management of desrgnated Wild and Scemc Rivers (FSH 1999.12). 

Weld Rivers 

1 Cutting of trees wrll not be permtied except when needed in associatron wrth a pnmrtrve recreation 
experience (such as clearing for trails and protection of users) or to protect the environment (such as 
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control of fire) Timber outside the boundary but within the visual mrndors will be managed and har- 
vested in a manner to provrde special emphasis to visual quality 

2 All water supply dams and major diversions are prohibited. 

3. No development of hydroelectnc power facikties is permitted, 

4 No flood control dams, levees, or other works are allowed in the channel or river corndor. The natural 
appearance and essentially pnmitiie character of the river must be marntalned. 

5 New mining claims and mrneral leases are prohrbrted within l/4 mile of the river. Vakd clarms would 
not be abrogated Subject to regulatron (36 CFR 228) that the Secretaries of Agncuiture and Interior 
may prescribe to protect the nvers included in the National System, other exrsting mining activrty would 
be allowed to continue. Exrsting mineral activity must be conducted in a manner that minimizes surface 
disturbance, sedimentation, and vrsual impairment. Reasonable access will be permrtted. 

6. No roads or other provisrons for overland motorized travel would be permitted wrthin a narrow incrsed 
river valley or, 5 the river valley is broad, within II4 mile of the river bank. A few Inconspicuous roads 
leading to the boundary of the river area at the time of study WIII not drsqualff wild river classdrcation. 
Also, unobtrusrve trawl bridges could be allowed. 

7. Agricultural use is restricted to a limfted amount of domestic livestock grazing and hay production to 
the extent currently practiced. Row crops are prohibrted 

8. Major public use areas, such as large campgrounds, intetpretrve centers, or administrative headquar- 
ters are located outside the wild river area. Simple comfort and convenrence facilltres, such as fireplaces 
or shelters, may be provided as necessary within the river area. These should harmonize wrth the 
surroundings 

9 A few minor exrstrng structures could be allowed assuming such structures are not rncompatible with 
the essentially pnmrtive and natural values of the viewshed. New structures would not be allowed except 
in rare rnstances to achieve management objectives (i.e. structures and activities associated with fish- 
eries enhancement programs) 

IO. New transmissron lines, gas lines, water lines, etc. are drscouraged Where no reasonable alterna- 
trve exists, additional or new facilrtres should be restricted to existing rlghs-of-way. Where new nghts-of- 
way are Indicated, the scenic, recreatronal, and fish and wlldkfe values must be evaluated in the selec- 
tion of the site. 

11. Motorized travel on land or water could be permitted, bui is generally not compatible with this 
classsrfrcation. 

Scenic Rovers 

12. A wide range of silvicuitural practices could be allowed provided that such practices are carried on In 
such a way that there is not substantial adverse effect on the nver and Its immediate environment. The 
river area should be maintained in Its near-natural environment. Timber outside the boundary but within 
the visual scene-area should be managed and harvested in a manner that provides special emphasis on 
vrsual qualrty. 

13. All water supply dams and major drversrons are prohibited. 

14 No development of hydroelectric power facrlrties is allowed 
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15. Flood control dams and levees would be prohibrted 

16. Subject to regulations at 36 CFR 228 that the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior may pre- 
scnbe to protect the values of rivers included in the National System, new mining claims and mineral 
leases could be allowed and exrsting operahons allowed to continue. However, mmeral actrvity must be 
conducted in a manner that mksmrzes surface disturbance, sedimentabon and pollution, and visual 
impairment. 

17. Roads may occasionally bridge the river area and short stretches of conspicuous or longer stretches 
of inconspicuous and well-screened roads or screened railroads could be allowed. Consideratron will be 
given to the type of use for which roads are constructed and the type of use that WIN occur in the river 
area. 

18. A wider range of agricultural uses IS permitted to the extend currently practiced. Row crops are not 
considered as an intrusion of the largely prim&e nature of scenic corridors as long as there is not a 
substantial adverse effect on the natural like appearance of the river area 

19 Larger scale pubkc use facrlltres, such as moderate size campgrounds, pubkc mformatron centers, 
and admimstrative headquarters, are allowed If such structures are screened from the river. Modest and 
unobtruisive marinas also can be allowed 

20 Any concentrabons of habrtahons are kmked to relatively short reaches of the river corridor. New 
structures that would have a direct and adverse effect on river values would not be allowed. 

21. New transmission lines, gas lines, water lines, etc. are discouraged. Where no reasonable alterna- 
tive exists, addrtional or new facrlrtres should be restricted to exrsting rights-of-way. Where new nghts- 
of-way are Indicated, the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildkfe values must be evaluated rn the 
selectron of the site 

22. Motorized travel on land or water may be permitted, prohibited or restricted to protect the river 
values. 

Recreational Rivers 

23. Timber harvesbng would be allowed under standard restnctions to protect the immediate river envi- 
ronment, water quallty, scenic, frsh and wildlife, and other values. 

24. Exrstmg low dams, diversron works, np rap and other manor structures are allowed provided the 
waterway remains generally natural in appearance. New structures are prohibited. 

25. No development of hydroelectnc power facrlrhes is allowed. 

26 Existing flood control works may be maintained. New structures are prohibrted. 

27 Subject to regulations (36 CFR 228) that the Secretanes of Agriculture and the lntenor may pre- 
scribe to protect values of rivers included in the National System, new mining claims and mineral leases 
are allowed and existing operations are allowed to contrnue. Mineral activity must be conducted in a 
manner that mimmrzes surface disturbance, sedimentation and pollution, and visual impairment. 

28. Paralleling roads or railroads could be constructed on one or both nverbanks There can be several 
bridge crossrngs and numerous river access points. 

29. Lands may be managed for a full range of agricultural uses to the extent currently practices. 
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30. Campgrounds and picmc areas may be established in close proximity to the river. However, recre- 
ational classrfication does not require extensive recreation development. 

31. Small communrties as well as dispersed or cluster residential developments are allowed New 
structures are allowed for both habrtation and for intensive recreation use. 

32. New transmission lines, gas lines, water lines, etc. are discouraged. Where no reasonable alterna- 
hve exists, addiironal or new facilities should be restricted to existing rights-of-way. Where new rights- 
of-way are indicated, the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values must be evaluated in the 
selection of the site. 

33. Motorized travel on land or water may be permrtted, prohibited or restricted Controls will usually be 
similar to surrounding lands and waters. 

For more on Wild and Scenic Rivers, see Chapter 3 l ForestwIde Standards and Gurdelines. 

WILDLIFE AND FISH (FSM 2600) 

1. Manage animal damage in cooperation with the state wildltfe agencies and the Ammal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service to prevent or reduce damage to other resources and direct control toward 
preventing damage or removing only the offending animal. 

2. Provrde forage for big game. Allocate forage to big game based on direction in management area 
prescriptions and FSM 2210, range analysis and allotment management planning. 

Endangered or Threatened Species 

3. Provide habrtat for federally listed of proposed endangered or threatened species on National Forest 
System lands (FSM 2672.24, 2676). 

4. Complete biological evaluations on actions authorized through NEPA decrsron documents, funded or 
carried out by the Forest Service to determine the effects on federally listed or proposed endangered or 
threatened species (FSM 2672.4). 

5. Carry out consultation, informal orformal as appropriate, with the US Fish and Wildlife Service when 
biological assessments determine that Forest Service actions may affect federally listed or proposed 
endangered or threatened specres (FSM 2671.45). 

For more on Wildlrfe and Fish, see Chapter 3 Forestwrde Standards and Guidelines. 
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STATUTES 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
Act of August 1 I, 1978 

Americans with Drsabilities Act of 1990 
Anderson-Mansfield Reforestahon and Revegetation 
Act of October 11, 1949 

Antiqurhes Act 
Act of June 8,1908 

Archaeologrcal Resources Protectron Act of 1979, as amended 1988 
Act of October 31, 1979 

Archtiectural Barriers Act of 1968 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937 
Act of July 22, 1937 

Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 
Act of June 7, 1924 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 
Act of August 7,1977 

Clean Water Act of 1977 
Clean Water Amendments (*Federal Water Pollutions Control Act Amendments of1972*) 
Act of October 18,1972 

Color of Trtle 
Act of December 22, 1928 

Common Vaneties of Mineral Materials 
Act of July 31, 1947 

Comprehensrve Environmental Response, Compensation and Liabilii Act, as amended 
Act of December II,1980 

Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 
Act of July I, 1978 

Drsaster Relief Act of 1974 
Act of May 22,1974 

Eastern Wrlderness Act 
Act of January 3,1975 
Economy Act of 1932 
Act of June 30, 1932 
Emergency Flood Prevention (Agricultural Credit Act of 1978) 
Act of August 4,1978 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 
Act of December 28,1973 
Energy Secunty Act 
Act of June 30, 1980 

Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 
Act of October 6, 1972 

Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988 
Act of November 18,1988 

Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1975 
Act of August 4, 1976 

Federal Insecbcrde, Rodenticide, and Fungicrde Act 
Act of October 21, 1972 

Federal Land Pokey and Management Act of 1976 
Act of October 21,1976 

Federal NOXIOUS Weed Act of 1974 
Act of January 3,1975 
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Federal Onshore 011 and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 
Act of December 22,1987 

Federal Power Act of 1920 
Act of June 10, 1920 

Federal-State Cooperatron for So11 Conservation 
Act of December 22, 1944 

Federal Water Pollutron Control Act of 1956, as amended (Water Quality Act of1965, Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966) 
Act of July 9, 1956 

Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 
Act of Juiy 9, 1965 
Fish and Wildlrfe Conservation 
Act of September 15, 1960 

Frsh and Wildkfe Coordrnation Act 
Act of March IO, 1934 

Forest Hrghways 
Act of August 27, 1958 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 
Act of August 17,1974 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act of 1978 
Act of June 30,1978 

Freedom of lnformatron Act 
Act of November 21,1974 

Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 
Act of December 24,197O 

Granger-Thye Act 
Act of April 24, 1950 

Historic Presewatron Act 
Act of October 15,1966 

Intermodal Surface Transportatron Efhcrency Act 
Act of December 18,199l 

Joint Surveys of Watershed Areas Act of 1962 
Act of September 5,1962 

Knutson-Vandenberg Act 
Act of June 9,193O 

Land Acquistrtron 
Act of March 3, 1925 

Land Acquisition-Declaration of Taking 
Act of February 26, 1931 

Land Acquisition-Title Adjustment 
Act of July 8, 1943 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 
Act of September 3, 1964 

Law Enforcement Authority 
Act of March 3, 1905 

Leases Around Reservoirs 
Act of March 3, 1962 

Mrneral Leasing Act 
Act of February 25,192O 
Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands 
Act of August 7, 1947 

Mineral Resources on Weeks Law Lands 
Act of March 4, 1917 
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Mineral Springs Leasing 
Act of February 28, 1899 

Mining Clarms Rights Restoration Act of 1955 
Act of August ii,1955 

Mimng and Mrnerals Pokey Act of 1970 
Act of December 31, 1970 

Mubple-Use Sustamed-Yreld Act of 1960 
Act of June 12, 1980 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
Act of January 1, 1970 

National Forest Management Act of 1976 
Act of October 22, 1976 

National Forest Roads and Trails Act 
Act of October 13, 1964 

National Histonc Preservation Act 
Act of October 15, 1966 

National Hrstorio Presewation Act Amendments of 1980 and 1992 
Act of December 12,198O 

National Trails System Act 
Act of October 2, 1968 

Occupancy Permits 
Act of March 4, 1915 

Organic Admimstrahon Act of 1897 
Act of June 4, 1897 

Petrified Wood 
Act of September 28, 1962 
Pipelines 
Act of February 25, 1920 

Preservation of Historical and Archaeological Data 
Act of May 24, 1974 

Pubkc Land Surveys 
Act of March 3, 1899 
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 
Act of October 25, 1978 

Rehabrktaion 
Act of 1973, as amended 
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 
Act of June 30, 1978 

Research Grants 
Act of September 6, 1958 

Rrght of Eminent Domain 
Act of August 1, 1888 
Rural Development Act of 1972 
Act of August 30,1972 

Safe Dnnkrng Water Amendments on 1977 
Act of November 16, 1977 

Sikes Act 
Act of October 18, 1974 

Small Tracts Act 
Act of January 22,1983 

Smokey Bear Act 
Act of May 23, 1952 
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So11 and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 
Act of November la,1977 

Solid Waste Dipsosal (*Resource Consetvatton and Recovery Act of 1976”) 
Act of October 21,1976 

Supplemental National Forest Reforestatron Fund 
Act of September la,1972 

Surface Mrmng Control And Reclamatron Act of 1977 
Act of August 3, 1977 

Sustained Yield Forest Management 
Act of March 29, 1944 

Timber Export 
Act of March 4,1917 

Timber Exportation 
Act of April 12, 1926 

TZle Adjustment 
Act of Apnl28, 1930 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
Act of October 11, 1976 

Transfer Act 
Act of February I,1905 

Twenty-Rve Percent Fund 
Act of May 23,1908 

Umform Federal Accessibrkty Standards (in accordance with the Archrtectural Act of 1968) 
U.S. Criminal Code (*Tile 18, Umted States Code, Chapter 91 * Public Lands*) 
Act of June 251948 

U.S. Mining Laws (Public Domain Lands) 
Act of May IO,1 872 

Volunteers in the National Forests Act of 1972 
Act of May 18, 1972 

Water QuaBy Improvement Act of 1985 
Act of April 3,1965 

Water Resources Planning Act 
Act of July 22, 1965 

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954 
Act of August 4,1954 

Weeks Act Status for Certain Lands 
Act of September 2,1958 

WeeksActof 1911 
Act of March 1,lQll 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
Act of October 2,1968 

Wilderness Act of 1964 
Act of September 3,1964 

Wildlife Game Refuges 
ActofAugustll, 1916 

Wood Residue Utilizatron Act of 1980 
Act of December 19,198O 

Woodsy OwVSmokey Bear Act 
Act of June 22,1974 

Youth Consetvatin Corps 
Act of August 13,197O 
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2 CAP = REGULATIONS 
36 CFR 60 - Nabonal Regrster of Hrstoric Places 
36 CFR 212 - Forest Development Transportatron System 
36 CFR 213 - Administration Under Bank-Jones Act 
36 CFR 219 - Planning 
36 CFR 221 - Trmber Management Plannmg 
36 CFR 222 - Range Management 
36 CFR 223 - Sale and Disposal of NFS Timber 
36 CFR 228 - Mrnerals 
36 CFR 241 - Fish and Wrldlrfe 
36 CFR 251 - Land Uses 
36 CFR 254 - Landownership Adjustments 
36 CFR 261 - Prohibrhons 
36 CFR 291 - Occupancy and Use of Developed Sites and Areas of Concentrated Pubkc Use 
36 CFR 292 - National Recreation Areas 
36 CFR 293 - Wilderness - Pnmdve Areas 
36 CFR 294 - Special Areas 
36 CFR 295 - Use of Motor Vehicles off Forest Development Roads 
36 CFR 296 - Protection of Archaeological Resources 
36 CFR 297 - Wild and Scenic Rivers 
36 CFR 800 -Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
40 CFR 1500-1508 - Councrl on Environmental Quality 

Natronal Electrical Code 
National Frre Code 
Uniform Building Code 
Uniform Mechanical Code 
Umform Plumbing Code 

2 CAP = EXECUTIVE ORDERS 
E.O. 11593 - Protectron and Enhancement of Cultural Environment 
E.O. 11990 - Protection of Wetlands 
E.O. 116440 1989 - Use of Off-Road Vehicles 
E.O. 11988 - Floodplain Management 
E.O. 12113 - Independent Water Project Review 

Specifics to the Targhee Natronal Forest: 

Decomposition Classes for Down Logs, USFS 1985 
Bald Eagle Zones Pubkcation 
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GLOSSARY 

A- 

Abiotic - Nonliving substances or environmental Aerial Logging -Removing logs from atimber har- 
factors. vest area by hellcopter. Fewer roads are requrred, 

so the impact to an area IS minimized. 
Accelerated Soil Erosion - Erosion much more 
raprd than normal, natural, geological erosion, pri- Affected Environment-The natural environment 
manly as a result of the influence of the actfvtiies that exists at the present time rn an area being 
of man or, in some cases, of animals. analyzed. 

Acceptable Storage/Acceptably Stored - (a) 
stored in a bear resrstant container or, (b) stored in 
a closed vehicle constructed of solrd, nonpkable 
material or; (c) suspended at least 10 feet clear of 
the ground at all points and 4 feet horizontally from 
any supporting tree or pole. 

Acre-foot - A measure of water or sediment vol- 
ume equal to the amount which would cover an 
area of one acre to a depth of one foot (325,351 
gallons). 

Activity Araa - A land area impacted by a man- 
agement activrty, excluding speclfred transporta- 
tion facrlrties, dedicated trails, and mining excava- 
tions, and dumps. Activity areas include harvest 
units wrthin timber sale areas, prescribed burn ar- 
eas, and grazing areas within range allotments. 
Riparian and other environmentally sensitive areas 
may be momtored and evaluated as individual ac- 
tivrty areas. 

Adaptation - A change in either the genetic 
makeup or behavior of an organism that enhances 
its abrllty to cope with or survive in its envrronment. 

Adaptive Management-A type of natural resource 
management that impkes makmg decrsrons as part 
of an ongorng process. Monitoring the resuits of 
actions will provide a flow of information that may 
indrcate the need to change a course of action. 
Scientific findings and the needs of society may 
also indicate the need to adapt resource manage- 
ment to new information 

Adaptive Planning - Astrategy whereby planning 
efforts are directed towards meeting temporary 
crises which arise in response to changing condi- 
tions. 

Afforestation - The establishment of a tree crop 
on an areas from which it has always or very long 
been absent 

Age Class - An age grouping of trees according to 
an Interval of years, usually 20 years. A single age 
class would have trees that are within 20 years of 
the same age, such as l-20 years or 21-40 years 
and so on. 

Air Pollution. The undesirable addltifn to the at- 
mosphere of substances (gases, kqurds, or solid 
particles) thatare efther foreign to or are in quanti- 
ties exceeding their natural concentrabons. 

Air Quality - The composition of air wrth respect 
to quanbties of pollutron therein; used most fre- 
quently in connection wrth “standarde” of maximum 
acceptable pdlutant concentrations. 

Air Shed -A geographic area that because of to- 
pography, climate and meteorology share the same 
air mass. 

All-Aged Stand -A portion of a forest or a stand 
that contams trees of all, or almost all, age classes. 

Allocation -The assignment of management prac- 
tices to specific land areas to achieve established 
goals and objectives; such as the allocation of a 
wilderness management zone to an opportunity 
CISSS. 

Allotment (range allotment) - The area desig- 
nated for use by a prescribed number of livestock 
for a prescribed penod of time. Though an entire 
Ranger District may be divided into allotments, all 
land will not be grazed, becauee other uses, such 
as recreation or tree plantings, may be more rm- 
p&ant at a given time. 
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Allotment Management Plan (AMP) - A docu- Animal Unit - Considered to be one mature dry 
ment that specfles the program of action desig- cow of approximately’ 1003 pounds based upon an 
nated to reach a gwen set of objsctwes for a live- average daily forage consumption of 26 pounds 
stock allotment. It IS prepared in consultation with dry matter per day. (Abbr. A.U.) 
the permlttee(s) Involved and prescribes the man- 
ner and extent to which the permrttee’s livestock Animal Unit Conversion Factor-A numencal fig- 
operabons will be conducted in order to meet mul- ure expressing the forage requirements of a par- 
bple use, sustained yield, economic, and other tiiular kind or class of animal relative to the re- 
needs and objectives as determined for the lands qulrement for an animal umt. A conversion factor 
involved. It describes the type, location, owner- is satisfactory with respect to the amount of forage 
ship, and specificatlonsforthe range improvements required to maintain an animal, but may not be 
in place or to be installed and maintamed on the applicable in determining stocking rates for range 
lands to meet the livestock grazing and other ob- use for particular kinds or classes of anrmals be- 
jechves for the land It contains such other prow- cause of different grazing preferences. 
sions relating to the permittee’s livestock manage- 
ment responsibiltiies and other oblectwes aa may Animal Unit Month (AUM) - The amount of feed 
be prescribed by the Forest Service. or forage required by one mature (1,000 lb.) cow 

with can, or equwalent, for 1 month; average daily 
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) - The quanttfy of forage consumption IS 26 pounds per day. Each 
timber that may be sold from the area of sultable wlkflife species will utilize some fraction of this as 
land covered by the Forest Plan for a time period follows: Elk = 7, Deer = .3, and Antelope = .3. 
specified by the Plan. This quantify is usually ex- 
pressed on an annual basis as the “average an- Apparent Trend - An estimate of trend drawn from 
nual allowable sale quanbly.” the presence or absence of ~ndiiors noted or mea- 

sured during a onetlme observation. Conclusion 
Allowable Use -The degree of utilization consid- drawn from such a method can be borne out or 
ered desirable and attainable on various speclflc refuted only by making additional ObSeNatlOns or 
parts of an allotment considering the present na- measurements over time. Apparent trend is de- 
ture and condition of the resource, management scribed in the same terms as measured trend sx- 
objectives, and level of management. cept that when no trend IS apparent It shall be de- 

scribed as “not apparent.” 
Alternative - One of several policies, plans or 
projects proposed for decisionmaking. Appeal -A request to a higher ranking Forest Ser- 

vice official for relief from a written decision. 
AMP -Allotment Management Plan 

Appropriate Suppression Response - The 
Analysis -A detailed examination of anything corn- planned strategy for wildfire suppression action, in 
plex in order to understand its nature or determine terms of kind, amount and timing, which most effi- 
its essential features. ciently meets fire management direction under cur- 

rent and expected burning condrtions. The re- 
Analysis Area - A geographic area used for envi- sponse may range from a strategy of prompt con- 
ronmental analysis. Analysis areas will vary in size, trol to one of containment, confinement or surveil- 
depending on the type of activity and/or project lance. 
being analyzed, and the associated issues, con- 
cerns and opportunities. ASQ -Allowable Sale Quanbty 

Anthropogenic - Involving the impact of humans Aquatic Connectivity - The level of connection 
on natural systems. between aquatrc habtiat patches. Aquatic ecosys- 

tems and species wevolved to fun&on within cer- 
Animal Carcass - The dead body or parts thereof, tain limits of connectivity. When aquatic habitat 
of any mammal, bird, or fish, mcluding domestic patches are fragmented beyond natural limrts, the 
livestock. key ecological linkages between the blological 
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(aquatic brota, soil mrcrobes, npanan plants) and 
physrcal (water, parent matedal, gradient) elements 
are weakened and result in reduced aquatic ew- 
system health. 

Aquatic Influence Zone - Used in the context of 
a land management prescription, the area encom- 
passing aquatic and npanan ecosystems and ad- 
jacent lands which directly affect the hydrologic, 
geomorphic, and ecological processes controlling 
aquatic and ripanan ecosystem heakh and func- 
tion. 

Aquatic Ecosystem -Any body of water, such as 
streams, lakes, or springs, and all organisms and 
nonliving components wrthm It, funcboning as a 
natural system and Interacting with associated ter- 
restrial ecosystems. 

Aquatic Macroinvertebrates - Invertebrates liv- 
ing within aquatic systems that are large enough 
to be seen wrfh the naked eye, i.e. most aquatic 
insects. 

Aquifer - A water-bearing geologic formation or 
structure that transmits water. 

Artificial Regeneration - Replacement of forest 
stands by planting young trees or applying seed 
(direct seeding). 

Aspect - The direction a slope faces. A hillside 
facing east has an eastern aspect. 

Assessment - The Renewable Resource Assess- 
ment required by the Resources Planning act 
@PA). 

Associated Species - A species found to be nu- 
merically more abundant in a particular forest suc- 
cessional stage as compared to other stages. 

Association -Any assemblage of populatrons IIV- 
mg in a prescribed area or physical habitat; ft is a 
loosely organized unit to the extent that ft has char- 
acteristics additional to Its individual components. 

AUM -Animal Unit Month 

Avoidance Areas - Areas having one or more 
physical, environmental, institutional or statutory 
impediments to cwrrdor designation. These are two 
types of avoidance areas. 

Discretionary -areas that may be crossed by 
corridors only If necessary and reasonable 
mrhgatfon or avotdance of srgnlfrcant impacts 
can be obtained. 

Nondiscretionary - areas that may not be 
crossed by cordkfors unless authorized by the 
appropriate official (for example, Governor, 
Presrdent, etc.) 

-B- 

BA - Biological Assessment 

Background -The visible terrain beyond the fore- 
ground and middleground where mdrvrdual trees 
are not visible but are blended into the total fabric 
of the stand. (See “Foreground” and 
“Middleground”.) 

Background Level (Background, Natural Back- 
ground) - The ever-present envrronmental wndi- 
tions or effects above which a phenomenon must 
manifest itseif in order to be detected 

Bark Beetle -An insect that bores through the bark 
of trees to eat the inner bark and lay its eggs. Bark 
beetles are important killers of forest trees. 

Basal Area - The area of the cross section of a 
tree truck near its base, usually 4.5 feet above the 
ground. Basal area is a way to measure how much 
of a stie is occupied by trees. The term basal area 
IS often used to describe the collective basal area 
or trees per acre. 

Base Sale Schedule-A timber sale schedule for- 
mulated on the basrs that the quantity of timber 
planned for sale and harvest for any future decade 
IS equal to or greater than the planned sale and 
harvest for the preceding decade and that thus 
planned sale and harvest for any decade is not 
greater than the long-term sustained-yield capac- 
ity. This defimtion expresses the principle of 
nondeckmng flow. 

BE - Biological Evaluation 

Bear Management Units - 18 land units delineated 
wrthin the Yellowstone Gnuly Bear Recovery Zone. 
These units are used for grizzly bear population 
and habitat analysis. There are three bear man- 
agement units which encompass Portions of the 
Targhee National Forest. 
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Bear Resistant Container -A securable container 
constructed of solid nonpliable material capable of 
withstanding 200 foot-poundsof energy (using the 
approved bear-reslstant container Impact testmg 
machine). When secured and under stress the 
container will not have any cracks, openings, or 
hinges that would allow a bear to gain entry by bit- 
ing or pulling with Its claws. Wocd wntainers are 
not considered bear-resistant unless they are rein- 
forced with metal 

Benchmark - (1) A permanent reference point. (2) 
In range monitoring, it is used as a point where 
changes in vegetation through bme are measured. 

Biological Diversity - See BiodiversKy. 

Biological Evaluation (BE) - A document that re- 
viewsall Forest Service planned, funded, executed, 
or permitted programs and activrties for possible 
effects on endangered, threatened, proposed, or 
sensitive plant and animal species. 

Biological Potential -The maximum possible re- 
source output limited only by inherent physical and 
biological characteristics. 

Biomass-The total weight of the kving organisms 
in some biological system. 

Best Management Practices (BMP’s) - Practices Biosphere-That part of the earth’s crust, waters 
which have been designed to prevent or reduce and surrounding air-layer which is inhabrted by IIV- 
the amount of nonpoint pollution, to a level corn- mg organisms. 
patible with State water quality standards and qual- 
ity goals. These practices may be determined by Biota - The plants and animals of an area, taken 
the State, the Forest, a designated area wide plan- collectively. 
ning agency, or on a project level basis. Also re- 
ferred to as Soil and Water Conservation Practices Biotic - All the living organisms in an areas and 
(SWCP’S). their life processes. 

Big Game - Those species of large mammals nor- Biotic Climax - A climax caused by a permanent 
mally managed for sport huntmg. influence or culmmation of influences caused by 

one or more kinds of organisms, including humans. 
Biodegradable -Chemicals or substances which See Climax. 
can be readily broken down into their component 
parts by blological action. Biotic Community - See Community. 

Biodiversity - The distribution and abundance of Biotic Diversity - See Biodlversity. 
dtfferent plant and animal species and communi- 
ties within an area Dwersity encompasses four lev- BMP - Best Management Practices. 
els: genetics, species, ecosystems and land- 
scapes. Board Foot - The amount of wood equivalent to a 

piece 1 foot long by 1 foot wide by 1 inch thak. 
Biological - Relating to, or affecting life and living Generally, five board feet log measure is approxi- 
organisms. mately equivalent to 1 cubic foot of round wood. 

Biological Assessment (BA) - A document that 
reviews and evaluates proposed actions of Fed- 
eral agencies for possible effects on any species 
listed, or proposed to be listed, as threatened or 
endangered, and their designated or proposed cnti- 
cal habrtat. 

Biological Control -The use of natural means to 
control unwanted pests. Examples include intro- 
duced or naturally occurring predators such as 
wasps, or hormones that inhlbrt the reproduction 
of pests. Biolcglcal controls ce.n sometimes be 
akernatives to mechamcal or chemical means. 

Broadcast Bum -Allowing a prescribed fire to burn 
over a designated area within well-defined bound- 
aries for reduction of fuel hazard, improve forage 
for wildlife and livestock, or encourage successful 
regeneration of trees. 

Browse-Twigs, leaves and young shoots of trees 
and shrubs that animals eat. Browse is often used 
to refer to the shrubs eaten by big game, such as 
elk and deer. 

Brush - Stands of vegetation dominated by 
shrubby, wocdy plants or low growing trees. 
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Buffer - A designated land or water area, along 
the perimeter of some feature (e g., a stream), 
whose use IS regulated sc as to resist, absorb or 
preclude unwanted effects to the protected feature. 

Buffer Strip -A protective area adjacent to an area 
requiring special attention or protection. 

Burning Index (BI) -A number related to the wn- 
tribution of fire behavior to the effort of containing 
a fire. BI is represented in NFDRS by a calculation 
of flame length in feet muitiplied by 10. 

-C- 

C&H Allotment-A cattle and horse allotment. 

Cable Logging - Logging that involves the trans- 
port of logs from stump to collection points by 
means of suspended steel cables. Cable logging 
reduces the need for the construction of logging 
roads. 

Candidate Species -A species being considered 
for listing as a federally threatened or endangered 
species. 

Canopy - The more or less continuous wver of 
branches and foliage formed collectively by the 
crown of adjacent trees and other woody growth. 
It usually refers to the uppermost layer of foliage, 
but It can be used to descnbe lower layers in a 
multi-stoned forest. 

Canopy Closure - The degree to which the col- 
lective forest canopy, as projected onto the sur- 
face, occupies or covers that surface, i.e. the de- 
gree to which the sunllght is blocked or the sky 
obscured. 

Canopy Cover - The percentage of ground cov- 
ered by a vertical projection of the outermost pe- 
rimeter of the natural spread of foliage of plants. 
Small openings within the canopy are included. The 
sum of canopy cover of several species may ex- 
ceed 100 percent. (Syn. crown cover). 

Capability - The potential of an area of land to 
produce resources, supply gocds and services, and 
albw resource uses under an assumed set of man- 
agement practices end at a given level of manage- 
ment intensity. Capabilrty depends upon current 

conditions and site conditions such as climate, 
slope, landform, SOILS and geology, es well as the 
application of management practices, such as sil- 
vtculture or protection from fire, insects and dis- 
ease. 

Carnivore -A organism that feeds on animal sub- 
stances. 

Carrying Capacity -The number of organisms that 
the resources of a habitat can support. Usually used 
with respect to specific species even though the 
carrying capacity of a habitat depends on the mter- 
actions of both its ablotlc and blottc components. 

Catastrophic Condition -A significant change in 
forest conditions on the area that affects Forest 
Plan resource management ObjectIveS and their 
projected and scheduled outputs, uses, costs, and 
effects on local communities and environmental 
quality. 

Catastrophic Event-A large-scale, high-intenstty 
natural disturbance that occurs infrequently. 

Cavity -The hollow excavated in trees by birds or 
other natural phenomena; used for roosting and 
reprcducbon by many birds and mammals. 

CEM - Cumulative Effects Model (Bear) 

Channel -A natural or artificial conduit which peri- 
odically or continuously contains movmg water, 
such as a stream. A channel has defined bed and 
banks. 

Chargeable Volume - All volume included in the 
growth and yield projections for the selected man- 
agement prescriptions used to arrive at the allow- 
able sale quantity, based on regional utilization stan- 
dards. 

Chemical Control -The use of pesbcides and her- 
bicides to control pests and undesirable plant spe- 
cies 

Class I Areas (Airsheds) - Regarding air quallty. 
an area designated for the most stringent degree 
of protection by the Clean Air Act. Included are 
National parks establlshed before August 1977 and 
wildernesses designated by the 1964 Wilderness 
Act 
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Class II Areas (Airsheds) - The level of air quality 
protecbon asslgned to areas other than Class I 
Areas. 

Class of Livestock - Age and/or sex group of a 
kind of hvestock. (cf. class of animal ) 

Classification - The forming, sorting, appottion- 
ing, grouping or dividmg of objects into classes to 
form an ordered arrangement of items having a 
defined range of characteristics. 

Clean Air Act - (42 U.S C. 7609) Section309 pro- 
vides authority for the Environmental Protectwn 
Agency to review other agency envIronmental im- 
pact statements. 

Clearcutting - The cutting method where mer- 
chantable trees are removed form a designated 
area during one operation. 

Clearcutting with Reserves Regeneration 
Method - A variant of the Clearcutting Method in 
which varying numbers of resetve trees are not 
cut to attam goals other than regenerabon. The 
method normally creates a two-aged stand. 

Climate - The average course or condition of the 
weather at a particular place over a period of many 
years as exhlblted in extremes, means, ranges and 
seasonal distnbutions 

Climax - The culminatmg stage m plant succes- 
sion for a given site where the vegetabon has 
reached a highly stable condltlon. 

Climax Community - The final stage in succes- 
sion, its nature is determined largely by the climate 
and soil of a region. 

Climax Species - Species that are self petpetuat- 
mng in the absence of disturbance. 

Climax Vegetation - The pattern or complex of 
climax commumtles in a landscape correspondmg 
to the pattern of environmental gradients or habi- 
tats. 

Closed Allotment/Area - An allotment or area 
where livestock grazing IS not permitted. 

Coarse-filter analysis -An analysis of aggregates 
of elements such as cover type or plant commu- 
nlty. 

Coarse Filter Management - Land management 
that addresses the needs of all aviated spe- 
cles, commumbes, environments, and ecological 
processes in a land area. (See fine filter manage- 
ment.) 

Collector Roads - These roads serve small land 
areas and are usually connected to a Forest Sys- 
tem Road, a county road, or a state hghway. 

Commercial Forest Land - Forest land that is pro- 
ducmg or is capable of producing crops of mdw- 
trial wood and (a) has not been withdrawn by Con- 
grass, the Secretary, or the Chief; (b) existmg tach- 
nology and knowledge is available to ensure tim- 
ber production without irreversible damage to soils 
producbvity, or watershed conditions; and (c) ex- 
isting technology and knowledge, as reflected in 
current research and experience, provides reason- 
able assurance that adequate restocking can be 
attained within 5 years after fmal harvesting. 

Commercial Thinning - Selective cutting in im- 
mature stands in which all or part of the felled trees 
are extracted for useful products and designed to 
improve the quality and growth of the remaining 
trees. 

Commodity -A resource product for which a mon- 
etary value has been established. 

Community-All of the organisms inhabiting a com- 
mon environment and interacting wtih one another, 
or an associabon of interactlng populations usually 
defined by the nature of their interaction in the place 
in which they live. 

Community cohesion - The degree of umty and 
cooperation within a community in working toward 
shared goals and solutions to problems. 

Community stability - A communlly’scapacity to 
handle change without major hardships or disrup- 
tions to component groups or instWtwns Measure- 
ment of community stability requires idenbficabon 
of the type and rate of proposed change and an 
assessment of the community’s caps&y to accom- 
modate that level of change. 

Community type -An aggregation of all phnt com- 
mumties dlstinguished by floristic and structural 
srmilarrbes in both overstory and undergrowth lay- 
ers. A unit of vegetation wtihm a class&&on. 
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Compartment - A unk of forested land, usually be- 
tween 1,000 and 3,ooO acres in size. defined by 
natural and man-made features and used to factIt- 
tate timber plannmg. 

Competition -The general struggle for existence 
and dominance In which living organisms compete 
for a limited supply of the necessities of life. 

Composition - What an ecosystem is composed 
of. Composition could include water, minerals, 
trees, snags, wildlife, soil, mrcoorganisms, and 
certain plant species. 

Concern - (Also management concern.) An IS- 
sue, problem or condhon which constrains the 
range of management practices identified by the 
Forest Service in the plannmg process 

Confine - To limit fire spread wrthin a predeter- 
mined area prmcipally by use of natural or precon- 
structed barriers or environmental conditions. Sup- 
pression action may be minimal and limitedto sur- 
veillance under appropriate condltrons. 

Conifer - A tree that produces cones, such as a 
pine, spruce, or fir tree. 

Connected Actions - Cbsely related actionswhich 
automatically trigger other actwns, cannot proceed 
unless other actions are taken previously orsimul- 
taneously, or are interdependent parts of a larger 
action and depend on the larger action forjustifica- 
tion. 

Connectivity (of habitats) - The lmkage of simi- 
lar but separated vegetation stands by patches, 
corndors or “stepping stones” of like vegetation. 
This term can also refer to the degree to which 
stmilar habttats are linked. 

Connectivity - The condition m which the spatial 
arrangement of land or water habfats allows bio- 
logical and ecological processes to function across 
the landscape. ConnecWy IS the cpposlte of frag- 
mentatton. 

Constraint - A limitation; action which cannot be 
taken or must be taken. 

Conservation - The careful protection, utilizabon 
and planned management of natural resources to 
prevent their depletion, explottation, destruction, 
waste or neglect. 

Consistency-All resource phns and permits, con- 
tracts and other instruments for the use and occu- 
pancy of Natbnal Forest System land mttst be con- 
sistent with the Forest Plan. 

Consumer Organism -A organism which Ingests 
other organisms or food particles, depending upon 
their position in the food chain. 

Consumptive Use - A use of resources that re- 
ducesthe supply, such as logging and mining (See 
also nonconsumptive use). 

Contain - To surround a fire, and any spot fires 
therefrom, with control lines as needed, which can 
reasonably be expected to check the fire’s spread 
under prevailing and predicted condltwns. 

Contingency Plan - A plan for provfding timely 
recognkion of approaching critical fire situations, 
priortty setting, and deployment of forces and other 
action to resolve those situations. 

Continuous Grazing System - Unrestricted gmz- 
mng throughout the entire grazing season every year. 

Contour-A line drawn on a map connecting points 
of the same elevation. 

Contrast -The degree to which adjacent landscape 
elements dHfer from each other, with respect to 
species composition and physlcal attributes. 

Control - To complete the control lme around a 
fire, any spot fires therefrom, and any interior is- 
lands to be saved; burn out any unburned area 
adjacent to the fire stde of the control line; and cool 
down all hot spots that are immediate threats to 
the control line, until the line can reasonably be 
expected to hold under foreseeable conditions. 

Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) - 
The process whereby various user groups are in- 
volved in discussion of akernatiie resource uses 
and collectively diagnose management problems, 
establish goals and objectives, and evaluate mul- 
tiple use resource management. 

Core Area -A term used to describe a component 
of grizzly bear habitat. Core areas are free of mo- 
torized access during the nondenning period. Core 
areas must meet the following criteria: 
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No motorized use of roads and trails during the 
nondennmg period. Within the core area, 
restricted roads require closure dewces that are 
permanent such as tank traps, large boulders, 
dense vegetation, etc. 

No roads or trails that receive nonmotorized, 
hgh intensrty use as defined ,n established 
cumulative effects act&y deflmtions. 

Mmimum of .3 miles from any open road or 
motorized trail. This will be accompllshed by 
buffering all open roads and open motorized 
trails. 

Consideration should be given to ensure that 
the core areas meet seasonal bear habitat 
needs by assunng that sprmg, summer, fall and 
denning habitat within the core areas are 
representabve of these seasonal habitats in the 
entire analysis area. 

Once core areas become established and 
effective, these areas should remain in place 
for at least 10 years. This duration is based 
upon the generabon time for a female grizzly 
bear or the bme rt takes a female gnzzly bear to 
replace herself. 

Corridor -A linear strip of land managed for spe- 
clfic vegetabonal and other (roads) characteristics 
to allow the movement wlldllfe species between 
areas of suitable habitat The landscape elements 
that connect slmllar patches though a dissimilar 
matrix or an aggregation of dissimilar patches. 

Cost-efficiency - The usefulness of speclfled in- 
puts (costs) to produce specified outputs (benefits). 
In measuring cost efficiency, some outputs, includ- 
ing environmental, economic, or social impacts, are 
not assigned monetary values but are achieved at 
specified levels in the least cost manner. Cost ef- 
ficiency is usually measured using present net 
value, although use of benefii-cost ratios and rates- 
of-return may be appropnate. 

Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) - The 
Council issues regulations binding on all federal 
agencies, to implement the procedural provisrons 
of the National Environmental Policy Act. The regu- 
lations address the admInIstratIon of the NEPA pro- 
cess, including preparation of Environmental Im- 
pact Statements (EIS) for major federal actlons 
which sigmficantly affect the quality of the human 
environment. 

Cover - Any feature that conceals wildlife or fish. 
Cover may be dead or live vegetation, boulders, or 
undercut streambanks. Animals use cover to es- 
cape from predators, rest or feed 

Cover Class - Represents a percentage range for 
a fiied area covered by the crowns of plants. It is 
measured as a vertical projection of the outermost 
portion of the foliage. Cover Class A = <40% 
canopy cover; Cover Class B = 40.60% canopy 
cover; Cover Class C = 260% canopy cover. 

Cover-forage Ratio - The ratio of hlding cover to 
foraging areas for wildlife species 

Cover, Percent - The area covered by the com- 
bined aerial parts of plants and vegetahve ground 
cover expressed as a percent of the total area. 

Cover type (forestsd cover lype) - Stands of a 
particular vegetation type that are composed of 
similar species. The aspen cover type contams 
plants distinct from the pinyon-jumper cover type. 

Created Opening - An opening in the forest cover 
created by the application of even-aged silvicul- 
tural practices. (Clearcuts, seed chutes of a 
shelterwood, or group selection (nonstocked and 
seedlmg stages)). 

Critical Area - A portion of rangeland which has a 
critical issue related to it, such as a threatened or 
endangered or sensitive species, a high use recre- 
ahon area, or a key wildlife habrtat. The area serves 
as a monitoring and evaluation site for the critical 
issue. 

Critical Habitat-Specific area occupied by threat- 
ened or endangered species, on which are found 
those physrcal and/or txological features that are 
essential to the conservation of the species. 

Crop Tree - A tree that forms, or is selected to 
form, a component of the final stand; specifically, 
one selected to be carried throughto maturity. Also 
known as a final crop tree or gmvmg stock tree. 

Crown - The upper part of a tree or other woody 
plant carrying the main branch system and fohage 
above a more or less clean stem. 

Crown Closure - See cover class. 
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Crown Cover - The amount of canopy provided 
by branches and foliage of trees, shrubs, and herbs 
in a plant community. May be specified by spe- 
aes, growth form or collectively. 

Crown Fire -A fire that advances from top to top 
of trees or shrubs more or less Independently of 
the surface fire. Sometimes crown fires are classed 
as either running or dependent, to distinguish the 
degree of independence from the surface fire. 

Crown Height - The drstance from the ground to 
the base of the crown of a tree. 

CU Allotment -An allotment grazed by both sheep 
and cattle (common use) 

Culmination of Mean Annual Increment - The 
age at which the average annual growth is great- 
est for a stand of trees. Mean annual increment is 
expressed in cubic feet measure and is based on 
expected growth according to the management 
intensities and tiilizatrcn standards assumed in ac- 
cordance with 36 CFR 219.16 (a)(2)(i) and (ii). 
Culmination of mean annual increment (CMAI) in- 
cludes regeneratron harvest yrelds and any addi- 
tional yields from planned intermediate harvests. 

Cultural Resource - The remains of sites, struc- 
tures, or objects used by humans in the past - his- 
torlcal or archaeological. 

Cultural Sensitivity - Refers to the likelihood of 
encountering signrficant cultural volumes (quantity 
and/or quaBy) that may affect and may be affected 
by ground-disturbing activiiies 

Cumulative Actions- Actions which when viewed 
with other proposed actrons have cumulabvely sig 
n&ant impacts 

Cumulative Effects or Impacts -The impact on 
the environment which results from the incremen- 
tal Impact of an action when added to other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency or person undertakes 
such other action. Cumulatrve effects or impacts 
can result from indivrdually mmor but collectively 
signrfrcant actions taking place over a period of time. 

Cumulative Effects Analysis-An anaiysis of the 
effects on the envrronment which results from the 
incremental Impact of a proposed a&on when 

added to other past, present and reasonably fore- 
seeable future actions, regardless of what agency 
or person undertakes such other actions. 

Cutting Cycle -The planned lapse of time between 
successive cuttings In a stand. 

Cutting Method - Describes cuttings used either 
to help reproduce forest stands (reproduction or 
harvest cuttings) or to maintain their vgor and de- 
sired composition and structure in terms of tree 
species, ages, and size classes (mtermedrate cut- 
tings). 

Cycling - One of the ways functions are described; 
resources which are transported within the system 
(i.e., animal migration, nutrient cycling in a forest 
stand, snow melt becoming part of the surface or 
groundwater flow.) 

-D- 

Data - Any measurements, facts, evidence or ob- 
servations reduced to a recorded and retrievable 
format. 

DB - Database 

DBH - Diameter at Breast Height 

Decompoeer - An organism, usually a bacterium 
or fungus, that breaks down the bodies or pads of 
dead plants and animals into simpler compounds. 

Decomposition - The process of separating into 
constituent pads, elements, or simpler compounds. 
In biologrcal systems, a process usually accom- 
plished by fungi and bacteria. 

Decomposition Class -Any of five stages of de- 
composition of logs left in the forest; stages range 
from essentially sound to almost total decomposi- 
tion. (See end of glossary for additional informa- 
tion) 

Defoliation - The removal of leaves from plants, 
especially by herbicrdes or plant eating animals. 

Density. Numbers of individuals or stems per unit 
area. (Denstty dose not equate to any kind of cover 
measurement.) 
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Dependent Species - A epec~es for which a habi- 
tat element (e.g. snags) IS deemed eeeentiil for 
the species to occur regularly or to reproduce. 

Departure - A sale schedule that deviates from 
the pnnciple of nondeclmmg flow by exhibiting a 
planned decrease m the sale schedule at any time 
during the planning horizon. A departure is char- 
actenzed by a temporary increase, usually m the 
beginning decade(s) of the planning horizon, over 
the bass sale schedule originally establlshed. Thus 
Increase does not Impair the future attainment of 
the long-term sustamed yield capacity. 

Desired Condition (DC) - A portrayal of land Or 
resource conditions which are expected to result if 
planning goals and ObJSCWSe are fully achjeved. 

Desired Future Condition (DFC) - A description 
of the cumulative results of implementing the goals 
expressed in the Forest Plan. 

Desired Future Condition - Flangelands - The 
epeclflc future condition of rangehcd resources that 
meets management objsctlves as idenhfied in the 
Forest Plan and Allotment Management Plan. 
Desired future condition of rangelands can be ex- 
pressed in terms of ecological status of the veg- 
etation, it could include species composition, di- 
versity of habltats, or age classes of species, ds- 
sired solI protection, includmg conditions of soil 
cover, sroslon, compaction, and lose of soil pro- 
ductivity; in nparian areas, it includes condltlons of 
streambank and channel stability, stream habitat, 
streamside vegetabon, stream sedimentabon, and 
water quality. 

Desired Future Vegetation - The future state of 
the plant community on a site or an ecological unit 
which meets forest plan or other management ob- 
ptlves 

Desired Plant Community - A plant community 
which produces the kmd, proportion, and amount 
of vsgetatlon necessary for meeting or exceeding 
the Forest Land Management Plan or Allotment 
Management Plan obJectives established for an 
ecological type(s). The desired plant commun’Ky 
must be consistent wrth the type’s capability to pro- 
duce the desired vegetabon through management, 
land treatment, or a combination of the two. The 
desired plant community must conserve to the ex- 
tent practicable the long-term potential of the stte 
to produce vegetation, and produce m the short- 
term those combinahons of desired goods and ser- 
vice. 

Desirable Plant Species-Species which contrib- 
ute to the management obJectives. 

Desired Riparian Vegetation Conditions (DVC) 
- Those conditions resuitlng from meeting the For- 
est Plan objective to “mamtain or improve nparian 
vegetation, aquatlc habitat, and water quality.” 
Achieving DVC on the Forest would result m a com- 
plex of native nparian plant communtiies, in pre- 
domlnately mid to late seral stages, with the po- 
tenbal to produce high plant species diversity. 

Desired Soil Protection - Deslred solI quality stan- 
dards whtch meet forest phn Or Other management 
obJectives for maintaining soil productivity poten- 
tial, including thresholds for soil cover, erosion, 
compaction and soil displacement. 

Developed Recreation Sites - Relatively small, 
distmctly defined and developed areas where fa- 
cilities are provided for concentrated public use, 
(i.e., campgrounds, picnic areas, and swlmming 
areas). These areas have more than $5O,ooO of 
investment and two or more developed faciliiles 
are present. 

Development Scale 

1 Minimum site modification. Rustic or 
rudimentary improvements designed for 
protection of the site rather than comfort of the 
users. Use of synthettc materials excluded. 
Minimum controls are subtle. No obvious 
regimentation Spacing informal and extended 
to minimize contacts between users. Motorrzed 
access not provided or permitted. 

2 Little site mockflcation. Rustic or rudimentary 
improvements deslgned primarily for protection 
of the site rather than the comfort of the users. 
Use of synthetic materials avoided. Minimum 
controls are subtle. LMle obvious reglmentatlon. 
Spacing informal and extended to mmimlze 
contacts between users. Motorized access 
provided or permtied. Pnmary access over 
prrmitive roads Interpretive services informal, 
almost subliminal 

3 Site modification moderate. Faclltiies about 
equal for protectIon of site and comfort of users 
Contemporary/rustic design of Improvements is 
usually based on use of native materrals. 
Inconspicuous vehicular traffic controls usually 
provided. Roads may be hard surfaced and trails 
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formalized. Development densrly about 3 family 
units per acre. Primary access may be over high 
standard roads. Interpretive services informal, 
but generally direct. 

4 Site heavily modiifed. Some facilities desgned 
striiiy for comfort and convenience of users. 
Luxury facilrhes not provided. Facility design 
may Incorporate synthetic matenals. Extensive 
use of artificial surfacing of roads and trails. 
Vehicular trafftc control usually obvious. Primary 
access usually over paved roads. Development 
density 3-5family units per acre. Plant materials 
usually native. Interpretive services oflen formal 
or structured. 

5 Hugh degree of site mcdlfrcation Facilrhes 
mostly designed for comfort and convenience 
of users and usually include flush toilets; may 
include showers, bathhouses, laundry facilities, 
and electrical hookups. Synthetic materials 
commonly used. Formal walks or surfaced trails. 
Regimentation of users Is obvious. Access 
usually by high-speed highways Development 
density 5 or more family units per acre. Plant 
materials may be foreign to the environment. 
Formal interpretive services usually available 
Designs formalized and architecture may be 
contemporary. Mowed lawne and clpped shrubs 
not unusual. 

Detrimental Compaction - Soil compaction 1s a 
reduction in soil volume, resulhng in decreased 
porosity and increased bulk densrly. Soil compac- 
tion that adversely affects hydrologic function and 
stie productivity IS detrimental 

Detrimental Displacement-Sod displacement is 
the movement of soil from one place to another by 
mechanical forces such as blade, wheel skppage, 
and dragging logs. Drsplacement IS dstnmental rf It 
adversely affects hydrologic function or site pro- 
ductivity. 

Detrimental Disturbance - Refers to areas that 
have had. detrimental compaction, detrimental 
puddling, detrimental drsplacement and/or which 
have been severely burned. 

Detrimental Puddling - Soil puddling is a physi- 
cal change in soil properties due to shearing forces 
that alter solI structure and reduce permeabrlrfy and 
inhitrahon. Soil puddlmg that adversely affects hy- 
drolcgrc function and srte productivity is detnmen- 

tal. Clearly ldentiiiable ruts or hoof prints in mineral 
soil, or in a horizon of an organic soil, are indiia- 
tors of detrimental puddling. 

Developed Recreation Sites - Relatively small, 
distinctly defined area where extensfve facrllties are 
provided for concentrated public use, (Le., camp- 
grounds, plcnrc areas, and swimmlrg areas). 

DFC - Desired Future Condition 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) - The diameter 
of a tree measured 4 feet 6 inches above the 
ground. 

Direct Effect - An effect that is caused by an ac- 
tion and occurs in [generally] the same time and 
place as the action. 

Discount rate - An interest rate that represents 
the cost or time value of money in determining the 
present value of future costs and benefits. A “real” 
discount rate Is one adjusted to exclude the effects 
of inflation. 

Discounting - An adjustment, using a discount 
rate, for the value of money over time so that costs 
and benefits occurring in the future are reduced to 
a common time, usually the present, for compari- 
eon. 

Dispersal - The movement of plants and animals 
away from their point of origin to another location 
where they subsequently get established and pro- 
duce offspring. 

Dispersed Recreation - Recreational activities 
that do not require developed faciities. These I- 
elude undeveloped camping &es, hiking, fishing, 
hunting, biking, etc. 

Dispersed Recreation Siies - Relatively small, un- 
developed areas where public recreation use oc- 
curs. These areas have less than $5&ooO of in- 
vestment in facilkiss such as toilets, tables, fenc- 
ing, etc Theeesitesare generally adycsnt to roads 
or trails and are used for dispersed recreation ac- 
tivrtiss , such as camping, fishing, hunting, hrkmg, 
etc 

Dispersion -To spread out the impacts of timber 
hSNSSt by distributing harvest units more or lees 
unrformiy throughout a drainage. 
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Distinctive (Class A) landscape - Areas where 
features of landform, vegetative patterns, water 
forms, and rock formations are of unusual or out- 
standmg visual qualrty. 

Disturbance - Any event, such as a forest fire or 
Insect infestation that alters the structure, compo- 
sltion, or funchon of an ecosystem. 

Disturbed Soil - see ‘soil disturbance.’ 

Diversity -The distribution and abundance of dlf- 
ferent plant and anlmal commumtles and species 
within the area covered by a land and resource 
management plan. See also “Edge,” “Horizontal 
Diversity,” and “Vertical Dive&y.” 

Diversity - See Biodiversrty. 

Dominant-A taxon or group of taxa which by their 
collective size, mass, or numbers exert the most 
influence on other components of the ecosystem. 

Drainage -A large area mostly bounded by ridges, 
encompassing part, most or ail of a watershed. 

Drought Index-A number representing net effect 
of evaporation, transpiration, and precipitation in 
producing cumulative moisture depletion in deep 
duff or upper soil layers. 

Durability -The ability of resources to tolerate sus- 
tained use, without degradation d the resource base 
(i.e., productivity or quakty). 

Dwarf Mistletoe (Arceuthobium spp.) - Dwarf 
mistletoes are parasrtlc, seedbearing plants that 
attack most western conifers. Infected trees can 
be recogmzed by presence of witch’s brooms, can- 
kers, swellings, and other abnormakties. Economic 
losses can be heavy, as damage results in smaller 
trees, lower timber quality, and increased mortal- 
ity. 

-E- 

EA - Environmental Assessment 

Early Forest Succession -The brotic (or Me) com- 
munity that develops Immediately following the re- 
moval or destruction of vegetation in an area. For 
instance, grasses may be the first plants to grow in 
an area that was burned 

Ecocentrio - A consetvation strategy that focus 
on provldmg habltat patterns that are mamfesta- 
tions of ecological processes operating at several 
scales. Also, a philosophical viewpoint which em- 
phasizes the maintenance of natural systems at 
the expense of commodity production and other 
human uses. The goal of this phrlosophy IS to per- 
mlt natural ecological processes to operate as freely 
as possible, because wild land values for society 
ultimatety depend on the retention of naturalness. 

Ecoclass - Classflcatlon system for the biological 
and earth sciences based on linking together ex- 
isting disciplmary classdications of the major sco- 
system components. 

Ecology - The mterrelabonships of kving things to 
one another and to their environment, or the study 
of these Interrelationships. 

Ecomap - This was the name given to the Forest 
Service Workgroup that developed the National 
Hierarchy of Ecological Units for the United States. 

Economic impacts - 

direct economic impact - Effects caused 
directly by forest product harvest or processing 
or by forest uses. 

indirect economic impact - Effects that occur 
when supporting industries sell goods or 
services to dire&y affected industries. 

induced economic impact - Effects that occur 
when employees or owners of directly or 
mdirectly affected industries spend their income 
within the economy. 

Ecoregion. A continuous geographic area over 
which the macroclimate IS sufficiently uniform to 
permrt deirelopment of similar ecosystems on sites 
with similar properties. Ecoregions contam mul- 
bple landscapes with dlffsrent spatial patterns of 
ecosystems. 

Ecosystem -An arrangement of livmg and nonliv- 
ing things and the forces that move among them. 
Living things mcluds plants and animals. Nonliv- 
mg parts of ecosystems may be rocks and miner- 
als. Weather and wMre are two of the forces that 
act within ecosystems. 

Ecosystem composition - The constituent ele- 
ments of an ecosystem. 
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Ecosystem function - The processes through 
which the conshtuent living and nonlivmg elements 
of ecosystems change and interact, includrng blo- 
gsochsmical processes and successlon. 

Ecosystem Health - Ecosystem health is defined 
in terms of four major charactenshcs applicable to 
any complex system: sustainability, which IS a funo- 
tion of activity, orgamzahon, and resilience. An 
ecological system IS healthy and free from “dls- 
tress syndrome” rf it is stable and sustainable -that 
IS, if it is acbve and maintains ks organization and 
autonomy over hme and is resikent to stress (“dis- 
tress syndrome” refers to the rrreversrble process 
of system breakdown leading to collapse). 

Ecosystem Management - The use of an eco- 
logical approach to achieve products/e resource 
management by blendmg social, physical, eco- 
nomic and brologrcal needs and values to provrde 
healthy ecosystems. 

Ecosystem pattern - The structure that results 
from the distribuhon of organisms in, and their in- 
teractron wkh their environment. Includes zonation, 
stratification, acbvity or perrodicrty, food-webs, re- 
productive, sooral and stochastic. 

Ecosystem restoration - Returning an ecosys- 
tem from a nonsustainable to a sustainable wndi- 
tion. 

Ecosystem Stability -When the ecosystem pro- 
cess and fun&on are operating wrthin the ecosys- 
tems hbtoncal operating range. The hiitoncal range 
of vanabilrty identrhes the ecosystem amplitude of 
historical responses to perturbations and drstur- 
bances. 

Ecosystem structure - The spatial arrangement 
of the living and nonkvrng elements of an ewsys- 
tern. 

Ecosystem sustainability -The abilff to sustain 
diversity, productivity, resilience to stress, health, 
renew abilrty, antior yields of desrred values, re- 
source uses, products, or services from an ew- 
system while maintaining the integrrty of the eco- 
system over bme. 

Edge - The margin where two or more vegetatron 
patches meet, such as a meadow opening next to 
a mature forest stand, or a Douglas-fir stand next 
to an aspen stand 

Edge Effect -The Increased richness of plants end 
animals resuking from the mixing of two wmmuni- 
ties where they pin. 

Effects - Environmental consequences as a resuk 
of a proposed action. Included are direct effects, 
which are caused by the a&on ancl occur at the 
same time and place, and indirect effects, which 
are caused by the action and are later in time or 
further removed in distance, but which are still rea- 
sonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may Include 
growth inducing effects and other effects related 
to induced changes in the pattern of hnd use, popu- 
lation density or growth rate, and related effects 
on air, water and other natural systems, mcluding 
ecosystems. 

Effects and impacts as used in this statement 
are synonymous. Effects include ecologrcal 
(such as the effects on natural resources and 
on the components, structures and functioning 
of affected ecosystems), aesthetic quality, 
historic, cultural, economic, social or health 
whether direct, indirect or cumulatiie. Effects 
may also include those resuking from actions 
that may have both beneficial and detrimental 
effects, even if on balance the agency believes 
that the effects will be beneficial. 

EHE - Elk Habitat Effectiveness 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement 

Elk Habitat Effectiveness (EHE) - A measure of 
the quality of an area for elk dunng the spring/sum- 
mer/fall seasons. Two habltat parameters are wn- 
sidered to be most Important for EHE. 1) motor- 
ized road and trail densrbes (measured in miles.’ 
square mile, 2) elk hiding wver (measured as a 
percentage of an area in cover. 

Elk Hiding Cover - Vegetation capable of hiding 
90 percent of a standing adult elk from the view of 
a human at a distance equal to or less than 200 
feet 

Elk Vulnerability (EV) - The percent mortalrty of 
bull elk during the fall general rifle huntmg season. 
Three parameters are considered to be most im- 
portant for EV 1) aspect variabilrty; 2) hunter den- 
stiles (measured in hunter-days/square mile); 3) 
motorized mad and ha11 densitres (measured in 
miles/square mile). 
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Emission -A release of air contaminants into the Erosion - The wearing away of the land surface 
outdoor atmosphere. by wind or water. 

Endangered Species - Any species of animal or 
plant that IS in danger of extinction throughout all 
or a srgnrfrcant portion of its range. Plant or animal 
species rdentrfred by the Secretary of the Intenor 
and endangered In accordance with the 1973 En- 
dangered Species Act. 

Endangered Species Act-The Ad which requires 
consultation with U.S Frsh and Wildlife Service If 
practices on Natronal Forest System lands may 
impact a threatened or endangered specres (plant 
or animal). 

Endemic - Restncted in distribution to a defined 
area. (Not epidemrc) 

Environment - The complex of climatic, soil and 
biotic factors that act upon and influence an eco- 
system. 

Environmental Analysis-An analysis of aitema- 
tive actions and their predictable long and shott- 
term environmental effects. Environmental Analy- 
ses Include physical, brological, socral and ew- 
nomic factors. 

Environmental Assessment (EA) - A document 
providrng evidence and analysis relating to a pro- 
posed action by a Federal Agency. It establishes 
whether an environmental impact statement (EIS) 
must be written, or a findrng of no srgnfrcant im- 
pact (FONSI) will be issued. It includes the pro- 
posed a&on and akernatives, and evaluates their 
potential environmental impacts. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) A state- 
ment of the environmental effects of a proposed 
action and alternatives to It. It IS required for major 
Federal actions under Section 102 of the Nahonal 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and released to 
the public and other agencies for comment and 
review. It is a formal document that must follow 
the requirements of NEPA, the Council on Envr- 
ronmental Quakty (CEQ) gukfelrnes, and directnrss 
of the agency responsrble for the pro)ect proposal. 

ESA - Endangered Species Act 

Escaped Fire - A fire which has exceeded, or is 
anticipated to exceed, inltlal action capabilities or 
the fire management directron or prescription. 

EV - Elk Vulnerability 

Even-aged forest - A forest stand comprising trees 
wfth less than a 20-year difference in age. 

Even-aged Management - Timber management 
actions that result in the creakon of stands of trees 
in which the trees are essentially the same age. 
Clearcut, shelterwood, or seed tree cutting meth- 
ods produce even-aged stands. 

Even-aged Stand - A portion of a forest or a stand 
composed of trees having no, or relatively small, 
drfferences in age, although differences of a much 
as 30 percent are admissrble in rotations greater 
than 100 years. 

Even-aged System - A silvicultural system that 
produces stands in which all trees are about the 
same age; that is, the difference rn age between 
trees forming the main crown canopy level will usu- 
ally not exceed 20 percent of the rotation length. 

EWU - Ecological Water Unit. 

Exclusion Areas -Areas having a statutory prohi- 
bltron to rights-of-way for lineal facilities or corridor 
designation 

Extensive Management-The practice of forestry 
on a basis of low operating and investment costs 
per acre. Also known as extensive forestry. 

Extinct - A species is extinct when it no longer 
exists. 

Extinction -The process which results in the wm- 
plete elimination of a species leaving no living de- 
scendants. Extinctions may be local or global. 

Ephemeral Streams - Streams that flow only as Eyrie - A ledge along a cliff used for nesting per- 
the drrect result of rainfall or snowmelt. They have egrine falcons. 
no permanent flow. 
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-F- 

Fauna -The animal life of an area. 

Facilities-Transportation planning, road manage- 
ment and operation, fleet equipment, and engineer- 
ing servroes (for example, admm~stratiie burldmgs, 
water and sankatlon systems, sanitary landfills, 
dams, bridges and communication systems. 

Felling - Cutting down trees. 

Final Cut - The removal of the last seed bearers 
or sheiter trees after regeneration of new tress has 
been established in a stand being managed under 
the shelterwood system of srlvrcukure. 

Final Removal -All overstory trees are removed 
to release an adequately stocked salvageable un- 
derstory. 

Final Removal Cut - A type of cut that releases 
established regeneration from competition with 
seed trees under the Seed Tree and Shelterwood 
Regeneration Methods. Reserve trees may or may 
not be retained. 

Fine Fuels - Fast drymg fuels such as grass, 
leaves, draped pme needles, and small twigs that 
when dry ignite readily. Fine fuels are considered 
1 hour timelag fuels (see timelag defsxtron). 

Fine Organic Matter - Organrc material on top of 
mineral soil consisting of fallen vegetative matter 
in various stages of decomposrhon. Specifically 
referred to as horizons in solI descriptions. Fine 
organic matter rncludes woody material up to 3 
inches in diameter. 

Fines - waterborn parbcles the size of sand and 
smaller. 

Firs-The rapid, persistent chemrcal reaction of a 
fuel and oxygen that releases heat, light and un- 
burned particulate (smoke). 

Fire Ecology -Area of study addressing the rela- 
tionships among fire, the envrronment, and living 
organisms. 

Fire Frequency - The number of wildland fires 
started in a given area over a given time. 

Fire Group - A collection of similar habitat types 
and their associated fire ecology. 

Fire Hazard -A fuel complex, defined by volume, 
type condition, arrangement, and location, that 
determines the degree of ease of gnftion and of 
resistance to control, 

Fire Management -All activttres required for the 
protection of burnablewildland values from fire and 
the use of fire to meet land management goals and 
objectives 

Fire Management Area - One or more parcels of 
land having a common set of fire management ob- 
jectives. 

Fire Occurrence - Number of fires per unit time in 
a specified area. 

Fire Regime - The characteristic frequency, ex- 
tent, intensrty, severii and seasonalrty of fires in 
an ecosystem. 

Fire Risk -The chance of fire starting, as affected 
by the nature and incidence of causative agents; 
an element of the fire danger in any area. 

Fire Suppression -All work and activfties associ- 
ated with fire extinguishing operations beginning 
wrth discovery and continuing until the fire IS com- 
pletely extinguished. 

Fireline Intensity -The amount of heat released 
in BTU’s per foot of fire front per second. It is re- 
lated to the drffrcuity of containment of a fire. 

Fish -Any of numerous cold-blooded aquabc ver- 
tebrates having fins, gills and a streamlined body. 

Fish-bearing Stream Reaches - Those portions 
of streams and rivers that support fish of any spe- 
cies during all, or a portion of, their life cycle. 

Fisheries Habitat. Streams, lakes, and reservoirs 
that support fish, or have the potential to support 
fish. 

Floodplain - The lowland and relatively flat area 
adjoining waters, including, at a minimum, the area 
subject to a one percent chance or greater chance 
of flooding In any given year (100 year recurrence). 

Flora - The plant life of an area. 
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FOIA - Freedom of lnformabon Act. 

Food Chain - A series of spatially associated spe- 
cies, each of which lives as a predator, parastte or 
absorber of the next lower species down in the 
series. 

FOR - FORPLAN or FORPLAN Afternatiie 

Forage - All browse and herbaceous foods that 
are available to grazing animals. It may be grazed 
or harvested for feedmg 

Forb -A broadleaf plant that has little or no woody 
material in It. 

Foreground - The part of a scene or landscape 
that is nearest to the viewer. 

Forest - An ecosystem characterized by a more 
or less dense and extensive tree cover. Usualfy 
supporting or capable of supporting forests at a 
density of IO percent crown closure or betters 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act (RPA) (1974) -This act requires the 
development of long term strategres for the man- 
agement and inventory of the renewable forest 
and range resources of Forest Service lands. 

Forest Health - A measure of the robustness of 
forest ecosystems. Aspects of forest heafth in- 
clude brologrcal diversity, soil, air, and water pro- 
ductivity, natural drsturbances, and the capacity of 
the forest to provide a sustatning flow of goods and 
servrces for people. 

Forest Land - See ‘Tfmber Classification.” 

Forest Plan - Source of management direction for 
an indffkfual Natronal Forest unit, specifying allow- 
able activities, minimum requirements, expected 
outputs and land use allocations for a 10 to 15 year 
period. 

Forest Roads and Trails -A legal term for Forest 
roads or trails that are under the junsdrctlon of the 
Forest Service. 

Forest Structure - Often divided into four concep- 
tual aspects age, species composition, horizontal 
or mosaic pattern, and verbcal. 

Forest Supervisor - The official responsible for 
administering National Forest lands on an admin- 
istrative unit, usually one or more National Forests. 
The Forest Supervisor reports to the Regional For- 
ester. 

Forest Trees -Woody plants having a well-devel- 
oped stem and usually more than 12 feet in height 
at maturity. 

Forest Type - A descriptive term used to group 
stands of similar character of development and 
species composition by which they mrght be drffer- 
enbated from other groups of stands. 

Fragile - Those land or water areas containing eco- 
systems, possrbly but not necessarily rare, that are 
sensitive to external sbmuk which may drsturb their 
balance, especially in an irreversible direction 

Fragmentation - The splitting or isolating of 
patches of similar habitat, typically forest cover, 
but including other types of habltat. Habltat can be 
fragmented naturalfy or from forest management 
activities, such as clearcut logging. 

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) (1999) -The 
freedom of informabon act provrdes public access 
to records of the agencies and departments of the 
Executive Branch of the U.S. government. 

Frequency-A quantitative expression of the pres- 
ence or absence of indivrduals of a species in a 
population. 

FRES - Forest Range Environmental Study. 

Frissell Condition Classes -A classification sys- 
tem which rates the degree of man-caused change 
that a wilderness, dispersed campsite or concen- 
trated-use area has undergone. There are 5 
classes as follows 

Frissell Condrtion Class 1 - Visible Indicators 
Ground vegetation flattened, but not 
permanently injured. Minimal physrcal change 
except for possibly a simple rock fireplace. 

Fnssell Condition Class 2 - Vrstble Indrcators: 
Ground vegetation worn away around fireplace 
or center of activity. 
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Frissell Condition Class 3 - Visible Indicators 
Ground vegetation lost on most of the site, but 
humus and litter still present m all but a few 
areas. 

Frissell Condition Class 4 - Visible Indicators: 
Bare mineral soil widespread. Tree roots 
exposed on the surface. 

Frissell Condition Class 6 - Visible Indicators: 
Soil erosion obvious. Trees reduced in vigor or 
dead. 

Fuel Loading - The dry weight of fuels in a given 
area, usually expressed in tons per acre. Fuel load- 
ing may be referenced to fuel size and may include 
total biomass. 

Fuel Management - The treatment of fuels that 
would otherwise Interfere wtih effective fire man- 
agement or control. For instance, prescribed fire 
can reduce the amount of fuels that accumulate 
ontheforestfloor beforethefuels becomeso heavy 
that a natural wildfire in the area would be explo- 
sive and Impossible to control 

Fuel Model - Simulated fuel complex for which all 
fuel descriptors required for the solution of a math- 
ematical rate of spread model have been speci- 
fled. 

Fuel Moisture Content - The quantity of moisture 
m fuel expressed as a percentage of the weight 
when thoroughly dried at 212 degrees F. 

Fuels - Plants and woody vegetation, both Iwing 
and dead, that are capable of burning. 

Fuelwood -Wood that is round, split, orsawn and/ 
or otherwise generally refuse material cut into short 
lengths or chipped for burning. 

Function - All the processes wtthin an ecosystem 
through which the elements interact, such as suc- 
cession, the food chain, fire, weather, and the hy 
drologic cycle. 

Functional Planning -Planning which focuses on 
a single aspect or resource of a total complex 

-G- 

Game Species -Any species of wildlife or fish that 
is harvested according to prescribed limrts and 
seasons. 

Geographic Information System (GIS) - A set of 
procedures and computer hardware and software 
for organizing, storing, retnevmg, analyzing, and 
displaying data that includes a geographic posltlon 
component. 

GIS - Geographic Information Systems. 

Goal - A concise statement that describes a de- 
sired condition to be achieved sometime in the fu- 
ture. It fs normaliy expressed in broad, general 
terms and may not have a specific date for accom- 
pkshment. 

Goods and Services. The various outputs, in- 
cluding on-Me users, produced from forest and 
rangeland resources. 

Grassland - Plant communities whose potential 
natural and dominant vegetation IS comprised of 
grasses and grasslike plants. 

Grasslike Plant - A plant of the Cyperaceae or 
Juncaceae families which vegetatively resembles 
a true grass of the Gramineae family. 

Grazing - Consumption of forage by animals. 

Grazing Formula - The specrfic order of grazing 
or sequence within a grazing system. 

Grazing period -The time period in which domesbe 
livestock are permitted to graze a specflc pasture 
and/or portion of an allotment. 

Grazing Season - The total length of time which 
domestic livestock are permitted to graze all pas- 
tures and/or portions of an allotment 

Grazing System -A specialization of grazing man- 
agement which defines systematically recurnng pe- 
nods of grazing and deferment for two or more 
pastures or management units. (cf. deferred graz- 
ing, intermittent grazing, deferred-rotation grazing, 
and shoti-duration grazing.) 
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Greater Yellowstone Area - A term for 11.7 mll- Growing Stock Trees - Live trees, meebng speci- 
Iion acre area that makes up parts of sk Nabonal fled standards of quahty or vigor, included in growth 
Forests and two National Parks m northwest Wyo- and yield projections to arrive at the allowable sale 
mmg, eastern Idaho, and southwest Montana. quantity. 

Greenline - The first perenmal vegetabon from the 
waters edge. Rlpanan areas that are in late seral 
status with stable stream banks WIII exhibit a con- 
tmuous line of vegetation at the bankfull discharge 
level. Rocky stream types may have a sigmflcant 
amount of rock causmg breaks m the vegetation. 
This rock IS consIdered part of the green Ime. Other 
breaks may occur m the first perennial band of veg- 
etation (watercourses or bare ground). The 
amounts of these (perennial vegetation, rock, and 
bare ground) should be recorded. 

Guideline - GuIdelines represent a preferred or 
adwsable course of action that is generally sx- 
petted to be camed out. Deviation from compk- 
ante with a guideline does not require a Forest 
Plan amendment, but the rationale for such a de- 
wation shall be documented in the proleci decision 
document. 

Guilds - A group of orgamsms that share a com- 
mon food resource. 

Grizzly Bear Security Cover - Forested areas (all -H- 
tree species) which have not been managed or 
burned m the last 20 years, and managed or burned 
forested areas within the last 20 years which meet Habitat - The area where a plant or animal llves 
the followmg criteria and grows under natural condttions. 

The overstoty and understory categories are to 
be considered separately. A stand hawng either 
130 sq. ft. of basal area per acre or 250 
understory trees per acre over 7 ft. tall would 
meet the requirements for full securii cover. 
Both lrve and dead tree basal areas were used 
for overstory calculations. 

Ground Cover-The percentage of materral, other 
than bare ground, covering the land surface It 
may include hve vegetation, standing dead veg- 
etation, Itier, cobble, gravel, stones and bedrock. 
Ground cover plus bare ground would total 100 
percent. 

Ground Fire. A fire that burns along the forest 
floor and does not affect trees with thick bark or 
high crowns 

Ground Water - The supply of fresh water under 
the earth’s surface in an aquifer or m the soil. 

Group Selection - A method of tree harvest in 
which trees are removed penodlcally in small 
groups. This sllvicuttural treatment results in small 
openings that form mosaics of age class groups in 
the forest. 

Group Selection Regeneration Method - A 
method of regenerating uneven-aged stands in 
which trees are cut, and new age classes are es- 
tablished, III small groups. 

Habitat Capability - The ability of a land area or 
plant commumly to support a given species of wrld- 
life. 

Habitat Diversity - The number of diierent types 
of habitat within a given area. 

Habitat Type -A way to classify land area. A habi- 
tat can support certam climax vegetation, bothtrees 
and undergrowth species. Habitat typing can indl- 
cate the btological Potential of a site. 

Harvest Activity -A reference to a specific type of 
cut appked under a regeneration or IntermedIate 
treatment method. Referto FSH 2409.14, Chapter 
78 for valid values. 

Harvest Cutting - The fellmg of the fmal crop of 
trees either III a single cutting or in a series of re- 
generabon cuttings. Generally, the removal of fi- 
nancrally or physically mature trees, in contrast to 
cuttings that remove Immature trees. Also referred 
to as main fells-g and major harvest. 

Harvesting - A loose term for the removal of natu- 
ral resource for human use or consumption. 

Healthy ecosystem-An ecosystem m which strut- 
ture and functions allow the maintenance of the 
desired condition of biological diversity, biotic m- 
tegnty, and ecological processes over time 
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Herb - Any flowenng plant except those develop- 
fng persistent woody stems above ground. 

Herbivore-Any animal (mammal, bsd, used, etc.) 
that consumes living plants or their parts. 

HGL - Hydnc Greenline. 

Hiding Cover - Vegstatlon or other surface char- 
acteristics (rocks, downed lops, etc.) that will hide 
90% of an ammal from the view of a human at some 
distance that vanes by species. For deer and elk 
that distance is 200 feet. 

Hierarchical - A type of classification technique 
whose successrvely lower level unrts must fii en- 
brely within the separate units delineated by the 
next hfghsr level in that system. 

Hierarchical approach -An analysis approach ac- 
counting for differences III space and time (USDA 
Forest Service 1994). 

Historical variation - Range of the spatial, struc- 
tural, composftional, and temporal charactenshcs 
of ecosystem elements dunng a period spectfled 
to represent natural condrtions. 

Home Range - The area In which an ammal con- 
ducts its achvrtfes during a defined pencd of time 

Horizontal Diversity - The drstnbution and abun- 
dance of plant and animal communities or different 
stages of plant succession across an area of land. 
The greaterthe numbers of commumbes in a given 
area, the higher the degree of horizontal dnersfty. 

Human dimension -An Integral component of eco- 
system management that recognizes people are 
part of ecosystems, that people’s pursuits of past, 
present, and future desires, needs, and values (In- 
cluding percephons, beliefs, attitudes, and behav- 
iors) have and will conbnue to influence ecosys- 
tems and that ecosystem management must in- 
clude consideration of the physical, emotional, 
mental, spintual, sccfal, cultural, and economic well- 
being of people and commumbes. 

Human impact or influence - A disturbance or 
change in ecosystem composition, structure, or 
function caused by humans. 

Hydric Soil - A so11 that is saturated, flooded, or 
pcnded long enough during the growmg season to 
develop anaembfc conditions that favor the growth 
regeneration of hydrophytic vegetahon. 

Hydric Greenline -A belt of perennial npanan veg- 
etation found closest to the water’s edge. It IS the 
area where recovery of nparian and aquatic ew- 
systems is first expressed and, therefore, can be 
monitored to test the impacts of lfvestock grazmg. 
It IS also the area which approximates the gso- 
graphic location (level) of the acbve flcodplam, a 
feature otherwise ddfrcuft to locate. 

Hydrologic Cycle - Also called the water cycle, 
this IS the process of water evaporabng, wndens- 
ing, falhng to the ground as preciprtatton, and re- 
turning to the ocean as runoff. 

Hydrology -The science dealing wfth the study of 
water on the surface of the land, in the soil and 
underiyfng rocks and in the atmosphere. 

Hydrologically Disturbed Condition - Changes 
in natural canopy wver (vegetation removal) or a 
change in surface solI characteristics (e.g , wm- 
paction) that may alter natural streamflow quanb- 
ties and character. 

__ I 

Idaho Stream Segment of Concern -A speclfred 
stream segment or body of water that has been 
designated by the water Quality Advisory Working 
Commrttee or the Governor to receive pnorlty for 
water quality monitoring and management by state 
and federal agencfes. 

Idaho and Wyoming Species of Concern - Plant 
or animal species which are officially listed by state 
agenciesdue to concerns for habrtats andor popu- 
lations. 

Igneous Rock - Rocks formed when high tempera- 
ture, molten mineral matter cooled and solidtired. 

Implementation Schedules - The schedules of 
projects and specific actions to implement a Land 
and Resource Management Plan. Implementation 
schedules are normally revised annually. They in- 
clude site-specffic actions, responsfbflfties and tar- 
get dates. 
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Improvement Cutting - The ellminabon or sup- 
pression of less valuable trees In favor of more 
valuable trees, typically in a mixed, uneven-aged 
forest. 

Increaser - Plant species of the origlnal vegeta- 
tlon that increase in relative amount, at least for a 
time, under overuse. 

Index -A number derived from a formula to char- 
acterlze a complex set of Information. 

Indicator - An orgamsm or an ecologic commu- 
nity that IS so strictly associated with particular 
environmental conditions, that Its presence (or ab- 
sence) is a fairly certain sign or symptom of the 
existence of these condltlons. 

Indicator Species - A plant or animal species 
adapted to a particular kind of environment Its pres- 
ence IS sufficient indication that specrfic habitat 
condltlons are also present. 

Indigenous Species-Any spsc~es of fbra or fauna 
that naturally occurs in an area and that was not 
introduced by man. 

Indirect Effect -Those effects occurring at a later 
time or distance from the triggering actlon. 

Individual (Single) Tree Selection -The removal 
of individual trees from certain size and age classes 
over an entire stand area. Regeneration is mainly 
natural, and an uneven-aged stand is maintained. 

Individual Tree Selection Cutting -An uneven- 
aged cultmg method In which selected trees from 
spectiied size or age classes are removed over the 
entire stand area to meet a predetermined goal of 
size or age dlstnbutiin and species composrbon In 
the remammg stand. 

Infrastructure - The foundation (transportation, 
communications, utlllties, schools, etc.) underlying 
an area’s economy. 

Input - Broadly referrmg to anythmg thing that is 
taken in by or enters into the workings of a system. 

Insect Pests -There are a variety of Insects in the 
Intermountain Region that can impact forest health 
by damaging or killing trees. Insect population lev- 
els may alsc affect other forest resources and ac- 
tivrtles like wlldlfe habitat, visual quality and fire 

management. Some of the important Insects in the 
area include. Douglas-fir beetle (Dendroctonus 
pseudotsugae), Douglas-fir tussock moth (Orgyia 
pseudotsugata), Fir engraver (Scolytus ventralis), 
Mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus pondemsae), 
Spruce beetle (Den&c&onus rufipennis), Western 
balsam bark beetle (Dryocoetes confusus) and 
Western spruce budworm (Choristoneura 
occidentalis). 

lnstream Flows -The mimmum water volume (cu- 
bic feet per second) in each stream necessary to 
meet seasonal streamflow requirements for main- 
taining aquatic ecosystems, visual quality, recre- 
atlonal opportunrlies, and other uses 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) - A process 
for selecting strategies to regulate forest pests in 
which all aspects of a pest-host system are con- 
sldered, includmg: the impact of the unregulated 
pest population to resources, alternative regulation 
strategies, and benefticost estimates of these al- 
ternatlves strategies. 

Integrated Resource Management-A manage- 
ment strategy which emphasizes no resource ele- 
ment to the exclusion or violation of the mlnlmum 
legal standards of others. 

lnterdisciplinaryTssm- Ateam of indiiidualswith 
skills from different dlsclplines that focuses on the 
same task or project. 

intermediate Cut - The removal of trees from a 
stand sometime between the begInning or forma- 
tion of the stand and the regeneration cut. Types 
of mterrnediate cuts Include thinning, release, and 
Improvement cuttings 

Intermittent Stream -A stream that flows only at 
certain times of the year when It receives water, 
usually from a surface source such as melting 
snow. These streams have a deftned bed and 
banks. 

Intermountain Region-The portion of the USDA 
Forest Service, alsc referred to as Region Four, 
that includes NatIonal Forests in Utah, Nevada, 
southern Idaho and southwestern Wyoming. 

Invader - Plant species that were absent in the 
original vegetation and WIII invade under distur- 
bance or continued Overuse 
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Inventoried Roadless Area. (West of the 100th 
meridian) An area which meets the statutory defi- 
nition of wilderness, does not contam improved 
roads maintained for travel by standard passen- 
ger-type vehicles, and meets one or more of the 
following criteria: 

*Contams 5,ooO acres or more 
*Contains less than 5,000 acres, but: 

*Due to physrography or vegetation, IS 
manageable in a natural condiilon. 
4s a self-contained ecosystem such as an 
Island. 
*IS contiguous to existmg wilderness, 
primitive area, AdministratIon-endorsed 
wilderness, or roadless area in other Federal 
ownershlp, regardless of size. 

Inventoried Roadless Area - (East of the IOGth 
mendian) An area whrch contains no more than a 
half mile of Improved road for each 1 ,oW acres, 
and the road IS under Forest Service jurisdiction 
and: 

*The land IS regainmg a natural, untrammeled 
appearance. 
4mprovement.s exisbng in the area are being 
affected by the forces of nature rather than 
humans and are disappearing or muted. 
*The area has existing or attainable National 
Forest System ownership patterns, both surface 
and subsurface, that could ensure perpetuation 
of identrfled wilderness values. 
*The location of the area is conducive to the 
perpetuation of wilderness values, considering 
the relationship of the area to sources of noise, 
air and water pollution and other unsightly 
condltlons that would have an effect on the 
wilderness experience. 

Inventory - The gathering of data for future use. 

Inversion - A condiilon in which air temperatures 
Increase rather than decrease with height in the 
atmosphere. Vertical motion In the atmosphere IS 
inhlblted by this stratification and allows for pollut- 
ants to be trapped near the surface. 

Irretrievable - Applies to losses of production, 
harvest or commitment of renewable natural re- 
sources. For example, some or all of the timber 

production from an area IS irretrievably lost during 
the time an area IS used as a wmter sports site. If 
the use IS changed, bmber production can be re- 
sumed. The production lost is irretrievable, but the 
action is not irreversible. 

Irreversible - Applies primarily to the use of non- 
renewable resources, such as mmerals or cultural 
resources, or to those factors that are renewable 
only over long time spans, such as soil prcducbv- 
ity Irreversible alsc Includes loss of future options. 

Issue - A point, matter or questlon of public 
discussion or interest to be addressed or 
decided through the planmng process. 

Prellmmary Issue IS an Issue identrfied early In 
the scoping phase and IS sometlmes referred 
to as a tentative issue. 
Significant Issue is an issue within the scope of 
the proposed a&on which IS used to formulate 
aiternatwes in an Envwonmental Analysis (EA) 
or EnvIronmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

-K- 

Key Area - A relatively small portion of rangeland 
which because of its location, grazing or browsing 
value, anchor use,setves as a monitoring and evalu- 
ation Me. (A key area guides the general man- 
agement of ttie entire area of which it is a part, and 
WIII reflect the overall acceptabihty of current graz- 
ing management over the range.) 

Key Species - (1) Forage species whose use 
serves as an Indicator to the degree of use of as- 
sociated speaes. (2) Those species which must, 
because of their importance, be considered in the 
management program. 

Key Summer Range -The porbon cd a wildlife spe- 
cles’ summer range that is essential for the animal’s 
pre, post, and reproductbn cycles. Deer require 
“fawning areas” where does give birth and hiie their 
fawns for an essential period of time In the spring 

Key Winter Range - That portion of big game’s 
range where the animals find food and cover dur- 
ing severe winter weather. 

Kind of Livestock - Species of animal. 

G-21 



-L- 

LAC - Lrmits of Acceptable Change 

Ladder Fuels - Vegetabon located below the crown 
level of forest trees which can carry fire from the 
forest floor to tree crowns. Ladder fuels may be 
bw-growing tree branches, shrubs, or smallertrees 

Land - A term denoting the entire complex of sur- 
face and near-surface attrrbutes of the sokd por- 
bon of the surface of the earth which are srgnifi- 
cant to mankmd 

Land Class - The topographrc relief of a umt of 
land Land classes are separated by slope. Thus 
coincrdes wrth the timber inventory process. The 
three land classes used rn the Forest Plan are de- 
fined by the followmg slope ranges 0 to 35%, 36- 
55%, and greater than 55%. 

Landform -Any physical, recognizable form or fea- 
ture of the earth’s surface having a characterisbc 
shape and produced by natural causes. 

Landscape - A large land area composed of inter- 
acting ecosystems that are repeated due to fac- 
tors such as geology, souls, climate, and human 
Impacts. Landscapes are often used for coarse 
grain analysis 

Landscape Ecology - The bcdy of knowledge per- 
taming to the ecologrcal effects of spatial patterns 
in ecosystems. 

Landtype - A group of defined and named taxo- 
nomic soil umts occumng together m an individual 
and charactensbc pattern over a geographic region. 

Land Unit - One of the hierarchy levels used for 
project planning, encompassing one to tens of 
acres. 

Land Use Allocation -The committing of a given 
area of land or resources to one or specific uses- 
e g , to campgrounds, wilderness, etc 

Large Woody Debris - Organrc materials such as 
plant stems and branches with a diameter greater 
than 3 inches. Included are both natural materials 
and management induced post-harvest slash. 
Large trees, or parts of them, that accumulate in 
streams or other water bodies. This material is 

Important for aquatrc habrtat and stream channel 
stabilrty, and in maintenance of on-site productiv- 
w. 

Late-Succeesional Forests - Forest seral stages 
that Include mature and old-growth age classes. 

Legal Notice-A notice of a decrsion whrch can be 
appealed that IS pubkshed in the Federal Register 
or m the legal notice sectron of a newspaper of 
general crrculation. 

Lentic - Relating to, or Irving in, stall waters (as 
lakes, ponds and swamps). 

Limiting Factor -Any environmental factor whose 
presence, absence or abundance is the main fac- 
tor restrictmg the drstrrbution numbers or condrtion 
of an organrsm. 

Limits of Acceptable Change (LX) - A plan- 
ning framework that establishes explicit measures 
of the acceptable and appropriate resource and 
socral concItrons in wrlderness settings as well as 
the appropriate management strategies for mam- 
tainmg or achieving those desired conditions 

Line Officer - The officer (Dkstrict Ranger, Forest 
Supervisor, Regional Forester, etc.) that has au- 
thorlty for a specffrc drstrict, forest, region, etc. 

Litter (forest litter) - The freshly fallen or only 
slightly decomposed plant material on the forest 
floor. This layer Includes foliage, bark fragments, 
twrgs, flowers and frurt. 

Long-term Sustained Yield Capacity (LTSYC) - 
The highest unrform wood yreld from lands being 
managed for timber producbon that may be sus- 
tained, under a specrfred management intensity, 
consistent with mufbple-use objectives. 

Logging Residues -The residue left on the ground 
after trmber cutting. It Includes unused logs, up- 
rooted stumps, broken branches, bark, and leaves 
Certain amounts of “slash” provide important eco- 
system roles, such as soil protecbon, nutrient cy- 
cling, and wildlife habitat 

LTSL - Lees-Than-Standard SetvIce Level 

LTSYC - Long-term Sustained Yield Capacity. 
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M - Thousand Five thousand board feet of timber 
can be expressed as 5M board feet. 

MAI - Mean Annual Increment 

Maintenance Class - 

Maintenance Class 1, Satisfactory. Facrlky IS 
safe and sanitary. Annual maintenance will not 
exceed 10 percent of replacement cost. 

Maintenance Class 2, Substandard. Facilky IS 
safe and sanrtaty, akhough substandard as to 
type, construction standard, or not in keepmg 
with planned experience-level for the site. 
Annual maintenance will not exceed IO percent 
of current replacement cost of standard type 
facikty. May be scheduled for eventual 
elimination or replacement but will serve 
intended purpose for next 3-5 years. 

Maintenance Class 3, Heavy Maintenance. 
Facrkty unsafe or otherwise unsatisfactory. May 
be put back in good condition at a cost not to 
exceed 50 percent of current replacement of 
like kind facikty. 

Marntenance Class 4, Replacement. Facrkty 
unsafe or otherwrse unsatisfactory. To put back 
in good condihon would cost more the 50 
percent of the replacement cost. Replace with 
like kind and standard of facilrty. Cost includes 
both removal of old facrkty and replacement. 

Management - To treat wrth care: handle or direct 
with skill. 

Management Action -Any activity undertaken as 
part of the administration of the Nabonal Forest. 

Management Area - Umts of land small enough 
for Districts and the public to relate to, but large 
enough to provide for management flsxrbrlity. A 
desired future condrtion developed for the manage- 
ment area wrll assist rn achieving the shared land 
expectations. 

Management Concern - An issue, problem or a 
condition which constrams the range of manage- 
ment practices identrfred by the Forest Service in 
the planning process. 

Management Direction -A statement of multiple- 
use and other goals and objectives, the associated 
management prescnptrons, and standards and 
guidelines for attaining them. 

Management Ignition -A ffre started by a sched- 
uled, deliberate management action. 

Management Indicator Species - A wildlrfe spe- 
cies whose population and trend in a certain habi- 
tat type indicates the population and trend of other 
species that are also dependent upon the same 
habitat. 

Management Intensity -A management practice 
or combination of management practices and as- 
sociated costs designed to obtain different levels 
of goods and services. 

Management Practice -A specffic activity, mea- 
sure, course of action or treatment. 

Management Prescription - Management prac- 
tices and rntenslty selected and scheduled for ap- 
plication on a specific area to attain multiple-use 
and other goals and objectives. 

Management Situation 1 - Population and habi- 
tat conditions. The area contains grizzly popula- 
tion centers (areas key to the survival of grizzly 
where seasonal or yearlong grizzly activrty, under 
natural, free-ranging conditions is common) and 
habitat components needed for the survival and 
recovery of the specres or a segment of its popula- 
tron. The probability is very great that major Fed- 
eral actwrties or programs may affect (have direct 
or indirect relationships to the conservation and 
recovery 09 the grizzly. 

Management Situation 2 - Population and habi- 
tat condftions Current Information indicates that 
the area lacks distinct population centers, highly 
suitable habitat does not generally occur, although 
some grizzly habrtat components exist and griz- 
zlies may be present occasionally. Habitat re- 
sources in Management Situation 2 either are un- 
necessary for survival and recovery of the species, 
or the need has not yet been determined but habi- 
tat resources may be necessary. Certain manage- 
ment actions are necessary. The status of such 
areas is subject to review and change according to 
demonstrated grizzly population and habitat needs. 
Major Federal activities may affect the conserva- 
tion of the grizzly bear primarrly in that they may 
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contribute toward (a) human-caused bear mottali- Micro climate - The climate of a small site. It may 
ties or (b) long-term drsplacement where the zone drffer from the climate at large of the area due to 
of influence could affect habrtat use in Manage- aspect, tree cover (or the absence of tree cover), 
ment Situabon 1. or exposure to winds 

Management Situation 3 - Populabon and habi- 
tat conditions. Grizzly presence IS possrble but in- 
frequent. Developments, such as campgrounds, 
resorts, or other hrgh human use associated facili- 
ties, and human presence result in conditions whrch 
make grizzly presence untenable for humans and/ 
or grizzlres. There is a hrgh probability that major 
Federal activities or programs may affect the spe- 
cres’ conservation and recovery. 

Market-Value Outputs - Goods and services val- 
ued in terms of what people are willing to pay for 
them rather than go without, as evidenced by mar- 
ket transactions. 

Mass MovementIWasting -The downslope move- 
ment of large masses of earth material by the force 
of gravity. Also called a landskde or earthflow. 

Mature Forest - Generally used in an economic 
sense to indicate that a forest has attained harvest 
age. 

Mature Timber -Trees that have attained full de- 
velopment, especrally height, and are in full seed 
production. 

Maximum Modification - See “Vrsual Quality Ob- 
jectives.” 

MBF - Thousand board feet (See board feet.) 

Mean Annual Increment - The average yearly 
growth of trees in a stand over a period of years, 
usually expressed in annual cubrc feet of growth 
per acre. 

Mean Annual Increment of Growth - The total 
Increase in size or volume of indrvrdual trees. Or, 
tt can refer to the Increase m size and volume of a 
stand of trees at a parbcular age, divided by that 
age in years. 

Mean Fire Interval -Arithmetic average of all fire 
Intervals determined in years, rn a designated area 
during a specified time perrod; the size of the area 
and the bme period must be specrfred. 

Microhabitat - A restricted set of distinctive envi- 
ronmental cot-&ions that constitute a small habi- 
tat, such as the area under a tog. 

Microsite - A localized area in which envimnmen- 
tal condtiions diier in asignificant or importantway 
from those of the region outside the area. 

Middleground - A term used in the management 
of visual resources, or scenery. It refers to the vis- 
ible terrain beyond the foreground where individual 
trees are still visible but do not stand out drstmctly 
from the stand. 

Mineral Soil - Soil that consists mainly of inorganic 
material, such as weathered rock, rather than or- 
ganic matter. Any soil composed chiefly of mineral 
matter (e g-. sand, sik, clay, rocks, etc.) 

Minimum Streamflow-Aspecffred minimum level 
of flow through a channel that must be maintained 
by the users of the stream for brologrcal, physrcal, 
or other purposes. 

MIS - Management lndrcator Species. 

Mitigate/mitigation. To lessen the seventy. Ac- 
tions taken to avoid, minimize or rectify the impact 
of a land management practice. 

Mixed Stand - A stand of trees in which less than 
80 percent of the trees in the mam crown canopy 
are of a single species. 

MM - Million 

MMBF - Million board feet (See board feet.) 

Modification - A visual quaNy objective: manage- 
ment actwrties mav visuallv dominate the oriainal 

naturally established form, line, color or texture so 
that the activrty blends wrth the surroundrng area. 

Monitoring -The determination of how well project 
or plan objectives have been met and how closely 
management practices should be adjusted. (See 
adaptive management.) 
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Mortality -Trees that were merchantable and have 
dred within a specrfred period of hme. The term 
mortality can also refer to the rate of death of a 
species In a given populatron or communrty. 

Mountain Pine Beetle - A bny black insect, rang- 
ing from i/9 to l/4 inch m size, that bores through 
a pine tree’s bark. When trees are attacked by 
large numbers they havethe abtlky to stop the tree’s 
Intake and transport of the food and nutrients, thus 
ktlkng the tree. 

Multiple-Use-The management of all the various 
renewable surface resources of the National For- 
est System lands for a variety of purposes such as 
recreation, range, hmber, wtldlife and fish habrtat, 
and watershed. 

Native Species -Any species of flora or fauna that 
naturally occurs m the Untied States and that was 
not introduced by man. 

Natural - Existing in, or formed by, nature; not ar- 
tificial. 

Natural Barrier-A natural feature, such as a dense 
stand of trees or downfall, that WIII restrict ammal 
travel 

Natural Catastrophic Condition - A significant 
change in forest condiiions on the area that affects 
Forest Plan resource management objechves and 
their projected and scheduled outputs, uses, costs, 
and impacts on local communrtiee and environmen- 
tal quakty. 

-N- 
Natural Ignition - A ftre started at random by ei- 
ther natural or human causes, or a dekberate in- 
cendiary fire. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
(1970) - The baste national charter for the protec- 
tion of the environment. It estabkshes polay, sets 
goals and provides means for carrymg out the 
policy. The NEPA process helps public offtctals 
make dectsrons that are based on understanding 
of envtronmental consequences, and take actions 
that protect, restore, and enhance the environment. 

National Forest Management Act (NFMA) (1976) 
- Thus act amends the Forest and Rangeland Re- 
newable Resources Planmng Act of 1974, and !ays 
out the process for developing, adopbng and re- 
vising land and resource management plans of the 
National Forest System lands. 

National Forest System (NFS) Land - Federal 
lands that have been designated by Executive Or- 
der or statute as National Forests, National Grass- 
lands, Purchase Units, and other lands under the 
administrahon of the Forest Service, including Ex- 
perimental Areas and Sankhead-Jones Title Ill 
lands. 

Native - Species rndrgenous to an area of consid- 
erahon. 

Native organism - Animals or plants which origi- 
nated in the area in whtch they are found-i e , were 
not introduced and naturally occur in the area. 

Natural Regeneration - Renewal of a tree crop 
by self-sown seed or from sprouts. 

Natural Range of Variability -Applied to specrfic 
components or elements of an ecosystem there is 
a dtsttnctrve variation m the status of these compo- 
nents, measured at a eufftciently large geographtc 
scale and over a gtven time period For example, 
the total number of nesting owl patrs rn a given 
river basin is expected to have varied around some 
average number over the last 2W years. The en- 
trre spread of owl numbers describes Its NRV for 
the given area NRV includes abongmal influences 
on ecosystems. 

Natural Range of Variability - See Range of vari- 
ability. 

Natural Resource - A feature of the natural envi- 
ronment that IS of value in serving human needs. 

Nest Survey -A way to estimate the size of a bird 
populahon by counting the number of nests in a 
grven area. 

Net Public Benefits. An expression used to sig- 
nify the overall long-term value to the Natton of all 
outputs and posthve effects (benefits) less all as- 
sociated inputs and negative effects (costs) whether 
they can be quantitatively valued or not. Net pub- 
lic benefrte are measured by both quantrtative and 
qualltabve cnteria rather than a single measure or 
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index. The maximization of net public benefits to 
be derived from management of umte of the Na- 
tional Forest System IS consistent with the prrn- 
clple of multiple-use and sustained-ylekl. 

NFRS - National Forest recreation sites that have 
been Inventorled 

No Action Alternative - The most likely condition 
expected to exlet In the future If management prac- 
tices continue unchanged 

Nonchargeable Volume-All volume not included 
In the growth and yield projectlone for the selected 
management prescriptions used to arrive at the al- 
lowable sale quantity. 

Noncommercial Vegetative Treatment -The re- 
moval of trees for reasons other than timber pro- 
ductnon 

Nonconsumptive Use - The use of a resource 
that does not reduce Its supply; for example, 
nonconsumptive uses of water include hydroelec- 
trK: power generation, boating, swimming andflsh- 
mg. 

Noncontinuous Grazing System - Rotational and 
repeated seasonal grazing systems. 

Nondecling Flow - See base sale schedule. 

Nondegradation - A policy of not allowlng re- 
sources to detenorate any further than what exlets 
at a chosen point of time. The objecbve is to either 
maintain the status quo, or to improve resource 
conditions. 

Nonforest Land - See ‘Timber Classdication.” 

Nongame - Species of animals not managed for 
sport hunting. 

Nonmarket-Valued Outputs- Goods and services 
not generally traded in the marketplace, but val- 
ued in terms of what reasonable people would be 
wllllng to pay for them ratherthan go without. Those 
obtaining the actual outputs do not necessarily pay 
what they would be wlllmg to pay for them. 

Nonnative species - A epecles introduced rnto an 
ecosystem through human activities 

Nonpoint Source Pollution - Pollution whose 
source IS not epeciflc In locatIon. The sources of 
discharge are dispersed, not well-defmed, or wn- 
stant. Rain storms and snow melt often make this 
type of pollution worse. Examples include sedl- 
mente from logging activities, and runoff from agri- 
cultural chemicals. 

Nonrenewable Resource. A resource whose to- 
tal quantity does not increase measurably over time, 
so that each use of the resource diminishes the 
supply. 

Notice of Intent. A notice pnnted m the Federal 
Regleter announcing that an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) WIII be prepared. 

Noxious plant - A plant specified by law as being 
especially undesirable, troublesome, and drfflcuit 
to control. 

Noxious weed - See Noxious plant. 

Nutrient Cycle - The circulation of chemical ele- 
ments and compounds, such as carbon and nitro- 
gen, m specific pathways from the nonliving parts 
of ecosystems into the organic substances of the 
Iwing parts of ecosystems, and then back again to 
the nonliving parts of the ecosystem. For example, 
nitrogen In wood is returned to the soil as the dead 
tree decays; the nrtmgen agarn becomes available 
to living organisms in the solI, and upon their death, 
the nitrogen is available to plants growing In that 
SOII 

Nutrient Cycling - Thepathof an element through 
the ecosystem including Its assimilation by organ- 
isms and Its release in a reusable inorganic form. 

-O- 

Objective - A clear and quantifiable statement of 
planned results to be achieved wtihin a stated time 
period. Something almed at or striven for within a 
predetermined time period An objective must’ be 
achievable, be measurable, have a stated time 
per& for completion, be quantiftable, be clear, and 
its results must be described. 

Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) -Any motorized ve- 
hicle 60 inches or less In width, having a dly weight 
of 600 pounds or less (includes trail bikes, motor- 
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cycles, 3-wheelers, 4-wheelers, etc.; does not in- 
clude snowmachmes). 

Off-Road Vehicles (ORV’s) - Vehtcles such as 
motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, four-wheel drive 
vehicles and snowmobiles. 

OHV - Off-Highway Vehicle. 

Old Growth - Terrestrial ecosystems character- 
rzed by vegetation and associated animals requrr- 
rng the most mature successronal stages Meres). 
Old growth forests contarn trees normally beyond 
the age of optimum matunty for economic haNeSt. 
The precrse definrhon of old growth vanes with the 
tree specres compnsrng the stand. 

Opportunities - Ways to address or resolve pub- 
lic Issues or management concerns rn the land and 
resource management planning process. 

Optimum -A level of production that is consrstent 
with other resource requirements as constrained 
by envrronmental, social, and economically sound 
condlllons. 

Organism -A plant or ammal. 

OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized 
Trail Route Density) - Includes all open roads and 
open motorized trails Density may be displayed 
as follows 1) Density (miles/square mile) for an 
analysts area (such as a watershed or a manage- 
ment prescnpbon area). 2) Den&y is drsplayed as 
a percentage of the analysrs area rn a defined den- 
sity category (example. 20% a2.0 mrles per square 
mrle). 

ORV’s - Off-road vehrcles. 

Output-One of the ways functions are described; 
resources whrch leave a system, i.e., ammals ml- 
grating out of an area, mass erosion, removal of 
commercial hmber from an area. 

Overmature Timber - Trees that have obtamed 
full development, particularly in herght, and are 
declimng In vigor, health, and soundness. 

Overstory - The upper canopy or canopres of 
plants Usually refers to trees, tall shrubs, and vmes. 

Overstory Removal - The flnal harvest cut of the 
shekerwcod method rn whrch overstory trees are 
removed releasrng the established regeneration. 

Packing -A temporary influx of organisms of vari- 
ous sex and age classes Into rematmng suitable 
habitat as previously available habitat is changed 
to unsurtable condrhons. 

PAOT - Persons-At-One-Time. 

Parasites - Organisms that absorb their nutrients 
from the body fluids of Irving hosts Parasrtes may 
be fungal, bacterial, plant or ammal, (e.g. braconid 
wasp that parasitizes the fir engraver beetle, or 
dwarf mrstletoe). 

Parent Material - The unconsolidated and more 
or less chemrcally weathered, mineral or organic 
matter from which soils developed by soil-formmg 
processes. 

Partial Retention -A visual qualtty objective which, 
in general, means human activities may be evident, 
but must remain subordinate to the oharactenstic 
landscape. 

Particulates - Small parhcles suspended rn the arr 
and generally considered pollutants. 

Partnership -A cooperatrve, working relationship 
between the Forest Service and individuals, cor- 
porations, organizations or public agencies to pool 
financial and human resources to complete projects 
on Nahonal Forest System lands. 

Patch -A small (20-W acres) part of the forest. An 
area of vegetation that is internally homogeneous, 
drffering from what surrounds it (matrix). 

Patch Cut - A clearcut that creates small open- 
ings rn a stand of trees, usually between 15 and 49 
acres in size. Patch cuts are used to provide the 
disturbance needed to regenerate aspen. 

Payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) - Payments to 
local or State governments based on ownershrp of 
Federal land and not directly dependent on pro- 
duction of outputs or receipt sharing. Specrfrcally, 
they include payments made under the payments 
In Lreu of Taxes Act of 1976 by U.S. Department 
of the Intenor. 
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Payments to Local Government -The portion of 
receipts denved from Forest Service resource 
management that IS drstr!buted to State and county 
governments such as the Forest Service 25 per- 
cent fund Payments. 

Percent Use - The percentage of current year’s 
forage production that IS consumed or destroyed 
by grazing anrmals. May refer to a single species 
or to the vegetahon as a whole. 

Percolation - Downward flow or mfrltration of wa- 
ter through the pores or spaces of rock or solI. 

Perennial Streams - Streams that flow conhnu- 
ously throughout most years. These streams have 
defined bed and banks. 

Permitted Grazing - Grazing on a National Forest 
range allotment under the terms of a grazmg per- 
mlt. 

Personal Use - Normally used to describe the type 
of permrt issued for removal of wood products (fire- 
wood, posts, poles, and Christmas trees) from 
National Forest land when the product is for home 
use and not to be resold for profit. 

Persons-At-One-Time (PAOT) -A recreation ca- 
pa&y measurement term indicatmg the number of 
people who can use a facility or area at one time. 

Planning - The act of decrdrng in advance, what 
to do. A dynamic problem solving effort used to 
guide future achons and decisions. 

Planning Area -The area covered by a Regronal 
Gurde or Forest Plan. 

Planning Period - One decade. The time interval 
wlthrn the planning horizon that is used to show 
Incremental changes in yrelds, costs, effects, and 
benefits. 

Planning Regulations - The rules which guide 
land and resource management planning on the 
Nahonal Forests. 

Plant Association -A potential natural plant com- 
munity of definite florishc composrhon and umform 
appearance. See Assocration. 

Plantation - Clearcut harvested area that has re- 
generated wrth natural and/or planted seedlings. 

Plant Community -An aggregation of plants that 
are similar in species composmon and structure, 
and occupy srmrlar habrtats over the landscape. 
See Community. 

Plant Vigor - Plant health. (cf. plant vrgor index.) 

PM-10 - Smoke and debns parbcles with an aero- 
dynamrc diameter smaller than or equal to a nomi- 
nal ten micrometers. 

PNV - Present net value or Potenbal Natural Veg- 
etation. 

Pole/sapling - The stage of forest succession in 
whrch trees are between 3 and 7 Inches k-r diam- 
eter and are the dommant vegetabon. 

Pole Timber - Trees of at least 5 0 Inches DBH, 
but smaller than 8 0 inches in DBH, (except lodge- 
pole pine and aspen which mcludes trees up to 7.0 
Inches in DBH). 

Policy - A guldmg pnnciple whrch is based on a 
specific decision or set of decisions. 

Pollution - The presence of matter or energy 
whose nature, locahon or quanbty produces un- 
desrred envrronmental effects. 

Porosity - Pertaining to landscapes, the den&y 
of a particulartype of patch within a matrix. Porous 
landscapes have may small patches of srmilar type 
contained within the matrix. 

Potential Natural Community (PNC) -The biotic 
commumty that would become established on an 
ecological type If all successional sequences were 
completed without interference by man under the 
present environmental condiirons. Natural drstur- 
bances, such as drought, floods, wildfrre, grazrng 
by native fauna, msects, and drsease, are inherent 
m rts development. The PNC may include accli- 
matized or naturalized nonnative specres. (IREG) 

Potential vegetation - Vegetabon that would de- 
velop if all successlonal sequences were completed 
under present site conditions (e.g., habitat type). 

Practice (Also Management Practice) - A spe- 
cific actnlty, measure, course of acbon, or treat- 
ment. 
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Practicable-When funding IS obtained or a project 
is rnltrated 

Precommsrcial Thinning - Removal of trees from 
a young stand to promote Increased growth on the 
remaining stems and maintain a specific stocking 
or stand den&y range, controlling species compo- 
sltion and stand qualrty through selechon of trees 
that are to remain in the stand. 

Predator-An ammal (rarely a plant) that kills and 
eats ammals Sometimes used in the sense of an 
Insect consuming a seed 

Preparatory Cut - The removal of trees near the 
end of a rotation, which opens the canopy and en- 
ables the crowns of resrdual trees to enlarge, to 
improve condltrons for seed produchon and natu- 
ral regeneration, Typically done In the shelterwood 
system. 

Prescribed Fire - Controlled application of fire to 
wrldland fuels in erther therr natural or modiired 
state, under specrfred environmental conditions 
which allow fire to be confined to a predetermined 
area and at the same hme to produce the tntensity 
of heat and rate of spread requtred to attarn planned 
resource management objectives. 

Prescribed Fire or Burn - A wrldland ftre ignited 
by humans under pre-planned, spectied condiiions, 
to accomplrsh specdrc, planned resource manage- 
ment objectives. Thus practice IS common in Cah- 
fornia and is also known as “wntrolled burnmg”. 

Prescribed Natural Fire - A wrldland fire ignited 
by natural sources such as lightning or vulcanrsm. 
These fires are allowed to bum rn designated ar- 
eas under carefully established wndiirons to pro- 
vrde for safety and fire control If these conditions 
are exceeded, or predicted to worsen, a fire IS re- 
classrfred as a wrldfire and suppressed. 

Prescription - Management prachces selected to 
accomphsh specrfic land and resource manage- 
ment objectives. 

Present Net Value - The drfference between the 
drscounted value (benefits) of all outputs to which 
monetary values or established market prices are 
assigned and the total discounted costs of manag- 
mg the planning area. 

Preservation - See ‘Usual QuaBy Objectives.” 

Prssuppression - Actrvrtres organized in advance 
of fire occurrence to assure effechve suppression 
action. 

Prey - Ammals eaten by predators. 

Primary Succession-The concept in which there 
IS a sequence of vegetation development rnltrated 
on newly formed soils or upon surfaces exposed 
forthe fimttrme (as by hndslides) which have never 
borne vegetation before. 

Primitive ROS (Recreation Opportunity Spec- 
trum) - A classification of wilderness and recre- 
ation opportunity. It IS characterrzed by an essen- 
tially unmodified environment, where trawls may be 
present but structures are rare, and, where rt IS 
highly probable to be Isolated from the srghts and 
sounds of people. (See ROS.) 

Probability of Ignition -A rating of the probabrlrty 
that a frrebrand (glowrng or flammg) will cause a 
fire, provided it lands on receptive fuels. It is calcu- 
lated from arr temperature, fuel shadmg, and fuel 
moisture. 

Production - One of the ways functions are de- 
scribed, resource whrch are “manufactured” wlthrn 
the system (i.e., plantgrowth, animal reproductton, 
snags falling and beccmrng down woody matenal). 

Productive -The ability of an area to provide goods 
and servtoes and to sustam ecologtcal values. 

Productivity-The amount of matenal (wood, for- 
age, meat, etc.) yielded by an ecosystem, or Its 
inherent potential to yield such material. 

Program - When capkahzed, the Renewable Re- 
source Program requrred by the RPA. Generally, 
sets of achvfties or prc]ects with specific objectives, 
defmed in terms of specific results and responsrbil- 
rty for accomplishment. 

Project-A single activity or an integrated group of 
act&es desrgned to acwmpksh a specific on-the- 
ground purpose or result. 

Proposal - Exists at the stage in the development 
of an achon when an agency is achvely prepanng 
to make a decision on one or more alternative 
means of acwmpltshmg a goal and the effects can 
be meaningfully evaluated. 
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Proposed Action -A proposal by the Forest Ser- 
vice to authorize, recommend or implement an 
acbon. 

Province - See Physicgraphic Provmce. 

Public issue - A subject or questIons of w&spread 
public Interest relabng to management of the Na- 
tlonal Forest System. 

Public Land - Land for whch title and control rests 
with a government-federal, state, reglonal, county 
or municipal. 

Public Participation - Meeting, conferences, semi- 
nars, workshops, tours, written comments, re- 
sponses to survey questionnaires, and similar ac- 
bvlties deslgned and held to obtam comments from 
the public about Forest Service planning and 
decisionmaking. 

Purpose and Need - A statement which bnefly 
specdles the uriderbing purpose and need to which 
the agency IS responding I” proposing the akerna- 
bves including the proposed a&on. 

Raptor - A bird of prey; primarily meat eating birds 
with strong hooked bills and sharp talons. Includes 
but is not limtied to members of the Stngidae (Owls), 
Cathartldae (New World Vuitures), Accipitrldae 
(Hawks and Eagles), Falconidae (Falcons), and 
shnkes. 

Range (of a species) - The area or regron over 
which an organism occurs. 

Range - Land on which the pnnciple natural plant 
cover is composed of native grasses, for&, and 
shrubs that area avallable as forage for big game 
and livestock 

Range Allotment-An area des$nated for the use 
of a prescribed number and kind of livestock under 
one management plan. 

Range Analysis - Systematic acqulsitlon and 
evaluabon of rangeland resources data needed for 
planning allotment management and overall land 
management. 

Range Inspection - A field inspection of range- 
land to determme if the Forest Plan Standards and 
Gujdes, the Allotment Management Plan Goals and 
Objectives, and the Grazing Permit requirements 
are being met and followed. 

Range of Natural Variation -The observed limits 
of change m composrtion, structure, and function 
of an ecosystem considermg both temporal and 
spatial factors as influenced by frequency, magm- 
tude, and pattern of disturbances (other synony- 
mous terms include ‘natural variation’ and ‘range 
of variability’). 

Rangeland -All land-produang or capable-of-pro- 
ducing native vegetabon, and lands that have been 
revegetated naturally or artificially. It Includes all 
grasslands, shrublands, and those forest lands 
which will continually or periodically, naturally or 
through management, support an understory of her- 
baceous or shrubby vegetation 

Rangeland Condition - The state of vegetation, 
soil cover, and soils in relabon to a standard or 
Ideal for a particular ecological type. (See satis- 
factory rangeland and unsabsfactory rangeland 
condition.) 

Range Management-The art and science of plan- 
ning and directing range use Intended to yield the 
sustained maximum animal producbon and per- 
petuation of the natural resources. 

Range of Variability - (Natural Variablltty, Histon- 
MI Variability.) The components of healthy eco- 
systems fluctuate over time. The range of sus- 
tainable conditions in an ecosystem is determined 
by time, processes such as fire, native species, 
and the land Itself. For instance, ecosystems that 
have a IO-year fire cycle have a narrower range of 
variation than ecosystems with ZOO-300 year fire 
cycles Past management has placed eome eco- 
systems outside their range of variablllty. Future 
management should move such ecosystems back 
toward their natural, sustainable range of variation. 

Ranger District - The adminlstrative subunit of a 
National Forest that is supervised by a District 
Ranger who reports directly to the Forest Supervi- 
sor. 

Raptor - A bird of prey, such as an eagle or hawk. 
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RARE II - Roadless Area Review and Evaluation. 
The natwnal inventory of roadless and undevel- 
oped areas within the National Forests and Grass- 
lands. 

Reach -Accntinuousunbrckenstretchofastream, 
wrth homogeneous characteristics. 

Real Dollar Value - A monetary value that com- 
pensates for the effects of rnflation. 

Recharge-The addrtion of water to ground water 
by natural or artificial processes 

Record of Decision - Anofficial document in which 
a deciding officral states the alternative that will be 
Implemented from a prepared EIS. 

Recovery-The achievement of viable populabons 
of threatened or endangered plant or ammal spe- 
cies. 

Recreation Capacity-The number of people that 
can take advantage of any supply of recreation 
opportunrty at any one time without substantially 
diminishing the quality of the experience sought 
after. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) - Sii 
categories have been defined as follows: 

Primitive (P or Class 1) Very htgh probabilrty 
of expenencrng solaude, freedom, closeness to 
nature, tranqurlrty, self-reliance, challenge and 
risk. Unmodffied natural or natural appearing 
environment. Very low mteractton between 
users. Mmimal evrdence of other users. 
Restnctrons and controls not evident after entry. 
Access and travel IS nonmotonzed on trails or 
cross country. No vegetative alterations. 
Access for people wrth drsabikbes can be most 
drffrcult and very challenging. No site 
modiflcationsforfacrlrties. Interpretation through 
seifdiscovery. No on-&e facilares. No facrkbes 
for user comfort. Rustrc and rudimentaty ones 
for sate protection oniy. Use undimensioned 
native materials. (USDA Forest Service 1994). 

Semi-Primitive Nonmotorized (SPNM or 
Class II) Hugh probabrkty of experiencing 
solrtude, closeness to nature, tranquility, self- 
rekance, challenge and risk. Natural appearing 
environment. Low rnteracbon between users 
Some evrdence of other users. Mimmum of 

subtle on&e controls. Access and travel is 
nonmotorized on trails, some primitive roads or 
cross country. Vegetative alterations. sanrtation 
salvage to very small units in size and number, 
widely dispersed and not evrdent. Access for 
people with drsabilities IS difficult and 
challengmg. Rustic and rudimentary facilrbes 
primarily for site protection. No evidence of 
synthetic materials Use undimensloned native 
materials Interpretation through setfdiscovery. 
Some use of maps, brochures, and guidebooks. 
No on-site facrlaies. 

Semi-primitive Motorized (SPM or Class Ill): 
Moderate probabrkty of expenencing soktude, 
closeness to nature, tranquility. Hugh degree of 
self-rekance, challenge and risk in using 
motorrzed equipment. Predomrnantly natural 
appeahng environment. Low concentration of 
users but often evrdence of others on trails. 
Minimum on-site controls and restrrctrons 
present but subtle. Vegetative alterations very 
small in size and number, widely dispersed and 
visually subordinate. Access for people with 
disabiltbes IS difficult and challenging. Rusbc 
and rudrmentary facilities primarily for site 
protection. No evidence of synthetic materials. 
Use undimensroned native materials. 
Interpretation through very limited on-site 
facrhtres Use of maps, brochures and 
guidebooks. 

Roaded Natural (RN or Class Iw Oppottunky 
to affiliate with other users in developed sites 
but with some chance of privacy. Self-reliance 
on outdoor skill of only moderate importance. 
Little challenge and risk. Mostly natural 
appearing environment as viewed from sensitive 
roads and trails lnteracbon between users at 
camp srtes is of moderate importance. Some 
obvious on-sate controls of users. Access and 
travel is convenbcnal motonzed includrng sedan, 
trailers, RV’s and some motor homes. 
Vegetative alterations done to maintain desired 
visual and recreational character&tics. Access 
for people with disabrlrties is of only moderate 
challenge. Rustic facilities providing some 
comfort for the user as well as site protection. 
Use native materials but with more refinement 
in design. Synthetic materials should not be 
evident. Moderate srte modiircabon for facrlffies. 
Interpretation through simple wayside exhibtts. 
Use native-like materials with some refinement 
in design Some casual interpretation by forest 
staff. 

G-31 



Rural (R or Class V): Opportunity to observe 
and affiliate wtih other users is important as is 
convenience of facilibes. Self-reliance on 
outdoor skrlls of kttfe importance. Lktle challenge 
and risk except for activities such as downhrll 
skiing. Natural environment IS culturally 
modrfied yet attractive. Backdrop may range 
from alterations not obvious to dominant. 
Interactions between users may be high as IS 
evidence of other users. Obvrous and prevalent 
on-site controls. Access and travel facilrbes are 
for individual intensrfied motorized use. Access 
for people with disabrlrties is easy and meets 
ADAAG standards Some facikbes designed 
primarily for user comfort and convenience. 
Some synthetic but harmonious materials may 
be incorporated. Desrgn may be more complex 
and refmed. Moderate to heavy site 
modification. Interpretation through more 
complex wayskle exhibits includmg small kghted 
structures. Interpretive facilities such as kiosks 
and portals may be staffed part-time. 

Urban (U or Class VI). Opportunfty to observe 
and affrlrate with other users is very important 
as is convenience of facrllties and recreation 
opportunities. Outdoor skrlls, risk, and challenge 
are unrmportant except for competrbve sports. 
Urbanized envrronment with dominant 
structures, traffic kghts and paved streets. May 
have natural appearing backdrop. Recreation 
places may be city parks and large resorts. 
lnteracbon between large numbers of users IS 
high. Intensive on-&e controls are numerous 
Access and travel facilities are highly intense, 
motorized and often with mass transit 
supplements. Vegetation is planted and 
maintained. Access for people wrth disabiktres 
is easy and meets ADAAG standards. Facrlrties 
mostly designed for user comfort and 
convenience Synthetic matenals are commonly 
used. Facrlrty design may be hghly complex 
and refined but in harmony or complimentary to 
the site. Heavy srte modrficabons for facilities 
Interpretation through very sophisticated 
exhrbits in staffed vrsrtor centers, wayside 
exhrbiis, etc. 

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) - Twelve visitor 
hours, which may be aggregated continuously, in- 
termrttently, or simukaneously by one or more per- 
sons. 

Recruitment - The addition to a population from 
all causes, including reproduction, immrgration and 
stocking. 

Reforestation -The natural or artificial restocking 
of an area with forest trees. 

Regeneration-The renewal of a tree crop, whether 
by natural or arbfrcial means. Also, the young crop 
Itself, which commonly IS referred to as reprcduc- 
tiin. 

Regeneration Method - A harvest method by 
which a new age class is created The major meth- 
ods are clearcuttmg, Seed-Tree, Shelterwocd, Se- 
lection, and Coppice Regeneration Methods and 
therr variants). 

Regional Forester - The official of the USDA For- 
est Service responsible for admrnistenng an enbre 
region of the Forest Service. 

Regulations - Generally refers to the Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, Tale 36, Chapter II, which covers 
management of the Forest Service. 

Rehabilitation - A short-term management activ- 
ity used to return visual impacts in the natural set- 
bng to a desired visual quallty. 

Release - Freeing trees from competition for light, 
water, and nutrients by removing or reducing the 
vegetation growth that is overtopping or closely 
surroundrng them. 

Release Cutting - Removal of compebng vegeta- 
bon to allow desired tree species to grow 

Release Treatment -A treatment designed tc free 
young trees from undesrrable, usually overtopping, 
ccmpebng vegetabon Treatments Include: Irbera- 
ticn, cleaning, and weeding. 

Removal Cut -The removal of the last seed bear- 
ers or shekertrees after regeneration IS established 

Renewable Resource - Resources whose total 
physical quantity IS replemshed over time and is 
thus can sustain some rate of consumption. 

Repeated Seasonal Grazing -A stuation in which 
a pasture IS grazed at the same bme each year. 
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Research Natural Area (RNA) - Lands that are 
protected for the purpose of maintainrng biological 
drvers’ty, conducting ncnmanlpulative research and 
mcnrtcring, and promoting education. 

Reserve Trees - Deliberate retention of trees in a 
stand for a specfrc resource use. 

Resident Fish - Fish that are not migratory and 
complete their entire life cycle in fresh water. 

Resource-A broad term denoting anything that IS 
useful for somethmg 

Resource Value - The value of an ecosystem for 
a particular use or benefit on an ecological type. 
This value may be expressed as the value amount 
or as a relative ratrng, when compared to the maxr- 
mum value for an ecologrcal type. 

Responsible Official - The Forest Service em- 
ployee who has been delegated the authority to 
carry out a specrfic planning action. 

Restoration - Actions taken to moddy an ecosys- 
tem In whole or I” part to achreve a desired condr- 
tion. 

Restoration Ecology - The study of recreating 
enbre communrbes of organisms closely modeled 
after communities that occur naturally. 

Retention - Avisual qualrty objective; management 
activrties that are not vrsually evident; activrties re- 
peat form, line, color, and texture characteristics 
found rn the landscape. 

Revalidation - Pertaining tc prescribed natural fee, 
the daily cerbfrcation by the approving line officer 
that the fire IS within prescription and will remain in 
prescription though the ensurng 24-hour period, 
given reasonably foreseeable weather condrtifns 
and fire behavior. 

Revegetation - The reestablishment and devel- 
opment of a plant cover by etiher natural or arbfi- 
cial means, such as reseeding. 

Right-of-Way -An accurately located strip of land 
with defined width, point of begrnning, and point of 
ending. It is the area within which the user has 
authority to conduct operations approved or granted 
by the landowner in an authonzrrg document, such 
as a permrt, easement, lease, license, or Memo- 
randum of Understanding (MOU). 

Riparian - Of, on, or relabng to the bank of a natu- 
ral course of water. 

Riparian Area - Geographically deffnable areawith 
distinctive resource values and characterisbcs that 
are comprised of the aquatic and transitional eco- 
systems. Riparian areas may be assocrated wrth 
lakes, reservoirs, potholes, sprmgs, bogs, wet 
meadows, and ephemeral, intermrttent, or peren- 
mal streams 

RNA - Research Natural Area. 

Road 
A; created or evolved travel routes that are 
greater than 500 feet long (minimum inventory 
standard for the Forest Service Route 
Management System), whrch are reasonable 
and prudently drivable wrth a conventronal 
passenger car or pickup (vehicles greater than 
50 inches wide and having a dry weight of 606 
pounds or more). 

System Road/Managed Road: A road which 
is part of the official Forest Transportation 
Management System; these roads usually have 
a number and a name; they are usually on the 
Forest travel plan maps. 

Nonsystem Road/Unmanaged Road/Ghost 
Road: A road which IS not part of the official 
Forest Transportabon Management System; 
these roads usually do not have a number or a 
name: they are not on the Forest travel plan 
maps. 

Open Road/Motorized Road: Any road 
without restriction on motorized vehicle use. 

Restricted Road: Any road on which motorized 
vehicle use IS restricted seasonally or yearlong. 
The road requires physical obstruction 
(generally gated) and motorized vehicle use is 
legally restricted. Motorized administrabve use 
by personnel of resource management agencies 
is acceptable at low intensity levels as defined 
in existing cumulative effects analysis models. 
This includes contractors and permrttees in 
addrtion to agency employees. 

Reclaimed/Obliterated Road: Any road which 
has been treated in such a manner so as to nc 
longer function as a road or trail. Thus can be 
accomplished through one or a combrnation of 
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several means Including. recontounng to orglnal 
slope, placement of loggmg, road, or forest 
debris, planbng of shrubs or trees, etc. 

TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route 
Density) Includes all open and restncted roads 
and motorized trails. Density may be dlsplayed 
as follows 1) Density (miles/square mile) for 
an analysis area (such as a watershed or a 
management prescnpbon area). 2) Denstty is 
displayed as a percentage of the analysis area 
in a defined density category (example: 20% 
>2.0 miles per square mile) 

OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized 
Trail Route Density): Includes all open roads 
and open motorized trails. Den&y may be 
dlsplayed as follows: 1) Dens&y (miles/square 
mile) for an analysis area (such as a watershed 
or a management prescription area). 2) Density 
is displayed as a percentage of the analysis area 
in a defined dens@ category (example: 20% 
>2.0 miles per square mile). 

A. Calculating OROMTRD for elk habeat 
effectiveness (the spnng/summer/fall penod, 
but not Including the general bug game rifle 
seasons): 

1. OROMTRD will be calculated on the 
basis of principal watersheds. The area 
in square miles of each principal 
watershed will be calculated, and the 
miles of open roads and open trails within 
that pnncipal watershed will also be 
calculated to determine the OROMTRD 
(expressed as miles/square mile). The 
acreage and road and trail mileage 
Included m the calculation will include all 
acres (NF and pnvate) withrn the principal 
watershed. 

a. Open roads includes: (a) all system 
(managed) roads which are open for 
motorized use on the Forest Plan 
Travel Maps; plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) roads which have more 
than 1 to 2 motorized vehicle tnps per 
week for the major@ of the weeks 
during the spring/summer/fall period, 
even f they are designated closed on 

the Forest Plan Travel Maps, plus (c) 
all highways and county roads and 
private roads which are open for 
motorized use 

b. Open motorized trails includes: (a) 
all system (managed) trails which are 
open for motorized use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps; plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) trails which have more 
than 1 or2 motorized vehicle trips per 
week for the majority of the weeks 
dunng the sprmgLsummer/fall period, 
even d they are designated closed on 
the Forest Plan Travel Maps. 

c. Open roads and open motorized 
trails which are on the boundary of $ 
pnncipalwatersheds will be calculated \ 
as having one-half the total mileage 
of that road or trail in each of the 
watersheds it separates. Open roads 
and open motorized Walls which form 
the Forest boundary will llkewise have 
one-half of that boundary mileage 
counted as occurring within the 
Forest 

B. Calculatmg OROMTRD for elk 
vulnerability (the general big game rifle 
seasons): 

1. OROMTRD will be calculated on the 
basis of pnnclpal watersheds. The area 
in square miles of each principal 
watershed will be calculated. The miles 
of open roads and open motorized trails 
within the principal watershed WIII also 
be calculated In addition, “infmitely open 
areas” will be determmed and included 
in the calculation using a factor of 6 miles 
of open road per square mile of mfimtely 
open area Open road and open 
motorized trail density will expressed as 
miles/square mde. The acreage and road 
and trail mileage included m the 
calculation will Include all acres (NF and 
prwate) within a principal watershed. 

a. Open roads includes: (a) all system 
(managed) roads which are open for 
motorized use on the Forest Plan 
Travel Maps during the general big 
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game rifle seasons; plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) roads which have 
motorized vehicle use during the 
general big game rifle seasons, even 
rf they are desgnated closed on the 
Forest Plan Travel Maps except game 
retrieval permrfs are not included; plus 
(c) all highways and county roads and 
private roads which are open for 
motorized use during the general big 
game rifle seasons. 

b. Open motorized halls includes: (a) 
all system (managed) trails which are 
open for motorized use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps during the general 
big game rifle seasons; plus (b) all 
system (managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) trails which have 
motorized vehicle use during the 
general big game rile seasons, even 
If they are designated closed on the 
Forest Plan Travel Maps, except 
game retneval permits are not 
included. 

C. Calculatrng OROMTRD for Management 
Prescriptron Areas. Follow the same 
procedure as for elk habltat effectiveness, 
except the boundaries will be contiguous 
management prescription areas (and in 
some cases adjacent management 
prescription areas as directed in the 
management prescriptions). 

D. Calculating OROMTRD for Grizzly Bear 
Management Units Follow the procedures 
outlined In the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Committee Taskforce Reporf - Gnzzly Bear/ 
Motorized Access Management, Final, 
approved by the IFBC, July 21,1994. 

Roadless Areas - Areas of Natronal Forest land 
which qualify for placement on the inventory of 
potential wilderness If, in addition to meeting the 
statutory definition of wilderness, they meet one or 
more of the following criteria: 

c. lnfinltely open areas include: areas 
which have terrain and vegetation 
which allow OHV use and they are 
not closed to OHV use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps during the general 
big game hunting seasons. Game 
retneval permits in areas whrch are 
closed to OHV use are not included 
in calculations of infintieiy open areas. 
Calculate the total square miles for 
these areas, and use a factor of 6 
miles of open road for each square 
mile of area. 

d. Open roads and open motorized 
trails which are on the boundary of 
principalwatersheds will be calculated 
as having one-hall the total mileage 
of that road or trail in each of the 
watersheds it separates. Open roads 
and open motorized trawls which form 

1 They contain 5,OW acres or more. 

2. They contain less than 5,ooO acres but. 

a. Due to physrography of vegetation, they 
are manageable rn their natural condkion. 

b. They are self-contained ecosystems such 
as an island. 

c. They are contiguous to existing 
wilderness, pnmrtrve areas, Admrnrstration- 
endorsed wilderness, or roadlese areas in 
other Federal ownership, regardless of their 
size. 

3. They do not contain improved roads 
maintained for travel by standard passenger- 
type vehicles, except as permitted in areas east 
of the IOOth meridian. 

ROD - Record of Decision 

ROS - Recreation Opportunity Spsctrum. 

Rosgen Channel Types -A classification system 
the Forest boundary will likewise have developed by Dave Rosgen which places stream 
one-half of that boundary mileage reaches into categories based on physical charac- 
counted as occurring within the tenstics. This system is useful in comparing the 
Forest. existing classification (condition) of a stream to its 

natural potential. 
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Rotation -The number of years required to estab- 
lish (Including the regeneration period) and grow 
timber crops to a specific condltlon or maturity for 
regeneration harvest. Selected management pre- 
scnptions in the forest plan provide the basis for 
the rotation age. 

Rotational Grazing System -AnImalsare moved 
from pasture to pasture on a scheduled basis 

RPA - The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re- 
sources Planning Act of 1974. Also refers to the 
Nabonal Assessment and Recommended Program 
developed to fuhll the requirements of this Act. 

Runoff-The portion of precipitation that flows over 
the land surface or in open channels. 

RVD - Recreabon Vi&or Day 

RVR - Resource Value Rating. 

-S- 

S&G Allotment -A sheep and goat allotment. 

Sale Schedule - The quantrty of timber planned 
for sale by time period from the area of suitable 
land covered by a forest plan. The first period, 
usually a decade, of the selected sale schedule 
provides the allowable sale quantity. Future pen- 
ods are shown to establish that long-term sustained 
yield will be achieved and maintained. 

Salvage Cutting - The harvest of trees that are 
dead, dying, or deterlorabng (because they are 
overmature or have been materially damaged by 
fire, wind, insects, fungi, or other injurious agen- 
cies) before their timber becomes worthless. 

Salvage Harvest - Harvest of treesthat are dead, 
dying, or deteriorating because they are overmature 
or have been materially damaged by fire, wind, in- 
sects, fungi, or other injurious agents before the 
wood becomes unmerchantable. 

Sanitation Cutting - The removal of dead, dam- 
aged, or susceptible trees, done primarily to pre- 
vent the spread of pests and pathogens and so 
promote forest hygiene. 

Sanitation Harvest - The harvest of dead, dam- 
aged or susceptible trees dons primarily to pre- 
vent the spread of pests or disease and to pro- 
mote forest health. 

Sapling - A young tree larger than a seedling but 
smaller than a pole. Size is with the range of 1 .O to 
4.9 inches DBH. 

Satisfactory Condition -When the desired future 
rangeland condition is being met or short term ob- 
jecbves are being achieved to move the rangeland 
toward the desired future condition. 

Sawtimber - Trees that are 9 inches In diameter 
at breast height or larger and can be made Into 
lumber. 

Scoping -The ongoing process to determine pub- 
lic opinion, receive comments and suggestions, and 
determlne issues during the environmental analy- 
sis process. It may involve public meetings, tele- 
phone conversations or letters. 

SDI - Stand Density Index. 

Second Growth - Forest growth that was estab- 
lished after some kind of interference wrth the pre- 
vious forest crop, such as cutting, fire, or Insect 
attack. 

Security Cover - See grizzly bear security cover. 

Sediment - Solid material, both mlneral and or- 
ganic, transported from its site of origin by air, wa- 
ter, gravity or ice. 

Sedimentation -The action or process of forming 
or depositing excessive amounts of sediment. 

Seed cut - A type of cut that prepares the seed 
bed and creates a new age class In an even-aged 
or two-aged stand under the Seed-Tree or 
Shelterwood Regeneration Method. Reselvs trees 
may or may not be retained. 

Seed Tree Cutting - An even-aged cutting method 
in which most of the mature timber from an area IS 
removed in one cut except for a small number of 
desirable trees retained to provide seed or shelter 
for regeneration. 
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Seed-Tree Regeneration Method - A method of Seral Stage - The series of relatively transitory 
regenerating a stand rn whrch a new age class de- planned communltres that develop during ecologi- 
velops from seeds that germrnate m a fully-exposed cal succession from bare ground to the climax 
mrcroenvrronment after removal of the previous stage. There are five stages: 
stand, except for a small number of trees left to 
provide seed. This method creates an even-aged 
stand. 

Seedling -A young tree less than 0 9 inches DBH. 

Seed Tree Cutting - Removal in one cut of the 
mature trmber crop from an area, except for a small 
number of seed bearers left singly or m small 
groups 

Seed Tree Harvest. Removal of the mature trm- 
ber crop from an area in one cut, except for a small 
number of seed bearers. 

Selection - See “Group Selectron” and “individual 
(Single) Tree Selectron.” 

Selection Cutting -The annual or periodic removal 
of trees (parbcularly mature trees), indivrdually or 
in small groups, from an uneven-aged forest, to 
reakze the yield and to maintain age stratificatron. 

Selection System - An uneven-aged srlvrcultural 
system s-r which trees are removed indivkfualfy or 
in groups, from a large area on a set temporal cycle. 

Sensitivity Level - A partrcular degree of mea- 
sure of viewer Interest rn ScenK: qualrties of the land- 
scape. Three sensltrvrty levels are employed, each 
rdentrfying a drlferent level of user concern for the 
visual environment. 

Level 1 - Highest Sensrtrvtty 
Level 2 -Average Sensrtrvrty 
Level 3 - Lowest Sensrtrvity 

Sensitive Species -Those species that (1) have 
appeared rn the Federal Register as proposed for 
classfrcatron and are under consrderatron for offi- 
cral lrsting as endangered or threatened species or 
(2) are on an offrcral state list or (3) are recognrzed 
by the U.S. Forest Service or other management 
agency as needing specral management to pre- 
vent their berng placed on federal or state Irsts. 

Early seral stage -The perii from disturbance 
to crown closure of conifer stands managed 
under the current forest management regrme. 
Grass, herbs, or brush are plentiful. 

Mid-Seral stage - The period rn the kfe of a 
forest stand from crown closure to frrst 
merchantability usually ages 15-40. Due to 
stand denslty, brush, grass, or herbs rapidly 
decrease in the stand Hidmg cover may be 
present 

Late seral stage - The per& in the life of a 
forest stand from first merchantability to 
culmmatron of mean annual Increment. This is 
under a regrme includrng commercial thinning, 
or to 100 years of age, depending on wildlife 
habrtat needs Dunn9 thus penod, stand diversity 
IS mrnrmal, except that comfer mortality rates 
WIII be farrly raprd. Hrdrng than thermal cover 
may be present. Forage IS minimal. 

Mature seral stage -The period in the life of a 
forest stand from culmlnatron of mean annual 
Increment to an old-growth stage or to 200 
years This is a time of gradually increasing 
stand diversity. Hiding cover, thermal cover, and 
some forage may be present. 

Old-growth seral stage-This stage constitutes 
the potential plant community capable of existmg 
on a sate given the frequency of natural 
diiturbance events. For forest communibes thus 
stage exists from approxrmately age 200 until 
when stand replacement occurs and secondary 
successron begms agarn. Dependmg on fire 
frequency and intensify, old growth forests may 
have diierent structures, species composrtron, 
and age distributions. In forests with longer 
periods between natural disturbance, the forest 
structure will be more even-aged at late mature 
or early old-growth stages 

Series - An aggregation of taxonomically related 
plant associations which take the name of (clrmatlc) 

Seral - The stage of succession of a plant or ani- climax species that domrnate, or have the poten- 
mal community that IS transrtronal If left alone, tral to dominate, the principal vegetative layer rn a 
the seral stage WIII give way to another plant or time frame appropriate to the vegetative or taxo- 
ammal community that represents a further stage nomic group under consrderatron See Subseries. 
of succession. 

G-37 



Severely Burned - The marn effect of burning is 
orgamc matter and nutrient loss. Severely burned 
IS detnmental If It adversely affects site productrv- 
ky or hydrologic fun&on 

Shade-Tolerant Plants - Plants that grow well in 
shade. 

Shelterwood Regeneration Method - A method 
of regenerating a stand rn whrch a new age class 
develops beneath the partially-shaded maroenvr- 
ronment provkfed by the residual trees. The method 
creates an even-aged stand 

Shelterwood Removal Cut - A type of out that 
releases establrshed regeneration from competr- 
bon with seed trees while retaining some trees 
needed for shefter under the Shelterwood Regen- 
erahon Method Reserve trees may or may not be 
retained. 

Shrub - A plant that has persrstent, woody stems 
and a relabvely low growth habrt, and that gener- 
ally produces several basal shoots Instead of a 
smgle bole It doffers from a tree by its low stature 
and nonarborescent form. 

Sight Distance - The distance at whrch 90 per- 
cent or more of a deer or elk IS hidden from an 
ObseNer. Hrdrng cover exists when 90 percent or 
more of a standing deer or elk is hidden at a drs- 
tance of 200 feet or less. 

Significance-As used rn NEPA, requires consrd- 
eratron of both context and Intensity. 

Sihricultural System - The cukrvatron of forests; 
the resuk is a forest of a distinct form. Srlvrcultural 
systems are classfred according to harvest and 
regenerahon methods and the type of forest that 
results 

Silviculture - The art and scrence that promotes 
the growth of smgle trees and the forest as a bio- 
logical unrt. 

Single-Tree Selection - See “lndrvrdual (Smgle) 
Tree Selection ” 

Site - A small area or parcel of land considered rn 
terms of Its envrronment 

Site Development Scale: 
Site Development Level 1: Minimum Site 
Modrfmation - Rustrc or rudimentary 
improvements designed for protection of the site 
rather than comfort of the users. Use of synthetic 
materials excluded. Minrmum controls are 
subtle No obvrous regimentation. Spacing 
informal and extended to mrnrmrze contacts 
between users Motorized access not provrded 
or permitted. 

Site Development Level 2. Little Site 
Modrfmation - Austrc or rudimentary 
Improvements designed primanly for protectlon 
of the site rather than the comfort of the users 
Use of synthetic materials avoided- Minimum 
controls are subtle. Lrttle obvious regimentation 
Spacing informal and extended to minimize 
contacts between users. Motorized access 
provided or permitted. Permrfted access over 
primftiie roads. Interpretive services informal, 
almost sublrmrnal. 

Sate Development Level 3. Site Modtficatron 
Moderate - Facrlrtres about equal for protection 
of srte and comfort of users. Contemporary or 
rustrc desfgn of improvements is usually based 
on use of nabve materials. Inconspicuous 
vehicuhrtraflrccontrols usually provided. Roads 
may be hard surfaced and trawls formalrzed 
Development densrty about 3 family units per 
acre. Pnmary access may be over big h standard 
roads. Interpretive servrces informal, but 
generally drrect 

Site Development Level 4. Site Heavily Modifred 
- Some facrkhes designed stnctly for comfort 
and convenience of users. Luxury facilities not 
provided. Facrlrty desrgn may incorporate 
synthetic materials.. Extensrve use of artificial 
surfacing of roads and trails. Vehicular traffic 
control usually obvrous. Primary access usually 
over paved roads. Development density 3 to 5 
famrly units per acre. Plant materials usually 
native. Interpretive services often formal or 
structured. 

Site Development Level 5’ High Degree of Sate 
Modrfrcatron - Facilitres mostly designed for 
comfort and convenience of users and usually 
Include flush torlets; may include showers, 
bathhouses, laundry facrlrties, and electrical 
hookups. Synthetro materials commonly used. 
Formal walks or surfaced trails. Regimentation 
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of users is obvious. Access usually by hrgh- 
speed highways. Development density 5 or 
more family units per acre. Plant materials may 
be foreign to the envrronment. Formal 
mterpretrve services usually available. Design 
formalized and architecture may be 
contemporary. Mowed lawns and clapped 
shrubs not unusual. 

Site Preparation -The general term for removing 
unwanted vegetation, slash, roots, and stones from 
a site before reforestatron. Naturally occurnng wikf- 
fire, as well as prescribed fire can prepare a srte 
for natural regeneratron. 

Site Productivity - Productron capabrlrty of spe- 
cific areas of land. 

Size Class - One of the three rntervals of tree stem 
diameters used to classify timber in the Forest Plan 
data base. The size classes are: SeedlingSap- 
ling (less than 5 Inches in drameter); Pole Timber 
(5 to 7 inches in drameter), Sawtrmber (greaterthan 
7 inches rn diameter) 

Skidding - Haulrng logs by sliding, not on wheels, 
from stump to a collectron point. 

Skid Trail - Narrow path on which logging equip 
ment travels when moving logs from the forest to a 
designated landrng location. 

SL - Standard Servrce Level. 

Slash -The resrdue left on the ground after trmber 
cutbng and/or accumulatmg there as a resuk of 
storm, fire, or other damage. It mcludes unused 
logs, uprooted stumps, broken or uprooted stems, 
branches, twigs, leaves, bark and chips. 

Small Game - Bards and small mammals typrcally 
hunted or trapped. 

Snag -A standing dead tree greater than 20 feet 
tall from which the leaves and most of the limbs 
have fallen 

Snowmachine - Any motorized vehicle which IS 
used for over snow travel 

Soil -The unconsokdated mineral material on the 
immediate surface of the earth that serves as a 
natural medrum for the growth of land plants. 

Soil Compaction - The reductron of soil volume. 
For instance, the werght of heavy equipment on 
solIs can compact the solI and thereby change it in 
some ways, such as tis abrltty to absorb water. 
Compaction Is generally evaluated from 5 to 30 
centrmeters below the mineral soil surface Sub- 
stantral compactron in any 5-centimeter increment 
in the top 30 centrmeters of solI IS considered to be 
detnmental. Compaction that doubles the soil 
strength or that decreases soil porosrfy by 10 per- 
cent or more from undisturbed values IS wnsid- 
ered to be substantial. In sals with sand or sandy 
loam textures and less than 50% very fine sand 
(0 050.10 mm) rn the sand fraction (0.05-2.0 mm), 
the porosity must be reduced more than 12% to be 
considered substantial compactron. Infiitratron is 
another alternative for determrmng compactron. 
Forests are encouraged to develop infrkratiin gurde- 
lines that relate to detrrmental compaction. 

Soil Displacement - Detrimental displacement is 
the loss of either 5 oenhmeters or one-half of the 
humus-ennched top soil A-horizon, whichever IS 
less, from an area that is 1 meter by 1 meter of 
larger. 

Soil Disturbance - Detrimentally disturbed soil is 
soil that has been detrimentally displaced, wm- 
pacted, puddled, or severely burned. At least 85% 
of the total area within an activrty areas must have 
soil that IS in satisfactory wndiiron. Stated another 
way, no more than a total of 15% of an actrvay 
area may have detrimentally disturbed soil. Some 
examples of management options lrmfting the ef- 
fects of soil disturbance and mitigation measures 
are ksted in Exhrbii 1. 

Soil and Water Conservation Practices 
(SWCPs) - See Best Management Practice. 

Soil Cover - Refers to ground cover, which con- 
sists of vegetation, fitter, and rockfragments larger 
than three-fourths inch in diameter in contact with 
the sod. Also, it rncludes perennial canopy cover 
that is within 3 to 30 feet of the ground. 

Soil Disturbance/Disturbed Soil - Soil that has 
been detrfmentally drsplaced, compacted, puddled, 
or severely burned. No more than 15% of an ac- 
trvrty area may have disturbed ~011s. 

Detrimentally displaced. the loss of either 2 
arches or one-half of the humus-enriched top 
solI (A-honzon), or both, from an area of 1 
square meter or larger. 
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Detrimental compaction/puddling. 
decreases III soil porosity by 10% or more from 
undisturbed values, or doubling of the soil 
strength, In any 2 inch increment in the top foot 
of soil. 

Soil Hydrologic Function - Is the Inherent ca- 
pacity of a solI to intake, retain and transmit water. 

Soil Organic Matter - Is the organic fraction of 
soil. Includes plant, animal and microbial residues, 
fresh and at all stages of decomposrtion, and the 
relabvely resistant soil humus. 

Species -A fundamental category of plant or ani- 
mal classificabon 

Species Composition - The proportions of van- 
ous plant or animal species in relation to the total 
on a gwen area. Plant species may bs expressed 
in terms of cover, density, weight, and so on. 

Stand - A community of trees or other vegetation 
sufficiently uniform in composltlon, constitution, 
age, spatial arrangement or condition to be drsbn- 
guishable from adjacent communities and so form 
a silvicuitural or management entity. 

Soil Productivity - The capaclty of a so11 to pro- Stand Exam - The acbvity of looking at a stand in 
duce a specific crop. Productivity depends on ad- the field to obtain measure of stand conditions, 
equate moisture and soil nutnents, as well as fa- physical site factors, and other environmental data 
vorable climate. to help determine future management of the stand. 

Soil Puddling - Puddling is generally evaluated at 
the mmeral soil surface. Visual Indicators of detri- 
mental puddling include clearly Identifiable ruts with 
berms or hoof prints in mmeral soil, or in an Oa 
horizon of an organic solI. Detnmental puddling may 
occur in conjunction wtih detnmental compactjon. 
The guidelines for solI compaction (section b) are 
to be used when this occurs. Detnmentally puddled 
soils are not always detnmentally compact Infll- 
trabon and permeability are affected by detrimen- 
tal solI puddling. Forests are encouraged to de- 
velop infiltratlon and/or permeablllty guideknes that 
relate to detnmental puddling. 

Soil Quality - Refers to the maintenance or im- 
provement of long term soil productiwty and soil 
hydrologic function. 

Soil Survey - The systematic examination of soils 
in the field and laboratory, m&ding description, 
classificabon, interpretation of produchvlty and 
mapping. 

Spatial scale - The level of resolution in space 
perceived or consldered. 

Special forest products - Nontimber renewable 
plant products (such as mushrooms, berries, flow- 
ers, etc.). 

Special Use Permit - A permit issued to an indi- 
vidual or group by the USDA Forest Service for 
use of National Forest land for a special purpose 
Examples might be a Boy Scout Jamboree or a 
mountain bike race. 

Stand Replacement Fire - Fire which kills all or 
most livmg overstory trees in a forest and mitiates 
regrowth at an earlier SuccessIonal stage. 

Standard - a condrtlon of land, normally a maxi- 
mum or mimmum condltlon, that IS measurable. A 
standard can also be expressed as a constraint on 
management activltles or practices. Dev’abon from 
compliance with a standard requires a Forest Plan 
amendment. 

Standard Service Level (SL) - Management level 
desgned to enhance the recreation experience, en- 
sure public safely, correct resource damage, and 
maximrze the longevity and servrceability of recre- 
ation facilities 

Standards and Guidelines - Reqwements found 
in a Forest Plan which Impose limits on natural re- 
source management activlbes, generally for envi- 
ronmental protecbon. 

State Air Quality Regulations - The legal base 
for control of air pollution sources in that State. Pre- 
scribed burnmg is generally covered under these 
regulations. 

State Implementation Plan - A State plan that 
covers Implementation, maintenance, and enforce- 
ment of pnmary and secondary standards in each 
air quaMy control Region, pursuant to section 110 
of the Clean Air Act. 
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Stocking -A measure of the proportion of the area 
in a stand actually occupied by trees expressed in 
terms of stocked quadrats or percent of canopy 
closure (as district from their stand density). 

Stocking level - The number of trees in an area 
as compared to the desirable number of trees for 
best results, such as maximum wood produchon. 

Storage - One of the ways functions are described; 
resources which are conserved withm the system 
(I e , sediments and water retained in wetlands, 
carbon and other nutrient storage in down woody 
matenal). 

Structure - How the parts of ecosystems are ar- 
ranged, both honzontally andvertrcacally. These parts 
include vegetation patches, edge, fragmentation, 
canopy layers, snags, down wood, steep canyons, 
rocks in streams, and roads. For example, struc- 
ture might reveal a pattern, mosaic or total ran- 
domness of vegetabon. 

Subregion - One of the hierarchy levels used for 
RPA assessments and statewide planning, encom- 
passing hundreds to thousands d square miles. 

Subsection - An ewlogrcal umt of land that has 
urnform climatnc and geologrc characteristics. 
Seven subsections have been delmeated within the 
Targhee Nahonal Forest. 

Succession -The natural replacement, in time, of 
one plant communrty with another. Condrhons of 
the pnor plant communny (or successional stage) 
create conditions that are favorable for the estab- 
lishment of the next stage 

Succession, Plant - The process of vegetational 
development whereby an area becomes succes- 
srvely occupied by ddferent plant communities of 
higher ecological order. 

Successional Stage -See Seral Stage. 

Suitability-The appropriateness of applying cer- 
tain management practices to a particular area of 
land, as determined by an analysis of the ewnomic 
and environmental consequences and the oppor- 
tunrty cost of uses foregone. 

Suitability for Timber Production - Timber har- 
vest, other than salvage sales or sales to protect 
other multiple-use values, cannot occur on lands 
not surfed for timber production. 

Suitable Forest Land -See Trmber Classifrcabon 

Suitable Habiiat - The biological and physical wm- 
ponents necessary to meet some or all of the Me 
needs of a species. 

Suitable Range - Rangeland that is accessible and 
used by grazing animals, that produces forage or 
has inherentforage producmg capabktres, and that 
can be grazed on a sustained yield basrs under 
reasonable management goals. (cf. unsurtable 
range.) 

Suppression -The action of extingurshing or con- 
fining a fire 

Surface Resources - Renewable resources that 
are on the surface of the earth, such as timber and 
forage, in contrast to ground water and minerals 
which are located beneath the surface. 

Sustainability - The ability of an ecosystem to 
maintain ecological processes and functions, bio- 
logical diversity, and productivity over time. 

Sustainable-The yield that a renewable resource 
can produce continuously at a given intensity of 
management IS sard to be sustainable. 

Sustainable Development-The use of land and 
water so sustain production indefinitely wrthout en- 
vironmental deterioration, ideally without loss of 
native biodiversfty. 

Sustainable Ecosystem Management - Manage- 
ment drrected towards developing or maintaming a 
synergistic complex of plants and ammals which 
can be perpetuated mdefmrtely. 

Sustained-Yield - The yield that a renewable re- 
source can produce continuously at a given inten- 
sity of management. 

Swing Allotment -Any cattle or sheep allotment 
without a permanent permlttee, that is open and 
available for grazing on a temporary basis to exist- 
ing Targhee permrttees The intent of a “swing” 
allotment IS to provide a place for grazing ammals 
that are moved from their “permanent” allotment 
because of unplanned events and situations A 
“swing” allotment may or may not have an allot- 
ment management plan and usually IS not grazed 
by the same permrttee on a yearly basis. An ex- 
ample of a “swing” allotment is an allotment that IS 
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grazed by a band of sheep, that had to be removed 
from their “permanent” allotment because of Griz- 
zly Bear conflicts, for a portion or all of their per- 
mftted grazrng season. 

-T- 

Target - A Nahonal Forest’s annual goal for ac- 
complrshmentfor natural resource programs. Tar- 
gets represent the commrtment of the Forest Ser- 
vice has wrth Congress to accomplish the work 
Congress has funded, and are often used as a 
measure of the agency’s performance. 

Technically Suitable Forest Land - See Timber 
Classrfication. 

Tentatively Suitable Forest Land - Forest land 
that IS producrng or is capable of producing crops 
of mdustrial wood and (a) has not been withdrawn 
by Congress, the Secretary, or the Chief, (b) exist- 
ing technology and knowledge IS available to en- 
sure bmber productron without Irreversible damage 
to solIs producbvrty, or watershed conditions; and 
(c) existing technology and knowledge, as reflected 
in current research and experience, provides rea- 
sonable assurance that It is possible restock ad- 
equately wrthin 5 years after final harvest, and (d) 
adequate information IS available to project re- 
sponses to timber management activities. 

Thermal Cover - Cover used by animals to mod- 
erate the effects of weather. Thermal cover may 
represent protecbon from heat or cold. Thermal 
cover requirements vary with species and the pre- 
vailing climate. 

Thinning -An intermediate cutting made rn an im- 
mature stand primarily to maintain or accelerate 
diameter increment and also to improve the aver- 
age form of the remainrng trees without permanently 
breaking the canopy. An intermediate cutting. 

Threatened Species - Any species listed in the 
Federal Register which is likely to become an en- 
dangered species within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a srgnrficant portion of rts range. 

Timber Base-The lands wkhin the Forest capable, 
available and surted for timber production. 

Timber Classification - The classification of for- 
ested lands into land management alternatives 
according to how the land relates to management 
of the timber resource there. 

Nonforest Land - Lands never having or 
incapable of having greater than 10 percent of 
the area occupied by forest trees and lands 
formerly forested and currently developed for 
nonforest use. 

Forest Land - Land at lease 10 percent 
occupied by forest trees of any size or formerly 
having had such tree cover and not currently 
developed for nonforest use. Lands developed 
for nonforest use include areas for crops, 
improved pasture, reside&al, or administrahve 
areas, improved roads of any width and 
adjoining road clearing and powerline clearing 
of any width. The term occupancy when used 
todefine forest land will be measured by canopy 
cover of live forest trees at maturity. The 
minimum area for classification of forest land IS 
1 acre. Unimproved roads, trails, streams and 
clearings in forest areas are classrfied as forest 
f they are less than 120 feet in wrdth. 

Suitable Forest Land - Land that IS managed 
for timber producbon on a regulated basis. 

Unsuitable Forest Land (Not Suited) - Forest 
land that is not managed for timber production 
because: (1) the land has been withdrawn by 
Congress, the Secretary or the Chief; (2) 
technology is not available to prevent irreversible 
damage to soils, productivity or watershed 
condkiins; (3) there is not reasonable assurance 
that lands can adequately be restocked within 
5 years after final harvest based on existing 
technology and knowledge; (4) there is at 
present, a lack of adequate information to 
responses to timber management activrties; or 
(5) trmber management IS inconsistent wrth or 
not cost-effarent in meeting management 
requirements and multiple-use objectives 
specified in the Forest Plan. 

Tentatively Suitable (Commercial Forest 
Land) - Forest Land whrch is producing or IS 
capable of producing crops of industrial wood 
and (1) has not been wrthdrawn by Congress, 
the Secretary or the Chief; (2) exrsting 
technology and knowledge Is avarhble to ensure 
bmber productron wkhout rrreversrble damage 
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to soils, productivity, or watershed conditions, Tractor Logging -A logging method that uses trac- 
and (3) existing technology and knowledge tars to carry or drag logs from the stump to a col- 
provides reasonable assurance that adequate lection point. 
restockmg can be attained within 5 years after 
final harvesting. Trail - 

Timber Harvest Schedule-See “Sale Schedule.” 

Timber Production - The purposeful growing, 
tending, harvesting, and regeneration of regulated 
crops of trees for cutting into logs, bolts, or other 
round sectlons for Industrial or consumer use. For 
purposes of forest planning, timber production does 
not include fuelwood or harvests from unsuitable 
lands. 

Timber Sale Program Quantity (TSPQ) - The 
volume of timber planned for sale during the first 
decade of the planning horizon. It includes the al- 
lowable sale quantity (chargeable volume) and any 
additional materral (nonchargeable volume) planned 
for sale The timber sale program quantity usually 
IS expressed as an annual average for the first 
decade. 

Timber Stand Improvement (TSI) - Measures 
such as thinning, pruning, release cutting, pre- 
scribed fire, girdling weeding, or poisoning of un- 
wanted trees aimed at improving growing condi- 
tions of the remaining tree. 

Timelag -An k&cation of the rate a dead fuel gains 
or loses moisture due to changes in Its environ- 
ment The time necessary for a fuel particle to gain 
or lose approximately 63 percent of the ddference 
between rts inrbal moisture content and Its equilib- 
rium moisture content. Fuels are usualfy grouped 
into the following groups 

All created or evoked travel (access) routes that 
do not qualify as a road, they are used for both 
motorized and nonmotorized modes of travel. 
For motorized travel, they are generally routes 
for vehicles less than 50 inches wide and which 
have a dry weight of 600 pounds or less. They 
are not reasonably and prudentfy drivable with 
a conventional passenger car or pickup. 

System TrarVManaged Trail: A trail which is 
part of the official Forest Transportation 
Management System; these trails usually have 
a number and a name; they are usually on the 
Forest travel plan maps. 

Nonsystem TraWnmanaged TraWGhost Trail. 
A trail which IS not part of the ofhc~al Forest 
Transportation Management System; these 
trails usually do not have a number or a name; 
they are not on the Forest travel plan maps. 

Open Motorized Trail: A trail without restriction 
on motorized use and is used by motorized 
vehicles. Trarle used by &wheelers, 4-wheelers, 
and motorized trail bikes are examples of this 
type of access route. 

Restricted Motorized Trail: A trail on which 
motorized use IS restricted seasonally or 
yearlong. Motorized use is legally restricted. 
Motorized administrative use by personnel of 
resource management agencies is acceptable 
at low intensity levels as defined in existing 
cumulative effects analysis models. This 
includes contractors and permktees in addition 
to agency employees. 

100 hour l-3 Trail Maintenance - There are five levels of trail 
1,ooO hour 34 maintenance which are defined as follows: 

Total Motorized Access Route Density (TMARD) 
- Includes all open and restricted roads and motor- 

Level I: Trails maintained for primitive 

ized trails. Density may be displayed as follows 
experience level. Custodial care only. No tread 

1) Density (miles/square mrle) for an analysis area 
maintenance. Drainage functional and not likely 

(such as a watershed or a management prescrrp- 
to fail. Trailsides not brushed but tread is kept 

bon area). 2) Density is displayed as a percentage 
passable. Small slides may remain except for 

of the analysts area in a defmed densky category 
those with erosion potential. Structures 

(example 20% ~2.0 miles per square mile). 
maintained as needed. Signmg may be 
deferred. 
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Level II: Trails maintained for near-prrmitive 
experience level Tread maintained for public 
safety. Logs or similar rusbc structures may be 
provided at stream crossmg. Drainage same 
as Level I. Signing at a minimum level 
commensurate wtih level of trail use 

Level Ill: Trails mamtarned for intermediate 
expenence level. Tread maintained for public 
safety and user convenience. Drainage Same 
as level I. Trarlsides brushed out at Handbook 
standards. Signing same as Level II. 

Level IV Trails maintained at relabvely high 
standards to provide for public safety and 
convenience. Tread relatively smooth, firm and 
may require stabilrzabon. Srgning at high level, 
all other elements same as Level Ill. These 
trails are generally marntained for family or 
senior citizen use. 

Level V. Trails maintained for high use and 
experrence levels, Including special purposes 
such as VIS trails, bicycle trails, trails to major 
vista points, trails for the handicapped, etc. 
Basrc care same as Level IV but patching of 
paved tread may be needed annually. Trailsides 
maintained to meet hrgh visual quality standards 
by brushing and cleanup of debris beyond the 
trail limks. Vistas are mamtained. 

Transportation Analysis - Conduct a systematic 
analysis to determine the transportation facilrties 
and management needed to meet land and re- 
source management objectives. 

Transportation System or Network -All existing 
and proposed roads, trails, acfrelds, and othertrans- 
portation facilities wholly or partly within or adja- 
cent to and servmg the Nabonal Forests and other 
areas admrnistered by the Forest Service or rnter- 
mingled prrvate lands. 

Treatment Area - The site-specific locahon of a 
resource Improvement acbvrty. 

Tree Opening - An opening in the forest cover 
created by even-aged s~iv~cuftural practices. 

TSI - Timber Stand Improvement 

TTS - Tentative Trmber Surtabilfty 

Underburn -A burn by a surface fire that can con- 
sume ground vegetabon and “ladder” fuels. 

Understory - The trees and woody shrubs grow- 
ing beneath the overstory in a stand of trees. 

Uneven-aged - The condrtion of a forest, crop, or 
stand composed of intermingling trees that doffer 
markedly in age. In prachce a minimum age differ- 
ence of 25 percent of the length of the rot&on usu- 
ally is used. 

Uneven-Aged Management - Actions that main- 
tain a forest or stand of trees composed of inter- 
mingling trees that differ markedly in age. Cutting 
methods that develop and maintarn uneven-aged 
stands are single-tree selection and group selec- 
tion. 

Uneven-aged Stand -A stand of trees of three or 
more distinct age classes, either intimately mixed 
or in small groups. 

Uneven-aged System - A planned sequence of 
treatments designed to maintain and regenerate a 
stand with three or more age classes (see Srngle- 
Tree Selection, and Group Selection Regeneration 
Methods). 

Unregulated Harvest - Tree harvest that IS not 
part of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) It can 
include the removal of cull or dead material or non- 
commercial species. It also rnciudes volume re- 
moved from nonsultable areas for research, to meet 
objectives other than hmber produchon (such as 
wildlife habrtat improvement), or to Improve admin- 
istrative sttes such as campgrounds. 

Unsatisfactory Rangeland Condition - Unsatrs- 
factory rangeland condtiron is when the desired 
future rangeland condltron IS not being met and 
short term objectives are not being achieved to 
move the rangeland toward the desired future con- 
drtion. (cf. sahsfactory range condrtion.) 

Unsuitable Range - Rangeland whrch has no cur- 
rent value or which should not be used because of 
physrcal or biological restrrctions, or lack of improve- 
ments that would allow use. 
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Unsuitable Forest Land (Not Suited) - See Tim- 
ber Classification. 

Use, allowable -An estimate of proper range use 
by grazing animals. It can also mean the amount 
of forage planned to be used to accelerate range 
rehabrlrtation. 

Utility and Transportation Corridors -A strip of 
land, up to approximately 600 feet in width, deslg- 
nated for the transportation of energy, commodi- 
ties, and communrcations by railroad, State high- 
way, electrical power transmrssron (66 KV and 
above), 011 and gas and coal slurry pipelines IO 
inches in diameter or larger, and telecommunica- 
tion cable and electronic sites for interstate use. 
Transportatron of minor amounts of power for short 
distances, such as short feeder lines from small 
power projects Including geothermal or wind, or to 
serve customer subsetvice substations along the 
line, are not to be treated wrthin the Forest Plan 
effort. 

-V- 

(VSS 4) = 12-18 inches DBH, Mature Forest (VSS 
5) = 18-24 inches DBH, Old Forest (VSS 6) = 24+ 
Inches DBH. 

Vegetation Type-A plant community wrth disbn- 
guishable characteristics. See Cover Type. 

Viable Population -A number of individuals of a 
species suffrcrent to ensure the long-term existence 
of the species In natural, self-sustaining popula- 
tions adequately distributed throughout their region. 

Viewshed -An expansive landscape or panoramrc 
veta seen from a speclflc vrewpolnt, such as a road. 

Vigor - The relative robustness of a plant in com- 
parison to other individuals of the same species. It 
IS reflected primarily by the size of a plant and Its 
parts in relation to its age and the environment in 
which It IS growing. 

Visual Quality Objectives (VW’s) - A set of mea- 
surable goals for the management of forest vrsual 
resources used to measure the amount of visual 
contrast with the natural landscape caused by hu- 
man acbvltres. The following are VQO’s: 

Vacant Allotment -An allotment that is available 
for grazing but IS not grazed. 

Variability (Range of, Natural, Historic) - The 
spectrum of condtions possible in ecosystem wm- 
position, structure and function considering both 
temporal an spatial factors. Natural range of the 
spatial, structural, composttiinal and temporal char- 
acteristics of ecosystem elements specrfied to rep 
resent “natural” conditions. The flux in composr- 
bon, structure, and funcbon of an ecosystem over 
the long term in a landscape. 

Vegetation - Collectively, the plants growing in a 
given area 

Vegetation Management - Ativlties designed pri- 
marily to promote the health of forest vegetation 
for multiple-use purposes 

Vegetative Structural Stage - A method of de- 
scnbing the growth stages of a stand of livrng trees. 

Preservation - Ecological change only here 

Retention - Human achvrties should not be 
evident to the casual Forest visrtor. 

Partial Retention - Human acbvrty may be 
evident but must remain subordrnate to the 
characteristic landscape 

Modification - Human act~vlty may dominate 
the character&c landscape but must, at the 
same time, follow naturally established form, 
line, color, and texture. It should appear as a 
natural occurrence when viewed in foreground 
or middleground. 

Maximum Modification - Human activity may 
dominate the characteristic landscape but 
should appear as a natural occurrence when 
viewed as background. 

Visual Resource -A part of the landscape impor- 
it is based on tree size (DBH = diameter at breast tant for Its scenic quality. It may include a com- 
height) and total canopy cover. The stages are: posite of terrain, geologic features, or vegetation. 
GrasJforblshrub (VSS 1) = O-1 inch DBH; Seed- 
ling/sapling (VSS 2) = 1-5 inches DBH, Young For- 
est (VSS 3) = 5-12 inches DBH, Mid-aged Forest 
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-W- 

Watershed -The area of land above a given point 
on a stream that contrrbutss water to the streamflow 
at that point. Also the land that contributes water 
to a lake or reservoir. 

Watershed Improvement Needs (WIN) Inventory 
- A broad, reconnaissance inventory oriented pri- 
manly to problem identification rather than specific 
project design. It forms the basis for identiilng 
potential so11 and water resource restoration protect 
areas and assigning pnority for detailed planning 
and treatment. 

Watershed Information System (WIS) - Inven- 
tory of Forest Service water rights and uses. The 
inventory includes such informahon as location of 
water right or use, the amounts of water Involved, 
status of the use or right,, purpose, etc. 

Water Table-The upper surface of groundwater. 
Below It, the soil is saturated with water. 

Water Yield -The runoff from a watershed, includ- 
ing groundwater oMow. 

Weeding -A release treatment in stands not past 
the sapling stage that eliminates or suppresses un- 
desirable vegetation regardless of crown posltlon. 

Wet Areas - Often referred to as “mast sties,” they 
are very important components of elk summer 
range. These sites, often occurring at the heads 
of drainages, may be wet sedge meadows, bogs, 
or seeps. 

Wetlands -Areas that are inundated by surface or 
ground water with a frequency sufficient, under 
normal circumstances, to support a prevalence of 
vegetative or aquatlc Me that requires saturated or 
seasonally saturated so11 condiiions for growth and 
reproduction. Wetlands include wet meadows, 
springs, seeps, bogs, etc. 

Wild and Scenic River-Rivers and their immedi- 
ate environs designated by congressional action 
that are managed to be free of Impoundments, di- 
versions and unpolluted 

Wilderness - Areas designated by congressional 
action that are managed for pnmeval characteris- 
bcs, solitude or unconfined primitive recreation, 

natural conditions and where the imprint of man IS 
substantially unnoticeable. 

Wilderness Act (1964) - The Wilderness Act al- 
lows preservation of designated areas of federal 
land under the National Wilderness Preservation 
System for the benefit of present and future gen- 
eratlons. The land must be primarily affected by 
the forces of nature (not man), have outstanding 
opportumties for solitude or primitive recreation, be 
at least 6000 acres in size, and may also contain 
ecological, geological, or other features of scien- 
tific, educatlonal, scenic, or historical value. 

Wildfire - Anywiklland fire not designated and man- 
aged as a prescribed fire within an approved pre- 
scription and occurring in natural fuels. 

Wildlife-All undomesticated mammals, birds, rep 
tiles and amphibians lwrg in a natural environment. 
Does not include feral ammals, such as will horses 
and burros. 

Wildlife Habitat Diversity - The distribution and 
abundance of diierent plant and animal communi- 
ties and species within a specific area. 

WIN - Watershed Improvement Needs inventory. 

Windthrow - Trees that have been uprooted by 
the wind. 

WIS - Watershed Information System. 

Wood Fiber Production - The growing, tending, 
harvesting and regeneration of harvestable tress. 

Woody Plant - Perennial plants that have stems 
consisting of wood (shrubs, trees, and vines) 

Woody Residue/Residue - Organic mater& such 
as plant stems and branches having a minimum 
diameter of 3 Inches (small end). Included are both 
natural materials and management induced post- 
harvest materials/slash. 

-X- 

Xeric - Refers to a habitat characterized by dry 
solI conditions. 
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-Y- 

Yield -The amount of forest produce that may be 
harvested penodically from a specrfied area over a 
stated period tn accordance with the objectives of 
management. 

201 (Zone of Influence) - The are influenced by 
Forest Service management activibes. 

Zoning - The demarcation of a planning area Into 
zones, which the establrshment of regulations to 
govern the types of acbvrties and uses within each 
zone. 

Zoological Area - A protscbve area desrgnated 
for its authentc, srgnffkant and mteresting evidence 
of important animals, animal groups and ammal 
communities. 

__ 

Decomposition Class (cont.) 

LW 
Charactenshcs 

1 Leg decomposlbon class 

1 

Bark 

Twtgs < 3 cm 

TMtWW 

Shape round 

Color of wood 

Porhon of log 
on ground 

log 
elevated 
on suppoll 
pants 

2 

mtact 

aLwant 

mtact to 
paluy soft 

round 

ongmal 
color 

3 

trace 
absent 

ongmal 
color to 
faded 

4 4 5 5 

absent absent absent absent 

absent absent absent absent 

small, small, soft and soft and 
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SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT FOR THE TARGHEE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the summary of the Fmal EnvIronmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Revised Forest 
Plan (Rewslon) IS to provide the reader with a quick overvIew of the plannmg process, the Issues, and the 
alternatives, mcludmg the Selected, that WIII affect the management of the Targhee NatIonal Forest (For- 
est) for the next ten years and beyond 

The FEIS considers and evaluates an array of altematlves, ldenbfymg the Selected This summary does 
not cover the Revision The Revlslon carnes out the actlons of the Selected AlternatIve and provides key 
declslons forthe long-term management of the Forest Readers wantrng more m-depth mformatlon on the 
FEIS and Revlslon may wnte or call the Targhee NatIonal Forest SupervIsor’s Offlce at P 0 Box ‘208, St 
Anthony, Idaho 83445, (208) 624-3151 

LOCATION AND SETTING FOR THE FOREST 

The Forest IS an admmlstrative unit of the Department of Agnculture, Forest Service, encompassmg 
approxrmately 1 8 million acres EstablIshed by President Theodore Roosevelt m 1908, the Forest IS 
named m honor of a Bannock lndlan warnor The SupervIsor’s Offlce IS located m St Anthony, Idaho with 
Dlstnct offlces located m Dubols, Island Park, Ashton, Idaho Falls, and Dnggs, Idaho The Forest IS 
bordered by SIX other NatIonal Forests 

The Forest lies almost entirely wlthln the GreaterYellowstone Ecosystem, an areaof 12 mllllon acres and 
the largest remammg block of relatively undisturbed plant and anlmal habltat m the contiguous Umted 
States 

On a larger scale, the Forest lies along the ContInental Dlvlde, at the uppermost reaches of the Columbia 
River Basm, an ecosystem of 40 million acres extendmg from western Washmgton to the southeastern 
Idaho border and encompassmg parts of Oregon, Montana, Wyommg, Nevada and Utah The Forest 
Includes all or portlons of several dlstmct mountam ranges, mcludmg the Lemhl, 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 most western reaches The Forest 
contams the Island Park Caldera and several reservoirs Topography ranges from rolling foothills to 
rugged, glaciated mountam peaks 

Although most of the land IS dry and semi-and, 190 stream headwaters situated on the Forest provide 
vaned vegetation to support a multitude of uses The area has cold, moist wmters and hot dry summers 
Average annual preclpltatlon, most of which falls as snow, mcreases with elevation As little as ten 
Inches of preclpltatlon falls m lower valleys and as much as forty inches occurs at the highest elevations 
Wide temperature extremes exist, with summer temperatures at lower elevations exceedmg 100 degrees 
Fahrenheit and wmter temperatures at higher elevations fallmg to less than 40 degrees below zero Fahren- 
helt 

NEED FOR CHANGE 

The ongmal Targhee Forest Plan, approved m 1985, emphasized an extensive salvage and reforestation 
program of dead lodgepole kllled by a massive mountain pine beetle epldemlc over the previous 30 years 
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Thus rate of salvage caused, m effect, a departure from a sustained yreld of trmber harvest and could not 
be continued beyond the frrst decade (1985 - 1995) In an envrronmentally sound manner Monrtorrng of 
actrvrtres durmg thus trme showed It was mcreasmgly drffrcult to meet the standards and gurdelmes m the 
1985 Plan New rnformatron on resource needs and varrous management practrces became evident 
durmg thus time. and by 1990 It was apparent that a full revrsron was needed More specrfrc needs for 
change are as follows 

-The salvage program has ended Use of the many roads built durrng salvage operatrons by mcreas- 
mg numbers of people IS causrng unwanted effects to wrldlrfe, nparran areas, and so11 productrvrty 

*The need to revrew and mcorporate new knowledge and techniques contrnues, especially rn wrldlrfe 
habrtat management For example, recent studres mdrcate motorized road and trawl densrtres play a 
crucral role In avarlabrlrty of suitable habrtat for elk and grrzzly bears Standards for management 
actrvrtres near nestmg and foragmg habrtat for goshawks and other raptors are needed to protect these 
crucral areas Results of studies analyzmg fish habrtat rn the Upper Columbra Rover Basin are pointing 
out new ways to manage frshenes Some of these fmdmgs have wrdespread rmplrcatrons that the 
revrsron process was intended to address 

- Although much of the lodgepole pme component on the Forest has been salvaged, there IS strll a 
need to use trmber harvest as a tool to reach ecosystem ob)ectwes, supply a variety of trmber 
products for local use, deter other eprdemrcs lrke the mountain pme beetle outbreak, and manage the 
potentral for a devastating wrldfrre, lrke the Yellowstone Wrldfires of 1988 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION FORTHEYEAR 2007 AND BEYOND 

Based on public, other resource management agencres, and Forest Service employee partrcrpatron be- 
tween 1991-1994, a set of goal statements emerged that collectrvely represent what Ideal conditions 
would be for the Targhee National Forest These statements, called “Desrred Future Condrtrons for the 
Year 2007 and Beyond” are the foundatron for the goals, objectIves, standards and gurdelmes developed 
m the Revrsed Forest Plan They have changed from the desrred future condrtrons (DFC) described rn the 
1985 Plan, reflectrng changes m conditrons and values of the local communrtres and knowledge gamed 
over the decade These titles of the DFCs also show how the analysis and documents are organrzed, and 
are described as follows 

Ecosystem Processes and Patterns DFC: 

A mosarc of age classes and types of vegetatron are sustamed through trme and exrst across the land- 
scape Natural drsturbances such as insects, drsease and fires contmue therr natural roles m the ecosys- 
tem The Forest functrons as an Integral part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem as well as ad)acent 
systems, sustammg habrtat and condrtrons necessary for free movement of wrldlrfe 

Biological and Physical DFC: 

Rrpanan zones (aquatrc Influence zones) are healthy and productrve Aquatrc systems are allowed to 
function naturally whrle protecting flows for downstream consumptrve uses Rrpanan area mtegnty con- 
tnbutes to productrve frsherres and excellent water qualrty Natrve plant and anrmal specres are favored 
over undesrrable non-native specres and sustamed populatrons of all native and desrrable specres thrive 
Habrtat condrtrons contribute toward the recovery of threatened, endangered and sensrtrve specres 
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Forest Useand Occupation DFC: 

Growmg and diverse recreatlonal, cultural, visual, hlstoncal, and prehlstonc management, Interpretive, 
and spmtual needs are accommodated based on the capabIlIty of the ecosystem to sustam these uses 
Recreation use IS managed to mlnlmlze conflicts between mcompabble uses and provide high levels of 
satlsfactlon Year-round human access IS managed to provide both motorized and nonmotonzed opportu- 
mtles A system of trails and support faclllt!es exist which are compatible with resource capabllltles 
Roadless charactenstlcs are preserved in the proposed wilderness areas and In exlstmg wildernesses 

ProductIon of Commoddy Resources DFC: 

Commodity productlon, such as timber, flrewood, mmmg, llvestock forage, or outfIttIng and guide services 
are conducted at sustamable levels and mamtaln the capabIlIty of the land to produce an even flow and 
variety of goods and serwces for present and future generatlons Timber harvest, prescribed fires and 
llvestock grazmg are tools used to achieve desired ecologlcal vegetation condltlons Forest products are 
provided to sustam social and economic values and needs of the local communltles wlthm lrmlts which 
mamtam ecosystem health 

KEY ISSUES 

Although there were over 70 Issues and concerns ldentlfled by the public and Forest employees, seven 
key Issues were the ultimate dnvlng force for developing the alternatives and for the recommended dlrec- 
tlon of the Rewsed Forest Plan The key Issues address areas of controversy 

Key Issue 1: Sustainability, Fu’e and Natural Disturbances 

An ecosystem IS a large, complex, Integrated system of llvmg and nonllvmg components that Interact and 
change contmually Healthy ecosystems are those that retam all of their parts and functions for future 
generatlons even though vegetation patterns, human uses or other condltlons may change Understand- 
mg ecologlcal processes (fire and other natural disturbances) and how these processes shaped vegeta- 
tlon patterns over time m a landscape are important steps toward lmplementmg Ecosystem Management 
(EM) 

EM IS a new philosophy of management for the Forest Service, and different mterpretatlons and ap- 
proaches are possible m working toward lmplementatlon The Forest IS the first in the GreaterYellowstone 
Area (GYA) to revise its Forest Plan and mcorporate EM prmcrples m the revlslon Many actWes and 
prolects are bemg consldered for the application and Implementation of EM, new mformation and conclu- 
slons lag behind the need to meet the tlmelme for the revlslon of the Forest Plan 

Key Issue 2: Rlparian 

Rlpanan areas Ile adJacent to water and are composed of vegetation communities dependent upon or 
tolerant to the presence of free or unbound water nearthe ground surface Rlpanan areas are associated 
with lakes, resetvolrs, potholes, spnngs, bogs, wet meadows, and ephemeral, IntermIttent or perenmal 
streams Although npanan areas constitute less than five percent of the total land base, they are the most 
productive areas m terms of plant and anrmal species diversity and consumptive use 

Rlpanan areas are essential breedmg, reanng and feedlng grounds for many species of wlldlrfe and affect 
fish habltat They serve people as Important sources for water and flood control and for recreatlonal 
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purposes such as campmg, flshmg. floating and aesthetics A healthy npanan area mdlcates that most, 
If not all, of the associated water and so11 components are also healthy Because of the myriad of 
competmg uses for these highly valuable pieces of land, the vanablllty between the alternatlves was 
consldered slgnlflcant 

Key Issue 3: Security for Elk 

The Forest provides habltat for a number of species (a potential of 85 mammals, 300 birds, 17 reptiles 
and amphibians based on range maps) For most species there were no slgnlflcant differences in the 
management of their habltat between alternatlves Rather, standards and guldelmes were developed to 
mamtam a variety of habltat condltlons across the forest 

The best data and analysis exlsted for elk security, which had the highest wIldlIfe vanance among the 
alternabves Elk are also wide-rangmg animals, so their habltat encompasses virtually the entlre Forest 
Secunty for elk was chosen as a key Issue relatmg to future huntmg condltlons and oppoftunltles and 
cooperative relations with Fish and Game Departments Observations and studies by the Idaho Depatt- 
ment of Fish and Game (IDFG), Unlverslty of Idaho, and Forest SetvIce sclentlsts have determmed that 
as motorized 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 bulldmg associated with the 
salvage of dead lodgepole Salvage actlwty IS largely completed and new knowledge about Impacts of 
road denslbes upon wIldlIfe IS avaIlable The Rewslon examines the range of management alternatlves 
related to secunty for elk 

Key Issue 4: Grizzly Bear Management 

PortIons of the Forest are wlthm the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem which has been dlvlded mto 
Bear Management Units (EMUS) Portlons of the Forest are withln three BMUs and feature gnzzly bear 
recovery As with all Threatened, Endangered and Senslbve (TES) species, all alternatlves must meet 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) The Importance of managmg motorized access IS one of the most 
mfluentlal parameters affectmg grizzly bear habltat security 

New mformatlon accumulated over the last 10 years prowdes better mslght and directIon regardmg effec- 
bve management of roads, bmber and human acbvlbes in grizzly bear habitat The one vanatlon between 
alternatlves that makes the BMU issue slgnlflcant IS the density of open motorized roads and trails in 
BMUs Which roads will be closed I” BMUs, how many miles and m what manner? 

Key Issue 5: Access 

The Forest currently has 1,985 miles of open road and 773 miles of open trail “Open” means road and trail 
miles wlthout restnctlons on motorized use There are currently road and trail miles with restrlctlons on 
motorized use as follows 806 miles of restncted system road (73 miles with seasonal restrIctIons and 733 
miles with yearlong restnctions) and 628 miles of restricted trail 

RecreatIonal motorized use has Increased over the last decade The 1985 Plan allows cross-country 
motorized travel across much of the Forest and has no establlshed road density standards Access to the 
Forest durmg non snow months IS a significant variable among the alternatives Comments in the early 
plannmg stages were supportive of more or fewer road and trail closures dependmg on a variety of factors 
Those supportmg road and trail closures want more protecbon and fewer impacts upon wildlife, TES 
species, solIs and water and flshenes. less visual, garbage and noise pollution. reduced mamtenance and 
law enforcement costs, and more opportunity for escape and solitude Those supportmg contmued or 
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more road and trail access want access for hunting, fishmg, berry-plckmg, campmg, hlkmg and other 
recreatlonal pursuits, and Increased opportunities for sight-seemg and challengmg cross-country travel for 
off-hlghway vehicles Motorized access IS consldered a key element for enjoyment and use of the Forest 
by persons with dlsabllltles and the elderly 

Key Issue 6: Management of Roadless Areas 

The Forest has 16 areas which qualify as roadless, totaling 841,000 acres The Wyommg portion of the 
Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness Study Area m the Wyommg 
Wilderness BIII of 1984 Portions of three roadless areas I” Idaho were recommended as wilderness in the 
1985 Forest Plan, but no leglslabve actcon has been taken to resolve the roadless area questlon in Idaho 
During the last planning period, parts of some roadless areas were roaded as part of the salvage program 
As motorized recreation demands Increase, pressure also increases to mamtam the roadless character of 
the remalnlng roadless areas The slgnlflcant difference between alternatlves m the management of 
roadless areas IS in the amounts of acres recommended for wilderness Those argumg for more acres of 
Congressionally designated wilderness want the assurance of preservation of blologlcal dlverslty, protec- 
tlon from resource uses and nabonal recognltlon of wilderness character Those opposed to more acres 
designated wilderness want roadless areas to be left as roadless or to be developed to allow motorized 
access for recreation, 011 and gas, timber and other mdustnes requmng access 

KEY ISSUE 7: Timber Harvest 

Previously, large scale salvage of dead and dymg timber was conducted as a temporary departure from 
sustamed yield management Smce the goals of harvest of dead timber have largely been met, the Forest 
IS returnmg to sustamed yield management 

Two local mills, once dependable bidders for salvage and other wood harvest, are now closed but local 
demand remams high The ESA, Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and Guldelmes, EM pnncrples, Increased 
knowledge about the Impacts of motorized use of roads and trails upon the Forest’s wildlIfe resources, and 
otherfactors have resulted m agreatly reduced avallablllty of scheduled timber harvest, called the allow- 
able sale quantity (ASQ) The Issue of timber harvest does not Include flrewood, since the amount of 
firewood quantity does not vary between the alternatlves Some people desmng a greater harvest of 
timber from the Forest often cite the effects upon the local economy Others have expressed a concern 
over the reduction m payments to local governments (25 percent of Forest receipts go to county treasur- 
ies) associated with the reduced harvest levels They also want to maxlmze harvest of the remammg 
dead or mature wood Some argue that small harvests m the fire dependent lodgepole are contrary to 
hlstoncally based EM prmclples Those supportIng a greater reduction in tlmber harvest are concerned 
about motorized trail and road uses that Impact wlldllfe, reducbons III the amount and dlstrlbutlon of late 
successional forest, flshenes, ripanan areas, so11 and water, aesthetlcs and other resources 

THE ALTERNATIVES 

Before creatmg alternatIves. the Forest put together an “Analysis of the Management Sltuatlon (AMS),” 
which looked at current condltlons and dIrection of the Forest Alternatives were developed by usmg the 
AMS data that ldentlfled problem areas that needed changing All alternatlves comply with applicable laws 
and regulations 

The alternatlves reflected a range of optlons that responded to the Issues, the DFCs and the need for 
change The mterdlsciplmary team (IDT) evaluated the slgniflcant physIcal, blologlcal, economic and 
social effects of each alternatlve that was consldered in detail 
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The Forest analyzed in detail seven alternatlves, the LeadershIpTeam (LST) recommended Alternative 
3M to the Regional Forester and the public for review !n the DEIS Based on Input received from the public, 
the Tribes, other government agencies and Forest Service personnel, AlternatIve 3M was revised As 
shown !n the FEIS, Alternative 3M IS the Selected Alternative 

The Alternatwe Contmuum 

The numbermg scheme for alternabves ranges from l-6, with Alternative 3M bemg the Selected and 
Alternative 1 bemg the No Action. I e contmue the Current Forest Plan AlternatIve As the numbers 
mcrease from AlternatIve 2 through 6, they move generally toward 

*Greater protection of wildlife habltat 
*Greater protection of rlpanan areas 
*More protectlon for BMUs 
*More security for elk 
*More nonmotonzed, dispersed recreation opportunltles 
*More recommended wilderness 
*Less cross-country motorized use 
*Fewer open roads and trails 
‘Reduced llvestockgrazmg and timber harvest 
*Less lastmg visual impacts from management actlvltles 

Alternatwe 1 (Continue the 1985 Forest Plan, No Actlon) 

The purpose of AlternatIve 1 IS to contmue management of the Forest under the 1985 Forest Plan, 
updated smce fmalized with amendments, new directIon, particularly the recent lltlgation for the gnzzly 
bear, and, changes for new llstmgs of sensltlve wildlIfe species over the last ten years Timber harvest 
occurs at the highest levels possible wlthm the management constramts required for TES wildlIfe species 
llke the gnzzly bear and goshawk Vehicle access IS reduced from current levels due to the Implementa- 
tlon of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guldelmes and better road management across the Forest Cross- 
county, motorized access m summer and wmter would continue close to current levels Riparlan, wIldlIfe 
and recreation values are emphasized in speclflc areas of the Forest 

Alternatwe 2 

The purpose of AlternatIve 2 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphaslzmg cross-country and wmter 
motorized access and timber production, while adding more restncbons to summer, cross-country ac- 
cess Timber harvest occurs at the highest levels of any of the alternatives within the management 
constramts required for mamtammg TES species habitat Rlpanan, wlldllfe and heritage resource values 
are emphasized in specific areas of the Forest 

Alternative 3 

The purpose of Alternative 3 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphaslzmg management of wIldlIfe 
habitat and sustammg timber harvest levels within wildlife constramts Grizzly bear recovery affects 
motorized use allowed m each BMU Cross-country, summer, motorized vehicle use IS restncted to 
speclflc areas 
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Alternatwe 3-Modlfled (3M), Selected Alternative 

The purpose of Alternatrve 3M IS to resolve the needs for change by emphasrzmg wrldlrfe habitat manage- 
ment and provrdmg a comprehensrve habrtat management strategy for the grrzzly bear Motorized access, 
bmber harvest levels and kvestock grazmg are all reduced from levels allowed rn the 1985 Forest Plan 
Rrparran areas with cutthroat trout are further protected Cross-county, summer, motorized vehrcle use IS 
restrrcted to specrflc areas 

Altername 4 

Alternative 4 emphasrzes watershed and wrldkfe habitat rmprovement and a reduction rn timber harvest 
Rrparran areas recerve Increased emphases Motorrzed access IS restricted to desrgnated routes and 
summer motorrzed access IS less than rn prevrous alternatrves 

Alternative 5 

The purpose of Alternatrve 5 IS to meet the needs for change by reducmg the focus on human manage- 
ment and human drsturbance of wrldlrfe and rrparran habitat Motorrzed access IS restrrcted to desrgnated 
routes and more roads are closed rn BMUs 

Alternative 6 

The purpose of Alternatrve 6 IS to meet the needs for change by de-emphasrzmg human management and 
human drsturbance of wrldlrfe and rrparran habrtat to the lowest level of all the alternatrves Timber harvest 
IS not scheduled 

CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL 

Thrs FEIS reflects many changes made smce the Draft Envrronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was 
Issued These changes were based on Input recerved from the publrc and from Forest Servrce employ 
ees 

The great bulk of the changes that were made apply to Alternabve 3M As orrgmally developed, Altema- 
trves 2-6 could be vrewed as lymg along a contmuum on whrch scheduled timber harvest gradually de- 
creased, relrance on human management actrvrty decreased, livestock grazmg decreased and so on 
Wrth the changes that have been mcorporated into Alternatrve 3M there now are exceptrons to that con- 
tmuum generalrzabon We consrdered the possrbtlrty of applymg the changes made to Alternative 3M to 
other alternatrves to maintain a certarn logrcal consrstency wrthrn the continuum We ultimately rejected 
that Idea because 

-The contmuum was a useful device for outlmmg how alternatrves compared wrth one another-but It 
IS not essentral All the mformatron for the different alternatrves IS still presented 
-The recommendations adopted m Alternative 3M were stall wrthrn the range of Ideas prevrously rden- 
trfred rn the other alternatives 
- Makmg a great many changes rn other alternatrves mrght make It harder for those famrlrar wrth the 
prevrous work to follow the fmal documents 

Most of the changes between the draft and frnal EIS were mmor The a summary of the changes of 
possrble Interest to a wade range of readers follows 
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. Standards and Guldelmes for Old Growth have been added 

. Proper Functlonmg Condltlon (PFC) IS now used Instead of Patch Size Constramts as the primary 
measure of EM 
* DIrectIon has been added to both use more prescribed fire and to develop fire plans 
* ObjectIves, standards and guidelmes have been added to address the needs of cutthroat trout. 
. New dIrection has been added to address bighorn sheep habitat needs 
*The Game Retneval prowslo” has been elimmated from the Selected Alternative 
*The dIrectIon to phase out the Ramey Creek feed ground has been ellmmated 
* Potentral ground-dlsturbmg acreages have Increased 
* Constraints used in formulatmg the scheduled timber harvest (Allowable Sale Quantity, ASQ) were 
reappIled so as to meet as fully as possible all constraint requirements on non-ASQ lands. This 
effectively increased the amount of timber that could be harvested ASQ’s for all the alternatwes 
increased accordmgly 
. Non-Interchangeable Component (NIC) volumes have been more expllcltly ldentlfled 
* The amount of harvest that can be conducted for EM purposes (outside the Forest’s ASQ and 
fuelwood programs) has been capped at 20 MMBF per decade in all alternatives 
. Numerous updates of information, mcluslons of addItional sources and clanficatlons have been 
Incorporated 
* Many changes have been made m the status of different roads and trails m the Selected AlternatIve 
The net effect of these actions IS an Increase m motorized vehicle designated routes 
* ProtectIon for the Ute Ladles’ Tresses (a threatened plant) has been added to all alternatives 
* Cross-county snowmachme use m designated winter range areas has been prohIbIted m all alterna- 
tives 
* Snowmachrne date restncbons on large parts of the Forest have been removed orgreatly reduced m 
AlternatIve 3M 
* Planned addlbonal snowmachme trail mlleage has decreased to 93 in Alternatwe 3M. 
* The contents and the pnontles for Monltormg & Evaluation (M&E) were re-exammed and modlfled 
* Numerous changes were made to Forestwide Standards and Guldelmes and mdwldual prescnptlons 
III response to public and employee Input affectmg thmgs llke goshawk management, gnzzly bear 
management and range utillzatlon 
. Dates for application of the Snow Season travel map have been changed 
* Many changes were made in terms of how different areas on the Forest would be managed m the 
Selected Alternative, mcludmg 

- Some 33,000 acres of the Diamond Peak area IS now a recommended wilderness 
- SIX acres of the recently-authorized Sheep Mountain RNA have been ldenbfled on the Forest 
- Approximately 13,000 acres have been added to the southern edge of the Italian Peaks recom- 
mended wilderness 
-The southern boundary of the Mt Jefferson Roadless Area has been adjusted to more accu- 
rately reflect the roadless area 
-A porbon of the Forest near Heart Mountam has been moved mto range management 
-A wmter range prescrlptlon area in the ltallan Peaks Recommended Wilderness has been reas- 
slgned to the recommended wilderness prescnptlon 
- A winter range prescrIptIon area north of Spencer has been changed to range management 
-The Davis Lakes area now has scheduled timber harvest 
-An area one quarter mile either side of Upper Mesa Falls on the Henry’s Fork has been changed 
to ellglble scenic rwer rather than ellglble wild river 
-Approximately 1,500 acres of roadless area m Ruby Creek now has scheduled timber harvest 
-The area adjacent to the road to Grand Targhee IS now non-ASQ Visual Quality Mamtenance 
-The large mtermmgled publlc/pnvate land area east of the Big Holes now has scheduled timber 
harvest 
-An area along the Pme Creek-Ramey Creek front has been changed to a wmter range prescrIptIon 
- An area close to the Palisades Summer Home area IS now a wmter range prescnption 
-An area m the northwest corner of the Caribou subsectlon IS now range management 
- McCoy Creek has been deleted as an ellglble wrld, scent, or recreatfonal river 
-The Smokey Hollow area has been removed from scheduled timber harvest 
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Figure S-2. Forest Structure and CornposItion 
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Figure S-3. Riparian Vegetation 
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Figure S-4 Elk Vulnerability 
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Figure S-5. Bear Management Units 
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Figure S-7 Recommended Wilderness 
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Figure S-8. Allowable Sale Quantity 
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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR A FOREST PLAN REVISION 

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

General InformatIon about the Targhee Natlonal Forest 
Legal Background for Prepanng Forest Plan Revlslons 
Declslons Made In an EIS 
Declslons Made In a Forest Plan Revlslon 
Summary of the 1985 Targhee National Forest Management Plan 
Reasons for Revlsmg the Forest Plan (Need for Change) 
Public’s Role m Scopmg and Issues 
How the Key Forest Issues Were Selected 
Issue Components Used to Organize EIS and Plan 
Key Issues That Drove the AlternatIves 
What IS an Issue lndlcator 
Summary of Key Issues and Key lndlcators 
Issue Indicators That Are Not Key 
Desired Future Condltlon for the Year 2007 

GENERAL INFORMATION: LOCATION AND SETTING FOR THE TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST 

The Targhee Natlonal Forest (hereafter usually referred to as “the Forest”) IS an admmlstratrve unit of the 
U S Department of Agnculture, Forest Service, encompassmg approximately 1 8 mlllion acres Estab- 
lashed by PresIdentTheodore Roosevelt In 1908, the Forest IS named In honorof a Bannock lndlan warrior 
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe has ancestral Treaty Rights to uses of the Forest The Forest Supervisor’s 
Offlce IS located in St Anthony, Idaho, with Distnct offlces located In Dubols, Island Park, Ashton, Idaho 
Falls and Dnggs, Idaho The Forest IS bordered by SIX other Natlonal Forests (N F ) Part of the Canbou 
N F IS admmlstered by the Forest and part of the Forest IS admmlstered by the Bndger-Teton N F 

The mqonty of the Forest lies m eastern Idaho and the remamder m western Wyommg (Figure l-l) 
Situated next to Yellowstone Nattonal Park (the Park) and Grand Teton Nattonal Park (GTNP), the Forest 
IS home to a diverse number of wIldlIfe and fish, mcludmg TES species, wilderness, scenic panoramas 
and mtenslvely managed forest lands 

The Forest lies almost entirely wrthin “the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA)” or “the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem (GYE),” an area of 12 mllllon acres which IS the largest remammg block of relatively undls- 
turbed plant and anlmal habitat In the contiguous Unlted States The area contmues to gam prominence 
for Its ecologlcal Integrity 

On a larger scale, the Forest lies entirely within the Upper Columbia River Basin (UCRB), an ecosystem of 
40 mllllon acres extending from western Washington to the southeastern Idaho border and encompassmg 
parts of Montana, Wyommg, Nevada and Utah The Forest Includes all or portions of several distmct 
mountam ranges, mcludmg the Lemhl, Beaverhead, BItterroot, Centennial, Henry’s Lake, Teton, Big Hole, 
Caribou and Snake River Ranges Elevations range from near 5,000 feet on the Snake River to over 
12,000 feet on the Forest’s most western reaches The Forest contains the Island Park Caldera and 
several reservoirs Topography ranges from rollmg foothllls to rugged, glaciated mountam peaks 
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Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest 
on a National Scale 

Montana 

Figure I- 1 
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Although most of the land IS dry and semIarId, 190 stream headwaters situated on the Forest provide 
vaned vegetation to support a multitude of uses The area has cold, moist winters and hot, dry summers 
Average annual preclpltatlon, most of which falls as snow, Increases with elevation As llttle as 10 Inches 
of preclpltatlon falls m lower valleys and as much as 40 Inches occurs at the highest elevations Wide 
temperature extremes exist with summer temperatures at lower elevations sometimes exceedmg 100 
degrees Fahrenheit and wmter temperatures at higher elevations falling to 40 degrees Fahrenheit below 
zero and lower 

OUND FOR PREPARING FOREST PLAN REVISIONS 

anagement Act (NFMA) of 1976 requires the Forest Service to develop 10 year 
gement plansforunlts of the NatIonal Forest System wlthln theframeworkof a public 

Involvement process NFMA directs the Forest Servlce to review and/or update forest plans every 10 to 
15 years or more frequently wher;l resource and management condltlons have changed slgnlflcantly 
plans must Include manaqement quldellr&~2&n~ent of sultabllltlC_srd~~~~~~~s~ 
with the two other laws relatmg to the manage.me_n_!!rN~o~~~~qr.ests.-~he~Multfp~ Use-Sustamed Yield - ---.-““-x-vr 
Prcmr~~~~~~~R~n~~~~~~~~~~le Resources Plannmg Act @PA) of 197e Man- I I. -_ .- 
agement Plan for the -was finalized in 1985 Ti% ~*t~e%t%~i~~~ t?%$%?ifemv 

JEClSIONS MADE IN AN EIS 

An EnvIronmental Impact Statement (EIS) IS a document that proposes two or more alternatives to a 
proposed actlon of slgniflcance for public review and Input One alternative IS always a ‘No Actlon’ 
Alternative, another IS the proposed actlon or preferred alternatIve In this FEIS, the No Actlon IS Alterna- 
tlve 1 Other alternatlves are also considered and evaluated, accordmg to the guIdelInes m the NFMA 

The FEIS explains the need for change, the proposed action, the Issues and concerns, the alternatlves 
consldered dunng the declslon makmg process, the consequences of lmplementmg the alternatlves and 
the Selected AlternatIve 

The proposed action and Selected AlternatIve in this FEIS IS 3-Modlfled (3M) More dlscusslon.about 3M 
can be found III Chapter II 

DECISIONS MADE IN A FOREST PLAN REVISION 

The Forest Plan Revlslon carnes out the actlons of the Selected Alternative It provides key declslons for 
the long-term management of the Forest These decisions include. 

. ForestwIde multiple-use goals and objectIves, mcludmg a descrlptlon of the DFC for the Forest 

* ForestwIde standards and guidelInes 

* Management direction and prescriptions 

* Land sultable for resource use and production 

* Monltonng and evaluation requirements 

* Recommendations to Congress for Wilderness and Wild/Scenic and Recreational River 
Deslgnatlons 
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SUMMARY OF THE 1985 TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The 1985 Forest Plan was started in 1980, but was not fmallzed until 1985 due to natlonal requirements by 
Congress in 1982 for reevaluations of roadless areas m forest plans 

The forest vegetation IS approximately 37 percent lodgepole pine and 17 percent lodgepole/Douglas-fir 
mix (see Figure Ill-3), a fIre-dependent, short-lived tree species with a mature “old-growth” lifespan of 1 OO- 
160 years It regenerates rapidly after most disturbances, allowing It to dommate forest composltlon As 
forest succession advances, lodgepole pme tends to be gradually replaced by more shade-adapted tree 
species in the absence of further disturbances Segmnmg m the 1950s and contmulng to the early 198Os, 
an extensive mountam pme beetle mfestatlon attacked 90 percent of the lodgepole pme forest The 
natural beetle mfestatlon was not outslde the natural range of varlatlon for such forests, nor were the 
subsequent large fires in the late 1980s Mountain pme beetle epldemlcs and large fire events are charac- 
tenstlc of lodgepole pine forests Hence these forests are subject to rapid changes III forest structures and 
vegetation patterns 

The 1985 Forest Plan emphaszed the harvest of dead and dying lodgepole and artiflclal regeneration 
where applicable The plan also predlcted an abrupt declme from the high level of lodgepole supply wIthIn 
the next decade 

REASONS FOR REVISING THE FOREST PLAN (Need for Change) 

The ongmal Targhee Forest Plan, approved m 1985, emphasized an extenswe salvage and reforestation 
program of dead lodgepole kllled by a massive mountain pine beetle epldemlcoverthe previous 30years 
This rate of salvage caused, In effect, a departure from a sustamed yield of timber harvest and could not 
be contmued beyond the first decade (1985 - 1995) man envlronmentally sound manner Momtormg of 
actlvltles durmg this time showed It was mcreasmgly dlfflcult to meet the standards and guldelmes m the 
1985 Plan New mformatlon on resource needs and various management practices became ewdent 
durmg this time, and by 1990 it was apparent that a full revlslon was needed More speclflc needs for 
change are as follows 

*The salvage program has ended Use of the many roads built durmg salvage operations by mcreasmg 
numbers of people IS causmg unwanted effects to wIldlIfe, npanan areas, and soil productlvlty 

* The need to review and Incorporate new knowledge and techniques contmues, especially m wIldlIfe 
habltat management For example, recent studies mdlcate motorized road and trail densltles play a 
crucial role m avallablllty of sultable habltat for elk and grizzly bears Standards for management 
actlvltles near nestmg and foragmg habltat for goshawks and other raptors are needed to protect these 
crucial areas Results of studies analyzmg fish habltat rn the Upper Columbia River Basm are pomtmg 
out new ways to manage flsherles Some of these fmdmgs have wldespread lmpllcatlons that the 
revlslon process was Intended to address 

* Although much of the lodgepole pme component on the Forest has been salvaged, there IS still a need 
to use timber harvest as a tool to reach ecosystem objectlves, supply a variety of timber products for 
local use, deter other epidemics llke the mountam pme beetle outbreak, and manage the potential for a 
devastatmg wIldfire, llke the Yellowstone WIldfires of 1988 
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PUBLIC’S ROLE IN SCOPING AND ISSUES 

The public and Forest employees played an Important role rn determining the context of management for 
the Forest over the next IO-15 years Publrc mvolvement has taken place at every stage of the revrsron 
process Process Paper A describes the publrc mvolvement that occurred 

HOW THE KEY FOREST ISSUES WERE SELECTED 

The followmg outlmes the Forests approach to defrnmg the key Issues 

- A lrst of Issues and concerns from the publrc was complred, resultmg m an Issue paper released m 
November 1992, lrstmg over 70 issues and concerns 

- A compatrble lrst of “Issue Questions” was srmultaneously developed These needed to be addressed 
m the EIS alternatrves and rn the Revrsion, this kst was also released In November 1992 and was tred 
to the rssues and concerns 

- Issues and concerns were then categorized Into “Issue Components” or “Issue Areas,” a plannmg 
approach to help with the development and structure of the EIS and Plan 

- The “Issue Indrcators,” the umts of measurement tred to the Issues and concerns, were chosen 

- The alternatrves were revrewed to determme whrch Issue indicators have the greatest vanables and 
whrch issue mdrcators remain relatrvely constant or the same 

*The “Key Issues” were rdentrfred as those Issues and concerns havmg the greatest and most srgnrfrcant 
varratron among the alternatrves 

ISSUE COMPONENTS USED TO ORGANIZE EIS AND PLAN 

“Issue Components” are an organrzatronal plannmg approach used to group srmrlar Issues and concerns. 
Key Issues, alternatwes, the rest of the EIS and the Revrsron are consrstently drvrded Into the followmg 
Issue components, rn thus order 

Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns 
Physrcal Elements 
Brologrcal Elements 
Forest Use and Occupatron 
Productron of Commodity Resources 

KEY ISSUES THAT DROVE THE ALTERNATIVES 

Although there were over 70 Issues and concerns rdentrfred by the pubkc and Forest employees, seven 
key Issues were the ultrmate drrvmg force for alternabve development and determrnrng factors for alterna- 
We comparison m the Forest Plan Revrsron The key Issues had the most srgnrfrcance as varrables 
between the alternatrves 
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WHAT IS AN ISSUE INDICATOR? 

Each key issue received an “Issue Indicator,” a unit of measurement that shows how the Issue IS ad- 
dressed in each alternatlve The LST, conslstmg of the Forest SupervIsor, his pnmary staff and the 
Dlstrlct Rangers studled the Issues and selected one major lndlcator for each Issue that best reflected the 
varlablllty for that !ssue between the alternatlves 

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES AND KEY INDICATORS 

Key Issue 1 Sustamablllty, Fire and Natural Disturbances 
(EcologIcal Processes and Patterns Component) 
Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and cornposItion, and prescribed fire 

Key Issue 2 Rlparlan 
(Blologlcal/Physlcal Component) 
Key lndlcator Acres not meetmg the DVC DVC = rlparlan vegetation such as deep rooted grasses, 
shrubs and trees that mamtam streambank stablllty 

Key Issue 3 Security for Elk 
(BIologIcal Component) 
Key lndlcator Percent of Forest meetmg ElkVulnerabWy (EV) thresholds measured by the numberof 
miles of open roads and open motorized trails 

Key Issue 4 Gnzzly Bear Management 
(Biological Component) 
Key lndlcator Open Road &Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD), measured in miles per 
square mile for BMUs 

Key Issue 5 Access 
(Forest Use &Occupatlon Component) 
Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads/trails open to summer motorzed use 

Key Issue 6 Management of Roadless Areas 
(Forest Use&Occupatlon Component) 
Key Indicator Number of Acres recommended for wilderness 

Key Issue 7 Timber Harvest 
(ProductIon of Commodity Resources Component) 
Key lndlcator ASQ 

KEY ISSUE 1: Sustamability, Fire and Natural Disturbances (Issue Component: Ecological 
Processes and Patterns) 

Issue Discussion: An ecosystem IS a large, complex, Integrated system of llvmg and nonlIvIng 
components that Interact and change contmually Healthy ecosystems are those that retam all of their 
parts and functions for future generatlons even though vegetation patterns, human uses or other 
condltlons may change UnderstandIng ecological processes (fire and other natural disturbances) and 
how these processes shaped vegetation patterns over time in a landscape are important steps toward 
lmplementmg EM 
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EM IS a new philosophy of management for the Forest Service, and different mterpretatlons and 
approaches are possible In workmg toward lmplementatlon The Forest IS the first m the GYA to revise 
Its Forest Plan and mcorporate EM pnnclples m the rewslon Many activltles and projects are being 
studled toward the appllcatlon and implementation of EM Their new mformatlon and conclusions will 
be used to adaptively manage the Forest and modify directIon In the Revtsed Plan, where needed 

The most pressing and debated question IS, “How do we achieve sustamabillty lncorporabng fire and 
natural disturbances, to achieve healthy ecosystems?” This remains a very complex issue and we are 
just begmnmg to understand and experiment with some approaches to lmplementlng EM However, 
more mformatlon and research IS emergmg that provides a good foundation from which to begln We 
are usmg adaptive management to monitor and test assumptions and strategies And we will make 
course correctlons as we conduct projects and evaluate results 

Sustainabihty, Fire and Natural Disturbances Key Issue Indicators: The pnmary mdlcatorfor this 
Issue IS health of forest structure and compositlon This Indicator IS measured as the total acres where 
EM based actlvltles WIII result m mamtenance or improvement of forest structure and composition 

The secondary mdlcator IS prescribed fire as measured by the number of acres where prescribed fire 
may be used to mamtaln or Improve ecologlclal sustamablllty 

The PFC (sustaInabIlIty) of forested ecosystems can be assessed through an evaluation of four critena, 
structure, composltlon, disturbance regime and pattern Forest structure relates to the relative proportlons 
of grasses, forbs, shrubs and trees, the relative ages of trees, the tree densities, etc Forest composltion 
relates to the relative proportions of tree species The disturbance regimes affecting forested ecosystems 
are associated with fire (natural and prescnbed), wind, Insects, pathogens orflood and human induced 
disturbances, such as loggmg and grazmg 

All four cnterla are directly or IndIrectly affected by timber harvest and fire management practices EM 
mandates that silvicultural activities, mcludmg timber harvest and prescribed fire, WIII contribute to 
mamtammg or lmprovmg ecosystem sustainabIlIty 

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

Issue Discussion: Rparlan areas lie adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation communltles 
dependent upon or tolerant to the presence of free or unbound water near the ground surface Riparian 
areas are associated with lakes, reservoirs, potholes, spnngs, bogs, wet meadows, and ephemeral, 
IntermIttent or perennial streams Although npanan areas constitute less than five percent of the total 
land base, they are the most productive areas in terms of plant and anlmal species diversity and 
consumptive use 

Rpanan areas are essential breeding, rearmg and feedlng grounds for many species of wildlIfe and 
affect fish habitat They setve people as Important sources for water and flood control and for recreatlonal 
purposes such as camping, fishing, floating and aesthetlcs A healthy npanan area indicates that 
most, If not all, of the associated water and so11 components are also healthy Because of the myriad 
of competmg uses for these highly valuable pieces of land, the vanabIlIty between the alternatlves was 
consldered slgnlflcant 

Rlpanan Key Issue Indicator: The key mdlcator showing the differences between the alternatlves for 
rlpanan areas IS DVC The npanan area’s health IS mdlcated by the amounts and types of vegetation 
along the banks, with highest preference to deep-rooted grasses, shrubs and trees that malntaln 
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streambank stablllty and that have a high rate of recovery Rlpanan areas meetmg DVC currently 
meet the Forest Plan Revlslon obfectlves to maintam or enhance rlpanan vegetation, aquatlc habltat 
and water quality 

KEY ISSUE 3: Security for Elk (Issue Component: Biological Element) 

Issue Discussion: The Forest provides habltat for a number of species ( a potential of 85 mammals, 
300 birds, 17 reptlles and amphlblans based on range maps) For most species there were no slgnlficant 
differences m the management of their habltat between alternatlves Rather, standards and guidelInes 
were developed to mamtaln a variety of habitat condltlons across the forest The best data and analysis 
exlsted for elk security, which had the highest wIldlIfe vanance amongst the alternatlves Elk are also 
wide-rangmg animals, so their habltat encompasses vntually the entlre Forest Secunty for elk was 
chosen as a key issue relatmg to future hunting conditions and opportunities and cooperative relations 
wrth Fish and Game Departments Observations and studies by the IDFG, Unlverslty of Idaho and 
Forest Service sclentlsts have determmed that as motorized road and trail densltles Increase, elk 
secunty declmes PortIons of the Forest have high densities of trails and roads open to motorized use 
due to the extensive road bulldIng associated with the salvage of dead lodgepole Salvage actlvlty IS 
largely completed and new knowledge about Impacts of road densities upon wIldlife IS avaIlable The 
Revlslon exammes the range of management alternatlves related to secunty for elk 

Security for Elk Key Issue Indicator The best mdlcator for showmg the differences between 
alternatlves for elk secunty IS. “the percentage of the Forest meetmg State Fish and Game vulnerablllty 
thresholds for elk ” The pnmary factors the Forest Service controls related to EV analysis, are the 
density of open motorized roads and trails and the amount of area open to cross-country, off-hlghway 
vehicle travel 

EV IS defmed as a measure of elk susceptlbllity to bemg kllled dunng the huntmg season EV models 
help managers predict elk mortality rates As cross-country off-hlghway vehicle travel and motorized 
road and trail densities (measured In mfles per square mile on a watershed basis) Increase, the secunty 
for elk decreases and the mortality rate Increases 

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

issue DIscussIon: PortIons of the Forest are wlthm the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem which 
has been divided into BMUs Portlons of the Forest are wlthm three BMUs and feature gnzzly bear 
recovery As with all TES species, all alternatlves must meet the ESA The Importance of managmg 
motorized access IS one of the most mfluentlal parameters affectmg gnzzly bear habltat security 

New mformatlon accumulated over the last 10 years provides better msrght and dIrectIon regardmg 
effective management of roads, timber and human actlvlbes In gnzzly bear habltat The one vanatlon 
between alternatives that makes the BMU Issue slgniflcant IS the density of open motorized roads and 
trails In BMUs Which roads WIII be closed m BMUs, how many miles and In what manner? 

Grizzly Bear Key Issue Indicator. The key Issue mdlcator for BMUs IS OROMTRD Studies show 
that the Importance of managmg access IS one of the most Influential components affecting habltat 
secuntyforgnzzly bears By managmg motorized access, the Forest can mlmmlze human InteractIon 
and potentral gnzzly bear mortality, mlnrmlze displacement from important habltats, and mlnlmlze 
habltuatlon to humans 
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KEY ISSUE 5: Access (Issue Component: Forest Use and Occupation) 

Issue DiscussIon: The Forest currently has 1,985 miles of open road and 773 miles of open trail 
“Open” means road and trail miles wlthout restrlctions on motorized use There are currently road and 
trail miles with restnctlons on motorized use as follows 806 miles of restncted road (73 miles with 
seasonal restnctlons and 733 miles with yearlong restnctlons), 628 miles of restncted trail 

RecreatIonal motorized use has Increased over the last decade The 1985 Plan allows cross-country 
motorized travel across much of the Forest and has no establlshed road density standards Access to 
the Forest durmg non snow months IS a slgmflcant variable among the alternatives Comments In the 
early plannmg stages were suppottlve of more or fewer road and trail closures dependmg on a variety 
of factors Those supportmg road and trail closures want more protectIon and fewer Impacts upon 
wildlIfe, TES species, solIs and water, and fisheries, less visual, garbage and noise pollution, reduced 
mamtenance and law enforcement costs, and more opportunity for escape and solitude Those 
supportmg continued or more road and trail access want access for huntmg, flshmg, berry-plckmg, 
camping, hlkmg and other recreational pursuits, and Increased opportunities for sight-seeing and 
challengmg cross-country travel for off-hlghway vehicles Motorized access IS consldered a key element 
for enjoyment and use of the Forest by persons with dlsabllltles and the elderly For more mformatlon 
on public comments, refer to Appendix A 

Access Key Issue Indicator: The Indicator that best shows differences between alternatlves 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/ 
flshmg access to users of motorized vehicles mcludmg persons with dlsabllltles 

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

Issue Discussion: The Forest has 16 areas which qualify as roadless, totalmg 841,000 acres The 
Wyoming portIon of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness Study 
Area in the Wyommg Wilderness BIII of 1984 Portlons of three roadless areas In Idaho were 
recommended as wilderness In the 1985 Forest Plan, but no leglslatlve acbon has been taken to 
resolve the roadless area questlon m Idaho Durmg the last plannmg period, parts of some roadless 
areas were roaded as part of the salvage program As motorized recreation demands Increase, pressure 
also mcreases to mamtain the roadless character of the remammg roadless areas The slgnlflcant 
difference between alternatlves m the management of roadless areas IS In the amounts of acres 
recommended for wilderness Those argumg for more acres of Congressionally designated wilderness 
want the assurance of preservation of biological dlverslty, protectlon from resource uses and national 
recognltlon of wilderness character Those opposed to more acres designated wilderness want roadless 
areas to be left as roadless or to be developed to allow motorized access for recreation, 011 and gas, 
timber and other mdustnes requlnng access 

Management of Roadless Areas Key Issue Indicator: The lndlcator 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 nonmotorlzed, sclentlflc and dispersed recreatlonal purposes Roadless areas not recommended 
as wilderness may be managed as roadless areas or for some other use during each planning cycle 
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KEY ISSUE 7: Timber Harvest (Issue Component: Production of Commodity Resources) 

Issue Discussion Previously, large scale salvage of dead and dymg timber was conducted as a 
temporary departure from long term sustamed yield (LTSY) management Smce the goals of harvest 
of dead timber have largely been met, the Forest will return to management wlthln LTSY for the future 

Two local mills, once dependable bidders for salvage and other wood harvest, are now closed but local 
demand remains high The ESA, Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan and GuidelInes, EM pnnclples, avallablllty 
of dead lodgepole, Increased knowledge about the Impacts of motorized use of roads and trails upon 
the Forest’s wIldlife resources and other factors have resulted In a greatly reduced avallablllty of 
scheduled timber harvest, I e the ASQ The Issue of timber harvest does not Include flrewood, smce 
the amount of flrewood quantity does not vary between the alternatlves Some people desmng 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 percent of Forest 
receipts go to county treasuries) associated with the reduced harvest levels They also want to 
maximize harvest of the remammg dead or mature wood Some argue that small harvests in the fire 
dependent lodgepole are contrary to hlstoncally based EM prmclples Those supporting a greater 
reduction m timber harvest are concerned about motorized trail and road uses that Impact wlldllfe, 
reductions m the amount and distnbubon of late successional forest, flshenes, npanan areas, solIs 
and water, aesthetlcs and other resources 

Timber Harvest Key Indicator: The key mdlcator for timber harvest that portrays the differences 
between alternatlves IS the ASQ ASQ does not Include flrewood and IS defmed as the quantity of 
timber that may be sold from the area of suitable land for a time penod speclfled In a Forest Plan This 
quantity’ IS usually expressed on an annual basis as an “average” ASQ 

ISSUE INDICATORS THAT ARE NOT KEY 

When the Forest deslgned the alternatlves around the Issues, a number of Issue lndlcators were created 
Specialists analyzed the consequences for all of the different alternatlves It soon became clear that most 
of the consequence mdicators were erther the same In all alternatlves or had mmor vanatlons, makmg 
them less slgnlflcant than the key Issue mdlcators 

Although most of Chapters I and II focus on the key Issues and mdlcators, the remarmng Issues and 
mdlcators are addressed m Chapters Ill and IV and the standards and gurdelmes In the Forest Plan 
Revlslon For example, flrewood avallablllty IS an Issue Although not a key Issue. flrewood IS addressed 
In the Revlslon and the effects and consequences remams the same In all the alternatlves 

ConfusIon may exist over the lack of mcluslon of signlflcant resources such as water and sois as key 
issues Why aren’t these consldered key Issues? All the alternatIves comply with state and federal 
quality standards, there was only a slight range of vanabIlIty and the condition of soil and water IS mtercon- 
netted with the condltlon of npanan areas The key Issue of Rlpanan Areas became the symbol and 
captured the essence of the slgmflcance of differences for so11 and water resources Table II-1 lists most 
of the Issue components and mdlcators Process Paper A refers to the complete list of Issues publlshed 
m the AMS document, November, 1992 The following summarizes those lndlcators 

- Wild and Scenic Rivers Recommendations 
- Research Natural Areas 
- Visual Quality 
* Developed Recreation, nonmotonzed 
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- Heritage Resources 
- Cave Management 
- Predator Control 
* NOXIOUS Weeds 
- OutfItter and Guides 
- Summer Homes &Other Special Use Permits 
- Management of Exlstmg Wilderness & Wilderness Study Areas 
- Flrewooci 
- Old Growth Standards and Guldelmes 
- Unscheduled Harvest 
* Bald Eagle - Forestwide standards and guIdelines same In all alternatives 
- Peregnne Falcon - ForestwIde standards and guldelmes same In all alternatlves 
* Ute Ladies’ Tresses - ForestwIde standards and guIdelInes same m all alternatlves 
- Sensltlve Species (these include three-toed woodpecker, flammulated owl, boreal owl, great gray 

owl, goshawk, trumpeter swan, spotted frog habitat, common loon, harlequm duck) - Forestwide 
standards and guldelmes same mall alternatfves 

- Sensltlve Species (these Include wolvennes, lynx, fisher) -small vanatlon m habltat quality or 
quantity, generally in the realm of one to three percent change from exlstmg condltlons 

* Sensltlve Species (plants llsted m current Forest Sensltrve Species plant Ilst) - Forestwrde standards 
and guidelines same In all alternatives 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION FOR THE YEAR 2007 and BEYOND 

After Issues are Identlfled, one of the first steps m the revlslon process IS to develop goals for the DFC of 
the Forest by the year 2007 and beyond 

The Forest plays an Integral part m the GYA as well as in adjacent systems, obsetvmg the broad vlslons 
and prmclples In the Greater Yellowstone Coordlnatmg CommIttee (GYCC) Framework document (GYCC, 
1991) Habitat and conditions necessary for free movement of wildlIfe are sustamed 

Based on public and employee comments between 1991-1994, a set of goal statements emerged that 
collectwely represent a new general management direction for the Forest. The goal statements were tied 
to the key issues dnvmg the plan, evolving mto a new DFC for the Forest More specific DFCs for 
particular portions of the Forest are outlmed In the Forest Plan Revlslon 

The DFC IS described m terms of the five components, EcologIcal Processes and Patterns, Physical 
Elements, Biological Elements, Forest Use and Occupation and ProductIon of Commodity Resources 
The BiologIcal and Physlcal are combined because of their mterconnectlwty The DFC IS broader than the 
seven key Issues that are dnvmg the alternatlves and the declslons 

Ecosystem Processes and Patterns DFC: 

A mosaic of age classes and types of vegetation are sustamed through time and exist across the land- 
scape Natural disturbances such as Insects, disease and fn’es contmue their natural roles m the ecosys- 
tem The Forest functions as an Integral part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem as well as adjacent 
systems, sustammg habitat and condltlons necessary for free movement of wlldllfe 
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BIological and Physlcal DFC: 

Rlpanan zones (aquatlc influence zones) are healthy and productive AquatIc systems are allowed to 
function naturally while protecting flows for downstream consumptwe uses Rlpanan area mtegnty con- 
tnbutes to producbve flshenes and excellent water quallty Native plant and anlmal species are favored 
over undesirable non-native species and sustalned populations of all native and desirable species thnve 
Habitat condlbons contnbute toward the recovery of threatened, endangered and sensltlve species 

Forest Use and Occupation DFC: 

Growmg and diverse recreatlonal, cultural, visual, hlstoncal, and prehlstonc management, mterpretlve, 
and spmtual needs are accommodated based on the capabIlIty of the ecosystem to sustain these uses 
Recreation use IS managed to mmlmze conflicts between mcompatlble uses and provide high levels of 
satlsfactlon Year-round human access IS managed to provide both motorized and nonmotonzed oppottu- 
nitles A system of trails and support facllltles exist which are compatible with resource capabllltles 
Roadless charactenstlcs are preserved m the proposed wilderness areas and In exlstmg wildernesses 

Production of Commodity Resources DFC: 

Commodity producbon, such as timber, flrewood, mrmng, llvestock forage, or outfIttIng and gurde services 
are conducted at sustainable levels and mamtaln the capabIlIty of the land to produce an even flow and 
vanety of goods and services for present and future generabons Timber harvest, prescribed fires and 
llvestock grazmg are tools used to achieve desired ecologccal vegetation conditions Forest products are 
provided to sustam social and economic values and needs of the local communltles wlthm llmlts which 
mamtam ecosystem health 
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CHAPTER II 
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED PROGRAMMATIC 

ACTION (SELECTED ALTERNATIVE) 

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

How the AlternatIves Were Formulated 
The AlternatIve Continuum and Descnptlons of the Seven AlternatIves 
Alternatlves Consldered but Ehmmated from DetaIled Study 
Comparison of the EnvIronmental Effects Deplcted by Issue lndlcators (Tables) 

HOW THE ALTERNATIVES WERE FORMULATED 

In Chapter I, we dlscussed the Issues, Issue mdlcators, reasons for the need for change and the DFCs 
This chapter w[ll explain how alternatlves were formulated and how each alternatlve addressed the Issues 

ForestwIde standards and guldelmes specify management requirements that apply throughout the Forest 
Management prescnptlons say how different portlons of the Forest WIII be managed differently from one 
another 

Forest lands meet many different needs Some of these needs are mutually exclusive, for example, a 
wilderness area IS not set up to provtde developed recreation sites for motorized users It IS more common 
that many uses coexist on the same land A single piece of land may provide habltat for gnzzly bear, 
secunty cover for elk, grazmg for Ilvestock, timber for harvesting and so on This multlpllclty of uses IS 
allowed in the prescnptlons Land that provides crucial wmter range for elk may address that need whether 
the land IS placed m a wmter range prescription, m a recommended wilderness prescnptlon or a range 
management prescnption 

For purposes of managmg the Forest though, people need to have ready access to the management 
dIrectIon that applies to any particular piece of land That would not be possible if they had to look up 
separate management prescriptlons for gnzzly bear habltat, elk secunty cover, llvestock grazmg, timber 
harvestmg and then face the questlon of which to apply 

The Forest has adopted a conventlon that any smgle piece of land has only one prescnptlon applied to It 
in any given alternatlve This slmpllfles management, but it also means that people cannot just look at a 
given prescnptlon acreage total and assume that it contains all the acreage on the Forest that could 
possibly fit there For Instance, there IS more elk and deer wmter range on the Forest than IS allocated to 
that prescription 

For the most part, when there was a questlon as to which management prescnptlon should be applied, that 
prescrIptIon was assigned which best described the area’s Intended future management by the LST As 
an example, when an ellglble wild scenic river was ldentlfled in an area recommended for wilderness, the 
river corridor was asslgned an ellglble wild river prescnption, the surrounding recommended wilderness 
was asslgned a recommended wilderness prescnption 

Alternatives can be formulated simply by speclfymg a different mix of management prescnptlons for a 
given area of the Forest For Instance, a given portlon of the Forest could be designated for a timber 
management, gnzzly bear habltat or recommended wilderness prescriptlon 
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The alternatlves reflected a range of optlons open to management that responded to the Issues, the DFC 
and the need for change The IDT evaluated the slgniflcant physlcal, bIologIcal, economic and social 
effects of each alternatlve that was consldered In detail The evaluation Included aggregate effects of 
social and economic Impacts, outputs of goods and serwces and overall protection and enhancement of 
envlronmental resources 

Benchmarks were developed dunng the formatlon of the mltlal Forest Plans Early mdlcations were that 
additIonal benchmark work would not be needed for Forest Plan Revlslons because the benchmark work 
had already been completed dunng the development of the mitral Forest Plans 

Consequences for nonkey Issues are not Included In Chapter II dIscussIons, smce many of them are 
addressed the same or with slight vanation In every alternatlve As an example, local communltles are 
notlceably Interested In flrewood avallabillty Regardless of the alternatlve, a constant 3 8 mllllon board 
feet will be avallable each year In some remalnlng dead lodgepole and aspen areas Although discussed 
In Chapters Ill and IV, flrewood was not a key Issue and did not drive the selection of the selected 
alternatlve Therefore flrewood IS not dlscussed in the alternatlve summanes of Chapter II 

THE ALTERNATIVE CONTINUUM AND ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 

The numbering scheme for alternatlves ranges from I-6, with AlternatIve 3M bemg the Selected and 
Alternative 1 bemg the No-Actlon, or contmue the 1985 Forest Plan Alternative The contmuum IS not 
perfect, however, It helps to descnbe the changes which occur As the numbers Increase from Alterna- 
tlves 2 to 6, they move generally toward 

*Greater protectlon of wIldlIfe habltat 
*Greater protectlon of npanan areas 
*More protectlon for EMUS 
*More secunty for elk 
*More nonmotorlzed, dispersed recreation oppottunrtles 
*More recommended wilderness 
*Less cross-country motorized use 
*Feweropen roads and trails 
*Reduced llvestockgrazmg and timber harvest 
*Less lastmg visual Impacts from management actlvltles 

There are several exceptlons to the general trends described above The posltlon of Alternative 3M on the 
contmuum, for Instance, could easily vary If one were to focus on cettaln factors The contmuum IS 
presented only as an aid In understanding how the alternatlves generally compare to one another It 1s not 
correct to assume that these various factors or considerations are at odds with one another Better 
performance In one category does not necessanly mean worse performance In another For instance, 
movmg acres between a recommended wilderness and nonmotonzed prescnptlons m a given alternatlve 
might have no other effect than a change In acres recommended for wilderness. because management 
under these prescnptlons IS othemlse quite similar 

All alternatlves meet baseline State and Federal Standards, Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan Goals for Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem, ESA, Wilderness Act, Wild and Scemc Rivers Act, National HIstorical Act, 
NFMA, Native Americans Act, etc All the alternatlves respond to and mcorporate the tentative resource 
objectIves set forth In the Recommended 1990 RPA Program 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 = Continue the 1985 Forest Plan (No Acbon) 

The purpose of Alternative 1 IS to continue management of the Forest under the 1985 Forest Plan, 
updated since fmallzed with amendments, new directIon, particularly the recent lltlgation for the gnzzly 
bear, and changes for new llstlngs of sensltlve wildlife species over the last IO years Ttmber harvest 
occurs at the hrghest levels possible wlthm the management constramts required for TES wlldllfe species 
llke the gnzzly bear and goshawk Vehicle access IS slightly reduced from current levels due to the 
implementation of the Interagency Gnzzly Bear Guidelmes and better road management across the For- 
est Cross-country, motorized access m summer and wmter would continue close to current levels 
Rlpanan, wildlife and recreation values are emphasized m specific areas of the Forest 

How the Key Issues and Indicators are addressed In AlternatIve 1 

1. Sustainabihty, Firs and Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sltlon and prescribed fire 

In AlternatIve 1, forest structure and composltlon would be mamtamed or Improved on 48,530 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to malntam or !mprove ecosystem sustamablllty on 1,630,OOO acres 

2. Riparlan. Key lndlcator Acres not meeting DVC 

Approximately 342,000 aquatlc Influence zone (AIZ) acres would be managed to mamtarn or enhance 
npanan vegetation, aquatlc habltat and water quality At the end of the first decade, about 4,000 acres 
would not meet the DVC Flshenes habltat quality would contmue at a moderate level LIvestock grazing 
would occur near current levels There would be a slight Increase In cattle Ammals Unit Months (AUMs) 
Current levels of sheep grazing would be mamtamed, in spite of offlclally closmg nme currently vacant 
sheep allotments and one vacant sheep permit A mosaic of different species and size classes of vegeta- 
tlon would be provided Timber harvest would be allowed wlthm limits and would contribute to the ASQ 

3. Secunty for Elk. Key Indicator Percent of Forest meetmg state EV thresholds, measured by miles of 
open motorized roads and trails 

In Alternative 1, 62 percent of the Forest (1,136,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds The 
greatest factors under control of the Forest Service that influence elk secunty are the miles of open 
motorized roads and trails AlternatIve 1 would reduce the number of open roads by 103 miles (5 percent) 
There would be a reduction of open trails by 201 miles (26 percent) The 62 percent of the Forest meeting 
state EV thresholds IS a 14 percentage point Increase over the existing level of 48 percent, mdlcatmg the 
potential for a slightly lower proportion of bulls to be harvested dunng the general huntmg season 

4. Gnzzly Bear Management (wlthm the BMUs). Key Indicator OROMTRD In miles per square mile 

Compared to the exlstmg condltlon, OROMTRD IS reduced 23 percent in Henry’s Lake BMU Subunit I,40 
percent In Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt 2, and 22 percent m Bechlerneton BMU OROMTRD IS Increased 
19 ljercent in Plateau BMU Subunlt 1 and 8 percent m Plateau BMU Subunlt 2 Off-hIghway vehicle (OHV) 
use would contmue at current levels of use Alternative 1 has no restnctlons on cross-country snowmachme 
use, except on a small portlon of the Plateau BMU Timber harvest could occur with constramts and 
would contnbute to the ASQ 
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5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to summer motorized use. 

Alternative 1 would reduce the number of open roads by 103 miles (5 percent) There would be a reduction 
In open trails by 201 miles (26 percent) Acres avaIlable for summer OHV would also be the highest of the 
alternatives, allowmg OHV use on approximately 960,000 acres, about a 15 percent reduction over the 
current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use. 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness 

AlternatIve 1 would recommend to Congress 65,000 acres for wilderness designation These are the 
roadless areas recommended In the 1985 Forest Plan (Italian Peak, Llonhead and Wlnegar Hole), although 
no Congressronal actlon has been taken This recommendation IS about seven percent of the total acres 
whch presently qualify as roadless. 

7. Timber Harvest. Key lndlcator ASQ 

AlternatIve 1 would harvest timber at a sustalnable level of a maxlmum 110 7 mllllon board feet (MMBF) 
for the decade (approximately 11 07 MMBF per year) on an estimated 28,380 acres 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

The purpose of AlternatIve 2 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphaslzmg cross-country, wmter 
access and timber productlon, while addmg more restnctlons to summer, cross-country access Timber 
harvest occurs at the highest levels wlthm the management constramts required for mamtalnmg TES 
species habltat Vehicle access IS slightly reduced to meet requirements of the Interagency Gnzzly Bear 
GuIdelInes Rlpanan, wlldllfe and hentage resource values are emphasized In speclflc areas of the Forest 

How the Key Issues and Indicators are addressed In AlternatIve 2 

1. Sustamability, Fire and Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sltlon and prescribed fire 

In Alternattve 2, forest structure and composltlon would be mamtamed or Improved on 58,580 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to malntam or Improve ecosystem sustamabillty on 1,750,OOO acres 

2. Riparian. Key lndlcator Acres not meetmg DVC 

Approximately 325,000 AIZ acres would be managed to restore and mamtam the health of Al& In ways 
that also produce desired resource values, products, protectlon and enhancement of these areas At the 
end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would not meet the DVC Cattle and sheep grazmg are both 
slightly reduced from exlstmg levels Fisheries habltat quality would remam at a moderate level 

3. Security for Elk. Key lndlcator Percent of Forest meetrng state EV thresholds, measured by miles of 
open motorized roads and trails 

In AlternatIve 2, 76 percent of the Forest (1,393,OOO acres) would meet the state EV thresholds The 
greatest factors under control of the Forest Service that Influence elk secunty are the miles of open 
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motorized roads and trails AlternatIve 2 would reduce the number of open roads by 122 miles (6 percent) 
There would be a reduction m open trails by 303 miles (39 percent) The 76 percent of the Forest meetmg 
state EV thresholds IS a 28 percentage pomt increase over the exlstmg level of 48 percent, probably 
resulting in a potential for a lower proportlon of bulls to be harvested dunng the general huntmg season 

4. Gnuly Bear Management (withm the BMUs). Key lndlcator OROMTRD In miles per square mile 

Compared to the exlstlng condition, OROMTRD IS reduced 25 percent In Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt I,45 
percent m Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt 2, and 17 percent In Bechlermeton BMU OROMTRD IS Increased 
51 percent In Plateau BMU SubunIt 1 and 25 percent m Plateau BMU Subumt 2 Acres of summer cross- 
country, motorized access IS signlflcantly reduced from AlternatIve 1 Timber harvest that might occur to 
achieve grizzly bear habltat objectives would contnbute to the ASQ 

5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to summer motonzed use 

AlternatIve 2 would reduce the number of open roads by 122 miles (6 percent) There would be a reduction 
In open trails by 303 miles (39 percent) Acres avallable for OHV would also be reduced over recent 
levels Alternative 2 would allow OHV use on approximately 761,000 acres, about a 32 percent reduction 
from the current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use Wmter OHV access would be Increased, with an 
additIonal 206 miles of groomed trails for snowmobiles, for a total of 666 miles. 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness 

AlternatIve 2 would not recommend to Congress any areas for wilderness deslgnahon 

7. Timber Harvest. Key lndlcator ASQ 

AlternatIve 2 would harvest timber at a sustamable level of a maxlmum 129 0 MMBF for the decade 
(approximately 12 9 MMBF per year) on an estimated 33,080 acres 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

The purpose of AlternatIve 3 IS to resolve the needs for change by emphaslzmg management of wlldllfe 
habltat and sustainmg timber harvest levels wlthin wildlife constraints Grizzly bear recovery IS enhanced 
with a reduction m motorized use allowed rn each BMU The number of rrpanan areas meetmg the DVC are 
slightly reduced Cross-country, summer, motorized vehicle use IS restncted to speclflc areas 

How the Key Issues and lndlcators are addressed m Alternative 3 

1. Sustamability, Ftre and Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sltlon and prescribed fire 

In AlternatIve 3, forest structure and cornposItIon would be mamtamed or Improved on 52,930 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to mamtaln or Improve ecosystem sustainablllty on 1,750,OOO acres 
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2. Rlparian. Key lndlcator Acres not meeting DVC 

AlternatIve 3 would promote the health and function of nparlan, wetland and aquatic ecosystems on 
approximately 448,000 AIZ acres At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres would not meet the 
DVC Flshenes habltat quality would be moderately high Cattle and sheep grazmg would occur at 
reduced levels compared to exlstmg levels Timber harvest could occur In npanan areas to attain the 
DVCs, but IS not scheduled and would not contnbute to the ASQ 

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

In AlternatIve 3, about 83 percent of the Forest (1,521,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds 
The greatest factors under the control of the Forest SetvIce and cnfluencmg this are the miles of open 
motorized roads and trails Alternatrve 3 would reduce the number of open roads by 398 miles (20 
percent) There would be a reduction In open trails by 338 miles (44 percent) The 83 percent of the Forest 
meetmg state EV thresholds IS a 35 percentage pomt Increase over the exlstmg level of 48 percent, 
thereby ImprovIng elk secunty and allowmg a higher potential for a lower proportIon of bulls to be harvested 
dunng the general huntmg season 

4. Grizzly Bear Management (withm the EMUS). Key Indicator OROMTRD in miles per square mile 

Compared to the exlstlng condltlon, OROMTRD IS reduced 24 percent In Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt I,48 
percent m Henry’s Lake BMU Subunrt 2,7 percent in Plateau BMU Subumt 1,22 percent in Plateau BMU 
Subunlt 2, and 33 percent m Bechler/leton BMU Almost no summer cross-country, motorized travel 
would be permltted In the BMUs Snowmachme use IS allowed on designated routes throughout the snow 
season In 96 percent of the Henry’s Lake BMU - Subunit 2,20 percent of the Plateau BMU, and 3 percent 
Bechlerfleton BMU, cross-country snowmachme use IS allowed only from December 15 to April Some 
timber harvest could occurto Improve bear habltat 

5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to motorized use 

AlternatIve 3 would reduce the number of open roads by 396 miles (20 percent) There would be a reduc- 
tlon in open trails by 338 miles (44 percent) 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 
percent reducbon from the current 1 ,I 26,000 acres open to OHV use Besldes provldmg wIldlIfe security, 
summer OHV reductions would prevent other resource damages from OHV use 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness 

Alternative 3 would recommend to Congress 125,000 acres for wilderness deslgnatron The 125,000 
acres would Include the 65,000 acres recommended by the 1985 Plan In the ltallan Peak, Llonhead and 
Wlnegar Hole roadless areas, plus addItIonal roadless acres in each of these areas and the Palisades 
These acres represent 15 percent of the total acres which presently qualify as roadless on the Forest 

7 Timber Harvest. Key lndlcator ASQ 

AlternatIve 3 would harvest timber at a sustamable level of a maxlmum 108 3 MMBF for the decade 
(approximately 10 83 MMBF per year) on an e&mated 27,780 acres 
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ALTERNATIVE 3M = Alternatwe 3 Modified (Also the Proposed Programmatic Action and Selected 
Alternative) 

The purpose of AlternatIve 3M IS to resolve the needs for change by emphaslzmg wIldlIfe habitat manage- 
ment and provldmg a comprehenslve habltat management strategy for the grizzly bear Motorized ac- 
cess, timber harvest levels and livestock grazing are all reduced from levels allowed In the 1985 Forest 
Plan Rlparlan areas with cutthroat trout are further protected with Increased vegetation Cross-country, 
summer, motorized vehicle use IS restncted to speclflc areas 

Alternative 3M has been selected as the RPA Alternative because it represents the Forest’s best attempt 
to simultaneously Implement multIpIe-use management, ensure resource sustamablllty, emphasize the 
quality of resource outputs and to provide for the economic well-bemg of rural commumtles 

How the Key Issues and lndlcators are addressed I” Alternative 3M 

1. Sustamabihty, Fire and Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sltlon and prescribed fire 

In AlternatIve 3M, forest structure and cornposItion would be maintamed or Improved on 45,170 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to mamtam or improve ecosystem sustamablllty on 1,750,OOO acres 

2. Riparian. Key lndlcator Acres not meetmg DVC 

Approximately 512,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of rrpanan, 
wetland and aquatic ecosystems under Alternative 3M At the end of the first decade, about 2,500 acres 
would not meet the DVC Flshenes habltat quality would be moderately high, compared to the current 
moderate quality rating There would be a moderately rapld rate of recovery of degraded habitats Live- 
stock grazing IS reduced to the same levels described m AlternatIve 3, m additlon, a program IS mltlatecl to 
phase out sheep grazmg on an opportunity basis on portlons of the Island Park and Teton Basm Ranger 
Dlstncts Timber harvest could occur m npanan areas to attain the DVCs, but IS not scheduled and would 
not contribute to the ASQ 

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

About 89 percent of the Forest (1,631,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds The greatest 
factors under the control of the Forest Service and mfluencmg this are the miles of open motorized roads 
and trails AlternatIve 3M would reduce the number of open roads by 408 miles (21 percent) There would 
be a reduction in open trails by 233 miles (30 percent) The 89 percent of the Forest meeting state EV 
thresholds IS a 41 percentage pomt increase over the existing level of 48 percent, thereby greatly Improv- 
ing elk security This means the potential would be for a lower proportlon of bulls to be harvested durmg 
thegeneral hunting season 

4. Qrwly Bear Management (within the BMUs). Key lndlcator OROMTRD m miles per square mile 

Compared to the exlstmg condltlon, OROMTRD IS reduced 34 percent in Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt I,39 
percent In Henry’s Lake BMU Subumt 2,36 percent m Plateau BMU Subunlt 1,25 percent m Plateau BMU 
Subunit 2, and 34 percent m BechlerITeton BMU AdditIonal access restnctlons to Improve habltat secu- 
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nty would be no summer cross-country motorized vehicle use m any of the BMUs. except a small portion 
m the Bechler BMU No timber harvest would be scheduled In the designated core or secure areas 
Snowmachme use IS allowed on designated routes throughoutthe snow season Cross-countrysnowmachme 
use IS allowed from ThanksgIvIng Day until June 1. 

5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to motorized use 

AlternatIve 3M would reduce the number of open roads by 408 mrles (21 percent) There would be a 
reduction in open trails by 233 miles (30 percent) The increase In road closures and restrictlons would 
prowde Increased wIldlIfe security, especially for elk and grizzly bears, and would provide addltronal 
protectlon from other resource damage Acres avallableforsummer OHV use would be reduced allowmg 
OHV use on approxcmately 121,000 acres, an 89 percent reduction from the current 1 ,I 26,000 acres open 
to OHV use 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key Indcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness. 

AlternatIve 3M would recommend to Congress 171,000 acres for wrlderness deslgnatlon The 171,000 
acres would Include the 65,000 acres recommended by the 1985 Plan m Itakan Peak, Llonhead and 
Wmegar Hole roadless areas, plus addItIonal roadless acres In each of these areas and the Palisades 
Over 33,000 acres of the Diamond Peak Roadless area was added Another 12,000 acres was added to 
the ltalran Peaks area due to re-dlgltlzmg the southern boundary This recommended 171,000 acres IS 20 
percent of the total acres which presently qualify as roadless on the Forest 

7 Timber Harvest Key lndlcator ASQ 

Alternative 3M would harvest timber at a sustamable level of a maximum 80 0 MMBF for the decade 
(approximately 9 0 MMBF per year) on an estimated 20,520 acres 

ALTERNATIVE4 

AlternatIve 4 emphasizes watershed and wIldlIfe habltat Improvement and a reduction rn timber harvest 
Rlpanan areas receive Increased emphasis Motorized access 1s restncted to designated routes and 
more roads are closed m some BMUs than III prewous alternatlves 

How the Key Issues and lndlcators are addressed m AlternatIve 4 

1. Sustainability, Fire and Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sltlon and prescribed fire 

In AlternatIve 4. forest structure and cornposItIon would be mamtamed or Improved on 39,770 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to mamtam or Improve ecosystem sustamablllty on 1,750,OOO acres 

2. Riparian. Key lndlcator Acres not meetmg DVC 

Approximately 533,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and functlon of npanan, 
wetland and aquatlc ecosystems At the end of the first decade, about 1,700 acres would not meet the 
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DVC Flshenes habltat quality would be high, compared to the current moderate quality ratmg Degraded 
habitats would recover rapldly Sheep grazing IS reduced compared to exlstlng levels, and the program to 
phase out sheep grazmg on an opportumty basis also occurs under this alternatwe Cattle grazmg levels 
would be reduced conslderably (12 percent) from current levels Timber harvest could occur m riparlan 
areas to attain DVCs, but IS not scheduled and would not contribute to ASQ 

3. Security for Elk Key lndlcator Percent of Forest meetmg state EV thresholds, measured by miles of 
open motorized roads and trails 

About 89 percent of the Forest (1,631,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds The greatest 
factors under the control of the Forest Service and mfluencmg this are the miles of open motorized roads 
and trails Alternative 4 would reduce the number of open roads by 613 miles (31 percent) There would be 
a reduction in open trails by 352 miles (46 percent) The 89 percent of the Forest meetmg state EV 
thresholds IS a 41 percentage point increase over the existing level of 48 percent, thereby greatly Improv- 
mg elk secunty This means the potential would be for a lower proportIon of bulls to be harvested dunng 
the general hunting season 

4. Grizzly Bear Management (wlthin the BMUs). Key lndlcator OROMTRD in miles per square mile 

Compared to the existing condition, OROMTRD IS reduced 47 percent in Henty’s Lake BMU Subunlt I,53 
percent in Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt 2,31 percent in Plateau BMU Subunit 1,32 percent m Plateau BMU 
Subunit 2, and 43 percent in Bechler/Teton BMU Additional access restrictions to Improve habitat secu- 
rity would be no cross-country motorized vehicle use m any of the BMUs, except a small portion of the 
Plateau and Bechler BMUs Snowmachrne use IS allowed on descgnated routes throughout the snow 
season Cross-country snowmachme use IS allowed only from December 15 to April 1 

5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to motorized use 

Alternatwe 4 would reduce the number of open roads by 613 miles (31 percent) There would be a reduc- 
t!on In open trails by 352 miles (46 percent) AlternatIve 4 would allow OHV use on approximately 79,000 
acres, over a 93 percent reduction from the current 1 .I 26,000 acres currently open to OHV use 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness. 

Alternative 4 would recommend to Congress 139,000 acres for wilderness designation These acres more 
than double the 65,000 acres recommended by the 1985 Plan In ltallan Peak, Llonhead and Wmegar Hole 
roadless areas, plus additional roadless acres m each of these areas and the Palisades This recom- 
mended 139,000 acres IS 18 percent of the total acres which presently qualify as roadless on the Forest 

7. Timber Harvest. Key Indicator ASQ 

Alternatwe 4 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of 60 33 MMBF for the decade (approximately 
6 033 MMBF per year) on an estimated 15,470 acres 

ALTERNATIVE 5 

The purpose of Alternative 5 IS to meet the needs for change that reduce focus on human management 
and human disturbances of wIldlife and npanan habltat Motorized access IS restncted to designated 
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routes and more roads are closed rn BMUs 

How the Key Issues and lndrcators are addressed rn Alternatrve 5 

1. Sustainability, Fire and Natural Disturbances. Key Indicators Health of forest structure and compo- 
srtron and prescribed fire 

In Alternatrve 5, forest structure and composrtron would be marntamed or Improved on 29,840 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to mamtam or Improve ecosystem sustarnabrlrty on 1,750,OOO acres 

2. Ripanan. Key lndrcator Acres not meetmg DVC 

Approximately 590,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and functron of npanan, 
wetland and aquatrc ecosystems under this alternatrve At the end of the frrst decade, about 1,700 acres 
would not meet the DVC Frshenes habitat quality would be high, compared to the current moderate 
qualrty rating Degraded habrtats would recover raprdly Sheep grazmg IS reduced compared to exrstrng 
levels, and the program to phase out sheep grazing on an opportunrty basks also occurs under thus 
alternatrve Cattle grazmg levels would be reduced consrderably (12 percent) from current levels 

3. Security for Elk. Key lndrcator Percent of Forest meetrng state EV thresholds, measured by miles of 
open motonzed roads and trawls 

In Alternatrve 5, about 95 percent of the Forest (1,741,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds 
The greatest factors under the control of the Forest Servrce and mfluencrng thus are the mrles of open 
motonzed roads and trawls Alternatrve 5 would reduce the number of open roads by 748 miles (38 
percent) There would be a reductron In open trawls by 541 mrles (70 percent) The 95 percent of the Forest 
meetrng state EV thresholds IS a 47 percentage pornt mcrease over the exrstrng level of 48 percent, 
thereby greatly rmprovmg elk secunty Thus means the potentral would be for a lower proportron of bulls to 
be harvested dunng the general huntrng season 

4. Grizzly Bear Management (withm the BMUs). Key lndrcator OROMTRD rn mrles per square mrle 

Compared to the exrsting condrtron, OROMTRD IS reduced 37 percent rn Henry’s Lake BMU Subunrt I,45 
percent rn Henry’s Lake BMU Subunrt 2,34 percent rn Plateau BMU Subunrt 1,30 percent m Plateau BMU 
Subunrt 2, and 45 percent m Bechlermeton BMU AdditIonal access restnctrons to rmprove habrtat secu- 
nty would be no cross-country motonzed vehrcle use rn any of the BMUs, a small portron of the Plateau 
and Bechler BMUs Snowmachme use IS allowed on desrgnated routes throughout the snow season 
Cross-country snowmachme use IS allowed only from December 15 to Apnl 1 Sheep grazing would end 
rmmedrately rn BMUs and cattle grazrng would be consrderably reduced 

5. Access. Key lndrcator Number of mrles of roads and trails open to motorized use 

Alternative 5 would reduce the number of open roads by 748 miles (38 percent) There would be a reduc- 
tion in open trawls by 541 mrles (70 percent) Alternatrve 5 would allow OHV use on approximately 50,000 
acres, a 96 percent reductron from the current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use 
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6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness 

Alternative 5 would recommend to Congress 226,000 acres for wilderness deslgnatlon These acres are 
more than tnple the 65,000 acres recommended by the 1985 Plan In Italian Peak, Llonhead and Wmegar 
Hole roadless areas Also included in the total recommended wilderness are addItional roadless acres m 
the Palisades and Gams Mountam areas This recommended 226,000 acres IS 28 percent of the total 
acres which presently qualify as roadless on the Forest 

7. Timber Harvest. Key lndlcator ASQ 

AlternatIve 5 would harvest timber at a sustainable level of 35 1 MMBF for the decade (approximately 3 51 
MMBF per year) on an estimated 9,000 acres 

ALTERNATIVE 6 

The purpose of AlternatIve 6 IS to meet the needs for change by de-emphaslzmg human management and 
human disturbance of wIldlIfe and npanan habltat to the lowest level of all the alternatlves Timber harvest 
IS not scheduled All access IS strongly restncted to designated routes and more roads are closed to 
reduce human disturbance than In any other alternative 

How the Key Issues and Key Indicators are addressed in AlternatIve 8 

1. Sustainabihty, Fweand Natural Disturbances. Key lndlcators Health of forest structure and compo- 
sition and prescribed fire 

In AlternatIve 6, forest structure and composltlon would be mamtamed or Improved on 20,730 acres 
Prescribed fire could be used to mamtam or improve ecosystem sustainablllty on 1,750,OOO acres 

2. Rlpanan. Key lndlcator Acres not meetmg DVC 

Approximately 793,000 AIZ acres would be managed to promote the health and function of npanan, 
wetland and aquatlc ecosystems under this alternatlve At the end of the first decade, about 1,700 acres 
would not meet the DVC Fisheries habltat quality would be high, compared to the current moderate 
quality rating Degraded habitats would recover rapldly 

3. Security for Elk. Key lndlcator Percent of Forest meetmg state EV thresholds, measured by miles of 
open motonzed roads and trails 

About 95 percent of the Forest (1,741,500 acres) would meet the state EV thresholds The greatest 
factors under the control of the Forest Service and mfluencmg this are the miles of open motonzed roads 
and trails AlternatIve 6 would reduce the number of open roads by 757 miles (38 percent) There would be 
a reduction I” open trails by 692 miles (90 percent) The 95 percent of the Forest meeting state EV 
thresholds IS a 47 percentage pomt Increase over the exlstlng level of 48 percent, thereby greatly improv- 
mg elk secunty This means the potential would be for a lower propottlon of bulls to be harvested dunng 
the general hunting season 
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4. Grizzly Bear Management (withm the BMUs). Key lndlcator OROMTRD in miles per square mtle 

Compared to the existing condltlon, OROMTRD IS reduced 34 percent in Henry’s Lake BMU SubunIt I, 55 
percent In Henry’s Lake BMU Subunlt 2,19 percent m Plateau BMU SubunIt I, 32 percent in Plateau BMU 
Subunlt 2, and 45 percent In Bechlerfleton BMU AddItIonal access restnctlons to Improve habltat secu- 
nty would be no cross-country motorized vehicle use In any of the BMUs, except m a small portton of the 
Plateau and Bechler BMUs SnowmachIne use IS allowed on designated routes throughout the snow 
season Cross-country snowmachme use IS allowed only from December 15 to Apnl 1. Sheep grazing 
would end lmmedlately in BMUs and cattle grazing would be conslderably reduced 

5. Access. Key lndlcator Number of miles of roads and trails open to motorized use 

AlternatIve 6 would reduce the number of open roads by 757 miles (38 percent) There would be a reduc- 
tlon m open trails by 692 miles (90 percent) Acres available for OHV use would also be reduced over 
current levels Alternative 6 would allow OHV use on approximately 34,000 acres, a 97 percent reduction 
from the current 1,126,OOO acres open to OHV use This approach IS consistent with the minimum 
mamtenance level of management emphasized in this alternatlve 

6. Roadless Area Management. Key lndlcator Number of acres recommended for wilderness 

Alternative 6 would recommend to Congress 465,000 acres for Widerness designation, more than seven 
times the 65,000 acres recommended by the 1985 Plan m ltallan Peak, Ltonhead and Wmegar Hole 
roadless areas Also Included in the total recommended wilderness are additIonal roadless acres In the 
Palisades, Garns Mountain, Bear Creek and Poker Peak areas. Ths recommended 465,000 acres IS 55 
percent of the total acres which presently qualify as roadless on the Forest 

7. Timber Harvest. Key lndlcator ASQ 

AlternatIve 6 would not have a scheduled timber harvest Harvest might occur on unscheduled lands, but 
would be very lImIted, given the mmlmum level of human disturbance emphasis of thus alternatlve 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Several alternatlves were considered but ellmlnated from detalled study More InformatIon about these 
can be found in Appendix A - Response to Public Comments These alternatlves were not fully developed 
because they closely resembled alternatlves that were consldered in detail, they did not meet the needs 
forchange, they were mlssmg practical lmplementatlon components, orthey were mappropnateforother 
reasons descrtbed below 

Maximum Commodity Producbon and Motorized Access 

This alternative called for more Forest land devoted to scheduled timber productton than AlternatIve 1 It 
provided more designated open motorized routes, allowed less cross-country OHV access, recommended 
no wilderness deslgnatlon, proposed ellmmation of the Palisades Wilderness Study Area, and recom- 
mended that ellglblllty determmatlons under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act not be made 

Some portions of thts proposal were Incorporated mto AlternatIve 2 Suggestrons that could not be 
Implemented wtthout Congressional actlon (like those regardmg the Palisades Wilderness Study Area and 
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elrgrbrlrty under the Weld and Scemc Rovers Act) were not mcluded rn any alternatrve Because large 
portions of thrs proposal became pad of AlternatIve 2, further detarled analysrs was not necessary 

MaxImum Wilderness 

Durmg publrc mvolvement actrvrtres, It was proposed that all of the Forests mventoned roadless areas be 
recommended for wrlderness desrgnatron After analysrs, some mventoned roadless areas were not pro- 
posed for wrlderness recommendatron rn our selected Alternatrve 3M, because they drd not score hrgh 
enough m our ratmg of wilderness characterrstrcs The Roadless Areas Process Paper(Q) was reana- 
lyzed and updated rn response to public comments on the DEIS The updated portron of the process paper 
IS Included rn Appendrx B of thus FEIS A maxrmum wrlderness alternatrve was not developed Alternatrve 
6 was developed m response to the desrre for additIonal recommended wrlderness 

Range of Variability 

Many members of the publrc and several Forest Service employees advocated the development of an 
alternatrve that would move the Forest mto Its “range of varrabrlrty (ROV) ” Thus would mvolve learmng 
what ecologrcal condrtrons exlsted on the Forest hrstoncally and managmg for those same conditions 
Thus alternatrve was not developed because the current InformatIon on the ROV for the Forest IS insuffi- 
crent Even with thus mformatron, ecologrcal varrabrlrty may be so broad as to provrde Inadequate drrection 
for an alternatrve at thus trme Frnally, thus type of alternatrve would not meet NFMA drrectron to formulate 
alternatrves that mcorporate socral and economic condrtions along wrth the ecologrcal srtuatron 

Cltlzens for a User Friendly Forest (CUFF) Alternative 

Thus alternative was proposed by a crtrzens group as publrc comments to the DEIS The elements of therr 
proposal Include the followmg 

- amend summer OHV map for Alt 2 
- remove date restrrctron on snowmobrle use 
- Increase ASQ to 20 MMBF wrth ~12 MMBF live and 30 to 50 percent lodgepole 
- change 20 percent nonstocked standard to 45 percent 
-change mature percent stand from 40 to 30 percent 
- defme hydrologrc drsturbance at less than 20 years 
-allow sustained harvest s-r roadless areas and no nonmterchangeable component (NIC) 

allow harvest rn all BMUs. NIC In Srtuatron 1 habrtat 
- If 20 MMBF Isn’t possible, look at departure 
- add two areas rn Caribou subsectron to surtable trmber base 
-change large 6 1 (b) rn Carrbou subsechon to 6 1 (a) 
- delete forestwrde gurdelme restnctmg OHV use on slopes of 25-40 percent 
- drop Targhee and Robmson Creeks from Wild and Scenrc Rover (W&SR) elrgrbrlrty 
- reduce number of live snag retentron trees per acre from 25 to 10 
- change 5 1 4(a) to allow cross-country travel from June 15 to prror to brg game rifle 

We have considered but dismrssed this proposal from detarled study for the followmg reasons A few of 
the key components (whrch appearto be wrthm the DFC and Purpose and Need) of thus proposed alterna- 
tive are already deprcted by Alternative 2 as updated for ASQ at > 20 MMBF We belleve this proposed 
alternative IS not substantrallydrfferentfrom the Maxrmum Commodrty Productron and Motorrzed Access 
alternative presented earlrer Also, we believe most of the remammg components of thus alternatrve as 
recommended above are not advrsable because they are not wrthrn the DFC and Purpose and Need 
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outlmed m the FEIS Detalled ratlonale for dismissal of each element of this proposal can be found m 
Appendix A, Response to Public Comments of this document 

Greater Yellowstone Coalltlon AlternatIve 

Several groups who commented on the DEIS recommended conslderatlon of an alternatlve with a mix of 
the attrIbutes of AlternatIves 3M, 5 and 6 that would 

mamtam the AUMs of 3M, 
maintam as much of the ASQ of 3M as possible on a sustamable basis, 

- recommend substantially more wilderness than even 5 or 6, 
- modify 3M grrzzly bear prescrIptIon in the Bechler area to provrde harvest mltlgatlon, 
-create a wIldlIfe lmkage corridor I” the Centennial Mountains with no ASQ 

This alternatlve was consldered but dIsmIssed from detalled study for the followmg reasons which are 
further documented In Appendix A These proposals would potentially be wlthm the Purpose and Need and 
DFC, with the exception of the amount of recommended wilderness The overall Forest DFC did not call 
for recommendmg such high levels of mventoned roadless as wilderness Furthermore, a “MaxImum 
Widemess” alternatlve was presented previously in this EIS and dIsmIssed because It did not respond to 
the DFC and because not all of the roadless areas rated high enough m the analysis 

Origmal Forest Plan as Wrltten 

AlternatIve 1 reflects current management of the Forest and how It would contmue in the future It differs 
from the original 1985 Plan in some respects Some people have asked for an alternative that comes 
closer to the letter of the exlstmg Forest Plan The differences between Alternative 1 (which IS modeled 
consistent with the Intent of the 1985 Plan) and a strict readmg of the 1985 Plan are summarized below 
They could have been used to shape a separate alternatlve 

-The 1985 Plan called for the harvesting of timber from sultable lands at rates that could not be sustamed 
Because most of this material has already been logged or IS no longer merchantable, and because some 
of it could not be logged because of other resource protectlon needs, the non-sustamable harvest sched- 
ule was not used 

- As a part of the Revlslon process, the Forest reassessed the eliglbillty of river segments for study as 
wild, scemc or recreatlonal nvers. That ellglblllty determmatlon was made, and the Forest has moved to 
protect the outstandmgly remarkable values of the ellglble segments in all the alternatlves Some people 
have asked that an alternative be developed which does not Include that protectlon We did not do so 
because Forest Service policy IS to protect the outstandmgly remarkable values once eliglblllty IS estab- 
lashed 

-The prowsions of the ESA have not changed smce the Forest Plan was put Into effect m 1985 However, 
the understandmg of the habItat needs of those species has changed substantially Meeting the needs of 
these species, m pattlcular the gnzzly bear, has substantially changed management on a large portion of 
the Forest We did not use the previously acceptable approaches for provldmg grizzly bear habltat be- 
cause they are not generally accepted m today’s sclentlflc commumty and would not be successfully 
consulted upon with the Umted States Department of Intenor Fish and WIldlIfe Service (USFWS) 

-The Forest Service has greatly expanded its own list of sensltlve species In response to that expanded 
Ilst, the Forest has had to change management practices to Increase habltat protection We have contin- 
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ued this level of protection because It IS deslgned to prevent these species from bemg listed as threatened 
or endangered 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

A summary of the environmental impacts and effects (called Indicators) for each alternatlve and the a&es 
of each prescnption area are provided In Table II-1 and Table II-2 Due to the complexity of the conse- 
quences dlsplayed in these tables, cumulative Impacts are not presented here For a detaIled dIscussIon 
of the effects, consult Chapter IV, “Environmental Consequences ” 

Mod Modlflcatlon 

OHV Off-Hlghway Vehicle 

PR Partial Retention 

Reten Retention 

SIG Sheep/Goat 

VQO Visual Quality Objective 
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I TABLE II-1 
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS I 

The followmg pages contam a summary of the environmental effects of the alternatives This summary IS drawn 
from lnformatlon I” Chapter Ill and IV of the FEIS. Unless othewse mdaated, the mformation presented for the 
alternatwes IS reflectwe of condltlond m the first decade of Rews~on lmplementatlon Please see these chapters 
for addltlonal mformatlon. 

The key wue lndlcators are dlsplayed first for the components outkned 1” Chapter 1 Due to the complexity of the 
Issues, there are other mdlcators that need to be evaluated to adequately address the enwronmental effects, and 
those are ltsted below the key lndlcators 

ECOLOGICALPROCESSESANDPATTERNS 
I 

Exist Level Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 All 5 Alt 6 

Key lndvzator - SustamabWy I 

- M Acres where forest 
structure and cornpositIon 
mamtamed or improved II 

NA 48 5 58 6 529 452 398 29 8 207 

11 Estimated acres of sllvicultural treatments for the ftrst decade In addlton to forest structure and composttlon, 
there are other ecosystem cntena we analyzed that contrIbute to ecologlcally sustamable ecosystems 

All alternatwes were evaluated on the ablkty to use prescribed fire to manipulate ecosystems Aquatlc 
connectwlty was determmed to be a good mdlcator of ecosystem pattern 

Other Ecosystem Management lndlcators 

- M Acres where prescribed fire IS allowed 1,610 ( 1.6301 1,750 1 1,750 ( 1.7501 1,750( 1,750 ( I,7501 

- M Acres aquatlc zones 
where connectwty IS 
mantamed [ 3421 3421 3251 4481 5121 5331 5901 7931 

Most forest management actwlties Impact the soll resource to some extent These actlvltr?s (recreation, timber 
hawestmg. road bulldlng, grazmg) were evaluated to determine what enwronmental effect they WIII have on the 
SOII resource 

The only Issue mdvxtors used to evaluate phywal elements are related to mmerals and the ablllty to locate, or 
enter areas on the Forest 

Other PhysIcal Component lndlcators 

- M Acres open to locatable 1,722 1,384 1,415 1,326 1,295 1,346 1,200 965 
and mmeral entry 
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I BIOLOGICAL 
I 

I 1 Exist Level I Alt 1 1 Alt 2 I Alt 3 1 Alt 3-M I Alt 4 1 Alt 5 I Alt 6 1 

Key lndlcator Rlparlan Health Issue 

- R~parian M Acres meetmg 187 188 200 200 200 21 1 21 1 21 1 
WC II 

- movmg toward DVC II 53 49 52 52 52 49 49 49 

-not meetmg DVC l/ 37 4 25 25 25 17 17 17 

Many blologlcal elements can be evaluated I” determmmg what effect proposed management actlvltles can 
have Water and associated riparlan areas can be Impacted by actwltles The other md!cators used to assess 
Impacts are related to roadmg, timber, and grazmg actwltles 

11 Only tncludes ripanan acres open to grazmg (about 79% of the Forest) Does not mclude acres closed to 
grazmg pnor to 1995 Source - FSRAMIS Database 

Other R~par~an and Water lndlcators 

-#stream crossmgs I/ 2,957 2,690 2,410 2162 2,211 1,586 1 1,433 1 1,224 

- M Acres roaded I” AI2 11 

- M Acres Impacted by 
recreation sites III AIZ 11 

11 10 09 08 08 06 08 05 

11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

- M Acres of timber harvest 21 6 68 80 67 50 40 25 0 
I” headwater areas 

- M Acres of timber harvest 100 283 45 9 29 3 0 0 0 0 
prescripttons !n AIZ 11 

- MI cutthroat streams w/mm 
6” stubble at the HGL 

97 97 79 97 83 379 379 379 

- MI fish-beanng streams w/ml” 4” stubble at the HGL 323 323 323 2,863 2,863 2,863 2,883 2,863 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

II AIZ widths vary between some altematwes 

Key lndlcators Elk Security Issue 

- Elk Vulnerability (EV) % of 
Forest mtg state thresholds 

48 62 76 83 89 89 95 95 

Elk security. habltat, effectweness and winter range were evaluated because these are Important blologlcal 
elements that contribute to huntable populations and State Fish and Game goals or thresholds 
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Exlstmg 1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

Other Wlldllfe and Vegetabon lndlcators 

I-Elkhabltateffectweness 1 0571 0601 0611 0631 0841 0661 0691 0701 
welghted average 

I-%afwlnterrangeacresI 781 811 621 821 821 841 841 841 
meetmg DVC 

tated wth these ecosystems were examined as part of the 
, the percent of the Forested ecosystem that IS I” a mature age 

arazma pmr to 1995 Source - FSRAMIS Database 
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I 1 Exlstlng I Alt 1 1 Alt 2 I Alt 3 1 Alt 3-M I Alt 4 I Alt 5 I Alt 6 1 

Key lndlcator Grizzly Bear Management Issue (wlthm the BMUs) 

OROMTRD I/ (ml/sq ml ) 0 83 0 64 0 62 063 0 55 044 0 52 0 55 
-Henry’s BMU, Sub 1 

-Henry’s BMU, Sub 2 077 0 46 042 040 047 0 36 042 035 

I -Plateau BMU, Sub 1 I 091 I 1 08 1 1 37 1 085 1 0 58 1 0631 0601 0741 

- Plateau BMU, Sub 2 0 73 0 79 091 0 57 0 55 050 0 51 0 50 

- Bechlerfreto” BMU 076 1 059 0631 051 1 0 50 1 0431 0421 0 42 

Many mdicators can be used to evaluate effects management actlvltles have on gnzzly bears In addltlon to open 
motorized roads and trails, total access, the percent of the BMU that IS m a core area, and an overall habltat 
effectwenesslvalue are used 

Other Grizzly Bear Management lndlcators (wlthm the BMUs) 

TMARD 2/ (ml /sq ml ) 
-Henry’s BMU, Sub 1 1 24 1 00 0 86 0 99 074 0 60 0 64 0 84 

-Henry’s BMU, Sub 2 0 85 059 060 0 60 054 0 53 055 0 51 

- Plateau BMU, Sub 1 1 77 1 79 1 47 1 51 0 99 0 95 090 111 

Plateau BMU, Sub 2 1 87 1 85 1 72 1 00 074 0 66 070 0 66 

- Bechlerfreton BMU I 1 26 1 1 12 1 0921 0 68 0671 0541 0551 052 

- % BMU m Designated 

IcoreArea 1 231 301 351 381 381 381 381 381 -Henry’s, Sub 1 

- Henry’s, Sub 2 38 38 9 38 38 41 41 41 

- Plateau, Sub 1 0 0 0 0 20 19 22 20 

- Plateau, Sub 2 0 0 0 0 17 18 18 18 

- Bechler/Teton 34 34 31 33 42 33 38 38 

- Grizzly CEM 31 
(Annual HUHV Index) 

-Henry’s, Sub 1 

Henry’s, Sub 2 

62 C-J 62 (3 64 (3 67 C-J 68 (-) 69 (-) 69 (-) 70 (4 

64(61) 64 (61) 67 (63) 68(64) 67 (63) 70 (65) 68 (64) 70 (65) 

- Plateau, Sub 1 47(71) 47(71) 53 (74) 57(76) 58 (77) 63 (79) 65 (80) 61 (78) 

- Plateau, Sub 2 I 45 (90) ) 46 (90) ) 48 (90) 1 60 (92) ) 57 (91) 62 (92) 63 (92) ) 63 (92) 

- Bechler/Teton 67 (76) 67 (78) 68 (76) 72 (79) 72 (79) 74(80) 75(81) 75(81) 

II OROMTRD = Open Road and Open Motorized Tral Route Density 
2lJMARD = Total Motorized Access Route Density 
3lThe cumulative effects model ratings are the dally per acre averages for Habltat Effectweness dwlded by the 
dally per acre average for HabItat Value A ratmg of 100 percent would mean no human actwlty dwng the 
spring, summer, fall period The first rating IS for the Targhee portion of the BMWSubumt The ratmg I” 
parenthesis IS for the entlre BMU/Subumt For Henry’s Lake Subunlt 1, the CEM model does not Include the 
35,170 acres on Henry’s Lake Flat, therefore no ratmgs are shown rn parenthesis for the entlre BMU/Subunlt 
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FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Exlstlng Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Key lndlcators -Access Issues 

I Miles of open roads I 1,965 1 1,882 1 1,863 1 1,589 1 1,577 I 1,372 1 1,237 1 1,228 1 

1 Mks of wen trails I 773 I 572 1 470 I 435 I 540 I 421 1 232 1 81 I 

Other mdwxtors wthm the Forest Use and Occupation Issue Component were used to evaluate the seven alternatwes 
Wmter access. along with dispersed camplng are examples used to complement the access issue 

I Other Access lndlcators 

I- MI road constructlo” 41 I NAI 25461 29671 24921 18431 13881 8071 0001 

I - MI of road reconstructon 5/ I NAI 16601 19951 16251 11661 905 1 527 1 0 00 1 

) - MI of seasonally restrlcted roads ) 73 I 209 ) 131 ) 1151 25 I 1081 631 801 
- MI of yearlong restricted roads 733 454 242 320 336 198 201 177 

- MI of reclatmed roads NA 246 555 767 853 1,113 1,290 1 1,306 

I - MI restncted track I 628 1 752 1 854 1 889 1 817 1 903 1 1,092 I 1,242 I 

I- MI nonfunctional trak I NAI 77 I 77 I 77 I 44 I 77 I 77 I 78 I 

- M  Acres (and percent of forest) 
open to summer x-country OHV 

Key lndlcator - Roadless Management Issue 

I- M Acres recommend wtlderness 651 651 01 1251 1711 1391 226) 4651 

41 Road constructon per decade does not mclude temporary roads Esttmate IS based on 0 23 miles of road 
constructlo” per MMBF of scheduled timber harvest 
51 Road reconstruction per decade Does not Include temporary roads Estimate IS based on 0 15 miles of road 
reconstructon per MMBF of scheduled timber harvest 
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I Other Wilderness and Recreation lndlcators 7 

M$/yr 41 

-Annual Forest budget (excluding LE&FFF 

MM$lyr) 71 

1 1281 1231 1261 1271 1351 1231 1221 103) 

-Annual Forest budget mcludes LE&FFF - MM$/yr 141 1361 1391 141 1 1491 1381 1381 1141 

3/M acres roadless Includes wlderness study area and recommended wlderness, protected by prescnphons Th,s shows 
how much roadless area would remap” 
4/ Nomlnal dollars Exlstlng IS the average of the perlod 1992.1996 Figures shown are for the counbes I” the Area of Pnmary 
Fores, Econom,c Influence (APFEI) 
USource IMPLAN model Full and part-time employment, seasonal and yearlong Figures shown for the alternabves are 
representative of decade 1 
6/Source IMPLAN model 1992 dollar terms Comprises wages. salaries and the value of benefits and any contrlbutlons to 
Social Security and penwon funds by the employer and employee 
71 1996 dollar terms Exlsbng level reflects the penod 1991-1993 
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PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

Exlstmg Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Key lndlcator Timber Hanrest Issue 

- ASQ volume (MMBF per 59 50 11 07 1290 1083 8 00 6 03 3 51 000 
y-0 II 

Other Productlo” lndlcators 

I- Potenbal harvest acres 1 1 28,380 1 33,080 1 27,780 1 20,520 1 15,470 ) 9,000 1 0 1 

- Frewood and products volume (MMBF 
per 

year) 1 5401 3801 3801 3801 3801 3801 3801 3801 

- MAC by harvest type 
ClearcuffOther (per year) 

1 1 72/211( 84/163/ 70/208( 531531 39/115( 23/67( O/O1 

Unscheduled bmber Unscheduled bmber 
harvest prqects (MMEF per harvest prqects (MMEF per 
YW YW 

M AUMs PermItted M AUMs PermItted 

2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 2 00 

149 149 143 143 139 139 138 138 Y38 Y38 *130 *130 “121 “121 **121 **121 

- MAC C/H-SIG allotment 1,466 1,371 1,371 1,371 ‘1,371 ‘1,371 -1,245 -1,245 
-open 

-closed 401 496 496 496 *496 *496 “622 -622 

* Phase-out of sheep allotments/AUMs I” blghorn sheep and grizzly bear habltat IS expected to be completed 
wlthl” 30 years No raductlon associated with the phase-out IS antupated over the coming decade 
**These figures reflect the lmmedmte close of sheep allotments/AUMs I” blghorn sheep and gnzzly bear habltat 
I/ Potential yield (1990-2010) from 1985 Forest Plan, not ASQ 
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CHAPTER III 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

- 

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

A descnptlon of the followlng components of the Forest and Key Issues 

lntroductlon to Ecosystem Management 
Pnnclples 
Proper Functlonmg Condltlon 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 
EcologIcal Processes and Disturbances 
Ecologrcal Patterns 

Physlcal Elements of the Environment 
BIologIcal Elements of the Environment 

Aquatlc and Rlpanan Ecosystems 
Terrestrial Ecosystems 

Forest Use and Occupation 
Access Management 
Wlldemess and Recreation Resource 
Economic and Social Environment 

ProductIon of Commodity Resources 
Timber 
LIvestock Grazing 

This chapter describes the existing environment that WIII be affected by lmplementatlon of any of the 
alternatives It describes the existing physlcal, blologlcal and social envn’onment of the Forest and the 
surrounding area InformatIon contained In this section appears in the same order as the components 
outllned In Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION TO ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

PRINCIPLES 

In recent years the Forest Service has embraced the concept of EM This IS an approach to natural 
resource management that strives to ensure healthy, productive, sustainable ecosystems by blending the 
needs of people and envlronmental values in a given area such as the Forest An ecosystem IS a 
complex system of llvmg and nonlIving components that interact and change contmually Healthy eco- 
systems are those that are in PFC Ecosystems that are In PFC display reslllence to disturbance to the 
structure, composltlon and process of their bIological and physlcal components They retam all of their 
parts and functions for future generatlons even though vegetation patterns, human uses or other condr- 
tlons may change Understandmg ecological processes (fire and other natural disturbances) and how 
these processes shaped vegetation patterns over time m a landscape are important steps towards ample- 
mentlng EM 

Adaptive Management 

An additIonal pnnciple of EM IS the quest for and appllcatlon of new knowledge regarding ecosystems 
Our understandmg of ecosystems and the effects of various management actlvihes IS subject to change 
as new InformatIon becomes available In order to accommodate and react to such change, the Forest 
Service has adopted an adaptive management approach In adaptive management, monitoring and evalu- 
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atlon are used to assess the effects of management decisions and Identify new mformatlon Resource 
management may then be changed to reflect new understandmgs 

Another Important EM pnnclple IS that different Issues, components or effects may require descnptlon at 
different geographic and time scales For example, economic Issues are described at the county level, 
but ftshenes are discussed by hydrologic unit For economic and social issues poWal boundanes are 
more meaningful, while ecologlcal units are used for resource discussIons In this document, we have 
addressed Issues at many different scales and levels of speciflclty, dependmg on whrch IS most relevant 
to the declslons being made 

SubsectIons 

Many resources are described In this chapter using the ecologlcal units known as subsectlons These 
umts exhlblt unque patterns m SOIIS, landform, topography and potential natural vegetation, among other 
charactenstics The Forest encompasses part or all of seven subsectlons (Figure 111-1) 

- LemhllMedlcme Lodge 
- Centenmal Mountams 
- Island Park 
- Madrson-PItchstone Plateaus 
- Teton Range 
-Big Hole Mountams 
-Caribou Range Mountams 

To get a better understandmg of each of the seven subsectlons that are dlscussed m thus chapter, a brief 
descnptlon of each follows AddItIonal InformatIon on the subsectlons IS avallable throughout this docu- 
ment, and In process papers or plannmg records 

Lemh/Medrcme Lodge - This subsectron Includes the Lemhl and the MedIcme Lodge/Beaverhead Moun- 
tams A variety of vegetation exrsts with dominant communltles of mostly Douglas-fir and limber pine 
Sagebrush/bunchgrass and mountam mahogany communities are common on the lower elevation and 
strong southerly exposures Limber pme communltles and alplne meadows exist atthe high elevations 
This subsectlon IS nch m mmmg hlstory with old mmlng sites and remnants of town sites Located In the 
Birch Creek Valley are four preserved bnck adobe charcoal krlns SIxteen were ongmally built to furnish 
charcoal to the Nlcholla Mme This area also has a Natlonal Scenic Trail, two recommended wilderness 
(Italian and Diamond Peaks) and most big game species This sectton of the Forest IS entirely on the 
Dubois Ranger Dlstnct 

CentennfalMountarns-This subsectlon covers the Centennial Mountams between the east fork of lrvmg 
Creek and Reas Pass to the east The Centennials, which form part of the Continental Dlvlde, are a 
scemc mountam range with high mountain meadows scattered through spruce/flrand Douglas-flr forests 
At lower elevations sagebrush/grasslands grade Into Douglas-fir and lodgepole pme forests. LIonhead, In 
the northeast portlon of the subsectlon, IS a recommended wilderness The major travel corndors are 
Highways 20 and 87, and a portion of Interstate 15 The Yale-Kllgore road IS a secondary travel route 
connectmg Island Park to Krlgore and Dubols In the northeast portlon of the subsection IS Henry’s Lake, 
a world renowned fishery The western part IS the Red Conglomerate range, home to at least one endemic 
sensltlve plant species This sectlon of the Forest falls wlthm the Dubols and Island Park Ranger DIS- 
tncts 

Island Park - This subsectton includes the west half of Island Park, Ashton and the northwest portjon of 
Teton Basm Ranger Dlstncts The landscape of this subsectlon features a large caldera Hlghway20 IS 
the only major highway that travels through this subsectlon and Hrghway 47, a state Scenic Byway also 
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occurs rn thus subsectron Among the many scenrc attractions are Upper and Lower Mesa Falls, the last 
major undrsturbed falls on the Upper Columbra Rrver system The Mesa Falls Scenrc Byway, establrshed 
rn 1969, provrdes motohsts wrth a breathtaklng vraw of theTeton Mountarn Range and accesses the two 
falls The Island Park subsectron offers excellent trout frshrng at Island Park Reservorr and along the 
Henry’s Fork, Buffalo Rover, Warm Rover, Fall Rover and Brtch Creek The Island Park subsectron IS also 
known for Its snowmachrne trawls, cross-country skr trawls and summer home concentratrons Large scale 
trmber harvest actrvrty IS evrdent due to the mountarn prne beetle eprdemrcs rn 1960s and 1970s Harrrman 
State Park lres In the heart of the Hammao Wrldlrfe Refuge, wrth 16,000 acres of forest, meadows, lakes 
and streams 

Madmm-P~tchsfone Plateaus- The largest portron of thus subsectron IS actually rn the Park The section 
on the Forest falls wrthrn the Island Park and Ashton Drstrrcts next to the Park The Jededrah Smrth and 
Wrnegar Hole Wrldemesses Ire wrthrn thus subsectron, as does the recommended Idaho wrlderness portron 
of Wrnegar Hole The Ashton-Flagg Ranch and Frsh Creek roads are the major access routes rn thus area 
Grassy Lake IS a 320-acre lake created when a dam was burlt by the Bureau of Reclamatron rn 1937-l 939 
Grassy Lake as well as other lakes and streams rn the area are popular frshrng areas and are accessed by 
the Flagg Ranch road Several organrzed youth camps exrst throughout thus subsectron The Cave Falls 
road IS the only motorrzed access to the southwest portion of the Park. 

T&on Range - Thus area encompasses the west slope of the Teton Mountarns The Teton Range IS a 
spectacular lrne of hrgh peaks rrsrng abruptly along the west srde of Jackson Hole The vegetatron IS a 
drverse mrx of forested and nonforested plant communrtres The Jededrah Smrth Wrlderness traverses 
the upper portrons of the west slopes of the Teton Mountarns The Grand Targhee Skr Resort IS a mafor 
tourrst attracbon wrthrn the subsectron Two organrzed youth camps are present Thus area IS known for 
Its many backcountry trawls whrch are accessible by horse or foot Thus sectron of the Forest falls wrthrn 
the Ashton and Teton Basrn Ranger Drstncts 

5/g Ho/e Mountarns - Thus subsectron takes rn all Forest lands between Hrghway 33 rn Idaho and Hrghway 
22 rn Wyomrng on the north and the South Fork of the Snake River to the south Several mafor hrghways 
provrde access Idaho Hrghways 26, 31 and 33, and Highway 22 rn Wyomrng Hrghway 31 IS a State 
Scenrc Byway over Prne Creek Pass Vegetatron cons&s of mountarn brush, grass/forb openings, aspen 
and forests of Douglas-frr and lodgepole prne The area has a variety of recreatronal oppottunitres rnclud- 
rng Kelly Canyon Skr Resort and backcountry hrkrng Palrsades Reservoir and the South Fork of the 
Snake Rover are used by water sports enthustasts Thus sectron of the Forest falls wrthrn the Teton Basrn 
and Palrsades Ranger Drstrrcts 

Caribou Range Mountains - Thus subsectron IS the portron of the Caribou N F admrnrstered by the Forest 
It lres south of the South Fork of the Snake Rover Steep mountain slopes and canyons domrnate the 
landscape The Palrsades Reservorr IS shared by thus subsectron and the Brg Hole Mountarns Subsec- 
tron Vegetatron rn thus subsecbon forms a patchwork of tall sage/grass openrngs, aspen and mrxed 
Douglas-frmodgepole prne forests Recreatron use IS very srmrlar to the Brg Hole Mountarns Subsection 
wrth hrgh trawl and backcountry use as well as huntrng, frshrng and watersports both on the reservorr and 
the Snake Rover Thus area has several summer home drvrsrons and two organrzatronal camps Thus 
section of the Forest falls entirely rn the Palrsades Ranger Drstrrct 

PROPER FUNCTIONING CONDITION (PFC) 

Ecosystems at any temporal or spatral scale are rn a PFC when they are dynamrc and resrlrent to drstur- 
bances to structure, composrtron and processes of therr brologrcal or physrcal components Ecosystems 
can be assessed as to the sustamabrlrty of therr brologrcal and physrcal components and the risks asso- 
crated with ecosystems which are degraded beyond the pornt of resrlrency and sustarnabrlrty These 
assessments evaluate the structure, composrtron, drsturbance regrme and patterns of ecosystems When 
combrned wrth assessments of socral and economrc condrtrons, they can provrde a basrs for making 
decrsrons on how to best mamtarn and restore ecosystem sustarnabrlrty rn ways that achreve socral and 
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economic expectations The USDA Forest Servlce, lntermountam Region developed a methodology of 
assessmg ecosystems used on the Forest and IS described in the draft document titled, Proper Functlon- 
mg Condltlon Process - 1996 (Process Paper W) This document Incorporates methodologies from Ripar- 
ran Area Management, Process for Assessmg Proper Funcbonmg Condltlon (Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, TR 1737-9,1993,52 pgs ) 

Range of Varlablllty (ROV) 

One component of PFC IS the hfstoncal ROV whrch refers to the range of condltlons under whrch ecosys- 
tems evolved and function through time By understandmg how ecosystems have functloned In the past 
and successfully mamtamed themselves, we gain mslght Into charactenstics of healthy ecosystems 
The ROV provides Information about condltlons under which plant and anlmal species evolved Sustain- 
Ing healthy plant and aquatic systems IS an Important part of ensurmg that all ecosystem components, 
from widlife and ffsh to microbes and fungi, are mamtamed 

ROV IS not a desired condition nor a target state for ecosystems It encompasses the entlre hlstorlc set 
of the many conditions that have exlsted on a given landscape during a given time period Past condmons 
can provide reference pomts, llke benchmarks, which can be used to predict successlonal development or 
the response of ecosystem elements, such as wlldlrfe or plant communitres, to management mterventlon 
Understanding ROV helps us understand how systems will respond to different management options or no 
management actlon at all 

InformatIon about ROV prior to 1900 IS lImIted, but we do have some knowledge of how the Forest has 
changed over recent hlstory The Forest IS rn the process of analyzmg hrstorrcal maps, photographs and 
literature to better understand the ROV, both natural and human-caused As part of assessing PFC, ROV 
of ecosystems will be ldentlfled for disturbance regimes, patterns, composition and structure Cooperative 
projects with the sclentlflc community WIII contmue to be used to promote understanding of hIstorIcal 
vegetation patterns and watershed function 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PAlTERNS 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND DISTURBANCES 

Ecosystems constantly change across both time and space Change IS brought about by many different 
processes and disturbances that occur over varymg time frames and spatial scales For example, fire IS 
a disturbance process that can burn thousands of acres of forestland wlthin a matter of hours On the 
other hand, It may take millions of years for a stream to carve a canyon through the process of erosIon 
Some disturbances are relatively predictable, while others happen m utterly unpredictable, random ways 
Humans can have a great Impact on some of these processes, as dlscussed below Ecosystem pro- 
cesses and disturbances are never Independent from one another Any given process WIII change re- 
source condltlons, which then sets the stage for some other agent to act 

While there are Innumerable processes occurring man ecosystem, we have focused on only a few that are 
most likely to be affected by the alternatlve management schemes bemg analyzed m this FEIS This 
section WIII only examme “natural” disturbances, not those associated with human actwltles such as 
grazmg, timber harvest and roadmg 

Succession-Scale: Community Type 

Successjon IS the process by which plant communltles change through time If they are undisturbed This 
process usually begins with pioneer species invadmg bare ground These early seral plants change the 
environment by thelr presence to the point where other more shade-tolerant plants can take over the site 
These plants then modify condltlons further by their leaf litter and shade, maklng the site more hospitable 
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to yet another set of plant specres whrch replaces them The gradual progressron from early to late seral 
communrtres contmues unless Interrupted by a drsturbance such as wmd or fire 

Due to the control of fire on the Forest srnce the early 19OOs, successron has become a domrnant 
ecosystem process rn the unharvested portrons of the Forest Late seral communrtres are prevalent rn 
herbaceous/shrub ecosystems as well as In most forest types 

HerbaceoWShrub Communrtres - The process of successron rn these areas generally begrns following 
fire and IS characterized by open grassland Interspersed wrth a few shrub specres Mountarn brg sage- 
brush and other shrubs begin to dommate after five to ten years As they compete with the grasses for 
water, the grasses lose vigor and dre out Sagebrush provrdes shade for Douglas-frr seedlrngs, whrch may 
take over the sate as a dommant communrty type until fire sets rt back to grassland In the absence of a 
Douglas-fir seed source, the area may become a sagebrush-domrnated commumty 

Frre suppressron on the Forest has allowed a srgnrfrcant acreage of the herbaceous and shrub communr- 
tres to convert to Douglas-frr or dense sagebrush Thus vanes from hrstoncal condrtrons where mosarcs of 
different-aged sagebrush/grassland stands exrsted, and where stands dommated by herbaceous specres 
were more common Some high mountarn meadows are also berng reduced m srze by conrfers encroach- 
mg In from the edges 

Forest Commumt/es - Successron can vary a great deal dependrng on ckmate and sorls rn forested 
systems, but It generally begrns wrth early seral specres such as aspen and lodgepole pme, then progresses 
to shade-tolerant ckmax specres Aspen IS a relatrvely short-kved tree whrch may gwe way to lodgepole 
pme or Douglas-frr communihes after approxrmately 100 years The mountam pme beetle commonly 
attacks lodgepole prne after 80 to 120 years, allowrng more shade-tolerant specres to take over Douglas- 
fir wrll lrkely then dominate on warmer, dner sates, whrle subalprnefrrand Engelmann spruce domrnate rn 
colder areas Douglas-frr, subalpine frr or Engelmann spruce generally form long-loved clrmax communr- 
tres untrl a drsturbance occurs 

Much of the aspen acreage that was present hrstoncally on the Forest has been converted to Douglas-frr 
through the successron process In addsron, aspen stands are overwhelmrngly rn the mature or older age 
classes These condrtrons have resulted from fire suppressron Successron at hrgher elevatron sates has 
resulted rn subalpmefrrand Engelmann spruce becoming mtermrxed with whrtebark pme Wrth continued 
absence of fire, the whrtebark prne wrll lrkely grve way to the spruce and frr 

Erghty percent of the forested land IS m the mature age class (the mature age class mcludes old growth 
and late seral forests) Thus IS pnmanly a result of fire suppresslon Hrstoncally fire produced agreater 
vanety of age classes over the landscape Mature age classes Include old growth and late seral forests 
and provrde Important wrldlrfe habrtat for some specres They are also more susceptrble to stand-replac- 
mg fires and mortaktyfrom Insects than most early-seral communrtres 

Old Growth and Late Seral Forests -Scale: Vegetation Type, Subsection and Forestwide 

OLD GROWTH 

O/d Growth Charactensks - In 1993, the lntermountam Regron completed a report on the charactenstrcs 
of old growth forests rn the lntermountarn Regron (USDA Forest Servrce 1993) Table Ill-1 summarizes the 
charactenstrcs of old growth forests as described m the 1993 publrcatron These charactenstrcs are the 
old growth definrtrons for the Revrsed Plan More descnptron about old growth charactenstrcs can be 
obtamed from the complete report 

OldGrowth /nventoryandAnalys!s- The Forest does not have a complete old growth Inventory However, 
an analysrs of 412 permanent forest Inventory plots was completed to assess what percent of the forested 
acres meet the old growth charactenstrcs and to garn an Idea of the potentral drstnbutron of old growth 
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Tabe, 111.1 Summary of Character~st~cs of Old Growth Forests I” the lntermounta~n Region (USDA Forest Seruce 1993) 

LIVE TREES * DEAD TREES * 

TREE DOWN 
^‘“A”‘“‘“E canopy STANDING Dla #/Acre 

)SH Layers DBH Ht TPA Lerwth 

Age = years 
6’ DSH Classes = number of recognizable size classes that differ by at least 6 Inches m  diameter 
Tree Decadence = tree decadence, number of trees per acre of a mlnmwm DBH showing signs of disease or lntury of some k!nd 
Canopy Layers = number of recognizable canopy layers 
Ht = hetght I” feet 
Dla = diameter of downed logs I” Inches 
#/Acre = number of downed logs per acre 
Length = m,n,mum length (an feet) of downed logs 
Ewdence = some evidence of tree decadence but no mmm~“m reqwement for tpa or dbh 
NA = mformabon IS not wallable for this parameter, or this parameter IS not applicable for this old growth type 
7 = the old growth defmmons are not clear on what thus parameter should be 

For this analysis, data from the 412 permanent forest Inventory plots contamed m formatlon on the old 
growth charactenstlcs for live trees and standmg dead trees Data on downed dead trees was not avall- 
able If some of the plots were deflclent m  downed dead trees, then our calculation pertammg to the 
quantity of old growth WIII be high 

III - 7 



The 412 permanent inventory plots were measured In 1990 and 1991 Smce the plots were measured In 
1990 and 1991, we added five years to all of the tree ages to account for time We also added 1 -Inch to all 
of the diameter at breast height (dbh) measurements to allow for growth Addmg 1 -Inch dbh 1s probably 
optimlstlc for old trees, but we dtd not want to ellmmate plots which were close to the mlnlmum required 
dbh 

In this exammatlon, we did not Include any plot which had less than 50 live trees per acre that were 1 -Inch 
dbh or larger This was done to ellmmate those stands which have had some kmd of first entry loggmg, 
such as a seed tree cut Also, It would be very difficult for any plot to qualify as havmg two canopy layers 
or two dbh size classes with less than 50 live trees per acre 

Further details of this analysis are described m Process Paper D 

Table Ill-2 displays the 36 plots (8 7 percent of the total 412 plots) which meet all of the old growth 
charactenstlcs that could be determmed from the permanent forest Inventory plots These plots were 
located In the Lemhl Mountams, MedIcme Lodge, Centenmal Mountams, Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus, 
Teton Range and Big Hole Mountams Subsecbons (Figure 111-2) No old growth plots were found in the 
Island Park and Canbou Range Mountains Subsections 

LATE SERAL FOREST 

Late Seral Forest Character&cs - Late seral forests meet some of the old growth charactenstlcs as 
defmed In Table Ill-l, but do not meet all of the charactenstlcs Late seral forests prowde some of the 
structural and functlonal attnbutes of old growth forests We characterized late seral forests m three 
categones as follows 

1) Forests which meet the live tree charactenshcs for old growth, but do not meet the standmg dead 
tree charactenstlcs for old growth 
2) Forests which partially meet the live tree charactenstics for old growth, In that there are one or more 
llve trees per acre that meet the mmlmum dbh and age requirement for old growth, but the number of 
hve trees per acre IS less than the old growth charactenstlc requirements 
3) Forests which have live trees which meet the mrmmum dbh requrrements for old growth, but no live 
trees meet the age requirements for old growth 

Late Seral Forest /mentory andAna/ys/s - The Forest does not have a complete late seral forest mven- 
tory However, an analysis of 412 permanent forest Inventory plots was completed to assess what percent 
of the forested acres meet late seral forest charactenstlcs and to gain an Idea on the potential dlstnbutlon 
of late seral forests 

Further details of this analysis are described In Process Paper D 

The number of permanent forest Inventory plots meetmg the three categories of late seral forest IS as 
follows 

1) A total of seven plots (1 7 percent of the total 412 plots) meet the live tree charactenstlcs for old 
growth, but do not have the required number of snags These plots are located In the Lemhl Mountains, 
MedIcme Lodge, Centenmal Mountams and Canbou Range Mountams SubsectIons 
2) A total of 89 plots (21 6 percent of the total 412 plots) partially meet the hve tree charactensbcs for 
old growth, In that there are one or more live trees per acre that meet mlntmum dbh and age requirements 
for old growth, but the number of Ilve trees per acre IS less than the old growth charactenstlc requirements 
These plots are located In all subsectlons 
3) A total of 186 plots (45 1 percent of the total 412 plots) have live trees whrch meet the mmlmum dbh 
requlrementfor old growth, but no l!ve trees meet the age requirements for old growth These plots are 
located In all subsectlons 
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In the prevrous sectron on Successron, It was stated that 79 6 percent of the forested acres are m the 
mature class Thrs analysrs provrdes a further refmement of the mature age class as follows 

- 10 9 percent of the mature age class meets old growth characteristrcs for love trees and standmg 
dead trees 

* 2 1 percent of the mature age class meets love tree old growth characterrstrcs 
- 27 1 percent of the mature age class partrally meets the love tree old growth characterrstrcs 
- 56 7 percent of the mature age classes have love trees that meet mmrmum dbh requrrements, but 
do not meet the age requrrements 

- 3 2 percent of the mature age classes have mature trees wrth dbh smaller than old growth 
requrrements 

Table 111.2 Permanent Forest Inventory Plots which meet all Old Growth Characterlsbcs 

Plot 
Number SAF Cover Type 

Lemh, Mountam 

Medlclne Lodge 

Centennials 

Madison Plateau 

59 
60 
61 
62 
64 

359 

357 
51 
52 
46 

39 
34 
26 
28 
16 
18 

12 
68 
79 

221 
69 
188 
616 

190 

Douglas-fir, low productivity, also contams old growth limber pine trees 
SprucelRr - cold/dry, also contams old growih Iamber pine trees and Douglas-fir 
SprucelRr - cold/dry, also confans old growth limber pine trees and Douglas-lr 
Limber pine - lower bmberlme, also confans old growth sprucelflr trees 
Douglas-fir. low productlvlty 
QualIlIes as both Douglas+ - low productlwfy and Limber pine - lower tlmberlme 

Douglas-fv - low producbwty 
Douglas-fir-low producbwfy 
SprucelRr - cold/dry, also contams old grolNth limber pine trees and Douglas-far 
Quallfaes as both SprucelRr - coldIdly and Douglas-fir - low productwRy 

SprucelRr - cold/dry, also contans old gro\Mh Douglas-fir trees 
Douglas-Lr - low productwlty 
Douglas-fn-low productwty 
Douglas-fir - low productwty 
Douglas-fir - low productlvlty 
Douglas-fir - low producbvlty. also contams old growth lodgepole p,ne and 
SpWCdflr. 

SprucelRr cold/dry 
Douglas-Pr - low productwlty 
Douglas-far - low productwty 
Douglas-fir-low producbwfy 
Douglas-8r - low productivity 
Spruce/Fir cold/dry 
Quallfes as both SprucelF~r - cold/dry and Douglas-fur-low ,,roduct,v,ty 

Spruce/Fir - cold/dry 

Teton Range 

Slg Hole/Palisades 

343 SprucelF~r - cold/dry. also contams old growth lumber pine and Douglas-fir trees 
344 SprucelRr cold/dry, also contams old growth lodgepole pme trees 
391 Aspen - mes,c 
346 SprucelF~r - cold/dry. also contams old grovdh Douglas-fir trees 
143 SprucelF~r - cold/dry 
137 SprucelRr - cold/dry 

122 SprucelF~r cold/dry 
127 Spruc&r - cold/dry 
113 SprucelRr - cold/dry, also contams old growth Douglas-fir trees 
112 Lodgepole Pme, also contams some old growth Douglas-fir trees 
372 SprucelF~r cold/dry 
115 Douglas-fir-low productlvlty 
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Fwe - Scale: Vegetation Commundy and Subsection 

Hlstoncally fire has played a slgnlflcant role m the GYA Some plants have evolved with fire and have 
adapted to It m various ways Fires occurred naturally at certam average time Intervals, which vaned by 
vegetation and cllmatlc condltlons Fires were also set by humans on a fairly regular basis, particularly m 
the sagebrush/grass and aspen communltles These fires created mosaic patterns of different seral 
stages of vegetation across the landscape 

In the early 1900s public concern for protectmg the forests from fire ushered ma penod of aggressive fire 
suppresslon which has continued to the present With these suppresslon strategies and the lack of a 
prescribed fire program, the fire Intervals which occurred histoncally have been altered Due to the 
absence of fire, much of the forest vegetation has reached the mature age class (see Table 111-3) and 
herbaceous/shrub types are m the later stages of succession The mosaic patterns m the landscape are 
not as prevalent as before These conditions Increase the potential for fires of higher lntenslty which may 
be detnmental to species that evolved with frequent, low Intensity burns 

There are no approved fire management plans on the Forest All previous fire management plans were 
suspended as a result of the 1988 Yellowstone fires 

Fire frequency Intervals and behavior vary widely among the different vegetation communities, so each IS 
described separately in thefollowmg dIscussIon 

Douglas-firF!ra Regrmes- It appears that Douglas-fir forests m this area hlstoncally had afire Interval of 
20-50 years These fires were generally low ground fires which tended to thm the stands, favormg large, 
older Douglas-hr trees with thick bark Fire suppresslon has led to condltlons on the Forest where most 
Douglas-fir stands have multlple stones and dense stockmg (trees/acre) Trees of various heights provide 
a “ladder for fire, allowing It to reach the tree crowns Absence of frequent ground fires can cause dead 
fuels to build up over time Fires which start under these condltlons are much more severe than ground 
fires and tend to replace the Douglas-fir with earlier seral species such as aspen or lodgepole pine (Brad- 
ley et al 1992) 

Lodgepoleprne F/re Regjmes- In this area between the years 1200 and 1700, majorfIres occurred m the 
lodgepole pine component approximately every 100 years Stand-replacement fires In lodgepole pme are 
closely tied to epldemlcs of the mountam pme beetle Tree mortality caused by the beetle creates 
massive amounts of fuel Fires which stat-l under such condltlons are likely to be severe This cycle of 
beetles, fire and stand replacement IS part of lodgepole pine’s evolutlonaty history m the Rocky Moun- 
tams We witnessed this cycle on the Forest begmnmg with beetle epldemlcs m the 1960s and ending 
with large fires such as the North Fork Fire in 1988 Conditions for these large fires stall exist m much of 
the Forest’s mature lodgepole pme 

Most lodgepole pme, with the exception of that on cool moist sites, hlstoncally expenenced low mtenslty 
fires every 40-60 years Fire suppresslon has interrupted this portlon of the lodgepole fire cycle on the 
Forest The effects of this are likely not too senous, smce condltlons created by the mountain pme beetle 
are slmllar to those created by light ground fires (stands are thmned and regeneration may fill In the 
understory) (Personal comm , Brown 1993, Bradley et al 1992, USDI NatIonal Park Service 1993, Man- 
agement of Lodgepole Pme Ecosystems 1973) 

Aspen Ffre Regjmes - The average fire-free period hlstoncally was 40 years or longer for pure aspen 
stands Fire m aspen has been reduced In size and frequency throughout the West due to fire control and 
the cessation of mtentlonal burning Fire suppressron on the Forest has resulted m many aspen stands 
that are now mlxed. or overtaken by, conifers such as Douglas-fir or lodgepole pine If left undisturbed for 
long periods of time, conifers can change the solI charactenstlcs so that aspen IS less likely to survive 
(Cryer 8, Murray 1992) Mixed conifer/aspen stands are conducive to large stand-replacmg fires If such 
fires were allowed to occur, they would likely lead to pure aspen regeneration provldmg the fires were not 
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Table 111-3 Ex\st\ng Forested Cond\bons wdhm SubsectIons 

Percent 
Total Mature 

Forested PWCF2”, percent percent percent Percent PE” 
Subsection Community Type Acres Nonstocked Seedling Saplmg Pole Mature l/ lialv 2l 

LemhV Aspen 335 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
Medlcme Douglas-fl, 93,450 00 06 00 00 994 00 
Lodge Lodgepole P,ne 9,759 00 100.0 00 00 00 00 

Mlxed LP/DF 343 00 00 00 00 100 0 00 
All Forested Acres 103,887 00 9.9 00 00 90 1 00 

Centennial Aspen 8.781 64 22 07 42 645 00 
MO”ntal”S Douglas-l, 114.154 09 09 00 00 634 146 

Llmber Pine 114 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
Lodgepole Pine 46,673 57 23 7 114 107 465 00 
Mlxed LPIDF 30,376 08 16 02 00 97 4 00 
Other MIxed Comfer 21.626 12 42 10 06 93 0 00 
Spruce/Subalpine FI, 2,669 04 00 23 16 957 00 
Whltebark Pme 419 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
All Forested Acres 225,012 22 61 26 25 792 75 

Island Park Aspen 7,616 77 20 9 61 47 61 6 00 
Douglas-f1r 27.143 14 01 03 00 96 8 14 
Lodgepole Pine 192.653 93 25 3 11 6 57 46 1 00 
MIxed LP/DF 42,370 05 45 31 02 91 5 01 
Other Mlxed Conifer 6,224 03 146 53 12 76 5 00 
SprucelSubalpme Rr 366 00 00 00 00 1000\ 00 
All Forested Acres 276,374 69 193 89 41 60 7 02 

Madlson- Aspen 4,697 86 203 53 08 65 0 00 
PItchstone Douglas-fir 6,624 79 05 04 12 69 9 00 
Plateaus Lodgepole Pine 145,260 96 186 109 61 546 00 

Mwed LP/DF 26,564 30 12 05 00 953 00 
Other Mlxed Comfer 5.715 10 95 08 05 88 2 00 
Spruce/Subalp,ne Rr 1,035 00 01 00 29 96 9 00 
All Forested Acres 190.115 83 152 65 46 633 00 

Teton Range Aspen 9,330 00 00 54 14 93 1 00 
Douglas-fir 24,530 04 00 00 00 996 00 
Lodgepole Pme 19.180 11 01 00 100 88 8 00 
MIxed LPIDF 26,311 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
Other Mwed Comfer 8.622 00 14 00 14 97 2 00 
SprucelSubalplne F,r 2,169 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
WhItebark Pme 40 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
All Forested Acres 92.182 03 02 06 23 966 00 

Big Hole Aspen 37,673 00 15 01 00 983 00 
Mo”ntalne Douglas-fir 33,103 14 00 00 02 970 14 

Lodgepole Prne 34,550 133 47 37 24 759 00 
Mlxed LP/DF 107,086 04 00 01 00 99 3 02 
Other Mixed Conifer 13,142 31 39 01 01 92 8 00 
SprucelSubalpme Rr 1,662 42 36 02 00 920 00 
All Forested Acres 227.216 26 12 06 04 948 03 

Caribou Aspen 37.765 01 02 00 13 98 4 00 
Range Douglas-fir 14,999 00 00 00 00 99 9 01 
Mountams Lodgepole Pine 4,655 52 30 00 00 91 7 00 

MIxed LPIDF 57,151 08 00 00 00 99 2 00 
Other MIxed Comfer 7,132 00 00 00 00 1000 00 
SprucelSubalpme Rr 793 00 171 26 9 00 560 00 
All Forested Acres 122,495 06 03 02 04 98 5 00 

1, The mature category ~“corporates all older age classes. mcludmg old growth 
2/ fncludes acres of mature forest that have had harvest treatments such as commercial thlnnlng or shelterwood seed tree 
cuts, but the hawest d!d not result m  reclass@wg the acres to a dlfferent age class 
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so severe as to destroy the aspen root systems Moderate seventy fires result In better aspen sproutmg 
than erther hrgh or low seventy fires (Bradley et al 1992) 

Subalpme F/r&e Regrmes - Subalpme fir forests generally occupy cool, morst habrtats and are therefore 
common at hrgher elevatrons Because of thus, fire IS relatrvely Infrequent rn this type, occurrrng every 50- 
350 years dependmg on aspect, elevation and other factors Large fires generally occur only dunng 
drought condrtrons and periods of hrgh wrnds Ladder fuels are common m this type, so fires can spread 
easily between tree crowns and burn large acreages (Bradley et al 1992) 

Sagebrush/Grass/andF!fa Regfrnes- Hrstoncally, fires kkely occurred every 10 to 25years rn the Forests 
sagebrush commumtres (Clark and Starkey 1990, Houston 1973, Wmward 1987) These fires created a 
mosatc of vegetatton conditions across the landscape In the absence of fire, these communttres tend to 
progress toward stands of Douglas-fIr or dense sagebrush Dense sagebrush stands are less dtverse than 
sagebrush/grasslands, and more suscepttble to solI erosron because the herbaceous vegetatron IS lack- 
mg Much of the sagebrush/grassland on the Forest and throughout the west IS I” advanced seral stages 
due to the absence of fire (Wmward 1992) 

Wh~febarkpme F!re Reg!mes- Frres are important to the survrval and regeneration of whrtebark pme This 
specres can survrve surface fires which kill other tree spectes that compete with It Smce whttebark pine 
reproduces on fire-prepared sates, stand-replacmg fires help perpetuate the species Hrstorrcally, fire oc- 
curred m whrtebark pme communttres every 30-300 years Suppressron of fires has favored subalpme fir 
and Engelmann spruce over whitebark pine Other disturbance agents affectmg whttebark pme are white 
pine bkster rust and mountam pme beetle (Morgan et al 1994), whrch are drscussed in the Insect and 
drsease sectron 

Frre Rsks 

The Forest has experienced large fires m five of the past 20 years, three of those were wrthrn the last eight 
years Two fires exceeded 5,000 acres One was a prescribed natural ftre that was allowed to burn untrl It 
exceeded the prescription parameters of the Hugh Country Fire Plan. That fire was the Gallagher Peak 
Fire of 1979 The other was the North Fork Frre, one of the Greater Yellowstone Ftres of 1988 Approxt- 
mately 17,691 acres of the 507,580-acre North Fork Frre burned on the Forest The srze or scale of hrstorrc 
fires on the Forest IS unknown at this trme, but It IS lrkely that the North Fork Fire emulated the srze of fires 
that hrstorrcally occurred m the lodgepole pme types 

Development of private lands adjacent to the Forest has made a slgnrfrcant Increase m the wrldland/urban 
Interface To deal wrth the threat of a wlldland fire wrthm or adlacent to these areas, Emergency Evacua- 
tron Plans are being developed such as the one for the North Frre Zone m Island Park All wrldland fires, 
tncludmg natural rgnrtrons, recerve the appropriate suppressron response of contain, confme or control 
The followmg briefly summarizes fuels and other condttrons which contrrbute to fire hazard within the 
subsectron 

Lemhi/Medicme Lodge and Centennial Mountains - These subsecbons are dommated by sagebrush/ 
grasslands and Douglas-frrcommumtres The Centennral Mountam Subsection has had substantial ttm- 
ber management actrvrtres, whrch have reduced fuels on some areas The wrldlandlurban Interface tn the 
Centenmal Mountams has stgmficantly Increased due to the development of pnvate lands wrthrn the 
Forest protectron boundary This Increases the rusk of a fire spreading between the Forest and private 
lands 

IslandPark- The vegetatron rn thus subsectron IS pnmarrly lodgepole pine Thus area has heavy recreatron 
use during all seasons, whrch Increases the potentral of human-caused fires Timber management actrvr- 
tres has reduced much of the natural fuel loadmgs, but there are some lodgepole pine stands with heavy 
accumulatrons of dead materral These stands are generally Isolated by the surroundmg young stands 
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from hmber harvest actrvltres. Thus subsectron has seen an Increase rn the wrldland/urban Interface wrth 
the development of pnvate land Areas wrth hrgh summer home densrtres also present fire nsks rn thus 
subsectron 

Madrson-Rtchstone Plateaus-The dommant vegetatron IS lodgepole prne Trmber actwrtres have been 
wrdespread, srgnrfrcantly reducmg fuel loadrngs There are still hrgh concentratrons of dead fuels rn 
stands not treated, but these areas are generally adjacent to young stands created by clearcuts This 
subsectron mcludes the area burned by the North Fork Frre The Wrnegar Hole Wrlderness IS located rn 
the southern portron of thus subsectron Natural and human-rgnrted fires In thus wrlderness have been 
suppressed 

Tefon Range - A large portron of this subsectron is grass forb vegetatron, wrth forests of Douglas-fir, 
lodgepole prne and mrxed conrfers also bemg common The Jededrah Smith Wrlderness covers a major 
portron of the subsectron Smce 1988 natural and human-caused fires have not been allowed to burn rn 
the Wrlderness 

B/g Hole Mounfarns - The pnmary vegetatron types are mrxed conrfer and mountam brush Most of thus 
subsectron IS roadless and pnmanly used for grazrng and recreatron. The recreation use can Increase the 
potentral of human-caused fires 

Carbxu Range Moontams - Mixed conrfers and sagebrush/grass communrtres dommate the subsectron 
Some trmber management has occurred rn the Engelmann spruce/subalprne hr type, and subsequent fuel 
treatments have reduced fuel loadrng and rate of fire spread for the short-term Recreatron use here can 
mcrease the potentral for human-rgnrted fires 

Insects & Diseases - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

Insects and drseases play important roles m ecosystems, even those often consrdered “destructwe ” 
Many of these organrsms serve as food sources for a variety of wrldlrfe specres, rangrng from bards to 
gnzzly bears In addrtron they are change agents, causing death, decay or damage to vegetation Thrs 
latter functron IS closely mtertwmed wrth the processes of succession and fire The change from one 
species communrty to another on a sate IS often brought about by Insects and diseases, partrcularly when 
fire IS absent For example, aspen IS eventually krlled by fungal drseases which may then allow Douglas- 
frr to domrnate Insects can change forest structure by krllrng all trees of a partrcular srze or specres 
Insect-krlled trees contnbute to fuel condrtrons and thereby help determrne the seventy, srze and patterns 
of fires rn the landscape 

Most natwe insects and drseases are opportunrstrc, takmg their toll on weakened or aged mdwrduals 
However, under some condrtrons these organrsms may burld up high populatrons that also overwhelm 
healthy, young vegetatron Trees and plants are usually adapted to Insects and drseases, havrng evolved 
with them The exceptron to thus IS when damagmg agents are Introduced from another contrnent and the 
plants have not had trme to adapt genetrcally Thus can often lead to drsastrous consequences for a tree 
specres, such as the Amencan chestnut whrch fell vlctrm to an Introduced fungus A concern about 
whrtebark pine exists on the Forest and throughout Its range. Whrtebark prne IS dymg off at an alarmmg 
rate due to an Introduced disease known as white pme blrster rust Although there IS genetrc resistance to 
thus drsease, the number of whrtebark pme trees IS expected to decrease srgnrfrcantly rn the short term 

Natwe msects of Importance on the Forest Include the mountam prne beetle, Douglas-fir beetle, western 
balsam bark beetle and western spruce budworm Mountain pme beetle populatrons have remained at low 
levels srnce 1983 Between 1981 and 1987 western spruce budworm was acts/e In the Douglas-frr on the 
Forest Thrs Insect stressed the trees to the extent that Douglas-frr beetles were able to kill many 
Douglas-frr between 1988 and 1992 AddItional rnformatron on these Insects may be found In the Analysis 
of the Management Srtuatron forthe Forest (USDA Forest Servrce, Targhee N F 1992) Stalactrform rust, 
gall rust and various root rots are common fungal drseases Dwarf mrstletoes (parasrtrc plants) are 
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present on lodgepole prne across the Forest and Douglas-frr In more Isolated pockets Important exrstmg 
Insect and drsease condrtrons for each subsectron are bnefly covered rn the Vegetatron sectron of forest 
ecosystems 

ECOLOGICAL PATTERNS 

The ecosystem processes and drsturbances drscussed above contnbute to patterns of vegetatron across 
the landscape Other factors such as clrmate, topography and sorls also help determme vegetation 
patterns The patterns themselves are Important to other components of the ecosystem such as wildlife 
specres and humans Vegetatron patterns have a ROV which the Forest IS seekmg to more fully under- 
stand We have chosen to analyze four measures of ecosystem patterns that we believe are most 
Important on the Forest A bnef drscussron of each follows 

Forest Structure and CornpositIon - Scale: Subsection 

Natural and human disturbances tend to break up large tracts of simdarforest habrtat Into smaller blocks 
separated by openrngs, drfferent vegetatron types, or drfferent age classes Patch sizes vaned hrston- 
caky based on topography, sorls and scale of drsturbances ForestwIde they are affected by all these 
factors, rncludmg human activrtres such as roadmg and clearcutting Patch sze IS Important since some 
wtldlife specres are adapted to using extensive forested areas 

Conditions on the Forest vary by subsectron The Caribou Range Mountams, Brg Hole Mountarns and 
Lemhr/Medrcrne Lodge Subsectrons have hrstoncally exhrbrted small patch szes due to therr physrographrc 
condrtrons Thus contmues to be the case Clearcuttrng over the past decade In the Island Park and 
Madrson-Prtchstone Subsectrons has created smaller patch sizes than occurred hrstoncally The Teton 
Range and Centennial Mountarns Subsectrons are lrkely exhrbrtrng larger patch sizes than they did hrston- 
tally due to fire suppressron and the current predomrnance of forests In mature age classes 

Vegetation Types-Scale: Subsection 

The distrrbutron of forested communrty types and age classes by subsectron IS drsplayed rn Table Ill-3 
Studres to date show that the Forest’s vegetatron has changed rn some srgnrfrcant ways over the past 
century Prelrmmaty analysrs rndrcates that some vegetatron condrtions are drfferent than what occurred 
hrstoncally on the Forest 

In some subsectrons aspen has declined by 80 percent, whrle In others aspen acreage has Increased rn 
the past two decades due to clearcuttmg (USDA Forest Servrce, Targhee N F 1994) Aspen decline IS 
most serious in the LemhrlMedrcrne Lodge, Centennral Mountarns, Brg Hole Mountains and Caribou Range 
Mountains Subsectrons 

The amount of whitebark pine has been reduced over the past 30 years as a result of mountarn pme 
beetle, whrte pme bkster rust and successron The seeds of thus tree are an Important food source for 
gnzzly bears, some bards and small mammals 

Shrublands and grasslands are less prevalent than In the past due to fire suppressron Thus mdrcates a 
habrtat loss for specres dependent on these communrtres and a habrtat gain for specres adapted to 
forested areas The greatest changes have occurred rn the LemhrlMedrcme Lodge, Centenmal Moun- 
tams, Big Hole Mountains and Caribou Range Mountarns Subsections 

Stand structures, partrculariy In the Douglas-frr forests, have changed as a result of fire suppressron 
Compared to past structures, these stands are now denser and more multr-stoned This has Increased 
the lrkelrhood of severe fires, Increased the susceptrbrlrty to Insects and drseases and altered the type of 
habrtat provrded by Douglas-frr forests These condrtrons are found In all subsectrons 
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The Forest has much more area rn mature age classes than the hrstoncal record rKltcates Of parkcular 
srgnrfrcance are the hrgh percentages of mature or older mountam mahogany, mountam brg sagebrush, 
aspen, cottonwood and Douglas-fir Mosarcs of drfferent age classes were more common In the past 

ConnectWy - Scale: Forestwide and Subsection 

Connectrvrty between habitat areas involves the linkage of srmrlar habrtat patches such as watercourses, 
natural openmgs or as most commonly studred, vegetatron The mamtenance of connecbvrtyis needed to 
ensure proper levels of nutnent cycling, hydrologrcfunchon and specres survrval If the level of connectrv- 
rty IS marntarned over trme and space, then processes such as predatron, dispersal and gene exchange 
continue even though habitat areas may be separated from each other Specres doffer m therr need for 
corndors between blocks of habrtat, wrth some movmg freely through the landscape while others tend not 
to cross openrngs between habrtat areas Specrflc habrtat linkage requrrements for varrous specres have 
not been determmed However, specres evolved to functron wrthrn certam lrmrts of connectrvrty shaped by 
natural drsturbances Marntenance of vegetatron patterns wrth whrch plant and ammal specresevolved IS 
an accepted measure of ecosystem health 

Connectrvrty IS Influenced by access routes and clearcuts, as well as by hrstonc vegetation patterns 
Connectrvrty in the Canbou Range Mountains, Brg Hole Mountams and Lemhr/Medicme Lodge Subsec- 
tions IS likely srmrlar to what exrsted hrstoncally based solely on the vegetatron patterns. However, human 
access routes may have reduced the abrlrty of specres to move between habrtat blocks. Clearcuttrng and 
roadrng over the past decade rn the Island Park and Madrson-Prtchstone Subsechons have altered veg- 
etation patterns and connechvrty from what exrsted hrstoncally Although leave strips have provided 
contrnurty of mature forest habitat, these lmks are much narrower and more randomly distnbuted across 
the landscape Based on vegetation patterns alone, the Teton Range and Centennral Mountarns Subsec- 
trons are lrkely exhibrtmg srmrlar or greater connectrvrty than hrstoncally due to fire suppressron and the 
current predommance of forests rn mature age classes However, the presence of roads and trawls In the 
subsectrons may have reduced some specres’ abrlrty to move between habrtat blocks. 

Connectrvrty IS Important In aquatlc, as well as forested ecosystems Natural disturbance forms patterns 
of habrtat patches, whrch rn turn control aquatrc ecosystem processes and functrons (see “aquatrc and 
npanan ecosystem” sectron) Natural and human-Induced disturbances affect the connechvrtyof npanan 
areas and the lmkages between aquatrc and forested ecosystems Where road crossings and concen- 
trated human actrvrty exrst rn aquahc ecosystems, It can be assumed that some level of connectrvrty has 
been lost compared to what exrsted hrstoncally 

Adjacent Land Use Patterns-Scale: Forestwide 

Lands adfacent to the Forest are part of the ecosystem Uses of these lands affect the Forest, and 
management of the Forest lrkewrse affects adfacent ownershrps Thus all plays mto the larger social and 
ecologrcal context In whrch the Forest IS managed Lands next to the Forest represent many drfferent 
owners and management strategres Adtacent entrtres Include pnvate landowners, Harriman State Park, 
Idaho Department of Lands, the Park and GTNP, John D Rockefeller Memonal Parkway and the U S 
Sheep Expenment Statron In addrtron, several N F and BLM Districts Ire adjacent to the Forest 

Dominant land use patterns on adjacent private lands rnvolve farmmg and ranching These actrvrtres have 
occurred smce the 1800s rn thus area The past decade has brought a trend toward subdrvrsron develop- 
ments, partrcularly rn Teton Valley, Island Park and Swan Valley On lands admmistered by the Idaho 
Department of Lands, other N F and the BLM, management tends to be onented toward use of resources, 
wrth timber harvest, lrvestock grazing and recreatron bemg common actrvrhes Nahonal Parks are gov- 
erned by the pnncrples of preservatron and noninterference wrth natural processes, but have rntensrve 
recreation management rn some areas 

An Adtacency Study (Process Paper P) shows how the Forest frts mto the management of nerghbonng 
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lands For the most partthere IS a sense of contrnurty across the borders of the Forest mto ad]ommg N F , 
ELM, and Natronal Park Setv~ce lands Probably the single most vrsrble drscontinurty lres along the 
Park’s western boundary where evrdence of the Forest’s mtensrve trmber management can be seen m 
sharp contrast to the Parks unmanaged forest That apparent drscontrnurty will contrnue untrl the young 
regeneratron grows and blends wrth oldersurroundmg vegetatron 

There are other land management practrces on the Forest whrch mrght appear to be Incongruent to some 
people and understandable to others The Grand Targhee Sk! Resort, an area of concentrated recreatron 
development, shares much of rts boundary with the congressionally-proclarmed Jededrah Smrth Wrlder- 
ness The skr resort and the wrlderness uses remam rn effect rn all the alternatrves Lrkewrse, some 
people vrew the presence of a road alongsrde a wilderness as bemg Incongruent Others accept the fact 
that roads, as an exclusronary feature In a wilderness, will frequently end up bemg used to defme Its 
boundanes 

From a Forest pomt of view, management of adjacent lands seems to have more of an Impact on Forest 
management than vrce versa As the human populatron of the area of mfluence has grown so has therr 
use of the Forest, parhcularly recreational use The Forest has had to respond to those changes by 
hardening recreatron sates to prevent damage to the resource and developing reasonable restnctrons on 
some uses 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

Soils and Geology-Scale: Subsection 

Lemh/Medfone Lodge - Thus subsecbon consrsts of fault block mountams, which exhrbrt a northwest- 
southeast trend The dommant rock types are kmestone and sandstone The landscape IS dissected by 
parallel dramage systems 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, having gravelly medium textured sur- 
face layers and extremely gravelly medrum textured subsurface layers These sods have a low to moder- 
ate Inherent fertrlrty, are droughty, are hrgh m carbonates and have a high erosron hazard 

Pnncrpal ecologrcal concerns affectmg soil qualrty rn the subsectron are as follows the expansion of 
conrfers Into sagebrush/grass and rrparran communrtres has changed some sates, the area’s susceptrbrlrty 
to fires has Increased the nsk of losses m so11 productrvrty assocrated with such events and canopy 
densrty of sagebrush commumtres and subsequent loss of understory vegetatron has led to declmmg 
watershedcondrtrons 

The pnncrpal management actrvrtres affectmg so11 qualrty are roads, grazing concerns along incised dram- 
ages and OHV use Secondary management actrvrtres affecting so11 qualrty mclude water developments 
and mmmg Impacts whrch have not been reclarmed 

CentennfalMounfams- Thus subsectronconsrsts of a fault block mountam range, whrch exhrbrts an east- 
west trend along the Continental Drvrde The dominant rock types are rhyohte, sandstone and shale The 
landscape IS drssected by dendnbc and parallel dramage systems 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, havmg nongravelly to gravelly medium 
to medium-fme textured surface layersand gravelly to extremely stony medium to medrum-fine subsur- 
face layers These sorls have a moderate to moderately hrgh Inherent fertrlrty, are susceptible to compac- 
tron and puddlmg, have a moderate to hrgh erosron hazard, exhrbrt plant competitton concerns and demon- 
strate slumpmg hazards on mountam side-slopes and escarpments at higher elevations 
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Pnncrpal ecological concerns affectmg soil qualrty Include conrfers expandmg Into aspen, sagebrush/ 
grass, npanan and mountarn meadow communrtres causrng sate changes, Increased nsk of losses rn sorl 
productrvrty assocrated wrth fire events, canopy densrty of sagebrush communrtres and subsequent loss 
of understoryvegetatron whrch IS causrng declmmg watershed condrtrons, and slumprng potentials 

Pnncrpal management acbvrtres that are concerns affectrng so11 qualrty Include roads and OHV use, 
drspersed recreatron Impacts, grazrng concerns along drarnages and water developments Secondary 
management actrvrtres that are affecting so11 quality rnclude mrnrng Impacts whrch have not been re- 
clarmed, past trmber/frrewood harvest whrch have resulted rn roads, compaction, organrc matter removal 
or drsplacement and loss of woody resrdue 

IslandPark- The Island Park Caldera was formed by the collapse of a large rhyolrte shreld volcano After 
the collapsing of the caldera, volcanrc actrvrty contrnued, resultrng In basalt flows covermg much of the 
caldera floor The entrre subsectron has been overlarn by wind blown salts (loess) The dominant rock 
types are rhyolrte and basalt The landscape IS drssected by dendntrc and parallel dramage systems on 
the caldera nm and assocrated tablelands The caldera floor has very little drssectron 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, havmg nongravelly to gravelly medrum 
textured surface layers and medrum fme to extremely cobbly medrum textured subsurface layers These 
SOIIS have a moderately low to moderate Inherent fertrlrty Sorls on the caldera floor have plant conipetr- 
tron concerns on deeper so@ reforestatcon concerns on more shallow sorls, and a moderate susceptrbtlrty 
to compactron Soils on the caldera nm have a moderate susceptrbrlrty to compactron, moderate to hrgh 
erosron hazard, low bearing strength and plant competrtron concerns 

A prrncrpal ecologrcal concern affectmg so11 quakty (Irmrted to the caldera nm) IS the expansron of conrfers 
Into aspen, sagebrush/grass, npanan and mountain meadow communrtres and resultrng site changes and 
landscape patterns on structure and composrtron 

Pnncrpal management achvrtres affecting solI qualrty (caldera nm) are roads, OHV use, and extensrve 
past trmber/frrewood harvest which have resulted rn roads, compactron, organrc matter removal or drs- 
placement and loss of woody residue Pnncrpal management actrvitres (caldera floor) are the same as for 
the nm, plus drspersed recreatron, whrch IS especrally heavy near summer home areas, and grazing along 
certarn npanan areas and meadow complexes 

Madmn-P/tchstone Plateaus - Thus subsectron consrsts of a large consolidated ash flow that came out of 
the Park and overtopped the east nm of the Island Park Caldera The landscape IS drssected by dendntrc 
and parallel drarnage systems 

The sorls rn the northern part are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, havmg medrum textured surface 
layers and stratrfred gravelly coarse textured to extremely gravelly coarse textured subsurface layers 
The sorls rn the southern part are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, havrng gravelly medrum textured 
surface layers and very gravelly to extremely cobbly medium textured subsurface layers These sorls 
have a moderately low Inherent fertrlrty, are droughty and have wmdthrow hazards They are hrghly 
erodible rf the subsorl IS exposed, as It IS rn the northern part of thus subsectron due to the North Fork Frre 

A prrncrpal ecological concern affectmg so11 qualrty (southern portron) IS the suscephbrlrty to fires, mcreas- 
rng the nsk of losses m solI productrvrty assocrated wrth such events, mcludmg areas on the 1988 North 
Fork Burn that have not recovered yet 

Pnncrpal management actrvrtres affectmg so11 quakty mclude roads and OHV use, drspersed recreatron, 
effects assocrated with timber harvest whrch have resulted rn roads, compactron, organrc matter removal 
or drsplacement and loss of woody resrdue 

TetonRange- North-south trendmg mountain range The domrnant rock types are grantte, Irmestone, sand- 
stone, dolomrte, slate, gnerss and quartzrte The landscape IS drssected by parallel drarnage systems 
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This subsectlon consists of two pnmary landscape setilngs These Include foothllls on lower to mid 
elevations and mountain side-slopes at mid to high elevations SolIs on these landscapes are 40 to 
greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to very gravelly medium textured surface layers and 
gravelly to extremely stony medium textured subsurface layers These SOIIS have low to moderately low 
inherent fertlllty, low to moderate compachon hazard, moderate to high eroslon hazard, reforestation 
concerns and low to high mass InstabIlIty hazards 

Prlnclpal ecologlcal concerns affectmg so11 quality In this subsectlon Include conifer expansion into as- 
pen, sagebrush/grass, npanan and mountam meadow communltles causing site changes, and the area’s 
susceptlblllty to fires with Increased nsk of losses In so11 productlvlty associated with such events 

Pnnclpal management activltles affectmg so11 quakty Include roads, grazmg along dramages, OHV use 
and dispersed recreation Secondary management actlvltles affectmg so11 quality Include the effects of 
timber harvest which have resulted In road constructlon, compactlon, organic matter removal ordfsplace- 
ment and loss of woody residue 

i?lg Hole Mounta\ns - This subsechon consists of a mountain range of mulhple, parallel overthrusts (faults) 
and benches of mixed rocks and eoltan matenal that have been modified by thrust faulting 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, havmg gravelly medium textured sur- 
face layers and very gravelly moderately coarse to moderately fine textured subsurface layers These 
solIs have a moderate to high Inherent fertlllty, moderate compact!on and rutting hazard, moderate to high 
eroslon hazard, moderate to high slumpmg and earthflow hazard, plant competltlon concerns and areas of 
low beanng strength 

Pnnclpal ecologlcal concerns affecting solI quality Include conifer expansion Into aspen, sagebrush/grass, 
npanan and mountain meadow communltles causing site changes, Increased nsk of losses m soil produc- 
tlvlty associated with fire events, canopy density of sagebrush commumtles and subsequent declmmg 
watershed condrtlons and slumpmg/earth flows 

Pnnclpal management actlvltles affecting solI quality are roads, OHV use, dispersed recreation and graz- 
ing along dramages Secondary management actlvlties affectmg so11 quality Include eroslon along sheep 
dnveways, effects resultmg from timber harvest and big game feedmg areas along Ramey Creek 

Caribou Range Mounta/ns - The Caribou Range Mountains SubsectIon IS a southeast to northwest trend- 
ing overthrust (multiple faults) mountain range The northeast side of the range IS moderate relief moun- 
tams on mlxed sediments The southwest side of the range IS low relief foothllls and basms on fme- 
textured marine sediments The dommant rock types are a mix of sedlmentaty materials with a loess 
influence The landscape IS dlssected by dendntlc drarnage systems 

SolIs on these landscapes are greater than 60 Inches to bedrock, having medium textured surface layers 
and moderately-coarse to fme textured subsurface layers These solIs have a moderate to high Inherent 
fertility, moderate compactlon and ruttmg hazard, moderate to high eroslon hazard, moderate to high 
slumpmg and earthflow hazard, plant competltron concerns and areas of low beanng strength 

Pnnclpal ecologlcal concerns affecting so11 quality Include conifer expansion Into aspen, sagebrush/grass, 
npanan and mountam meadow communities causmg s!te changes, increased nsk of losses m so11 pro- 
ductlvlty associated with fire events, and canopy density of sagebrush communltles and subsequent loss 
of understory vegetation resultmg ma declrne In watershed condltlons and slumpmg/earthflows 

Pnnclpal management actlvltles affectmg so11 quality Include roads, OHV use, dispersed recreation and 
grazmg along dramages Secondary management actwltles affectmg so11 quality Includes erosion along 
sheep dnveways and effects from timber harvest 
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y-Scale: Forestwde 

The Unrted States Envrronmental Protectron Agency (EPA), rn conjunctron wrth the states of Idaho and 
Wyommg, have establrshed Natronal Ambrent Arr Qualrty Standards~for pollutants to protect the publrc 
health and welfare These standards relate to PM10 partrcles, whrch are partrcles wrth an aerodynamrc 
drameter of 10 mrcrons or less 

Natronal Ambrent Arr Qualrty Standards requrre that PM10 remarn below 50 mrcrograms per cubic meter 
when averaged over a year PM1 0 must generally remarn below 150 mrcrograms per cubrc meter aver- 
aged over a 24-hour period, however, thus standard can be exceeded up to one trme per year 

t 

i 

In general, the area’s arr quality IS very good The pnmary sources of PM10 on the Forest are wrldfrre, 
prescribed fire and dust generated from road traffic The malor source of PM1 0 from outsrde the Forest IS 
dust generated by wrnd and agnculture Agncultural burning and mechamcal disturbance such as plowmg, 
plantmg and harvestmg crops reduce arr quakty 

Currently there are no arr qualrty monrtonng statrons located on the Forest The closest monrtonng statron 
IS located rn Jackson, Wyommg Thus station has measured PM10 smce 1986 Dunng the analysrs 
penod the hrghest 24-hour average PM10 readrng recorded was 124 mtcrograms per cubtc meter m 1992 
Thus IS 26 mrcrograms per cubrc meter less than the allowable standard One short term value of 248 
mrcrograms per cubrc meter was recorded rn 1988 dunng the Yellowstone wrldfrre srtuatron Annual 
averages have ranged from a high of 39 8 mtcrograms per cubic meter m 1988 (Yellowstone Frre mflu- 
enced) to a mmrmum of 25 5 grams per cubrc meter rn 1993 

- 
Caves -Scale: SubsectIons 

Caves are present pnmanly In two subsectrons on the Forest, as drscussed below 

Lemhr/Mecf/crne Lodge - Thus area contams numerous small caves m lrmestone ckffs Many have been 
rdentrfred dunng hentage resource Inventones Large caves rn this area contam evrdence of Amencan 
lndran habitatron in the form of prctographs and cave fills wrth stratrfred cultural deposrts Few caves rn 
thus area have suffrcrent depth to provrde recreatronal opportunrties 

Tefon Range - The Teton Range has numerous caves but most are small and have kttle recreatronal 
Interest to spelunkers The Foss11 Mountam Ice Cave and Wrnd Cave, however, have hrgh recreational 
Interest for exploratron Both caves are rdentrfred on Forest maps and have access trawls and srgns from 
Darby Canyon These caves probably quakfy as “srgnrhcant caves” under the Federal Cave Resources 
Protectron Act of 1988, but they have not been mventoned or nommated Thorough Inventory of caves In 
this area has not been completed, and new srgnrfrcant caves wrth hrgh publrc Interest may be drscovered 

Lands -Scale: Forestwide and Subsections 

The Lands program mcludes the adjustment of land ownershrp patterns, land acqursitron. granting of 
nghts-of-way, rdentrfrcatron and resolutron of trespasses and property boundary management 

Land OwnershIp Adtustments 

Land ownershrp wrthm the admmtstratwe Forest boundary IS dtsplayed m Table Ill-4 Land ownershrp 
adjustments have enabled the Forest to acqurre lands that meet specrfrc needs, goals and obJectIves 
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Land ownershlp adjustments are valuable for recreation, wIldlife habitat, npanan areas and hIstorIcal 
resources, they also enabled us to consolidate land ownershlp to Improve operatmg efflclency Owner- 
ship adjustments reduce the miles of pnvate/Forest Service property lmes that need to be surveyed, 
posted and mamtamed Adjustments can also reduce special use permit admmlstration and resolve 
trespass and title claims 

Table 111.4 Land Ownershap wlthm Adm,“,stratl”e Forest Boundary 

Ownership Lemhll Centennial Island Madtson- Te,“” Brg Hole Caribou Totals’ 
Medune MCU”,U”S Park PItchstone Range Mountains Range 

Lodge Plateaus Mountams 

NFS Land Acres 279.655 319.246 296.462 196.424 160.806 350,222 204,949 1.606,175 

Private Acres 1.883 7,559 9.986 815 963 7,661 6,364 
59,840 

State Acres 637 5,886 15.060 637 0 0 0 

BLM Acres 0 0 369 0 0 0 0 389 

Total Acres 262,175 332,693 321.917 197.876 161.769 357,663 213,313 1,868,015 

* Frgures rn thrs column are the figures of record Drfferences m SKIS of pnorcolumns are due to measurement method 

The Congressionally mandated Land and Water Conservation Fund can be used to purchase land mter- 
ests for the Federal Government Although the Forest has submltted yearly requests for one to fifteen 
such purchases, the last funded pro]ect was In 1962 Land adjustments may also occur through donatlon 
of land or partial land Interest Proponents In land transactlons have been approached and encouraged to 
donate lands or Interests m lands 

Land Exchanges have been the most effective tool In completmg the objectives for land adjustments 
Through eight land exchanges Important wIldlIfe and wetland habltats, scenic and hlstoncal sites, a needed 
gravel source and SIX mholdmgs were acquired Lands disposed of have been, for the most part, those 
that have lost their Forest charactenstlcs, are dkult to manage or consolidated Forest holdmgs Table 
Ill-5 displays past land adlustments (1985-1996) 

Table III-5 Land AdJustments. 1985-1995 I/ 

Lemhll Centennial Island Park Madlson- Teto” Big Hole Carlbau 
Medlclne Mountains PItchstone Range Mountains Range 

Lodge Plateaus Mountalns 

Purchased Acres 

Fee 2 40 2 76 160 59 

Parbal Land Interest 16075 

Donatmn Acres 

Fee 

Land Exchanges Acres 

7 46 

Acquired 

Disposed 

Rmht-of-Wav Cases 

640 511 65 319 94 65 

633 54 64 66 45 

_ 
Acqwed 1 1 1 I 2 I 3 I 

, I I 8 

Grants 1 1 1 13 4 

1, These ,,gures are updated yearly Current figures are on file at the Forest offlce 
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Land ownershlp adjustment on the Forest has emphasized the transfer of both surface and subsurface 
nghts This has resulted In very llttle reserved or outstandmg mmeral ownershlp Currently nonfederal 
mmerals consist of only about 5,000 acres out of a total of about 1 8 mllllon Forest acres 

Rght-of-Way Acqulsitlon 

Rght-of-way acqulsltlon IS dnven by the need to provide land managers and the public access to Nattonal 
Forest System lands With pnvate lands changing hands, many roads that have been open to the public 
are now bemg closed There IS a need to gam legal access through the acqulsltlon of nghts-of-way Eight 
right--of-way cases have been completed (see Table 111-5) and 91 nghts-of-way been ldentlfled foracqulsl- 
tlon 

No specific proposals for mineral development have been addressed rn this Revision process The role of 
the Forest Service IS to manage the surface resources to mmlmlze adverse enwronmental impacts and to 
provide mltlgatlon dIrection 

The Issue of 011 and gas development on the Forest IS bemg addressed ma separate EIS The followmg 
bnefly discusses the current status of 011 and gas productlon to give the reader an overall picture of the 
mineral, 011, gas and hard rocksItuation on the Forest 

Lemhhbkdmnebdge- Dunng the mid and late 18OOs, lead and copper and to a lesser extent silverand 
gold, were mmed extensively m this subsectlon Since then there has been no activity and none IS 
predlcted There are no current 011 and gas leases, although dunng the 1980s there were numerous leases 
generatmg rental mcome A recent BLM study rated the area as havmg a low potential for the dIscovery of 
011 and gas resources (USDI 1992) 

Centennm/Mountams- Dunng the late 1950s and early 1960s phosphate was mmed near Mt Taylor In the 
eastern Centennials from two of the three phosphate leases located In the area Smce then no mmmg has 
occurred, but the leases still remain Should phosphate productlon resume, 50 percent of all revenues 
generated from leasing return to the State of ongln for use as the legislature may direct 

011 and gas leases blanketed the area In the mid 1980s but none exist today The potential for discovery 
of oil and gas IS rated low In this area An exploration well was dnlled in the late 1980s which came up dry 

Northeast of Dubols, gold exploration IS currently takmg place and has been for several years In the 
event of development and productlon the local communltles would expenence a boost m their economres 

Northeast of Dubols are several mmmg clarms where the exploration, development and productjon of opal 
has been conducted for the past 30 years One particular claim has exhibIted most of this activity and has 
been patented (pnvate ownershlp) The site IS known as the Spencer Opal Mme and has operated 
commercially as a public dlggmg site smce 1968 Actlvlty on surroundmg nonpatented claims consists 
mamly of exploration 

/s/andPark & Madmm-hfchstone Plateaus - 011 and gas and geothermal leases blanketed the area In the 
mid 198Os, but none exist today The area IS rated as having no potential for the dlscovery of 011 and gas 
Congress has effectively prohIbited geothermal development and mlneral leasmg in this area through 
leglslatlon prohrbltmg the leasmg of lands m the Island Parkgeothermal area (Geothermal Steam Leasrng 
Amendments Act of 1988) There are no other mmeral resources In this area of economic importance 

Teton Range - 011 and gas leases were scattered through the area In the mid-1 98Os, but none exist today 
The area 1s rated as havmg no potential for the dIscovery of otl and gas. There are no other mineral 
resources of economic Importance m this area 
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Brg Hole Mountain - 011 and gas leases blanketed the area rn the mid-1980s generatrng rental mcome 
Frfty percent of thus money IS returned to the State of orrgrn for use as the legrslature directs There are no 
011 and gas leases currently, pendrng the completron of an 011 and gas EIS A couple of exploratory wells 
were drilled durrng the 198Os, but were dry holes The potentral for drscovery of otl and gas IS rated as 
moderate rn the north half of the subsectron and hrgh rn the south 

Caribou Range Mountam - 011 and gas leases blanketed the area rn the mrd-1960s generatmg rental 
income Frfty percent of thus money IS returned to the State of orrgrn There are no 011 and gas leases 
currently, pendmg the completron of an or1 and gas EIS The potentral for drscovery of orI and gas IS rated 
as moderate In this subsectron 

There are four phosphate leases located rn the northern part of the subsectron, whrch are currently rnac- 
trve Last reported actrvrty was rn the 1960s and consrsted prrmarily of exploratron Actrvrty IS not 
expected on these leases for the next three or four decades 

Travertme, a marble-lake burldrng stone product, IS mined rn the northern part of the area and IS the only 
actrve mine of economrc importance on the Forest 

In the southern portron of the subsectron, McCoy Creek has long been the center for recreatronal placer 
gold dredgmg, slurcmg and pannrng Mrnrng claim actrvrty has also occurred wrth lrmrted success 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

Thus section IS drvrded Into various types of ecosystems so that the relatronshrps between brologrcal 
elements within the same system can be better understood Aquatrc, npanan and terrestrial ecosystems 
(upland forested and upland nonforested) wrll be considered 

AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS 

Riparian - Scale: Subsection 

Rrpanan areas Ire adjacent to water and are composed of vegetatron communrtres Influenced by water 
Though nparran areas constrtute only a fractron of the total land area, they are more productrve rn terms of 
both plant and anrmal specres drversrty and bromass per unit area than the remamder of the land base 
Rrparran areas are essentral breeding, rearing and feedrng grounds for many specres of wrldlrfe and they 
affect the quakty of the aquatic habitat (frsherres) Often these key areas vrsrbly reflect the quality and 
success of land management actrvrtres rn tributary watersheds Rrparran areas are extremely Important 
for flood control and hydrologrc fun&on These systems are very Important to the human envrronment 
from ecologrcal, aesthetrc, recreattonal and economrc points of vrew Addrtronal rnformatron may be found 
rn the water qualrty, frsherres and rrparran wrldlrfe sectrons Table Ill-6 summarrzes nparran condrtrons 

Grazrng IS considered to have shifted the specres composrtron on 8,988 acres (32 percent) of rrparran 
communrtres across the forest Under current range management, 5,338 acres of these acres are moving 
toward hrgher ecologrcal condrtrons with rncreasrng plant biodrversrty Some 3,650 acres are remarnrng rn 
less stable, lower ecologrcal condrtrons, with lower plant drversrty (Table 111-6) Where grazmg decreases 
the specres drversrty, shallow, fine-rooted specres such as Kentucky bluegrass (Poapratensrs) become 
dominant and replace the deeper, thicker-rooted natrve herbaceous specres, decreasmg stream stabrlrty 

Brodrversrty and sometrmes stream stabrlrty are also affected by rrpanan communrty successron Rrparran 
areas with closed shrub canopres have lrttle understory vegetatron due to shadrng and may have low 
overall specres drversrty Thus can negatrvely affect stream stabrlrty on some streams Spruce forest 
rrparran communrtres also have low specres drversrty due to shadmg and low vegetatrve cover to protect 
streambanks from erosrve events unless armored by large rock 
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tvl,,es Of FlSh-beanng streams 203 580 254 

M,les of Non Fish-beanng 10 34 3 
Streams 

Aquatic HabItat CondIllon 1, 
percent Prlstlne 
Percent Moderate 
Percent High Human Dlst 

L\quat,c Habltat Trend I, 
percent up 
Percent Stable 
Percent Down 

!legetatKx Sera1 stage 
percent PNC 
Percent Late Serai 
Percent Mid Seral 
Percent Early Seral 

Vegetation Trend 2l 
Percent up 
Percent Stable 
percent Down 

apanan vegetat,on meeting 
NC (acres) 31 

5 15 50 
37 44 46 
58 41 4 

13 4 0 
87 93 92 

0 3 8 

3 4 0 
61 62 67 
34 36 12 

3 1 0 

16 18 8 
66 75 63 
16 7 6 

690 13,257 1,625 

+panan “egetabo” mowng 
:oward DVC (acres) 31 

890 3,676 131 

3panan vegetat,on not 500 381 367 
neetmg DVC (acres) 31 4/ 

972 195 

3,264 266 

10 2 

56 Unkn 
44 Unkn 

0 Unkn 

0 Unkn 
94 Unkn 

6 Unkn 

0 Unkn 
83 Unkn 
11 Unkn 

6 Unkn 

17 Unkn 
72 Unkn 
11 Unkn 

200 439 

41 83 

--q-x 

56 62 
44 37 

0 c 

11 12 

T 76 8E 
11 C 

0 0 

-I-- 
11 12 
69 66 

0 0 

LerrWMedmne Lodge - The prlnclpal ecologlcal concern affectmg rlparran quallty in this subsection IS 
that upland vegetation has expanded Into rlparlan zones due to past over-utkatlon and/or a drop m  the 
water table levels A secondary ecological concern affecting rlpanan quality In thrs subsection IS that 
wlthm some npanan areas willows are dymg out and are not being regenerated 
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Pnncrpal management Influences affectrng npanan quality mclude past overuse by ungulates (domesbc 
and wrld), drspersed recreatron, OHV use and roads rn or adjacent to npanan areas and assocrated stream 
crossrngs 

Centennial Mounfarns - Pnncrpal ecologrcal concerns affecting nparran quakty rnclude the expansron of 
upland vegetatron Into npanan zones due to past over-utrlrzatron and/or a drop rn the water table levels and 
some areas of fme-textured subsorls whrch have a moderate to hrgh slumpmg potential A secondary 
ecologrcal concern affecting npanan quakty IS that within some nparran areas, wrllows are dymg out and 
are not bemg regenerated 

Prrncrpal management concerns affectmg npanan quality are overuse in some areas by ungulates (do- 
mestrc and weld), drspersed recreatron, OHV use and roads rn or adjacent to npanan areas and assocrated 
stream crossmgs Secondary management concerns affectmg npanan quakty Include past mming sttes 
that have not been rehabiktated, past trmber harvest that left Inadequate buffers and fuel wood gathering. 

/s/and Park - The pnncrpal ecologrcal concern affectmg npanan quality IS that there are areas where 
wallows are dyrng out and not bemg regenerated 

Pnncrpal management concerns affectrng npanan quakty Include hrgh use recreation areas (Including 
summer home, dispersed and developed recreation areas), OHV use, roads in or adjacent to npanan 
areas and assocrated stream crossrngs, past timber harvest whrch left Inadequate buffers and fuelwood 
gathenng A secondary management concern affectrng npanan qualrty IS overuse in some areas by ungu- 
lates (domestrc and weld) 

Madfsm-Rfchstcme Plateaus- The pnncrpal ecological concern affectrng rrpanan qualrty IS m the area of 
the North Fork Burn Pnncrpal management concerns affecting npanan qualrty include drspersed recre- 
atron, OHV use, roads rn or adjacent to npanan areas and associated stream crossrngs, past trmber 
harvest whrch left Inadequate buffers and fuelwood gathenng A secondary management actrvrty affecting 
npanan quality IS overuse rn some areas by ungulates (domestic and weld) 

Teton Range-The pnncipal ecologrcal concern affectmg npanan quality IS mass wasting 

Pnncrpal management actrvrties affectrng npanan quality mclude hrgh levels of drspersed recreatron, 
horse and OHV use, trawls rn close proxrmrty to or wrthrn npanan areas and associated crossings, Isolated 
areas of overuse by ungulates (domestrc and weld), roads In or adjacent to npanan areas and assocrated 
stream crossrngs Secondary management actrvrtres affectmg npanan qualrty include past timber harvest 
which left inadequate buffers and fuelwood gathering 

B/g Hole Mountarns - The pnncrpal ecologrcal concern affectrng npanan quakty IS mass wasting 

Pnncrpal management actrvitres affectrng npanan qualrty Include hrgh levels of dispersed recreation, 
horse and OHV use, trawls In close proxrmrty to or within npanan areas and associated crossmgs and 
areas of overuse by ungulates (domesbc and weld) Secondary management actrvrtres affecting npanan 
qualrty Include sheep dnveways, past trmber harvest whrch left Inadequate buffers, fuelwood gathenng 
and IDFG feed grounds rn Lower Rarney Creek 

Caribou Range Mountams - The prrncrpal ecologrcal concern affectrng ripanan quakty IS mass wastrng 

Pnncrpal management actrvrtres affecting npanan qualrty include high levels of drspersed recreatron, OHV 
use, trails rn close proxrmrty to or wrthrn npanan areas and associated crossings, areas of overuse by 
ungulates (domestrc and weld), sheep driveways and roads rn and adjacent to npanan areas and assocr- 
ated crossrngs 

Ill - 25 



Water-Scale: SubsectIon 

Subsectron boundanes are used for analysrs and descnptron, although this means that some streams are 
splrt between two subsectrons Channel stabrlrty informatron dates pnmanly from rnventones completed 
rn the mid-l 970s to early 1980s More current mformatron does exist on some portions of the Dubois and 
Teton Basm Ranger Drstncts (1989-1993) It IS Important to determme whrch streams are naturally “un- 
stable” (I e , dynamrc) due to landforms, bed and bank matenals, etc and whrch ones have mstabrkty 
Induced by management pracbces An attempt IS made rn the text to make thus determmatron where 
possrble In drscussrons of channel stabrlrty the “good” and “fari’ categones were further splrt Into (+) and 
(-) to mdrcate better or poorer stabrlrty respectrvely 

Total annual water yreld on the Forest IS about 1 4 mrllron acre-feet Water IS lost or used In many ways, 
rncludmg evaporatron, mfrltratron, use by plants and anrmals and diversron from stream channels Be- 
cause of these and many other factors, the amount of water reachrng the Forest boundary wrll be less than 
what IS produced Table Ill-7 shows water yreld by subsectron across the Forest 

) Table III-7 Water Yield I 

Subsecbon 

LemhllMedlclne Lodge 

Annual Water Yield for Umt Water Yield 
Subsecbon (a&t) (ac-ft per acre) 

96,400 034 

Centenmal Mountains I 134,300 ) 0421 

island Park 125,600 042 

M&son-PItchstone Plateaus 186,400 0 95 

Teton Range 405,300 252 

1 Big Hole Mountans I 299,100 1 0851 

Caribou Range Mountams I 169,600 0 83 

\ 

i 

Management actrvitres have the potentral to change the trmrng and amount of water dekvered to stream 
channels As an example, timber harvest, especrally rn headwater areas, may allow more snow to accu- 
mulate m created opemngs 

‘: p 

Thus may result rn hrgher flood peaks and possrble Impacts to streams 
urrently there are approximately 22,000 acres rn headwaters that have been altered by trmber harvest 

(out of a total of approxtmately 239,000 headwater acres In those watersheds that have much harvest), 
whrch Includes stands rn seedlmg, saplmg and nonstocked categones Whrle thus IS approxrmately 9 
percent on a ForestwIde basrs, the amount of actual headwater harvest vanes widely between 
subwatersheds 

Water Qualrty 

The brggest pollutant on the Forest IS excess sedrment, denved from wrthrn-channel erosron and upland 
erosron reachmg stream channels The mam source of sedrment IS roads, specrfrcally those segments 
wrthrn npanan areas, includmg stream crossrngs Forest roads generally contnbute an estrmated 85 to 90 
percent of the sedrment reachmg streams In drsturbed Forest land (Burroughs 1990) Currently there are 
2,957 stream crossmgs and 323 mrles of road In Al& The amount of water meeting State water qualrty 
goals on the Forest IS unknown Idaho Code Sectron 39-3601 et seq (effectrve July 1, 1995) approved 
adoptron of new water qualrty standards Streams targeted for the new regulatrons are those lrsted as 
Water Qualrty Lrmrted (WQL) under sectron 303(d) of the Clean Water Act These are to receive pnonty for 
monrtonng so they may be removed from the list If water qualrty IS good If It Isn’t, specral Best Manage- 
ment Practices (BMPs) and pollutant limrts must be established 
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The Clean Water Act delegates authonty for establishment of WQL pnorltles to the States (Idaho) Senate 
B1ll1264 (Incorporated mto Chapter36, Title 39, Idaho Code) states that the water quality cntena that must 
be met consist of fully supportmg exlstmg beneflclal uses (where there IS no numenc water quality stan- 
dard) or, where there IS a numenc standard, meetmg that standard This applies to all water bodies, both 
those that are llsted and those that are not The bill goes on to describe the pnonty classlficatlons of the 
WQL water bodies “Low” pnorlty bodies (all streams on the Forest are In this category) are those where 
lImIted data suggest that beneflclal uses are not fully supported, but risks to humans and aquatlc life are 
mlnlmal For streams llsted m this category ” such changes in permItted discharges from pomt sources 
on the water body or to the BMPs for nonpomt sources wlthln the watershed deemed necessary to prohlblt 
further lmpalrment of the designated or existmg beneflclal uses” are to be undertaken 

In otherwords, these streams are to have momtormg of BMPs to ensure their effectiveness and monltor- 
mg of designated beneflclal uses to ensure they are supported There IS no Impllcatlon, or statement, m 
the bill that all management actlvltles must cease In these watersheds, we are required to meet water 
quality standards and make sure BMPs are protectmg beneflclal uses If our monitormg points out water 
bodies where are not meetmg water quality standards, then we have to fmd the source for the water quality 
impairment and correct the problems 

WQL streams on the Forest (as of 1996) are llsted under each subsectlon While other streams in the 
viclnlty of the Forest have been Ilsted, the designated reaches are all downstream of the Forest boundary 
The fact that these streams are listed for reaches downstream of NatIonal Forest System lands, suggests 
that the problems ldentlfled for the streams may ongmate on non-Forest (often pnvate) lands 

The Forest IS In the process of validatmg WQL streams to determlne where we have water quality con- 
cerns, and If they exist, to find the source of the concerns We have been working with the Idaho Depart- 
ment of EnvIronmental Quality (DEQ) to develop suitable monltormg and assessment methods (mcludmg 
the state-approved Beneflclal Use Reconnaissance Program protocols, to which we are tallonng our as- 
sessment efforts) We have coordinated our momtonng efforts with other state and federal agencies and 
have shared all our results with DEQ and EPA Many of the water bodies currently listed have very lImited 
data, so there IS a great deal of speculation as to whether they should remam llsted A case in pomt IS 
Warm Creek, which IS listed for thermal concerns but which has as Its source a warm sprmg havmg a 
constant temperature that IS far above normal state standards for temperature Changes in management 
would not correct this natural anomaly Until we can venfy the condltlon of these streams, parbcularly the 
condltlon of fish habltat and fish populations, the Forest IS employmg especially strmgent management 
requirements In the WQL watersheds We have begun baselme monltormg In at least one WQL watershed 
where new management actlvltles are planned Impacts to WQL streams are analyzed at the project level, 
where site-specdlc BMPs can be tailored to a given sltuatlon 

Lemh!/Medm?e Lodge - Major streams In this subsectlon are Medlclne Lodge Creek and Its tnbutanes 
There are many perennial streams that have their headwaters m the Bltterroot and Beaverhead Ranges, 
that eventually flow through broad valleys Their flows are mostly the result of snowmelt runoff and 
baseflow from groundwater sources The rest of the streams in the subsection are mostly Intermittent 
spnng or snowmelt-fed streams that eventually lose flow to deep sediments In valleys The streams fed 
by snowmelt generally flow only for a few months of the year 

Channel stablllty ranges from fair (-) to good (+) This subsectlon has generally declmmg trends in channel 
stablllty, sometimes even where grazmg has been excluded 

Idaho DEQ sampled sites on streams In this subsection to assess changes In water quality from manage- 
ment On Irvmg, Edle and Fritz Creeks, water quality was slmllar above and below where forest manage- 
ment was occurrmg All sites showed Impacts from grazmg at the time of the survey WQL streams here 
Include Edle, Irvmg, Fritz, Warm and Warm Sprmgs Creeks Monltormg of water quality on these streams 
was conducted durmg 1995 In 1996, Dlvlde and Fntz Creeks were monitored for temperature Nutnents 
were llsted as a concern on all these streams There are no standards for nutnents, or any clear dIrectIon 
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as to what forms of nitrogen and phosphorus are to be monitored, so recommendations from researchers 
were used None of these streams directly enter lakes, so a recommended maxlmum phosphate level of 
0 1 mg/l was used In lieu of a standard All of the streams phosphate concentrations were lower than this 
value Nltrate/nltnte recommendations vary widely, from 1 Omgll for drmklng water to 0 3 mg/l for preven- 
tlon of algal growth Fntz (1995), Warm and Edte Creeks showed an mcrease m nitrate/nltnte In late July 
and early August, to a maxlmum of 0 43 on Fntz and 0 44 on Warm Creek Dlvlde Creek, a tnbutaty to 
Warm Creek, was also sampled from July to early September, and showed nltrate/mtnte levels rangmg 
from 0 49 to 0 73 mg/l All levels dropped below 0 1 m September, except on Dlvlde Creek Temperature 
was llsted as a concern on Fntz and Warm Creeks Warm Creek IS fed by a warm water sprmg source, so 
temperature IS an erroneous concern here State Water Quality Standards state for cold water blota, 
temperatures are not to exceed 22”C, with a maxlmum dally average of no greater than 19°C Durmg 1996, 
Fntz Creek was contmually momtored from July to October and the highest readings were approximately 
18°C Dlvlde Creek was consistently cool 

Centenn/a/Mountamns - Streams having headwaters along the front of the Centenmal Mountams generally 
flow south and their water comes from both snowmelt and sprmg sources The influence of sprmgs 
mcreases movmg east, provldmg these streams with more constant streamflow through the year Major 
streams m the western part of the subsecbon Include Beaver, Camas, Sheridan, Icehouse and WIIIOW 
Creeks Some streams In the western part of the subsectlon (e g , Beaver and Camas Creeks) generally 
subside mto deep valley sediments or areas of volcamc rock before they reach Mud Lake The rest of the 
streams (Sheridan, Icehouse, Willow, etc ) flow through the meadows of Shotgun Valley and eventually 
add flow to Island Park Reservoir 

The eastern part of the subsectlon includes the headwaters of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River 
(Henry’s Lake and the headwater streams) as well as the upper part of the Henry’s Fork Itself It also 
Includes Big Sprmgs, a major tnbutary of the Henry’s Fork that has aflowof approximately 180 cubic feet 
per second at Its source year-round Sprmg-controlled streams are prevalent here, havmg relatively low 
variation In flow throughout the year, but also havmg less ablllty to flush excess sediments than snowmelt 
streams 

Channel stablllty ratmgs generally range from fair (-) to good (+) with stable or declmmg trends throughout 
most of the subsectlon The only standout IS a poor rating on part of West Dry Creek, though there IS no 
apparent management-related reason Some pottlons of the Henry’s Fork Headwaters rated as excellent 
The most frequent management problems are llvestock damage and roads Speclflc locatlons of road and 
cowlmpacts are Disaster, Kay, Corral, Dalty, Long, West Rattlesnake, Sheep, MIddleand WestThreemlle 
and Jesse Creeks Other streams may also have these impacts, but comments were mlssmg from survey 
forms Sedlmentatlon below clearcuts on Bear Gulch Creek and m-stream deflectors on Willow Creek are 
two other management Impacts The greatest Impact from timber harvest m this area appears to be 
related to roads Data IS not avaIlable to assess cumulative effects to streamflows from tree removal 

Samplmg at Big Springs In 1994 found water quality to be excellent and water temperatures consistently 
low Momtormg by the State of Idaho m the Henry’s Fork headwaters showed lImIted Impacts to beneflclal 
uses Duck Creek has been found to be one of the major contnbutors of sediment and nutnents to Henry’s 
Lake, however It has not been determmed If the source IS on pnvate or public land Targhee Creek was 
also found to be a mayor source of sediment and nutnents, but a survey of the Forest portion of the 
watershed could only find natural sources of sediments (old slumps, for example) DEQ has determmed 
that more than 60 percent of the phosphorus gomg mto Henry’s Lake IS natural, and IS from Forest lands 
BacterIaI levels were found to be high on Hope, Duck, Meadow and Lower Jesse Creeks downstream of 
Forest lands Henry’s Lake Outlet meets all water quality cntena. however there have been some m- 
stances of temperature exceedmg State standards for salmonld (trout) spawnmg Slltatlon and dewater- 
mg have been described as llmltmg factors In general, it appears that while there IS some degradation of 
water quality on the Forest, It does not appear to be signlflcant as a result of management actlvltles 

IslandPark- Many streams here show a strong Influence from groundwater, havmg relatively low vanatlon 
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In flow throughout the year The major stream IS the mlddle sectron of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake 
River Other dramages in the subsectlon are Fish, Robmson, Rock, Squirrel, Conant, Bitch, and South 
Badger Creeks The portions of the Buffalo and Warm River In this subsecbon are low-gradient, sprmg- 
controlled streams that show little vanatlon in flow Fall River shows more snowmelt Influence and flows 
through a narrow canyon, unlike the other streams While the Henty’s Fork IS a sprmg-fed system, Island 
Park Dam controls Its flow to a large extent, provldmg peak flows not just when Island Park ReservoirfIlls 
In spring, but also when lrngatlon and other downstream needs dictate The western side of the subsectlon 
IS fairly dry, with llttle surface runoff 

Channel stablllty ratmgs range from fair (-) to excellent Management Impacts stem from roads, llvestock 
and recreation, which vary m slgnlflcance m different places The greatest impact from timber harvest m 
this area appears to be related to roads No data are avaIlable to assess cumulative effects to streamflows 
from tree removal Data IS very scattered, but Conant Creek (upper and near the Forest boundary), one 
section of Buffalo River, and porbons of Rock Creek were specific areas of concern while the Henry’s Fork 
and most of Buffalo River were m good to excellent condltlon 

Zimmer (1981) reported occasional high levels of fecal collform In Island Park Reservoir, probably due to 
Inadequately treated sewage at local recreatlonal facllltles Phosphorus levels m the reservoir were also 
reported to be high, especially m areas of groundwater discharge along the reservoir shorelme The 
source of the phosphorus could not be identified Nuisance levels of algal blooms have been repotted In 
the Henty’s Fork upstream of Osborne Bndge, possibly due to nutrient contnbutlons from upstream devel- 
opments High stream temperatures have also been reported m this reach as this section of the stream IS 
wide. shallow, and unshaded The Buffalo River was sampled m the late 1970s and water quality was 
found to be good The Henry’s Fork, from Buffalo River to Riverside, IS llsted as a WQL segment 

Mad/son-P/fchsfone Plateaus - Surface dramage here IS not very well-developed, due to the underlying 
volcanic rocks which allow more water to percolate than to run off These streams origmate m or near the 
Park and exhlblt strong groundwater Influence Malor streams Include the upper sectlons of tributaries to 
the Henry’s Fork that were dlscussed under the Island Park SubsectIon Mam dramages wlthm this 
subsectlon Include Thirsty, North Fork, Mlddle and South Forks of Split Creek and the upper reaches of 
Moose, Partndge, Snow, Conant and Boone Creeks There are numerous small lakes in this subsectlon 

Channel stablllty ranges from fair (c) to excellent The North Fork Fire In 1988 caused major changes m 
channel stability to Moose Creek Road systems were a watershed concern in this area even before the 
fire After the fire, eroslon from uplands accelerated due to loss of vegetation and burnmg effects on soils, 
which caused more water to run off slopes The result was a dramatlc mcrease in the amount of sediment 
movmg off slopes and mto stream channels Increases of fme matenal and channel scour were noted in 
the lower reaches of the stream afler the fire Smce 1991, however, the cross-sectlonal area and sub- 
strate sze dlstnbubon have come to more closely resemble pre-fire values Current condltlons do not 
reflect watershed ob]ectlves Loggmg, roads, llvestock use and recreation impacts exist m this subsec- 
tion The greatest impact from timber harvest appears to be associated with roads No data IS available 
to assess cumulative effects to streamflows from tree removal Possible channel Impacts m the Falls 
River subwatershed are due to dewatermg by lmgation withdrawals 

Five of the streams m the subsectlon (Rock, Robmson, Fish and Porcupme Creeks and Warm River) had 
been named by Idaho as Stream Segments of Concern before this designation was elimmated in 1995 
Water quality has been generally good on these streams The only vanatlon from State standards has 
been In temperature on some of the streams which have expenenced extremely low flows due to drought 
(Porcupme and Rock) Water temperatures on Moose Creek are consistently low Turbldlty Increases, 
sometlmes slgnlflcantly, during and after ramstorms In the dralnage Hldden Lake, Loon Lake and Grassy 
Lake Reservoir were sampled as part of the Western Lakes Survey In 1985 All had good water quality. 
though Hldden Lake’s total phosphorus was high 

Teton Range - Streams In this subsectlon ongmate along the west slope of the Teton Mountams They are 
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steep, dynamcc and characterized by coarse substrate (up to boulders in sze) due to the proxlmlty of this 
material to the stream channel Glaciation has been an Important Influence on stream systems here Not 
only did glaciers shape the major valleys, they also brought the sediment and rock matenal In which 
stream channels subsequently developed Present-day forces such as avalanches and various types of 
mass failure brmg not just rock but also trees and other debns to the streams, causmg them to adjust to 
accommodate the load These streams respond to snowmelt, havmg high spnng peak flows which drop to 
their low flow levels In late summer Major streams here Include Badger, Leigh, Teton, Darby, Fox, Game, 
Trail and Moose Creeks 

Channel stablllty ranges from fair (-) to good (c) Impacts to channels stem mostly from natural causes 
such as avalanche debns, unstable bank materials and falled beaver dams Localized management 
effects are related to roads, recreation and llvestock 

Waterqualltysampllng has been extremely lImited In this subsectlon Most of the available mformatlon IS 
from the Alaska Basm Water Study conducted by the Teton Science School m 1989 The two lakes 
studied (Two Island and Mirror) were found to be slightly acldlc There was only one sample for alkalmlty 
m each lake, and both were extremely low This mdlcates a low ability to buffer changes to pH (e g , 
changes from acid ram), probably due to the geology of the area The Teton River (headwaters to Trail 
Creek) IS llsted as a WQL segment 

5/g Hole Mountafns - Streams here contnbute to either the Teton River or the South Fork Snake River 
They are generally confmed wlthm steep-sided valleys or canyons, and are high-energy systems, able to 
move a considerable amount of sediment Snowmelt IS important m these streams, so they have high 
spnng peak flows which later drop to their late summer levels Major streams m this subsectlon Include 
Indian, Big Elk, Palisades, Ramey, Big Burns, Pme, Canyon, Moody, Horseshoe, Mahogany and Pack- 
saddle Creeks Packsaddle Lake, Upper and Lower Palisades Lakes, and the Palisades Reservoir are 
also Important hydrologlcal features In this subsectlon 

Channel stablllty ranges from poor to good (+) Impacts exist In most dramages from recreation use, 
especially trails along the streams and dispersed campmg Management Impacts associated with cattle 
and roads are also very common The Teton River subwatershed has impacts from mmmg (channel 
alteratlon) and loss of npanan vegetatton due to lowering of water tables and channel mcrslon Problems 
m Ramey Creek are pnmanly associated with grazmg by wildlIfe and cattle In 1994, there was a fire In the 
headwaters of Palisades Creek, but It was generally a ltght burn and did not adversely affect water 
resources 

In-depth water quality samplmg was conducted on Big Elk Creek In the late 1970s Water temperatures 
were consistently good, and turbldlty was consistently low Little Elk Creek was sampled once, and had 
readmgs slmllar to Big Elk Stream temperatures on Ramey and Palisades Creeks were measured on a 
regular basis m 1994, and all met State standards Upper Palisades Lake was sampled durmg the 
Western Lakes Survey m 1985, and was In very good condltlon Canyon Creek was mtenslvelysampled 
m the mid-1970s, and once In 1994, all samples met State standards In general, It appears that stream 
channel stablllty IS a concern In many places, but (based on avaIlable data) water quality Impacts are not 
evident Teton River (headwaters to Trail Creek), Packsaddle, and Horseshoe Creeks are llsted as WQL 
segments 

Caribou Range Mountam - Geology has played an Important role In this subsectlon The underlylng 
geology of folded and faulted sedimentary rocks has produced perpendicular drainages, and the streams 
follow the weaknesses m the rocks Valleys are bounded by steep slopes, with the width of the valleys 
varymg dependmg on the distance that streams could laterally migrate Snowmelt IS Important here, and 
streams have dlstmct flow peaks In sprmg Water generally flows to the South Fork Snake River Major 
streams Include Fall, Pntchard. Bear, Beaver, Brockman, Indian, Corral and McCoy Creeks The western 
portIon of Palisades Lake falls withm this subsectlon 
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All reaches rated from farr (-) to good (+) m channel stabrlrty Grazmg, powerlme clearmg, roads rn npanan 
areas and heavy recreatronal use are all lrsted as problems rn the Fall Creek dramage Brockman Creek 
shows Impacts from grazmg (bank tramplmg) Antelope Creek IS heavrly Impacted (both on pnvate and on 
Forest lands) by roads, recreation and bank trampling by cattle Channel stabrlrty was lowest on Fall, 
Bear, Brockman, and Antelope Creeks, wrth almost all of Fall Creek m the “farr” category, as well as half 
the reaches on Bear Most streams here have not been surveyed Antelope, McCoy, Tex, Brockman, 
Corral and Sawmrll Creeks are ksted as WQL 

Idaho DEQ sampled several streams rn 1994, Antelope, Sawmrll, Lava, Hell, Wallow and Brockman Creeks 
Conclustons have not yet been drawn from therr data regarding support of benefrctal uses 

Flsherles - Scale: Hydrologm Unit 

Streams delmeated as “ftsh-bearmg” are those stream segments that are used by any fish specres to 
satisfy all or a porkon of therr requirements such as spawnmg, rearmg of young, adult feedmg and wmter 
survtval Information on the mtles of fish-beanng streams and acres of fish-bearing lakes and rmpound- 
ments IS broken out by subsection m Table ill-6 

Native trout watersheds are those pnmary watersheds tdentrfred as contamrng contrguous well conducted 
subwatersheds wrth high aquatro mtegnty and populatron strongholds of natrve cutthroat trout or have the 
capabrkty to achieve thus condrtron through recovery efforts They have been determmed to be necessary 
for specres recovery Of the 39 pnmary watersheds on the Forest, 17 have been destgnated as nattve 
trout watersheds, Elk Creek (003), Paksades Creek (004), Ramey Creek (005), Pme Creek (006), Herse 
(007), Henry’s Fork Headwaters (008) Robmson Creek (013), Trail Creek (017) Mahogany Creek (022) 
Moody Creek (024), Bitch Creek (032) Burns-Pat Canyon (035) McCoy-Jensen Creeks (036), Elk-Bear 
Creeks (037) Fall Creek (038) Pnchard Creek (039) and Brockman Creek (040) 

Ftshenes resources and habttat condrtrons are best assessed by hydrologic unrt, whrch IS a pot-bon of a 
watershed wrth common charactenstrcs 

The land area tmmedrately surroundmg the various water types IS referred to as the AK. These zones 
control the brologrcal diversrty and mtegnty of the aquatrc envrronment It IS wtthm these zones that the 
ecologrcal functtons and processes necessary for the maintenance of healthy frsherres habitat take place 
Aquatrc habrtat conditrons are expressed in terms of waterquakty, quanttty, and trmmg of flow, condrtrons 
wrthtn the stream channel (pools, woody material, etc), and health of associated plant communttres 
Srnce the hydrologrc, geomorphic and ecologrcal processes that shape the various water types doffer by 
hydrologrc unit. the sensitrvrty of fishenes habttat to drsturbances also vanes by hydrologrc unit Human- 
Induced disturbances wrthm the AK, mcludmg streamflow drversion, kvestock grazmg, road constructron, 
trmber harvestmg, and recreatron use, can drsrupt natural processes and functrons Where these are 
Intense or prolonged, frshenes drstnbuhon, abundance and productrvrty may be rmparred 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout (large-spotted and fme-spotted form) IS selected to represent the many spe- 
cres of fish occupymg the Forest Thus species requrres high water qualrty and high habrtat drverstty for 
survrval Smce these condrtrons are mdrcatrve of healthy aquatrc ecosystems, wtth associated healthy 
npanan plant communrtres and functronmg watersheds, It IS assumed that by provrdmg for these habrtat 
needs, the habitat needs of all other aquattc life would be provided ai well 

A complete list of the fish specres by hydrologrc unit IS shown on Table Ill-8 Descnptrons of the condttton 
and trends of aquatic and npanan habitats are shown on Table Ill-6 
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1 Table III-8 Fish Spews by Hydrologic Unll I, I 

Birch 

Hydrologtc Unit 

Medune Beaver - UPPer LOVE1 T&Xl P&ads 
Lodge Camas Henry’s Henry’s 

Ranbow Trout Zl Ranbow Trout Zl 

Brown Trout 2l Brown Trout 2l 

Brook Trout 21 Brook Trout 21 

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

x X X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X ! 1 ! ! 1 1 1 
Lake Trout 21 X X 

Kokanee (Sockeye Salmon) 2I 1 x I X I 

Cutthroat Trout 

Mountam WhItefIsh 

Arcbc Graylmg 

Sculpln (all species) 

Longnose Date 

X X X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X 

X X X X X X X 

X X X X X 

1 Speckled Date Speckled Date 

Utah Sucker Utah Sucker 

Utah Chub Utah Chub 

RedsIde Shiner RedsIde Shiner 

X X X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 

Bmh, Medmne Lodge and Beaver-Cams Hydro/og/c hfs - These hydrologic umts are assessed to- 
gather because of slmllantles rn flshenes resources and condltlons All dramages ongmate along the 
eastern aspect of the Lemhl Range or the southern aspect of the Beaverhead Mountams As they flow 
onto the Upper Snake Rver Plain, these waters “sink” and flow underground Recent studies document 
that these subterranean flows reach the lower Snake Rwer at Thousand Spnngs, 150 m iles away Fish 
populations wIthIn the Birch, Crooked, MedIcme Lodge and Beaver-Camas Creek systems are now physr- 
tally and genetlcally Isolated from the Snake River system and from each other 

Fish-beanng streams on Forest lands are small, steep to moderate-gradlent and fed by snowmelt runoff 
and baseflow from groundwater sources The natural capabrlltles of this area to produce abundant or 
diverse flshenes resources IS relatively lim Ited 

Upper Henry’s Hydfolog/c U/?/t- All dramages flow Into Henry’s Lake or the Henry’s Fork of the Snake 
Fitver above the confluence of Fall Rver Spnng-fed creeks provide an environment capable of producing 
abundant aquatlc insect and plant biomass Where flshenes life hlstory requirements are met, these 
streams are among the most productive trout flshenes In the world 

The pnmary natural disturbances shapmg and controlling flshenes habltat are high m tenslty summer rains 
and fire Natural processes of overland flow, slumplng and tree wmdthrow bnng organic matter, sorl, rocks 
and nutnents Into streams 

Flshenes resources In this hydrologic area are very productive and vaned. Duck and Targhee Creeks are 
Important economically and sclentlflcally as they provide key spawnmg habitats for the Henry’s Lake 
native cutthroat trout frshenes and associated IDFG managed hatchery 
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Lower Henry’s /-/ydro/og!c Unrt - All drarnages flow Into the Henry’s Fork of the Snake Rover near the 
confluence of Falls River Many are srmrlar to those of the Upper Henry’s Hydrologrc Unrt but tend to be 
more strongly Influenced by groundwater Falls Rover IS a medrum to large, low-gradrent system whrch IS 
predomrnately spnng-controlled 

The pnmary natural drsturbances shaprng and controlkng frshenes habrtat are hrgh Intensity summer rams 
and fire Natural processes of overland flow, slumpmg and tree wrndthrow brrng organrc matter, sorl, rocks 
and nutnents Into streams. 

The frsherres resources of Importance wrthrn this area are pnmanly small headwater streams and alpme 
lakes spread across a small portron of the landscape 

Teton Hydrologm Unft- Thus area drams the western aspect of the Tetons and the northern aspect of the 
Brg Hole Mountams Frsh-beanng streams ongmatmg In the Teton Mountams are steep, dynamic and 
strewn with large boulders Stream channels developed from the sedrment and rock that was dekvered 
through glacratron Wrthrn the Brg Hole Mountams, fish-beanng streams are relatrvely small, moderate- 
gradient and fed by snowmelt runoff and baseflow from groundwater sources 

The pnmary natural drsturbance shaprng and controllmg frshenes habitat m the Teton Mountains IS raprd 
snowmelt Natural processes of mass farlure and avalanches recrurt organrc matter, large woody debns, 
soil, rock and nutnents Into streams In the Brg Hole Mountams, raprd snowmelt rnrtiates overland flow 
and slumpmg whrch contribute organrc matter, sorl, rock and nutnents to fish habitats 

Palrsades Hydrologrc Unrt- All drainages ongmate along the south aspect of the Brg Hole Mountains and 
the north aspect of the Carrbou Mountams and are tributary to the South Fork of the Snake Rover 

The pnmary natural disturbances shaping and controllrng frshenes habrtat are high rntensrty summer rams 
and fire Natural processes of overland flow, slumprng, and tree wmdthrow move organrc matter, sorl, rock 
and nutrrents into streams 

The frshenes resources found here are very productrve and vaned Many of the streams flowrng mto 
Palrsades Reservoir, and Paksades and Rarney Creeks, provrde key spawnmg and reanng habrtats for the 
native cutthroat trout frshenes 

Cutthroat Trout 

Cutthroat trout IS a sensrtrve specres and has been selected as a management mdrcator Table Ill-9 
rllustrates cutthroat trout populatron status and drstnbutron on the Forest by hydrologrc unrt 

The only mdrgenous trout wrthm the Forest IS the Yellowstone cutthroat (Oncorbynchus c/ado bowen). 
Screntific rnformatron to date Indicates that thus subspecres conststs of two forms the fme-spotted and 
large-spotted Snake Rover Yellowstone cutthroat Screntrsts are continumg research to determme If the 
frne-spotted Snake Rover cutthroat trout IS a separate subspecres (Behnke 1992) 

The Forest Servrce rn Regrons 1 and 4 has prepared a draft Habrtat Conservatton Assessment (HCA) for 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout, rncludrng the large-spotted and the fine-spotted Snake River forms. The HCA 
IS directed at defmmg habrtat condrtrons necessary for the long term persistence of Yellowstone cutthroat 
trout In addition. the assessment correlates habitat condrtrons to populatron dtstnbutron and species 
management acbvrtres withrn the hrstonc range of the specres Yellowstone cutthroat trout currently 
occupy 41 percent of their hrstonc habrtat Within Idaho, approximately 45 percent of the hrstonc habrtat 
IS presently occupred German brown, rambow, and brook trout have been stocked mto many dramages 
and compete wrth cutthroat trout (see Table 111-8) Rambow trout have been Introduced Into every hydro- 
logrc unrt on the Forest and are kkely to hybndrze wrth cutthroat trout, causmg genetic contammatron of 
cutthroat trout populatrons 
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Table III-9 Population Status of Cutthroat Trout by Hydrolqc Unit 

Population status I/ Hydrologic Umt 

Birch Mednne Beaver - UPPer Lower Teton Palisades Average 
Lodge Camas Herlly’S Henry’s 

Lame-sootted Cutthroat Trout 

%  strong/healthy 0 9 Cl 3 0 76 51 19 

%  depressed et wk 1 6 18 5 12 I 21 I 24 1 40 16 

%  ext,nct 94 64 95 65 68 0 9 59 

%  status unknown 0 18 0 0 11 0 0 4 

Rne-sootted Cutthroat Trout 

%  stronolhealthy I I I 0 I 0 I 0 1 

1% depressed at rtsk ( - ( ( - ( 1 - 1 46 1 42 1 44 1 

%  ext,nct 64 58 56 

%  statw unknown I 0 0 0 

I, These values represent the status of that porbon of the population occupying Forest Servce lands wlthln each of eeven 
Hydrologic Vnlts The pop&ton status categories were adapted from assessment protocol developed by the Upper 
Columbia Rwer Basm Assessment Team 
A ‘.’ means the lne-spotted cutthroat trout was never present in the hydrologic umt 
“Strong/healthy” denotes populetlons wth the followmg characterlst~cs 1) all major hfe-htstory forms that hlstoncally occured 
are still present, 2) numbers appear to be stable or lncreaslng and the populabon IS et least half of the h&tow number or 
density, and 3) the popufetlon wthm the watershed or wlthm the larger metapopulabon of whrch the population IS a part. 
conta,ns at least 5,000 fish or 500 adults 
“Depressed/at risk” denotes populabons with et least one of the following characterlstlcs 1) a me,or Ilfe-hlstory component 
has &her been ehmmated or IS remnant. 2) the populabon wlthln the wth order watershed has a decllmng trend in 
abundance, or the population occurs I” less than half of the habltat thought to hlstorlcally support the spews, or numbers are 
lese than half of whet the watershed suppolted h!etoncally. and 3) total abundance for the whole metapopulatlon of which this 
watershed IS a part IS lower than 5,000 total fish or 500 adults 
“Extinct” denotes the specfes IS not present and there IS evidence that the spectes was hlstorlcally present or could 
concewbly have had natural access to a watershed even though landscapelhabltat characternbcs might be outsrde the 
range deemed suttable for suppotitng populabons 
‘“Status unknown” denotes that rellable mformabon was not awlable by whvzh to make aludgement about current presence 
or absence 

WIldlife Assocmted wth Aquatic and Ripanan Habitats 

Wlldllfe management mdlcator species Include bald eagles, trumpeter swans, spotted frogs, common 
loons and harlequm ducks Monltonng and analysis emphasizes habltat condltlons to evaluate potential 
changes In the status or sustamablllty of these species Table Ill-10 Illustrates the dlstnbutlon of these 
species and their habitats by subsectcon A bnef overvlew of these species and habitats follows Addi- 
tlonal m formatlon IS avaIlable m  Process Paper D 

Bald Eagle Populations - Scale GYA and Forestwide 
I- - 

GYA OvervIew - Bald eagles on the Forest are part of the GYA bald eagle population A bnef overview of 
the GYA population IS presented to provide a proper context for bald eagle populations. 

From 1960 to 1995, the bald eagle populabon In the GYA Increased exponentially, from about 10 to 111 
known breedmg areas In 1982 (the first year of comprehensive data), 49 breedmg areas were known with 
78 percent occupied by breedmg pairs An average of 0 81 young were fledged per occupied breedmg area 
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Dlstrlbutlon of WIldlIfe Management lndlcator Spectes Assocmted with Rlparlan and AquatIc HabUts. lncludmg 
Threatened. CandIdate and Sensltlve WIldlIfe Species on the Forest withm the Seven SubsectIons 

SubsectIons l/ 

Lemhll Centennial Island Madlson- Teton Big Caribou 
MedIcme Mountams Park PItchstone Range Hole Range 

Management Indicators, Species status Lodge Plateaus Mtns Mtns 
and Habltats zi 

Rlparmn and AquatIc Habltats 
Bald Eagle Nestmg H&tat T N Y Y N N Y Y 
Trumpeter Swan Nesting Habitat S N N Y Y N N S 
Spotted Frog HabItat c/s Y Y Y Y Y S S 
Common Loo” HabItat S N N 3/ Y Y N Y Y 
Harlequin Duck HabItat S N N N N Y Y Y 

and 23 young were produced The number of known breedmg areas had grown to 111 by 1995, with a mean 
annual occupancy rate of 91 percent, average number of young fledged per occupied breedmg area 1 05, 
and average number of young produced per year of 80 8. over 14 years Productlvlty has been well over 
that consldered necessary for population mamtenance (Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Workmg Group 
1996) 

Southeast Idaho and Forest Overview-The data we complled on bald eagle nesting populations m south- 
east Idaho dates back to 1972 In 1972, there was one recorded bald eagle nest along the South Fork of 
the Snake Filver, which was not on the Forest As of 1995, total known nestmg terntones m southeast 
Idaho numbered 42 The first recorded bald eagle nest on the Forest occurred m 1975, along the Palisades 
Reservoir From 1975 to 1995, the bald eagle nestmg populabons on the Forest Increased to 17 nestmg 
pairs 

Bald Eagle Habltat - Scale Forestwide 

Nestmg habltat on the Forest IS associated with large nvers (Henry’s Fork and South Fork of the Snake 
River and Buffalo River), large lakes and reservoirs (Palisades and Island Park Reservoirs and Henry’s 
Lake) Nests are commonly found in large trees, mamly comfers and cottonwoods Because eagles need 
large trees to support their large nests, they are often found m multi-storied, late seral stands with open 
canopies 

Dunng the breedmg season, bald eagles eat mamlyfish They also eat waterfowl, shoreblrds, upland birds 
and small mammals Eagles are very opportunlstlc predators, especially durmg the wmter They WIII eat 
whatever IS available mcludmg fish, waterfowl, small mammals and carnon 

Wmtenng bald eagles tend to congregate near bodies of water and roost communally Major nvers and 
large lakes constitute the majonty of wmter habitats used, although temporary presence of high quality 
foods may entice eagles to areas far removed from aquatlc zones 

Roost sites are usually located m stands of mature or old growth conifers or cottonwoods For purposes of 
management, a communal roost IS defined as an area usually less than 10 acres m size that contams 
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greater than or equal to SIX bald eagles on any grven nrght Crrtrcal roost sates are defined as exhrbrtmg 
tradrtronal use for greater than or equal to ftve years and contarn greater than or equal to 15 eagles per 
nrght for greater than or equal to 14 nrghts per season (USFWS 1983) No cntrcal wmter roost sites have 
been rdentrfred rn GYA (Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Workmg Group 1996) 

Bald Eagle Recovery Plan -The Forest IS wrthrn the “Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Management Zone” 
as outkned tn the Pactfrc States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (USFWS 1986) The Recovery Plan estab- 
lashed the following habrtat and populatron goals for thus management zone 

- Habrtat management goal - 65 nestrng territories, whrch IS consrdered the mrnrmum number of 
terntones needed to provrde secure habrtat for the recovered populatron 
- Populatron management goal - 50 breedrng parrs 

For the portron of the Greater Yellowstone bald eagle management zone which rncludes the Forest, habrtat 
management goals have been establrshed for five areas as follows 

Island Park/Henry’s Fork - 7 nestrng terntones 
Brg Springs - 2 nestrng terntorres 
South Fork Snake Rover - 8 nestrng terntones 
Palrsades - 5 nestrng terrrtorres 
Henry’s Lake - 1 nestrng terntory 
Total goal 23 nestrng terntorres 

All of these Recovery Plan goals have been exceeded wrth the current bald eagle populatrons 

Pnorto 1995. the bald eagle was ksted as endangered under the ESA In August 1995, the U S Frsh and 
Wrldkfe Servrce downlrsted the Improved bald eagle status to threatened 

tale Rocky Mountam Populabon and Forestwrde 

Trumpeter swans on the Forest are part of the Rocky Mountarn Populatron (RMP) (Shea 1994 and Maf and 
Shea 1996) The RMP comprrses the nonmrgratory resrdent trr-state (Idaho, Montana and Wyoming) 
flocks (rncludrng the Forest) and the mrgratory Canadran flocks From less than ZOO bards rn 1930, the 
RMP increased to about 2,500 bards by 1996, the hrghest rn over a century (Ma) and Shea 1996) About 80 
percent of the RMP wmters m southeast Idaho along the Henry’s Fork of the Snake and southeast 
Montana along the Madrson River The remarnrng 20 percent wmter rn western Wyommg and the Park 

The followmg summarizes trumpeter swan populatron changes whrch have occurred from about 1932 to 
the present (from Ma) and Shea 1996) 

“From 1932 to the 197Os, the RMP grew from less than 200 bards (100 bards whrch summered rn 
Canada and 100 bards from the trr-state area) to over 700 bards. Most of thus Increase was observed 
wrthrn the trr-state flock whrch had Increased to over 500 birds by 1951 Whrle the tn-state flock 
fluctuated between 450-650 birds (about 72 percent of the RMP) dunng the next 25 years, the Canadian 
flock Increased to only 200 bards (about 28 percent of the RMP) During the 1970s the Canadran flock 
started to grow, reachmg 2,200 bards (86 percent of the RMP) by 1994 Dunng the 1970s and 1980s 
the trr-state flock continued to fluctuate between 400-600 bards (14 percent of the RMP) Smce 1990, 
rn an attempt to expand wmterrng and breedrng drstrrbutron of the RMP, over 1,200 swans have been 
translocated from the tn-state wrntenng areas to southern Oregon, western Wyomrng and other southeast 
Idaho areas Also, wrnter feedrng at Red Rocks Lakes Natronal Wrldlrfe Refuge was termrnated Due to 
translocatron efforts and termmatron of wrnter feedrng, the nonmrgratory trr-state populatron has deckned 
to less than 300 swans (239 adult bards counted rn September 1994) Thus IS the lowest number srnce 
1945 ” 
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Trumpeter Swan Habrtat -Scale Forestwrde 

Nestrng habitat occurs on large marshes whrch may be occupred by numerous breedrng pairs, or on 
smaller lakes and beaver ponds, normally occupred by one parr 

Preferred wmterrng sates rn the trr-state area provide Ice-free waters wrth slow current, extensive beds of 
aquatrc plants and low levels of human disturbance In the trr-state area durrng most wmters, rcmg re- 
stncts swans to sates where geothermal waters, sprmgs or outflows from dams marntam open water 

Durrng the waterfowl huntmg season rn November and December, RMP swans concentrate rn the less- 
drsturbed habrtats provrded by the Park, Harrrman State Park, Red Rock Lakes NWR, and the broad arms 
of Hebgen Lake, Montana As these areas freeze and as human actrvrty drmrnrshes elsewhere, swans 
make greater use of other sites About 80 percent of the RMP winters III southeast Idaho along the 
Henry’s Fork of the Snake Rover and rn southeast Montana along the Madrson Rover The remammg 20 
percent wmter In western Wyommg and the Park (Ma] and Shea 1996) 

For the perrod 1982 to 1994,31 lakes and ponds on the Forest have been used at least durrng one or more 
summers, 17 of these 31 have had at least one nestmg attempt, 13 of these 31 have successfully 
produced young durrng one or more years 

Spotted Frog Populatrons -Scale Forestwrde - 

We do not know and are not able to provrde a spotted frog populatron estrmate for the Forest An amphrb- 
ran survey conducted on the Forest rn 1992 and 1993 provrdes an overvrew on the drstnbutron of spotted 
frogs on the Forest (Clark and Peterson 1994) Thus amphrbran survey documented spotted frogs at 51 
sates, drstnbuted wrthrn five subsectrons, as shown In Table Ill-10 Ranger Drstrrct records documented 
three addrtronal sites with spotted frogs 

Results of the 1992 and 1993 amphrbran survey, plus results of spotted frog research conducted rn the 
Park (Turner 1960), Illustrate that population detectabrlrty and abundance can vary wrdely between years 
Turner (1960) documented that populatron srze fluctuated greatly, depending upon breedrng success, and 
breedmg success was tied to the persistence of water at breeding sttes, which was regulated by weather 
condrtrons Clark and Peterson (1994) considered two factors, temperature and water avatlabrlrty, as the 
most Important components of populatron detectabrkty They suggest these two factors may contrrbute to 
srgnrfrcant yearly varratlon rn reproductrve activrty and foragmg/drspersal patterns 

For lands ad)acent to the Forest, spotted frogs have been documented rn Yellowstone and GTNPs 

Spotted Frog Habrtat - Scale Forestwrde 

Spotted frogs are most lrkely found near permanent water such as marshy edges of ponds or lakes, m 
algae-grown overflow pools of streams, or In wet areas with emergent vegetatron They may move consrd- 
erable distances from permanent water after breeding, often frequenting mrxed conifer and subalpine 
forests, grasslands, and brushlands of sage and rabbrtbrush if puddles, seeps or other water IS avarlable 
Spotted frogs are thought to hibernate rn holes near sprrngs or other areas where water remarns unfrozen 
and IS constantly renewed. A muddy or soupy substrate in nvers or ponds IS preferred by the spotted frog 
for hlbernatron (Gomez 1994) 

A spotted frog Inventory/study has been rn progress on the Forest for several years. A recent progress 
report stated the followrng 

All frogs were always wrthrn two meters of water None left rrparian habrtats and almost all were 
assocrated wrth ponds untrl September when they left the ponds for nearby streams Ponds withtn 50 
m of permanent streams were an Important combrnatron of habrtat characterrstrcs for them (Bartelt and 
Peterson 1993) 
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le Subsectrons 

Common loon abundance on the Forest IS hrghest durrng spnng and fall mrgratrons Common loons have 
been documented usmg four reservoirs, nine lakes and an unnamed pond wrthrn five subsectrons as 
shown mTable Ill-10 

Nesttng and reartng of young have only been documented at three sates lndran Lake, Thompson Hole and 
Bergman Reservorr Our records rndrcate only one pas uses each of these sates, and all sates are not used 
each year Therefore, the total documented breedmg populabon on the Forest ranges from one to three 
pass 

In the GYA, loons nest on several lakes rn the southwestern sectron of the Park, and on a few lakes 
throughout the rest of the Park, and rn GTNP (Clark et al 1989) 

Common Loon Habrtat - Scale Subsectrons 

For nestrng and brood rearmg, common loons need lakes large enough to provrde adequate runways for 
flrght (greater than 9 acres m srze), deep enough to sustarn fish populahons and clear enough for them to 
see therr prey (they rely on therr srght for foraging) Loons avord lakes wrth high levels of human activity, 
fluctuabng water levels, turbid water and unprotected coves 

The followrng lakes and ponds wrthrn the Island Parkand Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus subsectrons have 
been tdenttfted as capable of provrdrng surtable breeding habttat for common loons Loon Lake, Moose 
Lake, lndran Lake, Thompson Hole, Junco Lake, Fish Lake, Begman Reservorr and an unnamed pond 
Only lndran Lake, Thompson Hole and Bergman Reservoir have documented nesting and reanng of young 

Common loon habitat on the Forest and rn the adjacent Natronal Parks occurs at the hrghest elevatron of 
any other loon populatrons rn North Amerrca (Atkinson 1991). Therefore, the time penod for nestmg and 
rearmg of young IS probably shorter than other areas in North Amerrca (Atkrnson 1991 and Clark et al 
1989) 

l-k&e tale Forestwrde 

Harlequrn ducks have been observed along four creeks wrthrn three subsectrons on the Forest Brg Elk 
Creek, Teton Creek, Darby Creek and McCoy Creek Successful reproductron has been documented at 
Brg Elk Creek, Teton Creek and Darby Creek (IDFG 1992 - Idaho Conservatron Data Center, Atkmson 
1991, Atktnson and Atkmson 1990, Casstrer and Groves 1990 and 1991, Bud Alford, personal communr- 
catron 1995) One to two parrs have been documented along each creek, therefore we estrmate the 
breedmg population on the Forest to be between three and SIX parrs However, not all streams with 
potenbal surtable habrtat have been surveyed, so this IS consrdered a mmimum estrmate of breedrng 
patrs 

The harlequin duck populabon on the Forest IS part of the Pacrfrc Northwest populatron The estimated 
breedmg populatron tn the Pacrfrc Northwest IS as follows Washington-274,Oregon-50, Idaho-50, Mon- 
tana-l 10, Wyommg-40, Total-514 The documented breedrng populatron on the Forest IS part of the Idaho 
and Wyoming breedrng populatrons Monitonng of populahons m Idaho and Wyommg Indicate they are 
stable (Harlequrn Duck Workmg Group 1993) 

Harlequm Duck Habrtat - Scale Forestwrde 

Harlequm ducks are only present on the Forest dunng the nestrng and brood-reanng seasons, they mrgrate 
to the coasts of Oregon and Washrngton to wrnter For nestmg and brood rearrng, these ducks requrre 
relatrvely undrsturbed, low-gradrent, meanderrng mountam streams with dense, shrubby npanan areas, 
and woody debrrs for nesting and brood rearmg They also need log jams and overhanging vegetation for 
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cover and loafmg areas Specrfrc habrtat requirements include streams wrth gradrents less than three 
degrees, greater than 50 percent streamsrde shrub cover, and at least three loafmg sates (mrdstream 
boulders or log tams) for every 33 feet of stream Successful reproductron has been documented In only 
three locatrons Erg Elk, Teton and Darby Creeks Srghtmgs have been made at McCoy Creek, but these 
srghtmgs have not Indicated successful reproductron 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems -Scale: Subsections 

Srxty-erght forest communrty types currently occur on the Forest The communrty types and age classes 
present on the Forest are drsplayed by subsection m Table Ill-3 Major forested communrty types are 
shown rn Frgure Ill-3 Minor forested communrty types Include whrtebark pine, limber pine and Engelmann 
spruce/subalpine frr Two communrty types of cottonwoods,occur on the Forest, pnmanly on the Snake 
Rover and lower elevatronal portrons of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake Rover 

Figure Ill-3 
Mafor Forest Types on the Targhee Natronal Forest 

Total Forested Acres - 1,237,281 

LP (36 88%) 

T DF (25 59%) 

LemhhV..d,cme Lodge - Although only 37 percent of thus subsection IS forested, thus IS more forest land 
than occurred hrstoncally InformatIon from the early 1900s mdrcates that Douglas-frr has expanded onto 
lands that were formerly dommated by grasses and sagebrush Some npanan communrtres also appear 
to have more conrfers than they drd hrstoncally 

Approximately 90 percent of the forested land rs m the mature age class, mdrcatmg a lack of age class 
drversrty in the subsectron Wrth 90 percent of the forests In Douglas-frr there IS also a lack of tree species 
drversrty Many of the Douglas-fir stands are densely stocked The uniformrty of tree specres and age 
classes, as well as the dense stockmg, make thus area’s forests more suscepttble to ecosystem drstur- 
bances such as Insects, diseases and large fires An example of the latter was the Gallagher Peak Frre 
whrch burned 37,230 acres In 1979 Thus was the largest fire rn the last 20 years on the Forest 

Lumber pine occurs m the subsectron, but IS not differentrated as a community type smce It occurs as a 
scattered tree in predommantly Douglas-frr stands The mtermmglmg of forest land with nonforested 
communrtres provides most of the vegetative drversrty in this subsection 
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Cenfenmal Mountams - The landscape IS dommated by forested communrtres whrch cover 71 percent of 
the subsectron Approxrmately 51 percent of the forested acres are Douglas-frr Lodgepole prne (21 
percent) IS found rn pockets on low-productrvrty solIs Mrxed lodgepole pme/Douglas-frr (13 percent) and 
other mrxed conrfers (10 percent) are also well-represented The presence of mrxed stands mdrcates that 
specres such as Douglas-frr and subalpme frr are becommg estabkshed as stands move through succes- 
sron Aspen comprises four percent of the forested acres, whrch IS less than was hrstoncally present Frre 
suppressron has allowed comfers to take over areas that were prevrously aspen, through the process of 
successron Some rrpanan and mountarn meadow communrtres also appear to have more conrfers than 
they drd hrstoncally 

Mature forests cover 79 percent of the forested acres, mdrcatmg a lack of drversrty In age classes 
Decreasmg drversrty however IS assocrated wrth the loss of aspen over trme Potentral for severe fires, 
Insects and drseases are concerns m thus subsection, mamly because of the large component of mature 
forests Western balsam bark beetle has been actrve m this area rn recent years Douglas-frr beetle 
caused losses rn Douglas-fIr from the late 1980s through 1992 and could agarn reach destructrve levels 
Pockets of root rot are common rn the subsectron, assocrated with partral cutting of Douglas-frr which 
occurred rn the 1950s 

Past Douglas-frr shelterwood regeneratron methods Implemented on dry south and west slopes of the 
Centennrals have farled, requmng planting to reforest the sites Srmrlar treatments on north-facmg slopes 
have tended to regenerate naturally 

/s/and Park - The landscape IS dommated by forested communrty types, whrch blanket 93 percent of the 
area. Forested areas are pnmanly lodgepole pme types (70 percent) that contam small pockets of aspen, 
sagebrush/grass, grass meadows and mountarn brush Douglas-fk (IO percent) and mrxed lodgepole prne/ 
Douglas-frr (15 percent) communrty types provrde drversrty In the area Lodgepole pme occupies the floor 
of the Island Park Caldera and Douglas-fk cover types are concentrated on the Caldera nm On the 
Caldera nm, aspen and sagebrush areas are evolving towards the Douglas-frr type through the process of 
succession 

Salvage harvestmg has shrfted 46 percent of the lodgepole pme Into the nonstocked, seedlmg and saplmg 
classes Actrve management of aspen, as well as aspen sproutmg In lodgepole pme clearcuts, has 
moved 34 percent of the aspen mto these young classes Other communtty types are concentrated In the 
mature age group 

Many lodgepole pine clearcuts m thus subsectron have not regenerated naturally and have requrred plant- 
mg to restock the stands The process of plantmg these sates IS expected to contmue through the year 
2000 

Mature Douglas-fk on the caldera nm expenenced outbreaks of spruce budworm and Douglas-frr beetle rn 
the past decade These problems have now subsrded, but could easrly recur grven the mature condrtron 
of the Douglas-frr and the presence of multrple-stoned stands Due to fuel reductrons and young age 
classes assocrated with harvest, fire IS less of a concern here than In most other subsectrons 

Mad&m-P/tchstone Plateaus- The landscape IS dommated by forests, whrch compnse 97 percent of the 
area Lodgepole pme IS the most common forested communrty type (76 percent), wrth mrxed stands of 
lodgepole pme and Douglas-frr runnmg a distant second place (14 percent). Relatrvely mmoramounts of 
aspen and various mrxed comfers provrde some drversrty The southern portron of the subsectron IS 
umque m that there are many wet meadows and small lakes mtermmgled wrth the forests 

The 1988 North Fork Frre burned some 17,700 acres In the northern part of thus subsection Past trmber 
harvestmg also occurred pnmanly m the north half of the subsectron These two events have shrfted 39 
percent of the lodgepole pme mto the nonstocked, seedlmg and saplmg age classes Acttve management 
of aspen has also provrded some age class diversity 
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Most areas of the North Fork Burn regenerated naturally followmg the fire Approxrmately 1,360 acres are 
bemg planted rn portrons of the burn that drd not reforest 

Due to fuel reductions and young age classes assocrated wrth past harvest and the North Fork Burn, fire 
IS less of a concern here than m many areas However, condrtrons m the southern portron of this subsec- 
tron are presentmg some fire nsks as mrxed aspen and lodgepole pine stands convert to Douglas-frr 
through successron Mature subalpine frr and Douglas-frr m this southern area expenenced outbreaks of 
western balsam bark beetle and Douglas-fir beetle m the past decade These condrtrons have subsided, 
but could easrly recur since vegetatron condttrons have not changed 

Teton Range- The landscape IS a drverse mrx of forested (57 percent) and open (43 percent) community 
types Lodgepole pme occurs on poorer sorls at lower to mrddle elevattons Lodgepole IS mrxed with 
Douglas-frr m 31 percent of the forested area, mdrcatmg that the pme IS convertmg to Douglas-frr through 
successron Open Douglas-frr forests, mountam brush, aspen, and sagebrush pockets are found pre- 
dommately on south and west aspects. Aspen IS becoming mrxed wrth conifers as successron proceeds, 
and the amount of aspen has lrkely declmed compared with histonc levels due to fire suppression Upper 
elevatrons are characterized by dense mrxed conrfer forests, open grass/forb meadows, and talus slopes 
Conrfers are movmg Into npanan areas and mountain meadows due to fire suppression over trme 

Smce much of thus subsection IS desrgnated wrlderness, ttmber harvest and fire suppressron has been 
Irmrted, thus only one percent of the forested acres are in the nonstocked, seedling or sapling age classes 
The large percentage of mature or older forests make thus area npe for Insect mfestatrons, diseases and 
large-scale fires In recent years western balsam bark beetle has been active in the subalpme frr Dou- 
glas-frr beetle has killed pockets of Douglas-frr m the past decade, but beetle populatrons have declmed 
smce 1992 

51s Hole Mountain - The landscape IS a combmatron of community types, with 65 percent of the land- 
scape forested and 35 percent nonforested The most common forested communrty type by far IS mrxed 
lodgepole pme and Douglas-frr, compnsmg 47 percent of the forested acres Aspen, pure Douglas-frr and 
pure lodgepole pme each account for roughly 15 percent of the forests Mountarn brush IS common, 
consrstmg of mountam mahogany on south slopes and hawthorn, chokecherry, servIceberry, antelope 
brtterbrush and Rocky Mountam maple on various slopes dependmg on elevation Grass/forb meadows 
and sagebrush are also present m srgnifrcant amounts The northwestern boundary of the subsectron 
extends mto the cottonwood type along the Snake River 

Only 4 percent of the forested stands are In the nonstocked, seedlmg or saplmg age category These are 
concentrated In the north end of the subsectron where trmber harvest has occurred The Snake Rover 
cottonwood stands and most of the shrublands are also In late age classes Thus creates hazards for 
large fires, insect mfestatrons and disease problems In the north end of the subsectron Douglas-fir beetle 
and western balsam bark beetle caused damage tn the late 1980s and early 1990s but tapered off tn 1994 
Insect InformatIon IS not available for the southern portron Due to fire suppression and lack of drstur- 
bance over the years, conifers have taken over some sates that were hrstoncally nonforested. This has 
lrkely reduced overall vegetative drversrty m the subsectron 

Natural regeneratron has been drffrcult to obtam rn Douglas-ftr stands In the Palisades area, harvest in 
both lodgepole pme and Douglas-ftr have failed to reforest naturally This has resulted m the need to plant 
most of these areas 

Caribou Range Mountarns- The Caribou Range Mountams Subsectron IS srmrlarto the Brg Hole Mountains 
rn Its overall vegetatron charactenstrcs Thus subsectron rs 40 percent nonforested and 60 percent for- 
ested The prrmary forest types are aspen (31 percent) and mrxed lodgepole and Douglas-frr (47 percent) 
The mterspersron of forests wrth sagebrush, grassMorb meadows and mountam brush provrdes for good 
drversrty of plant specres The northeastern boundary area of the subsectron mcludes cottonwood forests 
along the Snake River 
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Age class drversrty IS Irmrted, as in many other areas of the forest Because vrrtually no vegetatron 
management has taken place rn thus subsectron and fires have been suppressed for many years, only one 
percent of the forests are rn young age classes Most of the shrublands are also rn late age classes 
Rusks of large fires, Insects and drseases are hrgh due to these vegetatrve condrbons The Insect srtua- 
tron m recent years has been srmrlarto that rn the Brg Hole Mountains Subsectron Douglas-frrrs becom- 
mg more predomrnant as It mrxes wrth stands of lodgepole prne, aspen or shrubs It IS lrkely that there IS 
more Douglas-frr here now, and less aspen, lodgepole pme and shrubland, than exrsted hrstoncally The 
Snake Rover cottonwood stands are also unrformly m the mature age class due to lack of drsturbance 
whrch they need rn order to regenerate 

Establrshrng natural regeneratron of both Douglas-frr and lodgepole prne followmg harvest has been a 
problem rn thus subsectron, and most sates have required plantmg 

TES and Blodiverslty Indicator Plant Spews - Scale: Forestwide 

Ftfteen sensrtrve~.plant-st%cres-a d one threatened plant specres are currently lrsted on the Forest TES 
plant specre 

5 
3-- list (Prpcess Paper anda rn a broad range of habitats (Table Ill-1 1) Twenty-two rare 

Idaho and W otnrng.plaot.specres-occ&n the Forest and are mdrcator of brodrversrty and unrque habrtats 
on the Forest (Process Paper G) Drversrty of community types wrth a range of seral stages IS Important 
m mamtarnmg these specres on the Forest (Table 111-12) 

One sensrtrve plant specres, Asfragalus payson!!, occurs rn forest ecosystems of lodgepole prne and 
mrxed Douglas-frdlodgepole pine communrtres The plant IS found In drsturbed or open areas rn mature 
stands or rn early seral lodgepole prne stands followmg fire Frre suppressron has been rdentrfred as a 
cause of declme of thus specres over Its range (Ferhg et al 1993) 

One threatened plant specres (Table 111-l 1) IS known to exrst on the Forest Lrsted m 1992 and drscovered 
on the Forest 1996, the Ute ladles’-tresses (Sprranfhes d/hwahs) occurs on the Palrsades Ranger Drstnct 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems-Scale: SubsectIons 

Table Ill-13 illustrates the acres of nonforested communrty types by subsection throughout the Forest 
Herbaceous and shrub ecosystems dommate the landscape In the LemhrlMedrcme Lodge SubsectIon and 
are srgnrfrcant rn the Centennral, Brg Hole Mountains and Caribou Range Mountams Subsectrons 

Frre suppression has modified the hrstoncal 1 O-25 year frequency of fire in the low to mrd elevation areas 
Ftre suppressron coupled wrth grazrng and drought cycles has increased shrub canopy cover and de- 
creased herbaceous specres composrtron wrthrn the sagebrush/grass and mountam brush communrty 
types These communrbes are shrftrng from a low nsk of stand-replacrng fires to a hrgh risk of stand- 
replacmg fires over broad areas A trend IS also occurrmg whereby the hrstoncally high percentage of 
early and mrd seral stages IS movrng toward a predommance of mrd and late seral stages 

Lrvestock grazing has been a use of both forested and nonforested plant commumbes throughout the 
forest smce before 1900 Effects of grazrng, coupled wrth fire suppressron, over time have promoted 
changes rn plant specres composrtion and brodrversrty wrthm grazed areas 

Typrcally, because cattle are grazers, upland areas used by cattle tend to become dommated by browse 
Rangelands overgrazed by cattle typically become domrnated by forbs, browse and other plants of low 
palatabrlrty and ecologrcal status Cattle by preference wrll excessrvely graze the gentle topography close 
to water before they move onto the slopes 

Sheep are both grazers and browsers Over time, areas used by sheep tend to become domrnated by 
grasses Rangelands overgrazed by sheep typrcally become domrnated by forbs and grasses of low 
palatabrlrty and ecologtcal status Sheep by preference prefer steeper slopes, do not require water as 
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.able 111-l 1 Threatened and Sensltlve Plants Let for the Targhee NatIonal Forest I 

OCCW 

spew% rence 11 

rgosens lackschewltai D 

indrosace chamaelasme 
‘ar carmata S 

Mragalus amnwamlssl S 

wagakls aqullonlus S 

Jstragalus dwerwfokus D 

ktragalus leptaleus D 

~stragalus paysonll D  

wragakls vexllllflexus 
la.7 nubllus S 

:hrysothamnus parry 
;sp mO”tan”s II 

Zymopterus douglaw D 

3raba aptculata 
:D denslfoka aplculata) S 

lesquerella payson,i D  

Penstemon lemhiensls S 

Pnmula alcallna D 

Saussurea weben S 

Splranthes dlluwaks D 

Perenmally wet montane and subalpme 
1 1; /wdows 1 

Rock crev,ces and rocky solIs of 
l imestone and dolomite, g,SOO+ft elev 

s 53 Crevces and talus of lImestone cldfs 1 

Gravely, sandy, clay or shale washes 
3 53 and bars at low elevabons in 

sagebrush/ bunchgrass 

DIsturbed areas and openmgs ,n 
lodgepole pine and lumber p!ne mlxed 

Sparsely vegetated open ndges and 
S Sl sbp, 8,000.9,600n. 

subalplnelalplne 

Beaverhead Red Conglomerate rock 
and SOIIS, Centenmal Mountains 

Limestone, subalpine and alpme 

Mast gravelly Alpine meadows and 
S Si talus slopes Of 10.400-12,000 ft 

elevation I 

S Si Rocky, sparsely vegetated slopes, on 
calcareous substrates 

S Sl Sagebrush/grass s,tes, Birch Creek 
Valley I 

S Si Wet. alkaklne meadows and 
streamsides, Birch Creek Valley 

S s2 Alpine talus and gravel Lelds. often 
lImestone 10,000 + n elevations 

Herbaceous commun,bes I” peremally 
wet zones, between saturated Carex 

T and awabc habitats. and dner wassl 
forb aid shrub commumtles al&g 
strea”,s. nvers and wetlands 

I/ D-Documented on Forest, S-Suspected on Forest 
2i R4 FS T-Threatened, S-Sensltlve 

State Sl-Cr~t~calk Imoenled. due to extreme rantv. S2-lmoenled due to ranfv. S&Rare in state I 
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1 Table III-12 Btodwerslly lndlcator Species and HabItat I 

I I I Occur- 
E”W  

RIparm spmes 1, Habltat 

Astragalus drummondll D  Wet meadows 

carex aenea D Late sera1 streams 

Carex buxbaumll D Low nutrient bogs and peat Fens 

Carex llvlda D Peat bogs, swampy forest 

Cmta bulblfera 

Ep,lob,“m palustre 

Eplpactls glgantea 

Erlophorum 
wd,car,“atum 

Jmws tweedy, 

D Late seral bogs/marshes 

D Bogs 

S Warm springs and streams 

D High elevabon bogs and swamps 

D Low nutrient bogs and peat Fens 

Lomatogonlum rotaturn D Open wet alkallnelsallne solIs 

Phlox kelseyl “ar kelseyl D Vernally alkaltne meadows/seeps 

Sahx candlda D Bogs and swamps 

Sahx g,auca D Montanelalpme streams/wetlands 

Salrx pseudomontlcola Wet bottomlandslmeslc uplands 

Scheuhzerla palustrls sogs 

Terrestrial H&tat Species 

Colypantha 
mlSSO”rle”SlS I D  I Sagebrush foothtlls 

Saxlfraga cemua D Alpme mast rock cre”,ces 

I/ D-Documented on Forest, S-Suspected on Forest 

often as cattle, llke to bed on ndges. and because they often have a herder, they can be herded away from 
nparlan zones more oflen 

Although effects are notlceable I” sagebrush, aspen and grazed forest communltles, they are especially 
ewdent in rlpanan communltles that have had a history of cattle overgrazmg 

Approximately 79 percent (1,466,475 acres) of Forest acres are ldentlfled as range allotments which are 
open to grazmg Approximately 400,640 acres are presently closed to grazmg There are 154 allotments 
(76 cattle and 78 sheep) on the forest 
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Table Ill-13 Acres of Nonforested Community Types by Subsectmn 

Lemhll Madison- 
HerbaceouslShrub MedIcme Centennial island PItchstone Teton 

Communltles Lodae Mountams Park Plateaus Ranae 

Bu Caribou 
Hole Range Forest 
Mtns Mtns Total 

Herbaceous 11,610 13,626 4,180 2,472 45,902 35.711 9,330 122,831 

Sagebrush/Grass 139,191 71,814 8,969 521 0 20,356 49,977 290,827 

Mountan Brush 7,003 3,643 3,685 1,345 7,946 53,511 15,783 93,115 

Aquatic 406 I 2,677 1 2,747 1 1,714 I 680 1 6,073 1 5,285 1 19,562 

es chokecherry, mountain clover, mOuntaln big sagebrush, serviceberry, antelope 
n mahogany, hawthorn. snowberry and snowbrush ceanothus !n mIxed ccmmunltles 

, er and r~par~an vegetation 
- Includes rock outcrops. bare and rocky wmdswept ndges, talus slopes and boulder f,e,ds from 

-open aleas of unknown compositlon 

As documented m the Annual Operatmg Plan (AOP) and/or the Allotment Management Plan (AMP), all of 
the allotments have grazmg systems in place which Implement various grazmg strategies (Process Paper 
K), and iqclude grazmg utlllzation standards As previously menhoned, grazmg and browsmg of vegetatron 
by wIldlife and domestlc llvestock can have both posltlve and negative effects on many components of an 
ecosystem 

The nonforested vegetation on the Forest IS grouped Into two broad plant communltles npanan and upland 
vegetation ForestwIde the ecologlcal status of these communltles occur m various seral stages that 
meet, move toward meetmg or do not meet DVC (seeTable III-6for rjparlan condltlons andTable Ill-14for 
upland conditions) 

The DVC for both rlpanan areas and nonforested uplands IS defmed as The speclflc future condltlon of 
rangeland vegetation and other resources such as aquatlc habltat and water quality that meet manage- 
ment objectIves as ldentlfled m the Forest Plan, AMPS, or other documents DVC can be expressed m 
terms of ecologlcal status of the vegetation, It could also Include species composmon, dlverslty of habl- 
tats, or age classes of species. desired so11 protectlon. mcludmg conditions of so11 cover, eroslon, com- 
pactlon and loss of soil productlvlty In rlparlan areas It Includes, conditions of streambank and channel 
stablllty, stream habltat, streamslde vegetation, stream sedlmentatlon and water quality WC are those 
condltlons resultmg from meetmg the Forest Plan objectIves regardmg the management of rlparlan and 
nonforested upland sites, aquatlc habltat and water quality On aforestwlde scale, achlevmg DVC would 
result m a mix of plant commumtles that meet management obJectIves 

On aforestwlde scale, npanan and nonforested upland areas m PFC WIII meet DVC 

In order to achieve PFC ob]ecWes across the forest, It will be necessary to provide a mix of plant 
commumtles by movmg vegetation from one seral stage to another seral stage and/or mamtam some 
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vegetabon communltles m less than mid to late seral stages on a site speclflc basis For example, Some 
small scale areas, less than 5,000 acres, of dense sagebrush with canopy cover greater than 30 percent, 
rangmg from high mid to late seral stage, may be treated m order to meet landscape level (thousands to 
hundreds of acres by defmltlon) PFC objectIves The result IS the treated vegetation (burned, rotobeat, 
chemically treated, etc ) would move from high seral stage to lower seral stage Another example of where 
the Forest could make a declslon to manage vegetation m less than mid to late seral status IS where a 
substantial quantity of nonnative plants, plants of lower seral status or plants of lower seral status dome- 
nate the landscape and remtroductcon or management of desirable native plants would not be practical 

High denscty of mountain big sagebrush (z 30 percent canopy cover), undesrrable herbaceous plants m 
the understory and other mdlcators of downward trend m vegetation are charactenstlcs of unhealthy 
rangeland rn unsatisfactory ecological condltlon For example, on the Dubols Ranger District, there are 
approximately 42,310 acres m less than satisfactory condltlon because of high density of mountam big 
sagebrush due to fire suppresslon 

Table III-14 Acres of upland vegetation meeting, moving toward or not meetmg DVC Extstmg sWatIon by 
subs&Ion 11 I 

SubsectIon 

Plant Community 21 Lemhll Centennial Island Madwn- Teton Big Caribou Forest 
MedIcme Mountains Park PItchstone Range Hole Range Total 

Lodge Plateaus Mtns Mtns 

Upland vegetation 228,284 187,027 196,721 22,939 49,499 230,399 113,520 1,028,389 
meeting DVC 

Upland vegetation 
movmg toward DVC 

12,544 22.611 6,870 4,606 10,927 63,655 52,445 176.060 

Upland vegetation 
not meeting DVC 2/ 

19,244 32,354 23.416 770 46,566 23,576 7,095 153,023 

1, Only ,nc,“des acres open to gramg (79%) of the Forest Does not include acres closed to graz,“g ,x,or to ,995 Source 
FSRAMIS database 
Z/Includes xres of undetermined status 

NOXIOUS Weeds - Scale: Forestwide 

NOXIOUS weeds are undesirable plants designated by federal or state law These plants m abundance are 
not part of a properly functlonmg ecosystem They generally possess one or more of the following charac- 
tenstlcs aggressive and dlfflcult to manage, parasltlc, earner or host of serious Insects or diseases, 
nonnative, new to the UnIted States or common m the United States Soil-dlsturbmg actnltles encourage 
the establishment and spread of noxious weeds They are spread across the forest by a variety of natural 
and unnatural actcvltles lntroductlon (seedmg) and mvaslon of aggressive species such as timothy and 
smooth brome have further decreased blodwerslty by out-competmg native species along roadways and 
m npanan commumtles Nine different species of noxious weeds occupy approximately 19,000 acres of 
forest and rangeland on the Forest (see Table 111-15) As per the exlstmg approved forestwlde dIrectIon for 
the control of noxtous weeds, the forest uses an Integrated pest management approach (blologlcal, cheml- 
cal and mechanical treatments) to control the spread of noxious weeds This dIrectIon and the Affected 
Environment, Chapter Ill, of the 1987 forestwlde EA are mcorporated by reference mto this analysis 
Presently, the Forest does not apply chemical herblcldes by aenal appllcatlons and only ground appllca- 
tlon IS approved 
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1 Table 111-16 NOXIOUS Weed Inventory I 

I I TOTAL ACRES I 

SPECIES LEMHV CENTENNIAL tSLAND MADISDN- TETON BIG HOLE CARIBOU 
MEDICINE MOUNTAINS PARK PITCHSTONE RANGE MTNS RANGE 

LODGE PLATEAUS MTNS 

CANADA THISTLE 2560 5,489 567 235 8 33 6 

DYERS WOAD 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 

1 HENSANE I 1061 30 I 01 01 ’ 01 51 01 

LEAFY SPURGE I 40 1,694 2,406 275 2 51 6 

MUSK THISTLE 10 105 22 1 2,712 1,025 36 

1 PLUMELESS THISTLE 1 01 01 81 01 01 41 11 I 1 I I 1 I I 
SPOTTED KNAPWEED 1 200 I 1681 1191 31 01 27 1 17 

1 ST JOHNSWORT I 01 01 161 01 01 01 01 
1 YELLOW TOADFLAX I 150 1 31 492 1 295 1 0 1 51 01 
Total I 3.066 7.489 3,630 609 2,722 1,156 70 

Wildltfe Associated with Terrestrial Habitats 

Dlstnbutlons of wIldlife management lndlcator species are displayed in Table Ill-1 6 Monltonng and analy- 
SIS emphasizes habltat condltlons to evaluate potential changes In the status or sustamablllty of these 
species A bnef overvlew of these species and habltats follows AddItional m formatlon for these species 
IS avallable I” Process Paper D 

Elk Pcipillatlons -Scale ForestwIde 

We do not know the total population of elk which use the Forest The number of elk changes with seasons 

; 

Elk populations are lowest dunng the winter penod because they m igrate to lower elevation wmter ranges 
Many of the winter ranges occur off Forest lands Elk populations on the Forest are highest dunng the 
sprmg. summer and fall penods, as elk m igrate back from wmter range areas Some elk m igrate through 
the Forest and summer in the Park 

’ 
\ 

Forthe Idaho Game Management Units which encompass the Forest (Figure Ill-4), elk populations have 

i 

sustamed annual harvests which have ranged between 940 to 3,111 animals harvested between 1979 to 
1995 Elk harvests have shown a general mcreasmg trend from 1979 to the present The average annual 
harvest for the penod 1979 to 1995 was I,91 5 animals 

i, 
For the Wyommg Elk Hunt Areas which encompass the Forest (Figure N-4), elk populations have sus- 

\ tamed annual elk harvests which have ranged between 66 to 205 animals harvested for the years 1979 to 
/ 1995 Elk harvests have shown a general mcreasmg trend from 1979 to the present The average annual 
harvest for the period 1979 to 1995 was 134 animals 

Age and sex composltion data reported for elk populations on or adjacent to the Forest range from 29 to 53 
calves per 100 cows, and the m id to low teens to 22 bulls per 100 cows (USDI Fish and WildlIfe Service 
1994) Using an average age and sex composltlon of 40 calves per 100 cows and 20 bulls per 100 cows, 
thepre-harvest elk population to sustam the average elk harvests from 1979 to 1995 IS calculated to be 
10,250 animals (the post harvest elk population would be 8,201) This IS consldered a m m !mum population 

Ill - 47 



Targhee National Forest 
IDFG Game Management Units 

WGF Elk Hunt Areas 
I I I 

Montana I 
I 

LEGEND I 
I I 

0 *- , IDAHO GAME MANAGEMENT UNITS (GMU) 
WYOMING ELK HUNT Aim (EHA) 

‘; 

Figure III-4 Not To Scale 



estimate because It does not Include the need to account for animals dying from natural causes and 
unreported wounding losses 

Elk Vulnerablllty - Scale Pnnclpal Watershed 

EV IS defined as a measure of elk suscept!blllty to bemg kllled dunng the hunbng season (Lyon and 
Chnstensen 1992, IDFG letter May 12,1995) EV IS an important component of the State Fish and Game 
Departments’ management goals and objectIves The followmg describes the Idaho and Wyommg goals 
as related to EV 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

Game Management Units 60, 61, 62, 62A, 64, 65, 66, 69 (Figure 111-4) These game management 
units are known as “Ready Access Units ” For these units, the IDFG goal for the post huntmg season 
populabon IS z 15 bulls per 100 cows (this equates to a maxlmum of 60 percent bull elk mortality), w!th 
40 percent of bulls branch-antlered, and mamtam the percentage of yearling bulls m the antlered 
segment of the harvest at or below 50 percent and the percentage of mature bulls (havmg SIX points on 
one antler) at or above 10 percent (IDFG letters May 12,1995 and Nov 15,1995) 

Game Management Units 56,59,59A, 67 (Figure 111-4) These game management units are known as 
“Front Range Units ” For these units, the IDFG goal for the post hunting season population IS z 20 
bulls per 100 cows (this equates to maxImum of 50 percent bull elk mortality), with 50 percent of bulls 
branch-antlered, and malntaln the percentage of yearllng bulls In the antlered segment of the harvest at 
or below 35 percent and the percentage of mature bulls (having SIX points on one antler) at or above 20 
percent (IDFG letters May 12,1995and Nov 15,1995) 

IDFG stated that these goals were not being met in all Game Management Units when the spike only 
general hunts were started in 1991 IDFG provided the following InformatIon for each Game Management 
Unit (ElkTask Group Workshop, Sept 15 and 21,1992) 

- Units 56, 62, 64, 65 no data or not enough data to know d goals are bemg met 
- Units 59, 59A, 60, 62A not meetmg goals 
- Units 61, 66, 67 meetmg goals 

Wyommg Game and Fish Department (WGF) 

Elk Hunt Areas 73 and 85 (Figure 111-4) The WGF goal for the post huntmg season populabon IS >20 
bulls per 100 cows This equates to a maximum of 50 percent bull elk mortality These goals are being 
met in these elk hunt areas 

EV models (Unsworth et al 1993) have been proposed as a predictive tool that managers can use to 
predict mortality rates and monitor elkvulnerabllity (IDFG letter May 12, 1995) Research conducted by 
the IDFG and the University of Idaho prowdes the basis for thts EV analysis (Unsworth et al 1993) For 
the Forest Plan Revlslon, two parameters were determined to be most important for EV analysis 

1 Hunter-day densltles (measured In total hunter-days per square mile on a watershed basis) 
2 Motorized road and trail denslbes and cross-country motonzed access (measured m miles per 
square mile on a watershed basis) 

For the Idaho pottlon of the Forest, EV analysis IS used to predict percent mortality of bull elk dunng the 
general antlered elk rifle huntmg season, which usually occurs In the month of October For the Wyoming 
portion of the Forest, this EV analysis IS used to predict percent mortality of bull elk dunng the general 
license any elk-nfle huntmg season, which usually occurs dunng the months of September and October 
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r Table III-16 Distrlbubon of Wtldllfe Management lndlcatof Spews Associated wth Terrestrial H&tats lncludmg Endangered. 
Threatened, CandIdate and Senslbve Wlldkfe Species on the Forest wlthln the Seven Subsecbons 

Subsecbons I/ 

Lemhtl Centennial Island Madlson- T&on ml Cartbo” 
Medune Mountains Park PItchstone Range Hole flange 

Management lndlcators status Lodge Plateaus Mtns Mtns 
Spews and Habitats z/ 

;eneral Forested & 
donforested Habitats 

Elk Habltat Effecbveness Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Elk Vulnerablkty Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Elk and Deer Winter Range - Y Y Y N Y Y Y 
Gray Wolf NE u U IJ U U U U 
Gnzzly Bear Habltat T s Y Y Y Y U N 

&es&d Habitats 
Pnmary Cawty Nester HabItat 3/ - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Three-toed Woodpecker s Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Laws’s Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Red-napped Sapsucker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Williamson’s Sapsucker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Downy Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Hay Woodpecker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Black-backed Woodpecker - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Northern Flicker Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Forest Owl H&tat 
Flammulated Owl S S S Y S Y Y Y 
Boreal Owl S S Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Great Gray Owl S Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Furbearer Habltat 
WOlVerlfle S S Y Y Y Y U U 
North American Lynx S S S s s S Y S 
Fisher S N S Y S Y Y N 
Amencan Mate” S Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Northern Goshawk Habltat S Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Red Sqwrel Habltat Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Jonforested Habitats 
Big Sagebrush/Grassland Habdat - Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

;peclal and Umque Habltats 
Peregnne Falcon E N Y Y N Y Y Y 

/ Letters used ‘or drstnbubons among subsectlons are as follows 
Y = Species presence and/or s”,,able habEta, has bee” documented on the Fores, For the gr,zz,y bear. Y = areas w,th,n the 

*covey llne 
N = Speaes presence has not been documented on the Forest. suItable habItat has not been documented 
U = “n”er,,,ed but rekable s,gh,,“gs al%, on ,,,a Fores,, sutable hab8,z.t probably ex,s,s 
S = SuItable hablta, probably ex,s,s. but there have been no documented or “““er,f,ed slghtlngs on the Fores, 

Y Letters used for Status are as follows E = Endangered. T = Threatened, NE = Nonessential Expenmental, S = Sensltlve 
peaes, 

= no formal *tat”s 
i, I, IS generally assumed that since con,fer and/or aspen and/or cottonwood hab,,a,s ex,st !n every s”bsec,,on of the Fares,. the” 
ab,,a,for most of these cawty nesting species wc”rs I” each subsectIon 
iource~ of mforma,~on for,h,s table Include Targhee Nattonal Forest AMS. ,992, Personal comm”n,catlon wth K Johnson. Feb 
, ,995, S Aber, M Cechsner, B Alford, 0 Welch, R Newlo”, USFWS-Federal Register 61(40, 75957613 (Feb 28. ,996) 

1 
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The bull elk mortahty percentages lndlcate threshold levels, which If exceeded would likely require addl- 
bona1 management actlons to be Initiated by the State Fish and Game Departments (IDFG letter, May 12, 
1995) These management actlons could Include such items as shorter huntmg seasons, restrlctlons on 
the type and number of animals to be harvested, restnctlons on the number of hunters, more controlled 
hunts and less opportunity for general hunts, etc The estimated current bull elk mortality, as calculated 
with the EV analysis, vanes from a low of 21 percent mortality m Wyommg along the west slope of the 
Tetons to 97 percent mortality in the Buffalo River watershed At the present time, 48 percent of the Forest 
meets State Fish and Game thresholds for EV 

Elk Habltat Effectiveness (EHE) -Scale Prlnclpal Watersheds 

EHE IS defmed as the percentage of avallable habltat that IS usable by elk outslde the huntmg season 
EHE IS not a measure of elk populations and it IS not a measure of habitat carrymg capacity (Lyon and 
Chnstensen 1992) For this EHE analysis, It IS the sprmg, summer and early fall habitat that IS usable by 
elk outslde the general elk-rifle hunting seasons The followlng two habltat parameters were determined to 
be most Important for EHE analysis 

1 Motorized road and trail densities (measured m miles per square mile on a watershed basls) As 
motorized road and trail densltles Increase, EHE declmes This relatIonshIp IS based on research by 
Dr L Jack Lyon (Lyon 1983) 

2 Elk hldmg cover, measured as a percentage of a watershed m hldmg cover Hldmg cover IS defmed 
as vegetation capable of hldrng 90 percent of a standlng adult elk from the wew of a human at a 
distance equal to or less than 200 feet (Lyon and Chnstensen 1992) Optimum habitat exists when 50 
to 60 percent of a watershed IS m hldmg cover, this IS based on thejudgement of professlonal blologlsts 
involved m elk workshops on the Forest 

An EHE of 100 percent (usually dlsplayed as 1 0) would require no motorized roads and trails wlthm a 
watershed, and 50 to 60 percent of the watershed being m hldmg cover The exlstmg values for EHE range 
from a low of 0 46 m a portlon of the Centennial Mountams to a high of 0 74 m the Madison-PItchstone 
Plateaus SubsectIon just south of the Park, an average forestwlde EHE value IS 0 57 

Elk & Deer Wmter Range - Scale ForestwIde 

Generally, elk and deer wmter range are those areas at lower elevations with lower snow accumulations, 
used by elk and deer dunng the wmter months (Lyon and Chnstensen 1992) Map number 24 m the map 
packet and Figure Ill-5 display these wmter ranges on the Forest 

The wmter range areas on the Forest are the upper elevatlonal llmlts of elk and deer wmter ranges, more 
wmter range acres exist at lower elevations on ELM, State, and private lands Some elk and deer which 
summer on the Forest also wmter on ranges m Montana and Wyommg The dlstnbutlon and number of 
wmtermg deer and elk on the Forest depends on wmter seventy Generally a higher proporbon of elk and 
deer wmter at lower elevations on ELM, State and pnvate lands Development on pnvate lands IS a 
concern as It can adversely affect areas hlstoncally used by wmtenng elk and deer 

There are 313,825 acres of crucial mid-to-late elk and deer wmter range on the Forest These wmter range 
areas have a wide range of vegetation types, with some of the areas mostly m mature forest and some 
predommantly m tall sagebrush/grass habitats Some wmter range shrub communltles (such as mountain 
mahogany) are In overmature or decadent condltlon due pnmanly to hlstoncal fire suppression 

Currently, 12 percent of the wmter range acres are closed to livestock grazmg On the acres open to 
lIvestock grazing, there are 6,352 AUMs of domestlc sheep grazmg and 26,423 AUMs of cattle grazmg 

Currently, 78 percent of the wmter range acres are meeting DVCsfor condltlon. 13 percent ofthe wmter range 
acres are lmprovmg and movmg toward DVCs, and 9 percent of the wmter range acres are not lmprovmg 
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About 38 percent of the winter range acres are capable of bemg used for cross-country snowmachme use, 
I e slopes less than 50 percent and open vegetatron condrtrons and types Some wmter range areas have 
hrstoncally been popular snowmachme use areas In these areas the Forest has Implemented restnctrons 
on cross-country snowmachme use Currently 28 percent of the wmter range acres are closed to cross- 
countrysnowmachme use 

There IS one feed ground for wmtermg elk and deer on the Forest, this IS rn Fiamey Creek, wrthm the South 
Fork/Palrsades wrnter range area The number of anrmals fed at thus sate vanes each wmter, pnmanly 
based on the severrty of the wmter The Table Ill-1 7 drsplays data from the IDFG and Illustrates what has 
occurred from 1978 to 1995 

Table Ill-17 Rarney Creek Feed Ground Data 1 

1981-82 
1982-83 
1983.84 
1984-85 
1985.86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1988-89 
1989-90 
1990-91 
1991-92 
1992-93 
1993-94 
1994-95 

-r Number of Elk Fed Number of Deer Fed 

no recorded number no recorded number 
0 0 
0 0 

no recorded number no recorded number 
0 0 

500 no recorded number 
200 400 
400 400 
300 400 
300 500 
200 300 
200 200 
400 100 

no recorded number no recorded number 
no recorded number no recorded number 

0 0 
400 250 

Gnzzly Bear Populatron - Scale Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem (YGBE) and BMU 

Poi-trons of the Forest are withm the YGBE The YGBE has been drvrded mto BMUs Portrons of the 
Forest are wrthrn the followmg BMUs Henry’s Lake (Subunrts 1 and 2), Plateau (Subunrts 1 and 2) and 
Bechlerneton (Frgure 111-6) 

The followmg are recovery goals for the YGBE (U S Fish and Wrldlrfe Servrce 1993) 

“Fifteen females with cubs over a runnmg s-year average both msrde the recovery zone and withm a 
IO-mrle area rmmedrately surroundrng the recovery zone, 16 of 18 EMUS occupred by females wrth 
young from a runnmg 6-year sum of observations, no two adjacent BMUs shall be unoccupred, and 
known, human-caused mortalrty not to exceed 4 percent of the populatron estrmate based on the most 
recent 3-year sum of females wrth cubs Furthermore, no more than 30 percent of thus 4 percent 
mortalrty lrmrt shall be females These mortalrty lrmrts cannot be exceeded dunng any two consecuhve 
years for recovery to be achieved ” 

Table III-18 presents gnzzly bear population data for the YGBE for the years 1987-1996 (from personal 
communrcatron with Dr Chns Servheen, USDI Fish and Wrldlrfe Servrce, 1996) As of 1996, the status of 
the gnzzly bear populatron In relatron to the recovery goals was as follows 

-The runnmg 6-year average for unduplicated females with cubs was 22 8. compared to the recovery 
goal of 15 
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-Average annual human-caused mortality was 7 1 bears, compared to the recovery goal mortality llmlt 
which IS to be c8 8 bears (~4 percent mortality limit of the population estimate) 
- Average annual human-caused female mortality was 2 8 bears, compared to the recovery goal mortality 
llmlt which IS to be ~2 6 bears (~30 percent of the total known mortalities) 
-The dlstnbutlon of females with young was 18 of 18 EMUS, compared to the recovery goal of 16 of 18 
BMU’s 

Knight, et al (1995) report on appralsmg the status of the Yellowstone gnzzly bear population Using data 
collected from 1976 to 1993, they report the followmg estimated rates of annual Increase m the population 

- 3 9 percent annual Increase usmg the annual totals of distmct family groups 
- 4 6 percent annual Increase usmg reproductive and survival data 
- 2 2 percent annual Increase usmg a common probablllty of slghtmg dlstmct family groups 

Table Ill-1 8 Annual Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Population and Known Human Caused-Mortality Data 
Based on 1993 Gwzly Bear Recovery Plan Crlterla Data From Known, Human-Caused Mortalltles, Mmlm 
Undupllcated Counts of Females With Cubs, and Dlstrlbutlon of Females With Young 

1992 23 0 1 4 ) 94 28 ( 37(22/6) 1 20(12/6) 

1993 1993 20 20 2 2 2 2 3 3 92 92 26 26 3 3 7 (22/6) 7 (22/6) 2 2 0 (12/6) 0 (12/6) 

1994 1994 20 20 3 3 3 3 10 10 62 62 25 25 4 4 5 (27/6) 5 (27/6) 2 2 0 (1 Z/6) 0 (1 Z/6) 

1995 1995 17 17 3 3 7 7 17 17 69 69 21 21 71 71 32 32 

1996 1996 33 33 3 3 4 4 9 9 86 86 26 26 71 71 28 28 

1996 Status of the Yellowstone Population m Relation to the DemographIc Recovery Targets 31 I 

I Target I Target Number I 1996 Number I 

Undupkcated females with cub 
(6 year average) 

15 
I 

226 
I 

Known mortality llmlt as 4% of 
total population estimate 

88 
I 

71 
I 

Female mortality llmrt as 30% o 26 
I 

28 
total known mortalltles I 

Dlstrlbutlon of female wth 
Yowl 

16of16 16Ofl6 

I/ Calculated as 4% of the mlmmum population estimate for the most current year which IS based on the 
m,n,m”m number of females wth cubs see” over the past three years 
2/ Annual Undup FWc’s = Annual Undupllcated Females wth Cubs 
31 Caculated with updated percentaae of adult females rn the pOpUlatlOn as 22 3% 
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Following IS a bnef overvlew of grizzly bear observations for the Forest portlon of each BMU Subumt 

Henry’s Lake EMU - Subumt 7 - Compared to the other BMUs and Subunits on the Forest, this area had 
the fewest gnzzly bear slghtmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Wllllams 1986) 

From 1986 through 1995, we have records of one gnzzly bear slghtmg m MS2 habltat, two gnzzly bear 
slghtmgs m MS3 habltat and two gnzzly bear slghtmgs on pnvate lands In addltlon to these slghtmgs, 
radio collared bear#139 was trapped on MS3 and pnvate lands m 1987 and 1988 Compared to the other 
BMUs and SubunIts on the Forest, thts area also had the fewest gnzzly bear slghtmgs from 1986 through 
1995 

No female sows with cubs have been documented In the MS2 portlon of this subumt (from avallable 
documentation dating back to 1959) 

Henry’s Lake BMU - Subunrt2 - Compared to the other BMUs and SubunIts on the Forest, this area had 
the second highest number of gnzzly bear sightmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Wlllfams 1986) 

From 1986 through 1995. we have records of eight gnzzly bear slghtmgs, all on Forest land (three of these 
sightmgs are on the border between this subumt and the Plateau BMU) In addition, there are numerous 
recorded observations of radio-collared bear#258 (an adult female), which was relocated Into this BMU 
subunlt m the fall of 1995 Bear #258 left this BMIJ subumt in the spnng of 1996 and returned to her 
prevrous home range 

Sows with cubs have previously been documented in this subumt A female sow with cubs was docu- 
mented rn this BMU subumt (but not on the Forest) dunng 1996 (Interagency Gnzzly Bear CommIttee 
News Release, Ott 28, 1996) 

Plateau BMU - Subumt I - Compared to the other BMUs and Subumts on the Forest, this area had one of 
the lowest number of gnzzly bear slghtmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Willlams 1986) 

From 1986 through 1995, we have records of five gnzzly bear slghtmgs wlthm subunlt 1 In addltlon, there 
are many recorded observations of radio-collared bear #227 (a male) for portlons of each summer from 
1994 through 1996 

Searchmg through reports m our flies, we can document that two sows with cubs were observed for the 
penod 1965 to 1984 (one of the sows was shot and kllled by hunters In the fall of 1984) From 1985 to the 
present, no sows with cubs have been reported m this subunlt 

Plateau BMU - Subunrt2- Compared to the other BMUs and Subunlts on the Forest, this area had one of 
the lowest number of gnzzly bear slghtmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Wllllams 1986) 

From 1986 through 1995, we have records of SIX gnzzly bear slghtmgs wlthm subumt 2 

From 1965 to 1984, there were four sightings of bear groups (two or more bears together) but our records 
do not conflrm that these were sows with cubs From 1985 to 1993, no sows wrth cubs were observed In 
1994, one sow with cubs was observed near the southern boundary of the subumt No sows with cubs 
have been repotted dunng 1995 and 1996 

BechlwTefon BMU- Compared to the other BMUs and Subunits on the Forest, this area had the highest 
number of grizzly bear slghtmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Willlams 1986) 

From 1986 through 1995, we have records of 26 gnzzly bear sightmgs, which IS the highest number of 
slghtmgs compared to the other BMUs and Subunlts for this time penod 
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Four of the 26 gnzzly bear srghtrngs from 1986 through 1995 were sows wrth cubs These four srghtrngs 
are consrdered relrable, but none were venfred Therefore, these srghtmgs have not been Included III the 
offrcral records for sows wrth cubs m each BMU This BMU IS currently occupred by a sow wrth cubs, 
based on venfred srghbngs from the GTNP portron of the BMU 

Grrzzly Bear Habrtat - Scale Bear Management Unrt and Subunit 

Table Ill-19 outknes the exrstmg habitat and condrtrons for the Forest portron of BMUs and subunrts 
Process Paper D presents an overvrew of food habitats, cover requrrements, dennmg habrtat, home 
ranges and motonzed access effects The followrng text represents some addrttonal InformatIon for each 
BMU subunrt 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 1 - 

- Most of the area IS open to snowmachme use from December 1 to June 1 

- Even though there are none sheep allotments and three cattle allotments In use, we have no record of 
gnzzly beadkvestockconfkcts on N F lands (1959-1997) 

- Henry’s Lake Flat and MS3 - About 42 percent (53,500 acres) of this subunrt Includes pnvate lands 
on Henry’s Lake Flat and hrghly developed Forest land classrfred as MS3 habrtat OROMTRD IS 2 48 
mr/sq mr on Henry’s Lake Flat and 3 6 mr/sq ml on Forest lands The average dally traffic for U S 
Htghway 20 IS about 2,400 vehrcles per day In 1995, there were 172,646 fishmg hours of acbvrty on 
Henry’s Lake from May to October (IDFG Creel Survey Summary Sheet, Henry’s Lake, 1995) 
Snowmachine use occurs whenever there IS enough snow Lrvestock grazmg occurs on most of the 
private lands 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 2 - 

- In the Lronhead podron of thus subunrt, snowmachrne use is allowed from December 1 to June 1 In 
the remainder of this subunit, snowmachine use can occur whenever there IS enough snow 

- There have been no gnzzly/lwestock confkcts smce sheep grazrng was elrmmated rn this area tn 
1984 

Plateau BMU, Subunrt 1 

- Snowmachrne use IS allowed from December 1 to June 1 rn the North Fork Frre area. In the remarnder 
of the subunrts, snowmachme use IS allowed wheneverthere IS enough snow 

Plateau BMU, Subumt2 - 

* Snowmachme use IS allowed wheneverthere IS enough snow 

- Outsrde of the desrgnated wilderness areas, snowmachme use IS allowed whenever there IS enough 
snow 
-All sheep allotments m MS1 habrtat have been closed There are two sheep allotments m use in MS2 
habttat and two gnzzly/sheep confltcts have been documented There are three cattle allotments in 
use wrth no documented confkcts 
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Central Idaho Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area and Yellowstone Nonessential 
Experimental Population Area for Gray Wolf. 

(USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 b) 
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Gray Wolf Populatrons and Habrtat - Scale Forestwide 

Possrble srghtmgs of gray wolves have occurred on the Forest and are summarized In the AMS and 
Process Paper D There have been no reported srghtrngs of packs or evrdence of successful breedmg. In 
Apnl, 1994 the USDI Frsh and Wrldlrfe Servrce approved the Fmal EIS for The Rerntroductron of Gray 
Wolves to the Park and Central Idaho (USDI Fish and Wlldkfe Servtce 1994a) In November of that year 
fmal rules were Issued for the estabkshment of a nonessentral expenmental populatron of gray wolves rn 
the Park, central Idaho, and southwestern Montana (USDI Fish and Wrldkfe Servrce 1994b) As a result 
of these actrons, the followrng condrtrons exrst 

The portron of the Forest west of Interstate 15 IS wrthrn the Central Idaho Nonessentral Expenmental 
Populatron Area The portron of the Forest east of Interstate 15 IS wrthm the Yellowstone Nonessential 
Expenmental Area (Frgure 111-7) All wolves found rn the wild wtthrn the boundanes of these management 
areas, after the fast wolf releases, WIII be consrdered nonessentral expenmental anrmals (USDI Frsh and 
Wrldlrfe Servrce 1994a and b) 

Status of Wolf Remtroductrons - 1995 and 1996 - In the Yellowstone NonessentIal Expenmental Popula- 
bon Area 

- 14 Canadran wolves were released rn 1995, 
* 17 Canadran wolves were released rn 1996, 
- 2 packs produced 9 pups In 1995, 
* 3 packs produced 10 pups In 1996, 
* as of September 10, 1996, there were 34 free rangmg wolves and 15 wolves rn captrvrty pens, 

6 wolves have dred 3 were rllegally shot, 1 was krlled by a vehrcle on a road, 1 was krlled by 
agents from ADC after twrce krllrng domesbc sheep, 1 was krlled rn an accident 
(falkng Into a thermal pool) Note Our records of wolves that dred may not be complete, 

- 1 male wolf (the mate of the wolf that dred by fallrng Into a thermal pool) was located on the 
Forest for a few days In 1996 Thus wolf has returned to the Park 

In the Central Idaho Nonessenhal Expenmental Populatron Area 
* 15 Canadran wolves were released m 1995, 
* 20 Canadran wolves were released rn 1996, 
- no pups were born m 1995, 
- 3 packs produced pups rn 1996 we do not know have many pups, 
- as of July 1996, there were 26 radio-collared wolves wrth known locatrons, there were 5 radro- 

collared wolves that have not been located for various periods of bme, 
- there have been 5 wolves that have dred 1 was krlled by a mountam Iron, 1 was shot, 1 dred of 
starvatron, 1 accrdentally drowned dunng a control operatton and 1 was euthantzed dunng release 

This gray wolf remtroductron does not confkct wrth exrstrng or antrcrpated Federal agency actrons or 
tradrtronal pubkc uses of park lands, wrlderness areas or surroundrng lands (USDI Frsh and Wrldlife Ser- 
vice 1994b) Land use restnchons may be temporanly used by land or resource managers to control 
mtrusrve human drsturbance, pnmanly around actrve den sates between Apnl 1 and June 30, when there 
are five or fewer breedrng parrs of wolves In a recovery area After SIX or more breedmg parrs become 
estabkshed rn a recovery area, land-use restnctrons would not be needed (USDI Frsh and Wtldltfe Servtce 
1994a) 

The abrlrty of mdrvrduals holdrng grazrng permrts on publrc land to harass adult wolves rn an opportunrstrc, 
nonmjunous manner wrll become part of therr permrt condrtrons so it IS clearly understood exactly what can 
occur There IS a seven day reporbng requirement for any such rncrdent (USDI Frsh and Wrldllfe Servrce 
1994a) 

The following condrtrons and cntena will apply In determrnrng the problem status of wolves (USDI Frsh and 
Wrldlrfe Servrce 1994a) Lrvestock In thus context refers to only cattle, sheep, horses or mules 
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Wounded llvestock or some remams of a livestock carcass must be present with clear evidence that 
wolves were responsible for the damage Also there must be reason to belleve that addltronal losses 
would occur If the problem wolf or wolves were not controlled Such evidence IS essential smce 
wolves may simply feed on carnon they have found while not bemg responsible for the kill 

Artlflclal or mtentlonal feedlng of wolves must not have occurred LIvestock carcasses not properly 
disposed of m an area where depredations have occurred WIII be consldered attractants On federal 
lands, removal or resolution of such attractants must accompany any control actlon LIvestock carnon 
or carcasses on federal land, not bemg used as halt m an authorized control actlon (by agencies), must 
be removed, burled, burned, or otherwse disposed of such that the carcass(es) WIII not attract wolves. 

On federal lands, ammal husbandry practices Identified m exlstmg approved AMPS and AOPs for 
allotments must have been followed 

If addItIonal llvestock depredations were Ilkely, proper animal husbandry practices were employed 
(proper disposal of llvestock carcasses, etc ), artlficlal feedmg did not take place, and federal grazmg 
allotment plans were followed, agencies would harass, capture, move, or kill wolves that attacked 
llvestock (defmed as cattle, sheep, horses, or mules only) on public or pnvate land Prior to the 
establishment of SIX breeding pairs, depredatmg females and their pups will be captured and released 
at or near the site of capture, one time prior to October 1 If depredabons contmue, or d SIX packs are 
present, females and their pups WIII be removed 

Wolf recovery will not result In wolf travel corndors or linkage zones being established The size and 
proxlmlty of the areas where wolves WIII be managed for recovery are large enough, close enough and 
have enough public land between them that additional areas (travel corndors) are not required in the 
foreseeable future to maintain a viable wolf population after the three subpopulatlons become establlshed 
(USDI Fish and WIldlIfe Serwce 1994a) 

Pnmary Cavity Nester Populations - Scale Forestwide 

Eight pnmary cavity nestmg species potentially occur on the Forest We do not know and are not able to 
provide population estimates for these species Hell et al , (1995) provided relative abundance ratmgs for 
these species for general mature to older forest habitats In the Rocky Mountains These abundance 
ratings are shown I” Table ill-20 

Table III-20 Relative Abundance of Pnmary Cawty Nesting Speaes I” the Breedlng 
Season (from Hell et al 1995) 

Relatwe Abundance by General Forest Habltat II 

Mlxed 
CotlIfer Lodgepole 

species 2l PllX Spruce-Rr Aspen 

Lewis’ Woodpecker R 
Red-naped Sapsucker U R C C 
Wlllnmson’s Sapsucker U U U U 
Downy Woodpecker R C C 
Hay Woodpecker C U C C 
Three-toed Woodpecker R U U U 
Black-backed Woodpecker R R R R 
Northern Flicker C C C C 

11 Azabundant. C=common, U=uncommon, R=rare, = no lnformatlon 
2I Mwed conifer IS prlmar~ly dominated by Douglas-Or 
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Three bird studies on the Forest (one completed and two In progress) have documented the presence of 
seven of the eight pnmary cavity nestmg species, the Lewis’ woodpecker that has not been documented 
m the studies (Douglas and Rattl 1984, Patla 1995 and Kllene 1996 progress reports, Hoffman and Rotella 
1996 progress report) These stud[es mdlcate that red-naped sapsuckers and northern fltckers are the 
most common pnmary cavity nestmg specres 

Pnmary Cavity Nester Habltat - Scale ForestwIde and Watersheds 

Pnmary cavity nestmg species excavate nest cavities in snags (dead standmg trees) Live trees may also 
provide nest sites dependmg on the presence of InfectIon or Injury which would allow the birds to excavate 
a nestmg cawty Table Ill-21 provides an overwew of the habltat requirements for these species Because 
of the need to have large enough snags or live trees for excavatmg nest cawtles, these species are most 
often associated with mature to old growth forests However, these species have been documented usmg 
areas followmg stand replaclng fire and timber harvestmg when snags are present 

Table Ill-21 Cawty Nesting Spews Habdat Requwments (from wew of western North Amencan 
Ihterature, see References-Cavity Nesbng Species) 

snag No of NO Snags per acre 
Snag DBH Height cmt,es Temtoty SE for 100% Blologlcal 

Species (Inches) (feet) per year (acres) I/ Potential I/ 

Lews’s Woodpecker 12-27 5-170 1 o-15 (15) 46-I 01 (1 01) 
Red-naped Sapsucker g-47 15+ 1 5 i-12 (IO) 1 5 (1 5) 
Wtlllamson’s Sapsucker 12-37 15+ 1 10-12 (10) 33-i 5 (1 5) 
Downy Woodpecker 6-14 6-50 2 5-50 (IO) 16-5 (3) 
Hauy Woodpecker 9-29 15+ 3 6-25 (25) 6-1 92 (1 8) 
Three-toed Woodpecker 7-19 15+ 3 35.200 (75) 06- 6 ( 59) 
Black-backer Woodpecker 6-17 6+ 3 75-100 (75) 12-6 (59) 
Northern Flicker IO-51 6+ 1 a-500 (40) 38-46 ( 36) 

I, Numbers ,n parentheses ,nd,cate temtory s,zes and number of snags used for analysns purposes on the 
Forest 

Four of these pnmary cavity nesbng species (halty woodpecker, northern flicker, yellow-bellled sapsucker, 
Williamson’s sapsucker) require larger size snags and provide larger nesting cavltles which are Important 
for several other species of animals 

We analyzed overall bIologIcal potential for the pnmary cavtty nestmg species as a group, and a bIologIcal 
potential analysis was doneforthefourspecies which require larger slzesnags These bIologIcal potential 
analyses are based on exlstmg snag denslbes Currently, the bIologIcal potential for the pnmary cavity 
nestmg species as a group IS 0 61, and the bIologIcal potential for the larger cavity nestmg species IS 
0 47 This bIologIcal potential IS consldered a mlnlmum potential because It only consldered snag densl- 
bes AddItIonal biologIcal potential exists with live trees 

Forest Owl Populations -Scale ForestwIde and SubsectIons 

Forest owls Include the flammulated, boreal and great gray We do not know and are not able to provide 
populabon estimates for these species The followmg documents what we know about their relative abun- 
dance and dlstnbutlon on the Forest, also refer toTable Ill-16 (USDA Forest Servlce 1994, AMS 1992) 

F/ammo/afed Owl We expect the flammulated owl to be present on the Forest only dunng the breedmg 
season We consider this owl to be rare on the Forest, as we have only documented ct in four locabons 
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For lands adjacent to the Forest, flammulated owls have been documented on only three areas the 
Madison Ranger Dlstnct of the Beaverhead N F , the Sand Creek Wlldllfe Management Area north of St 
Anthony, Idaho, and BLM land near Moose Creek (Keepout Draw) m Teton Valley 

Boreal Owl The boreal owl IS consldered to be a year-round resident on the Forest When the AMS was 
completed in 1992, only three boreal owl observatrons had been recorded Sawtell Peak in 1987, Targhee 
Creek m 1988 and McGarry Canyon in 1990 All of these observations were m the Centennial Mountams 
SubsectIon Smce completion of the AMS, more boreal owl surveys have been done on the Forest and 
boreal owls have been documented m five subsectlons Centennial Mountams, Island Park, Madlson- 
PItchstone Plateaus, Teton Range and Big Hole Mountams In relation to other owls on the Forest, we 
consider this owl to be uncommon m terms of abundance 

For lands adjacent to the Forest, boreal owls have been documented in these areas the Leadore Ranger 
Dlstnct on the Salmon/Challis N F , the Dillon and Madison Ranger Dlstncts on the Beaverhead N F , the 
Hebgen Lake Ranger Dlstrlct on the Gallatln N F , Yellowstone and GTNP, the Greys River Ranger Dlstnct 
on the Bndger-Teton N F 

Great Gray Owl The great gray owl IS a year-round resident on the Forest The great gray owl has been 
documented m every subsectlon on the Forest In relation to other owls on the Forest, we consider this owl 
to be common in terms of abundance 

For lands adjacent to the Forest, great gray owls have been documented m these areas BLM lands and 
State of Idaho lands, the Madison Ranger Dlstnct on the Beaverhead N F , Red Rocks Lake NatIonal 
Wlldllfe Refuge, the Hebgen Lake Ranger Dlstrlct on the Gallatm N F , Yellowstone and GTNP, the Greys 
River Ranger District on the Brldger-Teton N F 

Forest Owl Habltat - Scale Subsection 

F/ammu/ated& BorealOwls - The habltat components consldered most Important for the flammulated and 
boreal owls are a) the amount of mature and older Douglas-fir, mlxed conifer and aspen: b) pnmaty cavrty 
nesting habltat for the larger woodpeckers (hairy woodpecker, northern flicker, yellow-bellled sapsucker 
and Wllllamson’s sapsucker) Thirty acres encompasses the entlre home range of a flammulated owl pair 
during the breedmghestmg penod Thirty acres encompasses the largest size nest stands recorded m the 
lrterature for boreal owls Approximately 3,600 acres encompasses the wmter home range of a boreal owl 
Summer home ranges are slightly smaller 

Great Gray Owl - The habltat components consldered most important for this species are a) mature or 
older forest habitat to provide suitable nestmg sites, and b) sultable foragmg habitat which mcludes 
nonstocked and seedling forests and nonforested habitats Great gray owl nest sites average 143 meters 
from nearest openmg, a 143 meter radius circle IS about 16 acres The largest home ranges recorded for 
great gray owls IS 6 5 sq km , which IS 1,622 4 acres (USDA Forest Service 1994a) 

Furbearer Populations - Scale ForestwIde and SubsectIon 

We do not know and are not able to provide population estimates for wolverine, lynx, flscher and marten 
The followmg documents what we know about their relative abundance and dlstrlbutlon on the Forest 

Wolverrne - In 1985 a wolverme survey was done I” Idaho to determme the locatlon and status of popula- 
tlons (Groves 1987) Results of the survey mdlcated that three areas of the State had wolverme popula- 
tlons The Forest was not wlthm one of these areas However, documented observations of wolverme on 
the Forest have occurred in the Centennial, Island Park, Madison-PItchstone Plateaus, Teton Range and 
Caribou Range Mountains SubsectIons Respectively, there have been 18, one, three, seven and one 
obsetvatlons between 1961 and 1995 Because of large home ranges, wolverine populations always exist 
at low densltles 
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For lands adjacent to the Forest, wolverme have been documented in the following general areas Leadore 
Ranger Distnct on the Salmon/Challis N F , Dlllon and Madison Ranger Districts on the Beaverhead N F s, 
Dillon Dlstnct of the BLM, Hebgen Lake Ranger Dlstrlct on the Gallatm N F , and Yellowstone and GTNP 

North Amencan Lynx- Hlstorlcally, lynx populations were mmlmal in the contiguous Unlted States due to 
a lack of suitable habltat (U S Fish and WildlIfe Service 1994c) Favorable habltat condltlons forthe lynx 
dlsslpate with decreasmg latitude Thus, the lynx IS restncted to higher elevations the more southern the 
latitude (U S Fish and WIldlIfe Service 1994~) 

The only documented reports of lynx on the Forest occur m the Wyoming portion of the Big Hole Moun- 
tams Subsection (USDA Forest Service 1994b) For lands adjacent to the Targhee N F , lynx have been 
documented m the Park, and the Greys River Ranger Dlstnct Based on current knowledge, It IS unlikely 
that the Forest hlstorlcally or currently provides habltat for a viable resident lynx population 

Fjsher- Hlstorlcally, fisher were never known to occur m the Idaho portlon of the GYA (Clark et al 1989) 
However, one flsherwas trapped III the Island Park SubsectIon at Warm River Butte m 1978 Also, fisher 
tracks were observed in the Teton Range SubsectIon near North and South Leigh Creeks during the winter 
of 1995 by a research team studymg furbearers on the Forest At this time. there IS uncertamty about both 
the hIstorIcal and current status of fisher populations on the Forest 

We are aware of one documented fisher slghtmg on lands adjacent to the Forest, this slghtmg was m 1990 
near Drake Canyon (T3N, R45E, Set 7) m Teton Basm Also, dunng 1995, Yellowstone Ecosystem 
Studies (a private group from Bozeman, Montana) used a remote camera to photograph a fisher I” Repub- 
IIC Creek on the Shoshone N F (K Barber, Shoshone N F , personal communlcatlon) 

American Marten- Marten slghtlngs have been documented withIn all subsectlons except Lemhl/Medlclne 
Lodge Marten are constdered abundant on the Forest, and the state Fish and Game Departments provide 
a trappmg season for marten 

We are not sure about the presence of American marten m the LemhiMedicme Lodge subsectlon Suit- 
able habltat exists for marten, however, conifer forests only make up 37 percent of this subsectlon, and 
the forests are not connected to other forested habitats with known marten populations Therefore, there 
IS uncertainty about marten populations and habltat m this part of the Forest 

Furbearer Habltat - Scale ForestwIde and SubsectIons 

The followmg documents what we know about these species on the Forest, also refer to Table Ill-16 
(USDA Forest Setvlce 1994b) 

Wolverme Home ranges of adult wolvenne in North America range from less than 100 sq km to over 900 
sq km (38 6 sq ml to 347 5 sq ml ) Yearly home ranges for females with young range from 47 sq km 
to 105 sq km (18 2 sq ml to 40 5 sq ml ) Wolvermes occupy treeless alpme areas to dense forested 
areas Wolvenne food hablts are generally described as opporlunistlc omnivores m summer and prlmarlly 
scavengers in wmter Natal den sites have conslsted of snow tunnels, talus and boulder fields, holes dug 
under fallen trees, wlthm hollow trees, beaver lodges, old bear dens, under roots of trees, etc 

It has been suggested that wolverme habltat should consist of large refugla, representative of the vegeta- 
bon zones that wolvenne occupy Details for these large refugla have not been establlshed It has been 
suggested that wolvenne will benefit from conservation strategies for grizzly bears, wolves and cougars 

North Amencan Lynx Lynx habltat in the western mountams consists prrmarlly of two structurally diferent 
forest types occurrmg at opposite ends of the stand age gradlent Lynx require early seral forests that 
contam high numbers of prey (especially snowshoe hares) for foragmg and late-seral forests that contam 
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cover for kittens (especrally deadfalls) and for dennmg Intermediate seral stages may serve as travel 
cover for lynx but functron pnmarrly to provrde connectrvity wrthm a forest landscape Although such 
habrtats are not required by lynx, they fill In the gaps between foragmg and dennmg habitat wrthm a 
landscape mosarc of forest seral stages 

fisher In the western mountams, fishers prefer late-seral forests (espeaally for restmg and denmng) and 
occur most frequently where these forests include the fewest large nonforested openmgs Avoidance of 
open areas may restrict the movements of fishers between patches of habitat and reduce colonrzatron of 
unoccupred but suitable habrtat Large physrcal structures (live trees, snags and logs) are the most 
frequent fisher rest sites, and these structures occur most commonly m late-seral forests 

Until It IS understood how these structures are used and can be managed outsrde therr natural ecologrcal 
context, the mamtenance of late-seral forests wrll be Important for the conservatron of fishers 

Amencan Marten Although American martens at bmes use other habitats, populatrons depend on conrf- 
erous forests Martens assocrate closely with mesrc, late-seral conrferous forests, but occur in other 
vegetatron types They use treeless areas less than predrcted from their spatral avarlabrlrty, especrally m 
wmter Clearcuttmg reduces marten densrtres for several decades In some areas, undercondrbons that 
are not well understood, martens may use regeneratmg clearcuts after a decade or two If sufficient struc- 
tures useful to martens persrst from the clearcuttmg The effect of other cuttmg regimes, mcludmg small 
patch cuttmg, seed tree cuttmg or salvage harvest of dead or damaged trmber have not been widely 
studred 

Coarse woody debris, especrally rn the form of large drameter boles, IS an Important feature of marten 
habitat Logs are most useful to martens for gammg access to subnrvean areas and for resting Removal 
of coarse woody debrrs from forests or mterfermg with processes that make It avarIable m suitable srzes 
and stages of decay may reduce habrtat qualrty for martens 

Knowledge of landscape-scale habrtat use IS almost completely lackmg regardrng behavioral or populatron 
responses of martens to such landscape attnbutes as stand srze, stand shape, area of stand Interrors, 
amount of edge, stand msularrty, use of corrrdors and connectrvity Marten use of resrdual forest stands 
surrounded by clearcuts on Newfoundland Island was a functron of stand srze; stands c 15 ha (37 acres) 
rn area had lower capture success rates than larger stands However, the dearth of knowledge m thrs area 
makes managmg forested landscapes for marten hrghly conjectural 

Northern Goshawk Populatrons - Scale ForestwIde 

We do not know and cannot provrde a populatron estrmate for northern goshawks on the Forest Goshawk 
monrtormg on the Forest has identrfred 50 goshawk terrrtorres, 13 of these territories are hrstoric (meanmg 
we have no record of actrvity smce 1989) and 37 of these termones have been actrve one or more years 
from 1989 to the present (Process Paper D, Patla 1990,1991,1992,1995 and personal communrcation) 
Not all of the Forest has been mventoned or monrtored for goshawks, therefore we expect addrtronal 
goshawk termones exist 

For lands adjacent to the Forest, goshawks have been documented m the followmg areas Idaho Nabonal 
Engmeerrng and Envrronmental Laboratory (INEEL), Drllon and Madrson Ranger Drstrrcts on the Beaverhead 
N F , Red Rocks Lake National Wrldlrfe Refuge, Yellowstone and GTNP, Sand Creek Wildkfe Manage- 
ment Area, Greys Rrber Ranger Drstrrct on the Bndger-Teton N F , Grays Lake Natronal Wrldlrfe Refuge, 
and BLM lands 

Northern Goshawk Habitat - Scale Forestwide 

The goshawk IS a forest habitat generalrst that uses a varrety of forest types, forest ages, structural 
condrtrons and seral stages (Reynolds et al 1992) It prays on small to medium srzed birds and mammals 
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(robms and chrpmunks to grouse and hares), whrch it captures on the ground, rn trees or rn the as Forests 
wrthm goshawk nestmg home ranges should be an interspersed mosarc of structural stages - young to old 
forests - to mcrease the drversrty of habrtat for goshawks and therr many prey specres Northern gos- 
hawks have been documented In all seven subsectrons 

NestAreas - Nest areas mclude one or more forest stands, several nests and several landform character- 
rstrcs Nest areas are occupred by breeding goshawks from early March untrl late September, and are the 
focus of all movements and actwrtres assocrated with nestmg The srze (20-25 acres) and shape of nest 
areas depend on topography and the avarlabrlrty of patches of dense, large trees 

Nest areas are often used more than one year, and some are used mtermrttentlyfor decades Many parrs 
of goshawks have two to four alternate nest areas wrthrn therr home range All prevrously occupred nest 
areas may be cntrcal for mamtammg nestmg populatrons because they contarn the habrtat elements that 
attracted the goshawks ongmally Addrtronally, replacement nest areas are requrred because goshawk 
nest stands are subject to loss from catastrophrc events and natural decline 

Goshawk nest stands have a relatrvely high tree canopy coverand a hrgh densrty of large trees Studres 
suggest that the dense vegetation rn these stands provrde relatwely mrld and stable mrcroenvrronments, 
as well as protectron from predators of goshawks Nest areas are usually classrfred as mature and older 
forest stands 

Post-Nedgfng Farm/y Area (WA) - PFAs mclude the area used by the adults and young from the trme the 
young leave the nest untrl they are no longer dependent on the adults for food The PFA surrounds the 
nest area and, although It generally Includes a variety of forest condrtrons, the vegetatcon structure re- 
sembles that found wrthrn nest stands PFAs vary m srze from 300 to 600 acres (mean = 415 acres) 
PFAs provrde the young hawks wrth cover from predators, and suffrcrent prey to develop huntrng skulls and 
feed themselves rn the weeks beforefuvenrle drspersal Forests m the PFA’s should contam overstones 
and habrtat attnbutes cntlcal m the kfe-hrstones of goshawk prey specres 

Foragmg Area - Goshawks prey on bards and mammals rn the larger body-srze classes avarlable to forest- 
dwellmg hawks Generally speakmg, because larger specres of vertebrates have less dense populatrons 
than smaller specres, predators of large prey must hunt over large areas m order to meet therr energy 
requirements Goshawkforagmg areas are about 5,000 to 6,000 acres 

Lrmrted radrotelemetry evrdence suggests that goshawks prefer mature forests for foragmg Addrtronal 
mformatron on the composrtron and structure of goshawkforagrng habrtat was gleaned from mformatron on 
the habrtat requrrements of goshawk prey specres Raptor populatrons are often Irmrted by prey popula- 
hens, and chorce of foragmg habrtat by goshawks IS predrcted, at least rn part, on habrtats where prey are 
abundant and accessible 

The foragmg areacomprises the largest portron of the goshawk nesting home range and therefore typrcally 
mcludes a greater drversrty of landforms, forest cover types and vegetatron structural stages important 
habrtat components mclude snags, downed logs, woody debns, openmgs, large trees, herbaceous and 
shrubby understones and mterspersron of vegetatron structural stages (forest seral stages) 

W,nfer Habdat Winter movements and wmter habrtat for goshawks are poorly understood We know of 
only one publrshed study In the Rocky Mountams (Squares and Ruggrero 1995) Documented mrgratrons of 
four adult bards from nestmg areas to wmter areas ranged from 65 to 185 krlometers (40 to 115 mrles) 
However, two of the adult bards could not be found for most of the wmter period, so these drstances may 
be mmrmums Wrnter habrtats Included aspen wrth mrxed conifer stands, spruce-frr and lodgepole pme 
stands, and small groves of cottonwood surrounded by open sagebrush-wheatgrass prarnes (Squrres and 
Ruggrero 1995) 
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One adult goshawk has been monltored dunng the wmter penod on the Forest Dunng the winter period, 
this bird made several mlgratlons between Its nestmg tamtory m the Big Hole Mountams to the Henry’s 
Fork of the Snake River near St Anthony, Idaho (S Patla, personal communication) 

Red Squirrel Populations and Habltat - Scale ForestwIde and Subsections 

Red squirrels are so strongly associated with the conifer forests (Table Ill-l 6) that their population dens!- 
ties fluctuate with cone crops (Smith 1968, Gurnell 1983, Halvorson and Engeman 1983) Smce red 
squirrels are so strongly dependent upon conifer seeds as a food supply, conifer forests must be of seed- 
producing age before red squirrels WIII make slgnlflcant use of them Habltat quality IS also related to 
nesting cover and food-cachmg sites Natural cavities are preferred by red squirrels as nest sates (HamIlton 
1939, Layne 1954) However, underground nests and external tree nests are more commonly used where 
cavltles are not avallable (Fancy 1980) Large diameter trees, large standmg snags, and fallen trees are 
Important sites for cone storage (Vahle and Patton 1983) 

SuItable habitat for red squirrels exists m all subsectlons At the present time, about 80 percent of the 
forested acres are of cone-bearing age (about 928,000 acres) 

Red squirrels are known to defend terntones of 0 5 to 7 5 acres m size (USDA Forest Setvlce 1991) This 
would provide a range of 85 to 1,280 red squirrels per square mile of sultable habltat There IS about 1,450 
square miles (928,000 acres) of suitable habltat on the Forest, so a population range for the Forest could 
be 123,000 to 1,856,OOO squirrels As stated above, red squirrel populations WIII fluctuate dependmg on 
fluctuations m cone crops The red squirrel IS consldered abundant on the Forest 

Peregnne Falcon Populations -Scale Rocky Mountams and ForestwIde > 

The Forest IS wlthln the Amencan Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan - Rocky MountalnlSouthwest Popula- 
tlon (USDI Fish and WIldlIfe Service 1977/revised 1984) The objectIves for the Recovery Plan are a 
mmimum of 183 breeding pairs with the following dlstrlbutlon Anzona-46, Colorado-31, Idaho-17, Mon- 
tana-20, Nebraska-i, New Mexico-23, North Dakota-i, South Dakota-i, Texas-8, Utah-21 and Wyommg- 
14 

In 1991, there were 363 known peregnne falcon pairs wlthm the area covered by the Recovery Plan, m 
1993, there were an estimated 450 pairs, and based on 1994 surveys, the current Rocky Mountam/ 
Southwest population consists of 559 breedmg pairs, surpassmg the recovery objective by 376 pairs 
(USDI Fish and WIldlIfe Service 1994 and 1995) 

In 1995, 13 pairs occupied terntones wlthm Idaho (SIX of these pairs were on the Forest), SIX pairs were 
successful m producmg 16 young for an average of 1 2 young per pair and 2 7 young per successful pair 
(three of the successful pairs and eight of the young produced were on the Forest) (Levme et al 1995) 
Peregnne falcon eynes are currently dlstnbuted wlthm five subsectlons on the Forest 

The current reproductive level has been sufficient to support conslderable population growth At this time, 
the U S Fish and Wlldllfe Service has publlshed an advanced notice of a proposal to remove the Amen- 
can peregnne falcon from the list of endangered and threatened wIldlIfe (USDI Fish and Wlldllfe Service 
1995) 

For lands adjacentto the Forest, peregnnefalcons have been documented in thefollowmg general areas 
Big Butte and MedIcme Lodge Resource Areas of the BLM, INEEL, Dlllon Ranger Dlstnct (Beaverhead N 
F), Dlllon Dlstnct (BLM, Montana), Hebgen Lake Ranger Dlstnct (Gallatm N F ), Yellowstone and GTNP, 
Market Lake and Mud Lake Wlldllfe Management Areas, Camas Natlonal W!ldl!fe Refuge, Gray’s Lake 
Natlonal WIldlIfe Refuge, and Gray’s River Ranger Dlstnct (Bndger-Teton N F ) 
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Peregnne Falcon Habltat - Scale ForestwIde 

Peregnne falcons occupy a wide range of habitats (Table Ill-16), typlcally found in open country near 
nvers, marshes, lakes and coasts They capture prey by stnkmg from above with their talons after a high- 
speed dive Foragmg habltat mcludes wetlands and npanan habitats, meadows and parklands, croplands 
such as hayfIelds and orchards, gorges and mountam valleys and lakes which support good populations 
of small to medium terrestnal birds, shoreblrds and waterfowl 

Cliffs are preferred nesting sites (also known as eynes), although reintroduced birds now regularly nest on 
man-made structures such as towers and high-nse bulldmgs Peregrmes may travel more then 18 miles 
from the nest sate to hunt for food, however a 10 mile radius around the nest IS an average huntmg area, 
with 80 percent of foragmg occurnng wlthm a mile of the nest 

Peregrine falcons generally migrate south for the wmter to the Gulf of Mexico, and mto Mexico and Central 
America, or to large nvers and wIldlIfe refuges m the Unlted States (USDA Forest Service 1991) 

Srgnlflcance of envlronmental contammants and other potential threats Peregnne falcons declined pre- 
clpitously m North Amenca followmg World War II Research lmpllcated organochlonne pestlcldes, par- 
tlcularly the pestlcldes DDT, DDE (a metabohte of DDT), and dleldnn, applied m the Unlted States and 
Canada dunng this same penod as causmg the declme (USDI Fish and Wlldllfe Service 1994 and 1995) 
Use of these chemicals peaked In the 1950s and early 1960s and contmued through the early 1970s 
(USDI Fish and Wlldllfe SetvIce 1995) 

The most slgnlflcant event m the recovery of the peregnne falcon was the restnctlon placed on the use of 
organochlorlne pestlcldes Use of DDT was restncted In Canada In 1970 and m the Unlted States in 1972 
Restnctlon that controlled the use of aldnn and dteldnn were imposed m the Unlted States In 1974 Smce 
Implementation of these restnctlons, residues of the pestlcldes have slgmflcantly decreased In many 
regions where they were formerly used Consequently, reproductive rates m most sutvlvmg peregnne 
falcon populations m North America Improved and numbers began to mcrease (USDI Fish and WIldlIfe 
Service 1995) 

There IS no evidence, thus far, that any envcronmental contammant other then DDT/DDE have been 
recentlycausmg significant, wldespread mortality or reproductive failure in the Amencan peregnnefalcon 
m the western Unlted States (USDI Fish and WIldlIfe Service 1994) 

Other known negative factors, such as illegal shootmg and colllslons with wires, fences, cars, and build- 
mgs, are much less slgnlflcant to the western Amencan peregnne falcon at the population level On an 
mdivldual nest-site basis, human-caused disturbance or habltat alteratlons close to an active peregnne 
falcon nest can be a problem For example, In some areas, rock-cllmbmg IS a growmg sport and has 
resulted m nest failure Breedmg-season closure of rock-cllmblng cliff areas m close proximity to nestmg 
Amencan peregnne falcons has recently prevented adverse effects Power Imes, especially dlstnbutlon 
Imes, cause peregnne falcon mortality, but the rate must be low, because many peregnne falcons nest 
successfully each year near power lines, especially m urban areas Land-use practices adjacent to 
Amencan peregnne falcon eynes that do not result m extensive habltat changes or excessive disturbance 
sometlmes appear to have llttle adverse effect on nestmg success Generally, the recent apparent 
mcrease In the number of pairs of Amencan peregnne falcons In the West provides evidence that sIgnIf+ 
cant adverse factors affectmg the western subspecles at the population level are bemg alleviated or have 
been reduced (USDI Fish and WIldlIfe Service 1994) 
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Brghorn Sheep Populatrons and Habitat - Scale Forestwrde and Subsectrons 

Bighorn sheep are present rn four areas of the Forest, wrth an estrmated total population of 225 anrmals 
(AMS 1992) 

Lemhr Mounfa~ns - These bighorn sheep are part of a populatron that mcludes the adfacent Chalks N F 
Forty-one bighorn sheep were transplanted on the Chalks N F srde m two transplants occurnng in 1983 
and 1984 A helicopter survey conducted m 1988 by IDFG found 31 brghorns (14 ewes, 8 lambs, 9 rams) 
No hunt has been authorized on these sheep 

South Beaverhead Range - (also referred to as the southern Bkterroot Mountams or the Medicme Lodge 
area) Forty-one brghorn sheep were introduced mto the south Beaverhead Range rn four transplants 
between 1976 and 1982 

This herd has not grown as expected We do know that the transplanted brghorn sheep had lung worms at 
the trme they were transplanted A hellcopter survey conducted rn 1988 by IDFG found only 17 brghorns 
(13 ewes, 3 lambs, 1 ram) 

The ear tags or remams of several of the released sheep have been found srnce the releases, but mortal@ 
causes are unknown No hunt has been authorized on these sheep Monrtonng of brghorn sheep through 
recordmg of ground observatrons has been done by the Dubois Ranger Drstnct and IDFG The hrghest 
number recorded from ground observatrons was 37 anrmals (5 rams and 32 ewes and lambs) in October 
1995 (Process Paper D) 

The Dubors Ranger Drstnct has Implemented several habrtat projects for brghorns In the south Beaverhead 
Range Seven water developments, three of these rn cooperatron wrth the Foundatron for North Amencan 
Weld Sheep, have been Installed for brghorns Other water developments for upland game, deer, and elk 
on Forest Servrce and BLM lands are used by brghorns on transitron range Prescribed burns have been 
done to reduce sagebrush densrty and Improve forage qualrty for brghorns 

All of the wmter observations we know about have been on the Brrch Creek srde of the mountam range (we 
are not aware of observatrons rn the Nrcholra, Chandler, Kelly and Snakey drainages dunng the winter) 

LionheadArea - These brghorn sheep are part of a populatron that mcludes the Gallatm N F m Montana 
Durrng the summer and fall months, 12 to 15 sheep can frequently be seen rn Idaho Idaho has never 
authorized a hunt on this herd Montana has authorized hunts on thus populatron 

Thus sheep populatron wrnters on high elevatron wmdswept ridges There IS hrstoncal low elevatron wmter 
range avarlable, but the sheep do not use It In the early 1990s the Montana Department of Frsh, Wrldlrfe 
and Parks mtroduced brghorn sheep mto the low elevatron winter range, hopmg they would associate with 
the brghorns at the hrgher elevatrons dunng the summer, and re-estabksh the mrgration to the low wmter 
ranges This has not happened, the introduced brghorns have remamed at the low elevatrons year-around 

Westslope of the Telons - These brghorn sheep are part of a populatron that includes GTNP WGF 
authorizes a hunt for brghorns on the Forest, no bighorn sheep huntmg IS allowed m GTNP A total of 11 
rams were harvested from 1977 to 1986, no brghorns have been harvested during the hunt from 1987 to 
1991 Table Ill-22 IS a summary of herd composrtron counts whrch have been done by WGF 

lntervrews wrth old tamers who were famrlrar with the Teton Range suggest thatthe brghorn population may 
have declmed to a low pomt rn the 1930s and 1940% wrth some recovery m numbers dunng subsequent 
years Mrnrmum counts of bighorn sheep (not necessanly based on full coverage of surtable habitat) have 
ranged from 39 to 97 smce 1976 Whrtfreld (1983) belreved that the total populatron approached 125 m 
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1961 and was statrc or declmmg Annual wmter counts and hrgh wmter mortalrty dunng the last two years 
Indicate that the populatron may have deckned substantrally 

1 Table III-22 Herd CornposItron Counts, Westslope of the Tetons Brghorn Sheep 1 

Wmter range IS one lrmrtmg factor for thus brghorn sheep populatron All of the brghorns are wmtenng at 
elevations above 9,000 ft on wmdswept ndges For the past 6-9 years, no bighorn sheep have been 
documented wmtenng on the Forest, all have been found wmtenng m GTNP 

Since 1994, GTNP has been dorng a brghorn sheep study whrch mvolved radio-collanng and trackmg 
Movements dunng the wmter were mmrmal, commonly wrth sheep located only a few hundred meters 
away from the prevrous locatron Movements Increased substantrally rn May when sheep commonly 
moved to lower elevatrons at the mouth of the canyons where snowmelt had occurred on south and east 
exposures. Summer ranges consisted of upper-elevatron grassy benches and ledges near ckff areas for 
escape 

Neotroprcal Mrgratory Brrd Populatrons and Habitat - Scale Rocky Mountam and Forestwrde 

We do not know and cannot provide populatron estrmates for neotroprcai migratory bards Hell et al (1995) 
conducted an extensrve revrew of lrterature on forest bards m the Rocky Mountams, and provrded a relatrve 
abundance rating for specres dunng the breedmg season for general forest habrtats, emphasrzmg mature 
or older stands lnformatron from Hell et al , (1995) forthefourgeneralforest types whrch encompass the 
Forest and brrd specres documented to occur on or adjacent to the Forest (AMS 1992) are lrsted In 
Process Paper D Of the 143 specres ksted there, 52 (36 percent) are long drstance mrgrants, 46 (34 
percent) are short drstance mrgrants, and, 43 (30 percent) are permanent resrdents 

Predator control actrvrtres have been conducted on the Forest smce It was frrst establrshed The 1996 
APHIS-ADC Decrsron Notrce and EA for Predator Damage Management m Southern Idaho provrdes drrec- 
tron for USDA Anrmal and Plant Health Inspectron Service-Anrmal Damage Control (APHIS-ADC) m con- 
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ductmg predator control actwitles on the Forest The APHIS-ADC Declslon Notlce selected the alterna- 
trve, “Current Program plus LIvestock Protectjon Collar ” The Affected Environment, Chapter Ill, of the 
1990 Targhee ForestwIde Predator Control EA IS Incorporated by reference mto this analysis The apple- 
cable sections of the Affected Environment, Chapter 2, of the 1996 ADC EA are also incorporated by 
reference into this analysis 

Unique Ecosystems 

Research Natural Areas (RNAs) -Scale ForestwIde 

RNAs are part of a natlonal network of ecological areas designed In perpetuity for research and education 
and/or to malntaln blologlcal diversity on National Forest System lands (Table 111-23) RNAs are for non- 
manlpulatlve research, observation and study They also assist in lmplementlng prowstons of the NFMA 

The forest currently has nme establlshed RNAs, each havmg unique features representmg some of the 
Forest’s diversity In addltlon, there are three proposed RNAs No other areas are bemg evaluated for RNA 
status Site-specific mformatlon for exlstrng and proposed RNAs on the Forest can be found In the 4063 
files, which contain EnvIronmental Analysis Reports, andlorthe Establishment Records and prolectflles 
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FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Road System-Scale: Forestwide 

The Forest road system provides access for recreation, Industry and admmlstratlon Land transpoftatlon 
by motorized vehicles IS the pnnclple means of travel on the Forest Seven major hlghways run through 
the Forest and all pnmary access begms from one of these highways Average dally traffic counts 
collected by the Idaho State Hlghways Department (Glllesple 1994) suggest the heaviest traffic occurs on 
the highways between Idaho Falls and the northeast part of the Forest (Figure 111-8) Many of the Forest’s 
roads were constructed In the mid-1970’s as parl of the timber salvage program and provided access to 
recreatlonlsts, flrewood gatherers and hunters The roads have also proved useful for fire suppressIon 
actlvrtles ForestwIde there are 1,985 miles of open roads In addition, motorized use IS restrlcted on some 
roads as follows 73 miles of roads have seasonal restnctlons, 733 miles of roads have yearlong restnc- 
tlons Table ill-24 displays the status of roads 

1 Table Ill-24 Status of Roads I 

Alienal 196 0 0 0 0 
Collector 504 0 0 
Local 1265 

Total 1,985 -l--- 0 0 
73 73 --I 733 733 

73 * 73 * 733 * 733 * 

I* Open to snowmobk travel If designated I 

The Forest road system IS essentially In good shape, with annual maintenance on artenal and collector 
roads and some local roads dependmg on resources needs Further InformatIon on the Forest Develop- 
ment Road System can be found m the Transportation sectron of the AMS 

The current road system has created resource conflicts with wIldlIfe, frsh and watersheds Road restnc- 
tlons or reclamations have been requested by agencies and mdwlduals to reduce resource conflicts Law 
enforcement problems have also Increased overthe years due to the need to enforce restnctlons 

The Forest has begun restnctmg and/or reclaimmg roads to reduce resource conflrcts Many of the spur 
roads built dunng the salvage program are now restricted Motorized use was restncted on 377 miles of 
road from 1961-1991 and on an addItIonal 1,245 miles In 1992-1993. 

There are approximately 2,791 miles of existing roads (Table 111-25) Of these, 10 percent are classified 
as artenals They are often two-lane and paved or have a good gravel surface and can handle unrestncted 
traffic at moderate speeds Branchmg from the arterial roads are the collectors Collector roads are 
medium standard roads that constitute about 25 percent of the mlleage In the transportation system 
Collector roads are stable enough for most traffic dunng normal season of use Small single-lane roads, 
known as local roads, are found throughout the Forest and make up 65 percent of the road system These 
min\mum standard roads provide access for specific purposes, such as harvestmg timber, maintamIng 
electronic communlcatlon sites or reachmg a trallhead They allow Ilmded passmg, but the road condo- 
tlons require that vehfcles move slowly Many of the local roads are currently restncted to vehlculartrafflc 
much of the time 

Two-track roads exist that are referred to as low standard roads (sometlmes called “ghost roads”) These 
isolated roads were not deslgned or maintained for public use, they are created by repeated use by the 
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publrc Some vehrcles cannot travel on these roads Road surfaces are generally rough and rrregularwrth 
no dramage Some of these roads do not allow motorrzed use 

1 Table Ill-25 Exrstrnq Road and Trawl Access 

dl 
1 Mrles - Seasonal Restnctrons 2/ 1 73 I 

Mrles Yearlong Restnctrons 3/ 

Mrles - ReclarmedlOblrterated 

Trails 

Exrstrng 

I 

1 Mrles - Open 1/ I 77: 

Mrles - Restncted 4/ 621 

Mrles - Nonfunctronal 1 NA 

Total Mrles 1,401 

The Natronal Forest Scenrc Byways Program was developed to increase publrc awareness and under- 
standmg of the National Forest and State actrvrtres and recreatron opportunrtres Presently there are two 
Scenrc Byways that pass through the Forest, the Mesa Falls and Teton Scenrc Byways The Mesa Falls 
Scenrc Byway follows old State Hrghway 47 from Ashton to where rt ties back to US Hrghway 20 About 
20 of the total 29 mrles are located on the Forest The Teton Scenrc Byway Route travels east from Idaho 
Falls to Swan Valley along Hrghway 26, then north to Vector on Hrghway 31, from Vector to Tetonra on 
Hrghway 33 to the mtersectron of Hrghway 32, and then to Ashton on Hrghway 32 

The Forest has been workmg wrth the Federal Hrghway Adminrstratron on rmprovrng Forest Hrghways 
Fundmg provrded by the Federal hrghways Admrnrstratron allows the Forest to make Improvements on 
roads whrch normally could not be made Roads that are rdentrfred for Improvements are required to 
accommodate current condrtrons and rmpendmg future growth and road uses Without improvements, the 
hrghways cannot satisfy current and future traffic demands, safety requrrements, Forest Service land and 
resource management obfechves and mamtenance capabrlrtres of the various agencres 

The roads that have been slated for Improvement and the expected year for reconstructron are Forest 
Highway number 62, Mesa Falls (1997-1998) Forest Hrghway number 76, Fred’s Mountarn or Grand 
Targhee road (1999-2000) and part of the Krlgore-Yale road (est 2000) 

There are 235 exrstrng and 109 potentral/needed matenal sources for gravel, rock nprap, and earth borrow 
sates Thus should serve the Forest’s needs for the planning penod The 1993 Compendrum of Matenal 
Sources IS avarlableforfurther rnformatron 

Summer Access for Off-Hfghway Vehicles (OHV) - Scale: Forestwide 

Approxrmately 61 percent of the Forest (1,126,OOO acres) IS currently open for summer cross-country 
motorized and mechanized vehrcle access There are 1,985 mrles of open road and 773 mrles of open trawl 
(Table 111-25) The Forest conducted an analysrs of motorized access and road/trarl densrty rn the sprrng of 
1995 to accurately Inventory these opportunrtres The analysrs IS documented m Appendrx C 
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There are very few trails designed speclflcally for motorized OHVs or mountain bikes, although some are 
suItable m their present condltlon The Forest IS currently reconstructing four to SIX miles of trail each year 
for motorized use There IS a slgnlflcant Increase in demand for such oppottunltles Both types of use are 
mcreasmg at a rate of five to ten percent per year on the Forest and adjacent lands The highest concen- 
tratlon of these actlvltles IS in the Big Hole and Caribou Range Mountains SubsectIons, where there IS 
slgniflcant use by motorcycles and mountam bikes. As noted In the So11 and Rlpanan sectlon, there are 
areas of concern for OHV effects on soil and vegetation There are no serious adverse consequences as 
a result of this use However, It IS possible that motorized use IS affecting some big game wIldlife habitat 
potential or vulnerability to huntmg pressure 

Winter Access-Scale: ForestwIde 

There are approximately 450 miles of winter trails that are groomed on the Forest and 1.511,000 acres 
open to cross-country snowmoblllng, see Table Ill-26 Groomed snowmachme and cross-country ski trails 
and thelr use are most numerous I” the Island Park and Big Hole Mountams SubsectIons The Centenmal 
Mountams, Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus and Caribou Range Mountains SubsectIons surroundmg these 
two hub areas also provide many winter opportunltles In contrast, the most undeveloped backcountry 
opportumties and the least used by both skiers and snowmachlners are found m the LemhllMedicine 
Lodge and Teton Range SubsectIons WIthIn the Teton Range SubsectIon, the Jedediah Smith Wilder- 
ness IS closed to snowmobllmg 

Snowmachme use and the associated commercial business has Increased dramatlcally smce 1985 Re- 
tall snowmachme sales, repalr and related busmess growth m motel and restaurant serwces has m- 
creased notlceably m the Ashton, Island Park and West Yellowstone areas Because of the mtenslty of 
snowmachme use in some areas, there IS a need to develop guldelmes for management of wmter recre- 
atlon on the Forest and 1” the GYA An interagency assessment IS currently underway to determme how 
to manage wmter vIsItor use to avold Impacts to wlldllfe or user conflicts Management guldelmes are 
expected to be prepared through this assessment by late 1997 

Special use permits for outfltter-guide operations for snowmobilmg, dog sleddmg and sklmg are scattered 
across the Forest, but are most numerous In the Madison-PItchstone Plateaus subsection where there are 
SIX commercial snowmachme operations This IS due to attractlons such as the Two-Top Nattonal Snow- 
machine Trail near West Yellowstone, the Mesa Falls Scenic Area and an excellent groommg program by 
Fremont County, Idaho Growth In snowmobllmg has been mcreasmg at five to ten percent per year 
annually across the Forest As a result, the Forest constructed one new parking area and day lodge for 
winter users at Big Spnngs, in Island Park 

This winter actlvlty has resulted in some concerns regardmg conflicts with wmtenng wildlIfe, and several 
travel access closures have been Implemented to reduce conflicts A wildlife winter range and recreation 
analysis began several years ago for the Teton Basin Ranger Distnct The analysis from that study has 
been incorporated Into the Revised Plan process as the goals, objectIves, prescnptions and management 
directIon were developed (Appendix C) 

WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

Recreation, tounsm and N F use are important to the area economy The Idaho Department of Commerce 
estimates that tounsm I” Idaho IS a two billion dollar Industry, with 23 mIllIon vlsltors each year The 
vlsltors to the Forest may account for over IO percent of this industry Table Ill-26 dfsplays current 
recreation and wilderness mformatlon by ecolog!cal subsectlon 
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Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness-Scale. SubsectIon 

There are currently two desrgnated wilderness areas on the Forest These are the Jededrah Smith Wrlder- 
ness (123,451 acres) and the Wmegar Hole Wrlderness (IO,71 5 acres). The Jededrah Smrth IS mostly rn 
the Teton Range Subsectron wrth the balance In the Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus Subsectron Wrnegar 
Hole IS totally wrthm the Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus Subsectron. Wmegar Hole rs largely pnmltwe wrth 
very lrttle recreatronal use Thus IS mostly due to access drffrculty, srnce there are only four mrles of trawl 
rn the area Use of thus area IS mostly for huntrng brg game 

) Table 111-26 Recreation and Wtlderness Data by Subs&on (M=l.OOOs) I 

Actlwty Lemhtl Centennial Island Madlson- T&X Bog Caribou FOb& 
Mednne Mountam Park PItchstone Range Hole Range Total II 

Lodge Plateau Mtns Mtns 

# OutfItters permltted 5 11 11 5 30 16 3 63 
(summer and wmter use) 

Average outfItted use-days 336 240 2299 3739 5614 5656 594 18.662 

OutfItter fees pad $0 8M $1 OM $7 2M 5137M 59 9M 517 OM $5M 53 OM 

Groomed snowmobile balls lmh3s) I Ol 731 103) 961 0) 1121 661 4501 

I I 8 I I I I I 

Groomed x-country ski 0 10 29 11 0 5 1 56 
balls (ml&) 

Backcountry snowmobrle 
area (acres) 

BackcountrY ski tour 
area (acresj area (acresj 
Spaclal use perrmts Spaclal use perrmts 
(non-outfltter/gulde) (non-outfltter/gulde) 

65M 91M 49M 55M 30M 72M SOM 412M 

SM 15M 0 0 45M I 0 0 65M 

0 0 40 40 69 69 13 13 14 14 39 39 64 64 267 267 

Undeveloped camps,tes 
(dtspersed s&s) 

I 45 I 621 251 161 191 361 661 2931 

I I , I I 

Heavy-use dispersed sites 4 24 6 4 19 29 20 106 

Wilderness acres I 
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The Jededlah Smith IS mtenslvely used m the summer with approximately 60,000 vlslts for hlkmg, back- 
packing and horseback rldmg This IS a spectacular mountamous area on the west slope of the famous 
Teton Mountain Range These wilderness areas are two of twelve designated in the GYA which total 3 8 
mllllon acres, and provide slgnlflcant areas of blodlverslty Important to the GYE 

The Wyommg portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness 
Study Area in 1984 The Study Area contains approximately 129,100 acres Of these acres, over 79,800 
are admInIstered by the Bndger-Teton N F and 49,300 acres are admmlstered by the Forest In addlhon, 
there are 110,520 acres of this roadless area m Idaho which have had no acbon or recommendahon taken 
on them The studies on the Wyommg portion have not been conducted Much of the Pallsades Roadless 
area IS under special use permit for hell-sklmg operations which have been I” existence for over 15 years 
This hell-sklmg operation IS a recreatlonal busmess operatmg out of Jackson, Wyoming The Palisades 
area IS also used by a large number of snowmobllers, except in the steep, avalanche prone areas 

Portions of ltallan Peak, LIonhead, and Wmegar Hole Roadless Areas (65,000 acres) were recommended 
wilderness m the 1985 Forest Plan, but no leglslatlve achon has been taken to-date 

Roadless Areas-Scale: Forestwide 

There are 16 areas on the Forest which qualify as roadless or roadless adjacent to designated wilderness 
These areas are described m the Process Paper Q and Forest Plan map number 25 These areas total 
about 1341,000 acres This acreage IS approximately 30,000 acres less than the 1993 inventory This IS 
due to Improved calculation from computer dlgltlzmg the area boundarles The new roadless area acre- 
ages are shown m the Rabng of Wilderness Characteristics Factors Table in Process Paper Cl Wlthm 
these roadless areas, some 243,000 acres are closed to summer OHV use The malonty of the roadless 
acresarecontamed in the LemhllMedlcme Lodge, Centennial Mountains, Big Hole Mountams and Caribou 
Range Mountams SubsectIons The 1993 roadless Inventory showed a net Increase in quallfymg acres 
over the inventory in the 1985 Forest Plan This IS because several of the roadlng and timber harvest 
projects proposed m that Plan were never completed These areas were added to the previously invento- 
ried areas In contrast, the Slgnal Peak, Warm River South and East and Moody Creek areas incurred 
enough development to require them to be removed from the mventofy In 1990, the Centennial Mountams 
Wilderness Sultabillty Study EIS (Mt Jefferson) was completed and none of the Forest portlon was 
recommended wilderness The Mt Jefferson area was thereby released for management accordmg to the 
1985 Forest Plan dIrectIon 

There IS an exlstmg appeal settlement agreement with the Caribou N F concernmg Bear Creek and 
Caribou City roadless areas on that Forest The agreement states that no timber entry IS scheduled before 
the year 2000 and that none WIII be made 

Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers-Scale: Forestwide 

In November, 1994, an ellglblllty mventory was completed forthe entire Forest, and approximately 245 5 
miles of rivers and streams were determmed ellglble (Table 111-26) These stream segments are described 
m detail in Process Paper R The largest mlleage of eligible stream segments IS in the Island Park 
SubsectIon and the Big Hole Mountams SubsectIon has the second highest The remammg subsectlons 
(excludmg the LemhllMedlcme Lodge) all have lesser mlleages rangmg from 17 to 31 5 miles 

The largest potenhal classlflcatlon mileage IS for Wild, followed by RecreatIonal and Scenic which are 
almost equal SuItabIlIty studies have not been completed for any of these streams 
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Visual Resources-Scale: SubsectIon 

The Forest has some very unrque and outstandrng scenery It encompasses peaks over 10,000 feet, and 
lands, bmbered hrghlands, lakes and waterfalls Durrng the past decade, the greatest change m vrsual 
resources occurred among the vast expanses of mature lodgepole pine found rn the Madison-Pttchstone 
Plateaus and Island Park Subsectrons Large portrons of this mature trmber were clearcut Some of thus 
bmber harvest occurred near major travel routes and use areas such as campgrounds, resorts, summer 
home areas and prrvate lands Thus changed many of the solrd timbered areas to open meadow-IIke 
mosarcs of scattered trmber stands Even though thus was a drashc change from the past, It also 
provided variety rn terms of scenic vrews and vrstas In some Instances, this type of harvest enhanced 
areas from a visual standpomt 

The followrng drsplays the Forest acres currently rn each vtsual qualrty oblectrve 

Vwa/ QuaMy Oblectwe Acres 

Preservatron 137,761 
Retentton 226,882 
Partial Retention 804,784 
Modrfrcatron 519,184 
Maxrmum Modifrcatton 148,189 

Most of the Preservatron acreage falls wrthm the Jededtah Smith and Wmegar Hole Wrldernesses, which 
are m the Teton Range and Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus Subsectrons Most of the Modrfrcatron and 
Maxrmum Modrfrcahon acres are rn the Island Park and Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus Subsectrons The 
other classrfrcations are scattered throughout the subsections 

Developed Recreation Sites -Scale: ForestwIde 

Demand for new types of specralzed facrlrtres such as trarlheads, mountam brkrng trails, boat ramps, 
frshmg access and snowmachme facrlrhes IS mcreasrng at five to ten percent annually Astrong Increase 
m demand for group camprng sates IS an example of thus type of specralrzed recreatron facrlrty need 

As shown m Table 111-26, there are 61 developed recreation sates with facrlrty Investments over $50,000 on 
the Forest Thus figure Includes both exrstmg and planned sates These sates. whtch Include facrlrtres 
such es campgrounds and boat ramps, have a total capactty of 5,690 persons at one ttme (PAOT) These 
sates recerve approxrmately 608,000 mats and result rn 703,000 12-hour recreatron vrsrtor days (RVDs) 
annually Use IS rncreasmg approxrmately two percent per year The Brg Hole Mountarns Subsectron has 
the most sates (19), and the Island Park SubsectIon has the next largest number (18) The remarnrng 
subsechons each have seven sates Utrlrzatron rates for these sates range from low (~20 percent) to hrgh 
(60 percent) across the Forest, the htghest rates m the Warm River/Island Parkand Paksades areas 

Developed recreation facrlrttes are rn farr to good condrtron across the Forest, but there IS a srgnrfrcant 
backlog m heavy maintenance and reconstruchon needs The Forest has been able to reconstruct a few 
of the major sates Approximately two-thrrds of the developed campgrounds are operated and marntamed 
by pnvate concesstons under spectal use permrt from the Forest Because many of our campgrounds and 
other developed facrlrtres are adjacent to or along travel routes to Yellowstone and GTNP, use patterns on 
the Forest are affected by management actrons and physrcal attractrons of these parks 

Dispersed Recreation-Scale: Forestwide 

The largest number of drspersed actrvrty and campmg sates are rn the Caribou Range and western Centen- 
nral Mountarns Subsectrons as shown rn Table Ill-26 The next largest numbers of sates are rn the Lemhr/ 
Medicine Lodge and Big Hole Mountarns Subsecttons These sites recerve approxrmately 1 ,147,OOOvlslts 
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and result m 992,000 RVDs annually Dispersed sites have few or no structural facllltles for recreahon 
They are used for general camping and to provide access to fishing, huntmg, OHV areas and trails Some 
of these sites have received Increased use and number of campmg spots, such as at Horseshoe Lake 
which has Increased from three to seven sites m the last decade Many dispersed actlvlty uses are 
mcreasmg at a rate of approximately four percent 

The capacity m PAOT of these sites IS greater than the developed sites on the Forest There are 106 
heavy use dispersed sites on the Forest, and some of these dispersed campsltes are showmg damage to 
vegetation and solIs Field reviews durmg the summer of 1996 lndlcate a few of these sites are m need of 
management achons to stabilize or mlmmize such Impacts 

There are approximately 773 miles of open and 628 miles of restricted trails for use on the Forest 
Summer use trails are most abundant in Big Hole Mountams , Caribou Range Mountams, Teton Range 
and Centennial Mountains SubsectIons (Table 111-25) 

Outfdters and Guides -Scale: Forestwide 

There are 83 permitted outfitter/guide operahons on the Forest at the present time (Table 111-26) Outfitted 
activities are most numerous m the Teton Range and Big Hole Mountains SubsectIons The Centenmal 
Mountains and Island Park Subsections also have a moderate number of permltted operations 

Forestwide, the largest number of these permits IS for summer actlvltles These permits are for guided 
actlvltles such as hunting, horseback ndmg, river trips, flshmg, wagon rides,, backpackmg, horsepacking, 
etc These actlvitles represent a commercial Industry with an annual Income estimated at over 1 8 mllllon 
dollars, and fees to the government of over $53,000 There IS contmulng Interest in new permits, however 
capacity determlnatlons and commercial allocations have only been made for a few parts of the Forest. 
Therefore, a moratorium was recently lmtlated on the Forest to deny any new appllcahons for permits, 
except in areas where capacity had been determmed to be available through enwronmental analysis and 
documentation 

Special Uses - Scale: Forestwide 

Excluding outfltter-guide permits, there are 267 other recreation special use permits on the Forest (Table 
111-26) These are issued for summer homes, organization camps, special events, ski areas, etc The 
highest number of these are located in the Island Park and Caribou Range Mountains Subsections where 
there are large numbers of summer homes There are moderate numbers of permltted actlvltles in the 
Centenmal Mountams and Big Hole Mountams Subsections The Forest admmlsters permits for 203 
summer homes, 32 recreation special events, 14 organlzatlon camps and two regional-sized ski resorts 
Development of the Grand Targhee Sk1 Resort IS occurring, and all actlvltles are guided by the 1995 
Master Development Plan for the Resort These permits are the major portion of the activity and result in 
returns to the treasury III the hundreds of thousands of dollars annually 

There are over 200 nonrecreahon uses authorized by special use permit on the Forest Uses authorized 
include roads, water transportation systems such as ditches, canals and ptpeltnes, hydropower, commu- 
nlcatlon sites. munlclpal watersheds, telephone, telegraph and powertransmlsslon Imes, uses related to 
agriculture and Industry, and uses related to research, tralnmg, cultural and histortc resources 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Figure Ill-1 shows how area population centers and county lines rest relative to the subsectlon boundaries 
outlmed for the Forest The area prlmanly affected by the Forest in terms of economic and social con- 
cerns comprises Bonneville, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison and Teton counties m Idaho Together 
these counties make up the great majority of the Forest’s total admlnlstrabve area and account for the 
largest part of Forest-related employment, personal Income and payments to local governments These 
counties are recognized as being the Area of Primary Forest Economic Influence (APFEI) (Table 111-27). 
InformatIon for the Shoshone-Bannock reservation at Fort Hall IS also provided 
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Table 111.27 Overwew of DemographIc Data (1990 unless otherwIse Indicated) 

Occupied Housmg 
Infant deaths housmg Social ““It* Median 

%  high Unemploy- per 1.000 mts secuq owner- household 
COUrlty/CDP school %  college ment %  lhe bldhs wood Recrplents I occupied ,ncome 5 I” 

1, Population graduates graduates (Yr I (YO heated %  for 1993 %  1989 

Bonnevllte 65.980 84 23 2! 1 ( 1 ( ,,“,b ) ,,“,& ) 9 6/j 10,030 I 15 ( 72 ) $30,462 8, 
I I I I I I I 

Clark 762 75 14 57 00 32 61 160 / 21 63 24,583 8, 
2! 119941 (1993) ., 
Fort Hall 2,881 38 4 500 41 98 51 20 18617 74 23,533 8, 
SDP 3, (1985, (1984 - 85) 7/ 

Fremont 10,937 76 11 (189991, (lZ3, 40 6, 1,865 / 17 80 23,498 81 
u 

Jefferson 16,543 78 12 28 6/ 2,350 / 14 81 24,421 8, 
?I 

WadIson u 1 23,674 1 88 ) 19 ( (,,“,‘,, ) & ) 18 6/ 1 1,875 I 8 ) 60 1 23,000 81 

I I I 

reton ?I 3,439 80 17 I 1 1 1 & 1 & 1 51 6/( 560 I 16 1 74 1 22,799 8, 

II CDP Census designated place 
Y U S Counbes 1996 on CD-ROM ImachIne-readable data fllesl/oreDared bv the Bureau of the Census --Washlnoton The Bureau 
‘producer and dlstnbutor], 1996 We&e http llgovlnfo kerr orst edu/document/usaco/ebstract html 
Y U S Census Bureau The Offlclal Statlstlcs 1990 U S Census Data URL http llb~gsurlbl govlcdromllookup 
11 Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1985 The Fort Hall lndlan Reservation CornprehensIve Land Use Plan (DRAFT) Fort Hall, Idaho As 
sported I” U S Department of the Internor - Bureau of Land Management, 1996 Challis Resource Area Draft Resource Management 
‘tan and Enwronmental Impact Statement Salmon, Idaho 
Y Colter, Belma, Joanne Jensen, and Marlene Llndroth August 1, 1995 Community Assessment of Fort Hall Servce Umt D&very 
+?a (DRAFT] Public Health Nursmg and Shoshone-Bannock Trtbes Fort Hall, Idaho 
Y Machks. Gary E , Jo Ellen Force, and Jean E McKendry An Atlas of Social ldlcators for the Upper Columbia Rwer Basin, 1995, 
:ontnbubon Number 759, Idaho Forest, Wlldkfe and Range Expenment Stabon, Urwerslty of Idaho, Moscow, tdaho 
?I Population figure of 2,735 used ,n calculating the percentage lgure, consistent wth rate calc”,at,on procedures used ,n 3, 
31 U S Bureau of the Census County and City Data Book 1994 Washington, DC U S Government Prmbng Offw 1994 

Some observations can be readfly made Bonneville county has the highest median household mcome 
and the highest mcldence of college graduates Clark county has the highest mcldence of Social Secunty 
reclplents Fort Hall’s median household Income IS somehow comparable to the counties llsted and yet Its 
unemployment rate seems mconslstently high This may be the result of havmg more wage-earners per 
household and/or some d[stortlon I” the e&mate of unemployment Fremont county’s high rate of unem- 
ployment was possrbly associated with timber harvests which were declmmg from peak levels Jefferson 
county had the highest mcldence of owner-occupied housmg units and high school graduates Because 
most of these counties have very small populations, statlstlcs must be thought through Teton county’s 
Infant death rate for Instance, actually reflects the death of only a smgle Infant Teton county has the 
highest rate of heatmg with wood and the lowest unemployment rate 

The Forest IS of lesser economic Importance to other area counties mcludmg Teton and Lmcoln counties 
m  Wyommg and the Idaho counties of Bannock, Bmgham, Butte and Lemhl Bannock and Bmgham 
counties have no lands admmlstered by the Forest The Forest does manage stgnrflcant amounts of land 
in Butte, Lemhl, Lmcoln, and Teton (Wyommg) counties However, management of the Forest as depicted 
in the various alternatlves under consideration IS not expected to have slgnlflcant effects on these coun- 
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ties Even though these counties are not Included In the APFEI they still have Important links to the 
Forest The Grand Targhee Sk1 Resort, for Instance, IS located In Teton County, Wyommg It IS an 
Important source of income and employment Services and supplles for the faclllty must come through 
Teton County, Idaho, however 

People from outside th!s area also have strong ties to the Forest Besides Idaho, Wyommg and Montana 
the Forest receives many vlsltors from Utah, California, and the rest of the nation The designation of an 
area of influence does not dlmmlsh the Interests others have in the area or the attention paid to thelr Input 

Most of the area’s population lives In cltles llke Idaho Falls, Blackfoot and Rexburg The area’s population 
IS relatively small and concentrated In Bonneville County which contams Idaho Falls, the area’s largest 
city with a population m excess of 42,000 It regularly ranks as Idaho’s second- or third-largest city 

Perhaps the most stnklng charactenstlc of the area’s population IS the growth that has occurred In Bonneville 
and Madison counties dunng recent decades, and Teton county In recent years. Since 1950 the popula- 
tlon wlthln the APFEI has more than doubled, from 63,334 In 1950 to 137,991 in 1994 (REIS 1996) 
Bonneville and Madison counties have Increased over 2 5 times during that same period Teton county’s 
population has Increased by more than SIX percent annually from 1990 to 1995 AvaIlable mformatlon 
mdlcates this population growth IS traditional (based on employment growth), rather than being the cause 
of employment growth (Taylor and Fletcher 1995) 

Table Ill-28 displays the relatively low population density of the SIX counties makmg up the APFEI, about 
19 people per square mile Clark county IS one of the least populated counties In the Unlted States That 
charactenstlc poses many problems for Its county commissioners who must address an abundance of 
needs with limited resources Based largely on their low populations, Clark, Fremont and Teton counties 
have all been ldentlfled as areas of low socioeconomic resiliency (USDA 1996) 

As shown in Table 111-28, dlvldends, Interest and rent make up about 13 percent of APFEI personal 
Income, transfer payments 14 percent Clarkcounty has low figures In both of thesecategones (eight and 
ten percent respectively) Teton county has the high figure for dlvldends, Interest and rent at 19 percent, 
while Fremont county has the high figure of 21 percent for transfer payments 

Employment and Income 

Although InformatIon IS presented hereln by county, economic sector or other groupmg It IS important that 
the assoclatlons among the various components not be overshadowed Area barley farmers support the 
Anheuser-Busch barley malting facility In Idaho Falls Idaho’s largest potato farm IS located m the area 
and potato growers support a wide-ranging potato Industry mcludlng fertilizer, lmgatlon equipment, storage 
and packmg facllltles, equipment manufacture and repalr and other agncultural support activltles Some 
9,000 workers at the INEEL live throughout the area and thus contnbute to the well-being of a number of 
local communltles 

The entire area benefits from Its proximity to Yellowstone and GTNPs Recreationlsts travellmg through 
the area use the lodging and retall sectors of the economy Perhaps more Importantly, many of those 
recreatlonists have bought summer homes in the area With improvements in roads and vehicles, more 
and more people are locatmg In areas which were previously considered maccesslble dunng the winter 
months 

The presence of large numbers of recreatlonlsts drawn to the world-class attractlon of the Park has made 
the area attractive for other types of spin-off recreation Examples are the grizzly bear theme park In West 
Yellowstone, Montana, just outside the APFEI and flshmg on the Henry’s Fork and South Fork of the 
Snake Rver 
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The Grand Targhee Ski Resort has emerged as a destmatlon resort Although It IS located m Wyommg, all 
traffic Into It flows through the APFEI The resort has been successful In establishmg Itself as a year- 
round faclllty with attendant increases In the numbers of people employed and the seasons dunng which 
they are employed Grand Targhee employs 166 people on a full-time equivalency basis on the site 
Another 23 people are employed off-site (USDA Forest Service, Grand Targhee DEIS 1992) 

Unusual assoclatlons have developed as the area’s economy has grown and evolved In different ways 
The sand dunes in Fremont County draw large crowds of recreatlomsts, but much of the economic activity 
associated with the dunes IS associated with Madison County which offers a greater vanety of retall 
services and the nearest hospital 

Major employment In the APFEI comes from the services, wholesale and retall trade, and government 
sectors (Table 111-29) The Service sector Includes a wide range of activities such as automoblle repalr, 
funeral services, lodgmg, health care, legal setvlces, engmeenng services, amusement and mlscella- 
neous repalr shops 

The respective counties’ economies differ greatly Clark, Fremont, Jefferson and Teton Counties rely 
heavily on agnculture and related actlvltles for their economic bases (Cook and Mirer 1989) Bonneville 
and Madison Counties both rely heavily on the setvlces sector (most notably the lNEEL and Ricks 
College) for their economic bases The entlre APFEI IS withm the 14 county Idaho Falls economic subre- 
glen as defined by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) The percentage of lobs In that subregion 
supported by recreation IS estimated at 30 percent (Qulgley et al 1996) 

The economy of Bonneville county IS much larger than those of the other counties in the APFEI and thus 
tends to overwhelm the statistics The pnmary economic driver of Bonneville county IS the INEEL whzh 
accounts for the large showmg of service sector employment 

Changes continue to occur m the local area’s economy Coors Brewmg, long a purchaser of locally grown 
barley, pulled out of the local market Canola IS bemg grown on larger acreages of area farms Idaho 
Forest Industries, long a major employer In Fremont County, closed Its sawmlll In St Anthony m 1992 
Louisiana-Paclflc closed its Rexburg mill In 1995 The INEEL has eliminated thousands of Jobs 
Snowmachine activity has blossomed to the pomt that anticipated restrictions on their use in the Park 
seem likely to spur increased use on the Forest and other lands surroundmg the Park Jet ski use on area 
waterways IS another recent development in area recreation 

Many people m the local area rely on Forest commodity productlon for their livelihoods to some extent 
Loggers, mill workers, ranchers and truckers fall into this category Area mills relymg In part on timber 
from the Forest include numerous smaller mills producmg posts, poles, house logs and dlmenslon lumber 
Before Its closure In 1992, the large stud mill In St Anthony (Fremont County) received about 80 percent 
of Its raw matenal from the Forest About half of the material processed at the Rexburg mill before Its 
closure In 1995 lIkewIse came from the Forest The Forest IS a slgnlflcant suppller to the remammg 
facllltles in the APFEI Dead timber serves as an important fuel supply for home heating In the local area 
thereby provldmg a source of mcome for some and a source of heat for others 

Some area residents rely on Forest rangeland as a source of seasonal forage for their livestock Normally 
this forage IS an Integral part of the ranch’s overall operations AlternatIve sources of supply suitable for 
the permlttees’ needs are dtfflcult to come by 

Recreation IS an important part of the local economy and one with slgnlflcant growth potential It includes 
readily-ldentlflable recreation resources llke the Grand Targhee Sk1 Resort, Kelly Canyon Ski Resort, 
outfitters and guides, and snowmachme rental Other related actlvitles include sales at area restaurants, 
motels and retail establishments Harriman State Park and pnvate facllltles located off-Forest also rely on 
the ForesVfor an expanded range of actlwtles for their vlsltors 
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Countvl CDP 

Clark 
1990 
1994 

Fort Hall CDP 
1990 
1994 

Fremont 
1990 
1994 

JefferSOn 
1990 
1994 

Madison 
1990 
1994 

reton 
1990 
1994 

3,264 1,943 
3.491 2,277 

11 0 
NA NA 

81 102 
NA NA 

138 381 
271 194 

444 563 
666 765 

365 1,217 
427 1,235 

1 
, 
-ram Whole- 
Zom Sale 
IJt,, Trade 

18 NA -I-- 12 NA 

116 20 ---I- NA NA 

159 219 
164 198 

21 23 
62 20 

73 
I I 

NA NA 
70 12 28 

Another recreation-related economic spin-off has been the proliferation of summer home residences In the 
area This has Increased the local tax base wlthout mcreasmg demands on area schools 

Some area residents have notlced an mcreasmg level of recreation use which they attnbute to overcrowd- 
mg In the adjacent Yellowstone and GTNPs which are attracting record numbers of vlsltors 

The Forest Service employs some 140 workers to manage the Forest The Forest Service IS a mayor 
employer m  the area and the great bulk of Its annual budget (Table 111-30) goes to salanes of Forest 
employees llvlng In the local area AddItIonal background m formatlon on the local area IS avallable In the 
Forest’s AMS 

Payments to Local Governments-Scale: Regional 

The Forest also plays a role In the area economy by generatmg revenues, a porhon of which are returned 
to local governments These funds result from the Payment In Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program admInIstered 
by the U S Department of the Intenor and from the 25% Fund (payments made under the Natlonal Forest 
Revenue Act of 1908 as amended) 
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Table III-30 Targhee Natmml Forest Expenditures (M~llm Nommal 5) 

1993 154 

1994 157 

1995 153 

1996 138 

Payments resulting from the 25% Fund are to be used as dmscted by the respective state legislatures for 
the benefit of roads and schools In the local government area where they were generated Payments from 
the 25% Fund are calculated based on Forest receipts, both m  cash and In kmd, accrumg from manage- 
ment actlvltles m  the local government area 

PlLTpayments are calculated for each local government (Table 111-31) based on the amount of acreage 
admmlstered by certam federal agencies, population, a schedule of payments, the Consumer Pnce Index, 
other federal payments (kke the 25% Fund payment recerved II? the pnor year), and the level of fundmg. 
PILT payments may be spent by the local government for any governmental purpose 

Amemty Interests -Scale: Reglonal 

Many people m  the area, and outslde the area, enjoy the Forest for the recreabonal opportunltles It 
provides. for the scemc vistas It offers, for Its aesthetlc values, for Its importance to wlldkfe and fish and 
for the contnbutlons It makes to the greater ecosystem Interests Include those associated with the 
effects of clearcuttmg on the visual landscape and on area plants, fish, and wlldkfe, spmtual concerns, 
land ethics, and environmental concems II? general 

Many people value the Forest even though they have never been here They recognize its place and 
Importance In the larger ecosystem The large clearcuts of lodgepole pine that began m  the 1960s have 
been photographed extensively from the air and have been widely pubkshed People have commented, 

favorably and unfavorably, about this activity The photographs have helghtened the level of pubkc 
consciousness of clearcuttmg on the Forest 

Understandably, most of the recreation that occurs on the Forest IS associated with people who kve m  
close proxlmlty to It Out-of-area recreatlonlsts, with the exception of hunters and anglers, are more kkely 
to focus their recreatlonal actlvlties on the blg-name attracbons like Yellowstone and GTNPs Local 
people have often grown up m  the area, expenencmg the Forest from the time of their youth, and enjoy the 
greater sense of freedom associated with the less-restnctlve recreational expenence available on the 
Forest compared to the Parks Ekg game huntmg, partlcufarly elk huntmg, IS a fall expenence of extreme 
Importance to those who enjoy It 

Wlthm the Forest boundaries are wildernesses, big-game herds, two ski resorts, waterfalls, a world-class 
fishery and the kmd of scenery associated with the adlacent the Park and GTNPs These features give 
nse to a great deal of recreakonal use by those from outside the lmmedlate area Big-game hunting, 
campmg, hlkmg, skkng, and recreatlonal dnvmg are mator attractlonsforthls group Most of the big-game 
hunters are from other parts of Idaho. Residents of the adjommg states and Cakforma are the most 
common out-of-area users of the Forest 
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Table Ill-31 25% Fund Payments and Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) 11 

Nomlnal Dollar Terms 

COUNTY ,992 1993 1994 1995 1998 Average Average 
‘92.‘96 ‘94.‘96 

BONNEVILLE 
Total PILT 

PlLT Not Targhee-Related 
S :z4; $ ;2,;“8 S ;y,“,; $ ;“,3,;“, $ 442,650 $ 397,554 $ 404,691 

Targhee-Related PILT (62 0%) 2/ 237:633 242:05a 236:070 242:213 
168,207 151,070 153,783 
274,443 246,483 250,909 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 56,915 45,129 36,292 38,225 24,457 40,204 32,991 
Total Targhee-Related 294.548 287.187 272,362 280.438 298,900 286,687 283,900 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 440,194 435,545 417,050 426,891 467,107 437,757 437,683 

CLARK 
Total PILT 38,100 38.100 39,900 38,281 42.166 39,309 40.,re 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 18.593 18,593 19,471 18,681 20,577 19,183 19,57E 
Targhee-Related PILT (51 2%) 2, 19,507 19,507 20,429 19,600 21.589 20,126 20.53s 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 115,570 91,639 73,697 77,622 49,647 81,635 66,989 
Total Targhee-Related 135,077 111.146 94,126 97,222 71,236 101,761 87,526 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 153,670 129,739 113,597 115,903 91,813 120,944 107,104 

FREMONT 
Total PILT 209.630 226.134 254,597 284,206 344.608 263.835 294.471: 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 54,294 58,569 65.94, 73,609 89,253 68,333 76,26E 
Targhee-Related PILT (74 1%) 2, 155.336 187,565 188,656 210,597 255,355 195,502 218.20~ 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 170,578 135,255 108.774 114,567 73,278 120,490 98,87? 
Total Targhee-Related 325,914 302,820 297,430 325,164 328,633 315,992 317.076 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 380,208 361,389 363,371 398,773 417,886 384,325 393,34Z 

JEFFERSON 
Total PILT 141,608 141.606 141,585 135,840 148.716 141,871 142,047 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 141,608 141,606 141,585 135,840 148,716 141,871 142,04i 
Targhee-Related PILT (0 0%) 2, 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 
Total Targhee-Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 141.608 141,606 141.585 135,840 148,716 141,871 142,047 

MADISON 
Total PILT 32.640 34,009 36.450 38,225 44,391 37,143 39.686 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 10,412 10,849 11,626 12,194 14.161 11,849 12,661 
Targhee-Related PILT (68 1%) 2/ 22,228 23,160 24,822 26,031 30,230 25,294 27,02E 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 13,440 10,657 8,571 9,027 5,774 9,494 7.791 
Total Targhee-Related 35,668 33.817 33,393 35,058 36,004 34.788 34,8X 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 46,080 44,666 45,021 47,252 50,165 46,637 47,475 

TETON 
Total PILT 43,411 46,615 51,376 56,200 66,700 52,860 58,092 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 3,126 3,356 3,699 4,046 4,802 3,806 4,182 
Targhee-Related PILT (98 2%) 2/ 40,285 43,259 47,677 52,154 61,898 49,054 53.905 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 28,532 22,623 18.194 19.163 12,257 20,154 16.538 
Total Targhee-Related 68,817 65.882 65,871 71,317 74,155 69,208 70,447 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 71,943 69,238 69,570 75,363 78,957 73,014 74.63C 

TOTAL APFEI 
Total PILT 848,668 876.880 904,666 943,418 1,089,231 932.573 979.10: 

PILT Not Targhee-Related 373.679 381,331 387.011 392.824 445,717 396,112 408,511 
Targhee-Related PILT (56 0%) 2, 474,989 495,549 517,655 550,594 643,514 536,460 570,58E 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 385,035 305,303 245,528 258.604 165.413 271,977 223.182 
Total Targhee-Related 860,024 800,852 763,i 83 809,198 808,927 808,437 793,76E 
Total PILT and Targhee 25% Fund 1233.703 1,182,183 1,150,194 1.202.022 1,254,644 1,204,549 1.202,287 

I, Source for 25% Fund figures are the annual 25 Percent Reports malntamed I” Forest File deslgnatlon 6550-6 Source for PILT 
xyments are the annual press releases from the U S Department of the Intenor, Bureau of Land Management Columns may not 
sum due to roundmg 
?! This mformatlon IS based on the percentage of total PILT enbtlemenl lands which the Targhee Natlonal Forest comprises It IS 
want to show how unpoiiant the Targhee Nabonal Forest component IS I” terms of total PILT payments The parentheW 
,ercentage IS the Targhee’s percentage of tOtal PILT enbtlement acres 
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Products such as trmber. firewood. and grazrng that the Forest provides are obvrously Important to the 
local communrtres Less obvrous are the plant products that mdivrduals collect (commercrally or for per- 
sonal use) for food and medrcmal purposes Mushrooms, dned flowers and plants, trees and shrubs for 
landscaping. huckleberries and chokechernes (plus other berries) are yearly utrlrzed by people both locally 
and from other areas These products also have cultural srgnifrcance to local Amencan lndran tribes who 
utrlrze a wide variety of plants from the many habitat types on the Forest as shown m Table Ill-32 

Table ill-32 
Habrtats for Plants Histoncally Used By Amencan lndrans 

Habrtat # of Specres 

Douglas-frr 50 
Lodgepole Pme 42 
SprucelFrr 34 
Lumber Pme 9 
Whrtebark Pine a 
Mrxed Conrfer 54 
Aspen 34 
Sagebrush/Grass 70 
Grass/Forbs 57 
Mountam Brush 99 
Alpme 21 
Rrpanan/Aquatrc 102 
Rock/Barren/Talus 17 

Tribal Interests - Scalv Regional 

The Forest kes wrthm the abongmal terntory of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes The Tribes collectrvely 
compnse a smgle, federally recognrzed lndran tnbe wrth a governrng body, the Fort Hall Busmess Counal, 
whrch IS duly recognrzed by the Secretary of the Intenor Tribal members are successors-m-Interest of 
Indian srgnatones to the Fort Bndger Treaty In part, that treaty led to the creatron of the Fort Hall lndran 
Reservation III the Idaho Terntory as a permanent tribal homeland The 544,000-acre reservatfon lres 
generally between Blackfoot and Amencan Falls, Idaho 

Artrcle 4 of said treaty secured for the Tribes rn perpetuky the contmuatron of a wade variety of “use nghts” 
to off-Reservation lands More specrfrcally, by vktue of Artrcle 4 of the treaty, the Tribes expressly 
reserved the right to hunt” on the unoccupied lands of the United States so long as game may be found 
thereon” mcludmg such lands owned by the federal government outsrde the boundanes of the Reservation 
The courts decrded rn the Tmno decrsron (State v Tinno 1972) that the right to hunt also included a right 
to fish (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1992b) Hanes (1995) observed, “The court agreed that the Indran 
peoples expected nghts to harvest food on the unsettled lands as a means of subsrstence and an Integral 
part of their way of lrfe ” 

The Tribes have hrstoncally used the Forest for huntrng, frshmg and gathering American Indians hrstori- 
caky used at least 838 specres of plants on the Forest, covenng vrrtually every type of plant community 
These actrvrtres are Important economically as well as socrally and culturally Part of the economrc 
rmportance to the Tribes lres m their use of hunted meat to provide food for the elderly and the drsabled 
“The phrlosophy and management drrectronfrom theTribes has always been for subsistence huntmg and 
this IS reflected m the Tribes Big Game Regulatrons,” (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1992a) 
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Rights to belleve, express, and exercise tradltlonal rellglons are protected by various federal laws, Includ- 
mg the Amencan Indian Rellglous Freedom Act of 1978 This Includes, but IS not lImIted to, access to 
sites, the use and possession of sacred objects and the freedom to worship through ceremonial and 
tradItIonal rites Additionally, nghts reSeNed undertreaty may possess an Inherent measure of resource 
protection (U S v Washington (759 F 2d 1353,1985) In Shoshone-BannockTnbes 1992b ) 

The Forest has worked with representatives of the Tribes to coordmate the Revlslon with them Represen- 
tatlves of the Tribes have stressed the followmg pomts 

-Trestles are the supreme law of the land (U S Constltutlon, Article 6, Clause 2) Treaty nghts cannot 
be negotiated atthe Department level of the Unlted States government Consultabons with the Tubes 
are on a government-to-government basis 

- The multlple junsdlctrons they have to work with make any attempts at workmg with the Forest an 
extremely frustratmg exercise Their terntory lies wlthm the boundaries of many NatIonal Forests, on 
lands admmlstered by the Bureau of Land Management, on state lands and on lands pnvately held 
This complicates even relatively simple matters llke Interpretive srgns. 

-The processes the Forest uses to handle archaeologlcal sites and cultural values do not fully address 
the Tnbes’ concerns It IS Important to protect sites, to keep them unpublished and to recogmze that 
prowding access to sites mvltes vandalism It IS Important for the Forest to consult with the Tribes on 
a case-by-case basis when prowding protection to sites It IS Important that vandalism of sites be 
vigorously prosecuted to serve as a deterrent 

-The Revlslon must recognize the sacredness of the land, need for protectlon, obligation to consult 
with the Tribes as outlmed m the Amencan Indtan Rellglous Freedom Act, the NEPA and NFMA, and 
many aspects of resewed nghts mcludmg, but not lImIted to, the pnonty nature of nghts reserved 
under the treaty, as well as an Inherent measure of resource protectton to satisfy these nghts 

-The Forest must be recognzed for Its rellglous and spmtual slgnlflcance to the Tribes That slgndicance 
IS not lImIted to vlslon quest sites ortradItIonal camp sites The Forest and even the lands beyond Its 
borders are Important In their entirety As with many other rellglons, tribal members are not free to 
share all the dlmenslons of their faith 

The Tribes also have a slgnlflcant economic Interest m the Forest These include subsistence actlvltles 
llke huntrng, flshmg and gathenng They also include Important aspects ofTrIbal life llke sharmg the fruits 
of the land RIverme ecosystems are Important to the Tribes not only for then’ resources but also for the 
role they play rn the Tnbes’ rellglon The Forest WIII contmue to work and coordmate with the Tribes 

Heritage Resources-Scale: Subsection 

Lemhl/Med/nneLodge- This area contams over 200 hentage resources of predommately Amencan Indian 
sites Including habitatron sites and rock art The abongmal settlement pattern for the area IS related to 
scarce perennral water sources In generally high altitude settmgs. ArchaeologIcal excavations m the area 
mdlcate that high altitude huntmg camps were used pnmanly for huntmg mountam sheep 

European-Amencan settlement In this area was focused on homesteadmg and lead mmmg m the late 19th 
century The Birch Creek Charcoal Kilns IS the most slgnrflcant site relatmg to this penod of settlement 
and IS a malortounst attractlon The remams of ancillary sites associated with the lead mmmg industry 
are found rn several canyons The Worthmg Cabms also have mterpretlve potential for late 19th century 
homesteadmg 

Impacts to hentage resources, such as prehlstonc Amencan lndlan I!thfc scatters associated with hunting 
camps, are occurnng from lrvestock grazmg and antelope hunting blmd construction. Construction of 
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hunting blmds mvolves drggmg a hole up to two feet deep, whrch can drsturb cultural deposits Since 
permanent water sources rn thus area are scarce, most sprrngs have evrdence of prehrstonc American 
lndran occupatrons Lrvestock tend to congregate at these spnngs, tramplmg surface cultural deposrts 
SolI erosion from lack of vegetabon m these areas exposes burled cultural deposrts 

Centennral Mounfarns -The Centennral Mountains contam the hrghest frequency of herrtage resource 
sates on the Forest Over 400 hentage resources of predommately Amencan lndran sates have been 
rdentrfred The abongmal settlement pattern for the area IS seasonal occupatrons for the extractron of 
obsrdran and collecbng camas plants for medrcmal use Sate types Include base camps, obsidian work- 
shops, quarry sates and huntmg camps The most srgnrfrcant archaeologrcal site m this area IS the Brg 
Table Mountam Obsrdran Source Monrda Pass and Targhee Pass provrded natural travel routes across 
the Contmental Drvrde Into the buffalo huntmg grounds of Montana The Nez Perce travelled through thus 
areaextensrvely As a result, the Nez Perce Nabonal Hrstonctrarl has been desrgnated through the area 
These passes were also utrlrzed extensrvely dunng the 19th century by fur trade compames and later as 
stagecoach routes 

EuropeanAmerIcan settlement of the area IS rn the form of late 19th and early 20th century homesteads 
along the Forest frmge bordenng the upper Snake Rover Plam 

Some prehrstonc Amencan lndran sates, such as ltthrc scatters associated wrth huntmg camps and lrthrc 
workshops, have beenaffected by logging Monrtonng followrng timber harvest In thus subsectron showed 
that all heritage resource sates located rn cuttmg unrts were damaged by logging Sate avordance recom- 
mendatrons drscussed rn Hentage Resource Survey Reports were not followed dunng timber sale admm- 
rstratron State authontres are aware of these, and the srtuabon has been corrected 

/s/and Park - Herttage resources m the Island Park area are pnmanly related to the Tre Hack Penod 
(cuttmg trees for rarlroad bes) and early Forest Servrce history The 140 sites rdenbfred are composed 
prrmanly of be hack camps assocrated wrth the Yellowstone RaIlroad, Forest Service admmistratrve sites 
such as guard statrons, ranger statrons, fire lookouts and recreabonal cabins datmg to the early 1900s 
Socral patterns m this area are closely related to the loggmg Industry, Forest Servrce management and 
tounsm Few Amencan lndran sates have been rdentrfred 

The most srgnrfrcant hentage resources m this area are Mesa Falls Lodge, Brshop Mountam Lookout, 
Squirrel Meadows Guard Statron and Warm River Frsh Hatchery These sates receive high publrc vrsrta- 
bon and have economrc values assocrated wrth tounsm 

Hentage resources rn thus area have been Impacted by foggmg, road constructron, hrstonc burldrng remov- 
als and the North Fork Frre 

Mad/son-Pftchsfone Plateaus-The Madrson-Prtchstone Plateaus contams one of the lowest frequencres 
of hentage resource sates on the Forest Relatrvely extensive Inventory has rdenbfred only 25 sites The 
malonty of these are tre hack sates assocrated wrth the Yellowstone Ratlroad Amencan lndran sates are 
few and seem to be related to transitory movements through the area The only sate tdenbfred as suitable 
for enhancement and Interpretanon IS the Big Springs Fire Lookout 

Tefon Range - The Teton Range has hrgh frequencres of Amencan Indian sites rn the upper reaches of the 
dramages Over 79 hentage resource sates have been rdenbfred The vast majonty are assocrated with 
hrgh altltude adaptattons by Amencan lndrans Thus area may also contam spmtual sates Important to 
local tribes Hrstonc Euro-Amencan sates are generally related to early 1900s ranching 

This area has high economrc values for hentage resource tounsm wrth an emphasis on high albtude 
adaptatrons 
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5/g Hole Mountam- Ths areacontarns over 100 hentage resource sites with most sites located along the 
northwestern edge of the Big Hole Mountams The majonty of these sites are Amencan lndran huntmg 
camps and lrthrc workshops Hrstonc Euro-Amencan sites are assocrated wrth early 20th century mrnrng 
and ranchmg The Palrsades Mountarns area IS one of the least mventoned areas of the Forest Sate 
types and frequencres are relatively unknown 

There IS potenbal to enhance and Interpret early 20th century lrme krln and mrnmg sates lnterpretabon of 
a Nabonal Regrster-elrgrble American lndran site at Table Rock Campground also has potential 

Caribou Range Mounfa/ns - The Caribou Range IS one of the least Inventorled areas of the Forest, how- 
ever, 50 herrtage resources have been rdentifred All but two sates are American Indian huntrng camps, 
kthtc workshops and volcamc glass quarry sites Thts area also contains the Currant Creek and Brockman 
Guard Stations, Forest Servrce admmrstratrve sites elrgrble for the Natronal Register of Hrstonc Sates 
Potenbal exrsts for mterpretatron of the guard statrons as early 20th century Forest Service sates 

Quality of Life - Scale: Regional 

The Center for Busmess Research and Scrence (CBRS) and the Center for Rural Economrc Development 
(CRED) of Idaho State Unrversrty have conducted recent surveys of Qualrty of Lrfe perceptrons among 
area resrdents rn Fremont County and the Crty of Idaho Falls These two areas are vastly drfferent in 
terms of populabon, Income structure, employment opportunrtres and other demographic charactenstrcs 
In both surveys, many of the questrons relate to concerns people have with regard to therr everyday 
Irves-thmgs lrke shopprng and local government servrces The amount of mformatron presented whrch 
relates to the Forest IS lrmrted The surveys do provide some rnsrght Into how area resrdents percerve 
therr lrvrng envrronments (CBRS, CRED a and b) 

As Qualtty and “Open Spaces and Green Spaces” were the qualrty of life attnbutes respondents were 
most sabsfred wrth Employment opportunities and the Avarlabrlity of Retarl Shoppmg were the attnbutes 
wrth the least amount of sabsfactron Among respondents, 43 percent felt that Tounsm was the type of 
Ideal busmess they would kke to see locate m Fremont county Some 34 percent felt the same way about 
General Manufactunng Employment Opportunrtres, Level of lndrvrdual Well-Bemg and Pubkc Educatron 
were rdentrfred as bemg the most Important m determmmg qualrty of lrfe (CBRS, CRED a and b) 

Crty of Idaho Falls 

Favorable charactensbcs of lrfe m Idaho Falls Included a Low Local Tax Rate, Medrcal Servtces and 
Salary and Wage Levels In makrng chorces among conflrctrng alternatives, respondents found these 
selecbons to be the most acceptable Lrmrt Economic and Populabon Growth (32 percent) and Increase 
Taxes and the Local Cost of Lrvmg (31 percent). The least acceptable chorces were to Permit Degradrng 
of the Envrronment (30 percent) and Increase Taxes and the Local Cost of Lrvmg (27 percent) (CBRS) 

Unrversrty of Idaho - Clark County 

A separate survey was recently conducted of Clark county resrdents by the Unrversrty of Idaho (McGurre 
and Harp) The strongest pornts of agreement In that study follow 

1 Lrvestock grazmg IS compatrble wtth other natural resource uses Agreement, 88 5 percent 
2 We have enough area legally desrgnated as wilderness m Idaho Agreement, 83 9 percent 
3 Large old trees that are cut and harvested wrll eventually be replaced by vrgorous young trees that 
wrll be just as valuable Agreement, 81 8 percent 

It IS noteworthy that while Clark county respondents feel they have enough legally desrgnated Idaho 
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wrlderness, that fewer than 20 percent agree wrth a “need to burld roads and other accommodatrons that 
wrll provrde greater access to undeveloped natural areas ” Many people have advanced the vrew that they 
would kke to enjoy these “undeveloped natural areas” without the extra restrrctrons assocrated wrth wrlder- 
ness desrgnatron 

The three most serious concerns respondents rdentrfred for their commumty to deal wrth over the next five 
years are ksted below 

1 Avarlabrlrty of good lobs for young people (32 7 percent) 
2 Avarlabrkty of money needed to develop economrcally (16 1 percent) 
3 lndrvrdual and famrly mcome levels (11 3 percent) 

Unrversrty of Idaho - Interror Columbra Rover Basrn 

Strll another survey of public vrews was conducted by the Unrversrty of Idaho of Interior Columbra Rover 
Basm resrdents (Rudzrtis et al 1995) Some of Its fmdmgs were hrghly predrctable For Instance, respon- 
dents overwhelmmgly rdentdred Employment Opportunrty and Access to Family and Frrends as therr most 
Important reasons for movmg to or stayrng In the area (58 percent) Most people have to make a kvmg and 
word-of-mouth (from family and frrends) IS a tradrtronal means for garnrng employment Family and fnends 
normally comprrse one’s support system as well 

Respondents drd not see “. commodrty-based strategres as the dommant management strategies to be 
pursued on publrc lands,” but they drd ” rn padrcular, feel some degree of umber harvestmg and grazrng 
on pubkc lands should contmue.” 

The most Important pubkc land uses were rdentrfied as 
1 Protect water and watersheds (20 2 percent) 
2 Protect ecosystems (18 3 percent) 
3 Recreatronal uses (16.9 percent) 
4 Trmber harvestmg (16 3 percent) 
5 Preserve wrlderness values (9 6 percent) 

Interestrngly, “protect endangered specres” polled less than two percent of respondents 

Utah State Unrversrty and Washmgton State University Surveys in the Columbra Rover Basin (Brunson et 
al 1994, Tennert et al 1994) 

Survey work conducted for the Interror Columbia Basm Ecosystem Management Project provrded the 
followmg relevant atbtude mformatron (Trent 1995). 

-Strong support exrsts for protection of fish and wrldlife on pubkc lands The pubkc generally supports 
a multrple benefits mode of management whrch emphasizes a long-term balance between human and 
ecological concerns 

- The pubkc feels environmental and economrc concerns can go hand m hand and should be given 
equal weight, If possrble If this IS not possrble, the envrronment IS consrdered more Important 

-The entrtres whrch the publrc trusts and feels should Influence management decrsrons are local rural 
communrtres, western U S pubkc oprnron, university research screntrsts and the USDI Frsh and Wrldlrfe 
Servrce Entrtres the pubhc feels should have influence but In whom they do not have a great deal of 
trust mclude the Forest Servrce and the BLM The public also feels It should play an actrve role m 
publrc land management 
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Expect Conflrctrng Mews 

In any event, land managers need to know that the wade range of vrews they hear from the publrc are 
predrctable The case study conducted m the Teton county (Idaho) communrty of Dnggs by the Unrversrty 
of Idaho concluded that, “Drrggs had yet to agree on what the future of the commumty should be,” (Hams 
et al 1996) Lrkewrse, tabular data presented rn Trent, 1995, shows that rn response to every survey 
questron, Eastsrde Assessment publrc involvement padicrpants were less neutral than those randomly 
polled Perhaps It borders on tautology to observe that people who get Involved are less kkely to be 
drspassronate rn therr vrews 

Minorities and Women - Scale: Regional 

Various programs have been Implemented on the Forest to focus the resources of these group members 
on Forest actrvrtres to the benefit of both the Forest and the rndrvrduals This effort IS reflected rn Forest 
Servrce hmng, supervrsmg and contractrng procedures Under authorrty of a number of CIVII rrghts and 
equal employment oppodunrty acts and executrve orders the Forest Intends to contrnue 

- Eradrcatron of all forms of rllegal drscnmrnatron from facrlrtres, programs, actrvrtres, contractrng and 
hrrrng practrces 

- Posrtrve actron In helprng to provrde developmental opportunrtres for the drsabled, mmorrtres, women 
and all other employees 

- Provrdmg coordrnators for the Equal Employment Opportunrty, Federal Women’s and Hrspanrc 
programs 

- CIVII Rights Actron Team actwrtres and CIVII rights tramrng for all employees. 

Coordination with Other Agencies-Scale: Reglonal 

The Importance of coordrnatrng management wrthrn the GYE has been recogmzed by the public land 
management agencres To that end, the Greater Yellowstone Coordrnatrng Committee was establrshed rn 
the early 1960s Thus group consrsts of Natronal Park and National Forest managers who meet twrce 
yearly to drscuss rssues and rmprove coordmatron between the two agencres 

There are many examples of how the various National Forests and Parks of the GYE have coordmated 
management across furrsdrctronal boundarres The agencres have an ecosystem-wrde Gnzzly Sear Re- 
covery Plan Changes In these unrform gurdelrnes for grrzzly bear management are coordrnated among 
the Forests and Parks Unrform regulabons for recreatron use In the area were rmtiated for the 1995 
summer season Federal and state agencres In the GYE are rmplementrng coordmated gurdelrnes for 
management of noxrous weeds and exotrc plants Frre management IS another area where resources and 
polkores are shared across Forest and Park boundarres Currently the Forest IS particrpatmg m the inte- 
grated wmter sports plannmg taking place throughout the ecosystem As the Revrsron for the Forest IS 
Implemented, coordmatron with fellow managers m the ecosystem wrll contrnue 
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PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

TIMBER 

Timber-Scale: ForestwIde and Subsection 

The amount of forested land by species group, age class and subsectfon on the Forest was dfsplayed 
earker tn Table Ill-3 

Table Ill-33 displays the average mature volume of saw timber growing on the Forest by species and subsecflon 

1 Table Ill-33 Merchantable Volume fn Thousands of Board Feet (MBF) bv 

DF Bd Ft Volume 
MXBd Ft Volume 
MX3Bd Ft Volume 
S/F Bd Ft Volume 
AS Bd. Ft Volume 

I/ MSF per acre (LP=6 
(About 57% Of the fort 

LPP = Lodgepole prne, 
S/F = Englemann Spru~ 

Lemhrl Centennfal Island Madfson- 
Medfcrne Mountams Park Pftchstone 

Lodge Plateaus 

33,932 162,977 669,854 505,069 
479,399 585,610 139,244 35,007 

1,545 136,783 190,792 119,708 
0 156,620 43,991 40,394 
0 21,147 2,916 8,200 

611 16,017 13.892 6,567 

515,487 1.079,154 1,060,689 716,945 

,F=s 0. Mlxed LP/DF=7 9, Other Mrxed Comfer = 12 4 
!d land IS tentatrvely suItable) 

Specrss II 

2q-g 

;pruce/Subalpfne Rr=l 
1 
39 

Caribou 
Range 
Mtns 

16,185 1,574,836 
76,945 1.611,862 

257,351 1,316,371 
50,409 445,242 

6,283 68,899 
68,083 192,904 

475,256 5.210,114 

‘, Aspen=: !) x 57 

= Douglas-fir, MX = Douglas-fldlodgepole pane. MX3 = three or more conrfer specres mrxed, 
subalpIne frr, AS = Aspen 

Total 

Tentatively Suitable Forest Land 

While the volumes shown In Table Ill-33 exist on the Forest, not all acres are avallable for timber 
harvest In order to determme which land can be managed for timber productlon, a Tentatively Sultable 
Forest Land Classlflcatlon process was used 

Tentatively suitable forest land IS defmed as land that IS producmg or IS capable of producing crops of 
industnal wood and meets the followmg cntena 

- Has not been wlthdrawn by Congress, the Secretary of Agnculture, or the Chief of the Forest 
Serwce 
- Existing technology and knowledge IS avaIlable to ensure timber productlon without Irreversible 
damage to solIs productlvlty, or watershed conditions 
- Exlstmg technology and knowledge provides reasonable assurance that It IS possible to restock 
adequately wlthin 5 years after flnal harvest 
-Adequate mformabon IS avaiable to project responses to timber management acbvltres 

Tentatively sultable acres for the Forest have been determined and the process IS dlsplayed in Process 
Paper C. This amounts to 703,100 acres or approximately 57 percent of the total forested land on the 
forest Table Ill-34 displays Tentatively SuItable Acres by Ranger Dlstrrct and EcologIcal SubsectIon 
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Table III-34 Tentatively Suitable Timber Acres by Ranger Dlstnct and Subsection 

The 703,100 acres shown above IS 249,300 less than the 952,400 acres ldentlfled II? the 1965 Plan The 
primary difference between the two IS associated w&h the amount of nonforest acres The 1985 analysis 
ldentlfied 390,300 acres of nonforest lands and the current analysis ldentlfles 681,079 acres, a difference 
of 290,779 acres 

Thecurrent analysis utkzes more up-to-date data than m 198.5 The Forest has morestand exam Informa- 
tlon than previous and land-sat data was used III areas where stand exam data did not exist A comparison 
of the two analyses IS found In Process Paper C 

Slmllarly, Table Ill-35 displays tentatively sultable acres by specres and age class 
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T able U-35 T,mber tnformat,o” by Subsecbons 1 

Lemhll Centennial Island Madlson- Teton m  Caribou Total 
MedIcme Mountains Park PItchstone easm Hole Range 

Lodge Plateaus Mtns Mtns 

eta, Acres 282,600 332.100 316,140 197.980 161.690 356,660 231,110 %  1,862.300 

‘OTAL FORESTED AC 103.887 225,013 276,375 1!30,115 92.163 227,215 122.495 1 1.237.283 
%  of Total AC 37 71 93 97 57 65 60 66 

‘ENT SUIT ACRES 13,040 i70.600 246,160 154,870 21,040 66.460 30,730 703,100 
%  of Forested Ac 13 76 89 62 23 29 25 57 
%  of Total Ac 5 52 76 76 13 19 14 36 

‘entatwelv Su,table Acres by Species and Age Group 

17.420 13.480 170 
46,340 27,250 0 
19.580 14,900 0 

9,810 6,470 1,510 
61,920 62,250 4,440 

IO I 38.090 
,odgepole Pine (LPP) 
Nonstocked 
Seedkngs 
Saplings 
P&Z 
Mature 

)o”glas-frr (DF, 
Nonstocked 
Seedkngs 
Saplings 
Pole 
Mature 
Mature-pnor harvest 

Alxed LPP and DF 
kxWocked 
Seedkngs 
sapimgs 
Pole 
Mature 

0 2,500 
1,970 10.980 

0 4,730 
0 4,610 
0 22,560 

0 560 
160 1.610 

0 0 
0 290 

10,690 79,930 
0 3,430 

0 0 
0 200 
0 360 
0 190 
0 14,020 

!3 69;370 
II 40,370 
7 25,290 

$9 186,680 

300 610 90 
0 60 0 
0 0 0 

320 0 100 
23.760 5,290 960 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
210 68C 0 

1.800 330 0 
1.920 200 0 

30,410 13.170 4,240 

510 0 
180 0 

0 0 
60 0 

3,310 3,910 ---l--- 120 0 

0 0 
330 0 

0 0 
70 70 

23,920 10,460 

0 160 860 
0 900 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 C 
0 16.610 3.44C 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1,920 

0 
c 
c 
c 

16C 

4C 2c 
c 
c 
c 

5.22C 

Xher Mlxed Conifers 
Nonstocked 
Seedkngs 
Sapkngs 
Pole 
Mature 

31 1.460 

4l ‘0 1,530 
c 
c 

3,96C 
0 

92 -l-- 36.83C 

c c 
C c 
( C 
( c 

74( 67( 

jpruce/S”balplne Rr 
Nonstocked 
Seedlings 
Saplings 
P& 
Mature 

O  
c 
C I- c 

00 3.67C 

7oc 
1.16C 

39c 
32C 

3.3oc 

33( c 0 0 
76( ( 430 80 
311 21( 0 0 

( 20( 0 400 
1.56( 3,19( 8,440 11,900 

4Spe” 

Nonstocked 0 460 
Seedkngs 0 10 
Saplings 0 30 
Pole 0 190 
Mature 0 4,090 

4 1.51C 
6 2.46C 
3 94tv L 3 1,llC 

64 32,480 

r0td 
Nonstocked 19,28C 

49,73c 
21.77( 
12.37[ 

143.01( 
f 

14,46( 
29.23( 
15,54t 

8,67t 
86,97t 

2st 
r 

21t 
1.81( 

16,74t 
t 

5.140 250 
1;660 140 
1.160 0 

820 470 
57,360 29.870 

120 0 

246.16( 154,67( 21.04( 66,460 1 30,730 
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Based on the number of tentatively sultable forested acres ldentlfled III Process Paper C and shown in 
Table III-34 and a gross volume per acre derived from local forest yield-tables, Table Ill-36 displays the 
total gross volume (MCF and MBF) by species by ecologlcal subsectlon that IS currently growmg on the 
tentatively sultable forest acres 

1 Table III-36 Merchantable Volume (MCF and MBF) for TentabvelySuitable Forest Land I 

LNllh,, C~llb?llfll~l Island Madwn- Teton Big Cartbou Total 
Mednne Mountains Park PItchstone Range Hole Range 

Lodge Plateaus Mtns Mtns 

MERCHANTABLE VOLUME IN THOUSANDS OF CUBIC FEET (MCF) BY SPECIES I/ 

LPP MCF Volume 0 33,727 122,470 93,064 6,638 20,810 2,377 279,086 
DF MCF Volume 19.983 146,672 43,636 9,707 1.798 6,074 7.175 235,045 
LPIDF MCF Volume 0 24.164 52,457 22,718 7,314 41,262 18,044 165,979 
Other mlxed MCF Volume 0 43,874 8,978 10,338 13,624 19,758 4,776 101,346 
SprucelF~r MCF Volume 0 4,710 392 1.815 1,644 491 442 9,494 
Aspen MCF Volume 0 3,096 2,498 1,181 2,415 6,389 9,008 24,587 

(%%~4!::~~~ ( 19,983 ( 256,263 1 230,431 1 138.821 1 33,433 ( 94,764 ( 41,822 ( 815,537 ( 

1 MERCHANTABLE VOLUME IN THOUSANDS OF BOARD FEET (MBF) BY SPECIES 2/ 
I I I I I 

LPP Bd Ft Volume 0 138,406 502,579 381,904 27,239 85,399 
DF Bd Ft Volume 97,738 717.372 213.426 47,478 8,795 29,707 
MX BD Ft Volume 0 110,926 240,604 104,201 33,547 189.255 
MX3 Bd Ft Volume 0 208,629 42,694 49.148 64,785 93,951 
S/FBd Ft Volume 0 26.655 2,221 10,273 9,302 2,777 
AS BD Ft Volume 0 12.953 10.451 4.941 10,103 26,729 

TOTAL MERCHANTABLE 97,738 1,214,941 1.011.97 597,945 153,771 427,818 
VOLUME MBF 

9,755 1,145,282 
35,092 1,149.608 
82,760 761.293 
22,712 481,919 

2,499 53,727 
37,688 102.865 

190,506 3,694,694 
I I 

I/ MCF per acre LP=l 5, DF=I 8, Mlxed LP/DF=i 7. Other Mwd Conlfer=2 6, SprucelSubalpme Rr=2 5, Aspen=0 8 
2/ MBF per acre LP=6 1, DF=Q 0, MIxed LP/DF=7 9. Other Mwed Conlfer=12 4, SprucelSubalpme Fwl3 9. Aspen=3 2 I 

Table III-37 displays the estimated potential growth on tentatively sultable lands The majority of this 
growth occurs between ages 20-l 19 

1 Table Ill-37 Potentlal Growth on Tentatively Suttable Lands I 
Potential Growth (cubic Tentatively SuItable Unsuitable Lands I/ 

feetlacrelyear) Lands (acres) (acres) 

1 less than 20 I 01 60,345 I 

20-49 168,744 112,178 

50-84 499,202 324,265 

85-l 19 35,154 26,709 

1120.164 I 01 5,342 1 

165-224 0 5,342 

225 01 0 

( II Timber productlvlty classlflcatlon for unsuitable lands IS estimated ( 
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Future Supply and Demand 

The projected demand-supply sltuatlon m the Umted States ImplIes rismg prices for tlmber In the U S 
economy, demand and supply market commodltles are equated through price adfustments and other 
workings of the market When demand Increases faster than supply, price brmgs the two together by 
reducing demand and/or by inducmg supply increase (USDA Forest Service, 1990 RPA Assessment) 

In general, It IS expected that the pnce of softwood roundwood WI follow the hlstonc trend and contmue to 
Increase faster than the rate of inflation for at least the next 50 years, an mdlcator that demand from an 
mcreaslng population WIII r!se faster than supply can respond 

SUPPlY 

The local demand-supply situation generally reflects the natronal and reglonal trend The followmg IS a 
brief analysis of supply and demand for our area 

Table Ill-38 displays sources of timber that have been avallable m the past The volumes shown, (except 
for private land which IS an estimate) are averages from fiscal years 1992-95 sell program from the 
agencies llsted While the actual amounts avaflable m the future are unknown, all sources (except for the 
Forest) are assumed to be constant for at least the next three to five years Of the total, 15 1 MMBF or 
51 percent hlstoncally came from the Forest This mcludes sawbmber, roundwood, commercial and 
personal use flrewood 

Table Ill-38 Average Volume per year AvaIlable I” Local Demand Area 

Total Annual 
Source Quantity (MMBF) Sawtwnber Products 

Targhee N F 15 1 
Caribou N F 16 
Brldger-Teton N F 02 
Bureau of Land Mgmt 32 
State of Idaho 43 
Private Land 50 

I Total 294 
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Demand 

Table Ill-39 below displays the expected demand for wood products III our area from all users It does not 
Include previous demand from LouIslana-Pacific as they have closed their Rexburg mill It also assumes 
the present number and mix of large and small timber operators WIII rernaln fairly constant 

Table Ill-39 Total Demand for all Mills and Users (MMBF) m( 
The current demand for wood products In our area, all operators, large and small (mcludmg personal use 
firewood), IS about 35 7 MMBF annually The mmlmum level of timber demand, from all operators, neces- 
sary to meet the survival needs of timber industry and personal use IS 31 0 MMBF This level of harvest 
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wrll lust barely provrde for the existence of the current number of operators at their mmimum operatmg 
level, plus meet the current demand for”walk-In-the door” products and personal use frrewood To provrde 
for maxrmum effrcrency of mrll operatron and meet all demands for wood products that small operators 
recerve and meet the current demand for personal use frrewood and walk-In traffic, the level of trmber offer 
should be approxrmately 36 0 MMBF 

Table Ill-40 mdrcates past levels of reforestatron (artrfrcral and natural) and trmber stand rmprovement 
(thmnmg) Actrvrtres that have occurred on the Forest 

Table Ill-40 Levels of Past Reforestatron and 
Trmber Stand Improvement Actrvrtres 

Reforestatron 
Acres 

TSI Acres 

1981-90 104,562 11,563 
1991 3,152 1,210 
1992 2,074 397 
1993 3,163 759 
1994 4,361 493 
1995 2,753 111 
1996 3,515 172 
1997 766 850 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Lwestock Grazing -Scale: ForestwIde and SubsectIon 

Approxrmately 79 percent (1,466,475) of the 1 87 mrllron acres under Forest grazmg admmistratron are 
rdentrfred as being m grazmg allotments, whrch are open to grazmg These acres, about 782,005 (53 
percent) acres are capable for lrvestock grazmg Approxrmately 400,640 acres (21 percent) are presently 
closed to grazmg. There are 154 allotments (76 cattle and 78 sheep) on the Forest where lrvestock 
grazmg occurs, of whrch 109 have AMPS A portron of one of these allotments, Moose Creek S&G, IS 
located on the Brrdger-Teton N F All allotments on the Forest are managed under varrous strategres 
(Process Paper K) A summary of grazmg actrvrty by subsectron IS drsplayed on Table Ill-41 

Table 1,141 Lwestock Grama Data by Subsection 

I lndlcator I Subsecbon I 

LEMHV CENTENNIAL ISLAND MADISON- TETON BIG CARIBOU 
MEDICINE MOUNTAINS PARK PITCHSTONE RANGE HOLE RANGE 

LODGE PLATEAUS MTNS MTNS 

AUMS Sheep 3.111 16,464 2.016 2.630 3,162 14,899 13,267 
Cattle 14,161 30,067 21,273 3,765 2,162 11,092 9,776 

NO of Sheep 8.930 17,770 2,072 0 3.700 16,500 21,013 
NO of Cattle 3,633 7,897 4,633 1.241 522 2,293 2,343 

NO OF PERMITS 42 75 43 10 17 46 44 
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The current permltted hvestock use repotted on the Forest IS 148,775 AUMs PermItted hvestock con- 
slsts of 22,066 cattle and 71,985 sheep Currently 182 permlttees hold 277 grazmg permds which autho- 
rize grazmg on the Forest Presently, based on 1993 data, the numbers of hvestock actually usmg the 
forest are 20,362 cattle for 84,212 AUMs and 54,478 sheep for 44,006 AUMs 

As Table Ill-42 demonstrates, of these 154 allotments, 15 sheep allotments and one permit are vacant 
where httle or no grazmg presently occurs, unless authorized There are no vacant cattle allotments or 
permits on the Forest 

1 Table III-42 Vacant AllotmentslPermlts on the Forest I 

I Dlstrlct Allotment Name, Number PermItted 
AUMs status 

I Dubols I Willow Creek. 162 I 540 I 3 I 

Island Park Reas Pass, 226 633 1 and 4 

Island Park Dry Creek, 220 383 1 and 4 

I Island Park I Jesse Creek, 224 I 467 1 1 and4 1 

Island Park Blue Creek, 217 775 2 and 5 

Island Park Hotel Creek, 222 374 2 and 5 

I Ashton I Fish Creek, 311 I 830 ( 1 and5 ( 

I Ashton I PartrIdge Creek, 309 I 600 I 1 and 5 1 

Ashton Trail Canyon, 310 800 1 and 5 

Ashton Black Mountain, 308 600 1 and 5 

Ashton Dnveway Wells, 306 666 2 

Palisades Garden Prlchard, 40206 750 1 

1 = No gral~ng IS authorized on these allotments 
2 = vacant al,otment open to graz,ng 
3 = Two permE (1 sheep and goat and 1 cattle and horse) occupy the same allotment 
The sheep and goat ,,erm,t IS vacant, and the cattle and horse per”,,, IS not vacant 
4 = Management Slt”at!on 1 Grizzly Sear HabItat 
5 = Management Sltuat~on 2 Gnzzly Bear H&tat 

A vacant allotment IS an allotment where a hvestock grazing permit has not been Issued The allotment 
may or may not be available for use by domestlc llvestock Dlstrlct Rangers have the authority to autho- 
nze or deny grazing of vacant allotments If grazmg IS authonzed, It can be edher permanent or temporary 
On the Forest, when vacant allotments are temporanly grazed, they are referred to as swmg allotments A 
swing allotment IS temporarily grazed by an exlstmg permlttee whose authorized allotment IS not avallable 
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swmg allotment IS temporarily grazed by an exlstmg permlttee whose authorized allotment IS not avallable 
(whole or m part) The Idea of usmg a vacant allotment on a temporary basis rather than a permanent 
basis IS to provide flexiblllty for exlstmg Forest permittees and their allotments At this tlme, cattle are not 
allowed to graze vacant sheep allotments Also, permlttees who do not presently have an exlstmg grazmg 
permit on the Forest are not allowed to use swmg allotments 

The Forest coordmates grazing actlvltles on SIX allotments with the Bndger-Teton N F Five are located 
on Forest lands (along the Snake River, above Alplne Junction, along hlghway26/89) where the Bndger- 
Teton N F admmlsters all resources, except grazmg For these five allotments, the management dlrec- 
bon (grazmg utlllzatlon standards and guldelmes, permit/allotment admmlstratlon, AMP development, 
etc ) m the Targhee Forest Plan applies The scdh allotment IS that portlon of the Moose Creek S&G 
allotment wlthm the Bndger-Teton N F where the Forest also admmlsters grazmg actlvitles and the Bndger- 
Teton N F admmlsters everything else 

To better manage Ilvestock, many structural Improvements have been constructed usmg equal (50 per- 
cent Forest Service and 50 percent permlttee) contnbutlons from the Forest Service and the grazmg 
permIttees These Improvements Include 563 miles of fence, 670 water developments, 72 5 miles of 
plpelme. 8 wells, 16 corrals, 7 stock bridges, 2 herder cabms. 74 cattleguards, and 25 miles of stock trail 
The Forest portion of these improvements IS generated from grazmg receipts (RBRB funds) and usually IS 
m the form of materials and supplies Range Improvement structures are mamtamed by the grazmg 
permlttees 

A capablhty analysis has been completed for all allotments with range analysis surveys Areas capable 
and not capable of grazmg llvestock have been determmed by field mspectlons using specific critena 
(Process Papers H and I) ldentlfled m Forest Service Handbook FSH 2209 21 As shown on Map 29, of 
the 154 allotments (1,466,475 acres) where grazing IS permltted, eight on the Island Park Dlstrlct, totallmg 
853 acres, do not have a range surveys and one on the Teton Basm Dlstnct, totalmg 1,446 acres, does not 
have a range survey 

Not all areas on the Forest that are capable of grazmg llvestock are sultable for grazmg For example, 
approximately 21 percent (400,640 acres) of the Forest IS presently closed to grazmg (Map 29) Even 
though these acres are now closed, at one time they were designated as bemg III allotments with about 53 
percent of the lands capable of grazing domestlc llvestock Other areas on the Forest where grazmg IS not 
suitable are fenced developed recreation sites, some special use sites, admmistratlve sites, RNAs, de- 
veloped sprmg and seeps and some crltlcal wIldlIfe habltat such as blghorn sheep range I” the Teton 
Range subsectlon A sultablllty analysis has not been conducted for all allotments on the Forest The 
sultablhty for llvestock grazmg IS determined through a site-speclflc analysis, from which AMPS are 
developed As per dIrection found In the Resclsslon Act of 1995 (Sectron 504 of Public Law 104-19), the 
Forest has a schedule rn place to complete this analysis for allotments that need It and intends to comply 
with this law as funding from Congress WIII allow 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

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

A descrrptron of the consequences of tmplementmg the alternatrves with respect to thefollowmg compo- 
nents and key issues 

Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns 
Ecologrcal Processes and Drsturbances 
Ecological Patterns 

Physrcal Elements of the Envrronment 
Brologrcal Elements of the Envrronment 

Aquatic and Rrparran Ecosystems 
Terrestnal Ecosystems 

Forest Use and Occupatron 
Access Management 
Wrlderness and Recreation Resource 
Economrc and Socral Envrronment 

Production of Commodity Resources 
Trmber 
Lrvestock Grazmg 

lrreversrble and lrretrrevable Commrtment of Resources 

The consequences are described rn some or all of the following terms - Consequences Common to All 
Alternatrves, Consequences Whrch Vary by Alternatrve and Cumulative Effects 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PATTERNS 

Thus component descrrbes the potential effects to forest structure, composrtron, disturbance regrme and 
pattern It IS assumed that all future site-specrfrc management actrvrtres will result from ecologrcal as- 
sessments conducted rn a manner srmrlar to that described m the draft document enhtled Proper Func- 
tronmg Condrtron (Process PaperW) 

Two Issue mdrcators were developed for this component The first issue mdrcator of “health of forest 
structure and composrtron” was derived by totaling the number of acres, under each alternabve, where 
forest structure and composrtron may be maintamed or Improved through bmber management actrvrtres 
The second issue mdrcator IS the “use of fire ” It was derrved by totalmg the number of acres, under each 
alternatrve, where prescribed fire (both management-rgnrted and natural) may be used to mamtam or 
Improve ecologrcal sustamabrlrty Table IV-1 drsplays these mdrcators by alternative 
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Table IV-l EcologIcal Process and Pattern indicators by Alternattve 

indicator 

Prescribed Fwe 

Alternatives 

1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

Prescribed Fire Allowed with Few 1 I I I I I I 
Restrlctlons l/ 
(MM Acres) 

I I I I I I I 

Open Roads Mlies 2/ 1,882 1,863 1,589 1,577 1,372 1,237 1,228 
Open Trail MI& 21 572 470 435 540 427 232 81 

Sustainability of Forest Structure and Composdion 31 

Health of Forest Structure and 
CornposItIon (M acres) 41 485 58 6 52 9 452 398 29 8 207 

Connectiwty 

Acres of Aquatic Zones 
Connectlvlty MaIntaIned 
(M acres) 

342 325 448 512 533 590 793 

Forested Acres in Mature-or- 959 1 956 3 959 7 967 0 972 0 978 5 
Older Age Classes(M acres) 5/ 76% 76% 76% 77% 77% 78% 

1/AllPrescr~pt~onsExcept111.112,113,114,115,22,23,24,291.292,41,41,43,82 
Zl The word “open” means the roads and trails do not have any restnchons on motonzed use 
3/ Estimated M acres of sllvlcultural treatments for the first decade (ASQ, unscheduled, TSI and reforestation) 
41 Mantaned or improved 

987 5 
78% 

5/ Assumes all harvest leads to reduction of mature component Also assumes no lngrowth Into the mature category in the 
brst decade Percents are percentages of total forested acres 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND DISTURBANCES 

Old Growth, Late Seral and Mature Forests 

In Chapter Ill, It was noted that about 79 6 percent of the forested acres were classlfled as mature, which 
Included old growth and late seral forests AdditIonal analysis usmg permanent forest Inventory plots 
mdlcated that 8 7 percent of the forested acres meet old growth charactenstlcs for live trees and standmg 
dead trees, 66 4 percent of the forested acres could be ciasslfled as late seral and 2 5 percent of the 
forested acres are younger and smaller mature trees 

Consequences Wixch Vary by Alternat/ve - We modelled the effects of all standards and guIdelInes and 
management prescnptlons to estimate the amount of timber harvestmg that may occur Table IV-2 dls- 
plays how proposed timber harvestmg (scheduled and unscheduled) in each alternatlve WIII change the 
amount of old growth, late serai and mature forest at the end of the first decade On a forestwlde basis, 
AlternatIve 2 has the highest proposed timber harvest, which reduces these acres about three percent at 
the end of the first decade AlternatIve 6 has the lowest proposed timber harvest, which reduces these 
acres about one percent at the end of the first decade 

On a watershed basis, the foilowmg changes m mature, late seral and old growth forest acres are estl- 
mated 
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- Fourwatersheds (010,011,012,013) do not have any proposed timber harvestmg that would create 
addItIonal openings for the first decade I” all alternatIves These are the watersheds where most of the 
lodgepole pme salvage timber harvesting occurred durmg the last two decades 

30 watersheds wrll have cflve percent of the mature, late seral and old growth forest acres harvested 
- SIX watersheds WIII have from 6 to IO percent of the mature, late seral and old growth forest acres 
harvested 
- Four watersheds WIII have from 10 to 17 percent of the mature, late seral and old growth acres 
harvested 

At the end of the first decade, we estimate condltlons for the prlnclpal watersheds for all alternatlves 

23 watersheds will have z 90 percent of the forested acres In mature, late seral and old growth 
stages 
- 5 watersheds will have 80 to 89 percent of the forested acres m mature, late seral and old growth 
stages 
- 5 watersheds WIII have 70 to 79 percent of the forested acres In mature, late seral and old growth 
stages 
- 7 watersheds WIN have 60 to 69 percent of the forested acres I” mature, late seral and old growth 
stages 
- 3 watersheds will have 50 to 59 percent of the forested acres m mature, late seral and old growth 
stages 
- 1 watershed WIII have 33 percent of the forested acres in mature, late seral and old growth stages 

Studies on the hlstortcal amount of old growth, late seral and mature forests have been completed for two 
watersheds, the Camas Creek watershed (025) and the upper Henry’s Fork watershed (008) Both of these 
watersheds are m the Centenmal Mountams SubsectIon The followmg summarzes these studies 

Camas Creek Watershed (Report of the Camas Creek LandscapeTeam) 

1850 54 percent m an early seral stage 
39 percent in a mid seral stage 
6 percent in a late seral 

1900 27 percent m an early seral stage 
64 percent m a mid seral stage 
8 percent m a late seral 

1950: 7 percent in an early seral stage 
35 percent in a mid seral stage 
57 percent m a late seral 

1995 7 percent in an earlyseral stage 
36 percent m a mid seral stage 
56 percent in a late seral 

Upper Henry’s Fork watershed (Patten and Hansen, 1995) 

1790-1870 < 20 percent open (nonforested) 
80+ percent in mature forest 

1870-1910 major natural disturbance about 1870 
70-80 percent I” open, seedlmg, saplmg 
20 percent rn mature forest 

1910-1950 < 20 percent open 
50-60 percent In pole size forest 
20-30 percent In mature forest 

1950-I 988 < 20 percent open 
5-10 percentseedlrng, saplmg (logging) 
O-5 percent in pole size forest 
60 percent m mature forest 
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Currently, the Camas Creekwatershed (025) has 77 percent of the forested acres In old growth, late seral 
and mature seral stages This IS a higher percentage than exlsted from 50 to 150 years ago The highest 
amount of timber harvesting (AlternatIve 2) still malntalns 66 percent of the forested acres in old growth, 
late seral and mature seral stages 

Currently, the Upper Henry’s Fork watershed (008) has 68 percent of the forested acres in old growth, late 
seral and mature seral stages This IS a higher percentage than exlsted from 50 to 150 years ago All 
altematlves still mamtam 68 percent of the forested acres m old growth, late seral and mature seral 
stages 

Cumulatwe Effects- It IS not possible to ldentlfy and display how much timber harvestmg WIII occur just In 
old growth or lust m late seral forests because we do not have a completed, mapped inventory and the 
exact locatIons of future timber harvesting are not known The Inventory, mappmg and locatIons of future 
timber harvesting will occur as site-specific analysis IS done for speclflc projects 

Fire 

The role of fire as an ecosystem disturbance agent has been greatly dlmmlshed by fire suppression since 
the early 1900s To sustain healthy ecosystems on the Forest It IS Important to reestablish fire as a 
disturbance agent This can be done by allowmg Ilghtnlng-caused fires to burn (prescribed natural fires) or 

B 
mtentlonally setting fires (prescribed management-lgnlted fires) to achieve specific management goals-, 

IUsmg prescribed fire I” concert with silvlcultural treatments to reestablish hlstonc fire Intervals should 
reduce the suppresston costs and resource losses caused by severe wIldfIres The followmg indicators 
measure how likely the Forest IS to use prescribed fire as a tool In the next decade, given the risks and 
costs involved 

1 

L 

Acres where use of prescribed fire IS allowed, with few restnctlons 
2 Acres where timber harvest IS allowed with few restrIctIons This tends to reduce the risks associated 
with usmg prescribed fire 
3 Miles of motorized road and trail access Access can reduce the risks and costs associated with 
prescribed fire 

1 
Consequences Common to A// Alfernabves - Fire management plans are required for pottlons of the 
Forest that will receive prescribed burnmg To date, only one such plan has been wrltten, the Jededlah 
Smith Wilderness Fire Plan (this fire plan has not yet been approved) This fire plan applies to all alterna- 
tlves This plan WIII result m increased natural fire ecology withln the Wilderness, with the most potential 
for stand-replacmg fires in the northern portIon Stand-replacmg fires would only occur under drought 
condltlons In the southern part of the wilderness, fires would be expected to remain small and burn m 
Isolated groups of trees 

ForestwIde it IS estimated that some 11,000 to 21,000 acres of the sagebrush/grass type WIII be burned in 
the first decade m all alternatlves, which amounts to about 4 to 8 percent of this type on the Forest The 
effect of this WIII be to move acres with dense sagebrush canopies to earlier seral stages where sagebrush 
IS less dominant This will create more of a mosaic of age classes thari currently exists, thereby ImprovIng 
diversity by reestablishmg grasses and forbs on these sites However, the magnitude of this program IS 
not suff lclent to slgnlflcantly alter the seral class dlstributlon of sagebrush/grassland overall Although the 
exlstmg seral class dlstnbutlon of this type IS unknown, prellmlnary studies mdlcate the Forest supports a 
higher percentage of mid- and late-seral stages than existed hlstoncally For example, on the Dubois 
Ranger Dlstnct, there are approximately 42,310 acres I” less than sat&factory condition because of a high 
density of mountam big sagebrush 

%alternatlves allow the use of prescribed fire to some extent Acreages of other vegetation communltles 
to be treated with fire are unknown in any alternatlve, but the llkellhood that management WIII use this tool 
varies by alternatlve 
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Consequences Wh/ch VarybyAlternafwe- Table IV-1 shows, by alternatlve, the number of acres where 
prescribed fire IS allowed wlthout slgnlflcant restrIctIons on Its use All alternatlves except AlternatIve 2 
allow 1,750,OOO acres of prescribed fire with few restrIctIons This equates to approximately 97 percent 
of the Forest AlternatIve 2 allows 1,630,OOO acres, which equates to approximately 90 percent of the 
Forest acres Table IV-1 also displays that AlternatIve 2, followed by 1, 3, 3M, 4, 5 and 6 allow vaned 
amounts of timber harvest 

Motorized road and trail access to prescribed burn areas can be Important for reducing risks and costs 
associated with prescribed fire Roads and trails can serve as containment lines and provide escape 
routes Motorized access route mlleage IS summarized by alternatlve In Table IV-I Motorized roads and 
trails generally decrease from AlternatIve 1 through 6 

Based on the three mdtcators, Alternatives 1 and 2 would allow for the highest use of prescribed fires, 
AlternatIves 3 and 3M slgnlflcantly lower amounts and AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 the least 

Cumulatwe Effects - Overall, the low number of acres scheduled for timber harvest and the restrlcted 
motorized access across the Forest WIII llmlt the use of prescribed fire for all alternatives, especially I” the 
forested types Alternative 2, wtth the highest number of acres scheduled for harvest, only harvests 2 3 
percent of the exlstmg mature-or-older forested acres over the next 10 years AddItIonal vegetation ma- 
mpulabon WIII occur v!a nonscheduled harvest (Including unsuited lands) such as flrewood removal, but 
this small amount of fuel manlpulatlon IS not enough to allow managers to restore fire over large acreages 
with acceptable risks For commumty types where fire Intervals are outslde their hlstorlc range, all 
alternatlves are expected to delay a return to more natural fire regimes for at least the next decade A 
dIscussIon of these effects by community type follows 

Sagebrush/Grass Ecosystem - With the removal of several fire cycles from these ecosystems, the pre- 
ponderance of big sagebrush stands fall wlthln the dense canopy coverage class (greater than 15 percent 
canopy coverage) Under all alternatives, only approximately 4 to 8 percent of the Forest sagebrush/ 
grass acres are projected to be manipulated during the first decade As a result, the majority of the big 
sagebrush acres WIII contmue to decline In overall watershed conditions (loss of understory vegetation 
resultmg in increased susceptlblllty to erosron, reduced water Infiltration and decreased orgamc matter 
recruitment) 

As these ecosystems simplify, becomlng a homogeneous dense canopy of dense sagebrush, they be- 
come mcreaslngly susceptible to fires of higher seventy and mtenslty than what hlstorlcally occurred 
lmpllcations of such fires Include the followlng 

1 Potential for loss of species not adapted to these “altered” fire regimes (e g , Idaho fescue), 

2 Loss of nutrients and a lowenng of site productivity potential (more nutnents being stored wlthln the 
dense overstory versus wlthln the solI profile as hlstoncally was the case, thus bemg more susceptible 
to loss through Ignltlon), 

3 Higher potential for havmg more acres severely burned with subsequent chances for altermg the 
soi’s physlcal and chemical propertles, 

4 AIteratIon of the natural resistance and resiliency of the solIs 

Lack of management wlthm the sagebrush/grass ecosystem WIII also result in more acres which histori- 
cally supported sagebrush/grass being converted to comfers and subsequent decrease in overall Inherent 
site productwlty 

Aspen Ecosystem - Aspen IS mainly found on solIs that have a high Inherent productlvlty due to the 
nutrient cyclmg (leaf fall) that occurs wlthln healthy stands Over time as conifers Invade these sites the 
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solIs begln to acidify and nutrients are leached out of the productive surface layers to lower depths wlthln 
the solI proflle If left unchecked, these solIs will mature and develop Into solIs more sultable for comfers 
and less likely to support healthy vibrant aspen commumties This WIII reduce future optlons or make 
future options more at risk for success 

Currently 93 percent of the aspen on the Forest IS mature or at pathologlcal rotation age InabIlity to 
regenerate slgmflcant amounts of aspen by fire WIII maintain most of this type in the mature class and WIII 
result in aspen’s bemg replaced by conifers m many cases Where this occurs, the ablllty of the solIs to 
support aspen may be lost due to changes m so11 chemistry or due to loss of clone root vltallty Severe 
fires are more likely to occur where cohlfers have become mlxed with aspen, which would tend to regen- 
erate aspen as long as fires are not so hot that they destroy the aspen root systems (most root nodes for 
sprouting are 3-6 mm below the surface) 

Dry and Moist Douglas-fir, and Mid and Lower Elevation Subalpme Forest Fire Groups -These fire groups 
occur wlthln all subsections Mean fire Intervals wlthm these fire groups mdlcate that one or more fire 
cycles may have been removed from these areas mamly through fire suppression Results of altering the 
fire regimes in these fire groups Include the followlng 

1 Thlckenlng of the forest or potential loss of certain habitats (e g , aspen stands, wet/dry meadows, 
rlparlan areas etc ) due to encroachment 

2 Accumulation of more large organic materials on the forest floor As organic matter accumulates, 
decomposltlon rates decline and nutrient cycles stagnate Nitrogen mineralization rates declme 

3 Decrease in stream flow and on-site water balance Increase in Interceptjon, evaporation and 
transplratlon Available water IS less 

4 Development of ladder fuels 

lmpllcatlons If fires of higher mtenslty and seventy were to occur are as follows 

1 The potential Increases for the loss of species not adapted to these “altered” fire regimes (e g , old, 
pastflre-reslstant Douglas-Fir) 

2 Loss of nutrients and a lowenng of site productivity potential Stormg more nutrients above ground 
in the denser (more stems per acre) forest canopy Instead of the solI proflle as was hlstorlcally the 
case makes them more susceptible to loss through fire 

3 There IS a higher potential for havmg more acres severely burned with subsequent chances for 
altering the SOIIS’ physical and chemical propettles or of developing water-repellant layers with subsequent 
sensitivity to Increased overland flows and eroslon 

4 The natural resistance and reslllency potential for the solIs would be altered, requlrmg longer recovery 
time and thus a longer risk penod for resource damage 

Hlstonc forest structures of large, widely spaced Douglas-fir trees would not be restored during the first 
decade Susceptlblllty to Douglas-f!r beetle and western spruce budworm are expected to remain high due 
to dense stocking and multiple-stoned structure 

Due to the long f!re Intervals (50-350 years) in the subalpine fir type, the hlstonc fire patterns most likely 
have not been significantly changed due to fire suppression Failure to remtroduce fire m subalpme fir 
wIthin the next decade IS not expected to cause Important Impacts to this community type 

Lodgepole Pme - Hlstorlc fire regimes I” the lodgepole pine community type have not been senously 
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dlsrupted on the Forest Slgnlflcant lodgepole pane acreages have been returned to early age classes by 
past timber management and wlthln the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem a large proportlon of this type 
was affected by the fires of 1988 Although the possiblllty of severe stand-replacing fires still exists wlthln 
this type, such fires are in lme with what hlstorlcally occurred The consequences of not remtroduclng fire 
to this type are expected to be mslgmfcant over the first decade 

High Elevation WhItebark Pine - Lack of ftre remtroductlon at high elevations where whltebark pine IS found 
may contribute to the declme of this species Newly burned areas which provide seedbeds WIII continue 
to be lacking Since much of the whltebark pine IS mixed with subalplne fir, fires would Ilksly be of high 
mtenslty leading to loss of mature whltebark pme trees Both these condltlons would reduce opportunltles 
in this species for Improved genetlc resistance to white pine blister rust via gene recombmatron 

Insects and Disease 

The environmental consequences dIscussed here focus pnmarlly on pest management through forest 
vegetation manlpulatlon Forest management on tlmberlands provides the best opportunity to prevent or 
reduce the amount and Impact of pest-related damage, although direct actlons agamst pests may be 
necessary in speclflc (small scale) sltuatlons, as It relates to forest vegetation With greater opportunity 
to manage forest vegetation, less damage would be antlclpated Areas managed mtenslvely for Umber 
would present the greatest opportumty to reduce or prevent timber losses, while areas managed non- 
mtenslvelyfor timber productlon would have antlclpated hlghertimber losses Another method in treating 
Insects and disease IS the use of baltmg or trap trees Prescribed fire may be an appropriate tool in 
managmg Insects and disease, under some condltlons 

Reducmg competing vegetation m plantations Increases avaIlable solI moisture and available light and IS 
essential for acceptable seedlmg survival and growth Controlling tree densltres I” timber stands Im- 
proves tree health and vigor and greatly mcreases their reststance to Insect attack Replacmg existmg 
stands which contam a component of overmature, decadent trees wrth young trees reduces mortality 
caused by Insects and disease 

lndlcators -Amount of treated acres of mature and older age classes 

Consequences Common toAIIA/femafwes All alternatives allow some treatment of Insects and disease, 
mcludmg vegetation mampulatlon However, the mtenslty of appllcatlon and opportunrtles for managlng 
pests WIII vary accordrng to the kmds and mtensltles of resource management planned for each alterna- 
tlve Plantations of seedlmg, saplmg and pole-sze stands exlstmg from previous vegetation manlpula- 
bans WIII be treated dunng this plannmg period m order to enhance wgor and growth The amount of 
treatment m these stands WIII be about the same for all alternatlves 

All alternatlves allow Insects and disease to play their natural role in ecologlcal succession in one or more 
management prescnpbon areas Endemic levels of msects and disease are natural and should be ex- 
pected 

Vegetation management m developed recreation areas should result in Improved health of the vegetation, 
decreased tree mortality and fewer hazardous trees Vegetation management in developed recreation 
areas should remam about the same as the current sltuatlon assummg the same level of funding as 10 the 
past 

Consequences Wb/ch VarybyAlternabve- The amount of forested vegetation manlpulatlon vanes in each 
alternative The alternatlves with the most acres in the 5-senes prescrIptIons allow for the most vegetation 
management AlternatIve 2 allows the most forest management and AlternatIve 6 the least (see Table II- 
I and Table IV-l) While the level of Insects and disease actlvltles expected from each alternatlve IS 
dlfflcult to measure, the amount of vegetation manlpulatlon in each alternatlve IS not slgmflcantly dlfferent 
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Cumuktwe Effects - All alternatrves provrde a low level of vegetatron management and wrll not affect 
levels of insect and drsease act&y srgmfrcantly from past forest plan acbvrtres Whrle the levels of 
vegetatron management are lower than the previous plannmg period, treatment of mature stands at any 
level IS benefrcral In reducrng Insect and drsease conditrons 

Under all the alternatives pest-caused mortalrty would be expected to mcrease as mature trmber stands 
contmue to become overmature Thus could result m both an Increased level of annual losses and the 
Increased possrbrkty of large penodrc losses from Insect and drsease eprdemrcs Pest-caused mortakty 
would kkely mcrease as vegetation management decreased, though the drfferences between alternatrves 
are not kkely to be srgmfrcant 

ECOLOGICAL PATTERNS 

Forest Structure, Composdlon and Natural Disturbance 

lndrcators - Health of forest structure and composrtron 

Consequences Common toA//A/femaWes - The pnmary consequence common to all alternatrves IS that 
the exrstrng condrtrons of the forest structure and composrtron will remam unchanged on at least 96 
percent of the forested landscape over the coming decade Areas wrth sustamable condrtrons of structure 
and composrtron will generally remam healthy Areas such as the heavrly harvested lodgepole pme forest 
wrthm the Island Park Ecologrcal Subsectron are expected to rmprove m both structure and composrtron 
Most areas that do not have healthy condrtrons of structure and composrtron due to fire exclusron are 
expected to remam unhealthy There IS an Increased nsk that some of these areas could be burned by 
wrldfrre or their condmon could be further reduced by outbreaks of Insects or pathogens 

Srlvrcultural actrvrtres such as trmber harvest and fire (management-rgnrted and natural) drrectly affect 
forest structure and composrtron by changing plant specres composrtron, ages, densrty and canopy char- 
actenstrcs When properly desrgned and executed, srlvrcultural actrvrtres can mamtam and Improve forest 
structure and composrtion However, srlvrcultural treatments are proposed on less than four percent of the 
forested landscape 

Consequences Wh/ch Vary byA/temafrve- The amount of forested landscape where trmber harvest could 
take place vanes by only about two percentage pomts between alternatrves Table IV-1 shows that be- 
tween 20,700 and 58,600 acres could be treated The proposed alternative could treat up to 45,200 acres 
Management-rgnrteci and natural fire could occur on 1 63 to 1 75 mullion acres per decade. 

Cumulatwe Effects - Past management practrces have madvertently reduced the health of forests by 
altenng their structure and composrtron Past fire management practrces reduced the spread of naturally 
rgmted fires over much of the Forest This allowed many stands to become overstocked and Increased 
therr susceptrbrkty to damage by wrldfrre and to outbreaks of Insects and pathogens Past srlvrcultural 
practrces did not always stnve to achieve desrrable condrtrons of forest structure and composrtron Some 
trmber harvest areas, although small m proportron to the entire forested area, left some landscapes out of 
balance in regard to structure and composrtron 

The present level of srlvrcultural treatments IS very small as IS the proposed level of treatment 

Cumulatrvely fire exclusron and to a much lesser extent timber harvest, has reduced the health of the 
forested landscape by altenng the structure and composrtion The proposed alternatrves do kttle to change 
thus trend 
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Connectivrty 

lndrcators 

1 Acres where aquatrc connectrvrty IS Improved or maintamed 
2 Open motorized road & trawl mrles, whrch decrease connectrvrty 
3 Percent of forested acres rn mature or older age classes 
4 Patterns of mature forests 

Consequences Which Vary byA/tematwe 

Aquatrc Influence Zone - Buffers Intended to protect the entrre AI2 and retarn abundant npanan vegetatron 
are utrkzed rn Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 It IS antrcrpated that these altematrves wrll restore near natural 
levels of connectrvrty at a relatrvely raprd rate (1 O-30 years) Alternatrve 3M whrch protects the entrre AIZ 
but retarns less npanan vegetatron, wrll eventually restore near natural levels of connectrvrty Alternatrves 
2 and 3 employ narrower buffers and less protectrve standards and gurdes It IS expected that these 
alternatrves wrll not restore natural levels of connectrvrty AlternatIve 1 provrdes the narrowest buffers and 
the least protectwe standards and gurdes Thus alternatrve IS expected to be the least effectrve rn restor- 
rng natural levels of connectrvrty Alternatrves 1, 2 and 3 would not fully restore many stream reaches 
Further mformatron on aquatic ecosystems IS shown rn Table II-1 and under Aquatrc and Rrpanan Re- 
sources rn the Brologrcal Elements sectron of thus chapter 

Terrestnal Zone - Srnce open motorrzed roads and trawls can interrupt wrldlrfe movement and plant drs- 
persal, the mrles of such roads can be used as an mverse measure of connectrvrty Thus IS drsplayed for 
each alternatrve rn Table IV-1 All alternatrves show a gradually decreasmg number of open motonzed 
access mrles All alternatrves are expected to reduce open road mrleages from the exrstrng condrtrons, 
thereby provrdrng benefits to connectrvrty 

The amount and pattern of mature or older age classes across the Forest can also mdrcate levels of 
connectrvrty for specres requmng this type of habrtat Hrgher amounts of mature age classes would lrkely 
provrde greaterconnectrvrty The percentage of forested acres rn mature or older age classes IS shown by 
alternatrve rn Table IV-l. Across all alternatrves the mature forested acres exhrbrt very lrttle vanatron, 
rangrng from 76 percent to 78 percent Alternatrve 2, with the hrghest potentral trmber harvest acreage, 
would harvest 33,080 acres rn the frrst decade, whrch translates to 2 7 percent of the forested land Thus 
IS not expected to create adverse effects on connectrvrty Patterns of mature forest drstnbutron do not 
vary by alternatrve There IS nothmg In any alternative that would prevent managers from provrdmg for 
connectrvrty by spatrally arrangmg sate-specrfrc projects to approxrmate hrstonc vegetatron patterns 

Cumulafwe Effects - Clearcuttrng over the past decade rn the Island Park and Madison Prtchstone Pla- 
teaus Subsectrons has altered vegetatron patterns and connectrvrty from what existed hrstoncally rn some 
watersheds Srnce no created openrngs are planned rn any of these watersheds rn any alternative wrthrn 
the next decade, there IS lrttle lrkelrhood that these areas wrll move furtherfrom therr hrstonc patterns, nor 
wrll they be restored to hrstonc patterns Connectrvrty based solely on vegetatron patterns has not been 
srgnrfrcantly changed by past timber harvest m other subsectrons 

Current levels of motorrzed road and trail densrty have reduced connectrvrty from hrstoric levels forest- 
wade Reductrons rn motorized roads and trawls proposed under all alternatrves wrll ekmmate some of 
these past effects Road restnctrons whrch occur near adjacent ownershrps are expected to Increase 
habitat connectrvrty over the current srtuatron between Forest lands and those of Its nerghbors 

Along the western border of the Park, connectrvrty IS srgmfrcantly Increased by road reclamation and 
restnctrons rn Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 More moderate garns are reakzed rn Alternatrves I, 2, 3 and 3M 

Changes rn connectrvrty from what exrsted hrstoncally may have already affected mdrvrdual species or 
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ecosystem sustamablllty, however, the nature and magnitude of such effects on the Forest and whether 
they exist, are not known at this time 

Adjacent Land Use Patterns 

Land uses occumng adjacent to the Forest may or may not be consistent with management bemg pro- 
posed for the Forest How the Forest fits wlthln the context of Its neighbors IS an important factor In 
understanding the broad ecosystem patterns that result when the various alternatlves are Implemented 
The Process Paper P contains InformatIon on current management of lands adjacent to the Forest 

Consequences Common toA//Altematwes - For the most part, management of the Forest IS expected to 
be compatible with adjacent land uses occurnng on both public and private lands However, there are 
some cases where conflicts may anse 

In all alternatives, the existence and effectiveness of wmter ranges for elk, deer and antelope may be 
affected by actWes on pnvate land SubdIvIsion of agncultural lands for homes and businesses IS 
expected to reduce wmter range on pnvate lands, thereby Increasing pressure on the Forest’s winter 
range This IS a concern especially In the Teton Range and Big Hole Mountams SubsectIons, where 
housing developments are IncreasIng rapldly In key winter range In the Teton Basin and Swan Valley 
areas 

Other InconsIstencIes between Forest management and adjacent funsdictions exist where there IS a 
strong commodity emphasis next to designated or recommended wilderness lntenslve management 
actlvltles can detract from the wilderness character and expenence by creatmg noise or visual impacts 
that are not consistent with wilderness The most obvious example of this lies along the western bound- 
ary of the Park where the Forest’s past Intensive timber management ends in a sharp, straight lme against 
the wilderness emphasis of the Park In all alternatives this will remain vlslble for several decades 
Another sltuatlon that creates InconsIstency IS managmg for nonmotonzed recreation or wilderness ad]a- 
cent to developed pnvate lands Private development and associated actlvlties can detract from the 
Intended nonmotonzed experience by creatmg noise or visual impacts that do not appear natural, 

In addltlon, keeping motorized vehicles off Forest lands IS extremely dlfflcult when mdlvldual homes have 
direct access to the Forest This InconsIstency exists In every alternatlve to some extent 

Consequences Whrch Vary byA/tematwe - Conflicts between grizzly bears and humans may become a 
problem where bear habltat exists next to pnvate ranches or housmg developments Any conflicts that 
may arlse would likely be tied to higher gnzzly bear occupation of Forest habltat than currently exists 
Although BMUs on the Forest do not change between alternatives. the likelihood of conflicts may be 
greater In alternatives which provide for better habitat effectiveness If there IS a resultant Increase In 
gnzzly bear occupancy on Forest lands adjacent to other public and private lands (see the BiologIcal 
Elements sectlon of this chapter) Such problems would also be more prevalent In years when gnzzly 
bear food sources are scarce Adjacent lands most likely to experience conflicts between bears and 
ranching operations are in the Henry’s Lake area, where gnzzly bear habltat lies directly adjacent to active 
ranches Pnvate developments in Island Park, Henry’s Lake Flat, Shotgun Valley and Robinson CreeW 
Fall River are those most likely to expenence conflicts with grizzly bears 

There IS an area of dlscontlnuity between the Forest and the GallatIn N F in Alternative 2 The LIonhead 
area has been proposed as wilderness on both the Forest and GallatIn N F s In all alternatlves except 
AlternatIve 2 The Forest portion In AlternatIve 2 would have a commodity emphasis which would not 
match well with the Gallatln N F proposal for wilderness In addition, current management on the Gallatm 
IS for Intensive range management adlacent to a portIon of Forest proposed for the Llonhead wilderness 
area This creates a management mconslstency In AlternatIves 1, 3, 3M, 4, 5 and 6 

Except for AlternatIve 2, all the alternatives recommend the Lionhead Roadless Area for wilderness The 
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Llonhead recommended wilderness lies next to private lands which are rapldly bemg developed m Henry’s 
Lake Flat 

Pnvate developments in the Swan Valley area abut small portions of the Forest proposed for nonmotor- 
lzed recreation or wilderness m AlternatIves 1,2,3,3M and 4. MaJor portlons of the Big Hole Mountams 
Subsection WIII have this problem In AlternatIve 6 where proposed wilderness adjoins developments In 
Swan Valley and southwest of Dnggs The Erg Bend Ridge area near Ashton IS proposed for nonmotor- 
lzed management in AlternatIves 5 and 6 This IS InconsIstent with development that IS begmnmg to occur 
on pnvate lands m this area 

Cumulatwe Effects - The dlstnbutlon and number of wlntenng deer and elk on the Forest depends on 
wmter seventy The elk and deer wmter range areas on the Forest are the upper elevation llmlts for these 
ranges Generally, more wmter range acres exist at lower elevations on BLM, State and pnvate lands and 
a higher proportion of deer and elk winter at these lower elevations dunng most winters 

As a result, subdIvIsIon and loss of agncultural lands adjacent to the Forest and IncreasIng pressure on 
wmter range may trigger reductions In herd size over the long term Natlonal Forest wmter ranges cannot 
compensate for the loss of wmter range acres at lower elevations on adjacent lands If big game popula- 
tlons outstnp wmter range capacity, wmter range on the Forest could become degraded The greatest 
impacts to the Forest from adjacent land uses are expected to result from conversIon of agncultural lands 
to housmg and busmesses. Agncultural lands provide some habltat for a variety of species and much of 
this habitat could be lost as development contmues Development may also create srgnlflcant Impacts on 
the Forest by mcreasmg recreation pressures 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Soils and Geology 

lndlcators 

1 Scheduled Timber Harvest (ASQ) -acres dlsturbed 
2 Roads and Trails - acres removed from productive land base 
3 Miles of roads transectmg solltypes havmg mass stablllty concerns 
4 Area of Forest open for cross-country motorized summer use 
5 Acres placed back mto productive land base 
6 Soil Disturbance - range management 
7 So11 Disturbance -dispersed recreation 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - So11 disturbances related to developed recreation sites, 
unmanaged dispersed (mcludmg OHV) recreation, concentrated developed areas (e g electronic sites, 
admlnlstratlve sites, etc ), potential acres severely burned through prescribed fires wlthm the sagebrush/ 
grass and forested ecosystem and fuelwood harvest would be slmllar under all alternatlves 

So11 disturbance would contmue to occur across approximately 350 acres wlthm developed recreation 
sites and special use recreation sites SolI disturbance would mamly be the result of mamtenance or 
reconstructlon activltles, vehicles and foot traffic m and between facilmes Such actlvltles would have an 
effect on the so11 hydrologic function (e g through compactlon and/or puddling) and site productlvlty (e g 
eroslon) 

So11 disturbance from unmanaged dispersed recreation and OHV use WIII be one of the mam challenges to 
so11 quality management Demand for these uses WIII continue to escalate with correspondmg concerns 
It IS dlfflcult to project which of the alternatlves would present more concerns to solI quality 
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So11 disturbance would conbnue to occur across approximately 1 IO acres of concentrated developed 
areas So11 disturbance would be the result of constructlonlreconstructlonlmalntenance acbvlbes and 
vehicular/foot traffic Areas of disturbance would be susceptible to bemg eroded, with a subsequent loss 
In site productlvlty 

Severely burned condltlons have the potential of occurnng across 560 acres (five percent of the area), 
where prescribed fire IS used wlthm the mountain big sagebrush/grass ecosystem 

L 

If areas of severely 
burned condltlons occur In larger patches (acre or more), these areas would be more susceptible to 
eroslon and would require a longer recovery period, thus presenting a longer nsk penod 3 

Nonscheduled timber harvest could occur on unsuitable lands Under all alternatlves, approximately 10,000 
acres (approximately 20 MMBF) could be harvested In the first decade Timber removal on non-ASQ 
lands would be In response to other resource needs, for Instance, to remove hazard trees from developed 
recreation areas, to Improve vlsfblllty along roadways, wlldllfe needs, EM or PFC obfectives, etc Con- 
cerns to the so11 resource would be similar to those expressed later on ASQ lands w!th the added concerns 
of a large number of these acres occurnng on steep slopes (greater than 40 percent) and/or not being 
readily accessible AddItIonal mltlgabon measures and management requirements WIII be required on 
these acres to assure adherence to Reglonal so11 quality obfecbves (project level) 

Approximately 38 mllllon board feet of personal use fuelwood would be removed dunng the first decade 
Areas designated for personal use and commercial fuelwood gathering would be susceptible to reductions 
in so11 quality through such detrlmental disturbances as displacement, compactlon, puddling and removal 
of large woody debns necessary for mamtenance of long term site productlvlty (harder to enforce down 
woody debns requrrements) The development of random skIddIng and access roads rs also a concern 
wlthln fuelwood areas since there IS a tendency to dnve up to each log or snag harvested 

Consequences Wbrch VarybyAlternabve (Refer to Table II-I) 

Scheduled Timber Harvest (ASQ Lands) - Land surface dlsturbed by a variety of logging systems (tractor/ 
cable) and cuttmg prescnptlons (pnmanly sheltenvood harvests) was evaluated Under AlternatIve 6 no 
scheduled timber harvest would occur, thus no surface disturbance Of the remalnmg alternatives, Alter- 
natwe 5 would result m the least acres dlsturbed (approximately 1339) over the commg decade Usmg 
Alternabve 5 as a base, the remammg alternabves (m ascendmg order) would expose twice as much 
(AlternatIves 3M and 4), three trmes as much (Alternabves 1 and 3), and four times as much (Alternative 
2) the amount of bare so11 as AlternatIve 5 Areas of bare so11 could be either compacted, displaced or 
puddled or a comblnatlon of these detnmental condlbons These areas would be susceptible to eroslon 
and subsequent loss in site producbvlty DIsturbed areas would be the result of timber harvestmg prac- 
tices such as skIdding, skid trail networks, IandIngs, etc Ground-based harvestmg techniques may ap- 
proach or exceed the 15 percent so11 disturbance threshold, but should be held to acceptable levels by 
adhenng to the So11 Quality Standards and GuidelInes (Forest and RegIonal) Large woody debns for long- 
term site productlvlty should be maIntamed by followmg the forestwlde large woody debns requirements, 
which are habltat type specific 

Roads and Trails- Land removed from the productive land base due to existmg and proposed roads would 
be least under Alternative 6 (5,478 acres) Using Alternative 6 as a basis for comparmg the remammg 
alternabves, Alternative 5 would remove 2 percent more acres from the productive land base, Alternative 
4 would remove 14 percent more, AlternatIve 3 would remove 37 percent more, AlternatIve 3M would 
remove 31 percent more, Alternative 2 would remove 57 percent more and AlternatIve 1 would remove 79 
percent more than AlternatIve 6 Presently, there are 10,049 acres removed from the productive land 
base from roads and trails, which IS higher than any of the proposed alternatives These lands would be 
effectively removed from the Forest’s total productive land base for the life of the road and trail and would 
be susceptible to eroslon and subsequent sedlmentatlon A high percentage of these acres occur wlthln 
the AIZ, thus having a short dellvery distance to a stream channel One obfectlve under the watershed 
actlvlty schedule IS to lnventoty roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream crossings wlthm the AI2 by the 
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year2007 Thus Inventory wrll rdentrfy problem areas and suggest remedral actrons 

Mrles of roads transecting so11 types havrng mass rnstabrlrty concerns IS least under Alternatrves 6 (356 
mrles, of whrch 42 mrles occur on slopes over 40 percent) The hrghest number of miles crossrng sensr- 
We so11 types occurs wrthrn Alternative 2 (three trmes the mrles wrthm Alternatrve 6, 13 percent of whrch 
occur on slopes over 40 percent) The remamrng alternatrves (1, 3, 3M, 4 and 5) have twrce the mrles of 
Alternatrve 6 and 14 percent of therr mrles occur on slopes greater than 40 percent These road segments 
would be susceptrble to mass erosron (especrally those slopes greater than 40 percent) and to bemg mayor 
sedrment producers-dependrng on therr drarnage systems 

Although Alternatrves 1 and 2 allow the most access (open roads) and acres avarlable to cross-country 
motorized summer use (53 percent and 42 percent of the Forest avarlable), It IS drffcult to predrct If 
drspersal of rncreasrng numbers of recreatronrsts would result rn more or less damage to the so11 resource 
Srmrlarly, Alternattves 5 and 6 allow the least access (open roads) and acres available to cross-county 
motorized summer use (3 percent and 2 percent of the Forest avarlable) It IS drffrcult to predict whether 
concentratrng recreatronrsts mto less area would result rn more or less damage to the so11 resource 
Admmrstratron, monrtonng and enforcement would be key rn lrmrtrng damage to the sorl resource Alterna- 
trves 3,3M and 4 are rntermedrary (in descendrng order) to the above alternabves wrth respect to access 
and area open to summer cross-country travel 

Acres placed back Into productrvrty (stabrlrzed and revegetated) through road reclamatron/oblrteratron 
would be hrghest under Alternative 6 (4,571 acres) and least under Alternatrve 1 (861 acres) Alternatrves 
2, 3, 3M, 4 and 5 would be rntermedrary, rn ascendrng order, as to the number of acres placed back Into 
productron Oblrterated roads would have a lower Inherent sate productrvrty than adjacent undrsturbed sates 
but overall benefits from oblrteratron IS benefrcral to so11 and watershed condrtions. 

Range - So11 drsturbance (areas wrth Inadequate ground cover havmg exposed so11 or areas where so11 
condrtrons are rn a downward trend, e g erodrng) would be least under Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 Alterna- 
bves 2, 3 and 3M would be mtermedrary So11 drsturbance would be hrghest under Alternabve 1 These 
areas would be susceptrble to erosron and decreasrng sate productrvrty 

Drspersed Recreatron - Land surface drsturbance wrthrn areas managed for drspersed recreatron would be 
potentrally greatest under Alternatrves 1,5 and 6 because they have the fewest acres on whrch drspersed 
recreabon sites would be more stnctly managed Alternatives 2,3,3M and 4 would place more drspersed 
sates under management and potentrally result rn less solI damage. Foot traffic and vehrcles would be the 
mam source of solI disturbance resultrng rn compactron, drsplacement or puddlmg These areas would be 
susceptrble to erosron and have lower productrvrty potentrals than adfacent undrsturbed areas Game 
retneval dunng the huntrng seasons has been dropped from consrderatron, except from Alternatrve 2 Thus 
wrll help m reducrng damage to the soil resources when sorls may be moWwet and susceptrble to dam- 
age, except rn Alternatrve 2 

CumulaWe Effects - Based on the level of actrvrtres berng projected wrthrn the various ecosystems, some 
cumulatrve Impacts will be srmrlar across all the alternabves The ecological cumulatrve Impacts to sorls 
are described rn the Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns section 

Because all of the alternabves call for management that may not return certarn ecosystems into therr 
PFC, It IS very Important to mrtrgate, protect or mtensrvely manage these ecosystems to achreve and 
marntarn the DFC These ecosystems are susceptrble to fires of hrgher mtensrty/seventy 

It I$ antccrpated that some ground drsturbrng drspersed recreation actrvrtres may mcrease over the current 
srtuatron by 40 percent over the next decade thus havrng the greatest potentral Increase m relation to other 
Forest uses Demands and potenbal conflrcts by thus group of users (e g motorized versus nonmotonzed 
users) wrll contmue to escalate rn the future Potentral cumulatrve Impacts from thus use could be very 
srmrlar under all alternatrves (e g , compactron/drsplacement. loss of vegetatron ground cover, increased 
erosron potential, rutbng, nil/gully formatron, etc ) 
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Management-Induced - Open roads and trawls also have the potentral to produce contrnued cumulatrve 
Impacts on so11 qualrty (erosron and sedrmentatron) and overall watershed values As menboned prevr- 
ously, of pamcular concern IS the potentral for mass erosron occurrmg along roads that pass through sorls 
havrng mass mstabrlrty concerns (especrally on those where srde slopes are greater than 40 percent) 
Greatest potentral for cumulabve Impacts (negabve) from roads and trawls IS under Alternatrve 1, contmu- 
mg rn descending order of impacts-2, 3, 3M, 4, 5 and 6 

Dunng the next decade, Camas Creek (Watershed 025) IS the only watershed scheduled to have timber 
harvesbng (ASQ and non-ASQ) rn all alternatrves, except Alternabve 6, that has 20 percent or more of the 
area rn a hydrologrcally disturbed condrtron Note non-ASQ timber harvestrng could occur rn Alternatrve 6 
wrthm watershed 025 (Camas Creek) 

Overall, so11 qualrty on the Forest should rmprove over the exrstmg srtuatron under all alternatrves So11 
qualrty standards and gurdelmes have been establrshed to help drrect so11 qualrty Improvement, mamte- 
nance and/or enhancement wrthrn managed portrons of the Forest These standards and gurdelmes have 
been mcorporated m the Revrsron 

Management-Induced cumulative Impacts (acres drsturbed compared to total acres/alternatrve open for 
multrple use management) to the so11 resource would be greatest under Alternatives 1 and 3M (8 percent), 
Alternatrves 2, 3, 6 (5 percent) and Alternabves 4 and 5 (4 percent) 

Scheduled actrvrtres wrthrn the Camas Creek watershed (watershed 025) wrll need to be well planned, 
admmrstered and monrtored to assure that channel stabrlrty IS marntarned 

Ecologrcal cumulatrve Impacts to the so11 resource are very srmrlar under all alternatrves, especrally wrthm 
the sagebrush/grass and aspen ecosystems and wrthm the Dry and Morst Douglas-frr, and Mrd and Lower 
Elevatron Subalpme Forest Frre Groups 

There IS a nsk to so11 qualrty wrthrn unmanaged porbons of the Forest as mentioned under the prevrous 
sectron entitled “Ecologrcal Processes ” Because all the alternatrves manage these ecosystems outsrde 
of their hrstonc mean fire Intervals, plans need to be formulated to mrtrgate, protect or rntensrvely manage 
these ecosystems/fire groups to marntarn the DFCs Because thus has not yet been done, there IS a nsk 
wrthm these ecosystems/fire groups of havrng adverse effects take place to the so11 resource through the 
occurrence of fires of hrgher seventy and mtensrty than what hrstoncally happened 

An Qualrty 

lndrcator - Potentral to exceed Idaho or Wyomrng Ambrent Arr Quality Standards 

Consequences Common to AIIAltematwes - Forest lands rn all alternatrves are Class II areas 

Consequences Which Vary byA/fematwe - Alternatrve 1 allows the most actrvrtres on forest lands, thus 
would subject arr qualrty to more degradation from management acbvrbes than the other alternatrves 
Alternatrve 6 allows the least actrvrtres on forest lands, thus would be less likely to cause arr qualrty 
degradabon from management actrvrtres An excepbon to these consequences would be the effects on 
arr quality caused by catastrophrc wrldfrre 

Cumulafwe Effects - Severe wrlcffrre would be the pnmary event that would cause arr qualrty degradatron 
Although there IS nsk of severe wrldfrre wrth all the alternatrves, the risks would be hrgher wrth alternatrves 
whrch lrmrt the use of management actrvrtres the most Actrvrtres such as prescribed fire (natural and man- -- 
aqement-rgnrted), trmber harvest, or othervegetation manrpulatron methodsvsed to reduc-~fuello~~~~$~~d_ 
modrfy stand structure, couldZ%K%iZtfie?ks bf~eterLgra,tmg arr qualrty_cau& bywLld&esgn the Forest 7 
‘Short-duratron smoke events?h%?~e%“?t&smoke%anagement gurdelrnes dunng early or late seasons 
could reduce the vrsual and health impacts caused by hrgh seventy wrldfrre during hrgh vrsrtor use season 
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Consequences Common foA//Altemarrves - Impacts on cave resources would be the same for all alter- 
natrves These would result from normal recreatronal use of the caves Obtammg management fundmg 
for cave mventones, nommatrons, etc may be more lrmrted under AlternatIves 4-6 than m hrgher actrvrty 
alternatives (1, 2, 3 and 3M) 

Lands 

Cum&We Effects - There would be no Impacts on lands from any alternative The followmg plans are 
mcorporated rn the Revrsron by reference They are located m the lands sectron offrce on the Forest and 
are subfect to yearly updating by the lands sectron 

-Land Adjustment Plan 
+irght-of-Way Acqursrtron Plan 

Minerals 

lndrcators 

1 Area Open to Locatable and Mineral Matenal Entry 

Consequences Common foA//A/temafw.es- Under all alternatrves mmeral resources wrll be avarIable for 
extractron The Forest 011 and Gas Leasmg EIS WIII make the avarlabrlrty decrsron (acres avarlable for 011 
and gas leasmg) and wrll be coordmated wrth the Revrsion 

Consequences Whch Vayby Altematwe - Access and avarlabrlrty of lands for exploratron and develop- 
ment will vary by alternatrve as mdrcated by Table IV-3 Alternatrves reflectmg more developed recreation 
sates and facrktres, more roadless areas whrch are to remam undeveloped and more acres recommended 
forwilderness desrgnatron than m AlternatIve 1 WIN reduce the avarlabrktyof lands for mmeral exploratron 
and development Alternatrves 1 and 2, m whrch no addrtronal lands are recommended for wrlderness 
classrfrcatron than currently exrst, provides the most land avarIable for mmeral exploratron and develop- 
ment Alternabve 6, whrch has the most acres recommended for wrlderness, provrdes the least amount of 
land avarlable for mmeral exploratron and development 

Cumulative Effects - Alternatives whfch kmtt development actwltres on the Forest WIII have a tendency to 
also lrmrt the utrlrzatron of mmeral resources by restnctmg access and avarlabrlrty of lands for mmeral 
extractron Conversely, alternatrves whrch provrde opportunrtres for development actrvrtres wrll also pro- 
vide opportunrtres forthe utrlrzation of mmeral resources Thus, cumulative effects of development actrvr- 
tres m the long-run IS benefrcral to the utrlizatron of mmeral resources 

Table IV-3 Comparison of Mrnerals Effects (Acreages are In thousands) 

I I AlternatIve 

1 1 2 2 3 3 3-M 3-M 4 4 5 5 6 6 

Acres Open to Locatable Acres Open to Locatable 
and and Mmeral Mmeral Mateml Matenal Entry Entry 1,364 1,364 1,415 1,415 1,326 1,326 1,295 1,295 1,348 1,348 1,200 1,200 965 965 

Hrstoncally, drscovery of valuable mmerals In economrc quantrtres to warrant development and productron 
have been relatrvely Infrequent on the Forest when compared to other forests rn the lntermountam Regron 
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The probablllty of mmeral resource development IS margmal given the current geologic knowledge of the 
Forest The only current mmeral actlvlty of consequence IS the extractlon of travertme on the Palisades 
Ranger Dlstnct Before that, m the mid-to-late 18OOs, the mmmg of lead m the western portion of the 
Forest was slgnlflcant 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Two parts make up the descnptlon of the Blologlcal Component They are Aquatlc and Rlpanan, and 
Terrestnal Ecosystems (upland forested and upland nonforested) Key mdicators are dlscussed first, with 
other mdlcators described subsequently 

AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS 

Key Indicator Rlpanan acres not meetmg DVC 

Plant commumties compnse mdlvldual species that reach maturity at drfferent times during the growmg 
season Season of grazmg use and tlmmg of defollatlon can both have an effect on favonng the growth 
and mamtenance of certam spec!es over others 

Consequences Common toA//A/ternaf/ves-The utlllzatlon standards for herbaceous and woodyvegeta- 
tlon, for all alternatwes, represent maxlmum allowable use levels, regardless of what anlmal species uses 
the vegetation 

Consequences Whfch VarybyAltematwe - Rlpanan utlllzatlon m Alternative 1 (no actlon) IS expressed as 
a percentage of forage utlllzed and ranges between 30 and 65 percent for herbaceous vegetation (mclud- 
mg nonnpanan species) and 20 to 40 percent for browse, depending on the type of grazmg system and 
range condltlon AlternatIves 2-6 express npanan forage utillzatlon m terms of stubble height of herba- 
ceous key npanan species on and away from the hydnc greenline (HGL), express upland herbaceous 
forage utlllzatlon m terms of percent utillzatlon of key plants and Implement browse utlllzatlon standards in 
terms of percent utlllzatlon of current year’s growth, of key species 

AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M Implement a 4-inch stubble height for key herbaceous npanan plant species at 
the HGL and In the npanan area away from the HGL, either at the end of the grazmg penod or for all 
pastures grazed after September 1 AlternatIves 2 and 3 have buffer widths ranging from 100 to 200 feet 
on each side of all fish-bearing streams, depending on the subsection Alternative 3M has wider buffer 
widths which range from 150 to 300 feet on each side of all fish-beanng streams, dependmg on the 
subsection For AlternatIves 2, 3 and 3M, npanan browse utilization ranges from 25 to 35 percent for 
season-long grazing systems (dependmg on range condltlon) and 35 percent for rotation grazmg systems 
(regardless of condltlon) Literature supports the predIctIon that AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M WIII provide for a 
moderate rate of recovery of degraded npanan and aquatlc systems together with a moderately high level 
of flshenes habitat quality (Clary and Webster 1989) AlternatIves 2 through 6 express upland herbaceous 
forage utlllzatlon In terms of percent utlllzatlon of key plants, and Implement browse utlllzatlon standards 
m terms of percent utllizatlon of current years growth of key species Alternative 3M also implements 
addItIonal guldelmes for occupied native cutthroat trout streams Brlefly those guldelmes Improve a 
variety of habltat features (pool frequency, large woody debris, bank stablllty, width/depth ratlo, etc ), 
based on the best avaIlable mformatlon, mcludmg INFISH 

AlternatIves 4,5 and 6 Implement a 6-Inch stubble height for key herbaceous npanan plant species at the 
HGL and In the npanan area away from the HGL, either at the end of the grazmg penod or for all pastures 
grazed after September 1 and have buffer widths rangmg from 150 to 300 feet on each side of all fish 
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beanng streams, dependmg on the subsectlon Also, for AlternatIves 4,5 and 6, npanan browse utlllza- 
tlon ranges from 25 to 35 percent for season-long grazmg systems (dependmg on range condltlon) and IS 
35 percent for rotation grazmg systems (regardless of condltlon) The add&\onal guldehnes ldentlfied in 
AlternatIve 3M deslgned to improve cutthroat trout habltat only apply to that alternatlve and not to Alterna- 
tlves 4, 5 or 6 

Rlpanan utlltzatlon and/orstubble height IS measured for key species, which are defmed as “forage spe- 
cues of sufficient abundance and palatability to ]ustlfy Its use as an mdlcator to the degree of use of 
associated species “The basic assumption IS that when the key species are properly grazed, associated 
plant species WIII also be utlllzed properly Utlllzatlon standards are deslgned based on proper use of plant 
species Proper use IS defmed as “a degree of uttllzatlon of current year’s growth which, If contmued, WIII 
achieve management objectIves (DVC, PFC, wildlife and fish objectIves, etc ) and mamtam or Improve 
the long-term productlvlty of the site InformatIon by Blalsdell (Blalsdell, Murry, McArthur and Durant, 
1982) mdlcates that stocking rates, season of use, range condltlon, kmd of llvestock and grazmg intensity 
are important factors In determmmg proper utlllzatlon levels and that applymg utlllzatlon or stubble height 
standards across the board may not achteve desired management obJectIves lnformatlonfrom Rasmussen 
(1996) mdlcates that the “plants ablllty to recover from grazmg will depend on the avallablllty of menstem- 
atlc tissue If the grazmg does not remove current menstematlc tissue the plant WIII recover from the 
herblvory event and the long term productivity and competltlveness of the plant WIII not be affected” 
Regarding Rasmussen’s approach, the degree of utlllzation and/or stubble height IS not as Important as 
perhaps the season of use on menstematlc tissue and water avallablllty after the grazmg event For 
example, 25 percent utillzatlon on a key herbaceous plant can be detrlmental If that use IS contmual and 
occurs at the wrong time (stem elongation, etc ), but 55 percent use on the same plant IS not detnmental 
If the use occurs at a different time of the year (pnor to stem elongation or after seed set, etc) or If 
adequate water IS avaIlable 

Under Alternative 1, npanan vegetation trends WIII show slow Improvements m specres composition from 
fme-rooted species like Kentucky bluegrass, to coarse-rooted species llke beaked sedge, on allotments 
with rotation grazmg systems Approximately 18,810 acres (68 percent) of the npanan vegetation WIII 
meet DVC, while 4,945 acres (18 percent) are predlcted to move slowly toward DVC Allotments with 
season-long grazmg WIII tend to remam In theircurrent condltlon (static), oras stream systems and water 
tables are lowered, the npanan commumtles will change to dryer upland species, lower seral npanan 
species or Introduced and weedy specres Loss of habltat for npanan sensltlve plant species IS greatest m 
this alternatlve Acres movmg toward DVC WIII decrease from 5,338 acres (19 percent) to 4,945 acres (18 
percent), while acres not meetmg DVC WIII Increase from 3,650 acres (13 percent) to 3,963 acres (14 
percent) dunng the first decade (Table II-I, Process Paper J) Fish habltat conditions and bank stablllty 
would Improve slowly to a moderate level, due to improved npanan vegetation condlttons (defmltlons and 
measurement protocol from Qulgley et al , 1989) 

AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M mcrease the npanan acres meetmg DVC from 68 to 72 percent, while 19 percent 
will move toward DVC with the 4-mch HGL stubble height grazmg requirement StreamsIde Carexspecles 
WIII mcrease along streamsldes to better retain yearly sediments, mcreasmg the habltat dlverslty, water- 
holdmg capabllltles and hydrologlcal condltlons of the system Sensltlve plant habitats and brodlverslty 
will Increase moderately with these alternatwes Rtpanao acres not meeting DVC will decrease from 
3,650 to 2,476 acres (9 percent) dunng the first decade (Table 11-l) This would result in a moderate rate of 
recovery and moderately high level of flshenes habltat quality due to Improved npanan vegetation and 
streambank condltlons (Process Paper J) 

AlternatIves 4,5 and 6 mcrease the npanan acres meetmg DVC from 68 to 76 percent, while 18 percent 
WIII move toward DVC, with the 6-mch HGL stubble height grazmg requirements Increased vegetation 
cover WIII hold greater amounts of sediment, accelerating changes over those In AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M 
These alternatlves also have the greatest potential to Improve npanan sensltlve plant habitats and km- 
prove blodlverslty by mcreasmg habltat dlverslty Rlpanan acres not meetmg DVC WIII decrease from 
3,650 to 1,744 acres (6 percent) durmg the first decade (Table II-l) This would result In a rapld rate of 
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recovery of degraded habrtats and a high level of frshenes habrtat quality due to Improved npanan vegeta- 
tron and streambank condrtrons (Process Paper J) 

Alternatrve 1 wrll have 3,963 acres (14 percent), Alternatrves 2, 3 and 3M wrll have 2,476 acres (9 percent) 
and AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 wrll have 1,744 acres (6 percent) of the npanan vegetatron In undesrrable, 
shallow rooted specres Plant communrtres wrth a hrgh percentage of shallow rooted species Increase the 
nsk of flood events lowenng stream channels, mcreasmg bank-cuttmg, changmg stream gradients and 
changmg npanan commumtres to upland communitres wrth lowenng of watertables 

Alternatrves 2, 3, 3M, 4, 5 and 6 wrll all show an Increase m Carexcomplexes along stream edges that 
have a greater chance of trappmg and rmprovmg the vegetatron drversrty of the nparran areas 

lndrcators 

1 Acres Impacted by developed recreatlonal sates m the AIZ as defmed by the buffers described m 
prescnptron 2 8 3 
2 Number of stream crossmgs 
3 Acres roaded m the AIZ 
4 Acres of trmber harvest m headwaters 
5 Miles of natrve cutthroat trout stream wrth at least 6-mch HGL (Hydnc Greenline) stubble height 
remammg at the end of the grazmg perrod (Table 11-I) 
6 Miles of fish-beanng stream habrtat wrth at least 4-mch HGL stubble height remammg at the end of 
the grazing perrod (Table II-I) 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes - Land disturbance and impacts to npanan areas will take 
place under all alternatrves, the magmtude of these effects will vary by alternatrve Closure of roads and 
trawls wrthm the AlZwould create new sediment sources due to ground disturbance under all alternattves 
Thus would be a short-term impact to npanan areas and water bodies, lastmg approximately three years 
(untrl the drsturbed sites were stabrlrzed) These closures would, however, provide a long-term benefit to 
aquatic and npanan resources once they became effectrve (I e , when the vegetation was establrshed) If 
road prisms are not removed where they exrst In floodplams, even wrth road closure, floodplam and stream 
functrons could be adversely affected by the confinement presented by these features 

There IS no drfference between alternatrves in the amount of water diverted from streams on Forest lands 
by pnvate padres, for use under specral use permits There wrll also be no difference In the amount of 
water (consumptive uses) clarmed for Forest purposes through the Snake Rver Basm Ad)udrcatron no 
new uses after 1987 are clarmed There may be a difference between alternatrves in the amount of water 
under appkcatron and kcense for consumptive use (e g , for livestock watermg), but the drfferences should 
be small Complrance wrth legal requirements, such as meetrng State water quality standards, WIII not 
differ between alternatrves 

Acres affected by developed recreational sites and specral use permrt recreatron sates wrthm the AIZ 
would vary lrttle by alternatrve All alternatrves would have approximately 1,100 acres of disturbance 
assocrated wrth these sites within the AIZ Impacts from drspersed recreatron are drscussed m the recre- 
atron sectron 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternatwe 

Direct impact - See Table II-1 Drrect impacts to streams and npanan areas on Forest lands are of three 
general types 

1 Change m npanan solI. vegetatron and streambank charactenstrcs, 
2 Ds-ect m-channel alteratron, 
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3 Change In the amount of sediment dellvered to streams and therefore the load that the stream must 
transport 

Change m Rlpanan SolIs, Vegetation and Streambanks - Damage of npanan solIs by compaction, dls- 
placement, ruttmg or puddlmg can reduce npanan solI productlvlty through changes m mflltratlon charac- 
tenstlcs and a reduction m the ablllty of solIs to support desirable npanan vegetation Changes m the 
cornpositron of npanan vegetation commumtles and loss of plant vigor result from such adverse impacts 
to SOIIS, as well as from direct Impacts from overuse by wIldlIfe, llvestock or people Refer to the key 
mdlcatordlscusslon under AquatIc and Rtpanan Ecosystems 

Direct In-Channel AiteratIon -These actions Include puttmg a structure Into a stream and changmg chan- 
nel hydraulics or changmg some aspect of the stream’s geometry (e g , mcreasmg Its gradlent) by me- 
chanical alteratlon 

Potential for direct impacts associated with road crossmgs would vary by alternatwe The greatest poten- 
teal would exist under AlternatIve 1, followed by 2, 3M, 3,4, 5 and 6 m decreasmg order AlternatIve 6 has 
approximately 1,000 fewer crossmgs than Alternatrve 3M This could be a tangible difference forestwlde, 
even between consecutive alternatlves (e g AlternatIve 2 has about 300 fewer crossmgs than AlternatIve 
1) 

Change m Sedtment Dellvery and Load - Natural events, such as high sprmg runoff, may lead to both 
Increased sediment dellvery to streams and Increased erosive energy to move the sediment Roads are 
major sources of sediment, especially when they are near streams or cross them Smce forest roads 
contnbute an estimated 85-90 percent of the sediment reachmg streams m dlsturbed forest land (Burroughs 
1990), the amount of roads wlthm the AI2 and number of stream crossmgs are used as mdlcators of 
sediment delIvered to streams 

Many roads and trails located wlthm the AI2 would be closed m all alternatlves Acres of roads wlthm the 
AIZ steadily decreases from a high of 954 acres under AlternatIve 1 to a low of 474 acres under AlternatIve 
6 AlternatIve 3M has 787 acres Such a decrease m roads wlthln the AIZ means a proportIonal decrease 
m the potential for sediment dellvery to streams, for dellvery of other pollutants and for detnmental Im- 
pacts to npanan areas (note that AIZ widths vary between some alternatlves) The Influence of road 
prisms would still exist If they were not removed Differences in Impacts from road crossmgs would be the 
same as dlscussed under sectlon 2, above (direct m-channel alteratlon) An Inventory of roads WIII deter- 
mme where there are problems and provide recommendations to reduce Impacts to acceptable levels 

/&pdatwe Effects 

Hydrologic Effects - Mampulatlon of vegetation has the potential to alter streamflow regimes Researchers 
have shown that creation of large openmgs, especially m small (I e , headwater) watersheds allows for 
Increased snow accumulation and more exposure to the sun This results m higher peak flows that occur 
earlier than under preexlstmg condltlons, havmg the potential to deliver more sediment to streams and 
destabtllze channels (Cheng 1989, Alexander and Watkms 1977) The mcrease In sediment dellvery due 
@changes in peak flows cannot be calculated nor estimated -- -- - ~-.-~ _~_ -a 

--..--- - _ ~_._ _- __--. “--._ - 

highest potential for cumulative impacts from vegetation mampulatlon In headwater areas would exist 
under AlternatIve 2 AlternatIves 1 and 3 have the next highest potential 3M, 4 and 5 have the lowest, for 
alternatlves having vegetation manipulation There would be no slgnlflcant Impact under AlternatIve 6 
From a watershed perspective, watersheds 10 (Buffalo River) and 12 (Warm River) appearto have poten- 
teal for adverse cumulative impacts under all alternatlves due to past actlvltles No created openings are 
planned m these watersheds These watersheds have approximately 30 percent of their headwaters ma - --. -___. _ 

drologlcally dlsturbed state ~ecade,~~mg_sf~~s~~~h~~~-a~~~y been %i’at$uiated~~ 
would still be unrecajfhe end of the plann&$%?%G------*~ ----*- _._ -...- _^___I- 

\ 
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Although it IS unlikely that any of the proposed alternatlves would threaten the population vlablllty of native 
cutthroat trout over the planning period, differences m rate of recovery of degraded habitats and overall 
habltat quality would result from lmplementatlon of various alternatives AlternatIves 1, 2 and 3 would 
protect the fewest acres wlthm AlZs and would allow the greatest amount of potentially harmful actlvltles 
associated with llvestock grazmg, timber harvest, npanan recreational use and roads and trails as dis- 
played m Table II-1 Fisheries habltat quality, mcludmg that for natlvecutthroat trout, would be the lowest 
under AlternatIve 1 AlternatIves 1, 2 and 3 would result m a slow rate of recovery of degraded habitats, 
reduced water quality and less habltat quality Refer to Table II-1 for a quantltatlve view of npanan habltat 
change Since AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 would emphasize more protection of AIZs, they would result m a 
rapid rate of recovery of degraded habitats and the highest levels of water quality and fish habltat quality 
AlternatIve 3M would result m a moderate rate of recovety of degraded habitats and mtermedlate levels of 
water quality and fish habltat quality All alternatives would meet State water quality standards 

Nearly all of the envlronmental consequences described for each alternatlve are cumulative In the sense 
that they reflect the envlronmental and management impacts of an accumulation of management actlons 
that would occur under each alternatlve and that have occurred m the past Many of these impacts have 
occurred over the last 100 years, some would cease with lmplementatlon of certam alternatlves while 
others would continue over the plannmg penod (10 to 15 years) 

Wildllfe Associated with Aquatlc and Riparian Ecosystems 

The effects of implementmg the alternatlves are dlsplayed in terms of consequences for bald eagle, 
trumpeter swan nestmg, spotted frog, common loon, and harlequm duck habitats 

Bald Eagle Nestmg Habltat 

Consequences Common toA//A/fematwes - At this time, we do not have much InformatIon about wmter- 
mg habltat and mlgratlon habltat This lack of InformatIon has not been detnmental to the growth of the 
bald eagle population as previously explained m Chapter Ill However, the Revised Forest Plan estab- 
llshes an objective to Identify bald eagle wmtenng and mlgratlon habltat and to ldentlfy appropriate man- 
agement needs for this habitat when It IS ldentlfled Table IV-4 displays an overvIew of the consequences 
of each alternative for this management indicator specie 

Table IV-4 Consequences of Each AlternatIve for AquatIc Ecosystem Wlldllfe Management lndlcator 

Management lndlcator Existmg 1 2 3 3M 4 5 6 

Bald Eagle Habltat I/ 
#of Nest S&s on Forest 
#of Terntones on Forest 

17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 
26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

Trumpeter Swan Habltat Forestwide Goals, Standards and GuIdelInes protect all nestmg areas 
m all alternatlves 

ISpotted Frog Habitat (disturbance) 1 Most 1 Most ) Mod I Mod I Mod I Least I Least I Least 1 

Common Loon Habltat 

Harlequin Duck HabItat 

Monltormg and Habitat Evaluation to be done m all alternatlves 

ForestwIde Goals, Standards and GuIdelInes protect all nestmg areas 
m all altematlves 

1, Forestw,de Goals. Standards and Guldehes protect all terr,tor,es in all alternatives 

Cumulafwe Effects - Bald eagle nest zones and pnmary use areas occur on adjacent Natlonal Forest, 
BLM, state and pnvate lands Along the South Fork of the Snake River, the “Snake River Actlvltles/ 
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Operations Plan” was approved by BLM and the Forest Service m 1991 Bald eagle habltat management 
was a key component of that Plan 

Management actlons of other agencies, such as management of flshmg and fish populations by State 
agencies, management of river flows by the Bureau of Reclamation and southeast Idaho Irngators, may 
have posltlve or negative effects on the bald eagle population 

As previously presented in Chapter III, the bald eagle population on the Forest, as well as throughout the 
GYA has Increased to levels above the obJectIves in the Paclflc States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (USDI 
Fish and WIldlIfe Servlce 1986) 

Human presence and actlvltles have occurred and WIII contmue to occur withm and adJacent to bald eagle 
terntones on the Forest As long as humans are present, there WIII be probable occurrences of short-term 
displacement However, every bald eagle terntory which has become establlshed on the Forest smce the 
first recorded bald eagle nest m 1975 has been maIntamed Proposed management dIrectIon WIII mamtaln 
sultable habltat on Forest lands for all exlstmg bald eagle nestmg terrltorles and any new terntones which 
may become establlshed In areas wlthout terntones, management prescrIptIons WIII mamtam suitable 
habltat condltlons for perchmg, foragmg and potential future nest sites 

Trumpeter Swan Nestmg HabItat 

Consequences Common to AI/ Akmabves - Refer to Table IV-4 

Cumulabve Effects - Many of the lakes and ponds historically used by trumpeter swans are naturally flllmg 
in with sediment and are becommg too shallowforswan use Active management WIII be needed to help 
mamtam sultable water depths for swans or the lakes and ponds WIII not be usable 

Spotted Frog Habltat 

Consequences Wb/cb Vary by Alternabve - Five AI2 management prescrIptIons have been developed for 
the seven alternatlves We evaluated how each alternatlve may affect spotted frog habitat as follows 
Also, Table IV-4 displays an overvlew of the consequences of each altematlve for this and the other four 
management mdlcator species 

Influence of Buffer Widths _ Bartelt and Peterson (1993) noted that spotted frogs were always wIthin 2 
meters of water, none left rlpanan habitats, almost all were associated with ponds until September when 
they left the ponds for nearby streams, and ponds wlthln 50 meters of permanent streams were an 
Important combmatlon of habltat characterlstlcs Based on this, the different buffer widths m each of the 
management prescnptlons all appearto be adequate 

Some literature mdlcates that spotted frogs may move conslderable distances after breedmg, in these 
cases, the movements would be farther than any of the buffer widths m the management prescrIptions In 
these cases, we doubt there IS much of a measurable difference m effect due to different buffer widths 

Timber Harvestmg/Management - There IS no data m the literature to suggest that spotted frogs are 
dependent upon a particular forested vegetation condition Therefore, there IS no difference between the 
altematwes II? terms of effects from changes in forest vegetation due to timber harvestmg Concern has 
been expressed about timber harvestmg changing humldlty and temperature condltlons However, spotted 
frogs are found in nonforested npanan and wetland habitats, which have different humldlty and tempera- 
ture condltlons than forested habitats Therefore, we are not able to state that changes m humldlty and 
temperature caused by timber harvestmg would be detrlmental However, there may be a disturbance 
effect from the presence of human activity associated with timber harvestmg Therefore, AlternatIves 1 
and 2 which allow scheduled timber harvesting m the AlZs may have site-specdlc, short-term Impacts on 
spotted frog populations and habitat 
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Lwestock Grazmg - A recent conservatron assessment for spotted frogs (Gomez 1994) ksted concerns 
about possrble threats to spotted frogs and habrtat from livestock or grazmg (Concerns Included such 
thmgs as reduced vegetatron rn nparran areas, potentral Increases rn water temperature, tramplmg, etc ) 
However, no documented studres were crted rn support for these concerns 

In studres done on the Forest, Clark et al (1993 and 1994 plus errata page) reported there appeared to be 
no srgnrfrcant relatronshrp between spotted frog occurrence and evrdence of grazmg They stressed how- 
ever, that no controlled study was performed mvestrgatrng the effects of grazmg on spotted frogs and 
therefore approprrate cautton should be exercrsed when evaluatrng the Importance of the results 

Usmg an assumptron that less grazrng actrvrty may result in potentrally less effect on spotted frog habrtat, 
Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 wrll have the least amount of potentral disturbance, Altematrves 2, 3 and 3M wrll 
have moderate amounts of potentral drsturbance, and AlternatIve 1 the most amount of potentral drstur- 
bance 

Recreatron and Other Actwrtres - Usmg an assumptron that less recreatron actrvrty and other human 
actrvrtres rn spotted frog habltat may result in less potentral effects on therr habrtat, Alternatrves 4, 5 and 
6 wrll have the least amount of potentral drsturbance, Alternatrves 2,3 and 3M wrll have moderate amounts 
of potentral disturbance, and AlternatIve 1 the most amount of potentral drsturbance 

Rrparran Habitat Condrtron and Trend - In Alternatrve 1,86 percent of the npanan acres are meetmg WC 
or wrll be rmprovmg toward DVC In Altematrves 2,3 and 3M, 90 percent of the nparran acres are meetrng 
DVC or will be lmprovmg toward DVC In Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6, 93 percent of the rrparran acres are 
meetrng DVC or wrll be rmprovmg toward DVC 

Cumulatrve Effects - All alternatrves are expected to mamtam the current spotted frog drstrrbutron on the 
Forest General habrtat condrtrons are expected to Improve with all alternatrves, wrth the most improve- 
ment occurrmg rn Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 

Common Loon Habrtat 

Consequences Common to All Altematwes - The Forest has an ob)ectrve to evaluate the potentral to 
provide and mamtarn surtable breedrng habitat for common loons at the sates mentroned rn Chapter Ill If 
thus evaluatron proves that these srtes are surtable breedmg habrtat for common loons, the Forest IS to 
develop common loon management plans for these sates Current habrtat condrtrons wrll be perpetuated at 
these sates rn all alternatrves. 

Consequences Which Vary byA/tematwe - Table IV-4 displays an overvrew of the consequences of each 
altematrve for thus and the other four management mdrcator specres 

Harlequin Duck Habitat 

Consequences Common to All Altematwes - There IS a forestwrde gurdelme to avord establrshmg new 
trails, new roads or new recreatron facrlrtres wrthrn 300 feet of any stream reach wrth documented harlequrn 
duck breedmg actrvrty There IS no scheduled trmber harvestrng ad]acent to any of the streams wrth 
documented breedmg actrvrty Lrvestock grazmg, exrstrng recreatron actrvrty (existing trawls, recreatron 
facrlrtres, dispersed use, etc ) and other human actrvrtres are not measurably drfferent among the alterna- 
trves for the sates wrth documented reproduction Exrstrng habrtat condrtrons will be mamtamed m all 
altematlves Table IV-4 drsplays an overvrew of the consequences of each alternative for thus specre 
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TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems 

lndlcators - Acres and percent change m age classes of forested commumty types 

Consequences Wb/ch Vary by Alternative - Table IV-5 shows the percent change mature forest with 
timber harvest for each subsectlon, by alternatlve Changes in the mature forest acres do not necessarily 
reflect a change to a lower age class The range of management methods, from clearcutbng to thmnmg, 

Table IV-5 Chanae I” Percent of Mature Aae Class Forest Due to Scheduled Timber Harvest Over the Coming 
Decade 

Lemhll 
Medlclne 

Lodge 

Current 
%  Mature 
Total Forested Acres 

90 79 62 97 95 
103,687 225,012 466,489 92,182 227,21 E 

Centen- 
mals 

Island ParW TstOll 
Madlson- Range 

PItchstone 

Big Hole 
Mtns 

0 12,880 11,160 1,440 1,810 
0 6 2 <2 <l 

90 73 60 95 94 

4ltematlve 1 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest I/ 
%  Mature 

AlternatIve 2 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest l/ 
%  Mature 

Wematwe 3 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest I/ 
%  Mature 

210 14,905 12,615 1,670 2,230 
cl c7 2 4 d 
90 72 60 95 94 

180 12,520 10,620 1,400 1,790 
4 6 2 <I <I 
90 73 60 97 94 

Wematwe 3-M 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest I/ 
%  Mature 

Uernatwe 4 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest I/ 
%  Mature 

Slternatlve 5 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest I/ 
%  Mature 

Wernatlve 6 
Harvest Acres 
%  Harvest l/ 
%  Mature 

0 9,230 8.130 1,030 1,270 
0 4 <2 <l Cl 

90 75 61 97 95 

0 8,790 4,180 960 1,120 
0 4 4 <l Cl 

90 75 61 97 95 

0 6,865 685 440 1,010 
0 3 <l <l <l 

90 76 62 96 95 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

90 79 62 97 95 

98 776 

-t-l 420 15,470 
<l 12 
98 784 

0 9,000 
0 co 1 

99 78 9 

-t-i 

0 0 
0 0 

99 79 6 

I/ The percent change from a mature age class, undisturbed forest, to an early age class or mature forest with 
revmus harvest 
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use of prescribed fire, will create a vanety of changes rn the vegetatron composrbon rn the mature forest 
Changes wrll range from conversron to grass/forb communrbes wrth seedlrngs, to open stands of mature 
trees wrth drfferent understory specres. resultrng from drfferent lrght and morsture condrtrons 

Altematrves 1 through 5 have various harvest rates rn each of the subsecbons Changes In the mature 
stands range from 0 percent to a maxrmum of 6 6 percent In these alternatrves whrch IS not a srgnrfrcant 
change of mature forests rn any of the subsectrons Forests In the mature age class wrll contrnue to 
domrnate the landscapes m all alternatrves 

Management for white bark pine IS possible in all alternatwes but timber harvest IS kmtted In BMUs, 
Alternatives 5 and 6 and In wrlderness Frre as a tool IS avarlable In all alternatives Aspen volume was 
removed from the ASQ, therefore, management levels for all alternatrves are insrgnrfrcant In changrng the 
age classes rn aspen Stands will contmue to change to conrferous forest types, as 

Douglas-fIr and subalprne frr trees Increase and dommate the aspen stands Drsease and Insects common 
wrthrn mature age classes of aspen wrll accelerate the change to conrferous forest types 

Forestwrde mature forest communrty types will conbnue to domrnate the landscapes Aspen stands for all 
alternabves WIII contmue to be converted to conrferous forests as Douglas-frr and subalprne frr Increase 
wrthln the aspen stands Aspen across the forest wrll decrease as a component of the landscape, whtch 
decreases the total brodrversrty of the landscape Aspen stands provrde natural wrldfrre buffers that 
change the fire rates and rntensrtres across the landscape Loss of aspen stands to conrfers creates 
larger contmuous stands that can have hrgh fire cntensrtres that Increases the seventy of wrldfrre on the 
landscape 

Conrferous forests wrll conbnue to mature, mcreasrng btomass, canopy cover and fuel loadrng wrthrn the 
stands The understory wrll change to shade-tolerant specres and also decrease rn the number of specres 
as the forest habitat becomes more uniform As mature conrfer forests contmue along current trends, 
Insects and disease wrll Increase, creating areas of dead trees and greater fuel loads, mcreasmg the nsk 
of large and Intense wrldfire Open areas created by dead trees wrll provrde srtes for early seral specres to 
establrsh and wrll Increase the habrtat and specres drversrty wrthm large stands Absence of penodrc low 
impact fires WIII put most of the mature forest In jeopardy of stand-replacing fires over large areas due to 
fuel loadrng 

Conrferous forest specres, especrally Douglas-frr wrll continue to encroach Into sagebrush/grass, ma- 
hogany, grassiforb meadows, npanan and mountam brush communrtres throughout the forest Conver- 
sron of herbaceous and shrub communibes decreases the brodrversrty and habrtat drversrty of the mrd- 
elevatron and hrgh elevation areas of the Forest As forests mature, water requrrements also mcrease 
whrch decrease water avarlabilrty to wet meadows and npanan areas 

Whrtebark prne stands wrll conbnue to declme across the Forest Regeneratron rn most stands IS low due 
to encroachment of other conrferous specres and lack of fire 

TES and Biodiversity 

lndrcator - Plant specres 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes - Potential for loss of mdtvrduals or populations and surtable 
habrtat for Ute ladles-tresses .Sp!mntbes drluwahs (threatened species) and Payson’s mrlkvetch Astraga- 
luspaysomr (sensrtrve specres) are the same for all Alternatrves Fire IS thought to be an Important part 
of Payson’s mrlkvetch life cycle, as It inhabrts lodgepole prne and lodgepole pme/Douglas-frr mtxed for- 
ests In the seedlmg to pole age classes, and rn disturbed areas and openrngs rn mature age classes 
(Fertrg et al 1993) 
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Potential for loss of individual TES plants, populations or habltat IS dependent on site-speclflc projects 
and land uses, and IS equal for all alternatlves As per dIrectIon and poky, no loss of TES populations will 
be allowed 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems 

Indicators-Acres (and percent) meetmg DVC 

Consequences Common to All Akmatwes - From 11,000 to 21,000 acres of sagebrush/grass commu- 
nlty type are planned to be burned, sprayed (500 acres ) or rotobeat (1,300 acres ) to meet management 
objectives over the commg decade Management objecbves WIII be tied to meeting DVC, documented in 
site specific analysis As a result of treating these sites, sagebrush canopy cover WIII be reduced and 
desirable herbaceous vegetation WIII be Increased resulting In a change In ecologlcal status from high 
mid/late seral stages to early/mid seral stages To achieve the 11,000 acre burnmg goal, an addItIonal 
10,000 acres (21,000 acres total) may be partially burned The 11,000 acres scheduled for burning 
would be predommately In late-seral stage sagebrush with canopy cover greater than 30 percent Some 
acres of mid-seral stage sagebrush, wIthIn the 11,000 acres, with canopy cover of 15-30 percent could 
be burned dependmg on project design The 10,000 acres of partially burned areas are assumed to be 
converted from mid/late-seral to early/mid seral stage Partially burned areas are those areas that are, 
1) outslde the mam portion of the pro]ect where the fire IS of low intensity or 2) outslde the mam porbon 
of the project where the fire pattern creates a mosaic resulting In unburned areas Treatment of the 
11,000 to 21,000 acres of sagebrush/grass community type represents 4 to 8 percent of the acres that 
WIII move towards meeting DVCs over the next decade 

Consequences Whch VaybyAlternatwe- For AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M upland forage utllzatlon ranges 
from 35 percent for ranges m unsatisfactory condltlon, to 45 percent for ranges m satlsfactory condition m 
season-long grazing For rotation grazmg systems, the utkatlon ranges from 45 percent for ranges m 
unsatisfactory condltlon to 55 percent for ranges m satisfactory condltlon Browse uttllzabon for Alterna- 
tlves 2, 3 and 3M ranges from 25 to 35 percent for season-long grazing systems, dependmg on range 
condition, and IS 35 percent for rotation grazing systems regardless of condltlon 

For Alternatives 4,5 and 6 upland forage utllzation ranges from 35 percent for ranges m unsatisfactory 
condltlon, to 45 percent for ranges In satlsfactory condltlon In season-long grazing For rotabon grazing 
systems the utillzatlon ranges from 45 percent for ranges In unsatisfactory condltlon to 55 percent for 
ranges m satisfactory condltlon Browse ubllzatlon for AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 ranges from 25 to 35 
percent for season long grazmg systems depending on range condltlon, and IS 35 percent for rotabon 
grazmg systems regardless of condltlon 

Compared to the exlstlng sltuatlon, all alternatlves close an addItIonal 95,409 acres to grazmg Alterna- 
tlves 3M and 4 phase-out grazmg on another 125,853 acres and AlternatIves 5 and 6 lmmedlatelyclose 
the same acres ldenbfled In Alternabves 3M and 4 (Process Paper L). These acres that WIII be closed WIII 
show Improvements In vegetation composltlon In the upland communities faster than those with grazing 

Under AlternatIve 1, upland vegetation trends WIII show slow Improvements m speoes composltlon from 
species of lower seral status to species of higher seral status Approximately 1,065,748 (78 percent) 
acres WIII meet DVC, 162,193 (12 percent) acres will move toward DVC, and 129,531 (10 percent) acres 
WIII not meet DVC by the end of the first decade 

Compared to the exlstlng sltuatlon, AlternatIves 2,3 and 3M Increase the upland acres meeting DVC from 
76 to 80 percent Approximately 1,083,263 acres (80 percent) WIII meet DVC, 160,615 acres (12 percent) 
WIII move toward DVC, and 113,594 acres (8 percent) will not meet DVC by the end of the first decade 

Compared to the exlstmg sltuatlon, AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 increase the upland acres meetmg DVC from 
76 to 82 percent Approximately 1 ,I 05,894 acres (82 percent) will meet DVC, 156,105 acres (11 percent) 
WIII move toward DVC, and 95,473 acres (7 percent) WIII not meet DVC by the end of the first decade 
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Cumulafwe Effects- A predommance of acres rn hrgh-seral and mrd-seral stages ~111 conbnue to domrnate 
the landscapes under all alternatives As shrub cover Increases, productrvrty and brodrversrty wrll de- 
crease and potentral for wrldfrres will increase Lack of fire has decreased habrtat potentral for plant 
specres that prefer early seral stage habrtats such as Penstemon /emh!enas a sensrtrve specres 

Canopy cover over 15 percent In sagebrush srgnrficantly Impacts herbaceous species productrvrty and 
abrlrty to reestabksh overtrme. About 65 percent of the Forests range land IS currently In late-seral stage 
due pnmarrly to lack of fire rn these communrbes Restrng or elrmrnatrng grazmg wrll not show srgnrfrcant 
Improvements over time rn understory herbaceous specres when hrgh canopies of sagebrush occur 
(Winward 1991) These communrtres Increase the nsk of large wrldfrres that are of hrgher rntensrty and 
seventy than was hrstoncally present under 12-40 year fire cycles These unnaturally hot fires could alter 
subsequent plant drversrty by destroying exrstrng solI seed banks, burnrng deeper Into crowns of bunch- 
grasses and perennral forbs (and subsequently krllrng these plants) and changmg the physrology of the 
sorls by changrng so11 condrtrons and productrvrty 

Upland and nparran communrtres wrll continue to decrease wtth encroachment of conrferous forest spe- 
cies Mahogany stands are all In the hrgh-seral stage and are becoming decadent due to lack of fire and 
an Increase m Douglas-frr establishment Increases of spruce and subalpme fir along mrd- and hrgh- 
elevatron rrpanan areas has decreased wrllow and other shade-Intolerant npanan specres wrthrn the npar- 
ran zone and Increased the susceptrbrlrty of these sates to erosion 

NOXIOUS Weeds 

Consequences Common to All Alfernatwes - The effects of noxrous weed control are drsclosed rn the 
1987 Targhee Natronal Forest NOXIOUS Weed EA and Decisron Notrce The effects of Alternatrve 2 - 
Integrated Pest Management (Selected Alternative) drsclosed In Chapter IV, Envrronmental Consequences, 
of the 1987 EA, are also Incorporated by reference Into thus analysrs Regardless of whrch alternabve IS 
selected for the Revised Plan, the amount of noxrous weed Infested acres treated yearly does not change 
The Forest has an acbve annual program to control the spread of noxrous weeds 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Ecosystems 

Indicator - Elk Vulnerabrlrty (EV) 

Consequences Wh/ch Vary byA/ternatwe - Table IV-7 drsplays the percent of the Forest whrch meets the 
EV threshold levels of the State Frsh and Game Departments 

The prrmary effect over whrch the Forest Servrce has control rn thus EV analysrs IS the density of open 
motonzed roads (OMR) and trawls and the amount of area open to cross-country OHV travel Smce 
Alternative 1 has the hrghest densrty of OMR and the most area open to cross-country OHV travel, thus 
alternatrve has the highest EV and the potenbal for a hrgher proportron of the bulls to be harvested, thus 
the lowest percentage of the Forest meebng State EV thresholds Srnce Alternatives 5 and 6 have the 
lowest densrty of OMR and trawls and the least area open to cross-country OHV travel, these alternatrves 
have the lowest EV and the potential for the lowest proporbon of the bulls to be harvested, thus the hrghest 
percentage of the Forest meetrng State EV thresholds 

In Alternatrve 2, within certarn management prescnpbons whrch compnse 58 5 percent of the Forest, use 
of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) IS permitted cross-country and on restncted roads and trawls dunng the brg 
game huntrng season for retneval of legally harvested brg game anrmals Before hunters can use ATVs to 
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rable Iv-7 Consequences of Alternatwes for Terrestrial Ecosystems-WIldlIfe Management lndlcators Species and Habitats 

owmachme use 

At, Prmary Cavity Nesters 
Four Large Species 

-orest Owl Hab,tat (Acres, 4/ SW.500 959,100 956,300 959,700 967,000 972,000 976,500 987,500 
Percent of All Forested Acres 79 76 76 76 77 77 78 78 

Qrbearer Habltat (Acres) 4/ 997.500 959,100 956,300 959,700 967.000 972.000 978,500 987,5OC 
Percent of All Forested Acres 79 76 76 76 77 77 79 78 

ioshawk Hab,tat Forestwde S&Gs prowde the same protecbon ,n all altemabves 

3ed Squirrel HabItat (Acres) 5/ 927,700 914,600 911,600 915,200 922.400 927.500 933,900 942,9OC 
Percent of All Forested Acres 80 79 79 79 80 60 81 82 

‘eregnne Falcon H&tat ForestwIde S&Gs pwde the same protecbon I” all alternabves 

I/ Elk habdat effecbveness IS based on open motortzed road and trail denslbes during the sprmg, summer and fall season, 
and hIdIng cover A perfect rating would be 1 0, which would require no motorized access and 50 to 60 percent hIdIng cover 
The numbers m  the table are a welghted average for the enbre Forest based on watershed analysis 
Y Elk vufnerabntlty IS based on motorized access density dung the general elk hunting season and hunter-day densltles 
The numbers I” the table are the percent of the Forest meeting elk vulnerablllty threshold levels set by the State Fish and 
3ame Departme”ts 
U The numbers m  the table are an Index of bIologIcal potential for pnmary cawty nesbng species An Index of 1 0 would 
new that enough snags of the right sizes exist on every forested acre of the Forest to meet 100 percent of the habltat 
equlrements for all primary cavity nesbng spectes The four large spews are Wlll lamson’s sapsucker, northern flicker, 
,a,,y woodpecker, and rednapped sapsucker 
U These are acres of mature and older forested habitat 
3 These are comfer acres with trees old enough to bear cones Cone-bearing ages were defined as pole, mature and older 
me classes and age classes 

do this, certain condltlons must be complled with, such as obtammg a permlt from a Ranger Dlstrlct 
offlce There has been no research oi- monltonng on how this prow!on m ight effect EV There IS concern 
from some agencies and mdwduals that this provwon m ight result In higher EV 

Cumulatwe Effects - All roads and trails recewmg motonzed use and cross-country motonzed use, are 
mcorporated m to the EV analysis Hunter-day densltles were provided by the State Fish and Game 
Departments If hunter-day derwtles change m  the future, due to changes In hunting seasons, motorized 
access restrIctions or human populations, then this analysis WIII need to be updated 
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Elk HabItat Effectiveness (EHE) 

Consequences Whfch Vary byA/ternat/ve - Table IV-7 displays how EHE changes on a for&wide basis 
for each of the alternatlves 

The pnmary factor II- EHE analysis IS the density of OMR and trails Since AlternatIve 1 has the highest 
density of OMR and trails, It has the lowest EHE value Since AlternatIve 6 has the lowest density of 
OMR and trails, it has the highest EHE value 

A lesser factor m EHE analysis IS the amount of hldmg cover In all alternatlves, the amount of hldmg 
cover Improves slightly as new seedlmgs grow Into saplmg stands In previously logged areas of the 
Forest The amount of timber harvestmg proposed m all alternatlves IS less than the number of acres 
growmg into batter hldmg cover 

The overall effect from lmprovmg EHE (which ranges from 60 In Alternative 1 to 70 In AlternatIve 6) IS a 
probable wider distnbutlon of elk into areas previously underutIlIzed because these areas had high motor- 
lzed access densltles and densltles are now reduced lmprovmg EHE does not mean elk populations will 
Increase 

Cumu/at!ve Effects- All roads and trails recelvmg motorized use are mcorporated Into EHE analysis All 
previous timber harvestmg, plus all future proposed timber harvestmg are incorporated in EHE analysis 

Effects of Motorized Use on Trails 

In the analysis of EV and EHE, we treated the effects of motorized use on trails as bemg equal to the 
effects of motorized use on roads In public comments to the DEIS and while workmg on the FEIS, some 
questioned the sclentlflc basis for treating motorized use on trails as equal to motorized use on roads The 
followmg provides a brief overvIew documentmg the work done to obtam mformatlon about the effects of 
motorized use on trails 

The Forest had a series of elk workshops with the state Fish and Game agencies to work on analysis 
steps for EHE and EV for the fmal Revised Plan Accordmg to Dr L Jack Lyon from the lntermountam 
Forest and Range Expenment Station, there IS no research on the effects of motorized use on trails, but 
mtultlvely elk should respond to motorized use on trails the same as motorized use on roads Based on 
that statement, motorized use on trails has been equated to motorized use on roads for the elk habitat 
effectiveness and elk vulnerablllty analysis 

At the public access meeting of January 5,1994, Dr Lyon provided a wntten response to questlons from 
the public about motorized access He stated that there has been no reported research on the effects of 
trails At this public access meeting, alternatlve views were presented from the public Marty Morache 
presented the most extensive alternatlve view that motorized trails do not have as much effect on elk as 
roads 

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation Ned the 1987-1988 Idaho Rifle Elk Huntmg Study which 
documented that only one percent of hunters use trail bikes to hunt (dunng 1987-88) The ImplIed questlon 
IS, should we equate motorized trails which provide access for one percent of the hunters equal to motor- 
ized trails which provide access for 99 percent of the hunters m EV analyslsv We do not know of any 
study conducted since 1987-88 which documents da higher percentage of hunters are usmg trail bikes to 
hunt I” 1996 

At the request of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee, a task force was created to establish standard- 
lzed defmltlons for roads and trails and standardized methods to measure densltles for roads and trails In 
the final report (titled the “Interagency Gnzzly Bear CommIttee Task Force Report- July 1994”), trails and 
roads are treated equally In determmmg motorized access density 
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Recentwork IS In progress on the development of “Draft Interagency Gutdeknes for Managtng Elk Habitats 
and Populations on USFS Lands m Central Idaho ” In these gurdelrnes, trawls are grven one-tenth the effect 
of roads Personnel on the Nez Perce N F have stated several qualrfrers the gurdelmes are stall draft, 
there IS no research supponmg that trawls be gtven one-tenth the effect of roads, and, that brologrsts 
workmg on the draft gurdelmes agreed on the one-tenth cntena based on fewer number of vehicles on trawls 
and lower sound levels (Steve Blair, personal communrcatron, July 9, 1996) 

At thus ttme, there IS no sctentrfrcally controlled research study on the effects of motorized use on trails 
To obtam an understandmg of how much EV and EHE analysts would change If trawls were not treated 
equally wtth roads, we analyzed EV and EHE for the exrstmg condrtron and alternative 3M by grvtng 
motorized use on trawls one-tenth the effect of motorized use on roads The results of this analysis are as 
follows 

EV - exrstmg condttton, 55 percent of the Forest meets State Frsh and Game thresholds 
EV - alternatrve 3M, 91 percent of the Forest meets State Frsh and Game thresholds 
EHE - extsttng condrtton, 0 62 
EHE - alternative 3M, 0 67 

Companng these results wrth those rn Table IV-7 show that EV changes seven percent for the existrng 
condition and two percentage pomts for AlternatIve 3M EHE changes ftve percentage pornts for the 
extstmg condttton and three percentage pomts for AlternatIve 3M 

These changes are small because 

1) Motorized trails only account for 23 percent of the total motorized road and trawl mrles on the Forest 
When cross-country motonzed use IS also figured rn for the EV analysts, then motorized trawl mrles 
only account for about ten percent of the total motorized access 
2) The trawl system IS not equally drstnbuted across the Forest and tn those dramages where most of 
the motorized trawls occur, the trail densrtres are generally low, which means they have less effect tn 
the EV and EHE analysts 
3) Motorized access on trawls IS only one factor tn the EV and EHE analysts, the other factors such as 
hunter densrtres for EV and cover for EHE also contnbute to the analysrs 

Elk and Deer Wmter Range 

Consequsnces Common to A// A/ternat/ves - The feed ground tn Rainey Creek wrll remam tn all alterna- 
ttves 

All elk and deer wrnter range areas mapped on Map 24 wrll be closed to cross-country snowmachme use 
mall alternatives (Table IV-7) 

Consequences W/r/c/i Vary by Alternatwe - The amount of wmter range acres meetmg DVC Increases 
from existrng levels as follows three percentage pornts rn Alternatrve 1, four percentage points rn Alterna- 
trves 2, 3 and 3M, SIX percentage pomts rn Alternatrves 4, 5 and 6 (Table IV-7) 

The matonty of the deer and elk that summer on the Forest do not wrnter on the Forest The number of 
deer and elk wtntenng on Forest wmter ranges depends on the seventy of the wmter As far as we know, 
no alternabve would decrease the suitabtkty of wtnter ranges on the Forest for deer and elk from exrsttng 
habttat condttrons Improvements m the number of acres meeting DVCs and Increased restnctrons on 
cross-country snowmachine use wtll result In Improved winter range condtttons for deer and elk, but 
populabons may not Increase over extstmg levels 

Cumulative Effects - Development on pnvate lands IS a concern as tt can adversely affect areas htston- 
tally used by wtntenng deer and elk 
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Gnzzly Bear HabItat 

Consequences Common toA//A/ternatwes (wIthIn the BMUs) 

1 Acres wlthln designated wilderness remams the same in all alternatlves 
2 The number of cattle allotments remains the same m all alternatlves 

Consequences Wh~cb Vary byA/ternatwe (wlthm BMUs) - 

Key lndlcator - Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) 

Tables IV-8 - IV-12 present an overvlew of future OROMTRD and other habltat condltlons for the Forest 
portion of each of the BMUs for each of the alternatlves Other Indicators shown in Tables IV-8 - IV-12 
include 

1 Wmter Cross-Country SnowmachIne Use 
2 Total Motorized Access Route Density (TMARD) 
3 Cross-country OHV 
4 Forest Acres m Core Areas 
5 LIvestock Grazmg 
6 Timber Harvest 

Wmter Cross-Country Snowmachme Use - SnowmachIne use IS pnmanly a concern because of the poten- 
tial to displace bears before they hibernate or after they emerge from their dens In the spnng We are not 
aware of speclfx problems or Incidents occurnng on the Forest, but the alternatives do prescnbe different 
cross-country snowmachme use dates as follows m an effort to be sensltlve to potential future effects 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 1 -There are no cross-country snowmachme use restnctlons in Alternattves 
I,2 and 3. In AlternatIve 3M, cross-country snowmachlne use IS permltted beglnnmg on the ThanksgIvIng 
Day holiday and will be allowed until June 1, site-speclflc restnctions on winter recreation activity (such as 
area closures, tlmmg restrIctIons, etc ) WIII be Imposed to resolve human-gnzzly bear conflxts About 85 
percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachme use dates of December 15 to Apnl 1 in AlternatIves 
4,5 and 6 

Henry’s Lake BMU, SubunIt 2 - About 46 percent of the EMU has cross-countty snowmachme use dates 
of December 15 to Apnl 1 In Alternative 1 There are no cross-country snowmachme use restnctlons I” 
AlternatIve 2 In Alternative 3M, cross-country snowmachme use IS permitted begmnmg on the Thanks- 
glvmg Day holiday and WIII be allowed until June I, site-speclflc restnctions on wmter recreation actlvlty 
(such as area closures, tlmlng restnctlons, etc ) WIII be Imposed to resolve human-gnzzly bear conillcts 
In AlternatIves 3, 4, 5 and 6, an addItIonal 50 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine use 
dates of December 15 to Apnl 1 

Plateau BMU. SubunIts 1 and 2 - About 8 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachme use dates 
of December 1 to June 1 In Alternative 1 There are no cross-countrysnowmachine restrrctrons In Alterna- 
tlve 2 About 20 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachine use dates of December 15 to Apnl 
1 In Alternative 3 In Alternative 3M, cross-country snowmachme use IS permitted begmnlng on the Thanks- 
gjvmg Day holiday and will be allowed until June 1, slte-speclflc restrrctlons on wmter recreation activity 
(such as area closures, tlmlng restnctlons, etc ) WIII be Imposed to resolve human-gnzzly bear conflicts 
In AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6, all of the BMU has cross-country snowmachme use dates of December 15 to 
April 1 

Bechlerfleton BMU -About 34 percent of the BMU IS closed to all snowmachlne use III all alternatlves in 
the Wmegar Hole and Jededlah Smith Wilderness Areas OutsIde of the wilderness, the alternatives vary 
as follows In Alternatives 1 and 2, there are no cross-country snowmachme use restnctlons In Alterna- 
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trve 3 an addrtronal three percent of the EMU has cross-country snowmachme use dates of December 15 
to Apnl 1 In Alternatrve 3M, cross-country snowmachrne use IS permated begmnmg on the Thanksgrvmg 
Day hokday and wrll be allowed untrl June 1, srte-speclflc restnctlons on winter recreation actrvity (such as 
area closures, timing restrrcbons, etc ) wrll be Imposed to resolve human-gnzzly bear conflrcts In Alterna- 
trves 4. 5 and 6, an addrtronal 56 percent of the BMU has cross-country snowmachme use dates of 
December 15 to April 1 

Cumulative Effects - The only avarIable tool that evaluates the cumulatrve effects of changmg levels of 
human actwares and changmg habrtat condrtrons IS the grrzzly bear cumulatrve effects model (CEM) The 
CEM was used to provide msrght on the relatrve changes In habrtat qualrty between the alternatrves Table 
IV-8 through IV-12 show CEM outputs for the alternatrves The CEM IS strll bemg validated and at thus 
trme, no conclusrons can be made concernmg gnzzly bear populatrons or drstnbutrons based on CEM 
outputs 

At this trme, no defrnrtrve statement can be made for a “threshold” number for TMARD, OROMTRD, 
amount of core area, trmber harvestmg, lrvestock grazmg, snowmachme use or CEM outputs, m orderto 
achreve a certam number of gnzzly bears usmg a specrfrc area Analysrs on female home ranges IS 
currently bemg done by the Interagency Gnzzly Bear Study Team, whrch may help defme threshold levels 
In the future Generally, the IowertheTMARD and OROMTRD. the hrgher amount of core area, the lower 
the recreatron use and the hrgher HE/HV CEM output, the better the habitat condrtrons are for gnzzly 
bears 

Predrctrng future grrzzly bear drstnbutron and abundance by alternative IS drfhcult Based on data we have 
comprled from 1959 to the present, we offer the followrng general assessment for each BMU, subunrt 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunit 1 -This area has had the lowest documented grizzly beer srghtmgs of any 
subunrt on the Forest but rt has the hrghest habitat value of any subunrt There has not been a venfred 
srghtmg of a sow wrth cubs from 1959 to present Even wrth nme actrve domestic sheep allotments, there 
have not been grrzzly beadlrvestock mcrdents. Thus subumt IS posmoned farther west than any other 
subunit rn the GYA and contams the hrghest recreatron use assocrated wrth Henry’s Lake Flat Even 
though there IS a general trend of rmprovmg habrtat conditrons on the Forest from Alternative 1 to Alterna- 
trve 6, we expect gnzzly bear use to remam at low levels, srmrlar to what has occurred m the past, m all 
alternatrves 

Henry’s Lake BMU, Subunrt 2 -Compared to other subunrts on the Forest, thus subunit has had the second 
hrghest number of gnzzly bear srghtmgs and It has the second highest habrtat value of any subumt Thus 
subunrt has been and currently IS, occupred by a sow wrth cubs Thus subunit IS rmmedrately adlacent to 
other occupred BMUs In the GYA Even though there IS a general trend of rmprovrng habrtat condrtrons on 
the Forest from Alternatrve 1 through Alternative 6, we expect gnzzly bear use to be simrlar to what has 
occurred In the past m all alternatrves We do not expect a measurable drfference rn gnzzly bear use 
among the alternatives 

Plateau EMU, Subunit 1 - Compared to other subunrts on the Forest, thus subunrt has had the second 
lowest number of gnzzly bear srghtmgs and It has the lowest habrtat value of any subunrt Two sows wrth 
cubs have been documented from 1959 to the present In the last two decades, the Forest portron has had 
what IS consrdered high open road densares and hrgh human activrty, especrally trmber management 
actrvrty But the Yellowstone Natronal Park portron has had very little human actrvrty and stall gnzzly bear 
use has been low m that portron of the subunrt Generally, there IS a trend of rmprovmg habrtat condrtron on 
the Forest from Alternative 1 to AlternatIve 6 Because thus subunrt IS adfacent to other occupred BMUs m 
the GYA, we expect that as habitat condrtrons Improve, there IS potentral for Increased gnzzly bear use 
We use the term potential because of hrstonc low use of thus subunrt. even In the Yellowstone Natronal 
Park portron where lrttle human actrvrty has occurred 
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Plateau BMU, Subunrt 2 -Compared to other subunits on the Forest, thus subunit has had the thrrd lowest 
number of gnzzly bear srghtmgs and It has the second lowest habrtat value of any subunrt Untrl 1994, we 
had no records that confrrm srghtrngs of sows wrth cubs rn thus subunrt In 1994, one sow with cubs was 
observed one time near the southern boundary of the subunrt, smce 1994, no sows wrth cubs have been 
documented In the last two decades, the Forest portron has had what IS consrdered hrgh open road 
densrtres and hrgh human activrty, especrally trmber management activrty But the Yellowstone Natronal 
Park portron has had very lrttle human actrvrty and stall gnzzly bear use has been low rn that portion of the 
subunrt Generally, there IS a trend of rmprovmg habrtat condrtron on the Forest from AlternatIve 1 to 
Alternatrve 6 Because thus subunrt IS adjacent to other occupred BMUs rn the GYA, we expect that as 
habrtat condrtrons Improve, there IS potentral for Increased gnzzly bear use We use the term potentral 
because of hrstonc low use of thus subunrt, even In the Yellowstone Natronal Park portron where little 
human actrvrty has occurred 

Bechlerfleton BMU - Compared to other subumts on the Forest, thus subumt has had the hrghest number 
of gnzzly bear srghtmgs and It has the thrrd highest habitat value of any subunrt Thus subunrt has been 
and currently IS occupied by a sow wrth cubs Thus subunit IS rmmediately adjacent to other occupied 
BMUs rn the GYA There IS a general trend of rmprovmg habrtat condrtron on the Forest from AlternatIve 1 
to Alternative 6 Because thts subuntt IS adlacent to other occupted BMUs m the GYA, we expect that as 
habrtat condrtrons Improve, there IS potentral for Increased gnzzly bear use We use the term potentral 
because of htstonc hrgh use of thus subuntt and we may not be able to measure more use when compared 
to the hrstonc hrgh use 

Smce 1984, there have been no gnzzly bear mortalltres on the Forest We do not expect any Inherent 
drfferences among the alternatives In relation to gnzzly bear mortalrtres If gnzzly bear use mcreases rn 
the future due to Improved habrtat condrtions, there may be potentral for Increased human/gnzzly bear 
conflicts 

Linkage Zone Assessments - The Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan rdentrfred the need to assess the potentral 
for lmkage zones between the various gnzzly bear ecosystems The Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosys- 
tem IS about 240 arr mrles from the Selway-Brtteroot Grrzzly Bear Ecosystem (USDI Frsh and Wrldlrfe 
Service 1993) Currently, very lrttle IS known about the potentral for linkage zones In order to adequately 
assess the capacrty for Imkage, the USFWS marated a five year process to assess the linkage potential 
between the various ecosystems Thus process wrll be led by the USFWS rn cooperatron wrth the States, 
provmces and various land management agencres At the completron of the five year evaluatron effort, a 
report wrll be avarIable to the IGBC on the potential for lmkage between exrstmg ecosystems Thus report 
wrll be the basis for future actrons regardmg the lmkage zone questron Lmkage zones are desrrable for 
recovery, but are not essentral for delrstmg at thts ttme The studies are tn progress and no results are 
available 

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan states that future land management actrvrtres wrthrn potentral lmkage 
zones may be cntrcal to mamtammg therr utrlrty as lmkage zones It IS essentral that exrstrng optrons for 
carnrvore movement between exrstrng ecosystems be mamtarned while the evaluatron of lmkage zones IS 
underway Management strategies that Irma human-induced mortality and address the access manage- 
ment wrll facrlrtate the mamtenance of the potentral of these zones dunng the evaluation penod On pubkc 
lands, management prescnptrons srmrlar to brg game summer range prescnptrons that address access 
management would kkely conserve any exrstmg potential of these areas for lmkage untrl completron of the 
evaluatron process (USDI Frsh and Wrldlrfe Servrce 1993) Access management was a key Issue ad- 
dressed rn all alternatrves consrdered In the Forest Plan Revrsron 

For the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem, the Recovery Plan states the followrng 

The Yellowstone gnzzly bear populatron IS the only one of five gnzzly bear populatrons that IS 
completely Isolated from populatrons m other U S ecosystems and Canada The populatron has 
approxrmately 300 bears The populatron’s small size and rsolatron make It vulnerableto the 
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detrimental effects of the loss of genetlc dlversity and to environmental and demographic 
stochastlclty ConnectMy between the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear Ecosystem and other gnzzly 
ecosystems IS not likely to be realized m the near future because of the distance to other 
ecosystems and the mtervenmg human development and alteratlon of landscape Therefore, the 
recovery plan recommends that one gnzzly be placed Into the ecosystem from an outslde 
population every ten years as an effort to mamtam the genetic health of the population (USDI Fish 
and WIldlIfe Service 1993) 

Gray Wolf 

Consequences Common to A// Alternafwes Application of the forestwlde standards and guidelines IS 
expected to allow wolf pairs to establish dens on the Forest If they choose to do so and to receive the 
protectlon of the nonessential expenmental population rule (USDI Fish and WIldlife Service 1994b) 

If-- Pnmary Cavity Nestmg Habltat 

An overall bIologIcal potential for the primary cavity nesting species as a group was analyzed for each 
alternatlve 

I 

In addltlon, a blologlcal potential analysis was done for four of the species which require larger 
size snags (red-naped sapsucker, Williamson’s sapsucker, hairy woodpecker and northern flicker) These 

\ 

bIologIcal potential analyses are based on exlstmg snag densities and projected changes m snag densi- 
ties due to management actlvitles as specified in the management prescrlptlons 

i 

Consequences Common to AIIAlternatwes - All of the management prescnptlons which allow scheduled 
timber and fuelwood harvestmg (with the exceptlon of management prescription 5 2 2) require the reten- 
tion of snags and green replacement trees The snag and green replacement tree requirements vary in 

a 

these management prescnptions, rangmg from > 40 percent of bIologIcal potential to 100 percent of 
bIologIcal potential for pnmary cavity nesters 

1 

In addltlon to the management prescnptlons which allow scheduled timber harvestmg, snag and green 
replacement trees requirements are also contamed In other motorized management prescnptlons where 

i 

fuelwood harvestmg could be permltted based on the presence of roads for access and management 

: 
prescnptlon dIrectIon which allows fuelwood harvestmg The snag and green replacement tree require- 
ments vary m these management prescnptlons, ranging from > 40 percent of blologlcal potentral to 100 

k 
ercent of bIologIcal potential 

There are no snag and green replacement tree requirements In the management prescrlptlons which are 
nonmotonzed, wilderness, wilderness study areas, proposed wilderness, research natural areas, wild/ 
scenlc/recreatlonal nvers or special management areas In these management prescnptlons, timber 
harvesting IS not scheduled and pnmary cavity nestmg habltat will evolve with natural processes 

There are no snag and green replacement tree requirements in the recreation and concentrated develop- 
ment management prescnptlons In these management prescnptlons, public safety and protection of 
facllltles IS the paramount Importance, therefore snags and other hazard trees are generally removed from 
these sites The total acres In these sites IS less than one-half of one percent of the total acres on the 
Forest 

Table IV-7 displays the brological potential for the pnmary cavity nesting species for each alternatlve on a 
ForestwIde basis (Process Paper D displays the biologIcal potenttal on a watershed basis for each 
alternative ) In all alternatlves, the bIologIcal potential for all pnmary cavity nestmg species IS 0 61 and 
the bIological potential for the larger cavity nestmg species IS 0 47 As a result of the snag and green 
replacement tree requirements In the management prescnptlons, there IS no measurable difference m 
bIologIcal potential for pnmary cavity nestmg species between the alternatlves due to scheduled timber 
harvest actlvlties 
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Cumu/at/ve fr%cfs - The analysrs for future brologrcal potentral does not rnclude possrble future effects of 
natural drsturbances Future natural drsturbances may have a greater effect on the brologrcal potential for 
pnmary cavity nestrng specres habrtat than vegetabon management actrvrtres proposed for each alterna- 
trve Generally, natural drsturbances such as ftre, Insects and drsease create additronal snags In the short 
term 

Forest Owl Habitat 

Consequences Common toAI/Alternatwes- Proposed management acbvrttes are not expected to change 
habitat condrtrons for these specres regardless of the alternatrve 

Flammulated Owl -All known nest sates and any new nest sates found rn the future, whether or not they are 
actrve, wrll be protected In all alternatrves 

Boreal Owl and Great Gray Owl - All known nest sates and any new nest sates found In the future, whether 
or not they are active, wrll be protected rn all alternatrves Wrthrn home ranges around all nest sates, 240 
percent of the forested acres wrll be maintamed In late seral stages 

Furbearer Habrtat 

Furbearers rnclude the Amencan marten, fisher, lynx and wolvenne These spectes requrre mature, late 
seral and old growth forest habrtats for some or all of their habrtat requrrements Snags and down woody 
debns are also Important components of their habrtat 

Consequences Common toAIIA/iematwes- There IS a Forestwrde objective to rdentrfy potentral wolvertne 
natal den sites and to survey these potential sates to document wolvenne presence 

Consequences Whtch Vary by Alfernaffve - Table IV-7 dtsplays how the quantity of late seral forest habdat 
IS expected to change due to scheduled timber management acbvrbes In each alternatrve The amount of 
late seral forest habrtat changes by alternative accordrng to the amount of timber harvestmg proposed In 
that alternatrve AlternatIve 1, 2 and 3 have the largest potentral change In habrtat (-3 percent) and 
Alternabves 5 and 6 the least potenbal change (-1 percent) The prevrous sectron on old growth and late 
seral forest provrdes addrttonal InformatIon which IS not repeated here If furbearer populatcons are cur- 
rently at habitat carryrng capacrty, then AlternatIves 1, 2 and 3 would result In a three percentage. pornt 
populabon declrne, AlternatIves 3M and 4 a two percentage pomt populatron declme, and AlternatIves 5 
and 6 a one percentage pornt populabon decline All alternatrves wrll contarn surtable habrtat rn all pnncrpal 
watersheds on the Forest, thus mamtamrng well drstnbuted populations 

Goshawk Habrtat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes 
Nest Areas - A nest area of at least 200 acres In srze IS to be provrded for all goshawk terntorres These 
surtable nest areas are to be mature and older stands of trees, wrth numerous snags (80 to 100 percent 
brologrcal potentral for cavrty nestmg spectes) Any vegetatron management wrthrn nest areas IS to occur 
dunng the months of October to February There are to be no new system roads 

Post-Fledgmg Famrly Area - Thus area IS r 400 acres In stze A variety of forest seral stages can be 
present, but 240 percent of the forested acres must be In mature and older stzelage classes Any created 
openmg must be < 40 acres rn srze Numerous snags are to be present (80 to 100 percent brologtcal 
potentral for cavrty nesbng species) Any vegetatron management wrthm thus area IS to occur dunng the 
months of October to February. There are to be no new system roads 

Foragrng Area -Thus area IS ) 5,400 acres In srze A variety of forest seral stages can be present, but > 
40 percent of the forested acres must be In mature and older srze/age classes Any created opening must 
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be < 40 acres In sze Numerous snags are to be present ( z 60 percent blologlcal potential for cavity 
nesting species) Vegetation management wIthin this area can occur anybme during the year Road 
densities are to be <the density required by the management prescrlpbon 

This management dIrection applies to all known terntorIes and any new terrltones found In the future, 
whether or not they are active The proposed management dIrectIon would mamtaln effective habltat and 
viable populations are expected to be sustained 

Red Squirrel HabItat 

Consequences Wh!ch Vary byA/ternatwe - Table IV-7 displays the acres of conifer cone-bearing habitat 
m each alternatlve Alternabves 1,2 and 3 result m a one percentage point decline of conifer cone beanng 
habltat, AlternatIves 3M and 4 result In a less than one percentage pomt change, AlternatIves 5 and 6 
result In a one to two percentage pomt increase The small changes In cone beanng habltat among the 
alternatlves occurs as the result of some previously harvested acres approaching cone-beanng age during 
the decade The number of acres coming of cone-beanng age IS almost as large as the number of acres 
proposed for bmber harvesting In any of the alternatIves 

Peregrine Falcon Habltat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternafwes - Forestwide Standards and GuIdelInes for peregnne falcon 
habltat apply In all alternatives SuItable habitat WIII be mamtamed for all existing nestmg pairs plus any 
new nestmg pairs which may becomeestabllshed 

BIghorn Sheep 

Consequences Common to A// AlternatIves - The following dIscussIon IS dwlded into four topics 1) low 
elevatlonal winter range, 2) disease, 3) genetlc Isolation, and 4) recreation 

Low Elevation Wmter Ranges Former low elevation winter ranges are not bemg used for a variety of 
factors, mcludlng permanent developments (highways, farms, towns, etc ), introductions of mountain 
goats and vegetation success!on 

There has been no analysis about the feaslblllty of restormg use to these former low elevabon wmter 
ranges Some of the winter ranges may be permanently lost due to permanent developments It IS our 
understandmg that mountain goats use the same habitats, are more aggressive and will compete with 
blghorn sheep 

Many of the factors associated with this Issue are not wlthln the authonty of the Forest Service to directly 
deal with (such as permanent developments on pnvate lands and mountam goat populations) For these 
factors, the Revised Plan contains management dIrectIon to coordinate with other agencies in the man- 
agement of blghorn sheep 

The Revised Plan contains management dIrectIon to develop afire management plan forthe entlre westslope 
of the Tetons and to Incorporate Into the plan opportunltles to Improve blghorn sheep habltat 

Disease - In both fenced studies and free ranging herds, most contact between blghorn sheep and domes- 
tic sheep has resulted m pneumonia In blghorns and the deaths of all or most bighorns while domestlc 
sheep remamed healthy PublIshed research has shown that Pasteurella haemolytlca (usually biotype A, 
serotype 2) IS the major pathogen responsible for the death of blghorn sheep after contact with domestic 
sheep DNA fmgerpnntmg has proven the transfer of Pasteurella spp between bighorn and domestlc 
sheep under both controlled “expenmental” and range condltlons The Pasteurella must be a “virulent” 
stram SometImes there have been contact between bighorns and domestic sheep wlthout die-offs, rea- 
son - the domestlc sheep did not have a virulent strain No vaccine currently exists that WIII prevent 
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btghorn sheep from developmg pneumonra after contact wrth vrrulent strams of Pasteurella There IS no 
way to test for vrrulent strains at the present time 

There are two bmes of year when contact between brghorns and domestrc sheep are more lrkely to occur 
1) During the fall breedtng season (November and December) when the younger rams are dtsplaced by the 
older rams The younger rams wrll often get Involved wrth domestrc ewes whrle lookmg for a mate 2) 
Dunng the spnng when brghorn sheep and domestrcsheep are usmg spnng green up areas 

On the Westslope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres have prevrously been closed to domestrc sheep grazrng 
through annual plans of use and allotment management planning These are the areas currently occupted 
by brghorn sheep A btghorn sheep study IS currently berng conducted by GTNP Several dead brghorn 
sheep have been sent to Dr Beth Wtlkams for necropsy No Pasteurellafrom domesbc sheep was found. 
Dr Wrllrams sard the btghorns were very healthy (Drscussrons with Dr Beth Wrlkams, Sept 1996) 

Domesttc sheep are not grazed on the Westslope dunng the seasons when ‘nose-to-nose’ contact with 
brghorns IS most lrkely to occur (the fall breedrng season or the early spring) 

Because of the acres currently closed to domesttc sheep grazmg and the fact that domestrc sheep are not 
grazed dunng the seasons when contact IS most ltkely to occur, we belteve the probabtlrty for drsease 
transfer IS very low To eventually reduce the probabrlrty for drsease transfer to zero, the Revrsed Plan 
dtrects that ali sheep grazrng on the Westslope of the Tetons will be phased out on an opportuntty basts 
Whrle the phase out IS In progress, addItIonal opportunrttes WIII be studred to adjust domestrc sheep 
allotments to further reduce the probabrlrty of dtsease transfer 

In the South Beaverhead (Medrcrne Lodge) area, there are two vacant domestrc sheep allotments ad)a- 
cent to the currently occupred brghorn sheep areas These two allotments wrll remain vacant until the 
necessary authonzatrons have been completed to convert them to cattle allotments 

There are three wrnter domestrc sheep allotments adjacent to the currently occupred brghorn sheep areas 
The Revrsed Plan drrects that these wtnter allotments will be phased out on an oppoftunrty basrs 

Genetrc lsolabon - The Teton Range brghorn sheep populatron IS among a small number of brghorn sheep 
populatrons that are endemrc and have not been augmented wrth anrmals from other brghorn sheep popu- 
lations (Teton Brghorn Sheep Workmg Group Report 1996) It has been suggested that these brghorn 
sheep have Increased screntrfrc value because of thus fact (Teton Bighorn Sheep Worktng Group Report 
1996) 

Management of anrmal populatrons IS the prrmary responsrbrlrty of State Frsh and Game Agencres The 
Revised Plan provrdes drrecbon to coordinate with the State Frsh and Game Agencres and the Nattonal 
Park Servrce on the management of brghorn sheep 

Recreatron - Some publrcs have suggested that brghorn sheep may be avordrng some porbons of suttable 
habrtat because of recreatron use Also, Wyomrng has marntamed a small hunt on the Forest (no hunting 
of brghorns occurs m GTNP) 

The Revrsed Plan drrects the Forest to work with the lntermountam Forest and Range Expenment Stabon 
to develop and conduct a research study to assess the effects of recreattonal actwtty on btghorn sheep on 
the Westslope of the Tetons 

Recreational acbvttres must be evaluated and coordrnated between all of the agencies Thus Includes the 
permrttrng of huntmg by the Wyomrng Game and Frsh Department The Revrsed Plan drrects the Forest 
to coordinate wrth other agencres on the management of brghorn sheep habrtat and populabons 
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Neotroplcal Migratory Species 

Consequences Common toA//Alternabves- Hell et al (1995) revlewed studies documenting differences 
In birds among natural stands of different ages No common results for any one species nor obvious 
trends for any particular migrant group were found In the studies companng natural stands of different 
ages 

Differences m Birds between Cut and Uncut Aspen Forests - In a review of aspen studies. the combined 
results are equivocal, therefore, no assessments can be made as to the effects of cutbng aspen on any 
particular migrant group (Hell et al 1995) Based on this Informabon, natural disturbances and aspen 
treatments are not expected to result In measurable changes in bird species abundance among the 
alternatlves 

Consequences Whxh Vary byA/ternatwe - Hell et al (1995) revlewed studies documenting the effects of 
sllvlcultural treatments (timber harvestmg) on birds In conifer forests and old second growth forests and 
presented the followmg summanes 

Effects of Sllvlcultural Treatments on Birds in Conifer Forests - From community-wide studies, 26 species 
were less abundant in treated areas as compared to unlogged areas In general In contrast, 15 species 
were generally more abundant In treated areas than In unlogged ones 

Old-growth and Old Second-growth - In a review of four studies which compared old-growth with old 
second-growth, 15 species were more abundant In old growth In at least one study, however, no species 
was consistently more abundant In old growth mall four studies that compared old-growth with old second- 
growth stands 

Since the forested acres proposed for sllvlcultural treatments dunng the first decade range between three 
percent m AlternatIves I,2 and 3, two percent In Alternatives 3M and 4, and one percent m Alternative 5 
and 6, the change In bird species abundance IS expected to be very small among the alternabves There 
IS potential for 26 species to be less abundant on the one to three percent of the forested acres proposed 
forsllwcultural treatments, and 15 species to be more abundant Late seral forests WIII be dlstnbuted In all 
pnnclpal watersheds In all alternatlves as dIsplayed previously in Table IV-1 

We cannot offer managers as complete a synthesis as we would llke Too few studies have been 
conducted on the effects of silvlcultural practices on birds In forests In the Rocky Mountams to make 
robust conclusions (Hell et al 1995) Our results are lImIted In that they focus on short-term distnbu- 
tlonal changes as the result of two broad categones of timber harvesbng (clearcuttlng and parbal 
logging) lumped across conifer forests The data Indicate that many forest birds were less abundant in 
clearcuts than in uncut forests and species that frequent open forests or open habitats were more 
abundant In clearcuts than in uncut forests Most permanent residents were less abundant after either 
kind of harvestmg treatment, whereas about half of the migrant species were less abundant and half 
more abundant In harvested areas The effects of partial cuttmg were less dramatlc than those of 
clearcutbng, these results may be partly due to the fact that parbal cutbng Included many different 
kinds of harvesting treatments (Hell et al 1995) 

AddItIonal mformatlon and dIscussIon on neotroplcal migratory bird species IS presented In Process 
Paper D 

Predator Control 

Consequences Common to All AlternatIves The effects of predator control are disclosed In the 1996 
APHIS-ADC Environmental Assessment for Predator Control In Southern Idaho, which Incorporated the 
analysis of effects from the 1990 Targhee N F Predator Control EA and Declslon Notlce The effects of 
AlternatIve 5 (selected alternatlve) disclosed In Chapter IV, EnvIronmental Consequences, of the 1990 EA 
are also incorporated by reference Into this analysis 
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Uncque Ecosystems 

Research Natural Areas 

Consequences Common toAJ/Alternatwes - ForestwIde standards and guIdelInes apply in all alternatIves 
plus site-spectflc dlrectlon ldentlfled In the Establishment Records for exlstmg RNAs apply To become 
establlshed as an RNA, site-speclflc analysis at a later date WIII be conducted for proposed RNAs Re- 
gardless of which alternatwe IS selected, the number of proposed and exlstmg RNAs does not change by 
alternative (Table 111-21) 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

This component IS described In four parts Access Management, Wilderness, Recreatron and Social and 
Economic Under the first two parts, key mdlcators are discussed first, with subsequent dIscussIon of 
other lndlcators No key Indicators are associated with the third and fourth parts 

ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Road and Trail System and Motorized Access 

Consequences are presented m the winter and summer access sectlons whlchfollow In summary, winter 
motonzed access WIII be maIntamed m most alternatlves and summer motorized transportation system 
and access will be reduced In all alternatives 

Summer Access 

Key lndlcators 

1 Miles of road open to summer motorized 
2 Miles of trail open to summer motorized 
3 Acres open to summer cross-country OHV 

Consequences Common toA/IA/temafwes - There WIII be some reduction from current levels In miles of 
road and trail open to motonzed use In all alternatlves This would result In Increased needs and costs for 
law enforcement and slgnlng to manage the system of restncted roads and trails Another consequence 
common to all alternatlves IS the routme reconstructlon of roads and structures 

The forestwlde guldelmes concernmg trail design, condltlon surveys and restnctmg OHV use on slopes 
25-40 percent and greater should help meet the Revlslon goals of sustamlng OHV oppottunltles and 
sustammg trails In good condltlon while mmlmlzmg effects to other resources 

Consequences Whk91 Vary byA/tematwe - Table IV-I 3 shows a comparison of roads and trails by alter- 
native that WIII be open to motorized use, restncted or reclalmed Compared to exlstmg condltlons, 
changes In open roads and trails In the alternatlves are as follows 

-open roads range from a decrease of 103 miles (5 percent) In AlternatIve 1 to a reduction of 757 miles 
(38 percent) m AlternatIve 6 

-open trails range from a decrease of 201 miles (26 percent) In Alternative 1 to a reduction of 692 miles 
(90 percent) m AlternatIve 6 

In the Selected AlternatIve (3M), most of the system roads proposed for reclalmmg/obllteratlon, are lo- 
cated wlthm the BMUs 
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In most all cases, the system roads that have been ldentifled to be reclalmedlobllterated are roads that 
are currently restncted and were ongmally constructed in conjunctIon with timber sales 

Roads closed for resource management purposes Ilmlt opportunltles for dispersed camping. berty-prck- 
mg, sight-seeing and other act!vltles that conventlonally depend on road access The amount of oppottu- 
nltles avaIlable with the various alternatlves IS vaned, accordmg to the programmed amount of new or 
exlstmg road development and resource management actWe% particularly timber harvestmg 

2/ Road males on wh~h motorized use IS r&n&d for only a porter ~3 the spnng/summer/fall seasons 
3, Road miles on wh~h motorized use IS restrlcted for the entlre spr~ng/summer/fall seasons 
4lTrall males on which motorized use IS restricted ather for a podlon of the spr~ng/summer/fall seasons or yearlong (as I” 
des,g”ated wilderness areas) 

Acres open to cross-country OHV travel decrease slgnlflcantly from present levels in all alternatives 
(Table II-l) The decrease from present levels ranges from approximately 166,000 acres (15 percent) in 
AlternatIve 1 to over 1 mllllon acres (97 percent) In Alternative 6 However, It should be recognized that 
many of these acres are In terram and vegetative cover which do not actually permit cross-country travel. 
So, the decrease In acreage may not be as slgnlficant as It appears 
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Costs for srgnmg desrgnated routes, rehabrktatron of old alignments, and providmg law enforcement WIII 
Increase srgnrfrcantly, especrally for Alternatrves 3 - 6 Alternatrve 3M would cost $150-200 thousand 
each year to reconstruct IO-20 miles of exrstmg motorized use trawls Trawl reconstructron and mamte- 
nance costs wrll also be much hrgher to meet so11 and water standards and gutdes and to accommodate 
the hrgher use levels wrth motonzed and mechanized equrpment 

Most foot and horse trawls would not be affected by any of the alternatrves However, under the alterna- 
trves wrth more motonzed restnctrons there would be some benefit to the nonmotonzed user rn terms of 
relref from mteractron with motonzed users Some of the Impacts to trawls, such as ruttmg or drsplacement 
of soils, berng caused by CHV use would also be reduced 

Cumuletwe Effects - As acres and roadsitrarls open to motonzed access decrease from Alternatrves 1 
through 6, the densrty of OHV users on desrgnated routes wrll generally Increase on the remarnmg open 
routes In addrtron, some loop trawls wrll be elrmmated, along wrth current access to some of the more 
spectacular scenrc vrstas The Increased mteractron may result rn Increased user or resource conflrcts 
and addrtronal resource Impacts Thus could have an overall effect of loss of enfoyment of the recreatron 
actrvrty for some people In some of the areas In other areas, It may be possrble to develop “play areas” 
that become favorites of those who lrke a “socral expenence” or who enfoy the spectator opportunrty 

A secondary effect of decreasmg motonzed access areas would be reductron of huntrng and fishing 
opportunctres for those requmng motorized access Thus mrght not be too srgntftcant except m Alterna- 
trves 5 and 6 

An addItIonal effect of decreasmg motonzed access would be decreased trawl mamtenance A good por- 
tron of our trawl marntenance work IS performed by motonzed users and the state of Idaho’s Trawl Ranger 
program whrch uses trail bakes for Its maintenance crew Motorized users and trawl marntenance funding 
from the State would naturally declme as restnctrons on motorized access Increase, unless some type of 
reconstructron program can be mrtrated to rmprove trawls for motonzed use 

Overall, tt IS questronable whether there wrll be enough desrgnated routes and cross-country areas open to 
travel to meet the needs of mcreasmg motorrzed access demand rn any alternatrve. but especrally In 
AlternatIves 5 and 6 Much of the cross-country use that IS presently occurnng would be elrmrnated by 
Alternatrves 3-6 Therefore, the actual and apparent loss of OHV access and recreatron opportunrtres may 
be of concern to some OHV users. 

Wrnter Access 

Indicators 

1 Acres open to wmter cross-country snowmachmes 
2 Mrles of groomed trawls for snowmachrnes 

Consequences Common toAIIA/ternatwes - Management drrectron such as establrshmg linear capacrtres 
for snowmachrne trawls, provrdmg networks of groomed trawls, provrdmg winter users wrth educational 
rnformatron and srgnrng about wrldlrfe needs, and prohrbrtmg snowmachines and other equrpment from 
groomed cross-country skr trawls. should mrnrmrze adverse consequences on users and wrldlrfe 

Consequences Wh~?b VarybyAltematwe- Acreage open to cross-countrysnowmachrne use (Table II-l) 
IS maintained or Increased for Alternatrves 1-3, decreases (119,000 acres) rn Alternatrve 5 and signrfr- 
cantly decreases (404,000 acres) In AlternatIve 6 These decreases are due to Increases m winter range 
and recommended wrlderness prescnptron allocatrons In Alternatrve 3M, a large portron of the decrease IS 
due to the new forestwrde standard whrch closes all mventoned winter range to cross-country snowma- 
chme travel. 
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Miles of planned, groomed or marked snowmachme trails could mcrease approximately 93 miles over 
current levels in AlternatIve 3M This planned mcrease IS based on analysis contamed m the Greater 
Yellowstone Wmter VisItor Use Management (GYWVUM) Assessment as summarized In the Wmter Ac- 
cess Analysts (Appendix C) AlternatIve 3M would also provide dIrectIon to estabksh a few nonmotonzed 
winter recreation actwlty areas with easy access for uses such as telemark skiers, snowshoers or 
snowboarders by the year 2000 in conformatlon with results antlclpated from the GYWVUM Assessment 
This would result m reduced user conflicts as such actlvltles increase Alternatwe 5 mamtams exlstmg 
levels of trails Alternative 6 would result in a slgnlflcant decrease In designated snowmachme routes 
from current levels This decrease IS due to Increased wlldllfe wmter range and recommended wilderness 
allocations 

Cumu/at/ve Effects- Wmter recreation use opportunltles would In large part be mamtamed mall alterna- 
tlves However, AlternatIves 5 and 6 would have more restnctlons on wmter motorized use and therefore, 
some reduction In those opportunltles and use would be possible Potential effects on wmterlng wlldllfe 
would be mmlmal mall alternatlves The selected alternatlve 3M would Increase the potential for snowma- 
chmmg on marked and groomed trails d the counties could afford to provide the markmg and groommg 

WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

The followmg topics present the effects and consequences of the alternatwes on the various wilderness 
and recreation resources Key alternatwe comparison mdlcators for these resources are dlsplayed In 
Table II-1 Overall, total recreation use would not change much between alternatives, but the types of use 
probably would The trend from AlternatIve I to 6 would be away from semi-pnmltne motorized (SPM) and 
roaded natural appeanng (RNA) recreation opportunltles to an Increase m pnmltwe (P) and semi-pnmltlve 
nonmotonzed (SPNM), although some semi-pnmltlve motonzed (SPM) opportunltles would remain This 
overall trend would be due to the reduction in motorized access and mcrease m recommended wtlderness 
from Alternatwes 4 - 6 Such a trend would also support a shift from currently evolvmg tounsm/rural 
development to a slower developmg, eco-tounsm pattern 

Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness 

lndlcator - Acres of recommended wilderness 

Other lndlcator - Acres of management opportunity classes for the Jededlah Smith Wilderness 

Consequences Common toAllA/tematwes- Designated wilderness and wilderness study acres remam 
the same In all alternatlves Quality and character of designated wilderness would not be degraded by any 
alternatlve All actlon alternatlves Include a monitoring plan based on the Llmlts of Acceptable Change 
(LAC) process for the Jededlah Smith Wilderness The Wlnegar Hole Wilderness will be managed accord- 
Ing to the prescnptlon dIrectIon The Revlslon prescnptrons and monltonng plan WIII become the wilder- 
ness management plan for each wilderness These plans provide dIrectIon for management and momtor- 
mg of resource and social condltlons to address any changes which may result These plans would 
mamtam wilderness resources and recreation opportunltles at approximately current levels and condo- 
tlons 

Consequences Wh/ch VarybyAkematwe -Recommended Widemess - The 1985 Forest Plan analysis of 
recommended wilderness and roadless areas was re-evaluated m response to public comments and 
documented man update to the Roadless Areas Process Paper (Appendix B) The ratlonale for or agamst 
selection of areas for recommended wilderness In Alternative 3M has been added to this Process Paper 
update, along with the Ratmg of Wilderness Charactenstlcs (Table IV-14) As this re-evaluation of recom- 
mended wilderness was completed, a decision was made to Include a large part of the Diamond Peak 
Roadless area as recommended wilderness This was done because the area rated second highest of all 
roadless areas on the Forest The 33,000 acres m Diamond Peak and 13,000 acres of dlgitizmg updates 
to Italian Peaks raised the total recommended wilderness acres for Alternative 3M from the 125,000 acres 
m the DEIS up to 171,000 
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Table IV-14 Rabng of Wilderness Characterlstlc Factors for Remamlng Roadless Areas (based on Secbon 
2 of mdwdual narratives from the 1985 Supplement to the DEIS for the 1985 Forest Plan) 

. 

Area Name 

t- 

Diamond Peak 
(SS,689 aq 
llakan Peak 
(141.792 ac) 
Garfield Mtn 
(43.439 ac, 
ift Jeff&an 
(63,969 FL) 
Raynolds Pass 
(7,709 ac) 
LIonhead 
(16.892 ac) 
Two-top 
(6,963 aq 
Wmegar addltton 
(4.032 aq 
West Slope Tetons 
Garns Mtn 
(95,632 ac) 
Paksades 
(174,862 EC) 
Bald Mtn 
(17,037 aq 
Bear Creek 
(97.775 X) 
Poker Peak 
(19.577 ac) 
Carlbau C&y 
(11.769 ac) 
Pole Creek 
(2,683 ac) 

F 
Area vlanageablllty & 

iumber Boundaws 

15-601 moderate 

15.945 moderate 

1 S-961 high 

f 5-962 I, 

15-603 moderate 

15-963 moderate 

15-604 moderate 

15.347 low 

15-610 2 

15-611 moderate 

15-613 moderate 

15-614 low 

15-615 moderate 

15-616 h,gh 

15-161 low 

15-160 low 

E 

h,gh h,gh h,gh 

h,gh h,gh moderate 

moderate moderate low-mad 

low low 

low low 

hrgh hrgh 

moderate moderate 

low low 

h,gh h,gh 

moderate moderate 

moderate moderate 

low 

moderate 

low 

low 

low low 

low low 

moderate moderate 

low low 

low 

low low 

moderate moderate 

high high 

high high 

low low 

moderate moderate 

low 

moderate moderate 

low low 

low low 

moderate 

high 

low 

IOW 

low 

moderate 

low 

11 

10 

9 

0 

7 

10 

6 

6 

0 

10 

12 

5 

6 

8 

8 

5 

Ratmg Score note ManageabIlity and Opportunity columns are scored - low=f, mod ~2. hlgh=3 Influence 
on Natural lntegrlty column IS scored - law=3, mod =2, high=1 A rabng of 10 or better IS consIdered 
sufflclent for wlderness recommendation, except I” Garn’s Mtn where a declslon was made lo manage for 
motorized use m Altematwe 3-M, rather than roadless The score of 10 was selected as the “break-pomt” 
because It represents the quality level of the areas previously recommended in the current Forest Plan. with 
the excepbon of the Wlnegar Hole addIllon, whtch had broad public suppoti 
I/ This area was released for multlple use mgmt by dewon of 1990 FEIS by BLM 
Z This area was released for multmle use mamt bv the 1984 Wvo Wilderness Ad 

With the exceptlon of AlternatIve which has no recommended wrlderness, the acreage of recommended 
wilderness mcreases from AlternatIve 1 to AlternatIve 6, with the largest mcreases In Alternatrves 5 and 6 
(Table 11-i) Motorized OHV travel would be Impacted by AlternatIves 3-6 and slgnlflcant forestwlde 
reductions m summer, cross-country OHV travel would result from AlternatIves 5 and 6 to be consistent 
with the 1 3 prescnptlon access table In addltton, the High Mountam HellskI operation which IS dependent 
almost entirely on the Palisades Roadless Area could be elimmated by AlternatIves 3 - 6 If wilderness 
deslgnatlon resulted from recommendations of the Plan Revlslon This hellski operation was senously 
Impacted In 1984 when the Wyommg Wilderness Act shut the sklmg operation out of their mam permit 
area There would be llttle or no area left open to support this operation If deslgnatlon occurred In the 
Palisades wtth no exceptlon to allow contmuance This could ellmmate a unque recreatlonal opporiunlty 
for over 450 skiers annually ConsIderable snowmachme actlvlty and groomed snowmobile trails and play 
areas m Alternatives 5 and 6 could also be ellmmated In the Garns Mountam and Caribou areas d wilder- 
ness deslgnatlon occurred m these areas as recommended 
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Exlstmg Designated Wilderness- The maln difference m designated wilderness would be In the Opportu- 
nlty Class I-111 allocations (Table IV-15) Opportunity Class I, II and Ill (see Plan Glossary and Jededlah 
Smith Wilderness Process Paper) areas are represented by prescnptlons 1 1 6,i 1 7 and 1 1 8 respec- 
tlvely Alternative 1 contams prescrlptlons to match the current management sltuatlon AlternatIves 2-6 
contain a variety of appllcatlons of the new prescnptlons based on the LAC opportunity classes developed 
by the Jededlah Smith Project Team as documented In a process paper on file In the Supervisor’s Offlce 
These Opportunity Classes Involve levels of recreation, research and mamtenance and potential resultmg 
changes In resource or social Impacts Generally, AlternatIves 2 and 3 would have the highest social 
mteractlon effects among recreatlonlsts and the greatest chance for disturbance of wlldllfe AlternatIves 
3M and 4 would have less chance of social mteractlon or wIldlIfe disturbance impacts AlternatIves 5 and 
6 would have the least chance of user conflicts or Impacts to the wilderness resources or values, since 
these two alternatlves do not contam any Class Ill (highest recreation level) areas 

Cumulatwe Effects - Alternative 1 has the highest probablllty of potential adverse Impacts to wilderness 
character over t!me This IS because It lacks a management and monltonng process to measure change 
In wilderness values All other alternatrves should have llttle cumulative Impact or secondary effects, 
smce the LAC monitonng process should allow adverse interactions or Impacts to be noted and a manage- 
ment response applied to appropnately deal with problems If they anse LikewIse, deslgnabon of wilder- 
ness many alternative would have llttle effect on timber harvest However, potential for effects on harvest 
would be greatest m AlternatIves 5 and 6 which have the largest amount of recommended wilderness 

Table IV-1 5 Opportunity Class and Acres for each Wilderness Prescnpbon 
For Designated Wilderness by AlternatIve I/ 

-r 
Mgmt Rx 

Opportunity 
Class 

Alternabve (Thousand Acres) 
- 

1 
- 

111 NA 21 40 
112 NA2l 11 
113 NA 21 32 
114 NA2/ 25 
115 NA 21 27 
116 I 0 
117 II 0 
118 Ill 0 

- 
l/ Upportunlty Class - Ctass I IS lowest recreation use level, and Class Ill IS the 
Z/ Prescnptlons 1 1 1 - 1 1 5 are for the Current Forest Plan, which does not use 
LAC/Opportunlty Class 

!, 
Roadless Areas 

lndlcators - Acres of roadless 

Consequences Whch Vary byA/ternafwe - The acres of roadless m Table II-1 have not changed from the 
DEIS However, approximately 1,500 acres of roadless area m the Moody Creekarea has been changed 
to non-roadless protectmg prescnptlon In the Fmal Plan as compared to the DEIS and Draft Plan This 
change represents less than two-tenths of one percent of the mventoned roadless acres The acres shown 
m Table II-1 reflect those protected by prescnptlons which would prevent adverse Impacts to wilderness 
potential The reason that Alternative 3M IS approximately 70 M acres less than exlstmg condltlon, IS that 
the prescnptlons m Alternative 3M would not provide complete protectlon of roadless character As shown 
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m Table II-I, the acres of roadless area protected by prescnptrons would decrease slrghtly from Alterna- 
tive 1 to Alternatrve 2 and then mcrease agarn through Alternatrve 6 Alternatrve 6 would have the hrghest 
amount, which approxrmates the exrstmg Inventory Roadless areas recerve the hrghest level of manage- 
ment protectron rn Alternative 6 because of the recommended wilderness (1 3 prescnptron) allocation, 
whrch mcreases srgnrfrcantly between Alternatrves 1 and 6 and because of lower motonzed road and trawl 
densrty standards Alternatrve 2 IS an exceptron, rn that it has no recommended wrlderness acres rn It As 
a result, cross-country summer OHV travel opportunrtres become srgnrfrcantly reduced between Alterna- 
trves 2 and 6 Table II-1 shows another example of the mcreasrng restnctron to OHV actrvity wrthrn the 
mdrcator entrtled “acres roadless closed to summer OHV “Thrs acreage Increases from 243,000 acres rn 
Alternatrve 1 to 378,000 acres rn AlternatIve 5 and takes a sharp nse to 614,000 acres m Alternatrve 6 
Thus pattern IS srmrlar to and venfres the recommended wrlderness mdrcator drscussed prevrously 

Alternative 3M allows scheduled timber harvest wrthrn or near the Canbou Crty and Bear Creek Roadless 
areas adlacent to portrons of those roadless areas on the Caribou N F. Therefore, protect-specifc plan- 
nmg for any harvest rn these areas of the Forest will lrkely have to address the exrstmg settlement 
agreement rssues on the Caribou N F If harvest IS proposed pnor to the year 2000 

Cumulabve Effects - It should be noted that the Summer Transportatron maps show some roads rn 
roadless areas Thus IS consrdered acceptable smce these are servrce level D roads that are not marn- 
tamed for travel by standard passenger vehrcles Potentral effects from trmber harvest and roadrng would 
be hrghest under Alternatrve 2, wrth approxrmately 6,360 acres of roadless area possrbly Impacted dunng 
the next decade, compared to 71,600 projected rn the 1985 Forest Plan However, thus represents poten- 
tial Impact of only one percent or less to the mventoned roadless acres Thus potentral Impact declines to 
4,970 acres m Alternatrve 3, 3,030 acres In Alternatrve 1, 2,990 acres In Alternabve 4, to 2,910 acres rn 
Alternatrve 3M, to 1,530 acres In Alternatrve 5 and no acres In Atternatrve 6 

Wild, Scemc and Recreational Rivers 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives -The elrgrbrlrty of these nvers IS not affected by the alterna- 
trves and all of the outstandrng resource values wrll be protected by management prescnptrons untrl such 
trme as surtabrlrty studies are completed Surtabrkty studies need to be completed for all of these seg- 
ments Thus would need to be done on a pnonty basrs for approxrmately one-thrrd of the streams at a trme, 
startmg wrth those rn the South Fork-Snake Rover Easrn because of a current cooper&we agreement with 
the State of Idaho These studres would be done rn coordinatron wrth the State of Idaho’s studres and 
legrslabve recommendatrons The remammg streams would probably be done rn two addrtronal studres - 
one for those rn the Henry’s Fork basrn and a second for those rn the Teton River basm and probably rn 
that order of pnonty The values represented by State of Idaho Water Resources desrgnatrons for the 
Henry’s and South Forks wrll be protected by the proposed Wild, Spenrc and Recreatron classrfrcatron 
prescnptrons and the forestwrde drrectron to protect natrve cutthroat trout watersheds 

Consequences kVh!ch Vary byAlternat/ve - Alternative 3M has deleted from elrgrbrlrty the 3 5 mrles for 
McCoy Creek whrch were shown as tentatively elrgrble pendmg a jomt study wrth the Canbou N F That 
study was done rn July 1996 and the frndrngs were documented In a study report whrch has been added to 
the Weld, Scemc and Recreatronal Rovers Elrgibrlrty Determmatron Process Paper R Other changes rn the 
Final Plan mclude changmg one-half of a mrle of the Henry’s Fork at Upper Mesa Falls from a proposed 
classrfrcatron of Weld to Scenrc This was done because of the large amount of developments and publrc 
use wrthrn thus sectron 

Visual Resources 

lndrcator - Vrsual Qualrty Oblectrves (VQO)-Acres by VQO Class and assocrated ranges of VQO 

Consequences Wh/cb VarybyAlternabve- Wrth the exceptron of Alternatrve 2, the alternatrves generally 
trend toward larger allocatrons of VQO’s for Preservatron, Retentron and Partial Retenbon gorng from 
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AlternatIve 1 to Alternative 6 (Table 11-l) 

It should be noted that the VQO data In Table 11-l IS mostly dlsplayed as a range of VQO, such as 
retention to partial retention This was necessary because the alternatlve prescnptions are described as a 
range, rather than with a smgle VQO Therefore, the analysis could not be done m a comparative manner 
to the exlstlng VQOs shown In Chapter Ill 

AlternatIves 1-3 could result In some reduction In visual quality In areas of addItIonal lntenswe timber 
harvest actlvlty where VQOs of Modlflcatlon and MaxImum Modlflcatlon are higher than II-I Alternabves 
3M - 6 Alternatives 5 and 6 would tend to mamtaln and could improve existing visual quality except In 
areas of management needs For example, there are areas along major travel routes and use areas where 
greater restnctlons on timber harvesting might prevent mamtalning exlstlng natural or created openmgs for 
scenic vistas over extended time periods Such restrIctIons could preclude enhancement of some land- 
scapes In thick monotonous timber stands 

Developed Ftecreatlon 

Consequences Common toA//A/fernabves - Consequences WIII baslcally be the same for all alternatlves 
because developed recreation faclllty constructlon and reconstructlon WIII be about the same m all alterna- 
tlves This WIII Include heavy maintenance and some reconstruction of recreation facllitles, but llttle new 
site development However, there may be some tendency for higher demand for developed recreation 
facllltles m AlternatIves 1-2, with decreasmg demand In Alternatives 3-6 Demand for factllbes m all 
alternatlves WIII eventually become greater than supply Therefore, development opportunltles on pnvate 
or other lands WIII Increase 

Consequences Wh,cb Valy by Alternatwe - Generally, the higher the overall development and manage- 
ment actlvlty levels, the higher the recreation use potential and associated development This IS due to 
user response to higher amounts of avallable opportunltles and road and trail access In Alternabves 1-2, 
there would be contmulng dlverslty of opporlunltles with conslderable motorized access As the alterna- 
tives (3-6) mcrease In motorized restnctlons for wIldlIfe protection the need for developed facllibes may 
decline somewhat However, It IS possible that the need for development of facllltles such as traIlheads 
to access wilderness, nvers, etc may Increase over time even In these lower-scale development alterna- 
tives This Increase might offset the projected decline In amount of developed faclllbes 

Cumulahve Effects - As the alternatlves become more restnctive In terms of motorized access and 
opportunity (I e , AlternatIves 3-6), there would likely be some displacement of recreabonlsts from areas 
now being used This could place a heavier burden on exlstmg developed facllltles and create a need for 
new ones In a more concentrated geographic area Furthermore, as recreation demand continues to 
Increase, displacement and crowding could have a negative effect on recreation and social expenences 
Addltlonal displacement from adjacent heavy use areas such as Yellowstone Nattonal Park could further 
Increase these effects 

Dispersed Recreation 

lndlcators -Acres allocated to dispersed camplng prescrIptron 

Consequences Common to All Alfernatwes - Approximately the same number of road-accessed, dls- 
persed campsltes (293) would continue to be used In all alternatlves The number of sites would probably 
stay the same, because exlstmg sites that would become unavailable due to new management alloca- 
tions would simply be relocated to sites in other adjacent areas Approximately one-third of these are 
heavy-use sites used by large groups (35+) dunng most days of the summer 

Consequences Whch Vary by Alternatwe- In the mappmg of alternatlves, a varying number of heavy-use 
dispersed campsites was allocated to the 4 3 dispersed campslte management prescnptlon Alternative 
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1 was gwen the least allocation for heavy-use dispersed sites (Table N-1) becausevety little management 
of dtspersed sites IS bemg done at present AlternatIves 2-4 have the most acres allocated (approxl- 
mately2,800 each) and Alternatives 5-6 were deslgned with 1,500 acres each of dispersed site prescnp- 
tlon (Prescnptlon 4 3) because the latter two are Intended as less management mtenslve alternatlves 
The Intent of this prescription allocatlon was to recognze the heavy public Interest m these sites for 
campmg and to place a management emphasis on malntalnlng them while also mamtalnlng soil resources 
and aquatlc and npanan habltat Provided fundlng for monltonng and management of these sites IS 
avallable, alternatlves with the highest acreage allocatlon should provide a better chance of mamtalnmg 
recreation settings and oppottunltles, reducmg or mmlmzmg Impacts to solIs and vegetation, and maln- 
talnlng or lmprovmg aquatlc habltat This IS because restnctlons on use of open hres. tents and hardenrng 
of sites, etc could be put Into effect to reduce Impacts to vegetation and solIs In or near aquatlc zones 

Summer-use trail mileage of nonmotorized system trails would mcrease across all alternatlves This IS 
due to restnctlons for wildlife. watershed and recommended wilderness 

Cumolatwe Effects - It IS possible In Alternatives I-3 that some exlstmg, dispersed camplng sites and 
trails would need to be moved or closed to resolve conflicts with wIldlIfe or aquatlc management standards 
and guIdelines In AlternatIves 3M through 6, displacement orclosure of such areas would be more likely 
to occur because there IS less access and because aquatlc buffer restnctlons are greater This could 
have an adverse Impact on recreation expenences, due to havmg to add more facllltles elsewhere or due 
to crowdmgkongestion In smaller geographic areas This could result In a need for Increased monltonng, 
law enforcement and management costs to prevent unacceptable Impacts to soil, vegetation, aquatic or 
wIldlIfe resources 

Outfitters and Guides 

Consequences Whrch Vary by Alternabve - The number of new outfitter and guide permits Issued would 
probably be less in AlternatIves 3M - 6 than In l-3 Overall actlvlty and amount of outfltted use would also 
be less In AlternatIves 3M - 6 The type of activltles outfltted In Alternabves 3M - 6 would be more related 
to backcountry, nonmotonzed uses, due to Increased restnctlons on motorized and mechanized equip- 
ment In roadless, recommended wilderness and designated wilderness areas 

Cumulatwe Effects - Cumulative Impacts would be higher In AlternatIves 1-3 than In 3M - 6 due to the 
higher demand for and access to recreation opportunltles 

Special Uses (Recreation) 

Consequences Common to All Altematwes - Requests for special use permits for actlvltles such as 
special events (e g , races, group actlvltles, etc ) and outflttmg and guldmg WIII likely Increase gradually 
for all alternatlves At some point of saturation, the permltted actlvltles would reach a plateau and level 
off 

Consequences Wh/ch Vary byA/ternatwe- The trend for special uses In response to alternatlves would be 
slmllarto that for developed sites In AlternatIves 1-3, there would be more mcrease In demand for special 
events and motorized access permits such as guided snowmachme or OHV trips. However, In Alterna- 
tives 4-6, the trend would be more towards undeveloped, backcountry expenences such as mountain 
blkmg, backpackmg, horsepackmg, huntmg and similar opportunltles The number of new special use 
permits would probably be less In AlternatIves 3M _ 6 than in 1-3 and overall recreation use under permit- 
ted acbvlties would also be less 

Cumulatwe Effects - Cumulabve Impacts of actual recreational use would likely be higher In AlternatIves 
l-3 than In AlternatIves 3M 6, but those impacts would tend to be In the more easily accessed areas and 
closer to exlstmg developed areas or special Interest roads, trails or attractlons In Alternative 3M - 6, the 
addItIonal cumulative Impacts of recreation use would tend to be rn more undeveloped, backcountty areas 
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with a more primWe expenence level These, too, could have a measurable effect on wIldlIfe, etc 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

lndlcators -The mdlcators used are fobs, personal Income, employee compensation, payments to local 
governments (from both the 25 % Fund and the Payments in Lieu of Taxes program), the Forest budget, 
population charactenstlcs, land use patterns, effects on Amencan lndlans and CIVII rights concerns The 
factors are all dlscussed under the larger categones of Ilfestyles, attitudes-beliefs-values and social 
orgamzatlon Background mformatlon on these mdlcators IS contamed in Chapter Ill and m the AMS 

Consequences Common to All Alternatwes 

Population Charactenstlcs -As dlscussed m Chapter III, the area IS expenencmg slgnlflcant population 
Increases This rate of Increase IS not expected to be slgniflcantly affected by any of the alternatives 

The proportlon of the area’s population which IS Interested m the Forest for Its recreational uses IS ex- 
pected to Increase as recreatlonal use contmues to grow The proportlon of the area’s population which IS 
Interested in the Forest for timber and llvestock productlon IS expected to declme 

lncreasmg Gevelopment of private property located withIn the Forest or along Its boundarles speaks to the 
deslrablllty many people ldentlfy in having the Forest as a neighbor That Increased development and Its 
associated contrlbutlons to the local tax bases are expected to continue regardless of which alternatlve IS 
selected ContractIons m the local economy associated with a reduced level of timber harvest have 
already largely occurred The mills in St Anthony and Rexburg closed m 1992 and 1995 respectively 
Most of the equipment has long since been disposed of Reductions in the tax base associated with these 
closures occurred prior to the actlons associated with the Forest Plan Revlslon 

lncreasmg development may leopardlze traditIonal uses of private land llke livestock grazmg It may 
simply not make good sense economlcally for an mdlvldual to run livestock on land ripe for real estate 
development 

The permanence of the Forest does m itself provide a certain attractlon for those consldenng relocating a 
family or busmess Pnvate property can be managed many different ways while the Forest WIII “always” 
be managed as a Natlonal Forest 

Land Use Patterns Lands adjacent to and wlthln the Forest are increasmgly passmg from tradltlonal uses 
llke ranchmg to new uses llke subdlvlslons Forest management has to consider these new neighbors 
when decldmg how best to manage Forest resources with particular attention being devoted to fire protec- 
tlon, visual quality and recreation opportunity This challenge can be expected to contmue to Increase 
under all alternatlves as the human population of the area Increases 

Some newcomers to the area have deviated from long-held local custom by closmg off access through 
their property to Forest lands Their focus on havmg a Forest m a more natural condition has also been at 
odds with those who see the Forest as bemg a resource to be used These sorts of conflicts can be 
expected to continue. If not worsen, under all the altematlves due to contmumg m-mlgratlon 

Amencan Indians - Input from the Shoshone-Bannock tribes mdaates thetr strong concern for contmumg 
the vlabllity and abundance of plants, fish and wIldlife on the Forest for the use of their members cons~s- 
tent with their treaty nghts (Shoshone-Bannock 1992 a-b) Some of that input has focused on project- 
speclflc needs llke provldmg designated routes for motorrzed access during the tribes’ hunting season 
The trrbes have also commented on their need to have the public and the Forest Service respect their 
nghts to practice their native rellglon All the alternatlves are structured so as to afford tribal members the 
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rights guaranteed them by treaty 

Hentage Resources No slgniflcant differences I” alternatlves would likely exist However, there would be 
more nsk of disturbance of sites m AlternatIves I-3M than in 4-6 This risk IS proportional to the mcldence 
of ground-dlsturbmg actlvltles, as IS the likelihood of dlscovenng new hentage resource sites dunng project- 
speclflc site surveys 

LIfestyles -The overall level of recreatlonal use IS expected to contmue to Increase along with its assocI- 
ated income and employment opportunities Increased recreation use means more people from outslde 
the lmmedlate local area vlsltmg, spendmg money and m some cases lnvestmg in local property The 
overall Increase m recreation IS expected to occur regardless of which altematlve IS selected A certain 
percentage of the people vlsltmg Yellowstone Natlonal Park can be expected to vlslt Forest attractlons 
llke Mesa Falls, for Instance 

As Yellowstone and GTNPs become more crowded the Forest can also expect to accommodate more of 
the resulting splllover traffic For Instance, because snowmachmmg in Yellowstone Natlonal Park IS 
reaching saturation levels, the Forest IS expected to receive more of that traffic-regardless of which 
alternatlve IS selected 

The area also provides opportunltles for further development of recreatlonal activities The recently 
opened Grizzly Bear Theme Park just outside Yellowstone’s boundarles IS an example of the kind of 
development which might occur regardless of which alternatlve IS selected for the Revlslon 

All the alternatives provide for a cellmg of 20 MMBF per decade for material harvested outslde the ASQ 
and fuelwood categones This material may be logged, If appropriate, to meet ecosystem objectIves Any 
employment associated with this actlvlty would be the same for all the alternatlves 

CIVII Fltghts - No CIVII rights effects associated with the alternatlves have been ldentlfled The contractlon 
in the local timber Industry (which has largely already occurred) IS not expected to have dlspropottlonate 
effects on women or mmonty groups No CIVII rights effects have been fdentlfled as varymg across the 
alternatives 

It IS possible that with reduced budgets It will be more dlfflcult for the Forest to achieve Its affIrmaWe 
actlon obJectIves Some have speculated that reducttons m the Forest budget might dlsproportlonately 
affect women and mmontles The recent downslzmg which occurred on the Forest did not have that 
effect Future downsIzIng efforts are not expected to have dlsproportlonately negative effects on women 
or mmontles 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternatwes 

Amencan lndlans - Tribal members use the Forest m many different ways Some of these uses are 
ldentlcal to those of the general population and are described elsewhere herem Other Interests may be 
umque to tribal members For Instance, gathering Forest products IS an Important part of the culture of 
some tribal members Those who rely on open roads or motorized trails to access favonte spots may have 
to fmd alternatlve sites If motorized access IS restricted It IS also possible that closmg motorized access 
to some areas may effectively deny access to the physlcally challenged 

DISCUSSIONS with the tribes to-date have not revealed a preference for more or less roadmg per se 
Concerns have been voiced about closing roads during the tribes huntmg season - somethmg that needs 
to be addressed on a continumg, site-speclflc basis In general though, as the alternatlves reduce the 
amount of roads and trails avallable for motorized use, the time and effort Involved in huntmg IS expected 
to Increase That also applies to other tribal activltles which require access to the land Reducing motor- 
lzed use may fmprove the sultablllty of the land for vision quest and various other cultural actlvltres 
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Each alternatlve mamtams large areas of the Forest m both motonzed and nonmotonzed use but It IS 
unclearwhether one alternatlve meets overall Tribal needs better than another 

The Forest recognzes the nghts afforded the tribes by treaty and by law as outlined In Chapter III of this 
document All the alternatlves comply with these requirements 

Lifestyles - Under Alternative 1 the reduced timber harvests of the recent past (1992-1995) would mcrease 
slightly This would mean that more of those people whose llvellhoods depend on timber harvestmg would 
retam those jobs and the associated Income Because access to fuelwood IS frequently aided by timber 
harvests, people might fmd It a llttle easier to get fuelwood for home use 

Those whose livelihoods are affected by the avallablllty of Forest forage for domestlc llvestock would not 
expect to see their use of that resource slgniflcantly change in terms of overall use Area llvestock 
producers would however, have to Invest more resources Into the improvement of range allotments with- 
out necessarily seemg any Increased use of available forage 

In terms of the way the Forest looks, people are likely to be generally pleased as young trees contmue to 
reestablish In the large clearcuts of the Caldera and Plateau areas near Yellowstone Natlonal Park 

People’s reliance on the Forest as a recreation resource rather than as a provider of timber or livestock 
forage WIII contmue Area schools and roads WIII be recelvlng less money from Forest actlvltles that 
generate receipts through the 25 percent Fund However, PILT are expected to nse sharply as shown In 
Table IV-16, for all alternatlves because of recent leglslatlve changes The budget for the Forest (and Its 
associated local expenditures for payroll and suppIles) IS shown m Table IV-17 

What Table IV-1 6 and IV-I 7 show m their entirety IS that the Forest’s pnmary effect on the local economy 
derives from the recreatlonal actlvlty It provides No alternatlve IS expected to slgnlflcantly change the 
overall level of use-though usage IS expected to shift over the landscape and by type Clark county 
stands apart m many respects because of Its very small population It IS the most rural of the counties In 
the APFEI It struggles to provide the services people normally expect to see a county government 
provide It has been hit hard recently by reductions In Forest 25 percent Fund payments which have not 
been made up by Increased PILT Prolectlons are however, that scheduled mcreases m PILT WIII more 
than make up for past reductions In 25% Fund payments 

Attitudes, Beliefs. Values - Many people belleve the Forest should be used to produce timber products m 
conjunctIon with other Forest uses AlternatIve I allocates a similar amount of land to mtenslve timber 
productlon as the exlstlng Forest Plan It increases timber harvests from the levels of the recent (1992- 
1995) past 

The Forest WIII be stepping up Its enforcement efforts to ensure that roads and trails closed to motorized 
traffic are not used by motonzed vehicles Even though m AlternatIve 1 these efforts are focused on 
enforcmg exlstmg motonzed use restrIctIons. many people WIII see them as Increased efforts to restnct 
motonzed access Others who see the Forest as bemg currently over-roaded are not likely to accept 
AlternatIve l’s substantial reductions m motonzed use through Increased enforcement, more effective 
closures or an Improved public Involvement program 

There IS great skeptlclsm as to whether the road closures can be effectively Implemented wlthout the 
support of the local citizenry The llkellhood exists that there WIII be an Increased level of conflicts 
between Forest Service personnel working to effectively close roads and trails and those who have grown 
accustomed to usmg them 

The motonzed access sltuatlon IS particularly troublesome m that for a number of years, roaded access 
on the Forest was contmually mcreasmg-largely as a consequence of logging actlvlty People had come 
to expect more and more motorized access In recent years, that access has been decreasmg In order to 
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provide better habltat for wlldllfe Fiestncting motonzed access can adversely or beneflclally affect how 
people pursue their customs and tradltlons Closmg a route to motonzed access may deny one family 
access to a tradItIonal wood-gathering We, for Instance-while at the same time, another family may 
gain a mountam bike trail 

AlternatIve 1 would likely not be acceptable to those whose belief systems are more tuned to noncon- 
sumptlve use of the Forest That 1s due m large part to the fact that En the past, AlternatIve 1 called for 
scheduling timber harvests at such high levels that they could not be contmued mto the future Thus, the 
frame of reference people have for loggmg on the Forest IS that areas entered for loggmg are logged very 
heavily - not harvested at rates that are sustamable As formulated, Alternative 1 dlsconttnues the 
practice of loggmg at levels that cannot be continued Into the future It IS unlikely though, that those 
whose value systems were offended by AlternatIve l’s high harvest rates of the past could come to 
accept this alternatlve even wlthout the high harvest levels 

Table IV-16 Prqecbons of Payments I” Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and 25% Fund Payments * 
(Thousand dollars, nom,“al terms) 

Total PILT 
Targhee-Related 25% Fund 
Total 

CLARK 
Total PILT 
Targhee-Related 25% Fund 
Total 

JEFFERSON 

Total 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 

Targhee-Related 25% Fund 

Recent Average Annual Figures for Decade 1 
LW& for Each AlternatIve 
(1992 - 
1996) 1 2 3 3M 4 

$398 $708 $700 $704 $710 $715 
40 47 52 46 39 32 

438 755 752 750 749 747 

39 66 66 66 66 66 
82 96 106 94 76 66 

121 162 172 160 144 132 

53 98 96 98 101 103 
20 23 25 22 18 16 
73 121 121 120 119 119 

933 1,664 1,643 1,662 1,690 1.710 
272 316 349 309 257 217 

1,205 1,980 1,992 1,971 1,947 1,927 

66 6t 
51 37 

-i-- 
117 9i 
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Big game huntmg and In particular elk huntmg, IS a major event on the Forest Paftlclpants eagerly awalt 
the season’s arrival The success they have enloyed In recent years would be expected to contmue with 
the selectton of AlternatIve 1, although with contmumg growth m the previously clearcut areas and more 
effective road closures, hunter success may be more dlfflcult to achieve 

Sense of Control, Sense of Self-Sufflclency -The recent (1992-1995) reduced timber harvest rates would 
be Increased only slightly m AlternatIve 1 Dunng the recent reduced harvest penod, busmesses that 
could not get raw matenal from other timber sources either closed down or continued operations at re- 
duced levels Employees of those affected business had to find other jobs or relocate These recent 
harvest reductions occurred because the Forest could not generate the timber harvests projected m the 
exlstlng Forest Plan and comply with the full body of exlstmg laws, regulations and Forest Plan dIrectIon 
Itself ProJected decreases m fuelwood offenngs are pnmanly associated with a recognltlon that the many 
restnctlons on Forest fuelwood gathering have combmed to make It less attractive for consumers 

People whose pnmary Interest in the Forest IS on nonconsumptlve use would likely have a mixed re- 
sponse to the Forest’s management under AlternatIve 1 Many of the Forest’s watersheds that were 
previously heavily logged would be left largely undisturbed In AlternatIve 1 - mcludmg much of the area 
m the highly vlslble US Hlghway 20 corridor used by’so many people headmg mto Yellowstone Natlonal 
Park The timber harvest would, however, be moved Into other areas to which a diferent set of recreatlonrsts 
might object 

Local governments receive payments associated with the Forest from the 25 percent Fund, which remlts 
to local governments 25 percent of Forest gross receipts, and from the PILT program, which bases 
payments to local counties on their population, their area In certam federal ownershlps, their receipts from 
otherfederal sources, a schedule of payments, the Consumer Pnce Index and the level of fundmg Area 
counties receive substantially more from the latter program than from the former It IS expected to 
Increase sharply In the commg decade, as shown In Table IV-1 6 Payments from the 2.5 percent Fund are 
expected to change as shown m Table IV-1 6 Money from these funds help compensate the local govern- 
ments for expenses they mcur relative to the federally-owned lands wlthm thelrlunsdlctlon 

Soctal Organization Commumty Cohesion - Selectmg the Contmue the Forest Plan AlternatIve (Alterna- 
We 1) would likely have no perceptible effect on community cohesion 

Social Organlzatlon Community Stablllty - People mvolved m the timber Industry and Its related mdustnes 
would likely see only mmlmal Increases In jobs More jobs WIII become avallable m the sectors servmg 
recreatlonlsts The llvestock Industry would see llttle change other than the need to Invest more money 
mto permltted use areas For some who are operatmg on the margm, that could be the difference between 
matntammg an operation and gettmg out of the busmess, but overall use of the Forest forage resource by 
llvestock IS expected to change very llttle Those trends have been In place m the local area for some 
time They will contmue under AlternatIve 1 

,C------ 

; 

Economic Efflclency _ The pnmary measure of economic efflclency used m the analysis IS Present Net 
Value (PNV), I e , “The difference between the dlscounted value (benefits) of all outputs to which mon- 
etary values or establlshed market prices are asslgned and the total dlscounted costs of managmg the 
planning area (36 CFR 219 3) ” 

I Dollar values were ldentlfled for recreation, timber, llvestock grazmg and water Included m the analysis 
are all costs of managing the Forest, mcludmg fIrefIghtIng, law enforcement and monltonng 

i 
As shown In Table IV-17, the range of the PNVs IS quite small The predommant reason for this small 
range IS that recreation and water benefits, which compnse the great bulk of dollar-valued benefits, are not 

\ 

expected to vary by alternatlve Changes m recreation use may occur, such as concentration of use m 
smaller areas or movement of recreatlonists from one type of recreation to another The overall level of 
recreation IS expected to be the same for all alternatlves LIkewIse, no changes m water flows from the 
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Forest are antlclpated by alternative Changes m beneftts thus denve from changes m the range and 
tlmberprograms 

Vanatlons m costs do occur across the alternatlves and over time These are associated with different 
levels of timber hatvest, IncreasIng road restnctlons and law enforcement and IncreasIng costs of fIrefightIng 

LIfestyles - The numbenng scheme of these alternatlves stretches from 2 to 6 As the numbers asslgned 
to the alternatives mcrease the alternatlves move generally toward 

- Fewer opportumties to make a llvlng off the Forest by producmg timber products or rarsmg livestock 
- Restnctmg those management actlvitles which leave lasting visual remmders 
- lncreasmg the posslblllty of lastmg visual remmders due to unmanaged occurrences llke wIldfIres 
- Reduced mcldence of livestock grazmg 
- Fewer roads and trails 
- Fewer roads and trails open to motorized use 

Less cross-country motonzed use 
- More nonmotonzed recreation opportunltles 
- Greater protectlon of wIldlIfe habltat 
-More recommended wilderness 
- Less need for reforestation 
- Faster watershed Improvement 

Timber-related employment would be expected to vary directly and propottlonally to the proJected ASQ 

Reductions m domestlc llvestock grazmg are slgnlflcant m Alternattves 4,5 and 6 The economic vlabllity 
of grazing operations IS likely to dlmmlsh as restnctlons are placed on the allotments to Improve resource 
condltlons 

Aesthetically, those desmng a more natural appeanng landscape WIII see the heavily logged areas of the 
Forest commg back m new growth m all the alternatlves The alternatives with higher levels of ASQ WIII 
harvest larger amounts of timber In other less-logged or nonlogged watersheds around the Forest Those 
areas will show the effects of humans workmg on the land, butldmg roads, removing timber and establish- 
mg new timber stands m direct proportlon to the amount of ASQ 

Those alternatlves with fewer miles of road and trail open for motonzed use (as shown In Chapter II) would 
likely see Increased concentrations of motorized trail use on the miles remammg open, lower mcreases In 
recreation dependent on motorized use, mcreases in nonmotonzed recreation, orsome combmatlon thereof 
The way people recreate on the Forest WIII deflnltely change People will not have the same type of 
huntmg expenence m every alternatlve Opportunltles for solltaty expenences on the Forest will change 
as well 

Attitudes, Beliefs, Values -The numbenng scheme of these alternatlves stretches from 2 to 6 AlternatIve 
3M was substantially modlfled based on public Input between the Draft and this Fmal document It pro- 
vldes many exceptlons to the followmg generallzatlon As the numbers asslgned to the alternatlves In- 
crease, the alternatlves move generally toward 

- Greater accommodation of those who feel the Forest’s resources should be left to change without 
human Intervention 
- Less accommodation of those who feel the Forest’s resources should be used for the benefit of 
humans 
-Greater trust that developments which occur wlthout human mterventlon WIII benefit the ecosystem 
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iable IV-17 Summary of Forest Economic Effects on the Area of Primary Economic Influence (APFEI) 

Average Annual Figures for Decade 1 for Each Alternatwe 
(Do,,arRgurei are exoressed as mllkon dollars) 

112 3 
- 

3M 4 5 =F 
Recent 
LW& 6 

102 103 99 99 99 93 86 86 
2,032 2,136 2,136 2,136 2.136 2,138 2,136 2.136 

52 66 77 64 48 36 21 0 
2.186 2,305 2,312 2,299 2,283 2,268 2,243 2,222 

rarghee-Related 
IOBS 2/ 
LIvestock 
Recreation 
Timber (ASQ-based) 

rota\ 

rarghee-Related 
iMPLOYEE COMPENSATION 3/ 
LIvestock 
Recreation 
Timber (ASQ) 

r0tal 

$1 0 
39 3 

11 
41 4 

51 9 
25 1 

09 
27 9 

50 9 
41 3 

14 
43 6 

50 9 
41 3 

10 
43 2 

50 9 50 8 
41 3 41 3 

08 04 
43 c 42 5 

- - 

50 8 
41 3 

0 
42 1 

51 8 51 8 $1 7 51 6 51 6 
264 26 4 26 4 264 28 4 

11 08 06 04 0 
29 3 29 0 28 7 284 28 0 

rarghee-Related 
‘ROPERTY INCOME 3/ 

Lwestock 
Recreation 
Timber (ASQ) 

rota, 

$1 9 51 8 
26 4 26 4 

11 13 
29 4 29 5 

rota, APFEI 
FRANSFER PAYMENTS 4/ 
BO”“e”llk 
Clark 
Fremont 
Jefferson 
Madison 
T&on 

APFEI 

$195 8 $284 1 $284 1 $284 1 $284 1 
21 30 30 30 30 

31 9 436 436 438 436 
38 8 55 5 55 5 55 e 55 5 
35 7 52 8 52 8 52 E 52 8 

91 128 128 12E 128 
3135 451 8 451 8 451 E 451 8 

5284 1 
30 

436 
55 5 
52 8 
128 

451 8 

$1 77 
010 
1 87 

5103 

114 

$2,595 
380 

2.215 

Total APFEI 
Payments I” Lieu of Taxes 
Targhee-related 25% Fund Payments 
TOTAL 

Forest Expenditures 
Forest Expenditures Plus Other 

Federal Costs 

50 93 $1 66 51 64 $1 6E $1 69 
0 27 0 32 0 35 0 31 0 26 
1 21 1 98 1 99 1 97 1 96 

$12 i 513 5 

14 1 149 

$2,851 $2,792 
41( 427 

2,44( 2,366 

51 2 
c 

5123 $126 I- 136 139 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 5/ NA 
present Value of cost.5 (PVC) 5/ NA 
Present Net Value (PN”) 5, NA 

Cash Receipts 61 51 2 
Payments-!n-Kind 61 c 



Social Organlzatlon (Community Cohesion and Stability) -Any of the alternatives would create stress on 
the local social organzatlon The most stressful would likely be those alternatlves near the extremes of 
the spectrum-l and 2,5 and 6-because they respond more clearly to the needs of one group ratherthan 
those of another For Instance, Alternatives 5 and 6 recognize the needs of those favonng Increases In 
nonmotonzed recreation and protectlon of wIldlIfe habitat as being more Important than the needs of those 
who favor motorized recreation use and timber harvest on the Forest 

In order for the local commumtles to come together In a posltlve manner, some sense of a new soqal 
order must emerge on the local scene that Integrates the diverse views held on how the Forest should be 
managed Otherwise the tensions and stresses associated with an un-networked leadershlp are likely to 
contmue The Forest can also work constructively In this area by mamtatnlng Its efforts m public mvolve- 
ment 

To the extent that new social order IS not achieved, there WIII likely be progressively more vandalism and 
trespass associated with the alternatlves as they decrease motorized access on the Forest 

Facilltles 

Consequences Common toAIIA/fernatwes - The mdlvidual facllltles are not antlclpated to have any major 
effects on environmental components beyond those exlstmg today The Forest may alter and repalr such 
facllltles as admmlstratlve sites and other structures on the land owned by the federal government, as 
necessary to carry out Its mlsslon Any proposed facllltles WIII be subject to envlronmental analysis to 
venfy the need for the proposal, to review alternatlves and to determme site-speclflc effects and mltlgatlon 
measures as needed Decisions on proposals will be based on separate envlronmental assessments or 
Impact statements 

Non-RecreatIonal Special Uses 

Consequences Common foAIIA/fernatwes- There are approximately 204 exlstmg special use permits, in 
addltlon to recreation special use permits on the Forest Ditches, canals, fences, power plants, power- 
Imes, telephone Ilnes, fences, roads, electronic sites, communication sites and dams are all examples of 
these uses 

Any new proposed special use permits WIII be subject to environmental analysis to venfy the need for the 
proposal, to review alternatlves and to determme site-speclflc effects and mltlgation measures as needed 
Declslons on proposals will be based on separate envlronmental assessments or Impact statements 

Consequences Wh!ch Vary by Akernatwe AlternatIve 2 ldentifles two potential communlcatlon sites 
One site IS on the Island Park Ranger Dlstrlct, located on Two Top Mountam The other IS located on 
Pahsades Ranger DWlct on Big Elk Mountam The other alternatlves are unchanged 
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PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

Timber 

lndrcator - Volume Harvested, Al~~SaleQuan@yJC(A_SQ) 

Other lndrcators 

1 Unscheduled Trmber Harvested 
2 Firewood/Product Volume 
5 Harvest System 
6 Trmber Stand Improvement (TSI) 
8 Surtable Trmber Acres 
6 Acres Harvested 
7 Nonrnterchangable Component (NIC) 
8 Harvest Volume as a Percent of Long Term Sustamed Yreld 
9 Supply and Demand for Wood Products 
IO Reforestation 

onsequences Common toA//A/tematwes 

Unscheduled Trmber Harvest - This IS volume harvested from forested lands other than ASQ lands All 
alternatrves allow unscheduled trmber harvestmgforthe followmg purposes 

-Public safety, 
-Vrsual quality, 
-Long term marntenance of vegetatron condrtrons, 
Commercral, personal use and camp frrewood, 
Commercral and admmlstratrve post and pole cuttmg. 
-Admmrstratrve use, 
-Achieve mature growth standards, 
-Meet specrfrc recreatron obtectrves, 
-Attarn desired vegetatron charactenstrcs, 
-Improve wrldlrfe habrtat, and, 
-Where needed to meet management prescrIptron goals 

The harvest volume allowed wrth unscheduled timber harvest for all alternatrves IS 20 0 MMBF for the 
decade Treatments WIII occur to Implement EM, meet various prescriptron directron, goals and objectives 
and follow forestwrde standards and gurdelmes Accomplishment of unscheduled bmber harvest IS not 

ryand requrres sate-specrfic NEPA analysrs 

Firewood/Product Volume - All alternatrves allow harvest of wood products other than ASQ volume A 
goal of the Revrsron IS to conduct an Inventory for determrning a sustarnable level of frrewood and then 
offer that level A current estrmate of volume (frrewood and products) that would be avarlable from the 
forest annually dunng thus plannmg penod (the frrst decade of revrsron rmplementatron) IS 3 8 MMBF Thus 
compares to approxrmately 4 6 MMBF that was sold during Frscal Year 95 and 6 3 MMBF whrch IS a four- 
year average for the years of 1992-95 

All alternatrves harvest less frrewood and product volume compared to the levels associated wrth the past 
plannmg penod Demand for frrewood IS down, due to a decreased supply and the qualrty of offered 
maternal, over the past 4-5 years The antrcrpated supply level IS below the expected demand This wrll 
result m more competrtron for sales and therefore. Increased cost to purchasers Demand for product 
volume (post and poles) IS mcreasmg within the plannmg area There wrll be a decrease In avarlabrlrty of 
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personal use post and poles for farm and ranch use and a move toward competltlve bids as demand WIII 
exceed supply The supply of poles may be augmented by pre-commercial thmnmg material as thmnmg 
opportunltles wtll Increase dunng this plannmg penod 

Harvest System - The ASQ acres for all alternatives WIII be harvested usmg even-aged sllvlcultural 
systems (clearcut, commercial thmmng, seed tree, shelterwood and overstoty removal) and uneven-aged 
systems (group selectlon. mdlvidual tree selectlon and commercial thmnmg) Speclflc direction regarding 
appropriate harvest systems for each species will be developed through sllvlculture prescnptlons by 
certlfled sllvlcultunsts on a site-speclftc basis 

Timber Stand Improvement - All of the alternatlves allow 19,500 acres of TSI to be accompkhed dunng 
the decade 

Consequences Wh/cb Vary byA/tematwe - Table IV-1 8 displays the land classlflcatlons for the Forest 

Unsuitable Forest land 624,616 616.240 688.080 747,630 813.579 1,013.460 1,213.198 

Total swtable Forest land 588,582 596,958 525,118 465,568 399,619 199,738 0 

Trmber PrescrIptIon Areas -Table IV-19 displays the total number of acres wlthm each alternatlve which 
are allocated to timber management actlvlttes The display represents total acres wlthm timber manage- 
ment prescnptlon boundanes (Includes forested and nonforested) 

Table IV-19 Total Acres Wlthm Timber Management PrescrIptIons 

1 Alt 1 1 Alt 2 1 Alt 3 1 Alt 3-M 1 Alt 4 1 Alt 5 1 Alt 6 

1 Timber Prescription AC 1 773,821 1 848,224 1 665,042 I 601,167 I 523,375 I 271,510 I 0 ( 

SuItable Timber Acres - All seven alternatlves have different amounts of acres sulted for timber manage- 
ment Table IV-20 displays the numbers of acres of sultable timber avaIlable by alternatIve Total 
tentatively sultable acres for the Forest are 703,100 The process used to determme total sultable acres 
IS found m Process Paper C 
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Table IV-20 AvaIlable Sultable Acres tar Timber Management Activltles 

Alt I Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Sultable Acres 588,582 596,958 525,i 18 465,568 399,619 199,738 0 

Total sultable acres shown reflect tentatively sultable forest acres withm the timber management prescnp- 
tlon acres shown In Table IV-19 The difference between tentatively sultable acres (703,100) and those 
shown m Table IV-20. reflect speclflc constraints wlthm the prescnptlon mix m each alternatlve The 
alternatlves with the largest acreages of sultable forest land WIII have the most effect on forested vegeta- 
tlon 

Table IV-21 displays the current and projected future age class dlstnbutlon on sultable lands if ASQ 
projections are met AlternatIve 6 IS not shown m the table AlternatIve 6 has no suitable acres and 
proposes no scheduled harvest (ASQ), therefore, nochange IS antlclpated dunng the decadefromvegeta- 
tlon treatments 

Table IV-21 Current and Prqected 2007 Age Class Dlstrlbubon On Suitable Lands 1, 

I Alternative 1 

Present 1 Future 
288,610 4,890 

62,519 281,189 -I- 3,489 11,327 
114,998 60.928 
163,924 210.042 

15,043 20.206 

1 Age Class 

I I 
Alternabve 3 

( p?Epg 
II Displays the current and future age c 

o-9 (years) 
1 o-29 
30-49 
50-89 
90-159 
160~ 

- 

- 
SC 

Alternatwe 3-M I 

AgeClass 1 present I Future 

I I 
Alternabve 4 

Age Class 

o-9 (years) 
IO-29 
30-49 
50-89 
go-159 
160+ 

;mbutm of s.u,t able acres for each I 
alternative during the planning perlod Changes between current and future are based on 
prqected “egetatm treatments (ASQ) 

Acres Harvested -Table IV-22 displays harvest acres for each alternative Harvest acres are determmed 
by the number of sultable acres wlthm management prescnptions that allow timber harvest actlvitles The 
differences between the acres shown below and the sultable acres shown above IS due to speclflc con- 
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stralnts wIthin each prescnptlon area, past timber actlvltles and that sustainabIlIty IS based on a 150 year 
penod of analysis rather than the first decade Process Paper B prowdes mformatlon on the constraints 
used for thts analysis 

Table IV-22 Scheduled Harvest Acres by Altematlve (ASQ) in Decade 1 I 

iawest Acres (Yr) 
iarvest Acres (Dee) 

% of Total 
Forested Acres 

% of Tentatively 
SuItable Acres 

% of Altematlve 
SuItable Acres 

vlixed Comfer Harvest Acres 

;pruce/Flr Harvest Acres 

% Tractor Loggmg 

% Cable Loggmg 

qegeneratton Harvest 
Clearcut 
Shelterwood 

Prep Cut 
Seed Cut 

Removal Cut 
SelectIon 

Group 
lndlvldual Tree 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

23 27 23 

40 47 40 

48 56 53 

187 218 183 

0 0 0 
447 520 437 
302 353 295 

Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

ntermedlate Harvest 
Commercial Thlnnlng 
Salvage/SanItatlon 

rlmber Stand lmprvmt 

~eforestatlon 

365 426 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

465 500 465 415 380 340 230 

AlternatIve 2 harvests the most acres dunng the decade followed by 1,3,3M, 4 and 5 There are no ASQ 
harvest acres associated with Alternative 6 All alternatlves harvest 2 7 percent or less of the total 
forested acres and 5 6 percent or less of total sultable acres over the next decade 

Harvest Volume - Harvest volume data IS shown m Table IV-23 ASQ IS the amount of timber volume that 
each alternative schedules to be harvested based on the number of sultable acres, average volume per 
acre and management dIrectIon wlthm each prescnptlon area 
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AlternatIve 2 provides the most volume harvested dunng the decade, followed by Alternatives 1,3,3M, 4 
and 5 AlternatIve 6 does not provide any ASQ harvest 

Volumes per acre are shown above in Table IV-23 The average volume per acre across the alternatlves 
IS about 3 9 MBF Dunng the previous plannmg period (1981 - 1990) the planned volume per acre aver- 
aged around 5 0 MBF and the actual sawtlmber volume per acre was 6 2 MBF The planned volume per 
acre IS less than the previous planning penod due to two wIldlIfe constramts One requires 20 logs per 
acre In each decomposltlon class be left on-site These logs should be a mmlmum of 7-mch in diameter 
(average 9 5-Inch In diameter) and be 20 feet long This would equate to about 0 75-1 0 MBF per acre left 
on the ground If adequate down and woody material IS not available The second constraint requires 
leaving snags and snag recruitment trees For a 100 percent blologlcal potential at the high end, 10 snags 
per acre and 25 snag recruitment trees per acre (half m the 7 O-Inch-9 g-Inch diameter class) would have 
to be left This would also equate to 0 65-1 25 MBF per acre bemg left standmg 

Nonmterchangable Component (NIC) -Table IV-24 displays the number and percent of sultable acres by 
alternatlve that fall into a NIC NIC acres are ASQ acres associated with forested slopes between 40-60 
percent, specific prescnptions (5 3 2 - 5 3 5,5 7, 5 8 and 5 9 2) and areas designated as roadless This 
component Indicates a portion of the ASQ which need not be substituted for from other areas or species 
types Volume programmed from a NIC need not be replaced by volume from other NlCs AlternatIve 1 
has the largest amount of NIC acres followed by AlternatIves 3,2,3M, 4 and 5 Alternative 5 also has the 
least amount of sultable acres of any alternatlve with a scheduled timber harvest 

Table IV-24 NIC Acres t AlternatIve (Total SuItable) 

NIC Acres (Total) 
% of Suttable Acres 

Acres Roadless 

Acres 40-60% Slopes 

Acres both roadless and 
40 - 60% slooes 

Acres Prescnptlons 

Alt 1 

321,612 
55 

61,450 

8,029 

1,614 
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Table IV-25 drsplays the potential volume that could come from each NIC category 

Table IV- 25 Decadal NIC Volume Estimated by Alternative ( 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

NIC Volume (total) 38,446 63,063 45,856 
% of ASQ 35 49 42 

Roadless 11,817 24,804 19,383 
% 

Slopes 40.60% 
% 

Prescnptlons 26,520 25,350 25,389 
% 69 40 55 

Alt 3-M 

32,000 
40 

11,349 
35 

780 
3 

19,851 
62 

Table IV-26 displays which of the 16 Roadless Areas have the potential to be entered dunng the decade 
by alternatlve for ASQ harvest AlternatIve 2 enters the most and Alternative 6 does not enter any 

Table IV-26 Roadless Areas with Suitable Acres Asslgned Potential Harvest Pc,ss,b,l,tes 

Roadless Area 
Name 

D,amo”d Peak 

ltahn Peak 

Gadleld Mtn 

Mt Jefferson 

Reymlds Pass 

L,onhead 

Two-top 

tilnegar addltlon 

Nest Slope Tetons 

Garns Mtn 

‘allsades 

3ald Mtn 

3ear Creek 

‘oker Peak 

:arlbou City 

‘de Creek 

1 2 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

- 

3 3M 4 5 6 
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Long Term Sustamed Yield Capacity (LTSYC) - LTSYC IS the highest uniform wood yield from lands bemg 
managed for timber productlon that may be sustamed, under a speclfled management mtenslty, cons~s- 
tent with multlple use objectives Table IV-27 displays the LTSYC on an annual basis for each alterna- 
tive LTSYC generally shown m MCF (thousand cubic feet) IS also dlsplayed m MBF (thousand board 
feet) (estimate) terms for ease m companng the alternatives 

Table IV-27 Long Term Sustamed Yield Capacity (LTSYC) 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

LTSYC (MCF/Yr ) 6,181 6,269 5,513 4,889 4,196 2,097 NA 
LTSYC (MBFfYr ) 25,997 25,632 22,868 20,275 17,403 8,693 NA 

Proposed ASQ Harvest 
Volume as % of LTSYC 43 50 47 39 35 40 NA 

LTSYC mdlcates the amount of volume that IS produced annually from the suited acres shown for each 
alternative m the long term This Includes growth from all trees and does not necessanly mean total 
merchantable volume that IS avallable for harvest By law, harvest levels cannot exceed LTSYC Alter- 
native 2 comes the closest to meetmg Its LTSYC but only utlllzes 50 percent m decade 1, about one half 
the annual growth predlcted m the long term Alternative 2 IS followed by AlternatIves 3, 1, 5, 3M and 4 
respectively 

Supply and Demand - Chapter Ill displays mformatlon on the current supply for sawtlmber and wood 
products and the predlcted demand from operators m our area Table IV-28 displays how the volume 
available from each alternatlve meets the demand 

Table IV-28 Harvest Levels Compared to Projected Demand as Percentage of Annual Quantity 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

% Present Demand 42 1 47 1 41 I 33 I 28 I 20 I 11 

% Survival Level 46 54 47 38 33 24 12 

Present demand IS for 35 7 MMBF of wood products AlternatIve 1 provides 11 07 MMBF sawtlmber and 
3 8 MMBF of flrewood products for a total of 14 67 MMBF or 42 percent of demand AlternatIve 2 provides 
the most volume m terms of past supply and present demand but fails well short of hlstoncal levels 
provided by the Forest Even during recent years (1991 - 1994) the Forest provided 54 4 percent of the 
volume avallable to the local demand area Under AlternatIve 2, the Forest WIII supply about 47 percent of 
the volume available to the local market Followmg AlternatIve 2, AlternatIves 1,3,3M, 4,5 and 6 provide 
decreasing amounts Survival level IS the mmlmum level of timber demand, from all operations, neces- 
sary to meet the needs of timber Industry and personal use 

Future Harvest Levels - Table IV-29 displays future levels of harvest It IS assumed that management 
dIrectIon WIII remalr the same for 150 years 
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1 Table IV-29 Future Harvest Levels (Average Annual MBF) 

Alt 1 ( Alt 2 

10,076 17,472 
10,136 17,723 
10,121 18,677 
10,205 18,960 
25,290 25,634 
25,632 25,668 

Alt 6 

Reforestation -Table IV-30 displays the level of reforestation actlvltles expected dunng the plannmg 
penod and WIII be a mixture of artlflclal and natural regeneration The amount of each WIII depend on 
the species harvested, harvest system used and sultablllty for natural regeneration dunng the planning 
period This WIII be determmed through site-speclflc analysis 

Table IV-30 Forest Fieforestatlon Acres 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3-M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Acres of Reforestation 4,650 5,000 4,650 4,150 3,800 340 230 

Sllvlcultural Systems Even-aged management systems WIII continue to be used resultmg In even-aged 
stands Uneven-aged systems WIII also be used, but WIII have very llttle cumulative effect on forest 
succession as the seral stage generally does not change when these systems are used 

The type of sllvlcultural system applied has a beanng on the envlronmental effects The systems are 
selected to achieve the objectIves for an area, consistent with site-speclflc condltrons 

Even-aged systems -The even-aged system of clearcuttlng, sheltemood and seed tree cutting affect the 
vegetation by creating earlier seral stages This favors seral tree species (generally lodgepole pine, 
aspen and Douglas-fir) for the habltat type In which the cutting occurred 

Clearcuttmg removes all the merchantable vegetation at one time and requires the startmg of a new stand 
by either natural regeneration or by plantmg seedlmgs The new stand IS generally estabkshed wlthln 3 
years of harvesting 

The shelterwood harvesting system also moves the vegetation to earlier seral stages This system 
removes 60-70 percent of the vegetation at the first harvest, but leaves mature trees for shelter Shelter 
trees moderate the envlronmental effects In comparison to clearcuttmg Shelter trees provide shade that 
reduces so11 temperature 10 to 30 degrees Fahrenheit and so11 moisture IS retamed longer Both condo- 
ttons mcrease survival rates of the seedlmgs produced from the seed of shelter trees or of planted trees 
When the new seedlings are two to eight feet tall, the overwood harvest IS made, that IS the shelter trees 
are removed leavmg a new stand In the brush/seedling stage of successron 

Uneven-aged systems -The uneven-aged systems (group and mdlvldual tree selectlon, including sal- 
vage) do not generally change the seral stage over a large area The lndlvldual tree selectlon system WIII 
not change the seral stage but may more quickly cause the stand to reach climax condltlons, by favoring 
climax tree species and reducmg the amount of the seral species The group selectron (openings of one- 
fourth to two acres) will create sufflclent Ilght and growmg space to obtam regeneration of the seral 
species Uneven aged systems have the least effect on the composltlon of the forested vegetation 
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Even-aged management appears to include the most effrcrent and sWxlturally correct cuttmg system for 
the lodgepole prne type Uneven-aged systems appearto be the most efficient and srlvrculturally correct 
cutting system for spruce-frr types However, dunng project analysrs, the drfferent srlvlcultural cuttrng 
systems WIII be revrewed to determine which systems best meet the sllvrcultural requirements of the tree 
specres and sate condrtrons of rndrvrdual stands 

The harvesting of fuelwood wrll not substantrally affect the forested vegetation Fuelwood actrvrtres 
generally remove only the dead matenal (standrng or down), thmnmg materrals from beneath the crown 
canopy and slash from commercral trmber harvests Thus type of actrvrty does not move stands forward 
or backwards In successron 

Intermediate cutting methods - lntermedrate cuttmg methods such as thrnnmg from above or below wrll be 
used throughout all timber types, IntermedIate cuts wrll be used to manage stand densities 

Fuelwood -The recent levels of fuelwood avarlabrlrty wrll contmue to decrease due to the low number of 
acres treated under any alternative Requirements for more down and woody vegetation and marntaimng 
snags wrthrn harvest unrts will also reduce avarlable fuelwood materral offered In slash piles Use of aspen 
for frrewood matenal could increase due to the Increased aspen acreage that IS avarlable for treatment 

Frre -The hazard from wrldfrre on the suited lands should remain about the same as In the past as the 
acres available to harvest, once harvested, WIII not reduce the composition of the mature component 
srgnrfrcantly The hazard on the unsurtable lands should remam constant or slrghtly Increase as the stands 
continue to mature and no actrvrtres are mrtrated to reduce fuel loadrng 

Insects and Disease - Insects and disease wrll continue to be present rn both the surted and unsurtable 
lands Vegetation management activrtres planned dunng thus period WIII decrease In amount on the surted 
acres, but even a 2 percent or less reductron rn mature stands provides some benefit m reducmg Insects 
and drsease problems On the unsurted lands, Insect and drsease could burld up to eprdemrc proportrons 

Growth on the managed stands would increase wrth management rntenslty As more lands are developed, 
total growth would Increase Growth on the unsurtable lands would remam constant or decrease as the 
stands Increase rn age and are past culmrnatron rn the later seral stages 

LtvestockGrazmg 

lndrcators - 

1 Amount of permrtted AUMs and livestock 
2 Number of grazrng permrttees and permrts 
3 Amount of acres open to grazmg 
4 Number of allotments open to grazmg 
5 Acres of Range Management Prescnptron 6 1 (a-b) 

Consequences Common foA//A/ternatwes- For Alternatives 1 through 6, three vacant sheep allotments 
(1,483 AUMs) on the Island Park Ranger Drstnct and four vacant sheep allotments (2,830 AUMs) on the 
Ashton Ranger Drstnct will be closed to sheep and cattle grazrng to better manage gnzzly bear habitat, 
one vacant sheep allotment (585 AUMs) and one vacant sheep permrt (540 AUMs) on the Dubors Ranger 
Drstrrct and another vacant sheep allotment (750 AUMs) on the Paksades Ranger Drstnct will be closed to 
sheep and cattle grazrng to improve watershed and soils condrtrons (Process Paper L) This reductron of 
6,188 sheep AUMs reduces the number of open sheep allotments from 78 to 69 and closes 95,409 acres 
to grazrng of domestrc kvestock Srnce these allotmentslpermrt are currently vacant, thus reductron rn a 
real sense has already occurred Presently, based on 1993 data, the numbers of lrvestock actually usmg 
the forest are 20,362 cattle for 84,212 AUMs and 54,478 sheep for 44,006 AUMs The reasons for the 
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drfference between actual and permrtted use are 1) the grazrng capacrtres (livestock numbers and AUMs) 
for the vacant sheep allotments are counted as permrtted because they are open allotments that are 
avarlable for grazmg, but because of resource concerns have not been grazed the last erght to ten years, 
and 2) kvestock numbers and AUMs annually fluctuate because of market trends, changes m ranchrng 
operatrons, annual forage avarlabrlrty based on clrmate and weather condrtrons and rmplementatron of 
changes rn an AOP and/or AMP 

For Alternatives 1 through 6 and the exrstmg srtuatron, all reconstructron of exrstmg range Improvements 
and all proposed new rmprovements WIII be needed equally These Improvements are needed to 1) arrest 
detenorated range condrtrons and Improve rangeland health, 2) mamtarn or Implement Improved grazmg 
systems and AMPS and 3) mrtrgate sate-specrfrc srtuatrons rdentrfred m prevrously completed NEPA 
documents All proposed new nonstructural Improvements (burns, spray, rotobeat, seedmgs, etc ) and 
noxrous weed control wrll be Implemented to rmprove ecologrcal condrtrons by meetmg management 
obfectrves such as DVC and PFC No Increase rn AUMs or lrvestock carrymg capacrty IS antrcipated from 
nonstructural range Improvements 

There are 15 vacant sheep (S&G) allotments and no vacant cattle (C&H) allotments on the forest As 
prevrously menhoned, none vacant sheep allotments and one vacant sheep permrt, for a total of 6,168 
AUMs, wrll be rmmedrately closed to cattle and sheep grazmg when the Record Of Decrsron IS srgned 
The remammg SIX vacant sheep allotments (4,206 AUMs) wrll remam open to grazing to be used by erther 
permanent or swmg sheep permrttees (Table 111-40) Two of these sheep allotments are on the Island Park 
Ranger Drstnct (Blue Creek and Hotel Creek) and are phase-out allotments (see Alternatrve 3M drscussron 
and Process Papers Land N). 

Depending on specrfrc management prescnptron applrcatron, whrch vanes by alternative, all permrttees 
wrll be requrred to comply wrth the OROMTRD standards on therr allotments (Process Paper N) Most 
grazrng allotments are rn more than one management prescnptron area 

Consequences Whrch VarybyAlfernatwe- Unless otherwrse specrfred, all envrronmental consequences 
are calculated to occur by the end of the frrst decade The effects of rmplementatron on mdrcators for all 
alternatives are shown rn Table IV-30 

Wrth the exrstmg Forest Plan (Alternatrve i), Irvestock management (grazrng) systems are utrkzed to 
mamtarn or improve forage outputs for lrvestock and wrldlrfe and to protect and rmprove watershed condi- 
trons Drrectron IS not grven to sustam kvestock use at any specrfred level The directron IS to “Obtam 
optrmum use of all suitable grazrng lands on the Forest consrstent wrth other resource needs ” lnformatron 
about thus drrectron and how well the exrstrng Forest Plan met objectrves can be found m the Range 
Sectron of the AMS 

Rrpanan utrlrzatron rn Alternatrve 1 IS expressed as a percentage of forage utrlrzed and ranges between 30 
and 65 percent for herbaceous vegetatron and 20 to 40 percent for browse, dependmg on the type of 
grazmg system and range condrtron There IS a 100 foot buffer zone on each srde of all perennral streams 

Range Management Prescnptron 6 1 (a-b) provrdes two optrons Category (a) allows motorized cross 
country travel with no open road density whrle Category (b) allows no motorized cross country travel and 
has an open road densrty of less than or equal to 2 0 mrleslsquare mrle Presently, wrth the exrstrng 
srtuatron, unless otherwrse shown as closed, all areas/roads/trarls on the forest are open for motorized 
cross country travel wrth no road densrty restnctrons 

Compared to the exrstmg srtuatron, AlternatIve 1 Implements Range Management Prescnptron 6 1 (a-b) on 
204,i 97 acres (202,701 acres m Category (a) and 1,496 acres m Category (b)) and marntams the exrstrng 
number of grazmg permrts, permrttees, sheep numbers and cattle allotments open to grazmg Compared 
to the exrstmg srtuatron, Alternatrve 1 prolects a slrght Increase (one percent) m cattle numbers andcattle 
AUMs (1,201 AUMs) and reduces the number of sheep AUMs by 612 As prevrously mentroned, a 6,166 
AUM reductron m sheep grazrng has already occurred 
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AlternatIves 2-6 express npanan forage utlllzatlon m terms of stubble height of key species on and away 
from the HGL and have wider buffer zones than AlternatIve 1 or the existing sltuatlon With Alternatives 
2-6, llvestock management (grazmg) systems are utlllzed to mamtam or Improve forage outputs for live- 
stock and wildlIfe and to protect and Improve watershed condltlons The amount of protection vanes 
among alternatives DIrectIon IS not given to sustam llvestock use at any specified level 

AlternatIve 2 implements an AIZ PrescrIption which provides for a 4-Inch stubble height of key plant species 
at the HGL for all npanan areas either at the end of the grazmg penod or for all pastures grazed after Septem- 
ber 1 AlternatIve 2 has buffer widths ranging from 100 feet to 200 feet on each side of all fish bearmg 
streams, depending on the subsection Compared to the exlstmg sltuatlon, AlternatIve 2 implements Range 
Management Prescnptlon 6 1 (a-b) on 193,403 acres (96,969 acres m (a) and 96,434 acres In (b)) and 
malntalns the exlstmg number of grazing permits, permlttees and cattle allotments open to grazing 

Fable IV-31 Comoarlson of tnd~cators by AlternatIve by the End of Decade 1 I 

Acres 
open 3/ 

I 
1 466 

Closed 3/ 401 

AttotmentS 2l 
Sheep 
cattle 

76 69 69 69 69 69 53 53 
76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 

1 2 3 3-M 4 5 6 

l/ l/ 4/ 4/ 
48,495 46,195 46,195 46.195 47,696 39,140 39.096 
94,661 90,341 90.156 90.156 82.217 62,217 82,217 

61,965 61,565 61,565 61,585 61,585 44,046 44,046 
21,266 20,016 20,016 20.016 16,216 16,216 16,216 

33 33 33 22 22 22 22 
142 142 142 142 132 132 132 

202 7 970 970 0 0 0 0 
15 964 95 6 1574 171 2 32 2 175 

The grazmg period IS defmed as the penod of time livestock are using a speclfled pasture or unit withm 
a grazmg allotment, as ldentlfied In the yearly AOP or the AMP The end of the grazing period WIII not 
comclde with the end of the permltted season, unless that pasture or unit IS grazed last The grazmg 
penod for a pasture or unit IS shorter and not equal to the grazmg season because there IS usually more 
than one unit or pasture per allotment The permltted season for the allotment IS shown on the permit, the 
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grazmg penod for pastures or units IS shown m the AOP 

Compared to the exlstlng sltuatlon, AlternatIve 2 projects addItional reductions of sheep and cattle num- 
bers and AUMs (Table IV-30) Alternative 2 WIII also require grazmg permlttees to comply with OROMTRD 
restnctlons on an addItional 96,434 acres (Category (b) portIon of the 193,403 acres) As a result of 
provldmg Improved nparlan management, reductions In llvestock AUMs are projected ForestwIde, a 
three percent reduction In cattle AUMs can be expected with lmplementatlon of AlternatIve 2 Most of the 
llvestock reductions WIII occur on the Dubols Ranger Distnct with reductions of 300 sheep AUMs and 
4,224 (11 percent) cattle AUMs 

AlternatIve 3 IS the same as AlternatIve 2, except for two Items 1) a shght reduction in cattle AUMs (185 
AUM difference) and 2) the number of acres In Range Management Prescnptlon 6 1 b (850 less acres m 
AlternatIve 3) 

AlternatIve 3M, llke AlternatIves 2 and 3, Implements the AIZ Prescnption which provides for a 4-Inch 
HGL stubble height for all npanan areas either at the end of the grazmg penod or for all pastures grazed 
after September 1 However, Alternative 3M has wider buffer widths than AlternatIves 2 or 3, which range 
from 150 feet to 300 feet on each side of all fish-beanng streams, depending on the subsection 

For cattle numbers, AUMs, permlttees, permits and allotments, AlternatIve 3M has the same effects as 
AlternatIve 3 

Compared to the exlstlng sltuatlon, AlternatIve 3M implements a phase-out of sheep grazmg on an oppor- 
tumty basis to better manage gnzzly bear and big horn sheep habltat on 16 open sheep allotments and one 
grazing permit on the Dubols, Island Park and Teton Basin Ranger Districts (Process Papers Land N) 
This phase-out will reduce sheep grazing by an addItIonal 8,456 active AUMs The reduction sustalned as 
a result of gnzzly bear habltat amounts to 3,964 AUMs on nme allotments, the reduction associated with 
blghorn sheep habitat amounts to 2,660 AUMs on five allotments and one permit and the reduction 
associated with both blghorn and grizzly bear habltat IS 1,832 AUMs on two allotments The phase-out not 
only reduces the sheep grazmg on the allotments, but closes them to grazing as well, Including cattle As 
a result, an addItIonal 125,853 acres would be closed on an oppoftunlty basis (Process Papers Land N) 
As explamed In Process Paper N, the allotments would be closed after all sheep are gone from the 
subsectlon 

Because of addItIonal resource concerns, another 599 AUM reduction m sheep AUMs IS antlclpated with 
AlternatIve 3M This reduction IS not associated with the phase-out of sheep grazmg 

Compared to the exlstmg sltuation, AlternatIve 3M implements Range Management Prescnptlon 6 1 (a-b) 
on 157,385 acres All of which IS m category b which allows no motorized cross country travel and has an 
open road density of less than or equal to 2 0 miles/square mile It also has the same effects on cattle 
grazmg actlvitles as AlternatIve 3 

Compared to the exlstlng sltuatlon, AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 WIII achieve the best npanan and upland 
vegetation condltlons m the shortest amount of time while still mamtammg llvestock productlon (Process 
Paper J), but WIII result m addItIonal reductions of cattle AUMs It IS estimated that lmplementatlon of 
AlternatIves 4,5, or 6 WIII reduce cattle AUMs 12 percent (11,263 AUMs) forestwlde AlternatIve 4 Imple- 
ments the AIZ PrescrIptIon which provides for a 6-mch stubble height for npanan forage utlllzatlon at the 
end of the grazing penod or for all pastures grazed after September 1 and has buffer widths ranging from 
150 feet to 300 feet on each side of all fish-beanng streams, dependmg on the subsectlon The most 
stgmflcant reductions In cattle AUMs WIII occur on the Dubols, Palisades, Teton Basm and Ashton Ranger 
Dlstrlcts with projected reductions of 7,986 AUMs (22 percent), 1,770 AUMs (10 percent), 486 AUMs (8 
percent) and 925 AUMs (6 percent) respectively 
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Alternative 4 also implements the same phase-out of sheep grazmg on the same allotments/acres for 
the same reasons as Alternative 3M and has the same consequences for the Dubols, Island Park and 
Teton Basin Ranger dlstncts 

Compared to the exlstmg sltuatlon, Alternative 4 Implements Range Management Prescnptlon 6 1 bon 
171,222 acres, all of which IS In Category (b) which allows no motorized cross country travel and has an 
open road density of less than or equal to 2 0 miles/square mile 

AlternatIve 5 IS somewhat similar to AlternatIve 4, except for two Items AlternatIve 5 does not allow 
sheep grazing In crrtlcal Gnzzly Bear or bighorn sheep habltat As a result, all sheep grazing (nine 
allotments) on the Island Park Ranger Dlstnct and four to five sheep allotments on the Teton Basin Ranger 
Dlstnct and two winter allotments and one winter permit on the Dubols Ranger Dlstnct WIII be lmmedlately 
closed to sheep grazing rather than phased-out AlternatIve 5 Implements Range Management Prescnp- 
tlon 6 1 (b) on 32,186 acres 

Except for a 44 AUM reduction In sheep AUMs on the Dubols Ranger Dlstnct and the acres of Range 
Management Prescnptlon 6 1, AlternatIve 6 IS ldentlcal to AlternatIve 5 AlternatIve 6 implements Pre- 
scrIptIon 6 1 (b) on 17,484 acres 

Cumulatfve Effects - Because ranching operations and allotment conditions vary across the forest, It IS 
difficult to determme how each lndlvldual allotment or permlttee will respond to lmplementatlon of the 
standards, guldelmes and prescnptlons associated with each alternatlve For example, a change In 
AUMs can be the result of changes In the number of Ilvestock, permitted season oracombmatlon of both 
As demonstrated by past sltuatlons the loss of AUMs can sometlmes be mltlgated while improvement m 
other resources such as fish and wildhfe habltat and other noncommodlty mdlcators occur 

ForestwIde, AlternatIve 1 WIII Increase cattle AUMs and mamtam the sheep AUMs presently in use on the 
Forest However, on a Forestwide scale, AlternatIve 1 WIII not meet the objectIves 

Compared to the existing sltuatlon Forestwide, the lmplementatlon of AlternatIves 2, 3 or 3M are not likely 
to slgnlflcantly or adversely affect the malonty of livestock grazing permlttees with grazing pnvileges on 
the Forest, except for cattle permlttees on the Dubols Ranger Dlstnct Improved npanan condltlons as a 
result of lmplementatlon of a 4-mch stubble height along the HGL In the AIZ, IS the mam reason for the 
expected reduction in cattle AUMs across the Forest 

Compared to the existmg condltlons, lmplementatlon of AlternatIves 4, 5 or 6 WIII significantly affect 
lIvestock permittees on all Ranger Dlstrlcts Because of Improved npanan condltlons resulting from Imple- 
mentatlon of the 6-mch stubble height standard along the HGL, Alternatives 4,5 and 6 WIII have the most 
Impact to cattle permittees, especially those on the Dubols and Palisades Ranger Districts Improved 
grizzly bear and blghorn sheep habltat resulting from the lmmedlate closure of some sheep allotments In 
Alternatives 5 and 6 WIII have the most impact to sheep permlttees, especially those on the Island Park, 
Teton Basm and to a lesser extent, Dubols Ranger District 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

lrreverslble commitment of resources refers to a declslon that disturbs or reduces a nonrenewable re- 
source or a renewable resource to the pomt that renewal can only occur over a long penod of time and/or 
at a great expense Examples are minerals extraction, loss of cultural resources and constructlon of 
major roads or hydroelectnc projects 

lrretnevable commitment of resources refers to lost productlon or use of renewable resources due to land 
use declslons This represents the opportunltles foregone for the penod of time that the resource IS 
unavailable 
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Mmeral extraction actrvrtres will require sate-specrfrc envrronmental analysrs that explores the extent and 
consequences of rrreversrble commrtments To lessen the rrreversrble commitment of resources, It IS 
the Forest managers job to provrde mrtrgatron that will mrnrmrze adverse envrronmental Impacts 

The Forest has about 2,791 miles of open or restncted roads Table IV-12 shows what wrll happen to that 
figure over the comrng decade Open and restncted road mrles may be regarded as bemg effectrvely 
wrthdrawn from vegetatron production Roads reclarmed or obhterated may be regarded as begrnnrng to 
regam therrcapabrlrty to produce vegetatron 

There would be some rrreversrble losses to so11 hydrologrcfunctron and sate productrvrty m areas where 
management actrvrtres are drrected Adherence to so11 qualrty standards and gurdehnes, which are de- 
srgned to reduce adverse Impacts to an acceptable level, should allow sorts to recover therr natural 
propedres for resrlrency (e g , so11 organrc matter m both surface and subsorl layers, avarlable water 
holdrng capacity, etc ) 

Road constructron, timber harvest, grazrng, drspersed recreatron and motorized recreation OHV use 
have the hrghest hkehhood of producing rrreversrble damage to the solI resource Wildfrres wrthrn the 
cool, dry Douglas-frr forests, morst Douglas-frr forest and mrd and lower elevatron subalprne forests, 
where one or more fire cycles has elapsed due to fire suppressron, might result m fires havmg a hrgher 
seventy and mtensrty, resultmg m rrreversrble losses (e g , changes rn the sorls’ chemrcal and physrcal 
propertres or rn the development of hydrophobrc layers wrth subsequent Increased overland flows and 
accelerated erosron) to the so11 resource 

The portrons of the mventoned roadless areas that are developed by roadmg and trmber harvest wrll be lost 
for future wrlderness consrderatron Estimated acres that would be developed at some pomt durrng the 
next 150 years range from 0 acres rn Alternatrve 6 to 63,600 acres rn Alternatrve 2 Actrvrtres that are not 
scheduled by the Revisron or are unforeseen, such as those external to the Forest Servrce (mmrng, power 
transmrssron hnes), may also be regarded as an rrreversrble or rrretnevable commitment of resources 
See Table II-I for a summary of wrlderness and undeveloped acreage by alternattve. 

Adverse Envrronmental Effects that Cannot be Avorded - Adverse effects on some components of the 
envtronment cannot be avorded by actrons proposed under the alternatrves Actrons to benefit one com- 
ponent may have at least temporary adverse effects on another A broad range of alternatives have been 
formulated, each wrth Its own resource or envrronmental emphasis. Alternatives Include management 
standards and gurdelrnes, along wrth mrtrgatron measures, to avord or reduce adverse envrronmental 
effects Monrtonng wrll be used to measure how effecttve the standards and mrtrgation measures are rn 
reducmg adverse effects 

Some of the adverse effects that cannot be avoided !n all alternatrves Include the followmg 

- Forest management actrvrtres frequently result m Impacts upon the vrsual resource. Thesechanges 
m the landscape, although usuallytemporary, are often obtectronable to some observers 

-A short-term mcrease rn fire hazard wrll occur due to waste matenal, hmbs and tops left on the ground 
dunng and followmg timber harvest operattons 

- A long-term mcrease rn fire hazard will occur because actions are not bemg taken to reduce fuel 
loadings whrch arejudged to be rn excess of those whrch existed rn the past 

- lntermrttent and localrzed decrease rn arr qualrty may result due to dust from road constructron, road 
marntenance and use, and due to smoke from wrldfrres, prescribed burns and campfrres 
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- Short-term localized Increases In so11 eroslon, vegetation degradation and stream sedlmentatlon may 
occur due to land-dlsturbmg activltles 

- Ehmlnatlon of small areas from vegetation productlon WIII occur due to construction of permanent 
physlcal developments 

- Potential for addItIonal confhcts between recreation use and other land use actlvltles WIII Increase m 
some alternatlves 

- Temporary disturbance of wIldlIfe and their habitat conditions m localized areas may result from 
Increased human actlvlty and changed vegetation condltlons 

- Energy will be used to manage and provide goods and services 

- Increased solI compactlon may occur on actlvlty sites such as timber harvest areas and recreation 
areas 

Many of these adverse effects are temporary, occurrIng dunng the site-specdlc activity, or transItional as 
forest vegetation progresses through seral stages 

Short-term Uses of the Human Environment and the Mamtenance of Long-term Producbvlty - Short-term 
uses are those that generally occur on a yearly basis, such as llvestock grazmg of forage or recreation 
site lrngatlon as a use of water Long-term productivity refers to the capabIlIty of the land to provide for 
future generations The quality of hfe for future generatlons IS determined by the capabihty of the land to 
mamtaln Its productlvlty 

AlternatIves that have the greatest amount of timber harvest activity will result In the most short-term and 
contmulng actlvlty that may have an effect on the long-term productlvlty AlternatIve 2 has the most 
potential for long-term effects, while AlternatIve 6 has the least Other alternatives present mlddle range 
effects 

The loss of N F grazmg pnvlleges can cumulatively affect the stablhty of tradItIonal values and Income 
opportunltles of the local rural areas For example, If a local permlttee losses a grazmg pnvllege that 
accounts for 35 percent of the time needed to sustain llvestock production for the overall ranching opera- 
tion, then loss of the permit needs to be made up elsewhere The purchase of additIonal hay or feed, 
reducing the base llvestock herd or acqumng pasture elsewhere are ways this loss can be mltlgated If the 
35 percent cannot be made up and the base herd IS reduced to a level where It IS no longer profitable or the 
costs for additIonal hay or pasture are too expensive or not avaIlable, then the ranch or portions of the 
ranch could be sold Ranches and farms sold in this region have typlcally been sold for houslng units or 
subdivIsIons The loss of open space (ranch and farm land) that often also provides quahty wlldllfe habitat, 
IS an irreversible and lrretnevable commitment of resources, resultmg in direct adverse effects to such 
things as wlldllfe and fish habitat, aesthetlcs and the economic and social environment 
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APPENDIX B 

UPDATE TO THE ROADLESS AREAS PROCESS PAPER FOR WILDERNESS 
RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE 

The followmg text IS provrded as an update of the Roadless Process Paper This narratrve ratronale for/ 
agarnst proposmg each of the 16 remammg roadless areas as recommended wrlderness m the Revrsed 
Forest Plan (Alternatrve 3M) IS based on the ratrngs shown In Table IV-14 as shown In Chapter IV of the 
FEIS 

ltalran Peak-Thus area was recommended forwrlderness consrderatron for the followmg reasons 

The area has moderate manageabrlrty potentral, low Impacts to natural integrity, and htgh opportunity for 
sohtude It also has a hrgh degree of opportunity for challenging experiences Topography, vegetatton, 
rock formatrons, and sze of the area enhance the opportunity for prrmitive recreatron This area IS 
recommended m the current Forest Plan and IS adjacent to a recommended area on the Beaverhead 
Natronal Forest The total area recommended on both forests would be approxrmately 62,000 acres, 
whrch would be a farrly good wrlderness package, although on the small end of the scale The southern 
boundary for thus area has been adjusted slrghtly from that drsplayed rn the DEIS rn an effort to match the 
boundary m our current Travel Plan Map Thus hne was selected for ease m boundary management and to 
select the area wrth the least Impact potentral from roads and motorized activrty There has been wade- 
spread pubhc support for thus area 

Dramond Peak-A portron (33,000 acres) of this area shown In the DEIS m Rx’s 2 2, 3 1 la, and 3 2c 
north of Pass Cr IS recommended and has been changed m the FEIS to Rx 1 3 accordingly, for the 
followmg reasons 

The area IS contiguous wrth 06-601 on the Salmon-Chalks National Forest, and the Chalks Forest Plan and 
EIS contams an analysis and recommendatron that the entrre area NOT be recommended as wrlderness 
However, because of the area’s large size (166,639 acres), natural mtegnty, hrgh opportunrtres for sohtude 
and challengmg expenence, and considerable publrc comments, It should be consrdered for proposed 
wrlderness contmgent on addttronal analysrs by the orrgmal lead forest (Salmon-Chalks) We have con- 
tacted the Salmon-Chalks Forest and requested they conduct additronal analysis on this area as therr Plan 
IS revrsed The final decrsron on recommendatron for consrderatron as wrlderness will be made based on 
that Forests plan 

Garfield Mountarn-Thus area was not recommended for wilderness consrderatron for the followmg rea- 
sons 

Thus area has moderate Impacts to natural mtegnty by physrcal developments for mmmg and grazmg The 
area IS also very lrnear and narrow in shape, and IS almost divrded by two roads In the middle of Its 
confrguratron Opportunrty for a challengrng, remote, backcountry expenence IS low to moderate Publrc 
interest In prevrous years as well as m pubkccomments on the DEIS IS very low There are no srgnrftcant 
brodrversrty features wrthm this area that would warrant special consrderatron 
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Mt Jefferson-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness consrderatron for the following reasons 

This area was studred and released for multiple use management rn 1990 by an Envrronmental Impact 
Statement prepared by the BLM Boundarres of the area would be drffrcult to manage, and admmrstratron 
would have to be by three different federal agencres due to landownershrp Influence on natural mtegrrty~s 
high due to mmmg and roads Opportumty for solrtude IS low and opportunrty for challengrng experrence 
would only be moderate Thus area does not score at a level equal to other prevrously recommended 
wilderness on the Forest, and there 1s more publrc comment against recommend&on than for It rn re- 
sponse to the DEIS Most of the pubkc comment on thus area IS rn support of destgnatron as a wtldltfe 
mrgratron corrrdor Therefore, we are not recommendmg It again for wrlderness consrderation rn thus Plan 
Revlsron 

Raynolds Pass-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness consrderatron for the followrng reasons 

Thus area IS very small and adlacent to the moderately developed area surroundmg Henrys Lake Al- 
though boundary management would be farrly easy, the amount of drsturbance to natural rntegrrty IS very 
hrgh due to pnmrtrve roads Opportumty for soktude and a challengrng expenence are low Thus area rates 
very low on the ratrng table, and there was no pubkc comment suppodrng recommendatron. Btodrversrty 
IS relatrvely mmor m this area 

Lronhead-Thus area was recommended for wrlderness consrderatron for the followmg reasons 

Boundarres are fairly well defmed and management would be compatrble wrth adjacent lands. Influence 
on natural mtegnty IS low Opportunrty for solitude and a challengmg experrence are hrgh and moderate 
respectwely This area was recommended rn the current Forest Plan It IS contrguous to an area on the 
Gallatrn Natronal Forest to the north and Its wrlderness potentral IS thus Increased Thus area also contains 
srgnrficant brodrversity features The area recerves srgnrfrcant snowmachme and ATV use, and to accom- 
modate thus use, we have excluded a small roaded area along the eastern boundary from the recom- 
mended wrldemess 

Two-Top-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness consrderatron for the followmg reasons 

Boundarres are farrly well defmed The area IS very small, and a prrmrtrve road through the mrddle of the 
area, vegetatron manrpulatron, and mmmg actrvrtres Interrupt the natural mtegrrty Opportunity for solrtude 
IS moderate, but opportunrty for challengmg experience IS low There were no public comments rn re- 
sponse to the Plan Revrsron DEIS that rndrcated support for recommendatron Thus area rated relatively 
low rn the wrldemess characterrstrcs table and has recerved little support from the public for recommenda- 
bon 

Wrnegar Addrtron-Thus area was recommended for wrlderness consrderatron for the followr ng reasons 

Although thus area IS less than 5,000 acres, It IS adjacent to the exrstmg Wmegar Hole Wrlderness This 
area was recommended for consrderatron rn the exrstmg Forest Plan, but smce rt IS m Idaho, tt was not 
rncluded rn the Wyomcng Wrlderness Brll whrch desrgnated Wrnegar Hole Qualrty of wrlderness character- 
rstrcs IS only low to moderate, but the addrtron of thus area has had consrderable pubkc support, because 
It would “round out” the exrstmg desrgnated wrlderness 
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West Slope Tetons-Thus areawas not recommended for wrldemess consrderatron for the followmg rea- 
sons 

Much of thus area was Included I” the orrgmal recommendatron for wrldemess desrgnatron, and was not 
selected by the Congress Therefore, we do not propose to revrsrt that decrston (Wyommg Wrlderness Act 
of 1984) which released the area for multiple use management Very few pubkc comments were received 
ID favor of recommending thus area as wrldemess rn our Revised Plan 

Gams Mountarn-Thus area was not recommended for wrldemess consrderatrons for the following reason 

Garns Mountain Roadless Area has lrttle development of any type that would Impact the natural mtegrrty 
of the area for wrlderness consrderatrons Thus area IS a farrly large block of land wrth moderately easy 
defmed boundarres Opportunrty for challenge IS moderate wrth some steep and remote terrain, but also 
consrderable amounts of much easrer terrarn This area IS currently used for motorrzed and non-motorrzed 
travel and IS consrdered Important by all user groups for recreatronal access Opportunrty for solitude IS 
hrgh If motorrzed use IS removed However, our Plan Revrsron proposes to desrgnate thus area for 
motorized use on trawls, and to Improve the trawls rn thus area to provrde a signrfrcant system of high quahty 
that wrll meet publrc demand Support and opposltlon are often very vocal concernmg this area’s recom- 
mendation for wrlderness There are no srgmfrcant brodrversrty features wrthrn this area that warrant 
special consrderatron, although there are areas wrthm the roadless area whrch have hrgh value resources 

Palrsades-A porkon of thus area was recommended for wrlderness consrderatrons for the followrng rea- 
son 

Palrsades Roadless area has no development of any type that would Impact the natural mtegrtty of the 
area for wrlderness consrderabons Thus area IS a farrly large block of land wrth moderately easy defmed 
boundarres Opportunrty for solrtude and challenge IS high rn most of the area wrth steep and remote 
terrain Most of thus area IS currently closed to motorized travel Where motorized travel IS allowed, terrarn 
restricts travel to desrgnated routes Public Interest has been farrly strong for this area to be Included mto 
wilderness although some opposrtron has also been voiced There are srgnrfrcant brodrverstty features 
withrn thus area that warrant specral consrderatrons Furthermore, all 011 and gas leases (whrch were the 
reason for not recommendrng this area rn our current Forest Plan) have been termmated and there are no 
current leases or apphcatrons on file 

Only approximately 2/3 of the Idaho portron of thus roadless areawas recommended Thus was due rn pad 
to the decrsron to contmue to allow the motorcycle and snowmachme use rn the area from Ramey Creek 
North In addrtton, the drffrcultyrn boundary rdentrficatron and management would be reduced by using the 
Ramey/Palrsades Cr Rrdge 

Bald Mountam-Thus area was not recommended for wtlderness consrderatrons for the followmg reason 

Bald Mountarn Roadless area IS moderately developed wrth fence and adjacent road development that 
may Impact the natural mtegnty of the area for wrldemess consideratrons This area IS moderately small 
rn size with boundary tdentification bemg drfficult to defme 

Opportunrty for solrtude and challenge IS low to moderate for most of the area This area IS currently used 
for multrple use travel and IS consrdered Important by all user groups for recreatronal access Publrc 
Interest has been low for thus area to be recommended as wrldemess There are no srgnrfrcant brodrversrty 
features wrthm thus area that warrant specral consrderations 
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Bear Creek-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness considerations for the following reason 

Bear Creek Roadless area, although undeveloped, does have evrdence of human mfluence throughfence, 
trawl and adjacent road development that may Impact the natural mtegnty of the area for wtlderness consld- 
eratrons Thus area IS moderately large tract of land but has many roads which have been “cherry stemmed” 
Into the center of the roadless area BoundarIes wrll be moderately drffrcult to define although drstmct 
boundarres could be estabkshed. Opportunrty for challenge IS low for most of the area. Opportunrty for 
solrtude IS moderate Thus area IS currently used for multrple use travel and IS consrde red rmportant by all 
user groups for recreatronal access Publrc Interest has been low for thus area to be Included mto welder- 
ness There are no signrfrcant brodrversrtyfeatures wrthm thus area that warrant specral consrderatrons 

Poker Peak-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness consrderations for the followlng reason 

Poker Peak Roadless area IS developed wrth fence and adjacent road development that may slrghtly 
Impact the natural mtegrrty of the area for wrlderness consrderatrons Thus area IS moderately small In sze 
wrth boundary rdentifrcatron bemg farrly easy to determme Opportumty for soktude and challenge IS low for 
most of the area Much of thus area IS currently closed to motorrzed travel The remanning portron IS used 
by OHVs during the huntmg season Publrc interest has been low for thts area to be Included Into 
wrlderness There are no srgnrfrcant brodrversrtyfeatures wrthrn thus area that warrant specral consrder- 
atrons 

Caribou Crty-Thus area was not recommended forwrlderness consrderatrons forthe following reason’ 

Caribou Crty Roadless area has no development that should Impact the natural mtegrtty of the area for 
wrlderness consrderatrons Thus area on the Targhee NF IS moderately small m size wrth boundary 
identtftcatron being dtffrcult to defme, however, added to the portron on the Cartbou NF. the area IS afarrly 
large tract of land Opportumty for solrtude and challenge IS moderate for most of the area. Thus area IS 
currently used for multtple use travel and IS consrdered rmportant by all user groups for recreational 
access Publrc Interest has been low for thus area to be mcluded Into wrlderness There are no srgnrfrcant 
brodrversrty features wrthrn thus area that warrant specral consrderatrons 

Pole Creek-Thus area was not recommended for wrlderness consrderatrons for the followmg reason 

Pole Creek Roadless area IS moderately developed wrth fence and adlacent road development that may 
Impact the natural mtegrrty of the area for wrlderness consrderatrons Thrs area IS moderately small In srze 
wrth boundary rdentrfrcatron bemg drffrcult to defme Part of thus roadless area IS located on the Carrbou 
NF Combmmg both areas stall shows thus area to be very small !n size and very linear in shape Oppor- 
tumty for solrtude and challenge IS low for thus area Thus area IS currently used for multr ple use travel, but 
not consrdered Important to the pubkc need Publrc Interest has been low for thus area to be mcluded Into 
wrldemess There are no srgnrfrcant blodiversrty features wrthm thus area that warrant specral consider- 
atrons 
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APPENDIX C 

SUMMER AND WINTER ACCESS 

SUMMER ACCESS ANALYSIS PROCESS 

The Forest Service IS authorized and required by law to plan, develop, manage and mamtaln a system of 
roads and trails to serve National Forest resources and uses The legal basis and speclflc authorltles for 
regulation of motorized vehicle use on the Natlonal Forest are found In the Code of Regulations at 36CFR 
Part 295 After World War II, four-wheel dnve vehicles became avallable to the public More recently, 
other vaneties of off-hlghway vehicles have become popular, such as the motorized trail bike, three, and 
four-wheel dnve All Terraln Vehicles (ATV) and trucks The development and populanty of these vehicles, 
and their effects on public lands, has had a slgnlflcant role m the establishment of motorized use regula- 
tlons 

One objective of national forest management IS to be no more restnctlve on road or trail vehicle use than 
IS necessary to sustain and protect the natural resources Smce w!ldllfe habltat and effects of motorized 
use on other resources (water qualfty, SOIIS, npanan, etc ) are extremely vanable across the Forest, the 
restnctlons on vehicles vary from place to place In some locatlons, yearlong closure or even obllteratlon 
of roads occurs, while In others, seasonal restnctlons are effective In protectmg resources Topography, 
vegetation, soils, public support, and other factors also Influence the extent and duration of road and trail 
restnctions 

As part of the plan revlslon process, a number of issues about roads and access were raised by the 
public, the Forest Service and other Federal, State, and local agencies Followmg IS a summary of these 
Issues 

What roads and trails are required for management of the Targhee National Forest? 

Should roads be bulk, where, and to what standard? 

‘What roads will be kept open and what roads WIII be closed? 

‘What parts of the forest will be open to off highway vehicles? 

What road densltles are appropnate? 

‘What areas should have restncted motorized access In order to reduce Impacts to forest re 
sources? 

‘How should closed roads be mamtamed? 

What are the appropriate ways to close a road (gates, barners, signs, what IS the best time frame, 
etc ) 

How can the forest guarantee right--of-way to the forest where private lands block access? 

How should access to pnvate lands wIthin the forest be provrded for landowners? 

What IS the fundmg sltuatlon for enforcement, monltonng, and admmistratlon of forest roads? 

A major objective of forest plan revlslon efforts IS to resolve conflict by fmdmg Integrated, compatible 
management methods and prescnptlons that allow public use of roads and trails to occur in a way that can 
best meet the needs of the resources and the recreatmg public This report documents the process forest 
resource professionals used m analyzmg current condltlons and developmg a travel management plan 
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that would be compatible with other resource ob)ectrves, such as protectmg sorls, water qualrty, npanan 
habrtat, wrldkfe habrtat, or other forest resources 

A forest team was establrshed rn 1991 to analyze motorized access on the Forest Drstnct Travel Plan 
maps that show the official transporlatron system of roads and trails, the kmd of authorized use permrtted 
on each road or trawl (motonzed, nonmotonzed), and open and closed areas for cross-country motorized 
use were used rn the analysrs After an rnrtral revrew the Forest was asked to complete addrtronal 
analysrs, smce some members of the publrc felt the Drstnct Travel Plan maps drd not accurately repre- 
sent the transportation system that currently exists on the Forest 

The team consrdered two methods to address these addrtronal concerns The frrst method mvolved a 
survey dunng the 1992 fall huntmg season rn cooperatron wrth Wyommg and Idaho Frsh and Game 
departments A Drstnct person and a Frsh and Game Conservation Officer were assrgned to monrtor 
Forest system roads in desrgnated areas to determme If motorized use was occurnng on roads that were 
gated and closed After some mrtral monltonng, the survey was dropped, because the agencres felt 
survey data collected was not adequate to quantrfy motorized use In a way that would be meanrngful for 
Elk Habrtat or Elk Vulnerabrlrty Models 

The second method was developed In an effort to match the analysrs scale the Forest used to determme 
Elk Habrtat Effectrveness modelmg Elk Habrtat Effecbveness (EHE) modelmg was desrgned usmg the 
38 pnncrpal watersheds on the Forest Forest personnel, Idaho Department of Frsh and Game (IDFG) and 
Wyomrng Game and Frsh Department (WGF) agreed to separately analyze those portrons of watersheds 
that were splrt by the State lme New crrtena were rdentrfred for analyzmg motorized roads and trawl 
densrty 

The objectrve of thus analysis was to accurately capture the total mrles of roads and trails bemg used by 
motorized vehrcles Ranger Drstnct personnel and local state Frsh and Game officers mventoned each 
watershed usmg thefollowmg cntena 

1 Accurately descnbe and quantrfy the exrstmg srtuatron for motorized use on roads, trawls, open 
ndges, etc dunng the spring-summer-fall season 

2 Pnncrpal watersheds WIII be used as the basrs for the analysrs and will Include all roads and trails 
wrthm each of the watersheds and wrthm the outer boundary of the Forest. Thus mcludes all system 
roads and trawls, all “ghost” (nonsystem) roads and trawls, ndges and open terram (estrmate miles for 
these cases) that are used by motorized vehrcles dunng the sprmg-summer-fall season 

3 Open mrles of roads and trawls means mrles of roads and trawls (mcludmg system, ghost, open 
ndges, etc ) that are used by motorized vehrcles on an average of one to two vehrcles per week 
during the sprrng-summer-fall seasons Rekance on Forest/District travel plan maps IS not approprr- 
ate, because some closures have not been effectrve and the Forest needs to account for meffectrve 
closures 

Closed mrles of roads and trawls means mrles of roads and trawls that are not used by motorized 
vehrcles. or the average use IS less than one to two vehrcles per week, durmg the spnng-summer- 
fall season. 

Roads and trawls that expenence motorized use for short penods, such as a one- or two-week period 
for tree plantmg, should not be counted rn open road and trarl miles 

4 For roads and trawls that fall on a watershed boundary, Include total mrles for both watersheds 
and mdrcate the number of mrles that are berng counted rn the adjacent watershed Although some 
double countmg may occur, thus process should track how much double countmg IS actually occur- 
nng 
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Results of these mventones were tabulated and used to estabhsh the current existmg condltlon of roads 
and trails bemg used by motorized vehicles on the Forest 

During 1994, Idaho Fish and Game raised the Issue that the Forest still lacked accurate mformation on 
moiorrzed access on the forest and expressed concerns that some areas on the Forest had vegetatron 
and terrain which allowed for unrestncted, cross-country, off-hlghway vehicle (OHV) use AddItIonal 
analysis was completed, using vegetation and slope, to ldentlfy areas which might be more accessible to 
OHV use (see Attachment F of Process Paper D for the cntena used m this analysis) The analysis, 
called the “mfmltely open analysis,” used the 38 prmccpal watersheds as the basis for the analysts 
Results showed that these watersheds currently range from less than one percent “mfmitely open” to 95 
percent “mfmltely open” under the present travel plan 

Because the Elk Vulnerablllty (EV) model requires a number for motorized road and trail density, the 
“mflnltely open” areas were converted to a road and trail density figure The conversIon used a formula 
that added an addItIonal SIX miles of motorized road for each square mile of “lnfmltely open” area m each 
watershed Th!s conversIon resulted In the addltlon of 4,669 miles of motorized road to the previously 
mventoned road and trail miles This total numberfrom the conversion and the mventoned road and trail 
miles was used In the Elk Vulnerablllty model (See Table 5 7 m Process Paper D) This table presents the 
current total motorized access density for each prmclpal watershed, mcorporatmg both the road and trail 
Inventory and the “mfmltely open” analysis The total access densltles presented m Table 5 7 were used 
in the Elk Vulnerablllty analysis to display the exlstmg condltlon 

Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) was establlshed for mdlvldual manage- 
ment prescnptlons usmg the most ourrent research studies on motorized access In grizzly bear areas, elk 
vulnerablllty and elk habitat effectiveness models 

Each of the proposed alternatives In the Forest Plan revision was analyzed Each Ranger Distnct mapped 
the roads and trarls that would remain open under each of the alternatlves. These maps were then 
digitized In the Forest’s Geographic lnformatlon System (GIS) database Usmg GIS technology, the 
miles of roads and trails that would remain open in each watershed under each alternatlve were calculated 
AdditIonally, each alternatlve varied In the amount of land open for cross-country OHV use An “mfmitely 
open” analysrs was completed for each alternatlve to account for this motorized use (See Process 
Paper D for more detalled mformatlon on Motorized Road and Trail Analysis and the effects on Elk Habltat 
Effectiveness and Elk Vulnerablhty ) 

Dunng the revfs,on process several refmements were made Usmg GIS capabllftles, roads and trails were 
calculated for each prescnptlon Maps were created that dlsplayed current road and trail densltles by 
prescnptlon, and future road and trail dens&es underthe proposed Forest Plan Revlslon lnterdlsclplmary 
teams, made up of Forest resource speclallsts and lme officers, reviewed and analyzed the results 
Factors of resource damage to sod, water, wddllfe habltat, flshenes, npanan area, as well as recreation 
opportunltles for trail systems, accessible scenic areas, and current volume and type of use on a road or 
atrall were consldered 

Thefollowmg chart, completed In 1997, displays by Dlstrlct and by alternatwe the miles of roads and trails 
that will remam open or have restrlcted use Each Alternatwe also lists the miles of roads and trails that 
have been ldentifled as “not necessary for admmlstratlve use” by the Forest 
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Table C-l Motorrzed Acces by Dlstrlct by AlternatIve 
I I I 

M,les Of open trat 73 77 65 

Miles of restricted trail 6 9 9 

1 MI& ellmmated I 224 1 240 1 267 262 1 410 I 473 I 530 I 

Island Park 1 Aft I 1 Alt 2 1 Alt 3 

1 Mdes of open road 492 554 450 

M,les of restwted road 210 64 220 

I 
Mrles of cmen trail I 20 I 22 I 20 

Mtles of restrlcted trail 2 0 2 

! Mules elrmlnated 1 73 40 

! Ashton AH 1 Aft 2 Alt 3 

Miles of open road 476 452 372 356 332 231 294 

Miles of restncted road 1 244 I I62 I 92 56 I 55 I 51 I 56 

Mrles 01 open trarl 36 22 14 

Miles of restrxted tra,, 76 1 4 3 

Mrles ellmlnated 246 117 267 

Teton Alt 1 AN 2 Alt 3 

Miles of road open 149 180 155 

Mhs of restrlcted road 134 72 46 

Mtles of trail open 124 108 102 

M,les of restwted tra,, 5 11 1 

Miles ehnated 22 50 118 

Pahsades An 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

Miles of road open 370 292 286 

M,les of restncted road 33 15 23 

Mrles of tra,, open 320 241 233 

M,les of restrlcted tra,, 1 1 1 

Miles ehmmated 0 76 74 

Forest Total AN 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 3M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

Miles of road open 1,882 1.663 1,589 1,577 1,372 1,237 1,228 

Mtles of restncted road 209 131 115 25 108 63 80 

Miles of trail open 522 470 435 540 421 232 81 

Miles of restricted trail 752 854 889 817 903 1,092 1,242 

Mrles ellmwted 246 555 767 653 1,113 1,290 1,306 

Alt 3M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

359 225 188 131 

45 32 6 7 

99 74 4 4 

166 4 0 0 

IC” I 156 157 150 IJ=t 

25 20 20 20 

132 21 01 2 
r I I 

130 I 294 I 617 I 153 

Alt 3M 1 Alt 4 1 AItS\ Alt6( 

I r I 
181 131 91 13 

95 4 0 4 

319 343 449 382 

Alt 3M Alt 4 Alt 5 Alt 6 

152 137 143 I48 

65 40 37 31 

142 101 31 17 

267 281 270 249 

I r I 
57 I 77 99 I 191 
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Determrnatrons for leaving a road open ware made usmg a pnorrty system First prrorrty was grven to 
Federal Highway system roads, State and county roads, exrstmg roads needed to access pnvate prop- 
erty, Yellowstone Natronal Park, State Parks and State lands, and exrstmg roads that access admmistra- 
trva sates, electronrc sates, communrcatron srtas (under permrt) or hrgh use recreatron sates such as skr 
areas, boat ramps, campgrounds, etc In some areas the applrcatron of management prescrrptrons and 
the road densrty standard resulted m these “frrst pnorrty” roads bemg the only roads desrgnated “open” for 
the area The Forest Incorporated gurdelmes from the Eastsrde Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) 
to establrsh a rule set to Insure consistency as each Drstrrct prepared therr access maps (See Road 
Analysrs Process, m Appendrx A) Drstnct personnel and Forest planmng specraksts met over several 
months to fine-tune and coordmate motorized access between Drstricts Roads and trails were selected 
for restrrctron or closure dapendmg on the need to mamtam wrldlrfe habitat, prevent resource damage, and 
to balance the level of use or recreatron opportunrty Cost of marntammg the road or trawl was also a factor 
A set of Road Declsron CrIterIaTables have been developed, showrng the decrsron m keepmg roads and 
trawls open m each Alternatrve The tables are displayed m the 50 pages followrng page C-7, by Ranger 
Drstrrct 

In some cases non-system trawls and non-system roads were rdentrfied as needed for access, m manag- 
mg the Forest These roads and trawls may not have Forest numbers assrgned to them but If they remam 
on the Forest Transportatron Inventory System, they will be given a name and a Forest number, for 
rdentrfrcatron on Forest Maps and on the ground The rdentrfrcatron name and number will be grven after 
the ROD has been signed 

All drstrrcts, wrth the exceptron of Island Park, used the method described above to determme Drstnct 
road and trawl densrtres Island Park Ranger Dfstrrct worked wrth the lntermountam Regron usmg aerral 
photography to determme Drstrrct road and trawl densrtres The results of this study show a total of 4,192 
mrles of exrstrng roads and trawls on the Forest, mcludmg both “system” and “non-system” roads and trawls 
Ofthese, 2,831 miles are being used by motorrzed vehrcles and Include roads and trails that have meffec- 
trve restrrctrons on them, such as gates, berms, etc The remammg 1,361 miles of roads and trawls are 
desrgnated non-motorized A total of 1,126,757 acres were rdentrfied as open for cross-country travel, but 
only 440,422 acres were rdentrfred as surtable for cross-country travel due to steep slopes or type of 
vegetatron cover 

Comments received durmg pubkc scopmg on the Forest Plan revisron m the sprrng of 1996 were consrd- 
ered and some suggestrons were used m determmmg how the forest will Implement access management 
m the future A site-specrfrc analysis WIII be used to determme whrch roads and trawls WIII be closed, 
restrrcted, or oblrterated An mterdrscrplmary team wrll prepared a separate analysrs to address the 653 
mrles of roads and trails have been rdentrfred as “not necessary for admmrstratrve use” by the Forest The 
analysis wrll include a cost estrmate for thus protect 

Publrc acceptance and complrance with access management strategres will drrectly affect full rmplemen- 
tatron of other resource program obtectrves 
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WINTER VISITOR ACCESS ANALYSIS PROCESS 

In 1994. Yellowstone and Grand Teton NatIonal Parka in coordmatlon with adjacent Forests, began a 
review of the 1990 Wmter Use Plan Winter vlsltors In and around the Park’s boundanes were contacted 
and surveyed concernmg possible Issues and concerns with wmter management or resource conditions 
Yellowstone NatIonal Park was concerned that use levels had already reached levels forecast to be 
reached m future years The purpose of the resultmg Greater Yellowstone Winter VIsItor Use Manage- 
ment (GYWVUM) assessment was to evaluate exlstrng condmons and future opportunltles forwmter use 
management Dunng this t!me, the Targhee Nattonal Forest was completmg an EIS for the Grand Targhee 
Sk1 Resort Master Development Plan A slgnlflcant issue during this analysis was concern for wmter 
recreation use and wlldhfe confhct potential on the Teton Basin Dlstnct A commitment was made dunng 
this analysis to carry the fmdmgs of recent studies (e.g , Teton Basin Dlstnct Winter WlldllfeNVmter 
Recreation Management Plan-Draft) mto the Forest Plan Analysis that was also underway The purpose 
of mcorporatmg this analysis Into the Forest Plan revlslon was togeta broader picture of theconcerns and 
proposed management actlons so that a better planning Job could be done and consultation with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service could be done on a level of plannmg acceptable to that agency 

Smce the Forest Plan Revlslon and GYWVUM planmng processes were bemg conducted almost simulta- 
neously, the winter use and wIldlIfe analysis for the GYWVUM process were consldered and Incorporated 
Into the Forest Plan Analyses from the GYWVUM assessment which were used m the Forest Plan 
Revlsron Include the following 

* Issues and concerns assessment based on surveys, pubhc meetings, and pubhc comments and letters 

* Coordmated Goal Statements and Management Opportunltres. based on an evaluation of the issues and 
the mappmg of the folIowIng resource data 

a) actual recreation use areas 
b) known wmter range areas for wIldlIfe 
c) snow cover adequacy for wmter acbvlbes 
d) conflict areas between types of use or wlthm uses 
e) conflict areas between recreation and wlldhfe 
f) closure areas 
g) steep slopes or otherwIse unusable areas 
h) road and trail systems and access parkmg and facllitles 
I) avalanche and other hazard areas 
J) trespass areas Into the Parks, wilderness, or other closure 

As thus data and mappmg was done for the GYWVUM assessment, much of the mapping was mcorpo- 
rated mto the Wmter Transportation Plan for the Forest Plan-Alternative 3M AlternatIve Wmter Trans- 
pottatlon Plans and opportunlttes were also consldered durmg the Forest Plan Revrsion analysis and EIS 
m other alternatlves to the proposed Plan As a result of thus analysis, 93 miles of planned snowmachme 
routes were ldentlfled and added to the AlternatIve 3M Winter Transportation Plan These routes were 
planned m areas away from winter range confhct areas in an attempt to provide users with addItIonal 
opporlunrtles and to reduce wlldllfe Impacts These routes would be marked and/orgroomed m coordma- 
tlon with the counties m the future as addltlonal capacity was determmed to be needed, and as county 
funding and workload allows These routes would be added to the Forest Travel Plan as they were 
developed 

This Wmter Transportation Plan concept was revlewed with the public through numerous GYWVUM as- 
sessment meetings and through pubhc review and comment on the Forest Plan Revlslon DEIS maps 
Due to comments and admmlstratlve review of the draft Winter Transportation Plan, the followmg adjust- 
ments were made for the Final Forest Plan and FEIS 

c-6 



*The followmg planned routes shown on the draft Wmter Transpottatlon Plan Map have been deleted from 
the fmal map 

a) Snow Creek Butte-deleted due to potential trespass concerns for Yellowstone NatIonal Park 

b) Cottonwood Creek and Camas Creek-deleted due to desire to manage these areas as undevel- 
oped backcountry area 

c) Ramey Creek--deleted due to concerns with wrntermg wrldllfe and feed ground operabons 

The Forest Plan includes winter recreation Goals, Objectives, Standards, Guldelmes, PrescriptIons, and 
a Wmter Transportation Plan which have been prepared m concert with the GYWVUM assessment analy- 
SIS as much as possible Not all of the pendmg guidelmes of that assessment have been Incorporated mto 
the Forest Plan, but an objective was Included m the Plan to address the remainder of the pendmg 
gudelmes to provide for other winter opportunities The objective states “By 2000, establish by prescrlp- 
tlons, Travel Plan deslgnatlon or other method a few nonmotonzed winter recreation activity areas with 
easy access for users such as telemark skiers. snowshoers, and snowboarders Conform to results 
antlclpated from the GYWVUM Assessment currently underway” The GYWVUM assessment IS not 
scheduled to be completed until the end of 1997 

References to this process have been Included m Chapters Ill and IV of the FEIS 
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OPEN ROAD AND OPEN MOTORIZED TRAIL ROUTE (OROMTRD) DECISON CRITERIA TABLES 

DEFINITIONS 

Following are the defrnitions of the criterra used on the OROMTR Decision 
Criteria Tables: 

A. Core Access: Needed to access prrvate property, ad]olnLng State 
and Federal Parks or State Lands, and roads that access administratrve 
sites, campgrounds and picnic areas, electronLc sites, permitted 
communications sites, ski areas, boat rams and special recreation 
sites such as Mesa Falls and Big Sprrngs. 

B. First Prxxity: In sane areas the appllcatron of management 
prescriptions and density standards resulted ln this type of 
road/trarl being the only facility designated "open" xn the area. 

c. Eastslde Ecosystem Management Pro]ect (EEMP) Guldellnes: EEMP 
gudelines used to establish a rule set to unsure consxstency as each 
District prepared theu access maps. 

D. Coordrnated Access: Roads/trails that provide Inter-District 
access. 

E. Maintenance of WildlIfe Habitat: Road/trail selected causes less 
impact. 

F. Resource Damage: Road/trail selected caused less unpact. 

G. coet: Lower cost to mau%=aln road/trail. 

H. Dlstrrct-specific criteria (If any). 

I. District-specific criteria (if any). 
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List of Process Papers 

Title 

Issue Idemtlflcatlon and Public Involvement 
FORPLAN Analysis 
Tentatively Sultable Timber Analysis 
WIldlIfe Analysis for the Forest Plan Revision 
Benchmarks 
Sensltlve Plant Spelces 
Idaho and Wyoming Rare Plant Species 
Range SuItabIlIty (Capability) Cnterla for Cattle Range 
Range SuItabIlIty (CapabIlIty) Crltena for Sheep Range 
Logic Used to Estimate Effects of LIvestock Grazmg on 
Rlpanan and Upland Vegetation 
Forest Range EnvIronmental Study (FRES) Management Strategy 
Sheep Allotments affected by Gnzzly Bear, Blghorn Sheep, and 
Watershed Condltlons 
Explanation of how OROMTRD affects Livestock Grazing PermIttees m lmplementmg 
the ForestwIde Standard 
Explanation of how the Phase Out of Sheep Allotments will be Implemented 
lmplementmg Ecosystem Management m Forest Plan Revlslons (Sept 23, 1994) 
Adjacent Land Use Patterns Analysis 
Roadless Areas 
Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers El!glblllty Determination 
RecreatIonal Use ProJectIon Process for Targhee Nattonal Forest Plan Revlslon 
Jededlah Smith Wilderness EnvIronmental Assessment for Forest Plan Amendment 
Supply, Demand and Production Potential 
Key Indicators for Issue 1, SustaInabIlIty, Fire and Natural Disturbances 
Draft Properly Functlonmg Condltlon (Sept 17, 1996) 
Dtspersed Camping Protocol for Momtonng So11 Quality 
Targhee Natlonal Forest Rangeland Monltorlng Protocol 
Exlstmg and Potential Rangeland Improvements 

Process Paper: 

A 
0 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 

K 
L 

M 

N 
0 
P 
Q 
R 
S 
T 
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W 
X 
Y 
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LIST OF PREPARERS 

The followmg IS a list of the current Forest LeadershIp Team (FLT) and Forest lnterdlsclplmary Team 
(IDT) members and others who developed the Targhee Natlonal Forest Plan, Fmal EnvIronmental 
Impact Statement, and supportmg documents 

A Current Forest LeadershIp Team 

Patrua Bates 
Dlstnct Ranger, Teton Basin Ranger Dlstrlct 

Carol Cushlng 
Branch Chief for Land Management Plannmg 

Ron Dlckemore 
Dlstrlct Ranger, Palisades Ranger Dlstnct 

Larry Gorrlnge 
Branch Ch!ef for Englneenng, Lands, and Minerals 

Adrienne Keller 
District Ranger, Ashton and Island Park Ranger Dlstncts 

Ann Matelko 
Public Affairs Officer 

Mac Murdock 
District Ranger, Dub06 Ranger Distnct 

Jerry Reese 
Forest SupervIsor 

AIC Rme 
Branch Chief for Ecosystems 

Chuck Sorenson 
Admmlstratwe Officer, Branch Chief for Fire Management, Actmg Forest SupervIsor 
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B Forest lnterdrscrplmary Team (Present Members) 

B Lynn Ballard 
Natural Resource Specialrst 

Eclucatron 
Expenence 

Function 

Leon Bleggr 
Transportation Planner 

Education 

Expenence. 

Functron 

Carol Cushrng 
Plannrng Branch Chref 

Educatron 
Expenence 
Function 

Katma Harnson* 
Fundron 

Mark Orme 
Wrldlrfe Brologrst 

Educatron 

Experience 

Function 

B S , Forest Resource Management 
U S Forest Serwce 

Trmber Management - 14 years 
Wrnter Sports Plannmg - 6 years 

Core Team Member, Trmber, and Insect & Drsease 

Assocrate Degree, Engmeenng, Utah Valley Communrty College 
Wrldlrfe Management, Unrversrty of Southern Utah 

Bureau of Reclamatron 
Engrneering Desrgn and Inspectron 
Underwater Inspector (SCUBA Dwer) - 8 Years 

U S Forest Set-we 
Engrneenng Desrgn and Inspectron - 11 years 
Forest Transportatron Planner - 12 years 

Core Team Member, Engrneenng, Access Management, Facrlrtres 

B S , Forest Management 
U S Forest Servrce - 16 years 
Plannmg Staff 

Document Preparation 

B S , Forestry, Unrversrty of Idaho 
M S , Wrldlrfe Management, Unwersrty of Idaho 
U S Forest Servrce - 14 5 years 
Unwersrty of Idaho - 2 years 
Idaho Department of Frsh and Game - 2 years 
Wrldlrfe Sectron 
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Dale Pekar 
Team Leader, Forest Plan Revlslon 

Education B A, Economics and Sociology 
M S , Economics 

Experience U S Army Corps of Engineers 
U S Forest Serwce 

Function 

Land Management Plannmg, Economic & Social Analysis 
19 years 

Economic and Social Analysis 

Alan R Sllker 
Recreation Staff Officer 

Education 

Expenence 

Function 

B S , Forest Management 
M S , Forest Recreation Management 
U S Forest Service 

Recreation Management - 25 years 
Winter Sports Planning - 20 years 

Developed and Dispersed Recreation, Roadless, Wilderness, 
and Wild, Scenic, and RecreatIonal Rivers analysis 

Fred Straus 
GIS Coordmator, Analyst 

Education B A, Forest Management 
Expenence Peace Corps 

U S Forest Service 

Eunctlon 
Timber Management - 17 years 

GIS, FORPLAN, Data Management, and Analysis 

C Others Provldmg Substantial Contnbutlons 

Kendall Adams 
Forest Land Surveyor 

Education 
Expenence 

Function 

Bart Andreasen 
Landscape Architect 

Education 
Expenence 

Function 

Cert CIVII Technology 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Surveyor - 5 years 
U S Forest Service 

Engmeenng - 9 years 
Lands - 9 years 

Lands 

B S , Landscape Architecture and EnvIronmental Planning 
Bureau of Land Management 

Visual Resources, Recreation Management - 1 year 
U S Forest Service 

Visual Resources, Recreation Management - 16 year 
Visual Resources, Off-Highway Vehicles, and ROS 
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David Betz 
Data Base Manager 

Function GIS Analysis 

Keith Birch 
Forest Avlatlon and Fire Management Officer 

B S , Forest/Range Management, Idaho State University Education 
Expenence U S Forest Service 

Forest Engmeenng - 8 years 
Range Management - 8 years 
Recreation Management 8 years 
Fire Management - 7 years 

Air Quality, and Fire Function 

Brannon Bleggl* 
Function 

Bob Boyles 
GIS/CEM Speclallst 

Education 
Expenence 

Function 

Dan Delany 
Forest Flshenes Blologlsi 

Education 
Expenence 

Function 

Kns Drewes 
Forestry TechnIcIan 

Function 

Rod Dykehouse 
Forest Fuels Speclallst 

Education 
Expenence 

A AS , Forest Technology, Michigan Technology Unlverslty 
U S Forest Servlce 

Fire Management - 17 years 
Functlon Fire, Air Quality, Jededlah Smith Wilderness Fire Management Plan 

Visual Resources 

B S , InformatIon Systems/Accounting, Unlverslty of Nevada 
U S Army, Dept of Veteran Affairs 
U S Forest Service 
GIS and CEM Analysis 

B S , WIldlIfe Management 
Bureau of Land Management 

Range Management - 2 years 
Flshenes and WIldlIfe Management - 14 years 

U S Forest Servlce 
New Perspecbves - 1 year 
Flshenes and WIldlIfe Management - 5 years 

Flshenes and AquatIc Ecology 

GIS Analysis 
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Ed Fischer 
AssIstant Forest Planner 

Education 

Experience 

Function 

B S , Forest Management, Mlchlgan State Unlverslty 
Course work completed toward M S In Sllvlculture at Oregon State 
University and Unlverslty of Washmgton 
U S Forest Service 

Forestry - 12 years 
Planning - 5 years 

Chapter 1, Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Jim Gerber * 
Function Timber 

Kevin Greenwood 
Island Park Ranger Dlstnct 

Functron Range 

Walt Grows 
Range Management Speclallst 

Education B S , Forest Recreation (major) 
B S , Range Managment (minor) 

Expenence U S Forest Service 
Resource Management - 20 years 
Forest Planner, Range Sub-Staff, Dlstnct Ranger, 
Resource Officer 

Function. 
(AssIstant Dlstnct Ranger), and Range Conservationist 

Range, Actmg Forest Planner 

Jack Haddox 
Natural Resource Speclallst 
Island Park Ranger Distnct 

Education B S , Range and Forest Management, Colorado State University 
Expenence U S Forest Service 

Range Management - 10 years 
Recreation Management - 8 years 

Eunctlon Recreabon and Lands 

Lynn Hansen* 
Euncbon Lands 

Gene Hardln 
Forester 
Island Park Ranger Dlstnct 

Education B S , Forest Management, Clemson University 
Region 6 Sllviculture Institute Oregon State Univers!ty of WashIngton 
Wilderness Management, Colorado State Unlverslty 

Expenence U S Forest Service - 19 years 
Function Roadless Areas 
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James F Hayes* 
Operabons Research Analyst 
Prospect Ranger Dlstnct, Rogue River National Forest 

Education B A , Mathematics 

Expenence 
Graduate work In Systems Science and English Literature 
Southern Oregon Reglonal Services lnstltute 

Urban Planning - 3 years 
U S Forest Service 

Function 

Sue Heald’ 
Forest Sllvicultunst 

Education 
Expenence 
Function 

Dusty Hmcks 
Palisades Ranger Dlstnct 

Function 

Robin Jenkms 
Island Park Ranger Dlstnct 

Function 

BIII Klrchhoff * 
Function 

Bob Klrkpatnck * 
Funcbon 

Land Management Planning - 11 years 
Project Planning - 3 years 

FORPLAN Modelllng, Writer/Editor (Process Paper B) 

B S , Forestry 
U S Forest Service - 12 years 
Ecosystem Management Analysis, and Wnter/Edltor 

Range 

Wild, Scenic, and RecreatIonal Rivers 

GIS Analysis 

Facllltles 

Julie Lehmann* 
Function 

BIII LeVere* 

GIS Analysis 

Lilly Mayer * 
Function Threatened, Endangered and Sensltlve Species 
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Maureen McBnen*, Past Forest Planner 

Martha Merrill* 
Function Dlstnct Representatwe, Wilderness Speclallst 

Kaylene Monson 
Rangeland Management Speclallst 
Palisades Ranger District 

Education 
Expenence 
Function 

B S , Range Science 
U S Forest Serwce 5 years 
Range Management 

Duane Monte 
Soil Scientist 

Education 

Expenence 

Function 

Ronna Slmon Monte 
Hydrologist 

Education 

Experience 

Function 

Craig Morns * 
Function 

Brent Porter 
Recreation Forester 
Palisades Ranger Dlstnct 

Educabon 
Experience 

Function 

B S , Natural Resource ManagementIBlology - UWSP 
Post Graduate Work - Soil Science - UWSP 
University of Wisconsin - Stevens Pomt 
U S So11 Consetvatlon Serwce - 4 Years 
U S Forest Serwce -16 Years 
Rlpanan, Wetlands, AquatIc Infln, and SolIs section 

B S , Geology 
M S , Geography 
M S , Watershed Management 
U S Forest Serwce 

Watershed Management - 6 years 
U S Geological Survey 

Water Resource Monltonng, Quality Assurance - 1 year 
Water sectlon and assistance on Wetlands sectlon 

FORPLAN 

B S , Utah State Unwersity, 1972 
U S Forest Service since 1972 

Recreation, Lands, and Trails - 20 years 
Timber - 16 years 
Mmerals - 20 years 

Recreation, Recreation Special Uses 
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Cheryl Probert 
Dubols Ranger Dlstnct 

Function 

John Pruess 
Minerals Speclallst 

Education 

Experience 

Function 

Betsy Rlckards * 
Function 

Robert Riley 
Superwsory Forester 

Function 

Dee Sessions 
Forest Sllwcultunst 

Function 

BIII Shands * 
Function 

Greg Sorensen 
Teton Basin Rawer Dlstnct 

Bob Specht 
Forest Botanist 

Education 
Expenence 

Range 

B A, Liberal Arts, Gettysburg College 
M F , Timber Management, Duke Unlverslty 
U S Forest Service - Timber - 18 years 

Minerals - 16 years 
Lands - 5 years 

Mmerals and Lands sectlons 

NFMA and NEPA Compliance 

Timber 
Public Involvement 

Pubic Involvement 

Public Involvement 

Range 

B S , Botany 
Bureau of Land Management 

Botanist - 1 year 
Range TechnIcian - 2 years 
Range Conservatlonlst - 1 year 

So11 Conservation Service 
So11 Conservatlonlst - 1 I/Z years 
Range Conservatlonlst - 6 years 
Dlstnct Conservationist - 4 years 

U S Forest Service 
Botanist - 3 years 

Vegetation 
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Gretchen Straus * 
Function Adjacency Analysis 

Keith Tweedie 
Dubols Ranger Dlstnct 

Function Range 

Skip Wllllngham 
Forest Archaeologist 

Education 
Expenence 

Function 

B A, Anthropology and Philosophy, Unlverslty of Alabama 
U S Forest Servlce 

Hentage Resource Management - 13 years 
Offlce of ArchaeologIcal Research, University of Alabama - 4 years 
Hentage Resources 

* - Not affiliated w!th the Targhee NatIonal Forest 
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Recipi- 
ents of 
the FElS 



$ 
Recipients of the FEIS 

Copies of the FEIS and Forest Plan were dlstnbuted to the followmg government, state and local 
agencies, tribal governments, elected offuals, organlzatlons and busmesses, and mduduals Copies 
of the FEIS and Forest Plan are avallable for review at all Forest offlces 

ORGANIZATIONS 

ALLIANCE FOR WILD ROCKIES 
ALLIANCE OF THE WILD ROCKIES 
AMERICAN WILDLANDS 
ANDERSON OUTFITrING 
ANTLER MOTEL 
APHIS 
ARMY CORPS OF ENG 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 
ASHTON AREA DEV COMM 
ASHTON PUBLIC LIBRARY 
ASSOCIATED LOG CONTRACTORS 
ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONTRACTORS 
ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONTRACTORS, INC 
BANNOCKCOUNTYCOMMISSIONERS 
BASIN LUMBER 
BCH 
BEAVERHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
BIGHORN NATIONAL FOREST 
BINGHAM COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
BIODIVERSITY LEGAL FOUNDATION 
BLM 
BLUE RIBBON COALITION 
BLUE RIBBON FLIES 
BOISE CASCADE CORP 
BOISE NATIONAL FOREST 
BONNEVILLE COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 
BPA 
BRIDGERTETON NATIONAL FOREST 
BROWN’S LAND &CATTLE CO INC 
BUGLE 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
BUREC 
BUTTE COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
C & B TIMBER 
CA4-WHEEL DRIVE CLUB, IN 
CARIBOU NATIONAL FOREST 
CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 
CHERRY CREEK VISITOR CENTER 
CHRISTIANSEN LOGGING 
CITIZENS FOR TETON VALLEY 

CITIZENS INTERESTED IN BULL RUN,INC 
CITY OF IDAHO FALLS 
CITY OF IRWIN 
CITY OF ISLAND PARK 
CLARK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
CLARK COUNTY SHERIFF 
CLARK COUNTY SNOWRIDERS SNWBILE CL 
CLARKTIMBER 
CLARK TIMBER/ID WOMEN IN TIMBER 
COMMUNITY CENTER INC 
DENVER PUBLIC LIBRARY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
DEPARTMENTOF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & WELFARE-DEQ 
ORGANIZATION 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HUMAN SERVICE 
DEPARTMENTOF INTERIOR 
DEPARTMENTOF JUVENILE CORRECTIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF LANDS 
DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM AND IND DEV 
DEPARTMENTOFTRANSPORTATION 
DEPT OF ECOLOGY 
DEPT OF HEALTH &HUMAN SERVICES 
DEPT OF LANDS 
DEPUTY ASSIST SECRETRY OF DEFENSE 
DEQ 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DIXIE NATIONAL FOREST 
DOE-BPA 
DRIGGS CHAMBER OFCOMMERCE 
DRIGGS CITY COUNCIL 
ECIPDA 
EAGLE ROCK BACKCOUNTRY HORSEMAN 
EASTERN IDAHO REG MEDICAL CENTER 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTCOUNCIL 
ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE NRS 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT AGENCY 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
EPA 
EXTENSION SERVICE 
FALL CREEK BASIN CATTLEMEN’S ASS 
FALL RIVER REVIEW 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMM 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
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FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMIN 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
FISH 8. WILDLIFE 
FISHLAKE NATIONAL FOREST 
FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
FMID 
FOREST PEST MANAGEMENT 
FORESTRY SCIENCES LAB 
FOUR CORNERS TRAIL CLUB 
FREMONT CO P&Z 
FREMONT COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
FREMONT COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FREMONT ECONOMIC ACTION TEAM 
FREMONT-HERALDCHRONICLE 
FRIENDS OF FALL RIVER 
GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST 
GOVERNOR OF IDAHO 
GRANDTARGHEE 
GRANDTARGHEE RESORT 
GRAND TARGHEE SKI &SUMMER RESORT 
GRAND TETON NATIONAL PARK 
GRAND VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY 
GREATER I F CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
GREATER YELLOWSTONE COALITION 
GREATER YELLOWSTONE CONSERVATION 
GREEN, WILLIAM SCOTT 
GREYSTONE 
GRIZZLY BEAR TASK FORCE 
ORGANIZATION 
GRIZZLY DISCOVERY CENTER 
HAGENBARTH LIVESTOCK 
HARRIMAN STATE PARK 
HEBGEN LAKE RANGER DISTRICT 
HELI-SKIING HIGH MOUNTAIN 
HENRY’S FORK FOUNDATION 
HENRY’S FORK WATERSHED CENTER 
HENRY’S FORK WATERSHED COUNCIL 
HIGH COUNTRY NEWS 
HIGH COUNTRY RC&D 
HIGH MOUNTAIN TRAIL MACHINE ASSOC 
HOLLAND & HART 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
HUMBOLTEOIYABE NATIONAL FOREST 
HYDE OUTFITTERS 
ID OUTFITTERS & GUIDES 
IDAHO ALPINE CLUB 
IDAHO ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 
IDAHO CATTLE ASSOCIATION 
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF LANDS 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND REC 
IDAHO DEPT OF FISH & GAME 

IDAHO DEPT OF PARKS & REC 
IDAHO DEPT OF WATER RES 
IDAHO ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
IDAHO FALLS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
IDAHO FALLS PUBLIC LIBRARY 
IDAHO FARM BUREAU 
IDAHO FISH & GAME 
IDAHO MINING ASSOCIATION 
IDAHO NATURE CONSERV 
IDAHO NATURE CONSERVANCY 
IDAHO OUTFITTERS AND GUIDESASSOC 
IDAHO RIVERS UNITED 
IDAHO SOIL CONSERV. COMM 
IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
IDAHO STATE HOUSE 
IDAHO STATE PARKS & RECREATION 
IDAHO STATE SENATE 
IDAHO STATE SNOWMOBILING 
IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY 
IDAHO WATERSHEDS PROJECT 
IDAHO WOOL GROWERS ASSOC 
IDHAO STATE UNIVERSITY OUTDOOR PRG 
IDWR 
INEL 
INSTITUTE FOR BUSI. ENVI 
INTERNATIONAL LLAMA ASSOCIATION 
J AND S SALES 
J R SIMPLOT 
J R SIMPLOT CO 
JACKSON HOLE ALLIANCE FOR RESP PLNG 
JACKSON HOLE NEWS 
JACKSON RD, B-T NATIONAL FOREST 
KADQ-FM 
ORGANIZATION 
KEY BANK OF IDAHO 
LEMHI COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
LINCOLN COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
LINCOLN COUNTY PLANNING 
LLOYD LAIRD RANCH 
LMP-PLANNING 
LOCAL GOVT (BAG) 
LOUISIANA PACIFIC 
LOUISIANA-PACIFIC CORP. 
LUMBER PRODUCTS INC 
MADISON COUNTY 
MADISON COUNTY PARKS AND REC 
MADISON FORD-MERCURY, INC 
MADISON LIBRARY DISTRICT 
MANTCLASAL NATIONAL FOREST 
MEDIATION AND PUBLIC MGMT 
MEDICINE BOW-ROUlT NATIONALFOREST 
MEYER & GLITZENSTEIN 
MORRIS & WOLFF, P.A. 
MOUNTAIN ROTORS 
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NATIONAL AREAS 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
NATIVE ECOSYSTEMS COUNCIL 
NAVALOCENAOGRAPHY DIVISION 
NEC 
NEW MEXICO TROUT 
NOAA ECOLOGY&CONSERVATION OFFICE 
NORTHWESTPOWER PLANNING COUNCIL 
NRCS 
NYBAKKEN AND ASSOCIATES 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ANALYSIS 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
OKADA-MATSUOKA 1 O-3 
PACIFIC RIVERSCOUNCIL 
PAYElTE NATIONAL FOREST 
PENCE CONTRACTING 
PENTA POSTS CO INC 
POCATELLO TRAIL MACHINE ASSOCIATION 
POLARIS INC 
PREDATOR PROJECT 
REGION 6 ID WILDLIFE COUN 
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR (BAG) 
REPRESENTATIVE BARBARA CUBIN 
REPRESENTATIVE MICHAEL CRAP0 
REXBURG LIBRARY 
REXBURG STANDARD JOURNAL 
RIVERTON SNO-GOERS, INC 
ROAD-RIP 
ROBIE REAL ESTATE 
ROCKEFELLER&ASSOCIATES 
ROCKIE MOUNTAIN OIL AND GAS ASSOC 
S R HIGHLAND’S CONSERV 
SALMON/CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST 
SAWTOOTH NATIONAL FOREST 
SAWTOOTH SNOWMOBILE CLUB 
SDSA 
SENATOR CONRAD BURNS 
ORGANIZATION 
SENATOR CRAIG THOMAS 
SENATOR DIRK KEMPTHORNE 
SENATOR LARRY CRAIG 
SENATOR LARRY E CRAIG 
SENATOR MAX BAUCUS 
SENTINEL ROCK RANCH 
SHEEP EXPERIMENT STATION 
SHOSHONE BANNOCKTRIBES 
SHOSHONE-BANNOCKTRIBAL 
SHOSHONE-BANNOCKTRIBES 
SIDDOWAY SHEEP CO 
SIERRA CLUB 
SIERRA CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND 
SNO ENGINEERING 
SNO WEST 

ST ANTHONY LIBRARY 
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
STATE OF IDHAO 
STATE OF WY TETON COUNTY 
STATE OF WYOMING 
STODDARD LUMBER CO 
T P OUTFITTERS 
TETON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
TETON GROUP OF SIERRA CLUB 
TETON SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
TETON TEEPEE LODGE 
TETON VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
TETON VALLEY LAND TRUST 
TETON VALLEY NEWS 
TETONIACITY COUNCIL 
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
TRUDE RANCH 
TRUE OIL COMPANY 
U S DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
U S AIR FORCE (USAF) 
U S ARMY ENGR DIV, NORTH PACIFIC 
U S COAST GUARD (USCG) 
U S CORP OF ENG ENVIR 
U S DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
U S DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
U S DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
U S DEPT OF INTERIOR 
U S ENVIRONMENTAL PA 
U S FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
U S FOREST SERVICE 
U S NAVY (USN) 
U S SENATOR MICHAEL B ENZI 
U S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
UINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
UNITED STATES DEPT OFTHE INTERIOR 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO 
UPPER SNAKE RIVER CATTLE CO 
USDA FOREST SERVICE 
USDA, NATIONALAGRICULTURALLIBRARY 
USDA-ADC 
USGS 
UTAH TRAIL MACHINE ASSOCIATION 
ORGANIZATION 
VICTOR ADVENTURES 
WALDORF COLLEGE 
WASATCH-CACHE NATIONAL FOREST 
WEST YELLOWSTONE NEWS 
WILD FOREVER 
WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
WILDLIFE COUNCIL, REGION 6 
WWF 
WYOMING DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
WYOMING DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH 
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WYOMING GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
WYOMING STATE FORESTRY DIVISION 
WYOMING STATE LEGISLATURE 
WYOMING STATE PLANNING AND COORD 
WYOMINGTRANSPORTATION DEPT 
YELLOWSTONEARCTICNAMAHA 
YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 
YELLOWSTONE SCD 
YELLOWSTONE TRACK SYSTEMS 
YELLOWSTONE VILLAGE 

INDIVIDUALS 

WESLEY ADKINS 
KATHY ALBERTSON 
WYANE E ALLEN 
MIKE A ARNOLD 
PATRICIAASCHENBRENNER 
DENNIS BAIRD 
STEPHEN BALL 
SAM J BARBER 
WILLIAM BARMORE JR 
TOM BARR 
RUTH LYON BATEMAN 
MORTON J BAUM 
DELORES BEEHLER 
MYRON BENNETT 
MARK BENNION 
LES & ROSEMARY BENSON 
FREDERICK BEVIS 
ED AND MERRILIE BIDDULPH 
HARVEY BLACKBURN 
JOE BOHNE 
DAVID BONAUTO 
KEN BOSWORTH 
PAUL BOWIN 
LIONEL BOYER 
KEITH &CYNTHIA BRANTER 
DOUG &JAN BRIMEYER 
LEN BROBERG 
PASSEY BROOKE 
GORDON H BROWN 
SHANE BROWN 
DEBORA BULLARD 
BROOK BULLINGS 
JOHN BURNEn 
J B BURROWS 
A W BURTON 
STEVE BUTTS 
GREGORY A BUXTON 
RANDY CALL 

GARY AND PATRICIA CANTRAL 
DICK CANTSY 
JAMES CASE 
MARK CHANDLER 
ASHLEY CHILDS 
LEE & MARVA CHURCHILL 
ANN MARIE CHYTRA 
EUGENE&SHARON CLARK 
LARRY CLAYTON 
JAMES CLOPTON 
KATHRINE COLEY 
JACK 8. STELLA COLLINS 
MONTY AND BETTY 1-. CONLEY 
KENNETH COOPER 
RICHARD COOPER 
KATHLEEN CORDINGLEY 
MR & MRS CRABTREE 
DARLENE CRAIG 
ROBERTW CRANDALL 
CHARLES CRARY 
BILL CREWS 
LARRY CRIPPS 
CAROLCUNNINGHAM 
DON GUSHING 
CLAUDE DANIELS 
LAYNE L DANSIE 
MIKE DAVIS 
NICK DAVIS 
NICK DAVIS 
BILL DELAMB 
JAMES L DENISON 
MARILYN L DINGER 
EARL DODDS 
DOUGLAS DRAKE 
VALORIE DRAKE 
ROD DREWIEN 
STUART DUFFIELD 
NORMAN W DUKE 
NORMAN DUSTIN 
JERRY & KIM DVORAK 
GARY &JUDY ECKMAN 
VICKI EGGERS 
D M ERICKSON 
ANITA FERGUSON 
WADE FLEMING 
TIM FLYNN 
DON FREDERICKSEN 
MIKE FRIEDMAN 
ANN FRISK 
FRANK L JR FRY 
KIM FUISTING 
JOAN & GARY GAY 
BRENT GEE 
KATE GIESE 
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DIANA GILSON 
DIANA GILSON 
ROBERT GLASMANN 
ROBERT GLEAVE 
MERRILL A GODFREY 
LARRY R GOULD 
RICHARD & LUJEAN GRAF 
JOHN GRASSI 
DAVID HADERLIE 
HARRY HALKAC 
NORMA HAMILTON 
BEN HAMMOND 
TODD P HAMPTON 
TODD HAMPTON 
J D HANCOCK 
GLADE HANSEN 
JOHN HANSON 
KEN AND BERNETTA HANSON 
DAVID HARPER 
WILLIAM E HARRIGFELD 
RYAN HARRIS 
DAVE & SANDY HART 
KELLEY HART 
JIM HARTUNG 
ANN HARVEY 
GEORGE HATCH 
TONY HATHAWAY 
JAMES HERTHER 
MAHLON, M D M SC HIESTAND 
PATA HIESTAND 
DAVID HIGGINSON 
DONETTA HIGLEY 
JOHN HILL 
MARLIN HILL 
RICK HILL 
TONI HILL 
GLENN HIMEBAUGH 
BOB HITCHCOCK 
RICHARD HOLLEY 
SCOTT W HOMER 
SCOT HOMER 
RON HOODENPYLE 
DON HOOPER 
BRYAN HOREJSI 
RONALD J HOVER 
KELLY G HOYLE 
LARRY&B J HULTZ 
JEANNE HUM 
WENDELL HURST 
HUGH &NORMA IRELAND 
JOHN A JARDINE 
JOHN JEFIMOFF 
ROBERT JELLICK 
DARYL JENKINS 

CLIFFORD &MAE JOHNSTON 
MERLIN JOLLEY 
BILL JONES 
CLARK JONES 
CLARK JONES 
JACK JONES 
RICK L JONES 
S J KARIKO 
STEVE KELLY 
JIM AND JANE KERSTING 
CLARKE KID0 
TIM KIESTER 
BECKY KING 
LYNN KLEIN 
MIKE KLOSTRICH 
NORMAN KRAMER 
LEE KRAVITZ 
L F KRONER 
DELBERT KUNZ 
FORREST LEATHAM 
JEANIE LEE 
BOB LEHMAN 
JOHN LENT 
GARY AND VERNA LERWILL 
MIKE LEWIS 
WILLIAM F LEWIS 
JACK AND JEAN LIEBENTHAL 
WENDELL LIECHTY 
LANE LINDSTROM 
GERALD G LISTMAN 
GUY AND JANET LOOMIS 
E DEWANE LORDS 
MS JUDYE KLINGBERG LUND 
DONALD MACKAY 
MARY MAJ 
BEN MALAN 
GREGG MANWARING 
JAN MARKOWSKI 
REBECCA MARRIOTT 
RICHARD MARSAN 
ADELE MARTIN 
JACKIE MATHEWS 
FRANCIS R MATTSON 
STAN MAY 
JOHN MAYBERRY 
JOHNMAYBERRY 
THERON MCGARRY 
ALFRED MCGLINSKY 
JOHN MCINTOSH 
KENNETH MCKELLEY 
REX MCKELLEY 
GENE MEAD 
SYLVIA MEDINA 
DAVID MEIKLE 

L-5 



TAYNA MEIKLE 
ANNE MERKLEY 
MARKUS MEnENHEIM 
MARK MICKELSEN 
JEROME MILLER 
MACK MILLER 
T KARL MILLER 
DAVID MOENKHAUS 
DOUG MOHR 
PETER MORRISETrE 
CLAIRE MOSER 
FRANK MURDOCK 
NATASHA MURDOCK 
PHIL MURDOCK 
RENEE E MURDOCK 
KURT L MURRAY 
RICHARD NAEF 
CHUCK NEAL 
LYNN NEELEY 
LEE NELLIS 
MAC & BETSY NELSON 
GREG NICKERSON 
NOLS 
BERNICE NOREEN 
MYRLIN D OGDEN 
GREG ORAM 
JON ORD 
BOBBIE OTTESON 
DEBRAPATLA 
SUSAN M PATLA 
A PAVONE 
PAMELA PECHULIS 
DEBBY PENWELL 
ROD PERKINS 
ALAN PETERSEN 
GEORGE L PETERSON 
RON PETERSON 
TIM & LINDA PETERSON 
DEAN PHILBRICK 
DENIS PIERCE 
JOHN & FELICIA PIEROTTI 
ROSE M PIFER 
ROSE PIFER 
LINDEN PITKIN 
SAMUEL POLE 
DAVID POPE 
PAT POVAH 
PREMENA 
BILL AND TRACEE PRICE 
BRENT PRICE 
R R PRICE 
HERBERT PRIZEMAN 
HENRY RAUSCHOLD 
KIM REMIEN 

ROBERT RESCHEKE 
DAVID RICHERSON 
JESSE E RICHERSON 
THOMAS RICHINS 
KIMBER RICKS 
PAT KAY RIDLEY 
DIANE RINGLER 
DIANE RINGLER 
BRENT ROBSON 
GARY ROBSON 
ARTHUR ROEH 
PAUL ROSEMAN 
RUDOLPHE RUFFY 
RANDY SACKETT 
LINDEN SCHLENKER 
KEN & ELNORE SCHNETTGEN 
SAM, CHRIS & CHERY SCHOEUEMAN 
STEVE SERR 
JONATHAN SHICK 
R SHIPMAN 
CINDY SIDDOWAY 
LYNN SIDDOWAY 
BILL &ANNETTE SIEGEL 
W J SIMON 
DAVID SKIDMORE 
DAVID SMITH 
DR & MRS RICHARD SMITH 
GLENN SMITH 
NED SMITH 
PATRICKTODD SMITH 
RICH SMITH 
ROBIN SMITH 
CONNIE SNAPP 
REED SOMMERS 
BILL AND SHIRLEY SOUZA 
FABIAN SPOGIS 
ART STAPLETON 
TOM STOEVER 
GEORGE STONE 
BARTLEY STOWELL 
VONI STRASSER 
RAY & NANCY STRATFORD 
TRENT STUMPH 
MICHAEL STURDEVENT 
LOIS SULLIVAN 
KEN & LORRAINE SUTTON 
JOHN R SWANSON 
BOB SWINTZ 
BOB SWINTZ 
WENDY SWOPE 
JOAN J TAYLOR 

-IAN TEAGUE 
TERRY 
THOMAS 

JONATI 
BRENT 
BUTCH 
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GARY THOMPSON 
JAMES THOMPSON 
LYLE THOMPSON 
DAVID TITCOMB 
DOUGLAS V TOOMER 
DOUGLAS TOOMER 
CAROLYN TOYER 
THOMASTRAHANT 
GARY TREGO 
HEROLD A TREIBS 
CHARLES H TROST 
LELAND TROTTER 
MIKE TUCKER 
EDTURNER 
VANCIETURNER 
LANE WAGONER 
GLENN E WALKER 
GLENN WALKER 
JOHN WALKER 
H S WALTER 
MARLENE & STEVE WEBSTER 
RENELL WEEKS 
ANN WEINRICH 
MIKE AND BARBARA WEST 
DARLENE WESTON 
LEON WESTON 
MARTIN WESTON 
DAVE WHEELOCK 
GARY AND ALMA WHITAKER 
NED WILDE 
TERRI WILKENSEN 
JAMES WILKINSON 
JERRY WILLIAMS 
RONALD D WILLIAMS 
RONALD WILLIAMS 
WESLEY WILLIAMSON 
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Index 
A 

Access S-4, S-5, S-6, I-1, II-I, 11-2, 11-3, II-4,ll-5, 11-6, 11-7, Ill-l, 111-73, IV-l, IV-44, IV-45, IV-46, IV- 
47 

Adlacent Land Use Patterns 111-16, IV-1 1 
Air Quality 111-20, IV-15 
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) S-6, S-9, S-16, l-6, I-10, 11-3, 11-4, 11-5, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, N-9, II-1 1, 11-12, II- 

14, 11-15, IV-12, IV-13, IV-14, IV-15, IV-61, IV-62, IV-63, IV-64, N-65, IV-66, IV-68 
AlternatIve Contmuum S-7, S-8, II-I. II-2 
AlternatIves Consldered but Ellmmated II-1 
Amenity Interests Ill-85 
Amencan lndlans 111-87, 111-88, N-89, 111-90, IV-53, IV-54 
Amencan Marten --See Marten 
Anheuser-Busch Ill-81 
AquatIc and Rlpanan Ecosystems I-1, II-l, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, Ill-l, 111-34, IV-l, IV-17, IV-18, IV-19, IV-23 
Aquatlc Influence Zone (AIZ) S-3, l-12, 11-3, 11-4, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, II-IO, II-II, 11-17, 111-31, IV-2, IV-IO, IV- 

19, IV-20, IV-21 
Area of Pnmary Forest Economic Influence (APFEI) 11-21, N-79, 111-81, 111-82, 111-83, 111-84, IV-56 
Ashton S-1, I-1 
Aspen 11-18, 111-11, 111-12, 111-15, 111-16, 111-40, 111-41, 111-42, 111-93, 111-95, 111-96, IV-7, IV-25, IV-43 
ASQ -- See Allowable Sale Quantity 

B 

Bald Eagle I-1 I, 111-34, 111-35, 111-36, IV-21, IV-22 
Bear Management Units (BMUs) S-5, S-7, S-8, S-13, l-6, l-8, 11-2, H-3, 11-5, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, 11-9, II-IO, II- 

12, 11-15, 111-55, 111-56, Ill-57,lll-58, IV-31, IV-32, IV-33, IV-34, IV-35, IV-36, IV-37, IV-38, IV-39 
Big Hole Mountams S-1, 111-2, 111-4, 111-12, 111-14, 111-15, 111-19, 111-21, 111-23, 111-25, 111-26, 111-35, 111-41, 

111-42, 111-45, 111-46, 111-47, 111-50, 111-76, 111-77, 111-93, N-94, 111-95, 111-96, 111-98, IV-IO, IV-I 1, IV-24 
Blghorn Sheep 111-69, 111-70, IV-41, IV-42 
BIologIcal Elements 111-23, IV-17 
Black-backed Woodpecker 111-50, 111-61, Ill-62 
Blackfoot 111-81, Ill-87 
Boreal Owl I-1 1, 111-50, N-62, 111-63. IV-40 

C 

Caribou Range Mountam S-1, 111-2, 111-4, III-E, 111-12, 111-14, 111-15, 111-19, 111-21, 111-23, 111-24, 111-25, Ill- 
26, 111-30, 111-35, 111-41, 111-42, 111-45, 111-46, 111-47, 111-50, 111-76, 111-77, 111-93, 111-94, 111-95, 111-96, lll- 
98, IV-24 

Caves I-11, 111-20, IV-16 
Centenmal Mountams S-l, 111-2, 111-8, 111-12, 111-15, 111-21, 111-22, 111-24, 111-25, 111-26, 111-28, 111-35, 111-40, 

111-42, 111-45, 111-46, 111-47, 111-50, 111-76, 111-77, 111-89, 111-93, 111-94, 111-95, 111-96, 111-98, IV-3, IV-24 
Center for Busmess Research and Science (CBRS) Ill-90 
Center for Rural Economic Development (CRED) Ill-90 
Common Loon I-1 l, lll-35,lll-38. IV-21, IV-23 
Connectivity 11-16, 111-16, IV-2, IV-10 
Coors Ill-83 
Cutthroat Trout 11-17, 111-31, 111-32, 111-33, IV-21 
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D 

Desired Future Condltlon (DFC) S-3, I-1, l-3, I-l I, II-I, 11-2, IV-14, IV-15 
Douglas-fir l-4, 111-2, 111-9, Ill-1 1, 111-12, 111-14, 111-16, 111-39, 111-40, 111-41, IV-7, IV-25, IV-65, IV-74 
Downey Woodpecker 111-50, 111-61, Ill-62 
Drlggs S-l, I-1, Ill-92 
Dubols S-1, I-1, 111-2, IV-5 

E 

EcologIcal Patterns I-1, II-l, Ill-l, 111-15, IV-l, IV-9 
Ecological Processes and Patterns or Ecosystem Processes and Patterns S-3, I-1, l-6, I-1 1, II-l, Ill-l, 

111-5, 111-15, IV-l, IV-2 
Economic and Social Environment I-1, II-I, Ill-l, 111-79, IV-I, IV-53 
Ecosystem Management S-4, I-1, l-7, I-IO, II-I, Ill-l, 111-2, IV-l, IV-61 
Ecosystem Processes and Patterns -- See EcologIcal Processes and Patterns 
Elkand deer winter range II-l, 11-18, 111-50, 111-51, 111-52, 111-53, IV-28, IV-30 
Elk Habitat Effecbveness (EHE) 11-18, 111-50, 111-52, IV-28, IV-29, IV-30 
Elk Secunty S-5, S-7, l-6, l-8, II-l, 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, 11-6, 11-7, II-9 
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THE PURPOSE OF APPENDIX A 

Appendix A is a paraphrased summary and the Forest's responses to the 
substantive comments received durrng the public comment period of February 23 
to June 27, 1996, about the Draft Revised Plan and the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Letters recerved before the comment period or after the 
deadlrne were reviewed but were not formally acknowledged or analyzed. 

New management dIrection and decisions were made after some of the responses 
to public comments were written. Although we trred to correct these es 
decisions changed, we may have missed correcting a few of them. If conflicts 
and drscrepancres are noted, the Record of Deolsron, the FEIS, and the Final 
Revxed Plan reman the official declslon documents, not this Appendrx. 

BACKGROUND ON TEE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

A variety of methods were used to anform people about the draft and to seek 
Input. These rncluded mailings, news releases, newsletters, media interviews, 
open houses, executive summaries, copies in all local libraries, response 
forms for ease of response to key issues, meetings, an executive summary of 
the differences between the current plan and the proposed plan, and contacts 
with cooperators and other local, state and national agencies and 
o&"izatro"s. 

The Targhee emphasrzed the opportunity for extensive publx involvement and 
one-on-one contact durrng the draft review -- a chance to ask questlons, learn 
more about the issues, and provide input. TO accomplish this, the Forest 
plannrng team and ranger dlstrxt staffs held meetings about the draft plan 
between the dates of March to June throughout the local and extended 
communrties served by the Targhee 1" Idaho L" Ashton, Island Park, Dubols, 
Idaho Falls, Driggs, Blackfoot and Pocatello; in Wyoming 1" Jackson; and L" 
Montana in West Yellowstone. The planning team also had meetings about the 
draft wLth all adjacent national forests, Bureau of Land Management offLces, 
State Fish and Game agencies, and the U.S. Sheep Experiment Station; the two 
national parks; county commrssioners; U.S. Fish and Wrldlife Service; and the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribal Counc11. The team presented information at additional 
meetings sponsored by other groups and organizations, at their request. TWO 
meetings were held with all Targhee Forest Servxe employees. 

COMMENTS AND ANALYSIS 

The Targhee received 454 form Letters, 433 clip-out "coupons" sponsored by the 
Citizens for a User Friendly Forest (CUFF), 558 postcards sponsored by the 
Greater Yellowstone Coal~tlon (GYC) and 663 Lndlvldual letters for a total of ' 
2,168. Another 200 form letters were recerved with rllegible or missing 
names and addresses. All of these are available for publx review at the 
Forest Superv~sor's Offrce in St. Anthony. Appendix A 1s twice as large as 
the Plan and EIS and conta~ne all substantive comments that were considered 
and addressed. Although Targhee employees and mailings emphasized that 
analysx of comments does not use vote countrng, some groups persIsted I" 
sendrng r" mass mailings of form letters, petitlons, ballots, coupons and 
postcards. In the analysis, the same comment 1s llsted once and is responded 
to once; these have a" F (for Form letter) after them. Some Forest Service 
employees responded as Forest Servxe employees and their comments have a FS 
before their number. Copies of all letters signed by representatives of 
State or Federal Agencies or elected offrclals are reproduced at the back of 
the Appendix, as requxed by the NatIonal Envrronmental Policy Act. Responses 

1-l 



to these letters are treated the same as other comments and can be found 
throughout the appendix in the appropriate issue areas. 

A 5-person team hired from the public-at-large and the public affarrs officer 
analyzed the letters in their entrrety, placing substantrve comments under 
appropriate issue areas. Comments were reviewed by resource specialists, 
planners, and the leadership team to determine needs for further analysrs and 
before making final decisions. Many decisions were changed or rmproved based 
on publx comment. Most of these changes are explained in the responses of 
Appendix A and the Record of Declslon. 

The specxalrsts 01 planners who coordrnated the responses in Appendix A are 
indicated by their Initial. The followrng Forest Servrce people coordinated 
responses: Lynn Ballard (LB); Leon Bleggx (LAB); John Councrlman (JC); Walt 
Grows (WG); Mark Orme (MO); Megan Bogle (MLB); John Pruess (JP); Jerry Reese 
(JBR); Ed Frscher (EF); Dale Pekar (DP); Alan Silker (AS); Ann Matejko (AM); 

Ric Rune (RR); Carol Cushrng (CC); Ronna Simon Monte (RSM); Duane Monte (DM); 
Dan Delay (DD); Fred Straus (FS); Jeff Larrieu (JL); Larry Gorrlnge (LG); Liz 
Davy (LD); Bud Alford (BA); Marynell Oechsner (M05); Kendall Adams (KA); Dee 
Sessu~ns (DS); Ron Dickemore (RD); Cheryl Probert (CP); Keith Tweedy (KT); 
Adrrenne Keller (AK); Brent Porter (BP); and Mac Murdock (CMM). 

COMMONLY USED ABBREVIATIONS 

TO shorten responses, the Forest abbreviated the following: 

EIS = Environmental Impact Statement, the document that analyzes all the 
alternatives and shows the preferred one. DEIS is the draft. FEIS 1s the 
final. 

Revrsed Plan = The Targhee National Forest Land Management Plan Revlsron, the 
preferred alternative 3-M, which will determIne the drrectxon of the Forest 
for the next 10 years. Sometimes the abbreviation LS the "Flnz.1 Revrsed Plan" 
to dlstnguLsh it from the Draft Revrsed Plan. 

Targhee and the Forest = Targhee Natronal Forest. 

Respondents are from all geographical areas of the United States. Most 
respondents are from Idaho, followed by Utah, Wyoming, Montana. Attached 1s a 
list of every respondent next to hrsjhet letter number. 

DID ANYONE LISTEN TO MB? 
HOW TO FIND YOUR COMMENTS. 

All substantive comments were read, considered and responded to. Some people 
thank that if they don't get what they asked for, nobody listened. Although 
they may or may not get what they asked for, review of this document will show 
that they were heard. You can find your lndlvldual comments by checking your 
mail label or your letter number in the attached alphabetxal list of 
lndlvlduals and organrzatnns. Letters are usually flied under the name of 
the person who signed the letter, rather than the organization. Look up the 
sublect of your comment, such as snowmob~llng or grizzly bear, xn the table of 
contents. Check the subheadlngs under the sublect such as "snowmachrnes - 
dates." Look for your letter number under the ~sue areas. 
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ACCESS - 40% SLOPE 

(CROSS REFERENCE: Soxls; Rrparlan, Hydrologx Dxturbance) 

CONMENTS : Dexgn effective road closures to "dxcourage" OH" use on slopes 
greater than 40 percent and list a&Ions taken if violations occur. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows summer cross country motorrzed (0%") use on 
only 7 percent of the Forest. The Revised Plan also provides OROMTRD 
standards for each management prescrrption. The collective effort of these 1s 
to reduce the miles of roads and trails open to motorized use. Those not open 
will be closed with effective closure devices. A new travel plan ~~11 
Lmplement the new restrictrons. Law enforcement action can then be taken 
against violators. The Revised Plan also contains a guideline to drscourage 
OHV use on slopes greater than 40 percent in the 7 percent of the Forest that 
1s open. JR 

COMMENTS : Create a standard whrch will prohrblt OHV travel on steep slopes 
(e.g., greater than 25 degrees) and thus minlmlze risk for ATV use as well as 
erosion potential. 

695, 697, 1273b, 1365 
NO hill climbing over 40-50% slope should be allowed. 

FS-3 

RESPONSE: Allowing travel on slopes up to 40 percent does not result ln 
serious risk to OHV users. Recreation Standards and Guidelines for OHV use in 
Chapter III of the Revised Plan states that travel restrictlons may be 
required in areas wxth 25-40 percent slopes if soil erosion factors warrant. 
Use IS also restrrcted on iden'ufied areas of unstable soil. OHV use 1s 
permitted on designated routes and on roads and trails that may cross slopes 
that exceed 40 percent. The Revrsed Plan duectly addresses the concern for 
OH" on steep slopes. The Revised Plan allows summer cross-country motorued 
"se on only 7 percent of the Forest. The Revised Plan also has a gusdellne to 
discourage OHV use on slopes greater than 40 percent. LASfTEMJJR 

CONNENTS : Remove OHV restrxtions on slopes of 25-40 percent. 
693, 767 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, the Standards and Guldelx,es state that on 
slopes 25-40 percent the Forest may require travel restrrctlons, depending on 
soil erosmn factors. The actual restrictuxs are provided in the Travel Plan 
whxh implements the Revxaed Plan. The Revised Plan allows OHV "se on only 7 
percent of the Forest to address a number of resource concerns. (Most areas 
closed to cross country also contan a good network of designated trails open 
to motorxed use). LAB/TEM/JR 

COMMENTS : In the case of 25-40 percent slope erosion concerns, clarify 
whether restrxtuans on use are imposed after erosion 1s Identifxd, or lf 
restr1ctLons are rmposed rf sol1 erosion is suspected. 

1361 

RESPONSE: Most restrxtuxIs ~111 appear in the Travel Plan whxh implements 
the Revised Plan. Only 7 percent of the Forest wrll be open to summer 
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cross-country motorized use to address a variety or resource concerns (most 
areas also Include a good network of desrgnated trails whrch allow motorized 
use,. In those areas remalnlng open, addltlonal restrIctIons would occur only 
after monltorlng and a site-speclfx analysis. JR 

ACCESS - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

More Comprehensive Analvsls Needed 

CONNENTS : The DEIS section of the cumulative Impacts of roads on wrldllfe, 
so1.1 and water of the forest should address whether those roads are under 
Targhee Natronal Forest jurisdiction and management or not. The DEIS should 
also comprehensively address the issue of border roads as well. 

1367b 
Suggest a comprehenslve road management and transportation plan 

evaluating the need for roads, how those needs are achieved and the Impacts 
roads have on other forest resources. Restrictions should protect resources 
and publrc safety. 

FS-11, FS-12, 389, 1345 
The Plan should include a comprehensive review of the environmental 

and user impacts of the Recreatwnal Management Plan on OHV use during the 
past ten years planning period due to the lack of a thorough 
monrtorlng/evaluation in orlglnal Revised Plan. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The FEIS addresses the Lmpacts of roads on wildllfe and other 
resources. The analysis for the Revised Plan is suffxlent to address access 
management on National Forest System lands. For more detailed uformatlon, 
see the Access Appendu ln the FEIS and Process Paper D, wallable ln the 
Supervisor's Office. The analysrs developed the standards for open road 
density for each management prescrlptLon. The mrx of prescrlptlons and the 
amount of motorized access varies by alternative and the effects are compared 
m the FEIS. 

The analysis does not Include "border" roads outsrde the Forest 
boundary because dorng so could be interpreted that the Forest Service has the 
authority to make management decisuxza for those roads. The road densrty 
standards only apply wrthin the Forest boundary. For the same reason, the 
FEIS only addresses management direction for roads under Forest Servxe 
]urxdiction. The FEIS does provide a broader narrative view of the 
transportation system for Southeast Idaho to give a larger perspective. 

The Analysis of the Management Sltuatlon provided the basic 
overview and update of the exlstlng sltuatuan (the analysis of the past ten 
years) . This defined the basis for need for change to mitigate envxonmental 
and user impacts. We disagree that there was a lack of thorough 
monltorlng/evaluatlon In the orlgrnal Plan. JBR/LRG 

COMMENTS : RestrLctuzns for off-road vehrcles should be planned and 
implemented to protect resources and publx safety. 

1345 
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RESPONSE: we agree. The Revrsed Plan restrxts ORV use to protect resources 
and meet public safety needs. For example, 93 percent of the Forest 1s closed 
to summer cross-country motorized use 1n the Revised Plan. The RevLsed Plan 
also sets road and trail density standards to meet the needs of other 
?CeSOUl-CeS. These standards resulted in fewer roads and trails being open for 
motorxed use than is currently the case. JBR 

CONNBNTS : The DFPR and DEIS need to include: more analysis, strxter standard 
and guldellnes, better methods and scrence, and adherence to envxonmental 
laws because of road closures and the monitoring program. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The road analysx ln the FEIS and the Revrsed Plan LS adequate to 
address the issues and provide a basis for decisronmak~ng (see prev1ou.s 
response). Appropriate management prescriptions were developed and applied on 
the ground, along with Forestwide standards and guidelines to address resource 
concerns and publx issues. Appropriate scientific lnformatron was used In 
thrs analysis. This LS partrcularly true for development of road density 
standards to meet goals to reduce elk vulnerability, acrease habitat 
effectiveness for elk, and to unprove grizzly habitat. The monitoring of road 
closure effectiveness is a number one pruarlty for the Revxed Plan's 
monltorug. The travel management standards and guidelines are in compliance 
wrth applxable laws and regulations. JBR 

Wildlife Analvsis 

coNNBNl!s: Harassment of wildlife by OHV's is not adequately considered In the 
Plan analysis, prescrlptuxs or standards and gudellnes. 

1365 

RESPONSE: We disagree. The needs of wildlife species, partxularly elk and 
grizzly bears, were analyzed In depth and provide the basis for restrxtuans 
on cross-country motorized use by OHVs and reductions In the road density for 
motorized vehxles Ln the Revxzed Plan. Approximately 93 percent of the 
Forest 1s closed to summer cross-country motorrzed use Ln the Revised Plan and 
winter cross-country travel by snow machlnes 1s restricted to designated 
routes through big game wuter ranges. These changes respond duectly to 
concerns about harassment of wlldlrfe from OHVs. JBR 

coNNEwTs: Proposed access program and analysis falls to recognue the 
beneficial effects on fish, wildlife, water qualAty, recrea.tLon or local 
economy. 

1195 

RESPONSE: The FEIS drsplays the positive and negative effects from 
lmplement~ng the Revised Plan and compares them to the other alternatives 
considered. The reductions in motorized access in the Revised Plan were 
developed wrth the ob3ective of provldlng beneficial effects for wrldlrfe and 
fish habrtats and water quality. Changes anticipated In recreation 
opportunltles are dlsplayed In the FEIS and are both posltlve and negative. 
The effects on the local economy are difficult to quantify but are described 
In the economic analysis In the FEIS. JBR 
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coNNF.NTs : Evaluate impacts the lack of road standards have on wildlife use 
and population rn timber management areas. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The construction standards for particular roads wrll be deaded In 
ate-specifx analysis when projects are proposed and will be based on pro]ect 
ob]ectives and compliance with Standards and Guidelines In the Revrsed Plan. 
Timber access roads specified will be the lowest suitable standard that still 
facilitates removal of the harvested trees. Most new roads will be closed 
after removal of the timber to meet road density standards Ln the Revised 
Plan. 

The impacts on wildlrfe are more related to the density of roads 
than the particular road construction standards. The Impacts of roads are 
adequately addressed Ln the FEIS and the Revised Plan contains speclflc 
standards for road density that are desrgned to be compatrble wxth wIldlIfe 
habItat ob]ectives. JBR 

COMMENTS : Clarify the basis for such hrgh OROMTRD standards of up to 2.0 
mrles per square mile and lower this standard to protect elk and deer. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Access, Wrldlife) 

127313 

RESPONSE: Most management prescriptions have OROMTRD standards between 1.5 
miles per square mile and 0.0 miles per square mile to address wlldlrfe 
habitat objectIves. 

Only three prescriptions Ln the Revised Plan have OROMTRD standards 
higher than 1.5 miles per square mile. Prescription 5.1.3 (b) LS an urban 
rnterface prescription and has a standard of 3 miles per square mrle. The 
density relates to the developed nature of the lands, with summer homes, 
ad]acent private land developments and similar human activltres. Where this 
prescription overlaps winter range, the wrnter range area is restrrcted to 
desrgnated routes for snowmachuws in winter. Prescription 6.1 is a range 
management prescription with a density standard of 2 miles per square mile. 
No conflxts were rdentlfred with wildlife or other resources in areas where 
this management prescrlption applies that would dictate a lower density. 
Agaln where this prescriptlon overlaps wrnter ranges, the winter motorxed use 
1s restrxted to desrgnated routes. Prescrlptuxn 2.7 LS the winter range 
prescriptux with a summer motorxed density standard of 2 miles per square 
mile. Since wildlife are not concentrated on wuker ranges durrng the summer, 
no need was LdentLfLed to restrxt motorized use beyond this level. Wrnter 
motorized access LS llmlted to a few designated routes. JBR 

coNMBN!cs : Add a provisun to prohLblt motorized activltxs Af they conflict 
with the primary goal of provldxng and protecting big game habitat. 

389, 640 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan includes specifx management directlon regarding 
mororued use. The road density standards for each prescription are 
speclfrcally deslgned to meet wildllfe habrtat objectIves (refer to Process 
Paper D In the Supervisor's Office for more detail). Cross-country motorrzed 
use 1s greatly reduced In the Revised Plan and roads and trails open to 
motorized use are reduced. JBR 
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COMMENTS : The Plan should acknowledge that road density 1s slgrufxant In 
habitat management for the lynx and wolverines, both of whxh are In the 
Forest Servxe Region 4 Support List. (CROSS REFERENCE: wildlife) 

389 

RESPONSE: The road densities provided in the Revued Plan are designed to 
meet the needs for wrldlrfe habitat protectlon. The densitres x.1111 meet the 
habitat requuements for viable populatrons of lynx and wolverine. JBR 

COMEIENTS : The Plan fails to recognize that the OROMTRD In BMUs does not 
address access of motorbikes In those areas. (CROSS REFERENCE: Road Density) 

1361, 1367a 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan specifically addresses access of motorbikes in the 
BM"s. OROMTRD standards include all types of motorued use, whether cross 
country or on roads or trarls, and include motorbrkes. NO motorrzed use of 
any kind is allowed in grrzzly bear "core" areas and each BMU has an OROMTRD 
standard of less than or equal to 0.6 miles per square mile of motorxed 
access routes, whether roads or trails. JBR 

COMNENTS : The draft does not examine issues of fragmentation, edge effects, 
other zmpacts of roads on species other than elk and grizzly bear. 

1365 

RESPONSE: New informatuan and analysx is in the FEIS concerning 
fragmentation. The effects on many other specres besides elk and grizzly 
bears are presented In the FEIS and standards and guLdelines are Included In 
the Revrsed Plan to address habitat needs of those species. MO/JBR 

CONNENTS : Recommend adding "Big Game .Summer/W~nter" to any list prxxlt121ng 
or emphasrzing rmplementatlon of motorrzed access. 

766 

RESPONSE: All acres on the Targhee National Forest were consLdered In the 
analysx of motorized access. Standards for each prescriptlon address "Big 
Game Summer/Winter" msues (See Process Paper D in the Supervrsor's OffIce and 
the Access Appendix in the FEIS for more detals on the process used). MO/BBP 

CONNENTS : Plan needs to Include references and full citation to support the 
management drrection and activities for big game securxty, winter and summer 
range. 

389, 1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: All references cited are located Ln the Access Appendix of the FEIS 
and ln Process Paper D rn the Superv~sor's Offxe. BBP/MO 

CONNENTS : Monitor BMUs when determining road closures. 
58 

RESPONSE: Monltorlng road closure effectiveness 1s a priority #1 In the 
monstorlng plan for the Revrsed Plan. Monitoring road closures In BMUs 
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receives such high emphasis because successful road closures are necessary to 
achieve grxzly bear habltat ob]ectrves. BBPjJR 

CONNNNTS : Plan should rntegrate Key Issues 3-5 when addressIng the rmpacts of 
roads on Threatened and Endangered Specres. 

1204 

RESPONSE: All threatened and endangered (T&E) specres were selected as 
Management Indxator Specxs for the Revised Plan and FEIS as documented r" 
Process Paper D m the Supervisor's Office. The Revised Plan sets OROMTRD 
standards that address effects of roads and trails on T&E specrss. The 
effects are displayed in the FEIS and the Biological Assessment submrtted for 
ConsultatxxI wLth the U.S. Fish and Wlldlxfe Servrce. BBP/MO 

Sinsle Track Trails 

COMMENTS : The Plan equates single-track trails where motorized use occurs 
with a road and wthout any screntlfx basis and z" face of significant 
opposition. Trails should not receive the same weight as roads. Consider 
us="g a Northern Idaho process which weighs motorized trails l/lOth the value 
of motorized roads with their impact on wildlife. 

The analysis needs to compare the effects of sx,gle-track OH" 
trails to the forest roads maintained at various levels; recommend allowing 
wheel motorized access on trarls unless otherwise designed; oppose converting 
single-track trails to be more accessible. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, OHV; 
WIldlife) 

629a, 1202, 1260 

RESPONSE: To address these comments, a new analysis was completed between the 
Draft EIS and the FEIS to see what the differences might be using the two 
waghlng systems. The results are presented in d&all I" the FEIS. Over the 
Forest, minor differences were noted between the two systems. The percent of 
the Forest meeting elk vulnerability ob]ectrves does not change. Elk 
vulnerability changes only 1 percent and elk habitat effectiveness changes- 3 
percent. LLttle difference in the amount of open motorized roads and trails 
is noted in the ma]orlty of watersheds. 

Neither system has research whxch specifically supports one approach 
over the other. I" fact, no research exists that objectively compares trail 
use to road use. Therefore, the Forest used the same process outlIned 1x1 the 
DEIS and Process Paper D, whL.ch has been concurred with by the the Idaho Fish 
and Game Department and the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. The Northern 
Idaho process remains a draft and has not been adopted. 

The reasons that the drfferences are minor 1" most watersheds are 
because: 1) Motorized trarls account for 23 percent of the total motorrzed 
toad and tral miles on the Forest. When cross-country motorized "se 1s 
included (as described L" Process Paper D) then only 10 percent of the 
motorized use 1s accounted for on trails. 2) The trail system is not equally 
dlstrlbuted across the Forest, and r" those dranages where most of the 
motorized trails occur, the tral densltxs are generally low (which means 
they have less effect L" the E" and EHE analysis). 3) Motorized access on 
trails 1s only one factor L" E" and EHE analysis; the factors such as hunter 
densltres for E" and cover for EHE also contribute to the analysx. MO/JBR 
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Non-System Roads 

CONNENTS : Non-system road analysis LS flawed. Analyze "on-system roads per 
NFMA and Forest Manual dlrectlon. 

127333, 1361, 1365, 136733 

RESPONSE: Refer to Sectlo" II, Physxal Elements, of the FEIS where "onsystem 
road closures are addressed. Each alternatrve includes differrng mileages of 
open and closed roads. In any alternative, non-system ("ghost") roads are 
either added to the road inventory or closed. This complxs wrth the Intent 
of NFMA and Manual dxxction. 

Correspondingly, the Revised Plan retaLns some non-system roads and 
trar1s, which ~111 be made "system" roads and trarls and added to the Forest 
travel maps. All roads not ldentrfied as part of the Forest Development Road 
System and not shown on the Forest Inventory will be closed after a. 
site-speclfx analysis determines the method of closure, as fundlng permits. 
LRG 

CONMENTS : Concerned how the Targhee National Forest proposes to address 
non-system road creation because of the negative unpacts to resources if 
mIleage from unauthotlzed roads are not contained for the duration of the Plan 
process. List all non-system roads and when they were created. 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: This Revised Plan makes malor changes in access management compared 
to the previous plan. The majority of the forest lands now ~111 be managed as 
closed with access lImited to designated routes. Indrscrlmrnate cross-country 
travel is mostly prohrblted (only 7 percent of the Forest IS open to 
cross-country motorrzed travel 1" the summer). This type of use 1" the past 
facrlltated the proliferation of non-system roads. With controls 1" place, 
unauthorized non-system road creation ~111 be contaned. 

All non-system roads that we discovered were mapped and are 
included 1" the access analysis. However, many have "ever been named or 
numbered. The Forest does not know when most of these roads were created and 
that information is not needed to determine future management. The complete 
analysts of roads LS summarized 1" the Access Appendix in the FEIS. LRG 

CONNENTS : Designate unlnventorled traLls as a part of effectrve trarl 
closure* Obliterate the 363 moles of non-system roads and 98 miles of 
non-system trals you are leaving open illegally. 

1332, 1361 
Justify why the Plan allows "created" routes to be "legal." Should 

not have included roads and trails illegally created/used by OHV users as 
legal routes. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan directly addresses thus issue. During the 
plannLng process all roads and trails were lnventorled, lncludlng "ghost" 
roads and motorized trails. Trails and roads whrch are to remain open will be 
added to the Forest Development System. Those not needed will be closed, with 
site-speclflc analysis determlnlng the type of closure. The analysis is more 
fully described in Access Appendix 1" the FEIS. JBR 
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coNNENTs : Define "hrstorx recreation use" I" road closure guldellne. NF"A 
requxes reclamation of non-system roads wlthrn ten years of thex creation 
and therefore the defrnltlon of historic recreation use should not violate 
NFMA. 

1361 

RESPONSE: Historic recreation use relates to recreation use that has 
developed over time on either "system" or "nonsystem" roads and trails. The 
Revxsed Plan used historic use as one criterion for determining whether a 
particular road or trarl should remap" open or be closed. If designated as 
open, the road/trail ~111 be added to the Forest Development System as 
described in previous responses. Other roads and trails ~111 be closed. 
JBR 

COMMENTS : Consider more thoroughly the overall impacts of OHV use I" the 
Plan. Disagree that there are no serious widespread adverse consequences as a 
result of rapidly increasing OHV use. 

1365, 1367a 

RESPONSE: The effects of OHV use are directly addressed in the Revxzed Plan 
and are descrrbed 1" the FEIS (see previous responses). The term "widespread" 
has a wrde range of lnterpretatrons. The FEIS states that the problems exrst 
in several places on the Targhee, but problems do not cover large areas. 
Sections along most trails are not currently suItable for motorized use 
because they were not orlgmally deslgned for that use. However, most tra11s 
can accommodate the use and the bad sections can be relocated or reconstructed 
to elrmlnate the concern. In simple terms, the problems are mostly localrzed 
and can be corrected. JBR 

COMMENTS : Because the Targhee's OHV data base LS xxufficient, need to 
perform floral/fauna Inventory (regarding OHV/Recreation Impacts): and 
establrsh complete baselIne ecological data for a thorough monltor=ng and 
eval"atl.o" plan. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides appropriate dxectlon to guide our 
management of OHV use across the Forest. The Forest does not need a complete 
floral/fauna1 rnventory to take appropriate actions. As site-specxfx 
analyses are completed to implement road and trail Improvement projects, these 
surveys ~111 be completed and used to guide location and design of specific 
roads and trarls. Monrtorlng items are Included MI the Revxed Plan to review 
the success of management and to identify new site-specrfx problems. Only 7 
percent of the Forest ~~11 be open to summer cross-country motorized use m 
the Revised Plan and a srgnificant reduction ~111 occur 1" open motorized 
roads and trarls. JBR 

Include Roads Scholar Protect I" Analvsis 

COMMENTS : Need data on road closure effectiveness, suggest using Roads 
Scholar Program. Also, current data rndlcates lneffectlve monltorlng, could 
use RSP to develop new measures. 

643, 1361 
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RESPONSE: The Forest has the informatlon from the Roads Scholar program and 
~111 use 1t where appropriate. The deflnitlons of "effective closure" and 
s1m~lar terms used rn the Revised Plan conform to the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
CommIttee deflnltions and/or to the defrnitions agreed to with the Idaho Fish 
and Game and the WyomLng Game and Fish Departments. These are not the same 
definltlons used rn the Roads Scholar report (see Process Paper D in the 
Supervisor's Office for more detail). The Forest conducted an extensive 
inventory of all roads and trails, lncludlng "ghost" roads and considered them 
in the analysis (see the Access Appendrx in the FEIS). Roads and trails whLch 
are retaIned are added to the ForeSt DevelOpment system. The others ~111 be 
closed or oblrterated. Only 7 percent of the Forest is open to summer 
cross-country motorlad use in the Revised Plan. This will prohibit use on 
any routes not desrgnated as open. Monitoring of road closure effectiveness 
is a number one priority for the Revised Plan. JBR 

c!oNNmms : Suggest using the Visitor Impact Management Access (Graefe, Kruss, 
Vashe). 

1365 

RESPONSE: The analysrs, monrtorlng, goals and objectives, and other 
management dlrectlon adequately address the access issue and are based on 
studies crted 1" the References and Access Appendix in the FEIS. JBR/AS 

Concerns about Road Analvsis 

coNMENl!s : Designate all existing and proposed roads, trails, air fields, and 
other facllrties as Forest Management transportation facilltles. 

1361 

RESPONSE: These fac1litres are routinely included in the Forest 
transportation inventory system. All facilltxes not scheduled for permanent 
closure or oblrteration will be added to the inventory, if not already 
rncluded (see previous responses). JBR 

COMMENTS : The open road analysts 1s egregiously flawed and uses simplxtic 
assumptions: treats road closures as 100% effective; does not consrder 
nbn-Inventory roads or restricted road usage data; treats roads 
reclalmed/oblrterated between 1981-1993 as absent; monitoring or road closures 
1" prrorrty level 2. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Roads) 

375, 643, 697, 1277, 1361 

RESPONSE: The assumptrons in the open road analysis are consistent with the 
Interagency Gr~,zly Bear Committee Access Report and/or the agreements with 
Idaho Fish and Game and the Wyomrng Game and Fish Departments. The analysrs 
process considered all the items listed. See Process Paper D in the 
SupervIsor's Offlce for details on WIldlife Analysis and the Access Appendix 
1" the FEIS for the specific analyszs of roads and trails. The Revised Plan 
dxectly addresses access concerns and the effects are dIsplayed in the FEIS. 
Monitoring of road closure effectiveness was moved to priorrty one LII the 
mo"ltorl"g plan. JBR 

I-9 



ACCESS - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

COMMENTS : Analysis should include an evaluation of the need for roads on 
forest and their impacts on other resources, such as: spread of dxease and 
Insects; hunting and flshmg access; and, recreatronal opportunities. 

325, 389, 697, 1195, 1276, 1368 

RESPONSE: Development of a balanced transportation system, which meets the 
needs of users and managers, while protecting other resources, 1s a mayor 
focus of the Revised Plan. The effects of the changes 1" access are dxplayed 
in the FEIS. A primary concern was the effects on wlldlxfe of a hrgh density 
of roads and cross-country motorized access. Extensive analysts inventorLed 
all roads and trails, including ghost roads, and identified areas of 
cross-country motorized use. The analyst LS d&called 1" Process Paper D, L" 
the SupervIsor's Office and the Access Appendix m the FEIS. only 7 percent 
of the Forest 1s open to summer cross-country motorxzed use in the Revised 
Plan and OROMTRD standards are established for each prescrlptlon whxh 
collectively reduce the miles of roads and trarls open to motorized use. Thrs 
reduces some recreatxonal opportunities and increases others, as described in 
the FEIS. Standard procedures such as requxlng certified weed free hay on 
the Forest and specific revegetationftreatment guidelines for actlvltLes 
causing soil dxturbance address the spread of noxious weeds. Roads and 
trarls do not have slgnrflcant effect on spread of insects and diseases, and 
any such effects are reduced from the present. JBR. 

COMMENTS : Recommends an addltzonal EIS be done to evaluate rmpacts of road 
closure methods, which 1" turn ~~11 decide monitoring methods. 

1206 

RESPONSE: We disagree. Evaluatron of impacts of road closure methods and 
corresponding decisions regardrng monitoring methods are adequately covered in 
the Revised Plan. Addrtlonal site-speclfx analysis ~~11 be done to determine 
specrf1cally "how" to close individual roads and trails scheduled for closure 
in the Revised Plan, such as oblrteration versus gating. JBR 

CONNENTS : Plan should requxe both access routes to recreation areas and 
traffic patterns to these areas be planned to avoid impact to sensltLve 
species/area. 

1365 

RESPONSE: A srte-specrflc NEPA document will assess the potential LmpaCtS on 
sensitive species and areas. Such analysis is standard Forest Service polrcy 
which is not repeated I" the Revised Plan. All such projects will be surveyed 
by a qualrfled botanist and wildlife biologist to Identify and address Impacts 
to sensitrve plant and anrmal species. JBR 

COMMENTS : Plan needs to show how the forest evaluated the differing effect of 
forest levels 2 and 3 roads on forest natural resources. 

1260 

RESPONSE: In assessxng the effects of roads on other resources at the Forest 
Plan level, road density 1s much more crltlcal than the road SIalntenanCe 
level. While there may be some difference U-I the amount of traffic between 
the different maintenance levels, thrs IS minor compared to the effects of 
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road density. The standards for road density are establrshed in the Revrsed 
Plan. Maintenance level is an operational decision based on site-specific use 
for the road. JBR 

CONNNNTS : When Lmplementing the preferred Alternatrve, must consider gravel 
roads and trarls as resources. 

FS-12 

RESPONSE: While the Plan does not drrectly state this, we agree that the 
Infrastructure, whxh Lncludes gravel roads and trails, is a resource needing 
proper management. LRG 

COMMENTS : Change language to, "a road closure and reclamation pro]ect wll 
ensure the signing of the Record of DecLsLon of the Forest Plan." In 
addition, tha se&Ion needs to specify Inventorred and non-Inventorled roads. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan includes ob]ectlves to complete road closures 
and/or reclamat=on wlthln three years of s=gnLng the Record of Decxlon in the 
Bear Management Units and by 2007 in the remarnder of the Forest. ThLs LS a 
real=stic schedule given fundlng constra=nts. We signed a site-speclfx 
Travel Plan decrsron Lmplementing the road density standards in the Revised 
Plan at the same time the ROD was slgned for the Revised Plan. open routes 
~111 be designated on the ground and on maps immediately and enforcement of 
the Travel Plan ~111 begIn. Actual gates and other restrat~ve devxes all 
be x&=alled wrth1.n three years 1" the BMUs and by 2007 on the remander of 
the Forest. As stated in previous responses, all open roads are added to the 
Forest Development System and the others will be closed or obliterated. JBR 

CONNENTS : Explain how Targhee NatLonal Forest ~~11 effectively manage these 
lands without a thorough inventory of existing roads and trails; state when 
the last on-the-ground road Inventory occurred. 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: A thorough inventory of exlstx,g roads and trarls exists to manage 
Targhee National Forest lands. A specific effort was made to inventory all 
roads and trails, Including "ghost" roads as part of the Revised Plan 
effort. See the Access Appendrx in the FEIS for details. The most recent 
Lnventory was in 1996. The =nventory LS routinely updated each year. JBR 

Natronallstate Highways 

COMMENTS : Corridors for maintalnlng connectrvlty along I-lS/Hrghway 20 should 
be Ldentlf1ed in the Plan so mlt=gatron can be pursued with HLghway 
Management. 

1206 
State hlghways passing through the Targhee Natlonal Forest should 

be in road analysis f=gures. 
136713 
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RESPONSE: State hlghways were Lncluded in road density calculations where 
they cross the Forest and they are included I" the analysis. We dxagree that 
the Plan needs to address connectlvrty corridors along I-15 and HIghway 20. 
These can be addressed at the site-specrfrc level wIthIn the Standards and 
GuidelLnes 1" the Revised Plan as problems are ldentifred. If the Intent 1s 
to reroute these ma,"= highways for thrs purpose zt 1s outside the scope of 
the Revrsed Plan. JBR 

CONNBNTS : Spend mnre time explaining what is needed (e.g. I-lS/Hlghway 20) 
than only speaking to road closures. 

FS-12 

RESPONSE: Road and trail access and the effects of roads and trails on other 
resources are key issues addressed by the Revised Plan. The Revised Plan 
explains key goals and objectives to be achxzved I" arrlvL"g at a Desired 
Future Condltlo". A standard is establrshed rn each Prescrlptlon for road 
densrty, which Includes the mayor hrghways. Where current road density 
exceeds the standard, roads are scheduled for closure and obllteratlon. I" no 
case does the Revrsed Plan suggest that a mayor highway be closed (see the 
Access Appe"d1.x L" the FEIS). The Revised Plan and FEIS address road closures 
because I" most cases the existing transportatro" system 1s larger than the 
desrred future transportation system. JBR. 

CONNENTS : Address the rmpact that highways have on rare carnivores and other 
wlldllfe species. 

1206 

RESPONSE: The exrsting hLghways are included 1" road density calculations 
that assess complrance with the OROMTRD standards in the Revised Plan. To a 
great extent, these density standards were determined by wlldllfe habItat 
needs (see the Process Paper D in the Supervisor's Offxe). The effects on 
wlldllfe are also drsplayed in the FEIS. 

Consideration of future highway constructlo" 1s outside the scope 
of the Forest Planning Process. The development of mayor highways on the 
Forest falls under the authority of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
not the Forest Service. When warranted, FHWA wrll from time to time propose 
to construct or reconstruct segments of these routes, lnltiate the NEPA 
process and seek publx Input. During this process, impacts on rare 
carnivores and other wlldllfe species are addressed. LRG 

Nnre Definition Needed 

CONNENTS : Define the Forest Plan goals for the following problems: dxt 
bikes/four wheelers create new routed trails 1" Island Park and Centennials; 
rrparx+n /wet meadows are deeply rutted along Henry's Fork; ghost roads are 
traveled regularly; roads previously closed are traveled 1" spite of 
gates/berms. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan establishes OROMTRD standards for each 
prescrlptlo" and the collective effect of these 1s to reduce the roads and 
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trals open for motorrzed use. Only 7 percent of the Forest will be open to 
summer cross-country motorized use under the Revised Plan. These changes ~111 
dxectly address the concerns listed. For speclfrcs, review the access tables 
for the prescrlpt1ons I" Island Park and the Centennials and the new Forest 
Travel Plan. The analysis is detailed in the Access Appendxx in the FEIS. 
The Forest rntends to enforce these restrxtions effectively. Monitoring the 
effectiveness of road closures 18 a number one priority in the monltorlng plan 
for the Revised Plan. JBR 

CONNENTS : The DFPR states net forest development road mLleage wrll not 
increase. Clarify whether this LS for open roads or all forest development 
roads. Plan should also clarify that the construction of temporary roads is 
new road construction. 

667, 1273b, 1361, 1446 

RESPONSE: The goal whxh includes thus reference was removed in the Final 
Revrsed Plan because the Revised Plan provides specrfic OROMORTD standards for 
each prescrlptlon. We agree that the goal L* confusrng. 

Cnnstruct~on of temporary roads must also conform to the densrty 
standards for the prescrlptlons. Fnr example, If a temporary road LS 
constructed that would exceed the road density standard for a particular 
prescription, another road of comparable mrleage must be closed to achxve the 
density standard for the time that the temporary road 1s in us*. JBR 

CONNENTS : Does not support "designated routes" because it would be difficult 
to modrfy in the future. 

1202 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan Iretans designated routes. This 1s the only 
feasible way to enforce road restrictions where areas are closed to summer 
cross-country motorized use. Only I percent of the Forest is open to 
cross-country motorized use in the Revised Plan. Modifxation of these routes 
can be done with a site-specific NEPA document documentrng the rationale for 
the change with appropriate public rnvolvement. JBR 

CONNENTS : The Plan needs to consider OHV impact* on: loss of vegetatxon which 
LS food and cover for wildlIfe; loss of structural var~ablllty/reduct~on I" 
small mammal population; reduction of reptile number, diversity, blo ma** and 
species rxhness; loss of mlgratLng bird habitat, populations, and nesting 
areas ; increase in mortality through harassment and shooting; feeding and 
spatral-use pattern that leads to decreased reproductivrty; noxe rmpacts 
wlldlLfe by Lncreaslng nest and )uvenile predatron on birds and other wlldlLfe 
whxh IS exuberated after nightfall. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan and FEIS appropriately consider the impacts of OHV 
on wlldlrfe habitat. The road and trail density standards in the Revised Plan 
in conjunction with other Standards and Guidelines provide for the habitat 
needs of the listed species. Cross-country motorrzed use by OHV is allowed on 
only 7 percent of the Forest. Collectively, a srgnlfrcant reduction 1" open 
motorized road and trawls IS provided in the Revised Plan. Not every wlldlrfe 
specres 1s evaluated separately J." the FEIS; instead Management Indxator 
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Species are used. Also, the direction for achlevrng Properly Functlonlng 
Condltlon provides for functronlng ecosystems acrnss the Forest with 
appropriate structure, species coinposrt~on, and so forth for species dependent 
on these ecosystems. JBR. 

COMMENTS : Disagree that (DEIS 111-58) there are no serL"us widespread adverse 
consequences as a result of "rapidly =ncreaslng' OHV use. 

1365 

RESPONSE: DEIS III-58 describes the current s1tuatlon regardxng OHV use as 
not causrng widespread adverse consequences. This section goes on to say that 
concern for OHV effects on soil and vegetatron do exist in area* of highest 
concentratxons such as the Big Hole Mountalns/Palrsades and Caribou 
Subsectrons and lt 1s possible that motorized use 1s affectrng some big game 
wildlife habitat potentral or vulnerability to hunting pressure. These areas 
will be evaluated and measures established to correct the problems. The 
effects of OHV use are drsplayed in the FEIS and specific standards and 
guidelrnes are provided in the Revised Plan to address problems (see previous 
responses). JBR 

CONNENTS : The Plan should close more than the 764 miles of exrstlng roads and 
trails. 

1367b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides specific ORONRTD standards for each 
prescr1ptlon area. Where existing open motorized road and trail route density 
exceeds these standards, speclfac roads and trails are ldentlfled for closure. 
The effects are drsplayed 1x1 the FEIS. A site-specrfx travel plan to 
xnplement the Revised Plan J.S also provided. The analysrs is descrrbed in 
detarl rn Process Paper D in the Supervisor's Office and the Acce*s Appendix 
in the FEIS. JBR 

COMNENTS : The Plan should truly effect road/trail closures that ~111 m fact 
regulate acces* and help restore wlldlrfe security. 

690 

RESPONSE: We agree. The Revised Plan speclfxally provides for this. Thank 
you for your comment. JBR 

CONNENTS : The final plan should change policy of allowing motorized bikes 
into non-motorized areas. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan specifIcally establishes by prescrIptron whether 
motorized bikes are allowed, ather cross-country or on designated routes. 
Summer cross-country travel 1s allowed on only 7 percent of the Forest. 
Several prescrlptlons do not allow motorized use. Overall, a balance of 
motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities 1s provided. JBR. 

COMMENTS : Road closures that are being violated and have not been remedied 
should be 2" TMARD and OMTARD st*tlstxcs. 

1361 
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RESPONSE: Road closures that are bang vlolated hlghllght the need for more 
rrgorous law enforcement actlon and/or the need to provide better physxal 
restrlctlve devices. Monitorxng of closure effectiveness IS a number one 
priority in the monitorxng plan for the Revised Plan because of the Lmportance 
of marntalning effective closures. The OROMTR density standards set the upper 
llmlt and define the access density needed by prescriptlo". Forest efforts 
will be focused on achieving those standards. JBR 

CONNENTS : Justification of further restrictions on motorx.ed recreation has 
not been proved. 

300 

RESPONSE: Considerable research documents the effects of motorized travel on 
roads to wildlife spec1.e~ like elk and grizzly bears. The Forest has 
monrtoring 1nformatlon on erosion from road and trail systems on the Fore*t as 
well as considerable watershed and sedimentatron research documenting the 
effects of roads and trals on water quality and frsh habrtat. Thx 
Information was used to develop standards and guidelInes for the Revised Plan. 
For specific references, refer to Process Paper D available in the 
Supervisor's Office and the Access Appendix and the references cited in the 
FEIS. JBR 

CONNBNTS : Plan should Include research on trals as much as was done on 
roads. 

1202 

RESPONSE: Lzttle specrfic research is available on the effects of trails, 
partxularly the effects of motorized trails on wildlife populations. 
However, the Lnformation available along with professional ]udgments by 
resnurc* spec1allsts provide sufficient information to address trails 1" the 
Revised Plan. Monrtorlng wrll determine the effectrveness of the du-ectmn rn 
the Revised Plan and changes can be made If necessary. JBR. 

CONNENTS : Analysx is not speclfx enough on how road closures ~111 be 
re-evaluated or changed. 

637 

RESPONSE: Site-speclflc analysrs wa.th pub1L.c involvement ~111 be the vehicle 
for re-evaluatLng road closures and making changes as necessary. Mon1torlng 
rnformatlon ~111 be used to determine the need to Initrate a change. JBR 

CONNENTS : Add to the DEIS any roads not in your x-wzntory to be monitored. 
1367 

RESPONSE: Roads to be retaned 1" the Revised Forest Plan wrll be added to 
the Forest Transportation System and ~111 be monitored. Those scheduled for 
closure wrll be closed or obliterated and removed from the Inventory. 
Mon1torlng ~111 be done to assure the closures are effective as a number one 
pr1orLt.y in the monrtorlng plan for the Revised Plan. JBR 

coNNENTs : Plan should receive mnre explxit attention to road closure*. 
489 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan explxitly addresses road and trail access as a 
key LSS"~, lncludlng closures where necessary. see prevrous responses. JBR 

CONNNNTS : The analysis IS mxsguided/reckless in determlnxng the difference 
between motorxed access and human access. 

496 

RESPONSE: The studies that assess the environmental and socral xnpacts 
associated with motorized and human acceSS are suffxxntly detaled and 
comprehensive to allow enlrghtened declslons I" the Revised Plan. see 
previous responses. JBR 

ACCESS - cRoss-comrIRY 

CroSs-Countrv Summer - Non Suwxxt Restrxctions 

col4t.¶Ems : Oppose proposed restrictions on summer cross-country access; 
support more access or at least keep at current management levels. 

6, 21, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 35, 36, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
49, 50, 52, 53, 54, 55, 258, 285, 292, 316, 319, 337, 338, 347, 370, 
413, 447, 481, 645, 64513, 646, 687, 1311, 1316, 1317, 1390, 1449 

DUagrees with the Plan's duplication of road closures and summer 
OH" cross-country restr1ctrons. 

694 

RESPONSE: Impacts to resources is occurring in many areas on the Forest due 
to the large increase in off-hrghway vehicles. Because of thx, the Revxsed 
Plan redirects the future use of OHVs by restrxtlng cross-country access. 
Each area on the Forest 1s covered by a management prescrIptron which has road 
densltres that determine how many roads are allowed in a particular area. The 
road densrties are benefxlal to wlldlrfe and other resources. CMM 

SuD13ott Restrictions 

CONNNNTS : Support restrrctlons on cross-country motorLzed travel to protect 
ForeSt resources and habitat. Eliminate cross-country motorrzed travel. 

F-K(4) I 1, 5, 27, 41, 42, 45, 62, 143, 156, 158, 161, 173, 176, 200, 
212, 219, 227, 258, 266, 293, 305, 311, 312, 325, 351, 354, 356, 357, 
373, 389, 391, 392, 406, 409, 610, 611, 625a, 631, 632, 643, 644, 645, 
650, 655, 659, 662, 665, 667, 669, 687, 695, 697, 1247, 1257, 1258, 
127313, 1276, 1311, 1312, 1330, 1331, 1339, 1365, 1367b, 1371, 1378, 
1387, 1388, 1395, 1399 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan ellmlnates summer cross-country motorized travel 
L" all but seven percent of the Forest. CMM 

Sussestions 

coNNENTs : Partltlo" the forest for various uses; close some areas to OHVs 
(summer) to protect wildlxfejwatershed values, reduce conflict with foot/stock 
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uses and give OHVs (summer) other places to go. (CROSS REFERENCE: Socral 
Concerns ) 

5, 161, 173 

RESPONSE: The Forest examined areas that can provide additIona OHV (summer) 
"Se. AdditIona. access ~111 balance with the resource ob]ectlves in the 
Revised Plan. Education 1" trail etLquette for users 1s encouraged to reduce 
conflicts with foot stock and OHV. CMM 

coNMENTs: The demand for cross-country opportunities should be equated to 
other recreational use, the" enforced. 

12 

RESPONSE : Crow-country opportunitxs are considered in the road density for 
each prescrLptlon m a watershed. If a new opportunity LS recognized It wrll 
be evaluated 1" relatronship to the road densxty for that area. I" most areas 
of the Forest there 1e adequate access and cross-country travel is 
unnecessary. Enforcement of the new travel plan receives high prlorlty 1" the 
Revised Plan. LAB/CMM 

cross-co""trv summer 

COMMENTS: Change Aprrl 1 date for opening up wxnter range due to street and 
mortality caused to ungulates by OHV travel. 

643 

RESPONSE: I" winter range, OHVs are restricted to designated routes. After 
April 1, OHVs are St111 restricted to designated routes. OH" summer 
cross-country travel LS restrIcted year-around. Changing the Apr11 1st date 
~111 not change the use season for OHVs. The April 1st date pertans to 
people on foot, horseback, or mountain brke. CMM 

COMMENTS: Use weather condltlons and consultation wrth State game biologxts 
to determIne opening dates for summer cross-country travel. 

643 

RESPONSE: Only a few areas on the Forest are open to cross-country travel and 
the ground and weather condltlons ~111 determine when the summer travel plan 
~111 begin. Winter Range Prescription 2.7 (a) and (b) have special 
dates and conditions. Reference the 2.7 Prescriptron acceee table I" Chapter 
III of the Revrsed Plan for the winter range conditions. There is no 
cross-country motorized travel allowed in winter range yearlong. CMM 

COMMENTS : Allow cross-country use from June 15 to approximately October 10. 
767 

RESPONSE: Seven percent of the Forest LS open to cross-country travel from 
early summer to Thanksglvlng. The opening date to implement the summer travel 
plan will depend upon ground and weather conditions of the Forest. some years 
the conditions could be ready before June 15th and come years later. 
Thanksgiving 1s the usual date most areas are closed by snow and lt is also 
the end of many hunting seasons. LAB/C&M 
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COMNENTS : Concern that the disabled and elderly will be negatively impacted 
by the proposed access restrictions/road closures. Do not support motorized 
access restrrctlon for persons with drsabilitxes. 

1, 46, 52, 240, 318, 319, 467, 511, 528, 607, 695, 713, 766, 1240 

RESPONSE: Forest users will have access to most of the Forest as they do now, 
and malor access roads "111 remain open. Occasionally a road that was open 
will be closed so that a road that was closed may be opened. There 1s a road 
density assigned by prescription to each area which determrnes how many mrles 
of motorized roads or trarls can remain open. 

During the big game hunting seasons, persons wxth drsabllxtles may 
be permItted to use motorized vehicles, 1.f needed for moblllty, on designated 
restrrcted roads and trails which are authorized for such use. A hunting 
license for drsabled persons LS rssued by the State to qualified applicants. 
A spec~l permit IS rssued by the Forest to allow access on designated roads 
for those with the State permit. This program has been going on for several 
years and is used by a small number of people. LAB/Cm 

COMMENTS : The game retrieval system when used by the disabled needs to be 
monitored for drsturbances and road densities. 

1369 
Need to show what roads are authorxed for persons with 

dlsabrlities or game retrieval, whether or not the roads are "open" at thrs 
time, and whether or not the OROMTRD will be recalculated and "made up for" 
with addltlonal road closures elsewhere. 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: Less than five Disabled Access permits are issued in any give" 
Year, and some years as little a* one or none. The roads are not Identlfled 
on the Travel Plan Map because the areas may differ from year to year on each 
distrrct. Given the few people that partlclpa'ce in the Disabled Access 
permit, there wrll not be an xmpact on OROMTRD because use has been less than 
l-2 vehxles per week on any road. If partlcipatlon increases over the years, 
the Forest will reanalyze the road densA.txs for the affected areas. LAB 

ACCESS - HUNTING 

CONNENTS : Support llmlted acces* manly to enhance hunting opportunities or 
experience; restrrctlng hunters to a llmlted area "111 result xn more hunting 
fatalrties. 

F-B(4), 157, 228, 270, 280, 413, 511, 1202 

RESPONSE: Desrgnated areas for hunting are determrned by Idaho/Wyoming State 
Frsh and Game agencies. The Forest Service manages access. If hunters feel 
an area has too much access, they may choose to hunt other areas. By 
revlewlng the travel maps of the Forest It 1s posable to select area* that 
have the least or limited access. LAB/CMM 

CONNENTS : No exceptIons to motorxed closures during hunting seasons should 
be allowed (lncludlng for hunters with drsabllltles). 

157, 351, 694, 695 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows adminlstratrve acce*s and the contlnuatlon 
of special access for hunters with disabllltles through the ForestwIde Access 
standards and Guldelxx?s I" chapter III. 

At this time, few hunters with dxxbllltles use this specral 
access. AdmLnlstratlve access IS needed and may occur at any txne of the year 
depending on emergencies or other special work pro]ects. LAB/CMN 

c0NMENT.5 : close some roads during elk season only. 
1267, 1389 

RESPONSE: The Targhee 1s dorng this now and "111 continue to do so under 
Prescription 5.1.4 (a-c) in chapter III of the Revised Plan. The gates in 
5.14(a) on these roads will be closed on October lst, and 5.14(c) restricts 
use prior to and after fall hunts. LAB/CMM 

COMMENTS : ConfLne motorlad hunting opportunities to areas where road 
densities are excessive. 

645 

RESPONSE: Huntrng areas and numbers of permits/hunters are determined by 
Idaho/Wyomrng State Fish and Game agencies. Most people drive to thex 
hunting areas or to a trailhead . The Revised Plan provides a road network 
that meets elk security and road density goals. LAB 

COMMENTS: The Plan should Include sc1entlfically-based standards for managing 
OHV use rn areas where this actrvity IS permitted because rnadequately managed 
OHV use on The Targhee has a mayor long-term negatrve rmpact on wLldlLfe. 
These standards should include the following: xnpose addltlonal seasonal or 
bag limits if ]u*tifled by OHV-facilitated hunting mortality; and prohibit the 
transport of weapons on OHV* lf justified by OHV-facllltated huntrng 
mortality. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Seasonal or bag lrmrts and prohibitlo" of transport of weapons are 
determIned by the Idaho/Wyoming State Fish and Game agencies. I"formatio" 1s 
provided to those agencies about motorized use after the Forest's monltorlng 
LS completed. These agencies can consider annual motorized rnformatlon in 
determrnlng limits. LAB/AN 

ACCESS - LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Access Enforcement Wxll Be Diffxcult 

CONNENTS : Access enforcement will be dlfflcult or impossible; the Forest 
Revrsed Plan ~111 make enforcement worse because of rncreased closures and 
wilderness desrgnatron; better enforcement would reduce the need for more 
closures or restrictions. Problems with snowmachlnes on private land ate a 
result of the Forest Serv~e promoting this use without backrng It up with 
appropriate level of law enforcement, particularly 1" the Centennrals. 
Problems of habitual trespass by snowmobiles Into wilderness on the Montana 
side of the Centennials LS facilitated by illegal use on the Targhee. Lack Of 
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law enforcement of wln'cer recreational activltles is negatrvely affecting land 
owners. (CROSS REFERENCE: Centennials) 

1, 36, 137, 175, 212, 277, 737, 1176b, 1322 
Access enforcement has not occurred in the past. Current law 

enforcement is a ]oke or embarrassment: when someone shot a bear from a 
snowmobIle, out of seaso", and reported It to the Game Warden and Forest 
Service, nothing was done. Falure to enforce rules breeds dxrespect and 
because of problems, other agencies trying to enforce Targhee National Forest 
regu1atrons. Some people enloy breaking the law or rgnorlng restrxtlons. 

1, 26, 161, 179, 296, 643, 737, 1277, 1322, 1337 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees that addrtional road closures and wrlderness 
restrictlo** require an increase in enforcement efforts. Changes "111 
disease the workload for the present law enforcement officers with no 
add~t~onz.1 personnel expected. One addrtional source of asszstance are 
permanent and seasonal Forest Protection Officers (FPO's) to supplement the 
Law Enforcement Officers (LEO's) with law enforcement dutres, especially 
during peak use periods, such as the hunting and snowmobile seasons. 

The Targhee contLnue.s to coordinate off-highway vehicles (OH") and 
snowmobile restrictrons with the surrounding forests: Gallatrn, Beaver-head, 
Caribou, and the Brldger-Teton National Forests, so that restrlctions and 
closures along borders are similar. For example, If a road or an area is 
closed on one forest, the borderLng forest has a compatible closure so that 
enforcement 1s consx+ent. 

The Forest Servrce does not promote OHV or snowmobile use on 
prxvate lands surrounding the National Forest. Violations of trespass on 
private lands, due to a closure on publrc lands IS a problem that must be 
coordinated with local and State law enforcement agencies so that trespas* 
violators can be prosecuted. JL 

Enforcement Fundinq and Personnel 

CONNENTS : Access enforcement needs adequate funding and personnel. Cut backs 
1" funding and personnel wrll make additional enforcement difficult or 
rmposslbla. Do not approve of restrxtlons that wrll lead to addltlonal 
enforcement costs for taxpayers. 

161, 167, 169, 170, 191, 204, 212, 377, 392, 625a, 645a, 1276, 1330 

RESPONSE: The Targhee recognizes the need for adequate funding and personnel 
for law enforcement. During these days of downsrzrng, funding for law 
enforcement LS a challenge with all Federal, State, and local agencies. The 
Targhee has more of a funding problem than many forests. Two full-time funded 
LEO's are available to cover the entrre Forest year-round, with an additional 
offxer to help in the wrnter. The Forest LS also proposing to fund law 
enforcement operations, using seasonal and permanent FPO's to assist the two 
LEO's I" the enforcement of closures as well as other regulations. There are 
forest employees in other disciplines who also do part-time law enforcement. 
The two LEO's concentrate on areas of high-use or hrgh-vlolatron probabrllty; 
therefore, provldlng adequate attention to these more heavrly used areas. 

To manage the National Forest under current concepts addltlonal 
rules or restrlctlons become necessary. When addltlonal restrlctlons occur of 
course addItIona monitoring or law enforcement must follow. The cost of 
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monltorlng or law enforcement 1s part of the new management. Budget 
allocations may be behand the need but the Forest trxs to keep the programs 
1" balance. The balance of funding and law enforcement are considered in the 
Revised Plan. JL/LAB/CMM 

Enforcement Sussastions 

coMNEN!rs : suggestlons for enforcement: Shaft personnel from admrnistratlon, 
office dutres, or trmber positlons to enforcement; coordrnate with other 
Forests or agencies on law enforcement; impose and advettlse fines, which 
would help with fundIng for monitoring; use consistent and strrct regulations; 
provide better signage for closed areas; better educate publrc to reduce need 
for reg"lat~o"s; and apprehend and punish persistent abusers. Support the 
CUFF Alternative because it would allow those who define recreation 
differently to legally engage III therr deflnitxon without degrading forest. 

1, 139, 161, 219, 296, 625a, 713, 737, 1330, 1337, 1357 

RESPONSE: Presently the Targhee works with the Beaverhead, Gall&In, CarLbou 
and Bridger-Teton NatIonal Forests, the U.S. Park Servxe and the State Frsh 
and Game on perrodrc, joxnt enforcement operations involving illegal 
outfltter/guldes, wilderness lntruslons, and wood theft. 

The Forest plans to tra&n more people 1" other )obs to support the 
regular Law Enforcement Officers. 

Often, newspapers print a list of violators and fines pad. Fines 
are paid to the UnIted States Treasury and are not returned to the agency 
wrltlng the cltatron. 

Many closures are presently slgned, but others are In need of 
signing. Notice of closures are published in newspaper* before high-use 
seasons. Forest officers have met with, and will continue to meet with, 
user-groups to explain the closure* and other regulations as well as 
soliat volunteers from these groups to assist in watchrng for violations, put 
I." srgns, and maxntaLn trarls, roads, and other sites. JL/LAB/CMM 

Site Suecific 

COMMENT.5 : Problems with trespass in wilderness on the Montana side of the 
Centennials 19 facilLtated by illegal use on the Targhee. There 1s little 
legal OHV use in Itallan Peaks, but a lot of illegal use. There 1s concern 
about increased trespass into restrrcted areas, such as the Jededlah Smith 
Wilderness. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Site-Specifxs) 

161, 643, 1322 

RESPONSE: The Italian Peaks area has had a designated motorized trails 
system. Thx provides for legal motorzed travel on the Targhee National 
Forest or Idaho side of the Centennials. Some users 1" the It&Ian Peaks wrll 
leave the designated ttall and travel into the Beaverhead NatIonal Forest or 
Montana where the trails are signed closed. Patrolling th1.s area by both 
Forests "111 help to control illegal use. 

Motor vehxle use 1" wilderness areas (such as the Jededlah Smith 
Wilderness) 1s mainly from snowmobile use rather than OHV’s. Most of the 
trails and trailheads are signed so vIslt.ors know when motorized access 1s 
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allowed. However law enforcement officers are hampered by vandalism of signs 
and by those who are eager to gal" access to the area. JL/LAB/CMM/AM 

ACCESS - NAPS 

COMMENTS : Use maps and srgns to educate the publx about access issues on the 
Targhee National Forest. Need more maps and signs; control access through 
strong, vrsual displays and a travel map with all non-system and system roads; 
provide more education for the publx on road closures; fund strategies for 
these requests. 

1, 139, 161, 219, 296, 389, 625a. 629, 643, 690, 737, 1202, 1244, 
1330, 1337, 1357, 1365, 1393, 1400 

RESPONSE: The Forest wrll educate the public about access issues through the 
use of road signs and Forest and Distrxt travel maps. The Forest ~111 also 
allocate funds for signing and access education when sufflclent funds are 
available. LABITEM 

Site Specific 

CONMENTS : Post signs in Pallsades Wetland area educatrng people about the 
negative Impacts of human and motorized access to waterfowl. 

389 

RESPONSE: I" the Revised Plan, the Palisades Wetland area, also called the 
"Alpine Wetland Area", 1s' closed to all cross-country motorized travel 
year-long to protect the plant and wrldlife resources usrng this area. This 
designation 1s currently on all of the Forest Travel Plan maps, and wrll be on 
the new Travel Plan map issued with the Revrsed Plan. Slgnx,g and education 
are always dependent on funding and priorities. MO 

ACCESS - MONITORING 

COMMENTS : Support for monltorlng access ltems in the Draft Plan, such as: 
effectiveness of road and trail closures; all accessible roads and trails; 
and, general access to the Targhee NatLonal Forest emphasized the need to 
educate the public of any monrtorlng implemented, and to make all monitoring 
dxection expllclt in the Revised Plan. 

7, 62, 277, 334, 350, 489, 667, 687, 697, 1202, 1361, 1365 

RESPONSE: Monitoring 1s a" effective tool to assess compliance with the 
Revised Plan direction and after review of public corrments It was changed from 
a PrrorLty 2 to a Prrorrty 1. The Targhee monitoring effort explxltly 
assesses closure effectiveness. The results of monitoring wrll be shared with 
the publx. Educatron of the public regarding the monitoring ac'clv~txs LQ 
necessary and a." ongoing process. LAB 
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Chanse Monitorins Methods 

COMMENTS : Precision and rellabllrty of monitoring wrll slgnlflcantly decrease 
If lust one user group 1s designated to do the monltorlng. 

629 

RESPONSE: It 1s our Intent to use a variety of methods and groups to assxt 
with monztorL.ng activities. LAB 

COMMENTS : Frequency of monitoring is Inadequate; Forest Servxe personnel 
could monitor 100% If they used trail bikes. 

629 

RESPONSE: We ~111 monitor with the number of personnel and fundrng avarlable 
each year. Monitoring of roads is a Priorrty One in the Revised Plan. Forest 
Servwe employees use trail bikes and other modes of transportation during 
monitoring. AM 

cot4?4BNTs : Institute citizen monrtoring programs for education and 
enforcement, to develop Standards and Guides and regulations. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Greater reliance on user monitoring and input during the 
development of management direction through volunteer programs will assist 
Targhee. LAB 

coNMENTs : Adequate monitoring and evaluation program must have the following 
four (4) components: 

1. Scxntifically sound method for assessing habitats and 
populations of the indicator species or groups of indxator species. 

2. A reasonable frequency of measurement. 
3. Pre-determined degree of change that ~111 trigger a re-analysis 

of management act1vlties. 
4. Include an Interrelated set of impact indxators. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Monltorlng and Evaluation Plan 1s 1" Chapter V of the RevLsed 
Plan. In the sectan trtled "How wrll Monitoring informatwn be used" 
frequency, degree of change, and Lndicators are some of the elements that are 
covered. The Revised Plan's Monitoring Plan ~~11 be followed as long as the 
reality of budget and workforce constrarnts meet the level and rntenslty of 
xnplementing these components. LAB 

COMMENTS : Monitorrng Plan and research of OHV impacts should be 
s1te-speclflc; examine short and long-term; consider multiple and cumulative 
effects; evaluate rernvasmn, recovery rates, effects of disturbances be 
funded. 

1365 

RESPONSE: In the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (Chapter V, Revised Plan), 
there is a monrtorlng item under Recreation that ~111 assess Lmpacts to 
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on-trarl and off-trail 60~1s and vegetation from impacts from various sourc**, 
Including OHV'S. Annually we hope to monltorrng 5-10% of the areas, ~nlt~ally 
focusing on the Big Hole Mountains and Palisades areas. LAB/CC 

COMMENTS : Using one and two motorized vehicle trips per week 1s dlfflcult to 
monitor, lmpreclse and not of concern. To be accurate, you should require 
counters with cameras. 

629 

RESPONSE: In areas of great concern and where resource protectron needs 
warrant, the Forest agrees that counters and cameras should be used. cost 
precludes uniform use throughout the Forest. LAB 

Need More Monxtorins Roads/Closures 

COMMENTS : Need to effectively monitor road closures and roads and trarls. 
Protect sens1trve habitats and soils; enforce road restrxtlons to prevent 
abuses; and, protect wildlIfe. Monltorlng and its fundrng should receive high 
prrorrty and *tract standards, guidelines and timetables. MonLtor road 
closure as Prlorlty I. 

204, 489, 643, 690, 695, 127323, 1365, 1361, 1446, 1367b 

RESPONSE: Monitoring road closures is now a Prlorlty One. The Targhee plans 
to implement strict standards, guldellnes, and trmetables as It implements 
road closure monitoring. LAB 

COMMENTS : Road closure monltorlng must include public Input as required by 36 
CFR 295.5. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The Targhee will comply with all laws, regulations, and policy 
relating to including public Input 1" road closure monitoring. LAB 

coImEN!cs : Add, "road closure locations and designs" to effectrvely control 
use ~.n the annual Monitoring Report. 

1361 

RESPONSE: Roads and trails that ~111 be left open wrth the Implementation of 
the Revised Plan are rllustrated on the Summer Motorized Access map and a list 
of these roads is contaIned 1" the Access Appendxx of the FEIS. The closure 
method (gate, obllteratlon, etc.) ~111 be determined in a separate site 
speclfx NEPA analysis that ~~11 assess the tradeoffs of different closure 
methods and the potential effects on the resource*. The annual Monitoring 
Report ~111 display effectiveness of the actual closures. LAB/CC 

Fundinq 

COMMENTS : The program for obllteratlng, closing and monitoring roads should 
have Its own budget and not be tied to other projects, e.g., timber sales. If 
funding IS unavailable, the environmental consequences should be displayed in 
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the Final Envrronmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Also, the program should 
receive hLgh prlorlty and adequate fundrng. 

356, 634, 643, 695, 766, 1195, 1247, 1273b, 1320, 1367, 1381 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s committed to the program of closrng and monitoring 
the effectiveness of these closures, and funding will be allocated to 
accomplish these activrties. Road closure effectiveness was elevated to 
priority one, after reviewing public comments. We plan to issue a yearly 
monitoring report that wrll illustrate accomplishments, clarify dlrectxon, and 
determine whether further evaluation is necessary. Road closure and 
monitoring does not have to be tied to other pro]ects and has its own budget. 
LAB/CC 

COMMENTS: Current funding 1s inadequate for trail program and more funding 1s 
needed for accurate road rnventor~es. 

734, 643, 695 

RESPONSE: Fundrng for the trarl program is not always adequate to accommodate 
the planned work. The Targhee has Implemented an effective volunteer program, 
matching grants, and state assisted programs in an attempt to stretch the 
madable fundrng as far as possible. The Revxxd Plan places a higher 
emphasis on the trail program and funding to provide accurate road 
l"ve"torles, along with lmplementatlon of the much strxter travel management 
dxectlon. LAB 

ACCESS - OBV/ATV 

Specificallv ATV Use 

COMMENTS : Allow ATV use because use does not destroy vegetation or habitat, 
cause the spread of noxious weeds, or cause sol1 erosion. 

319, 638 

RESPONSE: Seven percent of the Forest is open to summer cross-country travel 
by ATVs. ATVs can cause resource damage If not properly managed. The Revised 
Plan provides directwn to avold resource damage and rn~n~~ze Impacts. The 
new travel plan will be in affect through the summer and early fall months to 
provide the necessary dIrectlo" for access. CMM 

CONNENTS : Restrxt ATV use and access because restrrct~ons can protect 
habltat. Support prohibltlng ATV cross-country use. 

F-R(4). 440, 610, 611, 621, 629, 1202, 1387, 1457 

RESPONSE: Except for seven percent of the Forest, ATVs are restrxted to 
designated routes. This was done in cooperatron wth the State Fish and Game 
Departments to address needs for elk habItat effectiveness and elk 
vulnerablllty. LAB/CMM 

COMMENTS : Develop positive incentives to reduce or mitrgate impacts by 
offering reduced user-fees for OHV users, and operatrng machInes that meet 
noise and emission standards. 

1365 
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RESPONSE: Incentxve programs are effectrve in many situatrons, however, the 
Forest Service 1s not charging a user-fee for OHV users and the State enforces 
the noise and emlssL"n standards. LAB/CMM 

COMMENTS : Before obliteration, consider opportunltxs to develop OHV/ATV 
roads If there are no conflicts with other resource objectives. 

629 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan incorporates some of the old roads rnto motorrzed 
trail loops where terrain and road densrties can accommodate them. The type 
of closure for roads no longer open to motorrsed travel will be determined in 
site-specrflc NEPA analysis and will Include additional publx involvement. 
MLB 

CONNENTS : Off-highway vehxle access should not be restricted in the RevLsed 
Plan. Respondents to this ~.ssue express opposition to Alternatrve 3M because 
of unreasonable closures and restrxtrons on OHV access. 

215, 284, 288, 291, 367, 388, 486 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan (Alternative 3M) seven percent of the forest 1s 
open to Summer cross-country travel while OHV use on the rest of the forest LS 
lImIted to designed routes. These access restrlctions were made to ard in 
grizzly bear recovery; to reduce elk vulnerabilrty; and to improve elk habitat 
effectiveness; and to protect other resources. LAB/CMM 

COMMENTS : Disagree with the Standard. ORV use +s one of the actrvltres 
having the highest likelihood of producing ArreversAble damage. 

1202 

RESPONSE: The DEIS stated rn Chapter IV, "Road construction, timber harvest, 
grazrng, dispersed recreation and motorized recreation (OHV's) have the 
highest likelihood of producing irreversible damage to the sol1 resource." 
Thrs statement is St111 true III that it speaks to "highest lrkelihood" and 
addresses cumulative effects across the forest without ranking them 
lndrvidually. Chapter IV of the FEIS under "Consequences Common To All 
Alternatives" emphasizes that unmanaged dispersed recreation and OHV use will 
be one of the maln challenges in the future based on increases 1" demand for 
these uses. LAB/DM 

Swworts Restrictions On OBV Access 

coMMENTs: Off-highway vehrcle use should be restrxted on the Targhee 
NatIons. Forest because of wlldllfe protectlo" needs, equal access for 
non-motorized use, erosion concerns, emlss~on concerns, safety concerns and 
the concern for general forest health. Limit OHV use to current roads and 
trails and provide proper enforcement of restrlctrons. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access, Law Enforcement) 

27, 143, 157, 161, 165, 170, 176, 204, 271, 278, 280, 293, 296, 330, 
359, 401, 489, 621, 625, 662, 695, 735, 766, 1202, 1273b, 1365, 1367b, 
1387, 1457 
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RESPONSE: On all but seven percent of the Targhee, off-hIghway vehicles are 
restrxted to desxgnated routes. Each area on the Forest 1s covered by a 
prescrlptlon and each prescrlptxan has a road density that determL.nes the 
amount of roads and trails that can be allowed in a" area. The road density 
is based on wrldlLfe values, such as elk vulnerablllty and grizzly bear 
security. Erosion and safety concerns are considered III the travel plan. 
Enforcement and education are an rmportant part of lmplementlng the access 
portlo" of the Revxed Plan. LAB/MM 

COMMENTS : Prohibit access to the Targhee Nat1o"z.l Forest by OIiV use because 
of abuse of hrstorlc logging roads; habrtat sensltLvrty, threatened and 
endangered species (TES); riparian and wetland health; natural vegetatwn 
survival; forest health; degraded rangeland protectron; noise rmpacts, rmpacts 
to Wilderness Study Areas (WSA), roadless, wilderness, and proposed wilderness 
areas; and, contamination of resources by vehxle refuelrng. 

157, 179, 244, 376, 650, 719, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan desrgnates 7% of the Forest open to summer 
cross-country travel. The remarnder of the Forest LS restrrcted to deszgnated 
routes for many of the reasons cited above. The road density for each 
prescrrption will provide the directron for the amount of roads or trails that 
may reman open 1x1 each area. ContamlnatLon of resources by vehicle refueling 
has not been a problem on the Forest and with cross-country travel 
restrlctlons the potential for refueling contamination becomes smaller. 
LAB/CM 

COMMENTS : Does not support OHV use because of negative impacts on wlldllfe, 
vegetatron, souls, water, air, trallsjroads, aesthetics, user conflxts, and 
the spread of ~OXLOUS weeds. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Nox~.ous Weeds; Range, 
Noxrous Weeds) 

231, 291, 625, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan designates seven percent of the Forest open to 
summer cross-country travel. The remainder of the Forest 1s restrxted to 
designated routes. All open routes meet road density whrch considers Impacts 
on wildlife and other resources. The Revised Plan provides a balance of 
opportunlt1es for a varrety of users while reducrng OHV rmpacts from the 
current situation. Noxious weeds are a growing problem on lands throughout 
the west. The Revised Plan has an aggressive program to control NOXIOUS weeds 
1" all Targhee Forest activ1tres. LAB/CMM 

ACCESS - RANGE 

COMMENTS : Support the language III the Preferred AlternatIve which allowed 
livestock permittees the use of "hlstorlc" roads for range facility 
mantenance. 

432 

RESPONSE: ForestwIde standards and gurdellnes found in Chapter III of the 
Revised Plan allows permlttee access to malntaln range facllrtles. This 
permrtted access LS limited to less than 2 trips per week (average). The term 
"hrstorlc" roads 1s not retained I." thrs directlo". MLB 
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CONNENTS : It 1s not acceptable to restrict permittees access to livestock 
once or twice per week. 

1391 

RESPONSE: A standard in the Revised Plan, under ProductIon of Commodity 
Resources, states that if a road is used by a permIttee consistently more than 
twxe a week, for weeks at a txne; or during the spring, summer, and fall 
period; then the road or trail is included in the calculation for Open Road 
and Open Motorrzed Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) in that prescrlpt=on area. 
But, If a permlttee needs to use a road or trail for less than this amount, 
the road or trail IS not counted in the OROMTRD. LAB 

ACCESS - REXREATION 

Access For Dlsoersed Recreatmn 

COMMENTS : Motorized access to drspersed campsites or prcnlc areas should only 
be allowed within 300 feet of exrstlng open roads or trails (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Recreatron) 

643, 766, 1194, 1393, 1401 

RESPONSE: We agree. The Revised Plan, Forest Use and Occupation, DLspersed 
Recreatwn Use, has a standard that allows motorized access (unless otherwIse 
posted), for parking and dispersed camping within 300 feet of open motorized 
roads and trails. CC/JR 

COMMENTS : Provide equal access opportunities for dispersed motorrzed 
recreatron. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreatron) 

300 

RESPONSE: In the RevLsed Plan, approximately 7 percent of the Forest xs open 
for summer cross-country motorized use. ParkIng and dispersed campLng 1s 
allowed wrthln 300 feet of a open road or trail, unless otherwise posted. 

Access For Non-motorized Recreatmn 

COMMENTS : Recreatwznal opportunities ~111 Lncrease if we reduce motorized 
access. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

No Letter # 

RESPONSE: This depends on how a person defines a recreational opportunity. 
Some consider motorized use a recreatIona opportunity. The Forest received 
requests to leave motorized access as It is, increase It or reduce It. It LS 
true some types of nonmotorlzed recreational opportunities may increase if we 
reduce motorized access. The Revised Plan represents a balance. LAB/JR 

Too Much Access For Recreation 

COMMENTS : The large amount of roads and trails used for recreatron need to be 
lower to ensure protectlo" for wrldllfe and threatened and endangered 
species. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wrldllfe) 

325, 1322 
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RESPONSE: The Revrsed plan d=rectly addresses this issue by excluding 
motorized roads and trails from the core areas of the Grizzly Bear Management 
Units and allowing fewer open roads and trails m other portions of the Forest 
to provide protection for a varxty of resources, lncludlng wIldlIfe, fxh and 
water (see Process Paper D avaIlable in the Supervisor's Offlce). The Revised 
Plan LS made up of Management Prescriptions. Each prescrrption has an open 
motorized road and trail density attached to Lt, and allows a certain number 
of roads and trails per square mile. LAB/MB 

Supports Access For Recreation 

COMMENTS : Access should not decrease because there is an Lncrease in 
recreatmn; and L" fact, support more recreational access. Do not support any 
restrxtlons on recreatIona vehxles. 

219, 291, 375, 1260, 1308, 1332, 1447a 

RESPONSE: The increase in recreatIona use of all types necess=tates some 
restrxtions on use to address other resource concerns and to balance 
motorrzed and non-motorized use opportunities. The RevLsed Plan addresses 
this need for balance by establishing OROMTRD standards for each management 
prescr=ptron to achieve the goals and oblectlves for that prescription. 
Overall this has xgxfxantly reduced cross-country motorized travel on the 
Forest and ~111 reduce that type of recreational opportunity. Most areas 
closed to cross-country have a reasonable network of desrgnated trails for 
motorlaed use. In popular areas this may concentrate use and change the 
quality of the motorized recreation experience. If suffxlent concern 1.5 
developed, localxed management actions may be necessary to alleviate 
conflxts and rmprove the experrence. These will be rmplemented wrth a 
site-specrfx analysis and public comment. Thrs is unfortunate, but 
lncreaslng population and use make reasonable restrictlone necessary. JR 

ACCESS - RIPARIAN 

COMMENTS : ProhLblt motorxed access to streams, wetlands, rlparlan areas, and 
restrict motorized access to these areas to exLsting system roads and trawls 
as a way to better regulate access. Prohrblt all cross-country travel, 
parking, etc. from 25 feet of any stream, pond or lake. Need to develop 
standards for roads in rlparian areas. (CROSS REFERENCE: Riparlan, General) 

F-B(4), FS-10, 24, 136, 143, 157, 159, 180, 181, 185, 190, 209, 226, 
227, 273, 359, 407, 643, 644, 659, 690, 697, 766, 1194, 1197, 1220, 
1270, 1331, 1365, 1367, 1369, 1371, 1401 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, summer cross-country access LS permitted on 7 
percent of the Forest. The remainder of the Forest provides access during the 
summer on designated roads and trails. Forestwide standards and guidel=nes 
allow motorized access (unless otherwise posted) for parklng and dispersed 
camping wrthin 300 feet of open roads and trails. The Management PrescrLption 
2.8.3, whxh covers water types such as streams and wetlands, contains 
guidelines for new road and trail construction, and Lmprovement. CC 
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COMMENTS : Allow llmrted cross-country motorxzed access to rrparla" areas. 
Allow cross-country motorized *ccc** r" areas already open for cross-country 
travel. 

FS-10, 392 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, motorrzed *cc*** is allowed for parklng and 
dispersed camping within 300 feet of roads and trails which are open for 
motorized use. CC 

ACCESS -ROAD AND TRAIL 

Road and Trail Closures 

COMNENTS : Oppose any new or additional road/tral closures because the public 
needs access for safety and fire suppression efforts; impacts to livestock 
management on grazing allotment*; negative Lmpacts to recreatlo" use and 
general enjoyment of Targhee National Forest; more co"gest~o" equates to 
higher impacts; in conflict with multiple-use philosophy; huntrng 
opportun1tles are potentially lower; social concerns rncluding historic u*e; 
view that the ecosystem is already healthy; axe** to fxewood too lrmlted; 
less access equals negative economic impacts; mineral entry restricted; too 
much publrc access locked up by proposals; and, human needs should take 
precedence over any other needs. Create new roads for viewing en]oyment. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Social Concerns) 

F-C(13), F-F(6), F-G-2(2), F-O(4), 1, 3, 7, 11, 16, 20, 24, 32, 34, 
38, 41, 42, 53, 56, 60, 61, 64, 69, 73, 75, 151, 174, 175, 178, 182, 
242, 250, 251, 265, 267, 270, 271, 272, 277, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 
293, 298, 300, 307, 309, 311, 314, 315, 316, 319, 323, 327, 342, 344, 
348, 367, 369, 371, 374, 379, 380, 381, 388, 391, 397, 412, 429, 431, 
439, 445, 451, 473, 474, 476, 479, 480, 481, 484, 495, 501, 505, 506, 
511, 512, 524, 525, 528, 529, 607, 608, 610, 624, 625, 633, 634, 637, 
645b, 646, 660, 665, 669, 687, 688, 691, 692, 694, 704, 715, 728, 
1179, 1187, 1189, 1191, 1193, 1200, 1239, 1240, 1248, 1252, 1256, 
1264, 1265, 1267, 1268, 1271, 1315, 1319, 1320, 1321, 1330, 1332, 
1338, 1339, 1341, 1354, 1359, 1363, 1367, 1371, 1375, 1376, 1378, 
1380, 1386, 1390, 1446, 1447, 1448b 

Open currently closed roads to public acce**; Implement 1965 
Targhee NatIonal Forest Travel Plan. 

2, 219, 412, 476, 607 
Against any new or proposed trail closures because want more 

acce**; wrll negatively impact envrronment; recreation acce** wrll decrease; 
congested use will be a problem; and *oc~..al concerns. 

F-D(51), F-O(4), 11, 34, 35, 36, 46, 98, 156, 197, 203, 262, 270, 334, 
367, 371, 374, 381, 397, 488, 520, 645, 64533, 648, 649, 702, 703, 
1179, 1191, 1256, 1332, 1334, 1339, 1376, 1385 

RESPONSE: The Forest received extensive publx comment on both *Ides of the 
access issue. Some road and tral closures were made r" the Revxed Plan 
based on resource* xncludrng *~o*Lo", soil, wlldllfe, water quality and 
existing access. The ma,or change was the closrng of 93 percent of the Forest 
to summer cross-country travel because unmanaged cross-country travel was 
causrng resource damage. Each watershed on the For**t has a management 
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prescriptlo" which directs the activltres in an area. Road density I." the 
prescrrption determines the amount of roads and trails that can be open for 
motorxed travel, and helps balance wildlife security and users' actlvltles. 
The Revised Plan provides adequate access and allows motorxed use on 
designated routes. 

The Forest considered all specifx comments about access. Changes 
were made conforming wxth the general thrust of the preferred alternatrve and 
the desired future condltron. The Final Revised Plan represents a balance and 
accommodates those on both sides of the issue. See the Access Appendix in the 
FEIS and Process Paper D XI the Supervrsor's OffIce for more rnformat1on about 
the access analysis for the Revised Plan. LAB/LG/CNM 

CONNSNTS : Do not abandon any trails without contacting Idaho Department of 
Parks and Recreatxa". 

629 

RESPONSE: The Targhee will continue to rnvolve all rnterested parties in 
decisions that could affect forest users. This is especially true regarding 
trails that are of mutual rnterest to the Idaho Department of Parks and 
Recreatron and the Forest. LRG 

CONNBNTS : Delete hLstoric recreation use as a closure consxderatlon because 
It is too arbitrary. Close roads only to protect wlldllfe, so11 or for other 
ecosystem health reasons. 

695 

RESPONSE: Closrng roads only to protect wrldlife, so11 or other ecosystem 
health reasons too narrowly defines the closure crlterra. Humans are also 
part of the ecosystem; sometimes decisions regarding use of the Forest favors 
use by humans with less protectron for wlldllfe, soil or other ecosystem 
health reasons. LRG 

coMMENTs : Road restrlctlons and closures alone will not solve problems; Idaho 
Department of Fxrh and Game should do their part, too. 

688, 689, 1336, 1440 

RESPONSE: The Targhee National Forest will continue Its current partnership 
with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game in a" effort to find a common 
ground regarding the amount and kind of road restr1ctro"s and closures needed 
to meet their game populatvans and management needs. LRG 

CONNBNTS : Support proposed road/trail closures because closures protect the 
ecosystem, envxonment, wildlife, forest health, and grizzly bear; closures 
help maintarn migration corridors; closures solve social and economic 
CO”Cer”S; closures prevent erosion; and closures could possibly lengthen 
huntrng seasons. Motorized travel should, as a whole, be lrmrted to very few 
roads. 

F-B(4), F-K(4), 5, 32, 37, 42, 62, 136, 143, 150, 155, 156, 162, 165, 
167, 170, 171, 173, 174, 175, 181, 189, 190, 209, 212, 215, 227, 252, 
266, 270, 278, 280, 292, 293, 311, 356, 357, 359, 361, 376, 389, 392, 
396, 398, 441, 443, 467, 489, 490, 516, 527, 608, 611, 625a, 629, 631, 
633, 643, 645, 650, 652, 655, 659, 665, 667, 668, 690, 694, 695, 719, 
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725, 731. 733, 1197, 1240, 1241, 1258, 1269, 1271, 1276, 1277, 1314, 
1330, 1331, 1333, 1337, 1348, 1361, 1365, 1367, 1381, 1387, 138.5 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. The changes for access 1" the Revised 
Plan are based on the resc.urces for reasons you stated. The Forest received 
extensive public comments on both sides of the access issue. The Flna.1 
Revised Plan represents the best accommodation and balance of access for those 
on both sides of the issue. Summer motorrzed travel wrll be lImIted to 
designated routes throughout all but I percent of the Forest. See also the 
Access Appendix in the FEIS and Process Paper D m the Superv~sor's OffIce. 
LAB/LG/CMM 

Road Oblitaratxon 

COMMENT.9 : Road obliteration and tevegetatron is the only way to achieve 
effective road closures; and as such, obliteratron should be the emphasis of 
the Targhee Natronal Forest road closure program. Obllterat~on 1s a waste of 
taxpayer dollars. Close or obliterate all unofficral roads and trarls, built 
in con]unctlon with trmber harvest. 

4, 389, 621, 643, 690, 719, 1197, 1276, 1365, 136723 
Recommend that the road closure program emphasize obllteratron over 

other forms of closure, and only obliterated roads be counted fully closed. 
276, 370, 489, 643, 1194, 1365, 1367b, 1401 

RESPONSE: A NEPA site-specific analysis 1s made for each road scheduled for 
closure. The decision on how the closure 1s accomplished LS based on this 
ana1ysrs. Where warranted, obliteration and revegetation are utilxed. In 
other instances, scarification, water, barring or gatrng mLght be the preferred 
sol"tro". One closure actlon does not fit all situatrons. LAB/LRG 

CONNENTS : Address effects of obllteratron versus road closures, monitoring 
two days per week for admlnistratlve use of closed roads. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access, Monrtoring) 

1361 

RESPONSE: Thrs 1s considered rn the site-specific analysis for each road 
scheduled for closure. cost efflcxncy, closure effectiveness, and 
adminlstratlve impacts are addressed in the analysrs. Road density 
standards 1" each management prescription ~111 be achreved as soon as 
pract1ca1: three years 1" the Bear Management Units and ten years for all 
other areas. 

Admrnistrative use on restricted roads and trarls are normally two 
types: emergency use such as fire suppression and search and rescue or planned 
prqect work. In planned proyect work, permission will be given by the Forest 
Supervrsor or Distrrct Ranger and the entry is recorded. A sLgn is posted on 
the restrxted road during the prqect. LAB/LG/CMM 
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Ghost Roads 

coNMEms : Close, oblrterate, revegetate or other"Lse remove "ghost roads." 
Use the best available ghost road data in OROMTRD. Remove the term from 
analysrs use. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Process) 

FS-11, 127, 136, 725, 1361, 1367 

RESPONSE: There ~111 no longer be ghost roads. The final drsposit&on of 
ghost roads will either be closure, obliteration, revegetation, (such as 
removal from the Forest) or adding the road to the Forest Development Road 
System for management as a system road. LAB/LRG 

Closinq Roads 

colmlEwl!s : Implement greater resource protectlo" measures including road 
clos"res. Close all "on-vital secondary roads; revegetate upon closure Of al1 
temporary roads; close short, spur roads; close those roads requiring 
extensive maintenance; close all nonsystem roads; close all roads built sx~ce 
1965; close all old loggrng roads; and close a.11 roads. 

2, 61, 170, 178, 180, 204, 226, 396, 405, 445, 627, 643, 664, 690, 
694, 695, 697, 698, 1202, 1204, 1314, 1361, 1367 

RESPONSE: Access in an area 1s determined by road density standards descrrbed 
1" each management prescrrptlo". The road density standard wrll be achieved 
as soa as practical: three years for Bear Management Units and ten years for 
all other areas. 

A srte-specific analysis is made for each road scheduled for 
closure. The decision on how the closure 1s accomplLshed is based on this 
analysrs. Where warranted, obliteration and revegetatron are utllxzed. In 
others Instances, scarlfxatlon, water barring or gating might be the 
preferred solution. One closure actron does not fit all situatrons. 
LAB/LRG/CMM 

New Roads 

COMMENTS : Oppose building any new roads on Targhee National Forest so 
wildlife habrtat "111 continue to be protected. 

174, 179, 181, 204, 209, 325, 389, 507, 690, 697, 1328, 1331, 1364, 
1365, 1367 

RESPONSE: Road density standards are part of every management prescr1ptran 
for each area on the Forest. Some management prescrrptlons do not allow new 
roads, such as Prescription 2.6.5 Grizzly Bear Security Area. Road density 
standards were developed conslderx,g elk vulnerabrllty and grxzly bear 
security, provrding empha6A.s for wildlife. 

Road densrty provides the standard for the amount of roads or 
trails left open I* an area. If an additronal road is needed for a management 
activity, the road density determines whether another road would have to be 
closed before an additional road could be constructed or if a closed existing 
road could be opened. The Targhee National Forest will continue to be managed 
under the multiple-use, sustarned-yxld concept as currently reflected in 
ecosystem management. LAB/LRG/CMM 
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Road/Trail Management 

COMMENTS : Provide non-motorized buffer zones around important areas; 
strengthen and enforce Bear Management Plans (BMPs); provide long distance 
travel corridors; desIgnate trails/roads as strxtly motorized or 
non-motorized; provrde restrictions on pack animals and horse use; and, 
mantan exlstrng roads and trarls. 

51, 175, 330, 632, 1249, 1276, 1365 

RESPONSE: There are many areas on the Forest where non-motorized vehxles are 
restricted. Only seven percent of the Forest allows summer cross-country 
travel and motorLzed travel LS restrxted to designated routes on the rest of 
the Forest. Roads/trails are designated motorized or "on-motorized. Horses 
and pack animal travel is not restrLcted except on some winter ranges. Long 
distance travel corrA.dors will continue to exist. 

The Bear Management Prescr,ptlons in the Revised Plan strengthen 
and enforce the Bear Management Plans. They are Grrzzly Bear HabItat, Grxzly 
Bear Core Area, and Grizzly Bear Security Area. 

The Revised Plan provides for maintenance of existing roads and 
trails. LAB/LRG/CMM 

ACCESS - ROAD DENSITY 

General 

COMMENTS : The current road density on the Targhee National Forest 1s too 
high. Road density should be decreased for rlparlan and ecosystem protectron. 

FS-10, F-K(4), 174, 625, 697, 1365, 1367b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan decreases open road and trarl densltles throughout 
the Forest to enhance the wlldllfe habitat, rrparran resource, and other 
components of the ecosystem. AM 

CONNENTS : Need an accurate inventory of roads or road density standards are 
useless. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest has made an intensive effort to inventory both “system” 
and "non-system" roads and trarls during the Revision process (see Access 
Appendix L" the FEIS). The Forest LS continually updating this Inventory. 
The Revised Plan will be implemented by a Travel Plan that ldentlfles all 
roads and trails open for motorized use. Those not open will be closed or 
obliterated. LAB/JR 

COMMENTS : The OROMTRD policy has been "crafted I" darkness" with the GYC and 
does not follow NEPA. 

393 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the criteria established rn the Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Committee's Task Force Report on Grxzly Bear/Motorized Access Management 
for establlshrng OROMTRD 1" the Gr~?zly Recovery Zone. Elsewhere, the need to 
reduce elk vulnerablllty was the key determinant of road density (see Process 
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Paper D L" the Superv~sor's Offxe). All alternatives in the EIS have 
different access travel management plans and the effects of various open road 
and trail densxtles are addressed in this analysis. Therefore, the polxy 
follows NEPA. A very open publx process has been used to craft the Revised 
Plan. CC/JR/AN 

CONNENTS : Road densities used by recreatronlsts adversely affect the 
suItabIlity of the Forest for wolf habitat. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan adopted the directlo" 1x1 the EIS for 
rerntroduction of gray wolves to Yellowstone National Park and Central Idaho. 
I" general, road density 1s not a critical factor for wolf reintroduction as 
long as the habitat needs of prey species are met. The denxty standards 1" 
the Revrsed Plan directly address wildlife habitat needs. LAB/AM/JR 

CONNENTS : If road restrictxans are needed to protect b1ologlcal drverslty, 
restrrct access only L" areas of high road density. 

629 

RESPONSE: we agree. Each management prescriptI.on in the Revised Plan has a 
density standard tailored to the multrple-use drrection in that prescriptlo". 
JR 

Road Densitv and Bear Manasement Unxts 

CONNENTS : No new roads should be allowed in Bechler-T&on BMU and 
administrative use of restrIcted roads/trails needs to be added as a standard 
to the OROMTRD. Roads need to be closed elsewhere to keep the area wr'chln 
standards. 

127323 

RESPONSE: I" the Revised Plan, Prescriptions 2.6.2 (Plateau Core Area) and 
2.6.5 (Bechler-T&on Security) have a open road and trail densrty of zero. In 
Prescription 5.3.5 (Grizzly Habitat Outside of Core) new roads are allowed If 
they are wlthin the specified open road and trail density. In the forestwlde 
standards and guIdelines there are standards that must be followed when 
admlnrstratlve use occurs. Many roads and trails throughout the Forest are 
being closed to protect a variety of resources, including grizzly bears, water 
quality, and elk. That is true in the Bechler-T&on BMU. CC/JR 

CONMENTS : Reduce road densities more in areas surrounding BMUs. 
1276 

RESPONSE: I" general, road densitLes are reduced adlacent to BMU's in the 
Revised Plan where the Targhee National Forest has management ]urlsdxtron. 
The Plateau and Bechler-T&on BMU's are adlacent to National Parks on the East 
side where the road density remains near zero. Other areas of the BMU's are 
ad3acent to private land cr areas wzth hrghly concentrated recreation 
developments where grrzzly bear occupancy 1s not desxable. Overall, the 
Revised Plan contains a grizzly habitat management strategy which provides for 
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recovery of the grizzly bear (see Fish and Wildlrfe Servxe Blologlcal 
Opinion). JR 

CONNENTS : Include all roads (Forest Servxe, private, County, State, 
two-track) when determrnlng road densltles wlthln BMU. 

1194, 1401 

RESPONSE: All roads are Included 1" the BMW when determrnlng road densltles. 
LAB 

COMMENTS : The Plan fails to address how total motorized density "111 be 
altered I" BM" areas. 

1376b 

RESPONSE: Total motorized densltles are llsted for each BMU in the Revised 
Plan, Forest Use and Occupation se&Lo". I" the FEIS, Chapter IV drsplays how 
total motorized density is altered 1x1 the BMW's by alternatrve. LAB 

CONMENTS : Close the 0.2% of the Bechler/Teton BMU that is currently open to 
OH” use. If this is not done, a clear ratIonale and Its beneflclal or 
negative impacts to grizzly bear recovery must be stated. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The two-tenths of 1 percent (0.2%) of open motorized use 1" the 
Bechler/Teton BMU allows access to dispersed camping areas. This ~111 not 
cause negative impacts to grizzly bear recovery. LAB/JR 

Issues/Concerns of Enforcement 

CONNENTS : If areas around wild and sce"xc rovers are to have an OROMTRD of 
O.Oml./Sq.mi., motor brkes must be prohibited, and the Frnal Plan should 
ensure that cross-country motoraed use 1s prohrblted. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: We agree. Lands wLthln the Prescrrptlo" for Eligible Wild Rivers 
(2.3) have an OROMTRD of 0.0 mi/sq. ml, where motor bikes and cross-country 

travel are not allowed. CC/JR 

coMNEms : There should be no exceptions to the 1.0 ml/Sq.mi. OROMTRD for 
semi-primitive. Exceptions belle the reasoning that set the standard. CROSS 
REFERENCE: Access, Standards & GuidelInes) 

127323 

RESPONSE: Not all of the semi-primltrve motorized areas in the Revised Plan 
(3.2 PrescrIptIons) have the same density because different areas on the 
Forest have different motorized use obJectIves. If necessary, exceptlo" can 
be made to all density standards in the future provLded a ate-speclfx NEPA 
analysis 1s done, publx involvement 1s conducted, and a Forest Plan Amendment 
accompanies the declslon. CC/JR 
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CONNENTS : The EI.S must IdentLfy prwrity watersheds where lrmlts on 
addLtrona1 road construction should be Lmposed and where road densities 
already exceed optrmal levels. 

1368 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, open road and trail density standards are 
established by prescription area. Where the current road densrty exceeds the 
standard, roads and trails are identified for closure to achreve the 
standard. Some prescriptxon areas are at the maximum standard now. If new 
roads or trails would exceed the standard, then elther existing roads must be 
closed to compensate or an amendment to the Forest Plan IS required to change 
the density standard. CC/JR 

coNNsNTs : DO not allow OH" use to exceed road density levels. 
1369 

RESPONSE: Open road and trail densities are calculated on a prescription 
basis. Road and trail densltxs are standards, not guidelues, so If plans 
are surfaced to exceed use, a site-specific analysis with public involvement 
~111 have to be done to determine If density levels ~111 be exceeded. To 
exceed the standard would requue a Forest Plan Amendment. CC/JR 

CONNNNTS : Road density standards should be met and calculated on an actlvlty 
area basis. 

1446 

RESPONSE: All the road densitres are calculated on a prescr1ptun area, 
except for Bear Management Units where they are calculated by the BMU or the 
subunit of the BMU. This conforms to agreements wrth the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department, Wyoming Game and Fish Department and the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Commrttee Access Report. (See Process Paper D in the Supervrsor's Office). 
CC/JR 

CONNENTS : Define actual expected road densitres and do not just control to a 
certain level. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provides road density standards for each 
prescriptron. The Travel Plan whxh unplements the Revised Plan shows the 
actual roads and trails open for motorized use. JR 

Recommend Soecific Denslte 

CONNENTS : Road and trail densitxs on the Targhee National Forest should be 
at two mile per square mile, with more restrictive standards by prescrLptlon 
area as needed. 

383, 1247, 1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan meets this direction as density standards are set 
by prescrrption. Only two prescrlptrons have a density of 2 miles per square 
mile and one prescriptron has a density of 3 miles per square mLle. All 
others have a density of 1.5 miles per square m?Le or less. JR 
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Question Value of Analvsis 

coNNENTs : Suggest the Targhee Natronal Forest research and adopt OROMTRD 
standards for the entire forest. 

1367b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan adopts OROMTRD standards across the entire 
forest. The same OROMTRD definition is used on the entire Forest; but the 
actual OROMTRD standard varzs by prescription. LAB/RR 

COMMENTS : Non-system roads need to be analyzed as per NFMA and Forest Servxe 
Manual direction. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Process) 

1273b 

RESPONSE: All roads on the Forest are analyzed, whether nonsystem or system, 
and dealt with as directed by the National Forest Management Act. (see Access 
appendrx in the FEIS.) 
LAB/JR 

c0ln4ENT.5 : NO road density limits or road reclamation/obllteratlon 
requirements are proposed relative to watershed conditions and aquatlc 
systems. 

1368 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, any road that needs to be 
reclalmed/oblrterated or effectrvely closed is identified (whether because of 
watershed conditions or some other reasons). LAB/JR 

CONNENTS : The figures gLven for miles of open system roads do not Include all 
applicable roads. 

1367b 

RESPONSE: The roads that show up as open system roads are accurate. The 
figures are applrcable to all roads on the Forest. LAB 

COMMENTS : Questrons need for road density access standards deviation 
allowance for emergencies. 

695 

RESPONSE: Road densities are figured on less than 2 vehicles use per week or 
they are classified as "open roads". If there was an emergency and a road had 
to be used (like for fire or Ln a rescue) this use would not have an rmpact on 
long-term road density, because it LS an intense short-term use. In such 
srtuations there LB not tLme to complete a site-specrfx NEPA document to 
change the standard. LAB/AM/JR 

COMMENTS : Open road densities need to be evaluated to determine the impacts 
on wlldllfe specxs other than the grxzly bear. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The effects of differing open road densltx=s are evaluated and 
dlsplayed ln the FEIS, and do consider other wlldllfe species besides the 
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grizzly bear, including all the management 1ndlcator species for the forest. 
The analysis 1.5 described In detail in Process Paper D in the SupervIsor's 
OffIce. LB 

COMMENTS : Recommend replacing "road density" with "motorxed access". 
766 

RESPONSE: The meanings of these phrases are not the fame, and to change the 
phrases could change the dxection of the Revised Plan. LAB 

Methods of Determinins Density 

CONNENTS : Gated roads, or roads open to "admlnlstrative use," should not be 
considered a closed road when determLning road densities for elk habitat 
gurdelmes. 

204 

RESPONSE: Traffa on gated roads is negligible and adminrstrative traffx can 
be controlled. If admrnistrative use exceeded an average of two trrps per 
week, then it would be considered open. LAB/JR 

COMMENTS : Existing road densltxs do not accurately depict actual road 
densitxs because they do not take into account prrvate roads, county and 
non-lnventorred roads. 

643 

RESPONSE: Inventoried roads include all roads of every descrlptlon and 
]urx.dxtion. They are all included in the road density calculations. LAB/JR 

CONNENTS : All potential off-highway vehicle use should be xxorporated rn the 
analysis of road density to determLne impacts on habitat security and 
effectiveness (includrng the proposed use xn the Wyoming part of Island Park, 
Madison Plateau, and T&on Range Subsectrons). 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest rncorporated your suggestIon. LAB 

COMMENTS : Road densities should be calculated for all un-roaded areas, and 
not disregarded for small prescriptlo" areas. 

1247 

RESPONSE: The vast ma]orxty of the Forest 1s included In the calculating of 
road densrty. The exceptions are rUnor. JR 

CONNENTS : Adlust road densitxs based on the effectiveness of dLfferent 
seasons of closures (sLmr1.z to Nez Perce Forest). 

643 

RESPONSE: Road densities are different from season to season. For example, 
the Forest closes more roads in the fall during the big game hunting season 
than in the summer months. LAB 
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COMMENTS : Consider best available data on ghost roads, ineffective closures, 
and authorized use of closed roads as components of OROMTRD. 

127333 

RESPONSE: We used the best available data we had on ghost roads, and lt is 
figured into the OROMTRD calculatrons. The analysis 1s described rn detail 1" 
the Access Appendix to the FEIS. LAB 

coNlmNTs : Open road density analysis must include an allowance for closure 
vxolatxons, more effective closures and monltorlng. 

643. 690 

RESPONSE: VLolations and effectiveness of closures is part of the monltorlng 
process, not of the planning process. Monltorlng effectrveness of road 
closures 1s a number one prlorlty zn the Monrtorlng Plan for the Revised 
Plan. LAB/JR 

coNt4ENTs : DO not compare road and trarl densities the same because roads 
usually get used more. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Analysis Process) 

363 

RESPONSE: Several comments were received about the process used to address 
effects of motorized trarls and motorized roads on wildlife. Speclflcally, 
several people commented that trails should not receive the same weight as 
roads. Several people suggested using a process berng considered In Northern 
Idaho whrch weights motorrzed trails as only l/10 the value of motorized 
roads. The Northern Idaho process remans a draft and has not been adopted. 
TO address these comments, a new analysis was completed between the Draft EIS 
and the FEIS to see the differences between the two werghing systems. The 
results are presented in detarl in the FEIS. Forestwxde, minor differences 
were noted between the two systems. The percent of the Forest meeting elk 
vulnerability oblectives does not change. Elk vulnerability changes 1 percent 
and elk habrtat effectiveness changes 3 percent. Lrttle difference ln the 
amount of open motorized roads and trails is noted in the ma]orlty of 
watersheds. 

Neither system has research whrch specifically supports one 
approach over the other. I" fact, no research exists that obiectlvely 
compares trarl use to road use. Therefore, the Forest used the same process 
as outlined in the DEIS and Process Paper D, which has been concurred with by 
the Idaho Fish and Game and Wyoming Game and Fish Departments. 

Differences are minor in most watersheds because: 
1) Motorized 'crawls account for only 23 percent of the total 

motorxed road and tral miles on the Forest. When cross-country motorized 
use 1s Included (as described in Process Paper D xn the Supervrsor's Office) 
then only 10 percent of the motorrzed use 1s accounted for on trails. 

2) The trail system is not equally dlstrLbuted across the Forest, 
and Ln those draLnages where most of the motorized trals occur, the trail 
densities are generally low, whxh means they have less effect In the EV and 
EHE analysts. 

3) Motorized access on trails is only one factor Ln EV and EHE 
analys15; factors such as hunter densltles for EV and cover for EHE also 
contribute to the analysis. MO/JR 
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CONNENTS : When establrshlng road density standards exclude bear management 
units, roadless, wrlderness acreages from road density calculatxans. 

1367b 

RSSPONSE: For the most part, road densLtxs are calculated by prescrIptIon, 
not by total Forest acres. Thus wilderness 1s not included m calculations of 
road density for prescrrptlons outside wilderness. In the bear management 
units, road densities are calculated for the BMU or subunrt of the bear 
management unzts to conform with the Interagency Grrzzly Bear Committee Access 
Report (see Process Paper D in the Supervisor's Office). LAB/JR 

coNNENTs : Add '%pen" roads information when dlscusslng road density 
FS-11 

RESPONSE: Access density standards include open roads and motorized trails. 
Standards are by prescription areas, except m the BMU's. The accompanyrng 
travel plan drsplays the open roads and motorized trails across the Forest. 
LAB/JR 

COMMENTS: Count livestock operators against the scientlflc number used for 
OROMTRD. 

FS-1. 
OROMTRD (Sectron III Page 22, Part F): Review statement "For a 

short period (2 weeks?), a permlttee may access area for maintenance purposes 
for as many as ten times per week." Consider If this frts with OROMTRD, and 
conflxt and adverse effects would also occur if permIttee 1s rn an area 
where/when breedrng/calvlng activltles are occurrIng. 

FS-5 

RESPONSE: Livestock operators are counted toward the OROMTRD rf they exceed 
the two trips per week for an extended period of time. Because this is of 
short-term duration, It would not have a negative effect on wlldlrfe. LAB 

COMMENTS : Temporary roads should be a part of the OROMTRD and TMARD. 
766, 1446 

RESPONSE: All open roads and trals are part of OROMTRD & TMARD, whether 
temporary or permanent. LAB/JR 

CONNENTS : Modrfy Page III-16 (Road Densrties) to emphasize TES and candIdate 
species. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest modLfied this to read, "Road density standards are 
emphasrzed =n grizzly bear habitat, big game management prescriptions, and 
habLtat for other specxs." LAB/MO 

COMMENTS : An open road should be defined as any road that can be traveled on 
by motorized vehicles, even if the road 1s designated as closed. 

389 
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RESPONSE: A closed road LS closed and may not be traveled by motor vehicles. 
HOWeVer, road usage occurrrng more than two times per week would be classlfled 
as an open road. LAB 

coNMEms : Refigure all applicable roads to be included 1x1 the open road 
system pertaining to the DBIS. 

136713 

RESPONSE: Based on public comments, the existing road and trail data was 
re-examined. This analysis determined there are fewer roads and trarls 
currently open than was displayed in the DEIS. The corrected rnformatlon IS 
displayed in the FEIS. JR 

ACCESS - RS 2477 

CONNENTS : Do not violate RS-2477 when closing roads, and keep all historic 
Right-of-Ways (per RS-2477) open. 

413, 689, 1202, 1448b 

RESPONSE: Roads which qualify as RS-2477 roads will pass to the jurisdictxon 
of the County where located. The Revised Plan will need to be amended if it 
does not conform to the new jurisdiction. The RS 2477 determination has not 
been made for any Countres encompassed by the Targhee National Forest (as of 
Z/97) I so thx question wrll be addressed as these determrnatlons are made. 
JR 

ACCESS - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Road Closure 

coNNBNl!s : "Road closures will be located and designed to effectively control 
use. (8)" Will this be formalized as part of the annual monitoring report? 
Please qualify what effective means. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Yes, monltorlng of road closures is a number one prlorlty 1n the 
Monitoring Plan for the Revised Plan. "Effectively control use" means a road 
will be effectively barricaded to prevent motorrzed vehicles from unlawfully 
accessing a restrIcted road. LAB/LG/JR 

COMMENTS : Standards and Guideline Item 1-A should be changed to: "Road 
closures will be located and designated to effectively control human use." 

1446 

RESPONSE: Good point but instead of using "human" we changed It to 
"motorized" use. Thank you for your comment. LAB 

CONNENTS : Forest should be closed unless designated as open in Prescriptions 
(adopt White Arrow Road Plan as done on Shoshone National Forest). 

1247 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan is written like the White Arrow Road Plan; the 
Forest 1s closed except for routes designated open. On-the-ground, the open 
designated routes will be identified, similar to the White Arrow Program. 
LAB/LG/JR 

Ristorlc Use 

coNNENl!s : "Restrrct or reclam roads not needed for future management as 
determined In srte-speafic analysis, at the end of project use. ConsLder 
historrc recreation use before closure. (G)" What does "historx recreatron 
use" mean? Nonsystem roads must be reclaimed w.thin ten years since their 
creation. What would consideratron of "historic use" entarl and would it 
violate the NFNA direction to reclaim nonsystem roads? Either reclaim or 

-bring up to Standards as a system road. The Standards and Guldelrnes must 
make thus explicit (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Process) 

1273b 

RESPONSE: "HLstoric Recreation Use" relates to recreation use that developed 
over time on either "system" or "non-system" roads and trails. The Revised 
Plan uses thrs as one criterion for determlnlng whether a particular road or 
trail should remain open or be closed. If designated as an open road or 
trail, the road/trail ~111 be added to the Forest Road Development system. If 
not added, It will be closed or obliterated. You are correct in your 
descriptron of the options for non-system roads. JR 

Road Densitv 

CONNENTS : "Other admrnistrative uses (such as planned pro]ect work) on 
restrIcted roads, trails or areas will only be allowed with the followrng 
standards (S)": 

Offxial use, permission of Dzstrict Ranger or Forest Supervisor; A 
sign will be posted; and allowed by permrt if project work LS a) greater than 
1 mile or 30 minutes walk b) equipment LS unreasonable to carry c) contract 
inspectors with equipment. Request that a "Maximum Administrative use" be 
included in standards and guides on closed roads. If the maximum LS surpassed 
due to high admxnistratlve use, then include direction that the closure of 
other roads mantan the OROMTRD. 

127333 

RESPONSE: This 1.8 already consrdered in the Revised Plan (see Access Appendix 
in the FEIS). If a road LS used more than the determrned amount of traffx, 
(which is 2 days per week) whether for adminlstratlve or other uses, 1t will 
be reclassifLed and included as an open road, and must meet the OROMTRD 
Standard. LAB/LG/JR 

COMMENTS : Develop a criteria for site-specific CloSureS. 
1365 

RESPONSE: The Access Appendix ln the FEIS describes the criteria used to 
determine whLch roads are open rn the Travel Plan which Implements the Revised 
Forest Plan. The Travel Plan can only be modified by a srte-spec1fx NEPA 
analysis with public involvement and the crlterla would be developed In that 
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ate-specific analysis. Some items that are considered in the analysrs are 
erosLo*, water quality, soils, slope, wildlrfe, vegetatron, use and the other 
resources in the site-specific area. LAB/LRG/CNN/JR 

CONNENTS : The third oblective - DFPR 111-16, the net Forest development 
mleage ~111 increase. This implres that the Forest Servrce will build new 
roads as fast as they are closed. Will road closures be re-evaluated and 
changed? 

697 

RESPONSE: This goal was deleted from the Revised Plan because lt is 
confusxxg. Each management prescrrptlon has a road density standard in the 
Revised Plan that cannot be exceeded. The road density standard lndlcates the 
amount of road to be open. If a new road 1s proposed for a pro]ect and would 
exceed the standard, then another road would need to be closed to meet the 
road density standard. Changrng the density standard would require a Forest 
Plan Amendment. The Forest will determine how each road will be closed by a 
ate-specific analyxs. A road could be closed by a gate, oblxterated, or 
reclamed. LAB/LG/CMM/JR 

COMMENTS : There should be no exceptIons allowed to the semr-primltrve 
motorized road density standard <=l.O mile per square mile. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access, Road Densrty) 

1361 

RESPONSE: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifxation for the Spring 
Mountan Canyon area (Lemhi MountaxIs, Dubozs Ranger District), is a 
Semi-Primitive Motorized Prescriptron in the Revised Plan. This area allows 
1.3 mrles/per square mrle, because the roads in this area access old mlnlng 
claims and a route from the Challis National Forest, which both Forests ~111 
leave open. There are a few other semi-primitive motorized areas that are 
narrow and have roads or trarls that pass through and oauee them to exceed the 
<= 1.0 mile per square mile density mostly because of the long, narrow 
configuration. These are areas where management saw a need to keep a 
motorized trail or road open. 

The 3.2 semr-primltlve prescrLption area of the Big Hole Mountains 
wrll also exceed the 1.0 road density rn the Final Revised Plan. In order to 
reach a compromise between motorrzed and non-motorLzed users, the road densxty 
standard in the Palisades portion LS reduced to 0.5 (from 1.0) rn the Final 
Revised Plan and increased in the Big Holes to 1.2 (from 1.0). 

The declslon to increase the density standard in the Big Holes 1.6 
based partly on publ1.c demand. The character of the area will stLl1 fall well 
wlthrn the definition of "semi-primltlve" (see glossary, "Recreation 
opportunity spectrum).v LAB/LRG/CMM/JR/NLB 

coNNENTs : standard B., DFPR 111-7, should preclude administrative use on 
restrIcted roads, trails or areas. 

697 

RESPONSE: Admlnrstrative use 1s necessary in many cases to meet management 
goal*. An example is grooming cross-country ski trails with motorized 
equipment, which is otherwse excluded from motorized use. If approved by the 
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Forest Supervxor or District Ranger, administrative use will occur on a. 
short-term basis when necessary. LAB/LG/JR 

CONNENTS : Information is needed to demonstrate management guidelines on 
specific road densrtles. 

1369 

RSSPONSE: The process used to develop road density standards and the research 
citations are included in Process Paper D available from the Supervrsor's 
Offxe. JR 

Timinm of Implementation 

coNNsNTs : Include a standard to implement travel plan rmmedrately. 
1195 

RESPONSE: The Travel Plan 1s implemented when the Record of Decision is 
srgned. The ROD for the Travel Plan ~111 be signed about the same time the 
ROD for the Revised Plan LS signed. It will take some trme to srgn the open 
designated roads and trarls. The Forest ~111 proceed wAth agnlng as rapidly 
as possible. However, the Travel Plan will take effect immediately. 
LAB/LRG/CMM/JR 

coNNEN!cs: Implement motorized access, access to be a standard In the Plan 
xmnediately upon signing of the Record of Decision. 

766 

RESPONSE: OROMTRD Standards are included for each prescription in the Revised 
Plan. These standards will be implemented upon the signing of the Record of 
Decision. LAB/LG/JR 

TemDorarv Roads Need Standards and Guidelines 

CONNENTS : In the standard and guidelines address the desrgnated temporary 
roads. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan OROMTRD Standards address thx concern. A 
temporary road LS a. road other than a specified road which 1s constructed by a 
timber purchaser for the purpose of harvesting timber. Temporary roads are 
usually closed after completion of the contact. Any temporary roads 
constructed will need to meet the OROMTRD Standard in the Revised Plan. If 
the standard would be exceeded, another road would need to be closed while the 
temporary road is in use. For more information on temporary roads, see 
Glossary, Roads. LAB/LO/JR 

Non-Motorized 

CONNRNTS : This Non-Motorized Management Prescription should be changed to the 
New Management Prescription Ln 2.2.1. Use strict, clear standards to 
Implement this prescription area. 

643, 1365 
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RESPONSE: This prescription "as not adopted in the Revzsed Plan. The 
prescr1ptrons adopted in the Revrsed Plan meet wrldlife needs in balance with 
other resource objectives. Making the Centennial Mountans non-motoru.ed 1s 
not necessary to manage the area for wLldlife habrtat needs. The road density 
standard in each prescription provides the necessary security for grrzzly 
bears and meets elk vulnerability ob]ectrves. JR 

coNNBN!rs: Recommend/Proposed Wilderness Prescription 1.3: Prescription 1.3 
should be managed m a manner identical to that of wilderness; the Standard 
should be modified to read "they already exist a* official and legal motorized 
travel ways." 

3365 

RESPONSE: This suggestion "as not adopted in the Revised Plan. Forest 
Servuze responslbllity 1s to maintarn the wrlderness character until Congress 
makes a decision as to whether the area will be wilderness. 

The description says they will be "managed in thex present 
condition" which means the Forest can allow motorxzed access on designated 
roads or trails in the prescription as long as wilderness character is 
maintained. The access table provides the speafx standards for each area. 
LAB/LG/JR 

Trails Need Standards 

COMMENTS : Goals for trails are not adequate. Standards are needed to define 
requirements for trails. 

697 

RESPONSE: (Manual policy is not repeated in the Revised Plan), See Forest 
Service Manual, Policy, Appendix A, Pages 6, 27 and 28, for requirements of 
trar1s. LAB/LG 

COMMENTS : Standards and guidelines should be made for physical damage related 
to logging and off-road vehicle use, unplement protection standards for 
resource* because of these impacts. 

670, 697 

RESPONSE: There are standards and gurdelines for physrcal damage, related to 
logging and off-road vehrcles, and many other u*e* on the Forest. Any time 
there is evidence of re*ource damage, the Forest can restrict the operation. 
The Revised Plan provrdes for summer cross-country motorized use on seven 
percent of the forest. The re*t of the Revised Plan restrrcts summer 
motorized use to designated routes. LAB/LG/CMM/AM 

COMMENTS : Forest should adopt a forestwide standard prohrbiting all 
cross-country use except for snowmobiles. 

695 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan prohlblts *ummer cross-country motorized use on 
all but seven percent of the forest. Snowmobiles are allowed cross-country 
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wrthout restrations In all non-wrlderness areas except In brg game wLnter 
ranges where they are restricted to designated routes. AM/JR 

CONNSNTS : OHV Guldelme three should be a standard not a guIdeline (Restrict 
ORV use on identified areas of unstable soil). 

695 

RESPONSE: The guideline provides more flexibility to deal with site-specrfic 
conditions. The Revised Plan only allows summer cross-country OHV use on 
seven percent of the Forest. JR 

CONNENTS : OHV Standard and Guideline four: no motorrzed vehicles > 50" inches 
wrde are allowed on trails unless the trails are specifically designed for 
such vehicles. 

695 

RESPONSE: This 1s correct. This standard prevents regular vehicles (prckups 
and jeeps) from travelrng on motorized trarls designated for OHVs. LAB/LG 

CONNENTS : Evaluate m terms of the damage done by each use group (ORVs 
snowmobiles, etc.), then control access accordingly. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access, Trails) 

351 

RESPONSE: Resource damage is an important factor used rn determining whrch 
roads and trarl were to remain open. See Access Appendix in the FEIS for more 
details. This type of LnformatLon is also collected Ln the monrtoring 
reports and will provide information for needed changes =n the future. LAB/LG 
CMM/JR 

coNNENTs: Proposed ORV corridor LS objectionable, change to what was In 
Prescription 1.3. 

No letter number 

RESPONSE: Prescrrption 1.3 is appropriate for the areas for which it was set. 
LAB/LG/CMM/AM 

Chase Recreation Standards and Gurdelxnes 

COMMENTS : Recreation Standard and Guidelines for OHV's: Guidelines 1, 2, 3 
should be standards; ln Guldellne 1 the word "discourage" should instead read 
"prohLbit; Gurdeline 3 should include prov?sions for restricting and 
prohibiting snowmobile use on unstable soils when there LS any significant 
risk of negative sorl rmpacts; The ROS Standard should be changed to suit the 
non-motorxed designation. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The guLdelln@s provide the needed flexibility to manage the variety 
of conditions that exist on the Forest. The guldellne provides the sate 
specific direction needed =n managing OHV's. 

The word drscourage is used because some slopes greater than 40% 
are stable enough to allow OHV use. Site-specLfic conditions will determine 
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the "se that can be accommodated. Only seven percent of the Forest 1s open to 
summer motorized cross-country travel and wIthin the seven percent there may 
be areas where use on slope greater than 40% 1s acceptable. 

Guldelrne 3 LS not Intended to restrict snowmobiles. SOllS usually 
become unstable when they are saturated wAth morsture rather than when they 
are frozen or overlad wrth snow. The usual snowmobIle activity on the Forest 
during the "Inter has not had an effect on unstable sol16 that have snow 
cover. Most of the snowmobile areas on the Forest receive an average of 3-12 
feet of snow a year. 

The Revised Plan uses a composite of specific multiple-use dzrections 
lncludlng goals, objectives, standards and guidelines with probable management 
practices. The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum was part of the management 
selection and was coordinated with other resources in the area. In recreation 
a motorized ROS standard is appropriate Ln some prescriptions Iust as 
non-motorrzed LS suitable for other prescrrptrons. LAB/LG/CMM/JR 

coNNNNTs : It seems incongruent to set some guldellnes for some uses, and then 
not deal with the damage caused by off-road vehicles. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Forest deals with damage caused by off-road vehxcles by citing 
violators for resource damage, closing areas to off-road travel and 
rehabilitatrng some areas. Specific OROMTRD standards are established for 
each Management Ptescrrption to address this concern. Only 7 percent of the 
Forest 1s open to summer cross-country motorL*ed vehicles in the Revlssd 
Plan. LAB/LO/JR 

coNNNNTs : Forest use and occupation: all the guldellnes should be standards. 
1365 

RESPONSE: Standards descrrbe a conditron of land, normally a maximum or 
minimum condition, that 1s measurable. Devration from compliance with a 
standard requires a Forest Plan amendment. A guideline represents a preferred 
or advisable course of action that is generally expected to be carried out: 
Deviation from complrance with a guideline does not require a Forest Plan 
amendment, but requires a site-specific analysis with documented rationale. 
The Revised Plan provrdes the proper m1.x of standards and guidelznes. 
Guidelines are applicable in site-specrfic projects when conditions are 
not uniform and flexible options may be the best to meet resource objeckves. 
The guidelines allow for thrs flexibility. LAB/LG/CMM/JR 

Wildlife - Recreation 

COMMENTS: In DFPR, Forest u*eloccupation[access: modify access goal to 
emphasize threatened endangered candrdate and sensitive species and big game 
habrtat. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The access goals in the Revised Plan address these concerns. Each 
management prescr1ptlon provides a OROMTRD standard which was determIned to a 
great degree by wrldllfe concern* (see Process Paper D In the Supervisor's 
OffUx). LAB/LG/CMM/JR 
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com4ENTs : In DFPR, Recreatlon/OHV/Ob]ective: expand obJectlve to m~n~~..ze 
effects of OHV on Rlparlan Aquatx, and cr1tical/cruclal wlldllfe; 
Develop motorized recreation management Standard and Guidelines to exclude use 
within crucial seasonal wildlife habitat. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The ob]ectlve was not expanded to minlmrze effects of OHVs on 
riparran aquatx and crrtxal wildlife. Neither were the recreation 
management standards and guidelines developed to exclude use withLn cruc~l 
seasonal wildlife habitat. However both situations are covered In the 
Individual Management Prescriptions 2.7 (a-b) Elk and Deer Wrnter Range and 
2.8.3 Aquatic Influence Zone. In both management prescriptions OHVs are 
restrxted to travel only on designated roads or trarls. WLnter motorized use 
1s also restricted to designated route* In winter range areas outside of the 
2.7 prescription In the Flnal Revised Plan. The road density standards 
further emphasize wildlife by controlling the amount of road or trarl open for 
motorized travel. Elk vulnerabilrty and grizzly bear security are both 
considered in developrng the road density standards for a prescrlption. 
LAB/LR/CNM 

COMMENTS : Need a Standard with mandatory environmental review process for all 
site-specific prolects; impose/enforce speed limits In a standard; rmpose 
restrictions on party s~.*e and length of stay; prohibit use durrng slush 
conditxans; base season of use on conditions. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The standard mandatory environmental review process used for 
site-specific pro]ects is the NEPA process. This "111 be used for each 
srte-specific project proposed on the Forest. The Revised Plan does not 
duplicate exxting legal requirements or policy direction. Most of the 
suggestions are not appropriate to be rncluded in the Revised Plan because 
they are site-specifx decisions. 

The Forest recommends speed limits but does not have authority to 
enforce them on NatIonal Forest Road Systems. The local County Sheriff 
enforces speed limits. 

The Targhee, under "Speaal Orders," limits length of stay and 
party size. The travel map for the Forest "111 also establish road closing 
dates to meet traditional weather condxtrons. Opening and closing some roads 
can also be done In accordance with weather condltlons. 
LAB/LG/CMM/JR 

ACCESS - SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS 

COMMENTS : oppose seasonal restrrctions. Use seasonal restrlctlons through 
the use of gates. Support access restrictrons for elk protectLo*. 

4, 181, 350, 646 

RESPONSE: There need to be some seasonal restrxtions on access In the spring 
to protect resource damage and brg game calving areas, and Ln the fall for 
protectron of resources and big game security. In most cases, restrxtions 
are done by gatlng, unless these prove ineffective; then more restrlctlve 
measures are taken. LB 

I-49 



ACCESS - SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS 

CONNENTS : Adlust road mileages for seasonally restricted roads according to 
the proportions of each season they remain closed (similar to the Nez Perce 
Forest). 

643 

RESPONSE: Roads which receive two vehicle trips per week are considered open 
for the purposes of analysis; they are Included in the open road density 
analysis. This 1s in agreement wrth other agencies. LB 

ACCESS - SITE-SPECIFIC 

Site Suecific Dubois Ranger District 

Supnort Closures - Italian Peaks 

CONNENTS : Close the following trarls In It&Ian Peaks "Wilderness Area": 
Webber Creek-Dlvlde (111); Myers Creek (113); Crooked Creek-Wallow Creek 
(081). 

395, 695 
Close Italian Peaks to OHV and all motorized use. 

161, 200, 643, 725 

RESPONSE: When the area was proposed as wrlderness, the Forest agreed to 
allow motorbike access on designated trails includrng the ones listed above as 
long as the wilderness character was maintained. These trarls make up the 
only bike loop system in the high country on the Dubois Ranger Distrxt. 
LMNjRT 

Non Sur)r)ort Closures - Italian Peaks 

CONMENTS : Off-road travel into Italian Peaks does not cause lasting damage, 
therefore do not close Italian Peaks. 

270, 1202 

RESPONSE: The ItalLa* Peaks area has steep slopes, shallow soils, and little 
vegetation to protect the resources from off-road travel. OHV's on the slopes 
can destroy vegetation; without the vegetation, runoff and rainstorms can 
rapidly cut gullies in the shallow soils. Much of the area is a fragile 
alpine envxonment where even walking can cause damage. The trawl system was 
left open to certain motorized and non-motorized use In order to provide 
continued access. LNN/KT 

CONMENTS : Open Scott Canyon road to ItalLa* Peaks. 
1202 

RESPONSE: Scott Canyon road is not currently used and J.S closed as part of 
the compromise to allow some motorized use =n the Italran Peaks proposed 
wrlderness area. The closure allows some nonmotorrzed use of trails by 
vLsltor* wanting a more primitive experience. LMM/KT 
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.Sumxirt Closures - Centennials 

COMMENTS : Keep roads for the Sheep Station m the Centennials open for 
determrnlng long term ecologrcal trends. 

1398 

RESPONSE: East Dry Creek Road 1.8 open in the Revrsed Plan. LMM 

coMMENTs : The use of snowmachines in the Centennial Mountains stresses and 
rmpacts: wildlife (birds); private land owners; and the forest. 

1322 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides continued public access to the National 
Forest and Centennials I" the winter. Some areas in the Centennials are 
designated wrnter range and snowmachlnes are restrrcted to designated routes 
through the winter range. Most of the birds remaining on the Forest during 
w.nter seek tree cover for shelter and security. Tree cover is often heavy 
enough that snowmach~nes go around them or they are on steep slopes that 
snowmachines cannot traverse. Prrvate landowners can post theuz lands to 
remrnd snowmobilers to avo1.d their prL.vate property. LMM 

c0NKENT.9 : Restrlctlons should remain for cross-country motorized travel I" 
the Centennial Mountain SubsectLon. 

432, 1333 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. The Revrsed Plan retau-,s cross-country 
motorized travel restrictzons ~.n the Subsection. 

LMM 

No" Support Closures - Centennial Mountains 

coNNENTs : Do not maintain the Centennial Mountains as a crucral roadless 
corridor. 

368 

RESPONSE: The major access routes I" the Centennzal Mountains are still open 
to motorized uses. LMM 

coNl.53NTs : Oppose closing the areas around Centennrals. 
342 

RESPONSE: I" the Centennial Mountains the Mann access roads are still open to 
travel.. There are .some trails that remar" open for motorized use. On all but 
7 percent of the Forest, summer motorized travel zs restrxted to designated 
routes. Closing some areas in the CentennLals helps the Forest meet elk 
security requrements and to reduce potentLa1 damage to fragile soils. LMM/AM 

Supwxt Closures - Sheep Creek 

CONNENTS : Access restrictIons should be applied to Sheep Creek - Road 325. 
1185 
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RESPONSE: Sheep Creek LS a. dead-end road that provides access to Sheep 
creek. The only access allowed 1s on the main road. The Revised Plan does 
not allow cross-country motorxzed access in the area. LMM 

Supoort closures - East Drv Creek 

COMMENTS : Supports closures in the East Dry Creek area. 
432 

RESPONSE: East Dry Creek is open to access the Sheep Statron. LMM 

Non Support closures - Eisht Mile/Pass Creek 

COMbrENTS : Designated routes in Erght Mile/Pass Creek area have had little 
off-trail impacts and should be left open. 

1202 

RZSPONSE: These routes have recerved a. lot of rmpact. They are steep trails 
used for hrll climbing that have received significant amounts of eroslo" and 
these are now closed. LMM 

Support Closures - Other - Dubois 

CONNENTS : System roads #185, #022, and #204 should be closed from their 
]unction 1x1 522, T13N, R43E. 

643 

RESPONSE: Roads #185 and #022 are closed 1x1 the Revised Plan because they are 
not passable and have not been maintained. However, 204 was left open for 
permlttee access. LMM 

CONNENTS : System roads #OlO, #OlY, #674, & #675 should be closed. 
643 

RESPONSE: The Forest carefully consIdered each road during the Forest Plan 
revision process. After road densrt1es were determined for each prescrLptLon 
area, management decided whxh roads to leave open or closed. Road #OlO, a 
dead end road providing the main access to Pete Creek, remains open. Road 
#OlY, a dead end road providing access to the Bear Gulch canyon and access for 
livestock and timber management, remans open. Roads #674 and #675, both old 
timber roads, are closed because they are no longer needed. LMM/KT 

COMMENTS : Motorized use of Trawl #llO (and associated trals) should be 
eliminated. 

643 

RESPONSE: Because this trail provides access to Corral Canyon and ties in 
with other roads, the Revxed Plan leaves It open to motorrzed use. LMM 

CONNENTS : Supports closures on roads #530, #531, #534, #539, #540, #173, and 
#240 as well as roads to Bald Mountain and Pass Creek. 

643 
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RESPONSE: All these roads remain open because there IS no resource damage. 
The Revised Plan provides road density compatible wzth wildlIfe, whrle strll 
allowing some motorrzed access. LMM 

COMMENTS : Trails that need to be closed are #045, #046, and #047. 
643 

RESPONSE: #047 Rocky Canyon will be closed. Trail #45 and #46 connect with 
acce*s on the Challis Natlonal ForeSt end ~111 remain open. LMM 

COMMENTS : Supports closures #020 and #021. 
459 

RESPONSE: #020 Long Creek provides axes* to electronic sites on the mountan 
and a cattle allotment; #021 Threemile a man system road, provides access to 
Threemile Canyon, the head of Rattlesnake Canyons, livestock, timber, and 
Signal Peak. LMM 

coNNEN7!s : Leave Modoc, Medicine Lodge, and Crooked Creek area* open for 
ORV's. 

348 

RESPONSE: Parts of Medicine Lodge end Crooked Creek area are xn proposed 
wilderness. These areas are closed to cross-country motorized travel because 
of steep slopes and to marntain wilderness characteristxs, but they are open 
on designated trals. The Modoc area is closed from September 1 to July 1 
except for designated roads. Snowmobrles are allowed I" the area from 
Thanksgiving until June 1, except in desrgnated winter range where travel is 
restricted to designated routes. LMM 

CONNNNTS : Wants to have trarl access HI the followrng areas: #2, #4 thru #Y, 
#26, #45, 847, #81, #llO, #111, #llJ, #175, #177, and #179. 

262 

RESPONSE: All trails are open except for two: Rocky Canyon #47 is closed 
because of resource damage and because rt provides important wrldlife 
habLt*t. The main portions of the canyon are closed to lrvestock use also. 
The trail #Y of East Camas-Table Mountain was closed to meet elk vulnerability 
standards and to provide security for elk. LMM 

COMMENTS : The following responds to requests for road and trail changes 
submitted on maps without dralogue. 

RESPONSE: Pleasant Valley, Road 323 remains open it access the area as well 
as State lands; there LS low resource rmpact; and is a designated route. 

Spur off of 020 - Remains open because lt provides access to an 
electronic site. 

Spur off of Sheep Creek #325 - Remans open because it provides 
accees to private land. 
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Dazry Creek Road #017 is a major system road, accesses State land 
and the National Forest, and has no malor resource damage. Therefore It 
remains open. 

Road 534 - The Forest will not close this road as It provides the 
only viable access into Deer Canyon. 

Road 539 - Because Lt provides access into Surette Canyon, the 
Forest will not close this road. 

Road (unnumbered) Little Sawmill - The Forest ~111 leave Lt all 
open. It is wLthin denaty standards and provides access to National Forest 
lands. 

Road (unnumbered) fork of Road 296 - The Forest will leave 1.t open 
because it provides access to private lands. 

Pasture Creek Road #023 - Goes to trallhead. Mayor access. 
Timber/sheep access. Already closed. 

Mandrngo #175 - Already closed. Only used admlnxtratlvely to 
plant trees. 

Chrng Creek Road - #027 - Remans open because it is the major 
access to Aldous Lake Trailhead. LMM 

Site Specific Island Park 

Support. Closures - Lxonhead 

CONNENTS : Supports closures for Lionhead Roadless area. 
362, 695, 727 

RESPONSE: Lionhead Roadless area is closed to motorized vehxles except 
snowmobiles. It is open to snowmobiles from Thanksgiving to June 1. 

COMMENTS : Prohibit motorized access rn Lionhead because it ~111 diminish the 
prospect for wilderness designation. 

727 

RESPONSE: There IS one motorized trarl that goes through approxLmately l/E of 
the roadless area in TlbN, R44E section 19. Thx is a Gallatrn National 
Forest motorized trail. Cross-country is not allowed because the area has 
steep terrain and a pristine character; cross-country would cause irreparable 
damage to rts wilderness character. 

Non Support Closures - Lionhead 
* 

CONNENTS : Open all of Lronhead for the summer and winter activities. 
F-I(4), 342 

RESPONSE: Lionhead 1s proposed for wilderness designation and the lake basin 
and surrounding area was designated a Research Natural Area. It 16 open for 
snowmobrlrng from Thanksgiving Day to June 1. The area is closed to summer 
motorized use to protect and preserve its pristine character and to prevent 
user conflicts. 
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Su1)~ort Closures - Tarshee Creek 

coNmNTs : Supports closure for Targhee Creek. 
695, 362 

RESPONSE: We agree. It is closed in the Revised Plan. AK 

SUPPOSE Closures - Red Rock Pass Road 

COMMENTS : Ma1ntaln habItat securLty on Red Rock Pass Road. 
1185 

RESPONSE: Red Rock Pass Road (053) remains open in the the Revised Plan since 
it is a Forest development road and provides access to Lakevlew, Montana. 
HabItat. security is maintained for the area by meeting road density 
standards. JH/MLB 

Support Closures - Buffalo River Headwaters 

COMMENTS : Eliminate vehicle access directly to the spring by designating a 
parking area l/4 mile from the spring and adding pit toilets to the parking 
area near Buffalo Headwater. 

1276 
DO not close roads 291 and 292 to the 1219 because wants access to 

put canoe in headwaters of Buffalo River. 
511 

RESPONSE: Roads 291, 292 and 1219 provide access to the Buffalo Headwaters 
and reman open in the Revised Plan. The roads are needed to access an area 
of heavy recreation use to both developed and undeveloped sites. The Forest 
wrll continue to monitor the area for resource damage. AK/AO/NLB 

CONMNNTS : Close Woodroad #461. 
1371 

RESPONSE: Road 461 1s closed in the Revised Plan. AK 

Non Support Closures - Black Canyon Road 

CONNENTS : Open Black Canyon. 
F-I(~), 227, 323, 380, 412, 466, 473, 474, 476, 524, 648, 1202 

Roads that are now closed should be open, especrally the Black 
Canyon Road. 

F-C(13) 

RESPONSE: Part of the Black Canyon road is open to 068. A portion of the 
road, which was originally closed for rehabilitation following the North Fork 
fire, remains closed rn the Revised Plan 1.n order to meet the road density 
standards needed for bear security in the Bear Management Unrt. Other roads 
reman closed in the Revised Plan in order to meet road density standards per 
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ndividual prescription. Refer to the Access Appendix in the FEIS and Process 
paper D, available rn the Supervisor's Office, for more information concern=ng 
road densities. AO/JH/MLB 

Non Suuuort Closures - Keu Sprinss 

CONNBNTS : Keep Keg Springs Road open. 
F-C(13), F-I(4), 19, 323, 380, 412, 473, 474, 476, 524, 643, 648, 
1202, 1308, 1310, 1350. 1455 

Keg Sprngs system roads should be open approximately one mile 
north of Forest Service southern boundary. 

F-I(4) 
Leave Blair Lake Road open. 

19 

RESPONSE: The Keg Spru-,gs Road north of the Forest Servxze southern boundary 
(near Blur Lake) 1s in the U.S. Sheep Experiment Statzan and outside Forest 
Service ]urisdxtux. This road remains closed to the public due to the 
Station's research work. Forest Road 042 LS open to Keg Springs in the 
Revuxd Plan. AK/JH/MLB 

Non Supuort Closures - Blue Creek and West Blue 

coNNBNTs : Blue Creek and West Blue needs to have huntug access for 
drsabledjhandicapped. 

713 

RESPONSE: Blue Creek remains open to the bridge, but the bridge LS unsafe to 
cross. Both roads are closed in part or whole to meet BMU densrty standards. 
The Forest has areas accessible to hunters with disabilltles. AK 

Non SuDPort Closures - Wrllow Creek 

COMMENTS : Willow Creek system roads should be open approximately one (1) mile 
north of Forest Service southern boundary. 

643 

RESPONSE: This area 1s open to the culvert and closed beyond the culvert for 
resource protection and to meet road density standards. AK 

Non Support Closures - East Dry Road 

CONMENTS : open East Dry (327) system road south of 532, T15N, R40E. 
643, F-I(4) 

RESPONSE: Thrs road is open to motorized travel to within l/4 male of the 
Continental Drvide (CD). The CD trail portion 1.6 not built for motorized 
vehicles. The Sheep Experiment Station land 1s closed to motorized vehicles. 
AK 
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Non Suoport. Closures - Two Top 

coNNENl!s : Open Two Top for recreational use. 
342, 1308, 1310, 1333, 1350 

RESPONSE: Thus area 1s in Situation 1 grizzly bear habitat. The Revised Plan 
desrgnates one route for OHVs greater than 50 inches open to motorized use. 
Additional open areas would exceed road density and cause further resource 
damage (soils) and conflict with the bear. The road to Two Top remains open. 

The road from Meadow Creek to Tygee Creek Basn remax open. It 
is the only road UI the area (#Obl). AK 

Non Suoport. Closures - Other - Island Park 

COMMENTS : Preserve road/trails in the Island Park areas. 
298 

Closing Island Park area is not acceptable. 
4 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not close Island Park. Roads and trails w&l1 
be preserved to the extent that roads meet the road density standards, and 
there are no adverse environmental effects. AK 

CONNENTS : Open more trails in Island Park area. 
262 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan closes more roads due to adverse environmental 
effects and to meet road density standards. The Forest also considered 
intermingled ownerships. AK 

coNNENTs : Designate trails for ATV use. 
1202 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan adds a system of loop trails that connect to West 
Yellowstone and the ralroad right-of-way North of Ashton to West 
Yellowstone. As the Forest rmplements the plan, other loop trail 
opportunrtles will be examrned within the road density standards. AK 

COMMENTS : Create a motorized tra1.l from Warm River to West Yellowstone. 
640 

RESPONSE: This area LS closed to motorxed use to protect fisherres beyond 
Warm River; however, rt is open beyond Mesa Falls in the Revised Plan. AK 

COMMENTS : Leave roads as they are for writer and summer activities. 
529 

RESPONSE: The Forest must meet road density standards and close roads that 
show adverse environmental effects. Please refer to the Access Appendix to 
the FEIS and Process Paper D, available ln the Supervisor's Office, for a more 
detailed explanation. AK 
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SuPPort Closures - Other - Island Park 

COMMENTS : Supports the closure of road #024. 
459 

RESPONSE: If this is referring to the Sawtell Road, it ~~11 reman open 
because the road s*rv*s the FAA and high tecreataon use in *ummer. AR 

s”PPo* Closutes - Subsections - Island Park 

coNt4ENTs : Island Park Subsection: close sagnificant amount of roads. 
Madzson Plateau SubsectIon: close as many roads as possible. 

489 

RESPONSE: Roads are closed to meet road density standards, protect grnzly 
bears in BMU's, and prevent resource damage or effects on water quality and 
fisherxs. AK 

Site Specific Ashton Renqer District 

Non Support Closures - Antelope Flats 

CONNENTS : Open Antelope Flats. 
1455 

RESPONSE: Antelope Flats ~8 open in the Revised Plan. AK 

SUPDO* Clo*ure* - Aspen Ridqe 

COMMENTS : Preserve roads and trails 1n Aspen Ridge area. 
298 

RESPONSE: Forest Service *ystem roads are partially open and limited in the 
BootJack area behind the Aspen Rrdge Estates. Most trails in the area were 
not built by the Forest Servxe and do not meet trail standards; they were 
created by "dispersed use". The Forest will continue to preserve roads =n the 
area consistent wa.th road density standards and r*sourc* concerns. AK 

Non Support Closures - Fish Creek 

COMMENTS : Open Fish Creek for recreational vehicles. 
6, 1308, 1310, 1350 

RESPONSE: Fish Creek Road #082 is open in the Revised Plan. The surrounding 
area 1s closed to summer cross-country motorned travel in order to meet BMU 
standards. AK 

Non SuPPort Closures - Fish Creek Road/Baker Dr*w Road 

CONNENTS : Open Fish Creek Road from Baker Draw Road for outdoor act1vztles 
(hunting, snowmobllrng). 

F-P(Z) 
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RESPONSE: The Fish Creek Road LS open to huntrng and snowmobillng in the 
Revised Plan. The areas on either side of the Fish Creek Road are closed to 
Summer cross-country motorrzed travel durrng the *now free seasons. The area 
closure 1s necessary to provide security for wlldllfe. Durrng the snow 
season, the road and adjacent areas are open to snowmachIne travel. AK 

Non Support Closures - Fall River Ridse 

COMMENTS : Keep Fall River Ridge open to snowmach~nes and for elk huntrng. 
F-P(Z) 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows motorized travel on desrgnated routes in 
the Fall River Ridge area. Cross-country travel L" the area is not permitted 
during *now free seasons to provide security for wildlife. The area 1s also 
Situation 1 grizzly bear habLt*t. During snow seasons cross-country 
snowmachlne travel 1s permitted. AK 

Support closures - Porcupine 

COMMENTS : Oppose the easement that provides access by Porcupine Station. 
153 

RESPONSE: If this is referring to the request for access across National 
Forest System lands from the Fall River Ridge road to private land on the 
north side of Fall River, the issue is outside the scope of the Forest Plan 
and LS being addressed m a separate environmental analysis. AX 

Non Support Closures - Pole Bradse Cermmtound 

CONNENTS : Provide handicapped/disabled access to clearcuts behind Pole Bridge 
Campground. 

713 

RESPONSE: Road #153 is open. Other roads are closed to meet BMW standards. 
AK 

Non Support Closures - Other - Ashton District 

coNNENTs : Designate ATV trail m the Ashton area. 
1202 

RESPONSE: The ralroad grade from Road 154 north to West Yellowstone LS 
designated as a" ATV trail. AK 

coNNENTs: Supports motorized trail from Warm Rover to West Yellowstone. 
640 

RESPONSE: This area is closed beyond Warm River to protect the fisheries; 
however, It is open beyond Mesa Falls in the Revised Plan. 

CONNENTS : Provide access across Fall River Ridge from Porcupine Lake Road. 
199 
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RESPONSE: Road #243 LS designated open in the Revrsed Plan. AK 

Support Closures - Other - Ashton District 

COMMENT: Supports two miles or less of roads per square mile with more 
restrxtive Standards dependent on specifx Prescriptions on portions of the 
Ashton Ranger Distrrct, especially the portions of that Drstrict located 1" 
wyom1ng. 

389 

RESPONSE: The toad density standards in each prescriptron 1" the Revised Plan 
are designed to compliment the management intent of the prescription. A large 
portlo" of the Ashton Ranger DLStrlCt in Wyoming is desrgnated Wilderness 
which has no roads. The other prescrlptron xn th1.s area is 5.3.5 (Grizzly 
Bear Habitat). The road density for this prescription is calculated on a Bear 
Management Un1.t basis whrch would be the Targhee Portion of the Bechler-Teton 
BMU. The Total Motorized Access Route Denszty (TMARD) standard for the BMU 1s 
1 mile/square mile and the Open Road and Open 
(OROMTRD) 1s 0.6 m~les/square mile. AK 

CONNENT8 : Close Reclamation Road near Ashton 
fragments wlldlife habitat; endangers grrzzly 
unnecessary road in Yellow&one Ecosystem; as 
difficult to close and more damaging. 

171 

Motorized Trail Route Density 

to Flagg Ranch because it: 
bear; is most damaging and 
use grows, road becomes more 

RESPONSE: The Reclamation Road will remaln open in the Revxed Plan. This 
road serves as a designated route that links the communrty of Ashton, ID, with 
recreation opportunities at Flagg Ranch, WY, the John D. Rockefeller Jr. 
Memorial Parkway, and Yellowstone and T&on National Parks. Thrs road 
provides access to an establrshed youth organization camp and developed 
trailhead facilities for people accessing the Winegar Hole and Jededrah Smith 
WAldernesses. AK 

Prescriptions - Biq Bend Ridse 

CONNENTS : It is crucial that the B1.g Bend Ridge be managed wrth a 
non-motorLzed prescriptron to ensure rts protection in the face of growing 
development pressures. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This area is closed to cross-country snowmachlne travel except from 
January 1 to April 30, and open to cross-country travel for motorrzed vehicles 
<50" wide from June 15 to September 30. AK 

Napped "Comments" 

COMNNNTS : The followrng responds to requests for road and trail changes 
submitted on maps wIthout dialogue. 
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RESPONSE: Snow Creek (094), Road 702, and Road 572 (Big Grassy) will reman 
restricted year-long for a. portLo" of the road to meet road density L" the 
BM". 

0.0. 
Trail Canyon goes through CORE of Plateau BMU. Density standard +s 

The Forest decided not to build new connector from 749, Fish Creek 
spur #3, because it would go through Core L" BMU. 

Although Fish Creek Spur #3 is not I" Core, but in security area, 
the Forest ~111 not open lt due to road density standards. 

The Forest can not open #037 (Moose Creek Trail) to motorized use 
because part of it is in Cure where Standard is "O", and part is L" security 
area for BMW. 

The Forest can not open #554 year-long (Snow Creek Spur #l), 
because of requrred road densitx%s III BMU Security area. AK 

Site SDecific Palisades Ranger District 

Analvsis Process 

COMMENTS : Table on Page III-101 is incorrect. For lo-15 years roads have 
been closed to snowmobiles from Helse Canyon to Blacks Canyon to protect 
critical wrnter range. Prohibit vehicles, including snowmobiles, on 
designated trails. 

FS-3 

RESPONSE: This area was xaorrectly shown as open to snowmachlnes on the 
draft's map. This was corrected I" the Final and is closed. The Rrver Road 
from the Forest Boundary to Blacks Canyon is closed to snowmachines to protect 
crltical winter range. BBP 

SuDuort Closures - Oarus Mountains 

CONMENTS : Close the following trails to ORV use in the Garns Mountains 
Roadless Area: Big Burns Creek #06B; Hell Hole #070; Jensen Creek Coal Mine 
#064; Beartrap Canyon; Little Burns Creek #071; Slide Rock #072; Little Burns 
- Slide Rock #073. 

695 

RESPONSE: Burns Creek Dranage: (068 Big Burns Creek Trail) is a ma" OHV 
loop trFa1. Resource damage along this trarl is minimal wLth little damage at 
stream crossrngs or along WaLlheads. This trarl remains open to OHV travel 
except from the junction of Bear Trap Trail to junction of Slide Rock Trail 
072, where lt will be closed and not maintained. This portlo" ~111 be allowed 
to return to natural condltrons. The Forest made this decrslon because the 
trail goes through a designated RNA and does not provide a connectron sx~ce 
Slide Rock trail will also be closed. 

Hells Hole (070) was proposed to be closed L" the DEIS, because of 
exceeding road density standards. After further review the prescriptron road 
density standard was not exceeded and the trail was left open. 

Jensen Creek Coalmine (064). Little Burns Creek (071) and Bear Trap 
trails provide xaportant access loops to OHV users. The Forest determined 
them suitable for designated routes. Slide Rock (072) 1s closed to OHV travel 
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and all other uses due to resource damage. This trail will not be malntalned 
and "111 be allowed to return to natural condrtions from ,unctLon of Tre.11 073 
to junction of Bear Trap Trarl. From )unctlon of Trail 073 to Lmrs Peak 
TElll, 072 will remain open to OHV Travel. 

Little Burns/Slide Rock (073) trarl "111 reman open for OHV use 
and has the same attributes as Trarls 046, 071, and the Bear Trap Trail. BP 

Support Closures - Fall Creek 

coNNEms : Support a new winter time route through June Creek Winter Range to 
connect to SkylIne Drrve. 

1202 

RESPONSE: June Creek is outside the crrtlcal "Inter range and therefore, a 
desrgnated route 1s not needed for this area. Snowmachlne trail grooming will 
be allowed on the June Creek Road as part of the county grooming program. BP 

CONMENTS : Designate Fall Creek area for ORV use. 
206, 204 

Unfarr closures to OHVs u-, Fall Creek. 
1190 

RESPONSE: Fall Creek LS open for OHV use; summer cross-country travel 1s 
restricted in all of the Palisades District. BP 

COMMENTS : All system trails should be opened to motorized use. 
1202 

RESPONSE: While not all system trails should be closed to motorized use, it 
LS equally true that some areas should not be opened. This decision was 
evaluated for each area in the Revised Plan. 

During the Plan Revision, the Forest looked at motorized use and 
its compatibility to other resource values (such as wildlife, watershed, water 
quality, recreation uses and needs). Current restrxtions and closures were 
reviewed to see If they were still needed or if additional closures were 
warranted due to increased use. If the sltuatlon showed changes were 
needed, then changes were recommended in the Revised Plan. The biggest change 
for all the Districts was the recommendation for cross-country travel 
restrictions. Most of the Palisades Ranger District is steep and has terrain 
that lrmlts cross-country travel. This type of actlvlty was occurring in the 
form of hill climbing where evidence of resource damage was readily visible. 
Where terrain was less restrictive, damage occurred simply because of the 
rncreased number of OHV's that have been introduced since the last planning 
period. New and better machines caused trarlsjroads to appear. I" many 
cases, visual resources were a major reason for recommending closure of 
cross-country travel. MB 

CONMENTS : Palisades (Antelope, and Fall Creeks) are excessive motorxed 
travelways in important brg game range; highest road densities and highest elk 
vulnerability. Llmlt use seasonally or all year. Idaho Fish and Game says 
there are too many vehicles III here. 

FS-4 
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RESPONSE: This area was evaluated in the open road density calculation. 
Those roads and trarls proposed open to motorized use are within the standard 
for this prescription. Some resource areas, when consrdered alone, may appear 
to have too many roads. The standard in the prescrlptron LS a mix of all 
resource considerations. BBP 

coI4NEms : Close Burns Creek and 1000 Springs to cross-country because of 
destruction to riparlan areas and decrease in wrldllfe securrty. 

632 

RESPONSE: These areas are closed to cross-country travel in the Revised 
Plan. Travel LS restricted to designated routes, which are existing trails LD 
the area. BBP 

Suvxxxzt Closures - Poker Peak 

com4ENTs: Support the proposal of Poker Peak non-motorized PrescriptIon 3.1.1 
(a). 

695 

RESPONSE: This area is closed to motorized travel under the Revrsed Plan. 
Boundarres were selected whah could easily be followed and understood by the 
public and admmlstrators. BBP 

Non Summrt Closures - Pine Creek 

COMMENT.9 : Establish a motorized corridor between Pine Creek and Indxn Creek. 
1202 

RESPONSE: A corridor would require a tra1.l system through the Palrsades Creek 
OHV closure. The Forest deaded to leave this area closed. BBP 

Support Closures - Indian Creek 

CONNENTS : Close Indian Creek to ORV's. 
161, 200 

Motorized access to Indian Creek 1s unfair. 
304 

RESPONSE: Indian Creek is within the Wyoming Wilderness Study Area. This WSA 
allows motorized use on designated trails (Indian Creek) until a wilderness 
decision 1s made by Congress for this area. BBP 

COMMENTS: Concerned about unsafe horsoback/ORV use of trails. 
304 

RESPONSE: The Fprest does not agree that horseback and OHV uses are unsafe on 
trails. It 1s true that some users create unsafe situations on forest 
trails. Thxs IS best handled through educatLon rather than closures. BBP 
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Non Support Closures - Indian Creek 

COMMBNTS : Establxh a motorized corridor between Pine Creek and Indian Creek. 
1202 

RESPONSE: This would require a trail-system through the Palisades Creek OHV 
closure. After review of this area, the Targhee decided not to provide a loop 
in the Revised Plan. BBP 

Non Support Closures - Red Ridge 

CONMENTS : Closing OHV use m Red Ridge area is unfair. 
1190 

RESPONSE: Red Rrdge 1s closed to cross-country travel as is the entire 
distrat. Trails in Red Ridge area are left open. With the exceptLo" of 
cross-country travel, which 1s difficult due to steep terram, access in thx 
area changes very little in the Revised Plan. BBP 

COMMENTS : Apply OROMTRD in Table Rock. 
1273b 

RESPONSE: Table Rock was Included in the road density calculations. 
Prescription standards are developed and wrll be implemented. BBP 

SUDDOZ‘+ Closures - Bear Creek 

col4MENTs : Close entire roadless area in Bear Creek to motorized use. 
204, 1202 

Close to OPJI use to retain big game security, reduce eros~.on, and 
provide solitude 2.n Bear Creek draInage. 

204 

RESPONSE: Bear Creek 1s a major motorrzed use area and remains open. The 
Fall Creek/Bear Creek area was reviewed for the amount of OHV use and Its 
compatlbilrty with other resources and uses. OHV use was determined to be 
compatible wxth uses and resources needs with some trail work and relocation. 
Road density was wlthin the Plan standard, and so no ad)ustment was needed. 
One trail (less than one mLle) was closed to all uses and allowed to return to 
natural conditions in the four corners area because it paralleled another 
system trail serving the same area. Other than this one trail, all other 
system trails in the Carrbou subsection remain open in the Revised Plan. BBP 

No" Summrt Closures - Bear Creek 

CONNENTS : Open all system and non-system trails Big Holes, Fall Creek, Bear 
Creek, Palxades to motorxed use. 

OHV closures in Bear Creek are unfarr. 
1190, 1202 
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RESPONSE: All but one short trail are open to motorized use sn Bear Creek. 
Cross-country travel 1s restrzcted (hill clxnb~ng and random travel). RD 

Support Closures - McCoy Creek 

COMMENTS : Prohibit wx0zr motorxed travel north of McCoy Creek road with 
date restriction November 1 - August 31 to protect nestrng areas. 

389 

RESPONSE: There are no nesting areas north of McCoy Creek Road. There are 
identified eagle nesting sites between McCoy Creek Road and Palisades 
Reservoir. McCoy Creek Road has long been a malor groomed tral. There LS no 
evidence to suggest this has been a problem. I” fact, new nesting srtes have 
been recorded durrng the snowmachine use perrod. JR 

CONNNNTS : Do not make a trail head at Long Springs because of contamlnatlon. 
459 

RESPONSE: The District is not currently planning to develop a trailhead at 
this area. However, there "111 be a road end and trail begrnning location. 
This would be an undeveloped trarlhead. BBP 

coNMEN!rs : Establish ORV use III McCoy Creek. 
204, 206 

RESPONSE: OHV use LS allowed m McCoy Creek except for cross-country travel. 
BBP 

Non Summrt Closures - Palisades Creek/Bw Elk 

CONNENTS : Change Prescrrption 1.3 (Plan 111-69) to leave drarnages of Big Elk 
and Palisades Creek open to snowmachine use. 

395 

RESPONSE: The lower part of these drainages are withln identifred Big Game 
CrItical Winter Range, and are closed to snowmachine use. No designated route 
1s planned for these areas. B1g Elk Creek Road is a county road and use of 
the road is allowed or drsallowed by the county from US Highway 26 to the 
trailhead. From the tralhead up stream to the boundary of the winter range 
closure, the trail is closed to snowmachines and is not a designated route. 
BBP 

Closures - General - Palisades 

coNMENTs : Keep all Palisades off limits to ORVs. 
F-M(5), 200 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan continues summer time OHV restrrctions. OHV 
travel 1s prohIbited in the Palisades backcountry area and LS limited to 
designated routes Ln other areas of the Snake River Range. BBP 
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COMMENTS : Close trails: #065, #089, #051, #090, #045, #055, #046, #099, #057, 
and #058. 

RESPONSE: These trals were evaluated for what type use would be allowed. 
None were determined as not needed, however, some were closed to motorized use 
to meet road density standard or some other resource need. The following 
closures refer to motorized closures only. Trails will be mantarned for 
other uses. 

#065 - Mike Spencer - Trail used by OP??, designated route for OHV. 
#089 - North Fork Rainey Creek - Trail used by OHV as loop trail. 
#051 - Sheep Drrveway - Closed. 
#OYO - South Fork Rainey Creek - Used by OHV as loop trail. 
#045 - Poker Peak - Closed. 
#055 - Box Canyon - Trail does not currently exist and "111 not be 

reopened for any uses. 
#046 - Big Elk Mountain - OHV trail open along rrdge-top. 
#099 - waterfall Canyon - Closed. 
#057 - Burnt Timber - Open OHV desrgnated route trail. 
#058 - Deadhorse - Open OHV designated route tral. RD 

COMMENTS : Locate corrrdors for winterized travel in the Palisades Wetland 
area on or south of McCoy Creek (regarding trumpeter swan and waterfowl). 

389 

RESPONSE: The snowmachine desrgnated route for this area is on the south side 
or along the existing McCoy creek Road as recommended. BPP 

coN!4ENTs : Prohibrt motorized access from November 1 - August 31 to protect 
mating and brood rearing perrods in the Palisades wetland areas. 

389 
Provide access in the following areas: Palisades Ranger Dxtrxt, 

(including Caribou Forest administered by Targhee Forest) trals #4, #26, #27, 
#28, #30 thru #50, #55, #60, #63, thru #6B, #70, thru #74, #78, #79, #80, #82, 
#83, #86 #89 thru #92, #94, #107, #120, #138, #140, #142, #144, #145, #148; 
#155, #157, #158, and #159. 

262 
OHV closures in Palxades are unfair. 

F-M(5), 1190 
Open all system trails 1x1 the Palisades to motorLzed use. 

F-M(5), 1202 

RESPONSE: The proposed designated route system for "Inter time travel and the 
summer time seasonal restrrction should adequately protect the wetland and 
wildlife. 

Most areas that are currently open for motorized use are still 
open. Palisades and B1.g Elk Creek areas are currently closed to motorized 
travel during the summer txne and wrll remain closed because of amount of use, 
type of use, terrain features and future desired conditions of the area. 

During the plan revision, the Forest looked at motorized use and 
Its compatibility to other resource values (e.g., wildlife, watershed, water 
quality, recreation uSes and needs). Current restrictlons and closures were 
reviewed to see if they were still needed or if addltlonal closures were 
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warranted due to the lncreassd use. If the situation showed changes were 
needed, they were recommended in the Revised Plan. The brggest change for all 
the Districts was the recommendatron for summer cross-country travel 
restrictions. Most of the Palisades Ranger District LS steep and has terra" 
that limits summer cross-country travel. Where this type activity was 
occurring, it was in the form of hill climbing where evidence of resource 
damage was readily visible. Where terrain was less restrlctlve, damage 
occurred simply because of the number of OHVs that have been introduced since 
the last planning period. New and better machines caused trails/roads to 
appear. I" many cases, visual resources were a reason for recommending 
closure of cross-country travel. 

The following LS a brref summary of the recommendation for the 
Revised Plan by subsections: 

Brg Holes - Most system trails were compatible with exlstlng use 
and resources. However, it was recognized that many trails were not properly 
located and would reguae tra.11 work. 

Road density review was made for the Big Holes for elk 
vulnerability and security and motorized road/traA density was slightly above 
the established standards. It became necessary to reduce the road/trail 
densrty =n order to meet the standard. Trails were closed that were used the 
least and would be the most difficult to bring up to standard. Loop ride 
trails were considered important and received high consideration. 

Only a small number of trails were closed to motorized travel for 
erther of the reasons stated above. Most trads remain open in the Brg Holes 
and access to the Big Holes remans basically the same as before. 

Palisades - Existing closures were revrewed in this area, 
particularly the Palisades Lakes area. Considering the amount and type of use 
which occurs in this part of the Forest, a closure was decided in the Revised 
Ph.". Motorzzed use in this area is not compatrble with existrng uses. 

Other parts of the Palisades Mountan Range were also evaluated for 
motorxed use and were compatible with designated route selections. Routes I." 
the Indian creek area were left much as they existed. Selection of the 
closed routes were the same as in the Big Holes. 

Fall Creek/Bear Creek - This subsectIon was reviewed for the amount 
of OHV use and its compatibility with other resources and uses. OHV use is 
compatible w1t.h uses and resources needs with some trail work and relocation. 
Road density was wrthin the Plan standard, and so no adlustment was needed. 
One trail (less than one mile) was closed in the four corners area because It 
closely paralleled another system trail serving the same area. Other than 
this one trail, all other system trails in the Caribou subsection rema~.n open 
1" the Revised Plan. BBP 

Sate-Specxfic Teton Ranger Distract 

supmm-t Closures - Eaa Boles 

COMMENTS : Restrict off-hLghway vehrcle (OHV) travel in Big Holes to prevent 
resource damage. D 

215 

RESPONSE: All summer motor=zed travel 1s limrted to desxgnated roads and 
trails and closed to cross-country in the Revised Plan. By having a defined 

I-67 



ACCESS - SITE-SPECIFIC 

system of motorized roads and trals, resource protectron 1s more easily 
obtained through trail maintenance, reconstructLon, and/or relocatLon. MB 

Sumort Closures - Sorins Creek 

CONKENTS : Motorized use in the Spring Creek area (PrescrIption 3.2) should be 
lrmlted to designated routes. 

1312 

RESPONSE: Sprrng Creek is located above the Rapid Creek Guard Station. When 
reviewrng this area for access and potential problems, the Forest determined 
that terrarn limits cross-country travel so a closure to cross-country travel 
was not needed. The winter range portions of the area are closed to both 
motorized and non-motorized use from Thanksgiving Day until June 1. BP/LD/MLB 

coNNEms : Do not create mcxe needless access to the Big Hole Mountarns to 
ma1ntan Elk Security. 

325 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan reduces motorized access from the current 
srtuation. By eliminating cross-country motorrzed travel and designating 
roads and trarls open to motorrzed use, the problem wrth access in the Big 
Holes should be reduced significantly. Any changes to access as presented in 
the Revised Plan will be subject to prqect-speclfx ana1ys1.s. Some trails may 
be relocated as part of reconstructIon but there are no plans at this time for 
construction of additional motorized access in the Brg Holes. 

Some roads and trails were closed to motorized use JX order to 
comply with density standards of the Revised Plan. 

The Targhee has always considered publx! access to the National 
Forest and elk security as important elements of forest management. Elk 
security is a mayor consideration when determining road standards and was 
evaluated ln the plan rev~slon. No needless access 1s allowed to occur ln the 
Big Holes. MLBjBP 

coNNEms : Need more restrxtlons on the cross-country off-road vehicles XI 
the Big Holes area. 

RESPONSE: All summer motorized travel ~111 be lrmrted to designated open 
roads and trails and closed to cross-country in thrs area. Thrs is more 
restrxtLve than current management. MB 

CONNENTS : Wants more roadftra.1 closures in the Palisades Brg Holes Units. 
38-l 

RESPONSE: Motorized access has been a polarized issue, partrcularly in the 
Palisades Big Holes Subsection. After revlewlng public comments and 
revrsltlng access as proposed +n the Draft Revision, the Forest changed the 
open road and traL1 densrtres in PrescrIptron 3.2(g) which represents the 
malorlty of the subsection. The Revised Plan drvldes the 3.2(g) areas to 
allow a lower road density (from 1.0 to 0.5) 1x1 the Palisades portron Of the 
subsection next to recommended wilderness and a hrgher road density (from 1.0 
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to 1.2) =n the Big Holes Subsection. The result will be less motorized access 
than 1s allowed under current management and more than was proposed In the 
Draft Revrsion. MB/BP 

Non Support Closures - Biu Holes 

CONNENTS : All system roads in Big Holes should be open to motorized use. 
F-G-2(2), 1202 

RESPONSE: All roads were evaluated in the Revised Plan. Those identified as 
needed and within the road density standard ~111 reman open and become system 
roads. Those identified as not needed or outsxde the standard ~111 be closed. 
More system roads will be open in the Big Holes in the Final Revised Plan than 
was proposed In the draft. In the north end of the Big Holes (Prescription 
5.1.4(b)), it is impossLble to leave all the system roads open and stay within 
road density standard of 1.5 miles per square miles. In the south end of the 
BLg Holes, all system roads will be open in the Final Revised Plan with the 
exceptIon of Power Line Road. The Power Line Road ~11 be open to off-highway 
vehxles and motorcycles from Mike Harr&s Campground to Murphy Creek and 
closed to all motorized vehxles from Murphy Creek west to Rarney Creek. The 
reason the western section is closed 1s because the powerlsne access is not 
contiguous, traverses steep terrain and does not currently receive a lot of 
use. The entxe powerllne corridor 1s open to Bonneville Power Authority for 
service. MB 

CONNENTS : Drsagree wrth statement RB: unacceptable resource damage In BLg 
Hole/Palisades as stated in DEIS. 

1202 

RESPONSE: The summer access reference in Chapter III of the EIS states, "The 
highest concentration of these actrviixes are in the Big Hole/Palzsades and 
Carrbou Subsections, where there 1s srgniflcant use by motorcycles and 
mountain bikes. As noted in the Soil and Riparian section, there are areas of 
concern for OHV effects on soil and vegetation. There is not serious 
widespread adverse consequences as a result of this use." The soils and 
rlparlan sections for the Big Hole/Palx%des Subsection identifies OHV use as 
one of many actLvitres affecting soil and riparlan quality. The Forest will 
continue to repair resource damage caused by all forms of access =n the 
SubsectIon. MB/DM 

COMMENTS : Discriminating to Lnclude Big Holes as wilderness. 
311 

RESPONSE: The roadless area of the Big Hole Mountans are not currently 
managed as wilderness nor proposed by the Forest Service to be wilderness. 
The motorized access provided for in the Revrsed Plan would not be allowed if 
the area was designated wilderness. MB 

coNMBNT!s : OHV use must be regulated and monitored In the Big Hole Mountains. 
215 
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RESPONSE: The Forest concurs that the Final Revised Plan provides a network 
of desrgnated motorized roads and trails that wrll be better regulated than 
the current sLtuation (which allows extensive cross-country motorized 
travel). Chapter V of the Revised Plan provides for monitoring and regulation 
of OHV use, es fundlng and personnel allow. MB 

CONNIWTS : Does not want trails closed In the Big Holes area. 
54, 97, 1282, 1449 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provides a workable network of trails together for 
the B1.g Holes area. The revised trail system provides general access to most 
areas rn the subsection and provides several loop opportunities of various 
lengths and degrees of difficulty which are feasible to mantain and manage. 
Because the resulting network exceeded the road and tra.1 density standard ln 
the Draft 3.2(g) Prescription, the Revised Plan Lncreases the density In the 
prescriptron to provide motorized access on most of the site-specifx trails 
requested to be open by the public. Closure of some of the trails In the Big 
Holes was necessary to meet road density standards and address resource 
concerns. Trails closed to motorized use will reman open to other uses when 
possible and maintaned accordingly. NLB 

COMMENTS: Provided access into the Big Hole Mountains should continue. 
311 

RESPONSE: Most of the existing tral system remans open to motorized use In 
the Revrsed Plan. The major change in access 1s the closure of the area to 
summer cross-country motorized travel. Cross-country motorized travel in the 
Big Holes has resulted in numerous unplanned roads and trails whxh often 
access areas already provided by exrstlng trails. Undesigned roads and trails 
can cause negative rmpacts to soil, water quality and wildlife. These 
"trails" can result Ln confusron for recreation users since they are not on 
maps. Maintaining or rehabilitating these "trails" are not the best use of 
limited trail maintenance funds nor to other Forest resources. The Distrrct 
attempted to keep all specifxally requested trails open in the Final Revised 
Plan. See also site-specxfx responses ln this section. MB 

COMMENTS : Big Hole/Palisades. Correct misstatement: "there are no serious 
widespread adverse consequences as a result of this use." Not true. This 
area has a serious problem and most trails need to be rerouted to be 
suitable. Most of the problems are in MA17 and MA21. 

FS-2 

RESPONSE: The statement in the Revised Plan remans as written. The Forest 
recognizes that there are some serious local problems on trails which must be 
corrected by relocation or closure of the trail, (e.g., Castle Lake to 
Blacktail Pass, and Slrde Rock Tral). Action will be taken as funding and 
opportunity become available. This LS not a wrdespread problem - it is not 
occurrrng everywhere, nor are the trarls In serious condrtlon. BP 
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Swmort Closures - South Leish Lakes 

coNNEN9!s : No trail construct&on to accommodate use at South Leigh Lakes. 
1312 

RESPONSE: There LS no constructed, maintained trail into the South Leigh 
Lakes Basin. The Revised Plan does not propose one, nor are any pro]ects 
planned to provide such access. Use of the unmaintained route area is 
expected to continue. The Forest will monitor the South Leigh Lakes basin and 
has no lntentlons of encouraging additional use of the area. MB 

Non Sur~u0x-t Closures - Fox Creek 

CONNENTS : Maintain a public right-of-way to FOX Creek Quarry. 
1312 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has legal public access through the Fox Creek 
quarry. The quarry was rnactive for years and recreation access through the 
quarry was not a problem. Now that the quarry is active, heavy equipment and 
mmlng activity pose a potential safety hazard to the public. A more indepth 
ate-specific analysis will occur to involve the public in the decision making 
process. Any proposal to change publrc access in the area would be conducted 
in compliance w.th the National Environmental Polxy Act. MB 

Support Closures - Canyon Creek 

coNMBN9!s : Support closures to motorized recreation from Canyon Creek to Garns 
M0untaL.n. 

1312 

RESPONSE: After consrderlng publx comments, the Revised Plan provxdes 
motorrzed access (#063, 064 and 066) into this area. This increase In 
motorized access meets open road and trail density standards and responds to 
the demand for more motorized access in the B1g Holes. MB 

COMMSNTS : Leave Canyon Creek open. 
342 

RESPONSE: Trawl #064 North Fork of Canyon Creek and Trail #063 South Fork of 
Canyon Creek reman open in the Revised Plan. MB 

Non Support Closures - Castle Lake 

COMMENTS : Thousand Springs to Castle Lake should be opened. 
397 

RESPONSE: Thousand Springs/Castle Lake Trail remains open under the Revx.ed 
Plan. This trail was identrfied as a shared use trail including motorized 
use. In the field season of 1996 the tra.11 was rerouted around Castle Lake to 

I-71 



ACCESS - SITE-SPECIFIC 

Blacktall Pass in order to correct resource damage on the old trail. The new 
trail was relocated on a good grade with good water drainage. BP 

Non Suuport Closures - Pine CreeklPxnev Pass 

CONNENTS : Open Pine Creek to Piney Pass. 
397 

RESPONSE: Trail #OS0 1s open in the Final Revised Plan. 

Non Support Closures - Rvau's Creek/Elk Flat 

CONNENTS : Open Ryan's Creek across Elk Flats. 
397 

RESPONSE: This area was not located on maps. BP 

Non Support Closures - Pony Creek 

CONNENTS : Oppose closing the area around Pony Creek. 
342 

RESPONSE: All motorxed travel in the Big Holes subsection is limited to 
desrgnated routes. Pony Creek Road #666 is restrxted year-long rn the 
Revised Plan because existing road densrties exceed the standard establrshed 
by the management prescrIption. The District intentionally left the north end 
of the Big Holes slightly below the allowable road density so that closed 
system roads such as Pony Creek could be opened occasionally for wood cutting, 
hunting or other purposes. 

Support Closures - Other - Teton 

coNNENl!s : Supports closure to trails: #039 and #052 and to Missionary Ridge. 
643 

RESPONSE: Commissary Rrdge is on the Caribou subsection. Trail #039, the 
Indian Creek T?zJL, 1s In the same subsection but 10 to 15 miles from 
Commissary Ridge; however trail #052, North Fork Palisades, 1s Ln a different 
subsecixon. All trails ln this subsection were evaluated in the Revx?ed 
Plan. If a trail was needed end met open road and trail density standards, lt 
was declared a designated route. BP 

coI4MEwJs : Support management of Teton District (Prescription 3.2) to offer 
semi-primitive motorized and non-motorized recreation for hiking, horseback 
riding, mountaln bikes. 

389 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. The FInal Revised Plan refLnes this 
need by applying three slightly different versLons of the 3.2 Prescrrption in 
order to provide an array of recreational opportunities and respond to 
polarized comments on the recreation access rssue. MB 
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COMMENTS : Supports two miles or less of roads per square mLle with more 
restrlctlve standards dependent on specifax prescrrptions on Teton Baeln 
Ranger District, the northern portion of District specifxally. 

389 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. All prescriptions in this area provide 
road densities of two mrles per square mile or less. 

COMMENTS : Wants access to the following areas: Teton Ranger District Trals 
#43, #44. #49, #50, #51, #53, #54, #56, #62. #63, #64, #66, #75, #76,and #77. 

262 

RESPONSE: Trails #43 and #44: Burbank and Mail Cabin are closed to maintain 
the wLlderness and roadless character of the Palisades Wrlderness Study Area. 

Tra.1 #49: Mikesell-Mail Cabin trail dead ends 1n the wrlderness. 
Since no loop opportunities are avalable, the Forest closed them to prevent 
an enforcement problem of motorxed use In the wilderness. 

Tra11 #50: Sheep DrIveway trail 1s open for summer access. 
Trail #51: Pole Canyon is open for summer access. 
Trawl #53: A motorized trarl along the Big Hole crest is open for 

summer access. 
Trail #54: The Patterson Creek trarl 1s open for summer access. 
Trail #56: Big Hole Crest trail 1s open for summer access. 
Tra.1 #62: Elk Flat - Relay Ridge trail is open for summer access. 
Trs.11 #63: Canyon Creek - South Fork trail is open for summer 

access. 
Trail #64: North Fork Canyon Creek is open for summer access. 
Trail #66: Garns Mountain tral is open for summer access. 
Trail #75: The Liar's Peak trail is closed to motorized travel for 

summer access. This closure was needed to allow the route along the Big Hole 
crest to stay withrn the road density standard in the prescription. The FInal 
Revised Plan increases the density standard in that area from 1.0 to 1.2. 
Comments were polarized about motorized access in the Big Holes. The Liar's 
Peak trail is an expert level trarl. The Forest responded to the Idaho Trail 
Machine Associatron's request that they would rather have the Crest Trail open 
than Liar's Peak. 

Trails #76 and #77: The Red Creek and Corral creek trails have not 
been maintaned for years, receive minimum use by skilled rLders (Corral Creek 
gets more use than Red Creek), are poorly located in creek bottoms, have steep 
slopes, are diffxult to ride and are difficult to maintain for motorized 
use. Both trals are connectors that could provrde additional loop 
opportunLties but are not necessary to provide general access. The trails 
were closed to motorized use to meet density standards and to open other 
trails with better potential as motorized trails. MB 

COMMENTS : The same prescriptron a8 at Henry's Lake should apply to the west 
slope of the Tetons in the Sorenson Creek development area. 

1360 

RESPONSE: There are five prescriptsons whrch border the Henry's Lake private 
inholding. The Sorensen creek "development area" 1s ad]acent to the Winter 
Range Prescription 2.7 (a). All 2.7 (a) are critical wrnter range for big 
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game ammals and need the standards and gurdelrnes rncluded m that 
prescription. Site-specific decisions for prolects whrch may affect adlacent 
landowners are sub]ect to the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). MB 

CONNNNTS : Pole Canyon Road (one map shows it as #060 another shows it as 
#051) should be closed because It leads to non-motorized areas where people 
use trails illegally. 

725 

RESPONSE: Pole Canyon Road (051) 1s an open motorized trail in the Final 
Revised Plan. The Pole Canyon route 1s half of a motorized loop trail that 
leads to a. large network of non-motorized trails. The prescription is well 
below road density and meets the demand for some motorized trarl routes in 
this area. The loop of the road makes the management of the trail system more 
feasible. MB 

coNNENTs : Concerned about developng srte specifics for area 7.1 (b) due to 
proximity to the Henderson Canyon Road. Concerned about fire burnxng 
(supports burnmg), logging, exploration, access, recreational use, vx.ual 
appearance, wildlife. Wants opportu%ty to be informed and comment prior to 
site specifics being approved. 

708 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan changed the block of 7.1 (b) to 5.1.3 (b) because 
PrescrIptron 7.1 (b) was unclear in several respects. Prescription 5.1.3 (b) 
is similar to 7.1 (b). Site-specific projects are sublect to NEPA and wrll 
include public nvolvement. Public involvement opportunities are sent out in 
a NEPA quarterly report to any requestors. MB 

The following responds to requests for road and trail changes submitted on 
maps without dialogue. 

CONNENTS : Road 322 Wright Creek - Bleggi Gooseneck Road should remaln 
closed. Missing Letter # 

RESPONSE: Thus 1s a two-track road accessed across private lands or from the 
Grandvrew Mann Road, the primary road into the north Big Holes. Road 322 does 
not connect. If It was open, It would encourage users to create a new, 
nonsystem connecting road. MB 

COMMENTS : "Road 657" is not a road but LS the Carlton cut-off Trail. 

RESPONSE: Road 665 is the new road which provides vehicle access to the same 
area. This trail will remain open as a trail, since it 1s not passable with a 
Jeep- 

CONNENTS : open the Spur road off Pine Creek Road on D-4. 
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RESPONSE: Most roads off Prne Creek HLghway are open and ~111 rema,.n open 
under the Revised Plan. BP 

ACCESS - SOCIAL CONCERNS 

General 

coNNENTs : Oppose any or all road restrictions for reasons regarding quality 
of life, such as: access s"pports local economics; future trends and growth 
lndxate need for mnre access; and, concerned that the Targhee National Forest 
is lockrng the publx out. Access to the Forest should increase, or at least 
remain at current management levels. 

24, 25, 26, 35, 46, 63, 124, 182, 229, 250, 259, 262, 300, 309, 316, 
318, 319, 330, 391, 413, 433, 447, 512, 607, 1321, 1332, 1390 

Restrict access for reasons regardLng quality of life such as: 
access regulates human contact with ecosystem; protects the envrronment; and, 
reflects social access needs. 

12, 23, 318, 333, 407, 640, 634, 1197, 1370 

RESPONSE: Access was one of the most polarized issues during the planning 
period. Each watershed on the Forest is delineated by management 
prescriptrons. Each prescription has a road density standard. The road 
density standard provides a cost effective road system that integrates human 
needs, wildlife needs (specifically elk and grizzly bear), and other resource 
values. A few existing roads will be closed to meet the road density 
standard. Most of the main roads and trails on the Forest will remain open on 
designated routes and only seven percent of the Forest will remain open to 
summer cross-country travel. In most prescrrptions the road densrty standard 
IS about 1.5 miles per square mrle. 

Socral concerns were considered in arriving at the fwal declslons 
on motorized and nonmotorized access on the Forest. The Revised Plan is a 
balance between competrng Lnterests, protects resource values and still 
provides sufficxsnt access for users. The Access Appendix in the FEIS details 
the access analysis used in the Revised Plan. LAB/CMM/MLB 

ACCESS - SOIL 

CONNENTS : Discuss what sol1 erosion factors restrict OHV "se. 
413 

RESPONSE: The soil erodibllity factor (K-factor) is a measure of the 
susceptibility of soil particles to detachment and transport by rainfall and 
runoff. Soil propertIes considered ln developing the sol1 erodrbllity factor 
mclude: soil texture (espeaally percent of silt plus very fine sands), 
percent sand greater than . lmm, organic matter content, soils structure, soil 
permeabilrty, clay mineralogy and coarse fragments in 6011 layer bang 
evaluated. 

Raxnfall intensity, distribution, amount, length and steepness of 
slope, vegetative cover (or lack of cover) and eros~nn control practrces all 
influence sol1 erodibillty. Chapter III of the Revised Plan includes 
Forestwide gurdelines for slope steepness and stability to identify situations 
where the sosl erodrbillty factor would be accelerated on a trail system. DM 
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COMMENTS : Dxagree that rutting or displacement of soils 1s caused by ORV 
use. It is caused by design and maintenance of the trail, not the type of 
use. 

629 

RESPONSE: Rutting and displacement of soils occurs on numerous non-designated 
OHV trails that traverse steep slopes. On designated routes, the above 
comment LS basically correct. A portlo" of the designated OHV trails are not 
deslgned or adequately maintained to reduce resource damage. DMjTEM 

ACCESS - TIMBER MANAGEMENT 

coNNEN!cs : The OROMTRD in Timber Management Areas of <= 3.0 miles per square 
mile allows a high open road/trail density whxh exhibits no attentLon to 
wildlife needs and should be drastically reduced. 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: The Timber Management Prescription that has the OROMTRD of <= 3.0 
miles per square miles is 5.1 (b). There were some changes from the Draft 
Plan to the Final Revrsed Plan and Prescription 5.1 (b) was not used. The 
concern of a high open road/trail density in tzmber management areas was 
taken into account. CMM 

ACCESS - TIME FRRME 

Road Closure Im~lementatio" m BMUs 

COMMENT.3 : Provide a time-speclfw plan which describes the prioritization 
scheme for implementing road closure programs wthin BMUs. Specify 
implementation of road closures wlthln one year of ROD, and completion in 
three years. Complete it sooner than the proposed three years. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Grizzly Bear) 

127, 643, 695, 766, 1.27323, 1361 
Provide a txne-specific plan which describes the priorxtization 

scheme for Lmplementing road closures. Recommended trme frames for completion 
Include five, three and sooner than the proposed ten years. 

127, 643, 690, 635, 766, 1194, 1361, 1401, 1407, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest ~~11 implement road closures after the Record of 
Decision (ROD) is signed. The BMU road closures are the first prlor1ty and 
will be completed wLthin the frrst three years of the release of the Revised 
Pl.3.". How the roads are to be closed ~111 require ate-specific NEPA 
documentation and public involvement. LB/CMM 

Nonsvstam Roads 

c!oNNENTs: Revegetate all nonsystem roads, I" accordance with NFMA, wrthin ten 
years. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Process) 

1361 

RESPONSE: Many of the "onsystem roads are deslgned for re-establrshment of 
vegetatL.ve cover and ~111 conform wth NFMA requxements wlthrn ten years. 
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Some of the nonsystem roads will require special treatment which ~111 be 
directed by the site-spec1flc NEPA document. Not all roads need to be 
revegetated. If access IS removed from roads, many will revegetate 
naturally. The Revxzed Plan provides for restrxtmg or reclaiming 
roads not needed for future management as determined in site-specific 
analysis, at the end of prqect use. LB/CMM 

coNMFms : Nonsystem roads must be closed within ten years of their creatron, 
or they must be added to the road inventory. Publicrze a list of nonsystem 
roads and what decisrons the Targhee has regarding them. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access, Analysrs Process) 

1273b 

RESPONSE: NFMA requrres all roads to be planned and designed to re-establish 
vegetative cover on the disturbed area withrn a reasonable period of trme, not 
to exceed ten years after the terminatron of a contract, lease or permit, 
unless the road is determined necessary as a permanent addition to the 
National Forest Transportation System. The Revised Plan desrgnates the open 
roads. How the other roads wrll be closed will be determrned in a 
ate-specific analysts. The public ~111 be notified of the road closure 
through the analysis process. LB/CMM 

CONNENTS : Revegetate all logging roads within a ten year txme frame. 
1347 

RESPONSE: All loggrng contracts require that logging roads are revegetated at 
the completion of the txrber sale if they are no longer needed and are removed 
from system roads. LB 

ACCESS - TRAILS 

COMMENTS : oppose the proposed tra.11 restrictions or closures I" Alternatrve 
3M and support more non-motorized and motorized trail access to the Forest. 
concerned about havrng less trail access to enJoy the outdoor experience. 
Increase trail numbers for the public, particularly to please mountain bike 
users. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Road & Tral; Access, ate Specifics) 

17, 25, 35, 36, 43, 53, 54, 63, 156, 182, 211, 262, 265, 285, 286, 
288, 290, 306, 310, 313, 315, 324, 330, 367, 375, 413, 477, 488, 514, 
623, 640, 653, 663, 637, 728, 1202, 1240, 1241, 1259, 1314, 1332, 
1339, 1376 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has many opportunities for both motorLzed trail 
use and non-motorized. Trail closures are necessary to protect various 
resources including wildl&fe habitat, water qualzty and fisheries. During 
Implementation trails may be reconstructed to accommodate various uses. Most 
trails are open to mountain bikes. CC/AM/JR 

coNNENTs : A better trail desrgn would prevent erosion and maximize protective 
cover between wildlife and OHVs. 

623, 1365 
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RESPONSE: During implementation of the Revrsed Plan, it is likely numerous 
trails, partxularly in the area of the Big Hole Mountains, could be 
reconstructed to a better deagn. The Revised Plan has an oblectlve to assess 
5-10% of open trails on a yearly basis to determine rehabrl~tatron needs. CC 

coNNENTs : Define what "resource" means on Page III-60 of the DFPR Ln the 
sentence, "Trails are maintained to protect the resource." 

1277 

RESPONSE: Resource refers to wilderness values, since that is the 
prescrIptIon area involved. LAB 

coNNENTs: Better address the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. The 
motorized vehicle restrxtLons to that trail system applres to mechanized 
bikes as well. However, the Plan as written fails to provide the outdoor 
experience sought by hikers and horseman and recognized as a goal in the Trail 
Act. At a minimum, the Plan should identify an acceptable level of use and 
then provide monitoring and evaluation. 

345 

RESPONSE: Dxectlon 1s not duplicated for management of the Continental 
Drvlde Trail as that was Included in a separate environmental assessment 
completed in cooperation with the Northern Region of the Forest Service. our 
intent is to complete construction of the few remaining segments of the trail 
on the Targhee National Forest as soon as funds permit. For example, a 
segment m Targhee Creek was completed in cooperation with the Gallatrn 
National Forest in 1996. Ditectlons for management of the experience along 
the Trail is provided in the specrfic management descriptrons. 

The Revised Plan does not address acceptable level of use. 
However, it does distinguish between which trails are open for non-motorized 
or motorized uses. Five to ten percent of the trails will be assessed to 
determine If any rehabilitation needs are necessary and trail use ~111 be 
monitored during implementation of the Revrsed Plan. LAB/JR 

coNNEN!l!s : Develop a trail system which designates specrfic trails for 
specrfic trail users (brkes, OHV, 4-wheelers, hikers, horseback). 

5, 12, 345, 1457 

RESPONSE: In general, our policy 1s to encourage multiple use of trails. 
That way, as many people as possible can eqoy the trail experience. In 
practxe funds do not permit constructxn of separate trails for everyone. 
However, such management prescrrptrons in the Revised Plan provides access 
tables which lists whether trails are open to motorized use. In some areas 
motorized use 1s allowed and in others it LS not. This may help sane people 
to select a particular trail for therr recreation needs. In particularly high 
use or conflxt areas, trail users are separated. For example, the Palisades 
Creek Trail is one trail that only allows hikers, non-motoraxed bikes and 
horseback use. Such designations ~111 be done on a project-specific basrs 
when the need exists. LAB/JR 
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CONNFNTS : Restrxtions on access should be based on an evaluation of Lmpacts 
or damage to resources by each user group. 

351 

RESPONSE: We agree. For details of the analysis for the Revised Plan, refer 
to Process Paper D 1" the Supervssor's Offxe and the Access Appendix m the 
FEIS. JR 

coNNENTs : Prefer dispersed OHV tral use; support better trail maintenance; 
adopt some trail rules like other Natronal Forests have; trail numbers are 
adequate; share trals with var~~s user groups; and, support closrng trails 
to add III preventlo" of non-motorrzed Lllegal use. 

F-G-1(475), 7, 24, 262, 306, 313, 371, 525, 725 

RESPONSE: We agree. Thank you for your comments. The Forest rmproved the 
trails management guidelines in the Forestwrde goals, objectives, and 
standards and guidelines. We hope to devote increased attention to trails as 
we implement the Revised Plan. LAB/JR 

CONMENTS : Restrict motorized access to the max~~~um extent. 
631 

RESPONSE: The Forest restricted motorized access to the extent needed to 
protect resources and provide a variety of recreational experiences and other 
uses as required by the Multiple Use Act. The net effect was to reduce 
motorized wcess. Fewer roads and trals are open to motoraed use in the 
Revised Plan than currently. Only 7 percent of the Forest 1s open to summer 
cross-country motorized use in the Revised Plan. LAB/AM/JR 

ACCESS - USER CONFLICTS 

CONNENTS : Off-highway motorized recreatzonal actrvity and non-motorrzed 
recreational actrvity occurring 1" the same areas pose safety hazards. Also, 
the nase and arr pollution of those vehicles displaces non-motorrzed users. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Thus is acknowledged in the EIS analysts documentaixon. OHV use 1s 
limited In the Revrsed Plan to designated trails except for seven percent of 
the Forest where summer cross-country travel LS permitted. Safety rs 
important in recreatronal activltles. Education of users 1s also Important in 
developing courtesL.es and safety along the trawl. There are many 
prescriptions where non-motorized travel can take place, Just as there are 
many prescrrptions where motorleed travel LS acceptable on desrgnated routes. 
LAB/CNM 

ACCESS - WILDERNESS, ROADLESS, RESEARCH NATURAL AREA, & WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

Access In RNA6 

COMMENTS : DO not allow motorrzed use, rncludzng mountain bikes, within 
Research Natural Areas; however, non-vehicular recreation should be allowed 
except when the activity threatens RNAS. 
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ACCESS - WILDERNESS, ROADLESS, RESEARCH NAT"RAL AREA, h WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

For recreation, utilrze access restrrctlons or closures under CFR 
Subpart B. (CROSS REFERENCE: RNA) 

612 

RESPONSE: Motorized use is not prohiblted by law ln Research Natural Areas. 
Motorized use is allowed in the Revised Plan on designated routes rn some 
RNAs. This use is allowed to continue where it does not compromrse RNA 
obJectives. Simalarly, other human recreation use 1s allowed where it does 
not compromise RNA ob2ectives. JR 

Access In Wilderness Studv Areas fPa1isadee.Z 

c!oNNEN!cs : There should be no motorized vehicle use in WSAs; support winter 
access only. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

150, 161, 171, 189, 206, 280, 336, 443, 491, 611, 643, 666, 632, 733, 
1245, 1270, 127313, 1365, 1381, 1401 

By allowing any motorrzed use m W~lde;ness Study Areas, future 
designatron to wilderness will be dlfflcult. (CROSS REFERENCE: WLlderness) 

157, 174, 209, 242, 252, 273, 278, 280, 332, 632, 643, 727, 1206, 
1270, 1276, 1388 

RESPONSE: The Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 states that motorized access 1s 
allowed on designated routes only m this Wilderness Study Area. These routes 
are located in the Indian Creek Area. The Revised Plan follows the direction 
of the Wrlderness Study Area (WSA) for this area and prohlblts motorized 
vehxles over 50" in width whLle allowing OHvs under 50" wide on designated 
routes only. The Act also states snowmobiling shall oontlnue to be allowed in 
the same manner and degree as was occurrIng prior to the date of the enactment 
of the Act in the Palisades WSA. Therefore, snowmachine use is allowed in the 
Wilderness Study Area. This will not preclude deslgnatlon as wrlderness If 
the congress so chooses. BBP/LAB/JR 

coNNENTs : Clarify and define the statement for WSAs: "Roads are allowed only 
to the extent they already exLst." Explain speclfxally: if roads are closed 
or open; If roads are sources of sediment; if roads then open loop roads; LS 
obllteratlon scheduled for closed roads; and, If "already exist," are they on 
flna.1 road Inventory. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: The Wyomrng WLlderness Act llmlts roads to those that currently 
exxt. No plans exist or are proposed in the Revised Plan whxh allow new 
road construction in the WSA. Road closures are shown rn the travel plan; 
those identlfred to be open are shown on the Revised Plan Inventory; those not 
Identified to remaxn open will be closed. All roads differ as to the extent 
they cause sediment. This is evaluated in the Revised Plan and the results are 
shown in the travel plan. BBP/LAB 

Access In Wilderness 

col4NsNTs : Support motorized use m wlldetness or recommended wilderness. 
F-G-2(2), 22, 28, 30, 42, 55, 63, 270, 280, 311, 344, 358, 366, 367, 

381, 385, 386, 413, 476, 638, 645, 664, 702, 737, 738, 1183, 1332, 1375 
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ACCESS - WILDERNESS, ROADLESS, RESEARCH NATURAL AREA, & WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

Oppose motorxed use in these areas. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 
F-B(4), F-G-1(475), F-H(B), F-J(3), 34, 73, 150, 157, 161, 162, 165, 
168, 170, 171, 174, 175, 179, 180, 185, 189, 201, 206, 209, 212, 213, 
226, 242, 273, 278, 280, 331, 351, 376, 377, 382, 332, 396, 338, 400, 
405, 424, 433, 441, 444, 491, 516, 607, 609, 611, 613, 620, 622, 632, 
636, 640, 643, 644, 650, 653, 656, 662, 666, 690, 635, 725, 727, 731, 
733, 1194, 1202, 1205, 1206, 1243, 1270, 127333, 1275, 1276, 1313, 
1327, 1330, 1360, 1361, 1365, 1382, 1388, 1395, 1443, 1458 

RESPONSE: The areas already designated as wilderness by the Congress are 
closed to motorized and mechanxal access by law. In recommended wklderness, 
Forest Servxe responslbillty J.S to retan the wilderness character until the 
Congress makes a decrsion about whether to add them to the National Wilderness 
system. Motorized access is provrded in some recommended areas in the Revised 
Plan. JR 

Access In Roadless Areas 

COMMENTS : Roadless areas should exclude all motorized vehicles, and be 
managed for trails not roads. (CROSS REFEP.ENCE: Wilderness) 

382, 336, 400, 408, 430, 491, 492, 611, 622, 643, 695, 1202, 1365 

RESPONSE: No specifx legal requirement prohrbits motorized use in roadless 
areas. In the Revised Plan the vast maJority of the roadless country will 
reman roadless throughout the life of thx Plan. The Revrsed Plan provides 
motorized access on trails I" several roadless areas to provrde quality 
recreation opportunrties for motorszed users. JR 

CONNENTS : Motorrzed use in roadless areas recommended for wzlderness 1s 
lncompatlble and contrary to the Lntent of management prescriptions. Existing 
roads should be scheduled for closure and eventual obliteration. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: Forest Service responsibility in roadless areas recommended for 
wilderness m the Revised Plan 1s to protect the wilderness character of the 
area until Congress makes a decisron whether to designate the area as part of 
the National Wilderness System. Motorized use on trails or snowmobile use is 
not prohibited unless the Congress makes that determination. Management 
dIrection in the Revised Plan protects the wilderness character of these areas 
pending a decisron by the Congress. JR 

Access In Suecial Manasement Areas 

COMMENTS : Objects to new road construction z.n any special management areas 
because fragmentation LS a problem that needs to be reduced. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Fragmentation is addressed I." the Revised Plan. The open road and 
open motorzed trail density standard is a result of this analysis. (see 
Process Paper D available in the Supervisor's Office and the Access Appendix 

I-81 



ACCESS - WILDERNESS, ROADLESS, RESEARCH NATURAL AREA, & WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

1" the FEIS for more details). The "et result 1s that fragmentation 1s 
reduced in the Revised Plan. Collectively, the OROMTRD Standards result L" a 
reduction of roads and trarls to motorrad use. Only 7 percent of the Forest 
remains open to summer cross-country motorized travel. Any new construction 
1s included I" the open road density figure for the particular prescriptron 
area and will conform to the OROMTRD standard. SitespecIfic analysis may 
also address fragmentation prior to project implementation for any new road 
construction project. BBP/JR 

ACCESS - NOXIOUS WEEDS 

CONMENTS : Deal wrth weed control through road access. Lrmlting access will 
help reduce distrLbutio" of new weed infestatrons; however, completely closrng 
roads will make It difficult to control existing weed infestation problems. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Range, Noxious Weeds) 

432 

RESPONSE: Motorized activity can ad I" the spread of noxious weeds, but this 
1s dependent on many factors such as season-of-use, specres of plants, 
suitable opportunities for establishment, or duration of use. It is 
lroposslble to calculate how much road use causes the spread of "cx~ous weeds. 
The Forest will use some roads for administrative access to handle some 
noxious weed problems. LAB/WG 

ACCESS - WILDLIFE 

For issues about elk and access; grizzly bear and access; wildlife general and 
access, see wildlife, elk; wildlife, grazly bear; and wrldllfe, access. 

Big Game Wxnter Ranqa and Access 

COMMENTS : Protect big game winter range through the use of road closure and 
restrlctlons on motorized access, both cross-country and roadjtrarl. support 
access restrrctions to mL"imize impacts of winter recreatlo"; to decrease 
development of adjacent private lands; and to protect crucial big game winter 
range. Manage cross-country skring in these areas. Use Wyoming Game and F&sh 
Department's "cruc~.l" desrgnatlons. Keep winter access at current levels. 

7, 9, 150, 185, 189, 195, 201, 206, 213, 227, 265, 339, 359, 389, 645, 
669, 1183, 1202, 1247, 1311, 1316, 1345, 1456 

RESPONSE: The winter range boundaries I" the FEIS were cooperatively 
determined by the Targhee and State fish and game agencies. Motorxzed access 
is llmlted in big game winter range to designated routes year-round. CC 

COMMENTS : Prescription 2.7 should be changed to big game winter range, to 
include moose and bighorn sheep. 

1241 

RESPONSE: ThAs management prescrlptvx is developed prlmarlly for elk 
security while also allowlng for other multiple uses. The habitat conditions 
provided by this prescrlptLo" are suitable for a variety of other wildlife 
specres, including brg game animals like moose and deer. Bighorn sheep are 
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ACCESS - WILDLIFE 

also protected through other prescriptions for roadless and wilderness areas 
where they are generally found. MO/AU 

Access Disturbance to Wxldlrfe 

COUNENTS : Brrd populations and their habitats are negatively impacted by cars 
on roads because of "orse, vibratro", visual stimuli and exhaust. 

136Ib 

RESPONSE: We agree that bird populatxons and their habitats can be negatively 
impacted by cars on roads. Road density standards for elk and grizzly ~111 
reduce the number of roads open for motorrzed use thus indirectly benefltting 
other wildlrfe such as bird populations. AM 

CONUENTS : Change DEIS language: "Where possrble, open road densrty should be 
zero," to "1" goshawk nesting and post-fledging areas it wrll be zero." 

1273b 

RESPONSE: 0" a forestwlde basLs, the average open road and open motorized 
trail density 1s less than two miles per square mile. This change was not 
made III the Revised Plan because 1" some cases open roads ~111 be needed in 
goshawk "estlng and post-fledgling areas. CC 

General 

COMMENTS : Oppose restrxtLons on access because there is no evidence to 
support the belief that motorized traffx effects wildlife any more than 
"on-motorized. Closing the forest to public use is not the answer for 
protecting game animals. 

28, 226, 313, 488, 1320, 1332 

RESPONSE: There is research which shows that higher road density results in 
less elk security and hrgher elk vulnerability. Process Paper D contains 
n"merO"S cltatlons. Most of the Forest remains open and accessible through 
motorized use on designated routes. CC 

couNEms : Close big game areas to OHVS during hunting seasons. 
157, 174, 181, 204, 278, 357, 511, 1270 

RESPONSE: Only 7% of the Forest is open to summer cross-country OHV use. The 
game retrieval provision was dropped from the Final Revised Plan due to 
concerns regarding enforcement, administration and monitoring and potential 
rmpacts to other resources. CC 

COMMENTS: Support closing roads, trails and off-road traffic to protect 
wildlife. Prohibit motorized access if it conflicts with a goal of providing 
and protecting big game habitat. 

136, 162, 168, 226, 242, 271, 389, 390, 437, 448, 634, 652, 655. 658, 
135, 1313, 1361, 136733, 1466 
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RESPONSE: Only 7% of the Forest is open to summer cross-country OHV use. The 
Forest is closrng some roads and trails to protect wlldllfe and malntaln 
habrtat. CC 

CONNENTS : Recommend allowable summer motorxed route densities 5 mile per 
square m+le for areas providing crucial winter and summer brg game habitat. 

766 

RESPONSE: Open motorrzed road and trail density is two miles per square mile 
in winter range and densities are 1.25 miles per square mile or less in summer 
range. cc 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 - Suooort 

CONNBNTS : Prefer the prevxous management plan (Alt. 1); prefer Alternative 1 
for the level of access or the amount of wrlderness proposed. Alternatrve 1 
has a" acceptable Bear Management plan; Alt. 1 is better for elk. 

F-G2 (2), 6, 24, 25, 30, 31, 33, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 
50, 52, 53, 54, 265, 293, 316, 319, 1252, 1357 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and considered. AS 

Alternative 1 - Non-Support 

COMMENT.5 : Do not support Alternative 1 because the access LS too high; not 
adequate for elk security; unsustainable Asp; negative impacts to wrldlife 
from access; Ecosystem Management 1s lmposs&ble under thrs alternatlve; and 
lack of ~"formation on ASQ 1" the alternatave. 

38, 41, 61, 166, 457, 658, 664, 690, 731, 1333 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examining all 
alternatives and publx comments, the leadership team chose to remain with the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanatxxn of 
the ratIonale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the record of decrslon. AM 

Alternative 2 - Suwxx-t 

CONNENTS : Supports Alternative 2 because of access concerns: does not want 
area, slope, or date restrictions on access and other alternatives restrict 
favorite areas for recreation access, such as the Island Park area. 
Alternatrve 2 keeps the Forest open to the publx; lt permits access for 
firewood gathering. Alternative 2 mLght help open roads closed in the past 
five years. 

I. 18, 21, 22, 28, 29, 31, 33, 35, 36, 47, 50, 51, 53, 56, 63, 67, 
297, 300, 306, 316, 330, 346, 363, 413, 488, 529, 607, 635, 646, 717, 
1205, 1259 

Alternative 2 provides a better balance between commodity use and 
resource protectlo"; provides better for the economy of local communities; 
does not detract from xaome and way of life; and it ~111 not harm the 
livestock industry. 

F-A(344), 369, 378. 454, 464, 478, 1240, 1248, 1341, 1386 
Alternatrve 2 meets resource and wlldlife protection goals while 

malntainlng an acceptable level of harvest; lt 1s logger friendly; It would 
clear out areas of extreme deadfall and density; and it 1s sustainable. 
Supports Alternative 2 because it doesn't bow to environmentalrsts or misuse 
NEPA and ESA; It addresses concerns of the local people; it considers people 
as well as wlldlrfe, or doesn't favor wlldlrfe over people; lt supports the 
needs of the rnnocent; favors the human factor; and LS the most fair for the 
most people. It offers some protectlo" to grizzly bears but with a larger 
degree of use; or grizzly bears are not Important. 

Supports Alternative 2 because rt IS a better compromise; a better 
choice for the ecosystem; better for forest health, especially fxe danger. 
AlternatLve 2 IS better for range improvements and AUMs should not be 
reduced. Alternative 2 IS less restrxtlve and meets resource ob]ectives; 
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supports recreat10*, local communltres, productive use of resources, and 
protection of resources; is less dLsagreeable; 1s the needed direction; allows 
enjoyment of Idaho resources; reflects the needs of the Forest; creates no 
more wilderness areas; favors sportsmen; is better for elk herds because elk 
populatrons are high. Agree with the proposals in Alternative 2 for 
wilderness, logging, wlldllfe, grizzly bear, elk, grazmg, and riparia" 
area* * AlternatIve 2 LS the better alternative for multrple-use. It 1s also 
the alternative supported by local communlt=es according to a. referendum held 
L" 63.X local co""t1es. 

Alternative 2 1s a better option; things will get worse at a slower 
rate with Alternative 2; too much change 1s bad therefore choose 
Alternative 2. 

Letter numbers that Swmort Alternative 2: 
F-A(344), F-C(13). F-F(6), F-I(4), F-M(5), F-N(6), F-O(4), F-P(2), 
F-Q(447) I 1, 2, 4, I, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 25, 27, 
28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 39, 44, 46, 47, 50, 51, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56, 57, 59, 60, 63, 67, 69, IO, 71, 72, 75, 89, 90, VI, 98, 
135, 160, 188, 198, 216, 220, 221, 222, 234, 235, 256, 272, 277, 284, 
287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 296, 297, 298, 300, 303, 306, 309, 315, 
316, 323, 324, 330, 344, 346, 347, 348, 355, 358, 363, 367, 369, 371, 
374, 375, 378, 380, 385, 386, 387, 388, 397, 403, 406, 413, 423, 425, 
426, 423, 431, 432, 435, 436, 439, 446, 454, 462, 464, 465, 466, 469, 
472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 478, 480, 485, 488, 495, 497, 498, 499, 500, 
509, 513, 514, 515, 517, 522, 523, 524, 528, 614, 626a, 628a, 629a, 
633, 635, 641, 646, 648, 660, 665, 687, 688, 689, 633, 700, 702, 703, 
709, 714, 716, 717, 718, 720, 724, 729, 733, 734, 737, 767, 1176b, 
1179, 1182, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1193, 1198, 1200, 1202, 1205, 1239, 
1240, 1248, 1253, 1255, 1259, 1260, 1265, 1306, 1308, 1309, 1310, 
1315, 1317, 1320, 1321, 1323, 1329, 1332, 1334, 1335, 1239, 1341, 
1346, 1350, 1353, 1363, 1372, 1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1386, 1389, 
1390, 1448b, 1449 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examining all 
alter"atLves and publrc comments, the leadership team chose to remain with the 
revised, middle-to-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanatron of 
the ratronale for selectLng Alternative 3M, see the record of declsron. AM 

Cltxzens for a User Friendlv Forest ICUFF) adopted Alternative 2, but 
recommend the followins chancres in an "Alternative 2M" 

COMNENTS : Change Alternative 2 and create an Alternatrve 2M per the 
recommendat~o" of the Crtizens for a User Friendly Forest (CUFF) that would: 
amend summer OW map for alternative per the enclosed map; remove the date 
restriction on snowmobile use; increase ASQ to 20 MMBF with 212 MMBF live and 
30-50% lodgepole pine; change 20% nonstocked standard to 45%; change the 
mature percent stand from 40 to 30 percent; define Hydrologic Disturbance at 
less than 20 years; allow sustained harvest I" roadless areas and no Non 
Interchangeable Component; allow harvest 1" all Bear Management Unrts with a 
Non Interchangeable Component in Situatron 1; lf 20 MMBF is not possible, look 
at departure; add 2 areas in Caribou to suitable timber base (on enclosed 
map); change large 6.2 (b) xn Caribou to 6.1 (a); delete forestwIde GuidelIne 
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restricting Off Highway Vehicle use on slopes 25-40%; drop Targhee and 
RobLnso" Creeks from Wild and Scenx Rrver ellglbLlrty; reduce the number of 
live trees per acre from 25 to 10; and change 5.2.4 (a) to allow cross-country 
travel from 6115 to )ust prior to big game rifle season. 

767 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered but dismissed this proposal from detaled 
study for the reasons documented in Chapter II of the FEIS. A few of the key 
components of this proposed alternative are already depicted by Alternative 2 
with a recalculated ASQ at 20 MMBF. AlternatIve 2M 1s therefore not 
substantially different from the maximum comodity productron and motorized 
access alternatrve presented L" the DEIS under the Alternatives that were 
co"sLdered but dlsmlssed from detarled study. In addxtxan, most of the 
constraint changes recommended by CUFF (see the following comments) ate not 
advrsable because they are outslde the Desired Future Condltlons (DFC) and 
Purpose and Need outlined in the EIS. Below are responses to each speafx 
change requested by CUFF. AS 

COImENTS : Amend summer OHV map for Alt 2 per enclosed map. 
767 

RESPONSE: The Forest decided not to adopt the additional open motorized roads 
and 'crawls proposed for alternatrve 2M because It would increase road 
densltres to a level above the highest densrty sideboards. Levels of open 
motorrzed use above Alternative 2 are contrary to Desired Future Condition 
(DFC) for "habitat conditions contributing toward recovery of Threatened and 
Endangered (T&E) Sensltlve wLldlrfe." Also the Need for Change ldentlfies the 
"need to meet goals for ImprovLng elk habitat and reduce human activities in 
grrzzly bear habitat". Therefore, the Forest decided that increasing 
motorized access to levels identified for Alternative 2M would not meet the 
Purpose and Need as described in the DEIS. AS 

COMMENT: Remove date restrictions on snowmobile use prescrlptro" 2.4, 2.5, 
3.2c, 3.2d, 3.2g, and 5.4~ L" grizzly Bear Management Units. 

I67 

RESPONSE: The Forest changed the December 15 date restrLction to ThanksgivIng 
weekend on all Dlstrxts except Palrsades for cross-country snowmachlne 
travel, and changed the April 1 date to June 1 in the Plan and FEIS. The 
April 1 date IS not needed to protect denrang bears. HOWeVer, the Forest 
added a management dLrection guideline to the Forestwide Standard & GuIdelines 
to allow site-speclfx closures rf necessary to protect bears. The 
Thanksglv1"g date 1s intended as grizzly protection. Before Thanksglvlng, 
most cross-country snowmachine use IS lImited due to minimal snow cover. This 
date also assists Fish and Game from having big game chased by snowmobiles 
during some of the late hunts. AS 

COMMENT: Increase ASQ to ZOMMBF with >lZMMBF lrve & 30-50% lodgepole pine. 
767 
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RESPONSE: ASQ was recalculated in the alternatxves. New Forplan runs 
lndlcate It 1s theoretxally possible to achxeve ZOMMBF with alter"at1ve 2. 
Therefore, the Forest does not belLeve another alternative (proposed 2M) 
1s needed to evaluate this optron. This recalculation meets constraint needs 
to the fullest extent possible from non-ASP lands. Doing this frees up more 
ASQ land for timber harvest scheduling. The prror formulation met constrarnts 
proportionally from both ASQ and non-Asp lands. AS 

COMMENT: Change 20% nonstocked standard to 45%. 
767 

RESPONSE: The Forest did not adopt this change because 45% nonstocked would 
violate the standards and guidelines established to meet the Desrred Future 
Condrtrons outlrned for sustarnability, biodiverslty, and ecosystem health as 
described in the Purpose and Need section of the FEIS. AS 

coNMENT: Change % mature stand from 40% to 30%. 
767 

RESPONSE: The Forest has not made this change because 40% mature 1s needed to 
malntaln habrtat condLtlons for goshawk and other species and to meet the 
overall DesLred Future Condltlons of sustainablllty, blodlverslty, and 
ecosystem health as described I" the Purpose and Need section of the FEIS. 
A change m percent mature 1s not needed to reach a 20MMBF ASQ. AS 

COMMENT: Define hydrologx disturbance 1x1 timber stands less than 20 years of 
age. 

767 

BESPONSE: The Forest updated the DEIS to rnclude the following definition 
which is 1" the Glossary under the term "hydrologically recovered condxtlon": 
"Vegetative life form where natural canopy coverage 1s achieved and subsequent 
streamflow quantities and character (timmg and amount) reflect more natural 
condltlons. Wlthrn the forested ecosystem this equates roughly with the 
sapling/early pole life form. This life form 1s achLeved at approxrmately 20 
to 30 years of age, depending upon cover type and inherent ate productivity 
potentials." 

COMMENT: Allow sustained harvest L" roadless areas and no non-interchangeable 
component (NIC). 

767 

RESPONSE: A Forplan analysis was done on thrs basis wrth a NIC constraint 
and the Forest decided to change the sustanable harvest for alternatives 
l-5. Not every roadless area contains prescrlptlons with ASQ. AS 

COMMENT: Allow harvest in all bear management units (BMW) wrth NIC m 
SLt"at3.0" 1 only. 

767 

RESPONSE: In Alternative 2, the Forest did allow harvest 1" all BMW's with the 
exceptlo" of the Henry's Lake subunlt #2 Two-Top. Harvest in less than 100% 
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of the BMU's was considered essential to meet the stated Desrred Future 
Condltlon for grizzly bear. The Forest did consider an alternatrve 2 that 
prescribed a slgnlflcant part of the BMU situation 2 as non-NIC. AS 

coNr4ENT: If ZOMMBF Isn’t possrble, look at departure. 
767 

RESPONSE: The Forest has not given any further consideration to this 
proposal, as It would represent the same situation (departure) that It has 
been in for the last 10 years. Thus situatxon resulted in the Need for Change 
and Desired Future Conditions listed XI the Purpose and Need for FEIS. one Of 
the key Desired Future Condltlons listed is: "commodity production, such as 
tUnber, fIrewood, nnnlng, and others are conducted at sustarnable levels". 
Therefore, this proposal would not meet the Purpose and Need of the FEIS. 

COMMENT: Add two areas, Black Mountarn and Fall Creek in Caribou, to the 
suitable timber base in maps. 

RESPONSE: The Forest did show the Black Mountain area in the 5.4 (c) 
prescription III alternative 3M which is a timber base prescription. HOWeVer, 
in alternative 2, this area LS LII prescription 3.2 (f) non-timber base. This 
appears to be the rever*e of the Forest's intent for the alternatLve design 
trend. The Black Mountain area appears suitable for harvest, so the Forest 
corrected thrs m Alternatives 1 through 3, but not in Alternative 3M through 
6. HOWeVer, the Fall Creek area does not have enough contiguous stands of 
timber to Justify placing Lt 1n an ASQ prescrrptron. 

There would be slgnlfrcant adverse effects on wlldllfe wrnter range 
and unstable soils from development of roads and harvest units. These 
consequences are contrary to the Desired Future Condltlons and Need For Change 
outlLned 1n the Purpose and Need section of the DEIS ~.e., "need to balance 
timber harvest with wrldllfe needs"; "need to meet goals for lmprovmg elk 
habItat"; and "a system of trails and support facilities exist whrch are 
compatible with resource capabrllties". AS 

COMMENT: Change large 6.1 (b) UI Carrbou to 6.1 (a). 
767 

RESPONSE: Dlstrxct and Forest staff reanalyzed this area and determined that 
such a change would be detrimental to unstable soils, wrldlife 
sprng/fall/wwter range, and would not meet the Desaed Future Conditions or 
the Purpose and Need. The 6.1 (a) prescrrption would allow cross-country 
travel to acces* the area. AS 

COMNBNTI Delete forestwLde guideline restrrcting OHV use on slopes 25-40%. 
767 

RESPONSE: The guldellne amply allows us to implement travel restrxtrons If 
sol1 erosion factors warrant them. It I.* not a blanket restrlctron. 
Therefore the Fore*t determrnes there 1s no need for a change. AS 
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coNNENT: Drop Targhee and Robinson Creeks from Wild & Scenx River 
ellglbllity. 

767 

RESPONSE: The Forest did not adopt these changes. Forest polxy drrectron IS 
clear that all eligible streams must be protected m all alternatives until 
such time as sultabzllty studies are completed. Srnce these streams were 
determined to be elzglble in our final rnventory, and since suitabrlity 
studies are not being done as part of the plan revxlon analysx, there 1s no 
optron to delete any of the eligible streams. AS 

coNNENT: Reduce the number of live trees/.x from 25 to 10. 
767 

RESPONSE: No change IS needed on our analysis. In areas where harvesting 1s 
allowed, the Forest is requiring 10 to 15 trees/acre be left for habitat. 
This is clarlfled XI the prescrIptions Standards and Guldellnes. The Table in 
forestwrde Standards and Guidelines shows varying percent of habitat 
capability. None of the prescriptions used actually require more than lo-15 
trees/acre except for goshawk territories. Some goshawks areas require 80% 
(20 trees/at) to 100% (25 trees/at). AS 

comnml!: Change 5.1.4 (a) to allow cross-country travel from 6/15 to ,ust 
prior to bLg game rrfle season. 

767 

RESPONSE: The Forest changed the footnote to the applaable access tables to 
rndicate that summer cross-country travel is allowed up to October 1. This 
was done to simplify administration and travel map preparation and improve 
public understanding and complrance. AS 

Alternative 2 - Non Supuort 

COMMENTS : Oppose Alternative 2 or the CUFF version of Alternative 2 because: 
rt LS a bad, or "unspeakably wrong" approach; It will contribute to resource 
damage from over-use; rt 1s excessive resource extraction; it allows too much 
access; it ~~11 have negatLve Impacts on wildlife; lt does not consider 
grazrng xnpacts, or elk and grxzzly bear security; 1.t is inconsistent with 
wilderness proposals on other Forests; It makes the forest fall in its 
obllgatlon to fully protect the land; the ASQ in Alternative 2 J.S 
unsustaxnable; ecosystem management would not be possible; 1t IS not 
balanced; the CUFF group has been misleading the publrc; the vote CUFF 
presented to local CommunLtLes was inaccurate and mrsLnformed. 

46, 47, 61, 259, 357, 391, 413, 444, 496, 654, 658, 664, 667, 690, 
1183, 1331, 1333, 1365, 1381 

Change Alternative 2M; acknowledge that helicopter ekilng 1s a 
past and current use on the Forest; open more trails to summer ORV use; and 
add more roadless area; and recommend Winegar Hole and Italian Peaks as 
wilderness; manage some other areas as back country. 

clarify or change the DEIS regarding Alternative 2, such as: make 
the grazing write-up consistent wl'ch the tables; clarify the meaning of the 
NIC component of 237,137 acres llsted I" the DEIS for Alternative 2; change 
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the large area on 6.1(B) in Caribou to 6.1(A), as was pointed out in a Cuff 
meetmg and map. 

53, 228, 232, 347, 413, 687, 633, 1373 

RESPONSE : The Forest acknowledges your comments. Responses to specific 
recommendations for changes can be found in the sub]ect area in AppendLx A. 
After exannrng all alternatives and public comments, the leadership team 
chose to remain with the revrsed, naddle-of-the-road Alternatrve 3M. For a 
thorough explanation of the rationale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the 
Record of Decrsion. AM 

Alternative 3 Comment 

coNMBNTs: Need to show that Alternative 3 would eliminate much cross-country 
travel, not just 3M-6. 

629.s 

RESPONSE: Page IV-33 of the DEIS clearly indicates that cross-country access 
would decrease from present levels in all alternatrves and states: "Much of 
the cross-country "se that 1s presently occurrng would be elrmlnated by 
Alternatrves 3-6." AS 

support 3M 
General 

coNMENTs : Supports Alternative 3M because Lt 1s the best choice, a 
slgnif1cant improvement over the previous management plan, and superior to 
other alternatives. Approve of the shift in management from resource 
extra&Ion to one that recognizes recreatronal and wlldllfe values. 3M 1s 
balanced or a good compromise between resource "se and resource protection. 
3M changes the course of forest management to fit current ecologrcal, socral, 
and economic needs; It 1s reasonable polltxally; it balances many 
perspectives; it doesn't change things too much; lt is farr; It meets the 
interests of the local publrc; It supports multrple use; it at least takes 
some actron. It protects the ecosystem; is a good start for ecosystem 
management; it proposes an adequate buffer zone; and rt is the only 
alternatIve that may lead the forest to biologxal health. 

7, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 31, 37, 39, 40, 53, 62, 143, 156, 161, 173, 
200, 211, 212, 215, 227, 242, 263, 266, 233, 305, 317, 333, 340, 341, 
354, 357, 361, 370, 373, 413, 437, 453, 459, 473, 436, 502, 527, 610, 
634, 636, 654, 653, 662, 664, 667, 663, 690, 708, 727, 730, 731, 1185, 
1196, 1239, 1242, 1258, 1269, 127333, 1277, 1311, 1312, 1314, 1322, 
1333, 1348, 1360, 1367, 1381, 1392, 1399, 1400 

Change 3M to include rev~s~.ons of language or prescrrpt1ons rn the 
Draft Forest Plan RevlSlon; correct edltorral or factual errors. Recommend 
more wilderness 1n 3M. Recommend less wilderness UI 3M. Clarify how much 
timber will be cut in 3M. Restrict grazrng allotments 1n 3M. (Note: Many 
comments which refer to "the plan," are addressed in the comments and 
responses section of the Revised Forest Plan.) 

The preferred plan (3M) 1s acceptable but: requires better 
sclentrfrc foundation or more references/c~tat~ons; the forest should be 
managed to be healthy, vLa.ble, and drverse; the needs and desires of the 
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public must be fully addressed; 3M needs more restrlctlons. Prxrltize goals 
and ob]ectlves I" 3M so lt will be clear how funding will effect 
rmplementatron; clarify whether tImher, wrldlife, or recreation 1" 3M has 
prwrrty. Combine the best attributes of Alternatlve 2 and 3; and adopt 
provisions for cutthroat trout outlined L" Alternative 4. 

Show how the preferred plan 3M ~111 be implemented with Inadequate 
funding and personpower. Give more attentron to restoring degraded habltat. 
Explain how alternative 3M meets the goal of sustaLnabillty and why resource 
protection appears ~ncompatrble with timber harvest and provrdrng lobs. 
Disclose publrcly what quality of tImher ~8 to be logged in 3M. Explicitly 
address protection of rlparra" areas in 3M; address roadless areas in 3M; and 
dascrlbe management dlrectlon for Grand Targhee Ski area m Alternatrve 3M. 

21, 159, 164. 200, 265. 282, 308, 340, 354, 362, 393, 444, 491, 625, 
632, 637, 643, 658, 690, 695, 1206, 1249, 1276, 1307, 1324, 1360, 
1364, 1365, 1368 

Supports the llmlts 3M proposes on access, such as a good balance 
between human wants and resource protectlo"; allow 1988 miles of open roads; 
3M’s closures are reasonable. 3M allows good amounts of cross-country, 
summer, and winter snowmobIle access; and provrdes a generous amount of 
groomed trawls. 3M does a good job of keeping access limited to designated 
roads and trarls; doesn't restrict tradltronal horse use and access; and 
provides adequate trarl access for backpackers. 3M is good because motorxed 
access zs not in the same management niche; approve of the amount of access m 
3M on Sheep Creek and Red Rock Pass Roads. 

22, 31, 37, 33, 40, 42, 44, 45, 49, 50, 52, 55, 143, 161, 193, 227, 
325, 354, 359, 373, 526, 610. 645. 645a. 659, 662, 668, 690, 734, 735, 
1185, 1245, 1250, 1257, 1269, 1360, 1392, 1399, 1402 

Other reasons provrded for support of 3M are: it provxdes adequate 
consldsratlon of grazing, timber, rlparian areas, wilderness, and wildlife; 
It strikes a good grazrng level; it reduces grazing; lt phases sheep out of 
grrzzly bear habitat; permittees may use hrstoric roads to malntal" range; It 
protects rivers, streams, rlparla" areas, and aquatx influence zones (AIZ); 
It restricts r1par1an grazing. 3M is a good plan from the perspective of the 
USDA Sheep ExperImental Sta'clon. 

3M's ASQ level IS acceptable or sustainable; 3M should provide 
priority on smaller cuts for local operators, which would improve watershed; 
the Forest Servxe should enforce restrxtlons and not give 1" to timber 
interests rn 3M. 

3M has good wilderness and wild & scenic r~.ver recommendations; 
other alternatives have rnadequate recommendations. 

3M does a good job of protectrng wildlrfe and habitat; 3M protects 
elk, grizzly bears, and wolverines; 3M doesn't increase grizzly bear 
protectxx; 3M allows elk herds to build up. 

3M restores frshrng and huntrng opportunrtxs; 3M provrdes 
adequately for recreatron. 

Letter numbers supporting 3M: 
11, 21, 22, 24, 26, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 45, 49, 51, 53, 54, 143, 181, 
182, 193, 211, 228, 258, 325, 333, 351, 354, 359, 362, 370, 432, 479. 
526, 610, 615, 632, 645, 645a, 658, 662, 690, 719, 731, 1180, 1185, 
1226, 1245, 1250, 1269, 1276, 1311, 1324, 1348, 1360, 1368, 1374, 
1392, 1398 
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RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After exam1n~ng all 
alternatIves and publx comments, the leadershIp team chose to remain with the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the ratlonale for selectrng Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decrsron. AM 

COMMENTS : Alternative 3M 1s too restrictive, excessive or discrrminate 
against off-road users. It discr1mlnates against the elderly, very young, and 
those physically unable to hike, cross-country skr, or ride horses. 3M is 
""fax; contrary to hlstorlc use; favors wealthy, out-of-area visrtors; LS 
unwise rn the face of lncreaslng population and demands; ~111 lead to more 
concentrated use, more accidents, and negative xmpacts in unrestrxted areas; 
LS unnecessary for protecting resources or grxzly bears and other wildlife; 
will lead to illegal uses; or is unenforcable because of low budget. The 
statement in DEIS, Page IV-45, Lifestyles, on increase 1" recreation and 
associated ~ncome/employment 1s inconsLstent with access restrictions in 3M. 
3M restrrcts snowmobIle use 1" specific areas; and extrapolates conclusions 
about road and trail use and impacts on wildllfe with no evidence. 

F-A(344), F-C(13), F-M(5), F-N(7),F-O(4), F-Q(447), 1, 20, 21, 26, 27, 
28, 23, 30, 33, 34, 35, 39, 40, 44, 46, 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 63, 98, 
198, 202, 234, 258, 272, 288, 291, 292, 237, 303, 306, 309, 315, 319, 
323, 342, 348, 352, 355, 367, 378, 380, 403, 406, 413, 425, 426, 431, 
498, 499, 500, 505, 513, 517, 528, 629a, 633, 635, 64533, 646, 648, 
661, 702, 713, 728, 1176b, 1182, 1185, 1187, 1190, 1198, 1239, 1240, 
1252, 1253, 1255, 1256, 1262, 1264, 1316, 1317, 1320, 1321, 1330, 
1335, 1341, 1348, 1355, 1359, 1363, 1365, 1367, 1375, 1390, 1447a 

Oppose Alternative 3M because it allows too much access; has too 
hLgh a road density for wildlIfe protection; lacks proper restrxtlons, does 
not apply approprrate OROMTRD standards; permits too much winter access; or 
allows game retrreval with ORVs. Concerned about the lack of enforcement and 
lack of funding for enforcement. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access-General, Access-Game 
Retrxval). 

31, 143, 215, 340, 356, 615, 668, 713, 735, 1313, 1317, 1367, 1378 
Oppose AlternatIve 3M because: of economics, especially to local 

cpmm""ltles; effects upon lobs, hellskiing, grazing and renewable resource.s 
whxh have not been adequately considered; and tax monies. Alternative 3M 
prohlblts people from using forest products so they are left to rot or burn, 
then taxes people to control the catastrophic fires. Alternative 3M impacts 
multiple use 1ndustrres through restrictrons on motorrzed access and 
recreatlo" (CROSS REFERENCE: Economics, Recreation.) 

3, 152, 232, 296, 307, 311, 341, 393, 413, 472, 482, 499, 505, 642, 
647, 689, 718, 1176b, 1189, 1248, 1325, 1341, 1377, 1378, 1448b 

Alternative 3M limits timber sales and because the Forest can 
support a much greater harvest; less logging means an accumulation of older 
trees which are subject to catastrophic fxes and insect infestatrons. 
AlternatIve 3M 1s a total abortlon of scientlfrc knowledge on how to manage 
lodgepole. Sustained yield would allow 3.5% of the forest to burn each year, 
which will add to ax pollution and the constrained loggxng and let-burn 
polrcy violate the Clean Ax Act, the Weeks Act of 1911, and the Clarke-McNary 
Act of 1924. 3M should allow comparisons of the social and econom~.c effects 
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due to the constraint on road development and trmber harvest.(CROSS REFERENCE: 
Tmber; EM). 

F-A(344), 29, 34, 46, 55, 98, 176, 202, 275, 312, 341, 333, 406, 413, 
432, 433, 688, 1198, 1256, 1335, 1341, 1390 

Oppose 3M because It allows too much timber harvest; proposed 
levels are too great because of past excessrve logging; doesn't llmlt logging 
enough; ASQ should be lowered to the level in Alternative 4, or to a 
sustainable level. 3M presents a biased assessment that Less logging means 
greater fire risk sake meterology and weather are greater factors than fuels; 
3M allows too much timber harvest in the Centennrals; 3M's trmber harvest 1s 
not tailored to address watershed needs; and there is too much room for 
unscheduled timber harvest under the guise of ecosystem management. 

179, 325, 356, 668, 690, 1273b, 1313, 1330, 1364, 1370 
Oppose 3M because of its recommendations for wilderness 

desrgnatlon; too much wilderness is proposed. Since roadless areas are 
already berng accessed and have historic uses, they cannot be designated as 
wilderness in 3M. A compromise between the wilderness proposals in 
Alternatives 3M and 2M would be supersor. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

F-C(13), F-O(4), 1, 20, 21, 28, 29, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 314, 388, 413, 482, 513, 528, 648, 1182, 1187, 1190, 1198, 
1265, 1335, 1363 

Oppose 3M because It proposes too lrttle wrlderness, does not do 
enough to protect roadless areas, intends to log in roadless areas, and lt 
should s'apulate that roadless areas be off lrmlts to development so they may 
qualify for wilderness. 

31, 143, 165, 174, 242, 305, 317, 356, 610, 622, 652, 659, 664, 689, 
1197, 1243, 1273b, 1337, 1367 

Oppose Alternative 3M because it LS not a sustarnable plan; it 
fails to protect the ecosystem and resources for future generatIons; it 
doesn't go far enough to preserve currently pristine areas or restore damaged 
areas; xt uses ecosystem management improperly and allows unsustaznable timber 
harvest; It has patch sxze limits that are flawed or too large; or that 3M 
prefers timber harvest over sustainable actrv~tres; livestock grazing impacts 
have not been sufficiently considered; or that grazing must be controlled, 
reduced, or eliminated. 

Other concerns are that stubble height, protectron of riparian 
areas, water quality, cutthroat trout streams, aquatx resources, and wetland 
areas have not been thoroughly researched, discussed, and provided for. 
Nature can better manage rtself better than humans can; 3M is a concession to 
extractlve and recreation industrxs and 1s a compromise of scientific fact. 

Alternative 3M far16 to address the legacy of damage done by 
decades of excessive logging and roadlng, and doesn't protect resources, 
Scenic values, or biodlverslty. 3M has lnsuffrcient sclentlflc basis or 
research 1" all components; it 1s too conservative and focuses on unnecessary 
goals; rt is a weak compromrse; and lt is designed to pacify Fish & Game and 
user groups. Public Interest LS contrary to the Forest Servxe's missron to 
protect brodlversity. Multiple use in 3M leaves too much room for Overuse and 
abuse. 

3M causes concern for the spotted frog; 3M should separate bIghorn 
and domestrc sheep; fwherles, wlldlrfe, migration corridors, tanter range, 
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and habitat need more protection than 3M offers. Research must detail exrsting 
condrtlons better and address habitat needs through standards and guidelines. 

F-B(4), F-K(4), FS-7, 61, 136, 143, 161, 174, 184, 189, 242, 259, 266, 
267, 275, 290, 292, 293, 308, 310, 325, 337, 351, 357, 496, 519, 622, 
643, 652, 656, 659, 668, 690, 719, 735, 766, 1177, 1185, 1188, 1206, 
1241, 1243, 1277, 1331, 1364, 1365, 1367 

Alternative 3M does not apply the multiple use pruxrple; it 1s in 
violation of sustained multiple use; it gives too much werght to a single use; 
It assumes one use group must preclude others. It eliminates multiple use; It 
~111 close the little remalnlng multiple use land ln the Jackson Hole area; it 
1s focused on lands favored for timber harvest; and rt does not represent 
multiple use as outlrned by a 1994 J.W. Thomas letter.(CROSS REFERENCE: 
Multiple Use, Ecosystem Management) 

F-B(4), 12, 90, 135, 614, 642, 1189, 1332, 1369 
Oppose Alternatxve 3M because of Its wIldlIfe prescriptions. Too 

much land LS set aside for grizzly bears which eliminates use for summer and 
winter recreation; Alternative 3M makes grrzzly bears more important than 
people; wolf and grrzzly bear protections in 3M negatively unpacts the 
ranching Industry. There is too much emphasis on grizzly bear protection; 
because grizzly and endangered species habitat 1s favored, grazing and timber 
harvest are reduced; and elk security and vulnerablllty are grven too much 
emphasis III Alternatrve 3M. 

F-F(6) r 1, 7, 28, 29, 30, 46. 47, 48, 50, 52, 55, 202, 267, 290, 293, 
296, 298, 310, 413, 432, 1187, 1198, 1239, 1246, 1254, 1262, 1332, 
1341, 1390 

3M reduces resource development to unnecessarily low levels; limits 
recreation; reduces trails too much; and doesn't address mountan bikers. 

Opposed to the plan and philosophically opposed to the ideas behind 
it; 3M is perpetuating a Unrted Nations goal of an 80 mile zone of no use 
around Yellowstone; It sets precedent for more closures in the future; has 
negative Impacts on logging, recreatron, access, grazing, and local economies; 
restricts the public too much; IS bad, a joke, seeks to elunlnate families, or 
1s a flawed concept; it does not adhere to various laws; It llmrts future 
management optLons; Lt 1s too harsh; and Lt does not represent the dlrectzon 
HI which the forest should be movrng. 3M favors special Interests, 
envlronmentallsts, preservatuxusts, or groups who ~111 Ltlgate declsrons. 
3M lacks sufficient research or scientifx basis, and the Forest Service ~111 
be sued rf alternatIve 3M 1s selected. 

The sentiments, rights, or oprnions of the publx or of local 
groups are ignored m 3M: 3M places too many limrts on people; children should 
have same access as adults have had; personal freedoms are bang denled; 3M 
was voted against in a referendum vote, and the Forest Service should listen 
to the majority. Oppose 3M wlthout any speclflc reason given. 

F-A(344), F-F(6), 1, 20, 21, 24, 30, 33, 90, 202, 222, 227, 262, 266, 
267, 285, 290, 292, 296, 298, 304, 310, 316, 324, 355, 358, 397, 406, 
413, 432, 435, 447, 488, 497, 513, 517, 607, 608, 614, 623, 628a, 
629a, 633, 646, 661, 687, 688, 689, 714, 718, 724, 733, 1187, 1188, 
1202, 1239, 1246, 1254, 1256, 1262, 1264, 1316, 1317, 1319, 1321, 
1334, 1335, 1339, 1343, 1357, 1363, 1378, 1384, 1389, 1391, 1448, 
1448b, 1456 
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RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examuung all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadershrp team chose to reman wrth the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the ratIonale for selectug Alternatrve 3M. see the Record of DecLsron. AM 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, Non Suuuott 

CONMNNTS : Does not support alternatrves 1, 2, or 3. 
690 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examu'ung all 
alternatrves and publuz comments, the leadership team chose to remain with the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanatux of 
the rationale for selectrng Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decuxon. AM 

Swmort Alternative 4 

CONNENTS : Alternative 4 LS superior to the others because of Its emphasis on 
rlparun, wrldllfe, and wrlderness protection. Support the 6" stubble height 
In Alternative 4. Support the amount of motorized access and favor no 
restrictions on people entering the wilderness m Alternative 4. 

42, 169, 171, 308, 643, 690, 719, 1276, 1277, 1311 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examrning all 
alternatrves and publrc comments, the leadership team chose to reman wrth the 
revrsed, middle-of-the-road, Alternatrve 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selectrng Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AM 

COMMBNTS : Change Alternative 4 to close more roads. Add addrtional 14,000 
acres in wilderness designation to Alternative 4. 

171, 690 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examlnrng all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadership team chose to remau wrth the 
revxx.d, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AM 

S"~,mrt Altematxve 5 

COMMENTS : Supports Alternative 5 because It protects wlldllfe and 
recreation; LS superior for forest health; sustains multrple use; and is 
better for elk vulnerabAi.ty, riparlan condltlon, water quality, fxsheries, 
DFC, and grizzly bears. 

174, 175, 181, 331, 356, 1370 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examining all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadershxp team chose to remain with the 
revxed, mrddle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting AlternatLve 3M, see the Record of Decu?ron. AM 
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c!oNMENTs : Alternative 5 would be better with an additIona 100,000 acres of 
wilderness. 

690 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted and consrdered. AS 

Support Alternatives 415 

COMMENTS : Supports Alternatives 4 & 5 because they have better access for the 
Centennials, there are fewer "patches," and because they have a lower ASQ. 

173, 176, 325, 1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examining all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadershrp team chose to remain with the 
revrsed, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting Alternatrve 3M, see the Record of Dec=s=on. AM 

SUDDO~'~ Alternative 6 

COMMENTS : Supports Alternative 6 because of its preservation of roadless 
characterlstrcs or recommendations for wilderness, especxally of speafic 
areas such as the Medicine Lodge/Italian Peaks area; summer travel is best In 
Alternative 6. The proposals for wlldlrfe, critical winter or key low 
elevation habltat, aquatrc or riparlan areas, water quality, and speclfx 
species such as elk or grxzly bear are best in Alternative 6. Support the 
low amount/lack of timber sales, fewer stream crossings, and reduced livestock 
grazug In Alternative 6. Alternatrve 6 is the best management strategy; 
would best heal the scars of prior overuse; has the lowest Impact; and helps 
the economy of local communities. 

F-K(4) I 61, 156, 181, 207, 293, 304, 356, 382, 387, 609, 611, 625a, 
631, 650, 652, 657, 659, 666, 668, 690, 727, 1185, 1270, 1325, 1330, 
1331, 1348, 1367, 1387 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examinrng all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadership team chose to reman with the 
revu?ed, mrddle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AN 

Non Surmort Alternative 6 

coMNENTs : Do not support Alternative 6 because It restricts people and access 
too much; has too many restrxt?ans going into wlderness; has too many 
snowmobile restruztuxs; and has too many summer OHV access restrrctlons. 

41, 42, 215, 1333, 1367 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examining all 
alternatives and publx comments, the leadership team chose to reman with the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AM 
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Prorxased Chancres to Altetnatlve 6 

COMMENTS : Change Alternative 6 such as add 340,000 acres to wilderness 
desrgnatrons; reduce cross-country travel on 90% of the Forest and ASQ to 7.5 
MBF; recommend larger wilderness for Big Hole and Palisades Mountuns; 
recommend more wuxter range; and add more ASQ. 

659, 690, 695, 1270, 1348, 1365 

RESPONSE: Comments noted and considered. As 

Alternatives 516 SuvI)ort 

COMNENTS : Supports Alternatives 5 and 6 because they are better for the 
ecosystem, rrparlan areas, wrldllfe, and DFC; they are better for particular 
species, such as grxxzly bears and deer/elk winter range; they have better 
restrLctions on access and logging; they have more wilderness areas or better 
protect roadless areas; and they contribute to the long-term welfare of the 
area. 

61, 176, 181, 212, 341, 359, 610, 631, 664, 695, 731, 1196, 1201, 1393 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After exammug all 
alternatives and public comments, the leadershrp team chose to remain with the 
revised, middle-of-the-road, Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the ratuxale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AM 

Alternataves 4-6 Non Swport 

COMNENTS : Alternatives 4-6 are not In the best rnterest of the general 
publx, because they favor special interest groups. 

215 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examux1ng all 
alternatives and publrc comments, the leadershrp team chose to reman with the 
revrsed, middle-of-the-road, Alternatrve 3M. For a thorough explanation of 
the rationale for selecting Alternative 3M, see the Record of Decision. AN 

Alternatives 4-6 SupPort 

COMMENTS : Support Alternatrves 4-6 because they appear environmentally sound; 
have better provlslons for wildlife, especully elk, and wrnter range; and 
have better wrlderness desrgnatrons of LxonheadjTarghee Pass area. 

658, 1185, 1239, 1348 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. After examm1ng all 
alternatives and publx comments, the leadership team chose to remain with the 
revised, mrddle-of-the-road Alternative 3M. For a thorough explanation of the 
ratronale for selectLng Alternative 3M, see the Record Of Decision. AN 

Alternatives - General Comments 

COMMENTS : Dlsappolnted that specrflc management prescriptions are presented 
only for Alternatrve 3M; Alternatives l-6 should represent a full range of 
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alternatLves for winter OHV use; publx meetugs and partxlpants reflect only 
local concerns, whrch are usually proprustary vxzws and narrow-mlnded. The 
county election on the alternatrves In May 1996 was confusIng and seemrngly 
uaccurate, an "election fraud," and the Forest Service should do something. 

282, 399, 1347, 136723 
The Forest Service has not fulfilled Its legal oblLgatlon to 

consrder and analyze an adequate range of alternatives or the range of impacts 
of var~.ous management activities. 

1365, 

RESPONSE: Specific prescrlptlons are identified for all alternatives in 
Chapter II of the DEIS. The Forest provided a full range of alternatives. 
Some alternatives were considered early on, but were dropped, as explaned In 
Chapter II of the DEIS. Meetings discussing the range of alternatives had 
attendees from several states representing local, state, and natxanal 
organizations and agencrss. All publx have a voice In the management of the 
Targhee and all vxws are consIdered during deliberations. Elections are 
outsrde the range and scope of a Forest Plan other than to lndxate local 
preferences related to some issues. 

The range of alternatrves was sent out for review several times. 
The range was expanded twxe to include two more alternatives in the DEIS and 
two others were considered but dismrssed In the FEIS. The alternatives 
analyzed consider a wide range of possible management prescriptions and 
opportunltles. A wrnter use travel plan was rncluded for each alternative in 
the DEIS and represent a wide range of winter travel opportunities. AS 

COMNENTS : The Forest filled out the range of alternatives based on proposals 
from partrcrpants rn the public involvement process, rather than based on 
rigorous analysx of data on forest resource condltlons. The Forest has 
violated the NEPA guidance on alternative development. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest developed alternatives in conformance with the Purpose 
and Need, all applrcable laws and regulatuxs, and wL.thln the context of an 
extensive review of exrsting resource conditions, to address the issues raised 
by the publrc during an exhastive public involvement process. 

After Issues were received from the public and analyzed, a 
concentrated 1Lst of issues was developed to guide the development of the 
Forest Plan Revu?lon. Concurrently with thrs effort, an extensive review of 
exlstlng resource conditions was taking place. The effort culmxnated Ln the 
issuance of the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS), which has since 
been updated perlodlcally. This effort also contributed signlfrcantly toward 
the information base In the Forest Geographx Information system (GIS). 

The frrst phase of the alternatIve development process incorporated 
work done on the Forest Service National Hrerarchuxl Framework of Ecological 
Units. This geographx mapplng effort provrded a strat1flcatuzn of ecological 
units based on physiographlc character~stxs. The Forest fllled out the 
descrrptuans of the seven ecological subsectrons overlaying lands managed by 
the Forest. Usrng this mappLng system, and the extensLve Lnformatlon In the 
AM.9 and GIS, the Forest built a proposed action, the so-called Ecologzcal Unit 
Approach, whrch is now labelled Alternative 4. Several other alternatives 
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were then molded around the proposed a&Ion. These addressed the issues rn 
drfferent ways usrng the rnformatlon base. 

It 1s true that the Forest entertained proposals from at least one 
Forest user group In developing an alternaixve that responded to thex 
concerns. However, thrs proposed alternatrve was dxsmissed from detailed 
analysrs. AS 

COMMENTS : The Change By Advantage (CBA) decrsion makIng process used to 
select the preferred alternatIve LS flawed. The value weighing system 1s 
wrong, placuag Ecosystem Management (EM) at the top with a value of 100, wl'ch 
other factors rated 70-80 and wilderness lower. Use a different system, wrth 
support for local economy equal to EM, followed by elk security and access; 
motorized use, timber and rlparian; grrzzly bear and firewood; and 
wilderness. The CBA process 1s skewed in favor of envrronmental factors with 
lrttle or no conxderatlon for the local economy and social unpacts of access 
and recreation. 

317, 413, 767 

RESPONSE: The CBA process 1s dropped from the FEIS, and the ratIonale for the 
fIna declsux is contained m the Record of Decrslon (ROD). The value 
ranking Ln the orIgIna CBA process was the Management Team's best effort at 
matching factors with the Desured Future Condition identified wrth the 
public. The factors could be ranked and rated drfferently If dLfferent 
condltlons or values are Identlfusd as more Important. AS 

COMMENTS : The Range of AlternatIves presented at the top of page 8 of the 
Executive Summary presents the erroneous unpresslon that reductions Ln trmber 
harvest and lzvestock grazing LS a result of increased wilderness desrgnatlon. 
This creates a bias agarnst higher numbered alternatrves. 

643 

RESPONSE: The recommendation of wrlderness In several alternatrves results 1.n 
some reduction In ASQ although there 1s not a duect, mverse relatIonship. 
The EIS does not intend to suggest such a relatxonshxp and the Alternative 
Con'unuum In Chapter II of the EIS is updated to clarify thus. AS 

COMMENTS : A sectuan in the DEIS, page IV-10 last paragraph, uses Alternative 
5 as a baas for comparing 6011 disturbance to other alternatLves, which LS at 
odds with NEPA. 

413 

RESPONSE: NEPA dIrectlo* suggests usrng the no-actron alternative as the 
comparxon base, as rt generally has the least Impacts. In the analysrs, 
alternatrve 5 has the least impacts to soils, and thus was used as the 
comparison base for ease of narrative presentatron. AS 

Greater Yellowstone Coalxtion recommended components for an alternative that 
was most like a mix of alternatxves 5 and 6 which the Forest analyzed as 

"Alternative 5M": 

COMMENTS : Consider an alternatrve with a mu of the attributes of 
alternatives 3M, 5 and 6 that would maintarn the AUMs of 3M; malntaln as much 
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of the ASQ of 3M as possible on sustaInable basis; recommend substantially 
more wilderness than even 5 or 6; modify 3M grizzly prescrrptuzn Ln the 
Bechler area to provide harvest mrtlgation; and create a wlldlxfe linkage 
corridor m the Centennials with no Asp. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: We considered but dlsnussed thx alternatLve proposal from detaIled 
study. (See Chapter II of the FEIS for additional informatIon.) These 
proposals would potentially be within the Purpose and Need and Desired Future 
Condl'uon (DFC) with the exception of the amount of recommended wilderness. 
The DFC did not call for recommending the majority of Inventorled roadless as 
wilderness. Futhermore a "Maximum Wilderness" alternative was previously 
considered In Chapter II of thx EIS and dx=mlssed because It does not respond 
to the DFC and because not all of the roadless areas rated high enough ln the 
ana1ysLs. Below are responses to each specific change requested by 
commentors. AS 

COMMENTS : Mantarn the AUMs of alternative 3M. 
643, 695 

RESPONSE: Thrs proposal is workable as suggested and has already been 
analyzed. AS 

COMMENTS : MantaIn as much of the ASQ of 3M as possible on sustainable basrs. 
643, 695 

RESPONSE: The loss of the 5.x prescrlptron acres Ln 3M (to create the 
Centennials wrldlrfe linkage corrrdor) would eliminate the potential to 
harvest a mayor portron (over 75%) of the available ASQ In that alternatxve. 
This is due to the fact that the ma]orlty of the reman~ng ASQ lands are in 
Management Area 5 of the current Plan, which would not be available for 
harvest because they are over the hydrologic disturbance limit. This would 
produce a result that would be contradictory to the objective of maintaining 
the ASQ level. AS 

CONNENTS : Recommend substantially more wLlderness than even 5 or 6. 
643, 695 

RESPONSE: As stated above, there is no Purpose and Need or DFC lnduxtrng 
this 1s a desireable thong to do. Furthermore, there has been no legislative 
actun on the three areas recommended in the last Plan. Also, Ln the FEIS we 
have added documentatuzn of the roadless analysis to show a wilderness 
characteristics ratrng. This rating Indicates that some of Diamond Peak 
should be recommended for wilderness. Therefore, we added a large portion of 
Diamond Peak to Alternative 3M in the Frnal Revrsed Plan. Finally, 
recommending the areas suggested as wilderness would further reduce the ASQ 
potentral whrch would be contrary to the overall ob]ectLve of this alternative 
proposal. AS 

COMMENTS : Modify the gruzly bear prescrLptuzn in the Bechler area to allow 
ASQ as In 3M, but wrth tighter mltrgation requrrements on harvesting. 

643, 695 
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RESPONSE: We believe the standards and guldellnes ln grizzly bear 
prescription 5.3.5 provide the necessary habltat conditions to protect the 
gruzly bear. MO 

coNNEN!cs : Place the Centennial Mountarn m a set of prescriptions that would 
create a wildlife migration corrxdor through the area. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: Placzng thm area UJ such prescriptlons would signifxantly reduce 
the potential for obtarnrng ASQ as indicated above. As rndxated I.* the EIS 
comment responses, the prescrrptmns ldentlfred for thrs area in 3M adequately 
address habItat connectivity concerns. AS 



CENTENNIALS 

Protect 

col4t4ENTs : Support protectron of the Centennials; preserve the roadless 
character; desrgnate the Centennaal Range as a wilderness area. Identify the 
Centennials as a migration corridor which provides genetx dlverslty for the 
grizzly bear, gray wolf, elk, and other wildlife specres between the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem, Central Idaho and Northern Montana. 

Protect the Centennral Range from fragmentation occurrrng from too 
much ORV use, logging and road building. 

F-S(4), F-G(475). 19, 60, 73, 136, 157, 158, 162, 165, 167, 168, 174, 
175, 176, 178, 180, 181, 184, 185, 193, 194, ZOO, 203, 204, 206, 210, 
212, 213, 244, 252, 274, 278, 280, 293, 325, 341, 362, 390, 396, 400, 
410, 438, 444, 496, 615, 621, 622, 62733, 640, 643, 644, 652, 653, 664, 
670, 690, 695, 697, 725, 739, 795, 1185, 1197, 1204, 1206, 1270, 
127333, 1275, 1277, 1314, 1327, 1331, 1348, 1369, 1381, 1387, 
1392.1395, 1443, 1448a, 1458 

RESPONSE: The management prescriptIons in the Revised Plan ~111 malntaln the 
potential for the Centennials to function as a migratvan corridor for 
wrldllfe. The Frsh and Wildlife Service has asked Federal agencies to 
maxVcaln this as a potential corridor, pending a study to determine whether 
such a corridor is feasible for grizzly bears. They recommend a 
txnbet/wildlife summer range type prescrrptro" wrth low road densities. The 
management prescrrptlons in the Centennials provide this dxectvxn at a 
m~nxnum, and, in addltron, provide extensive area HI roadless, undeveloped 
prescrlptrons. Regardxng wrlderness design&Ion, the Mt. Jefferson Roadless 
Area. was studled I" a" earlrer EIS and not recommended for desLgnatlon. JBR 

COMMENTS : Use sheep as a tool to enhance the range resource L" the 
centenn1a1s. 

432 

RESPONSE: Wlthln the lL.mlts SpeclfLed by the respective prescriptions, this 
can be done. JBR 

COMMENTS: Incorporate the U.S. Sheep Experiment Statron Lands into managing 
the corrrdor. 

643 

RESPONSE: We conwdered the presence of the U.S. Sheep Experrment Statlo" 
lands I" developing the management plan for the Centennials. We conducted a" 
adjacency study to coordinate our management with all adlorning Federal and 
State land agencies. DP/JBR 

Minins 

CONNENTS : Screen mining carefully. Withdraw the Centennials from mlneral 
entry because it 1s a" rmportant corridor. (CROSS REFERENCE: M~nrng/Geology) 

643, 1275 
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RESPONSE: Any mlnlng wIthIn the Centennials will be conducted pursuant to all 
applxable laws and regulations. Restrrctxms on mineral activities vales ln 
the Centennials depending on prescriptlo" area. Mineral potential 1s 1Lmlted 
except in localrzed areas and is not expected to srgnlflcantly rmpact the area 
durrng the planning period. DP/JBR 

Access 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

CONNENTS : Oppose new road construction; ATV/OHV use especially in sprrng; 
and suggest the Targhee National Forest llmlt recreation pro,ects 1" the 
Centennials to protect corridor. 

Expand summer motorized access in the Centennrals. 
136, 300, 345, 643, 652, 697, 1185, 1204, 1277, 1348 

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan limits new road construction on the Forest to 
conform with the road density standards in the management prescriptions. 
ATV/OHV use ~111 be restrwted to desLgnated routes. The Centennials have two 
designated routes: Keg Springs and East Dry Creek. All other routes have 
travel restrictions on them. Most recreatron protects 1" the Centennx,ls will 
be development of trailhead facilities or trail construction/maintenance or 
reconstructIon of exxtrng developed facilities. LAB/JBR 

CONNBNTS : Manage road access rn Camas Creek watershed area. 
1185 

RESPONSE: Road access XI the Camas Creek Watershed area will be managed by 
prescriptions. Motorized access will be allowed only on designated roads and 
trals wlthrn the road densrty standards in the management prescrlptlons. A 
net reduction of roads will occur xn Camas Creek. LAB/JBR 

COMMENTS : GLve the Centennials the same OROMTRD of 0.0 - 0.5 mr./sq.ml., 
similar to that used for big game summer range. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The OROMTRD varies 1" the Centennials depending on management 
prescrlptron. In the higher portions of the Centennials, Prescriptlons 3.1.2 
and 3.1.1(a) have an OROMTRD of 0.0 ml/sq. ml. Other prescrlptlons for this 
area allow access only on desLgnated routes, and they generally have an 
OROMTRD between 0.5 mrles/sq. mzle and 1.5 mlles/sq, mrle. LAB/DP/JBR 

COMMENTS : Ma1ntaln the natural process of late seral coniferous/aspen stands 
rn the Centennrals. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Aspen) 

1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: Natural processes w~.ll be used where appropriate to marntarn 
vegetation compositlon and structure I" the Centennzals. Silvlcultural 
treatments and prescribed burnrng, along wLth other treatments, ~111 also be 
used. The particular treatments wrll be decided upon on a site-specifx basis 
as prolects are developed. JBR 
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CONNENTS : Sllvxultural prescriptLo" should be deslgned to help small, 
locally-owned loggx.ng compawes. 

1185 

RESPONSE: Sllvxultural treatments address the correct methods to malntaln 
forest structure and regenerate timber stands. The layout of sales and their 
srze often determrnes whether large or small operators bid on them. Large 
trmber cornpales generally will not travel long dLst.ance to purchase small 
volume timber sales, therefore the small logging companies have an advantage 
for these sales. We typically provide a mrx of small and large sales so all 
operators can compete. Also, the Small Business Administration, in 
con]unction with the Forest Service, has a "Small Business Set-Aside Program" 
where small businesses are guaranteed the right to purchase a pre-calculated 
percentage of all timber sales offered on each National Forest. This 
percentage is computed based on hrstorxal timber purchases on each specifx 
Natlone Forest for 5 year intervals. It is updated every 5 year period. If 
small business does not purchase its allotted share the first 6 month period 
of the year, then the share for the second 6 months plus the defxlt for the 
first 6 months 1s "Set Aside." Large busrness 15 not allowed to brd unless 
small business farls to bid. JBR 

CONNENTS : Prohrblt unscheduled "EM" timber harvest 1" Centennials. DO not 
tnclude the Centennials in the sultable timber base. 

643, 127313 

RESPONSE: This was not adopted rn the Revised Plan. The scheduled and 
nonscheduled timber harvest in the Centennials IS provided in an appropriate 
balance with other resources uses. A celling of 20 MMBF/decade is placed on 
Forestwlde ecosystem management timber harvest to address public concerns 
about extensrve harvest on unsuitable lands. DP/JBR 

COMMENT.9 : Change the current management prescrrption from 5.1 Timber - 
Management to 3.1 Non-motorized. 

739 

RESPONSE: Thx recommend&lo" was not adopted in the Revised Plan. No 
agnrficant resource concerns exrst that require such a change and would lrmlt 
the ability to manage stand structure over time. Eliminatxng scheduled timber 
harvest ~.n the Centennials would also markedly reduce the Forest’s 
first-decade timber production. The production levels speclfled in the 
Revised Plan are an important contrlbutlon to the llvellhood of some area 
residents; and harvests will be sustainable over time. DP/JBR 

coNNEN3!s : Oppose logging actlvltles in the Centennrals because they should be 
protected as a roadless, wildlife corridor. Timber harvest should be 
secondary to protection of wildlife and old growth harvest should be 
prohlblted. Ob]ect to acreage proposed for harvest in Centennials as proposed 
in Alternatrve 3M. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife) 

F-G-1(475), F-H(8), F-J(3), F-K(4), 40, 167, 200, 212, 280, 325, 330, 
376, 377, 379, 396, 398, 400, 405, 409, 411, 424, 438, 441, 4899, 491, 
492, 519, 620, 621, 622, 640, 643, 650, 652, 655, 665, 670, 695, 697, 
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1185, 1197, 1204, 1243, 1275, 1277, 1314, 2324, 1330, 1348, 1360, 1381, 1382, 
1387, 1393 

RESPONSE: Protectvan of the resource, ncludlng ~011, water, air, vnldl~fe, 
and vegetation, 1s a prrmary concern of Forest management. As a result of 
dorng thrs well, various outputs and activltres can occur. The management 
dxection speclfled in the Revrsed Plan responds to the needs of the Forest 
and will also provide a wide range of uses and enloyment for the people. Old 
growth standard and guidelines were added to the Revised Plan whxch will 
mantan thrs resource cwer time. Wlldllfe habrtat 1s provided in the 
prescriptron and 1s a ma)or focus of management in the Centennrals. DP/JBR 

COMMENTS : Provide data that explains, rf past timber management actrvLt1es 
have not produced a range of varratlon, that more timber activLty will produce 
better results.(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber; Ecosystem Management) 

1388 

RESPONSE: The Range of Natural Variation merely shows the range of conditxnx 
that ecosystems evolved with and adapted to over trme. The suppression of 
fire has altered the natural disturbance pattern in some parts of the Forest. 
Srlvicultural treatment can be desrgned to move ecosystems out of balance back 
to a more sustainable condltlon. Any timber harvesting actrvlties need to be 
conducted in a manner sensitive to the needs of the resource, "sing the best 
available 1nformatlon. The Forest has consrderable work underway wrth Montana 
State University to help provrde that nformatlon base which can be used to 
design treatments that sustain ecosystem functvans. we Will treat areas, 
mmntor the results, and adapt to those techniques that prove most 
s"ccessf"1. DP/JBR 

Wildlxfe 

CONNNNTS : Protect tne Centennials for the benefit of goshawk nestrng and 
forage; wolverine who rely on old growth 1" the Centennials and for the 
grizzly bear. Remove the fences in the Centennial Range to reduce the 
fragmentation that affects carnivores. 

643, 1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: The ForestwIde standards and guidelnes and the management 
prescrrption respond directly to habitat needs for the goshawk, grnzly bear 
and wolverine. JBR 

COMMENTS : Manage the Centennials to avoid conflicts between the grizzly bear 
and humans. 

1185, 1193 

RESPONSE: In the Grizzly Recovery Area, the ob]ective is to provide habltat 
to sustain a recovered populatnn of grnzly bears. Part of that dlrectlon IS 
to minimize conflicts between people and bears. N",,,ero"s standards and 
guIdelines in the Revised Plan address this concern. JBR 
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coNN?3NTs : The DFPR and DEIS should address the signlfxance of the 
Centennrals and Madison Mountan Ranges as brologrcal corrrdors as well as 
other portions of the forest. 

410 
Establish the Centennials as a cotrldor for the grizzly bear. 

643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: The Madison Mountain Range is not on the Targhee National Forest, 
although It is in the general vlcrnity of the Forest. The Forest does not 
antrcipate that the management nearest the Madison Range could adversely 
affect any rnterchange of species between these areas. 

Habitat connect1vlty m the Centennials LS important. Relevant 
information from the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (g-10-93) StateS: 

"One factor that may affect the sustalnabllity of grizzly bear 
populations in the future 1s the ablllty of Lndlvrdual animals to move between 
ecosystems." They identify the distance between the Bitterroots and 
Yellowstone as 240 air miles. 

"In order to adequately assess the capacity for lInkage, the 
Servxe inltlated a 5-year process to assess the linkage potentral between the 
varmus ecosystems. This process will be led by the U.S. Fish and Wrldlife 
Servxe UI cooper&lo" with the States, provinces, and the ~arx~s land 
management agenaes. This evaluatron also ~111 address lrnkage potential 
between exrstlng areas in Canada. At thrs time, very little 1s known about 
the potentral for linkage zones. At the completion of the S-year evaluatx!n 
effort, a report will be available to the Interagency Grizzly Beat Committee 
(IGBC) on the potentral for linkage between exLst1ng ecosystems. Thrs report 

wrll be the basis for future actions regarding the lInkage zone questlo". 
LInkage zones are desirable for recovery, but are not essential for delistIng 
at thx trme. 

"Future land management actlvlties within these areas may be 
crltlcal to maintainrng their utility as linkage zones. It is essential that 
exrsting options for carnivore movement between ex=stmg ecosystems be 
mantained while the evaluation of linkage zones 1s underway. Management 
strategies that limit human-induced mortality and address access management 
will facilrtate the maintenance of the potential of these zones during the 
5-year evaluatxw period. On public lands, management prescrlptlons slmllar 
to big game summer range prescriptions that address access management would 
likely conserve any exrsting potential of these areas for linkage until 
completion of the 5-year evaluation process. 

"The Yellowstone grizzly bear populatron LS the only one of five 
grizzly populations that 1s completely isolated from populations in other U.S. 
ecosystems and Canada. The population has approximately 300 bears. The 
population's small size and isolation make Lt. vulnerable to the detrimental 
effects of the loss of genetic drversity, and to environmental and demographx 
stochastrcity. Connectrvity between Yellowstone Grrzzly Bear Ecosystem and 
other grizzly ecosystems is not likely to be realrzed in the near future 
because of the distance to other ecosystems and the intervening human 
development and alteration of landscape. Therefore, the recovery plan 
recommends that one grxzly be placed Into the ecosystem from an outsrde 
population every ten years as an effort to maintain the genetic health of the 
pop"latlo"." 
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When the grrzzly bear corridor studies are completed we ~111 review 
them. We ~111 continue to work wrth the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service to 
recover the grxzzly bear and otherwIse meet wlldllfe needs. We have no 
lndzcation from USFWS that our proposed management of this area would 
interfere with the land's use as a corridor for wildlife--1ncludLng the 
grizzly. We believe the management prescrrpt1ons for the Centennial 
subsection maintain future options should the USFWS study recommend a linkage 
corridor. 

Chapter I of the Wolf Reintroductron FEIS states: "Wolf recovery 
wrll not result in wolf travel corridors or linkage zones being established. 
The Yellowstone and central Idaho areas are separated from northwestern 
Montana by enough human settlement (a social rather than physical obstacle 
that results in some level of increased wolf mortality) that It could take 
decades for population recovery to begin. However, once establIshed in each 
of the recovery areas, enough wolves from each area would disperse that some 
would successfully travel through or lrve 1" areas other than those in 
Yellow&one National Park and central Idaho. The sxe and proxlmlty of 3 
areas where wolves will be managed for recovery are large enough, close 
enough, and have enough publrc land between them that addltronal areas (travel 
corridors) are not required in the foreseeable future to mantarn a viable 
wolf population after the 3 subpopulatlons become establlshed." 

Based on th1.s information, the blend of prescrlptlons the Forest 
Identlfled for this area better meets the needs of both the resource and the 
publx. DP 

Wilderness 

CONNBNTS : Recommended Mount Jefferson 1" the Centennrals as wilderness area. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wrlderness) 

F-B(4) r F-G-1(475), F-G-P(l), F-G-P(5), F-H(S), F-J(3), 19, 136, 143, 
157, 163, 165, 174, 179, 180, 1811, 185, 192, 203, 209, 226, 252, 273, 
278, 356, 359, 362, 368, 377, 379, 396, 405, 424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 
491, 492, 516, 519, 613, 621, 622, 640, 651, 652, 653, 664, 690, 695, 
733, 1194 ,1197, 1206, 1241, 1243, 1257, 1270, 1275, 1328, 1330, 1368, 
1381, 1382, 1395, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Mount Jefferson Roadless Area was studled in an earlier EIS and 
was not recommended as wilderness. For more details, refer to the process 
Paper on roadless areas. JBR 

Monltorlnq 

COMMENTS : Recommend the DEIS/DFPR provide evidence and monltorLng data that 
supports the management proposal to harvest Douglas-frr in the Centennials; 
show how harvesting ~~11 not rmpact wIldlIfe sutvlval. Address how wA.ldllfe 
vlabrlity ~~11 not be slgnlfxantly Lmpacted in previously harvested areas. 

1369 

RESPONSE: We are familiar with the exrstlng conditrons in the Centennials and 
with what we expect those condrtvxns to be under the various alternatIves. We 
are famlllar with the exlstlng 1Lterature relative to wildlife needs and 
s"rvrval. We see our proposed management as being a good fit to the needs of 
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wlldllfe. Effects on wildllfe from any harvest proposals ~111 be ldentrfred 
in a separate NEPA analysrs with public xwolvement. DP 

coNM?%NTs : Develop, fund, and Implement a monrtorlng plan that addresses the 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition's goals for the Centennials as a corridor. 

643 
Create specific standards addressing the Centennials. 

643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: After carefully reviewing Greater Yellowstone Coalrt1on's proposal 
for managing the Centennials as a corridor, the decision was that the fully 
Revised Plan addresses habrtat connectivity concerns wrthout addrtlonal 
changes. The standards and guIdelInes an the Centennial prescrlpt1ons are 
sufficient to meet ecological and multrple-use oblectlves. The monltor1ng 
plan addresses monltorrng needs for the Centennrals along with the rest of the 
Forest. DP 

New PrescrxDtlo" 

coNNENTs : Proposes a new management prescriptron for the Centenr&al Mountax" 
Range as a crlt1cal wildlife corrrdor as follows: Goal: To protect and 
perpetuate the qualities and importance of the linkage corrrdor. 

Ob]ectives: 1) Insects, fire and disease are allowed to play thexr 
natural role 1" ecologxal succession without restrxtlon. 2) Actively seek to 
incorporate the US Sheep Experimental StatLo" lands rnto the overall 
management of the corridor 3) Develop, fund and Implement a monitorrng plan 
that addresses the goal of the corridor. 

Standards and GuIdelines: Forestwrde Standards and Guldellnes 
apply. 
Ecologxcal Processes 

Frre/Fuels 
Use only m~nxmxn impact suppression tactics. (S) 
Prescribed fxe, u'clllzlng both management-rgnlted and natural 

1g"1t~o"s, may be used to malntaln fire dependent ecological processes and to 
provide for a natural range of fuels, understory vegetatron, and successional 
stages. (S) 
PhysIcal Elements 

Soils and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done where deteriorated sol1 or 

hydrologx conditions are caused by humans and their domestx lrvestock. (S) 
Promote natural healing where natural vegetation would return 

wlthin two years. (S) 
Use native plant specres to reestablish vegetation where there is 

no reasonable expect&Ion of natural healL.ng. (S) 
Permit emergency burned area rehabllltation only If necessary to 

prevent an unnatural loss of resources. (G) 
Lands 

Activrties whxh may adversely affect the quality of viability of 
the corridor will not be allowed.(S) 

NO Specral Use Permits or operating plans are allowed. (S) 
Mmerals/Geology 
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Locatable-Withdraw from mineral entry, or remove from mrneral entry 
through the notation rule. Valid, existLng rights wxll be purchased by the 
federal government at fa1.r market value. (S) 

Mineral Materral - This area LS not avalable for mineral entry. 
(S) 
Heritage Resource 

Remove structures that do not qualify for the Natronal Regrster of 
Historic Places, or allow them to deteriorate naturally. (G) 
Biological Elements 

Wildlrfe: No wrldlife habitat rmprovement projects are allowed. (S) 
Forest Use and occupatzon 

Access (S) - 2.2.1(a) Same as 1.1.7. 
2.2.1(b) Same as above except system roads 042 and 046 would be 

open for approxxnately 1 mrle north of the Forest Service's southern boundary; 
system road 327 would be open south of section 32, T15N. R40E; FS system road 
193 would be closed. System roads 185, 022, and 204 are to be closed from 
their )unctxon in Section 22, T13N. R34E, Motorized use of trail 110 and its 
assocrated trails would be eliminated; cross-country snowmach~n~ng travel 1s 
allowed between December 15 and April 1. 

2.2.1: Same as MP 2.2 except that there wrll be no Cross-country 
snowmachine travel before December 15 or after Aprrl 1. Roads and trails 
noted as open on Map 11 wLthin the boundaries of this area, except Forest 
Service system roads 010, 019. 674 and 675 whrch would be closed. 
Recreation 

Trails - NO new trails (S) 
ROS - Prlmltive to semi-primitive non-motorized.(S) 
VQO - Retention (S) 

Production of Natural Resources 
Timber: 
Lands are not included 1" the suitable timber base. They do not 

contribute toward the ASQ. 
There will be no unscheduled, ecosystem management timber harvest. 

(S) 
No vegetative management of any kind will occur. (S) 

643 

RESPONSE: Thrs prescrrption by the Greater Yellowstone Coalrtlon for the 
Centennial Mountarns was not adopted because the Revrsed Plan addresses 
habItat connectivity concerns without making most of these changes. The 
standards, guidelines and management prescriptions in the Revrsed Plan are 
sufficient to meet the ecological and multrple-use objectives. See other 
detailed responses that address the Centennial corridor concern. JBR 
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Desired Future Condition General 

COMMENTS : Support the dxectlon I" whLch the Targhee NatUxw.1 Forest 1s 
headed as reflected in the sectlon on Desrred Future Condition (DFC); pleased 
that lt de-emphasized resource extraction and livestock grazing and stresses 
blologlcal health. In most cases, the DFCs provide a reasonable VLSLO~ and 
phrlosophxal pos1tlon for the next decade, although I" many cases the Forest 
has not made a strong commitment to DFCs. Supports the need for change 
sectlo*; the summary rationale LS excellent, and the DFC sectIon in the 
summary 1s comprehensive and unbiased. 

489, 727, 1367b 

RESPONSE: The goals, obJectIves, standards and guldellnes rn other parts of 
the Revxed Plan flow from the larger-scope Desired Future Conditions (DFC's). 
The intent 1s to manage the Forest such that condltlons show a trend toward or 
actually achieve the DFC's. The pace at which progress is made toward these 
condltlons wxll depend on a number of factors rncludlng approprx.txons to the 
Forest. EF 

Analysis Process 

COMMENTS: The DFCs in the Executive Summary are too broad, lofty and 
unreallstx. Set realistx and speclfx goals that cover ecosystems, 
habitats, resources, and the social and ec~nomlc valves. The DFCs reflect two 
polar opposites wrth the Plan recommending a middle ground. The desrgn 1s 
weak. The DFC LS process driven, not people driven; driven by need for 
change, regardless of what percentage of people want the change. The DFCs 
have voids which ~111 leave people guessing about the effects and impacts of 
forest management. The descrlptron of DFC in the DEIS consists of vague 
paragraphs where almost any activity could be construed to meet the goals; It 
could be argued that the Targhee National Forest already meets the DFC. DFC 
LS so vague as to provide lrttle useful management direction or goals to which 
the Forest can be held accountable. A faAlure to correct, coupled with 
Increase 1" recreational use could permanently damage this crltlw.1 component 
of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 

333, 413, 618, 697, 1365, 1393 

RESPONSE: DFC's are not intended to be an exhaustive statement of detailed 
condltlons to be achieved. They are desIgned to provide a broad but clear 
pxture of where we Intend to be upon achievement of the stated goals and 
oblectlves of the Revised Plan. There are many ways to define and display 
DFC, all of which could be equally useful in communlcat~ng the vxslon for 
management on the Targhee. The current set of DFC statements are adequate and 
provide suffrcrent descrlptlon of where we hope to be in the future. RR 

Goals and Obiectaves 

COMMENTS : The Plan demonstrates an overrldlng concern for preventing 
catastrophic fire and insect outbreaks despite the DFC acknowledgement that 
such things are wIthIn the Range of Natural Varlatlon. There are no goals for 
sal condltlons, eroslo", air quality, caves, land management, or how 

IV-1 



DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS 

vegetation, wlldllfe, or rlpar1an zones ~111 be I" ten years. The forest has 
shlfted to a goal of DFC for riparlan areas instead of standards and 
guldelrnes for watersheds. The standards and associated monltorlng plan wrll 
not result in meetrng the stated DFC for riparran areas, and the r1par~an DFC 
~~11 not meet wrth essentially unregulated cross-country motorized access. 
Clarify what level of sagebrush is required for the DFC for vegetation. The 
DFC arbitrarily assumes a reduction in mature forest. A mosax of age classes 
and types sustained through time, one objective of DFC, has never existed on 
the Targhee and ~111 not without proactive management. 

393, 489, 697, 766, 1368 

RESPONSE: Forestwide, Subsection, and Management PrescriptIon goals and 
obJectIves augment the DFC descriptrons with more speafics on where and how 
the Forest will move forward in the different resource areas. These provide 
more detail than the DFC's alone and represent a composite of the total array 
of conditions the Forest axns for. RR 

Structure and Design 

COMMENTS : The DFCs are organized under three headings m the DFPR and four in 
the DEIS, even though the DFCs seem about the same. Suggests they be 
consistent, and that the stronger statements be used. Subsection descriptrons 
are a very confusing place to include DFCs. DFCs violate ecologxal 
prxwrples following watersheds. The statement for DFC's, "txnber harvest, 
prescrrbed fxe, and grazrng are used as tools to achieve . ..II 1s out of place 
1" the DEIS and DFPR because these are tools, not conditrons. 

489, 695, 697 

RESPONSE: The content and wording of the DFC's were changed to be consrstent 
m wording and rntent in the Final Revised Plan and EIS. 

Desxed Future Conditions are entirely appropriate at different 
ecologxal scales as long as they are consistent wrth those at other scales. 

It 1s true that tL.mber harvest, prescribed fire and livestock 
grazing are tools whrch can be used to achieve desired landscape and 
vegetation condltrons. In the Draft Plan and EIS, timber harvest and grazing 
were included under the Economrc Component and Productron of Natural Resources 
component, respectively, to paint a broad picture of the experience which can 
be expected on Forest lands. In the same way we included statements about 
growrng and diverse recreation needs and increased recreational 
opportunities. Further, the statement that these commodity uses of the Forest 
are used to achieve desirable vegetation condltlons lndxates a shrft in the 
emphasis in these programs to more clearly line up wrth obJectives for 
achlevlng sustaxxable resource condltlons. EF 

W&lderness 

COMMENTS : Provide specific provlslons for achlevrng 3rd DFC, and suggest 
wilderness deslgnatron 1s the appropriate method. 

489, 643, 
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RESPONSE: The Frnal Revised Plan recommended a large portion of Diamond Peak 
as wilderness. Not all roadless areas score high m wLlderness crxterla. 
Therefore, It 1s lnapproprlate to recommend all roadless areas as wilderness. 
Other prescrlpt~ns, standards and guidelines can assist in achlevng thx 
DFC. 

Timber 

CONNENTS : Be more speclflc about how logging and grazng ~~11 be used to 
achieve DFC; discuss harvest methods and grazing systems employed to reach 
DFC. 

489 

RESPONSE: The method used to achieve the DFC presented in the Final Revised 
Plan 1s the sub]ect of Plan ~mplementatxn and pro]ect-level analysis. From a 
comparison of existing landscape condltlons with desired condrtlons, 
opportunltles for treatment are ldentrfied. Possible management practrces on 
the ground are then listed, and lndrvldual project proposals are formed from 
these. Public review will be invited on these pro]ect proposals, which must 
erther be consistent with Forest Plan standards and guldelines or be an 
amendment to them. EF 

Recreation 

CONNENTS : Develop a DFC for Forest Development Road System, and one for 
eecreatron. 

FS-11 
Include a DFC for developed downhill skllng. DFC has many voids 

and should use a finer scale of analysts. 
618 

Recommend user targets and DFC for both summer and winter 
recreatLan. 

1342 

RESPONSE: Desired Future Condrtions (DFC's) are appropriate at broad scales 
for land conditions, user experiences, and so forth. They are intended to 
serve as targets to orlent management and may be attained at some pant in the 
future. Such targets when applied at fLner scales or within defined time 
frames are termed goals or oblectrves. These can be refined and the Revised 
Plan amended based on subsequent watershed analyses, capacity studies, and so 
forth. EF 

Time Frame 

CONNBNTS : Develop a clear and deflnlte time frame for each geographic 
subsectIon to attain Its DFC. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The lob of the F,.nal Revised Plan ,.s to present the Desired Future 
CondLtlons and base management dlrectlon upon them. DFC's by then nature are 
deslgned to be attaIned at some undefined pant in the future. It 1s 
dlffxult to assrgn a clear time frame to the achlevement of such 
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large-scale target conditions since thrs IS subIect to llmitatuxw of budget 
and unforeseen cncumstances. The DFC's present a solid found&Ion on which 
management LS burlt, and thus serve the purpose for whLch they are intended. 
EF 

coNNENTs : Tradlt1onal logging and grazrng account for less than 1% of local 
Jobs and rncome, and DFC should state that 1n 10 years economy w~.ll be growing 
based on various tourism and recreatronal opportunities. 

697 

RESPONSE: It IS not the job of the Forest Service to set goals for areas 
outsIde of agency ]urxsdictlon. The Final Revised Plan and EIS note the trend 
toward recreatron and tourism m the area. Employment and ncome ln the area 
of Forest influence 1s described rn d&all 1n the EIS in Chapter III. EF 

Site-Specific 

coNNENTs : The DFC for Caribou subsection (DFPR III-53 & 55) states that the 
area 1s beng managed to provide high quality nonmotorrzed and drspersed 
camprng recreatmn, which 1s in contradlctLon to an item xn the recreation 
SectIon about Improvng the quality of summer OHV use rn this subsectron. The 
DFC for Caribou subsection (111-53) leaves out motorized use whxh the area 
currently provides and will continue to provide. 

The DFC for LemhljMedlcine Lodge subsection needs to be expanded to 
create more ATV oqportunltles. 

Page 111-20, Table 111-4: clarify how the Teton Range Subsection 
was determined constderng the Aquatrc Habitat Condlt1on and Trend, and 
Vegetation Seral Stage and Trend are unknown. Modify document to explain 
source of numbers or change to status unknown. 

389, 489, 629, 643 

RESPONSE: The DFC for the Caribou subsectron was rewritten to show the ntent 
to manage for both motorized and non-motorized recreation uses. 

The DFC for the Lemhi-Medlcine Lodge subsection allows motorxed 
use opportunitzes. Refer to the goals and ob]ectives for the subsection. EF 

Wildlife 

COMMENTS: Suggest replacIng words "sustalned populatrons of all native and 
desxable species thrive" (Pages S-4, I-12) with "viable populatrons of all 
natrve and deszrable specres are sustained. "The mearnng of the second DFC 
(native over non-native species) should clarify what undesrrable 1s. 

Include on Page III-45 the DFC objective of maintaining a 
populatron of at least 150-200 bIghorn sheep; coordinate management with other 
agencies. 

489, 643, 699 

RESPONSE: We changed the wording to reflect the suggestron. The new wording 
provrdes a better link to dIrectIon ln the NFMA rmplementlng regulatrons. 
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The meanrng of the word "undesnable" in the B1ological/Phys~cal 
DFC can be inferred from VXLOUS sources includrng State lists of ~OXMUS 
plants. The purpose of the Desired Future Condltlon statement 1s to frame a 
large picture of the condition we would like to have on the Forest at some 
future pant in time. The statement as written adequately does thx and can 
be Interpreted durng Plan unplementatlon. EF 
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(CROSS REFERENCE: Alternatives) 
SUPPOrt 

CONMENTS : Supports DEIS and DFPR because they depart from past management 
practxes, adopt sustanable ASQs, decrease road densltles, llmlt x-country, 
protect rlparxn areas and watersheds, and provide greater wlldlLfe security 
and increase wrlderness area. 

637 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. EF 

Lack of Science 

CONNENTS : Use current, sound scrence, and cite references used 1.n developing 
goals, obiectlves, and standards and guldellnes. Adequate consider&lo" of 
recent, valid, peer-revIewed sclentlfx studies should be applred to Plan 
development. DO not base management on cultural brases or polltIcs. Lacking 
adequate science, the Targhee National Forest 1s unable to fulfill basx 
legal, ethical, or responsrble mandates of Natronal Forest and National 
Grassland management. Conclusions UI DFPR contradxt available research and 
Lndrcate an effort to steer management rn predetermined dIrectIon. 

293, 393, 643, 697, 1364, 1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the best science avarlable to us through literature 
searches, results of research and studies conducted on the Forest and other 
sources. The Forest recognrzes there are other sources with conflrctrng 
conclusions, but feel confident in our use of good science. 

The Forest made good use of current peer-reviewed research in 
development of the Revised LMP. Examples Include: Southwestern goshawk 
guldellnes and research on the Forest; research by Idaho Frsh and Game 
Department and U.S. Forest Servxe researchers regarding elk vulnerablllty and 
road access; Interagency Grrzzly Bear Study Team studres concerning habitat 
needs and road density; and the hydrologx disturbance threshold study. 

Use of the OROMTRD indicator 1s appropriate in the BMU's and 
represents appllcatlon of the best avaIlable science. 

The Forest acknowledges that contradictory options ~11 always 
exxt in the sc1entlflc community. EF 

coNNEN!cs : Conclusions are unsubstantrated and often refuted by conclusions of 
on-going study by the Targhee and Montana State Unlversrty as part of the 
Henry's Fork Watershed efforts. 

643 

RESPONSE: This study was conducted over a small area of the Forest, and was 
desIgned to test methodology, not to define condltlons. The study LS still in 
draft form, and any attempt to extrapolate Its results at thx point to larger 
areas of the Forest LS premature and beyond the scope of the study 01‘ the 
Revised Plan. EF 
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COMMENTS : Although there may be a dearth of recent, complete, accurate, or 
ecologIcally slgnlfxant screntlfx data, a great deal 1s known about impacts 
of various management actlvrtles. Apply knowledge galned on other forests. 
The Forest Service 1s obligated to undertake research needed to fill rn gaps 
rn knowledge about Impacts on species, habitat, and ecosystem; and untrl such 
research 1s completed the Forest Service must restrict any potentially harmful 
actlvltles. A failure to do so is arbxtrary and caprrc~ous, and a heinous 
vxolatron of the public trust. 

1276, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest consulted current and applxable literature and research 
where available and needed, and adopted relevant conclusions on which to base 
proposed future management. The call to consult and integrate all of the best 
avarlable research 1s nerther feasible nor based in applrcable planning 
regulations, whxh call for the use of high-quality sclentiflc information and 
lnsurlng sclentlfx integrity XI the analysis (40 CFR 1500.1(b), 1502.24; 16 
U.S.C. 1536). 

The Forest acknowledges there are research gaps 1x1 the information 
needed to fully support proposed management dlrectlon and to dlsclose the 
effects of this management. Further, there always will be gaps of this kind. 
The Forest has ldentlfied research needs m some of these cases, and has 
committed to taking an adaptive management approach whxh Includes cont1nurng 
current partnerships with the research and academx communltles. The call to 
ellmrnate all exrstlng 1nformatLon gaps prior to outlining and proceeding with 
management dxectron for the Forest LS neither feasrble nor based 1n 
applicable planning regulations, whrch call for rdentlfying knowledge gaps 
where they exLSt and proceeding with the best avarlable science (40 CFR 
1502.22; 16 U.S.C. 1536). 

COMMENTS : Speclfx areas cited as needing more scientrflc basis or research 
include, among others: issues of seismrc potential; ground water concerns 
(Madxaon Limestone is a slgnlfrcant aquifer); watershed analysts; 

mlneral1zat1on such as copper, sliver, ZUK, lead, granite, lrmestone, and 
phosphate; cultural resources; abundance, distrlbutlons, and ecology of 
species; and management rmpacts on wlldllfe and habitat, especially for 
threatened or endangered, sensltlve, and globally ImperLled Gl, GZ, & 63 
species (Heritage FoundatLon ranking for extlnctLon risk, 1 being highest). 

389, 643, 1365 

RESPONSE: Proposed management activltres ~111 not endanger or Jeopardize any 
of these features. While more research and sclentlfrc Lnvestrgatron will 
probably always be needed to exactly describe management needs for these and 
other resources, the standards and guldellnes ace sufficient to protect them, 
and the goals and obJectives provide restoratLon opportunrtles. 

The =ssues of seLsmx potentlz.1 and groundwater concerns are so 
large as to be beyond the scope of the Revised Plan. Ob]ectlves in the Draft 
Revised Plan for watershed needs analys1.s were supplemented with addltronal 
goals and oblectlves I" the Fx~al (see Chapter III, Ecologrcal Processes and 
Patterns and Blologlcal Elements). These provide opportunrtles to ldentlfy 
any program restoration needs. 
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The protective measures currently 1" place for cultural resources 
are sufflclent. Standards and guldellnes for wlldlrfe habitat needs more than 
adequately address the needs of specres lnhabitlng the Forest. EF 

CONMENTS : The AM.9 indicates the Forest has yet to undertake a rrgorous 
spatial or temporal analysrs of exxtrng condltlons. The Forest presents 
tables of data or condltlons with little Informatlo" as to how derived. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Analysrs of the Management Situation (AMS) was developed over 
the last five years and represents a compendium of data concerning the current 
state of resources on the Forest. Reasonable inferences were derived from 
this data. 

Lesal Compliance 

COMMENTS : In development and 1mplementatron of the DFPR, the Forest Servxe 
must adhere to the legal and polxy requirements of: NEPA, NFMA, APA, RPA, the 
Orgamc Act of June 4, 1897 (30 stat. 35), the Transfer Act of 1905 (33 stat. 
628,16 "SC 472), the Multiple-Use Sustaned-Yield Act of 1960 (16 USC 
528-531), Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 (on OHV use), FSM sect. 2670 (on 
Biological Diversity and Threatened and Endangered Specres), 36 CFR 219.19, 
the Endangered Specres Act (sect. 7(a)(l) and (Z), 16 USC 1604 (g) (3) (b), 36 
CFR 219.27 (a) & (g), 16 USC 1604 (e), 16 USCA 1604 (C) (l), 36CFR 219 
concernmg wilderness and roadless values, 36CFR 219.17, 60 Fed. Reg. 18931 
S219.14 (b), or State water qualrty guidelines. The Plan either fails or only 
nominally adheres to these laws and policies because of lack of adequate 
referencing; rnadequate directlo" or analysis for wlldllfe; .ar qualrty; 
wetlands; fire management; threatened, endangered, sensltlve and lndrcator 
species; Archaeologxal and H1storxal Preservation; blologxal corridors; 
roadless areas to be proposed as wilderness; range of alternatrves; or that 
the policy was not developed with open public partlclpatlon but was crafted XI 
the dark with the help of Greater Yellowstone Coalltlon et. al. 

275, 341, 389, 393, 607, 683, 697, 766, 1273b, 1364, 1365, 1367b, 
1369, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest IS aware of responsibilitxes under these and other 
statute*. The F"rest has complied wrth all applicable laws, regulations and 
poliaes in the development of this Final Revised Plan. 

Extensive publx involvement was conducted for this effort, which 
stretched over fLve years. The mailing list of those requesting to be kept 
rnformed of the project includes the name* of over 2,000 lndrvlduals and 
orga"~zat1o"*. Numerous publx meetings were held which generated many 
comments and Information whrch was used in the development of the Final 
Revised Plan. The Forest fully met the letter and Intent of all requxements 
for public Involvement. 

Executive Order 11644 authorizes the adminlstratlve designataon of 
use and non-use OHV areas and provides for public partlc1patlon and 
monltorlng. E.O. 11989 amends It to authorize closures of areas for real or 
lmmlnent damage caused by OHVs. The Final Revised Plan regulates OHV use 
extensively through prescrrptlons and ForestwIde standards and guldellnes. 
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The monltorlng plan includes a" Item monltorlng seasonal trail use impacts 
including OHVs. The Revised Plan complies with the letter and intent of these 
Executive Orders. 

The Final Revxed Plan complies with the current NFMA vrabrllty 
requrrement, NEPA, the Administrative Procedures Act, the Organic Act (June 4, 
1897), the Multiple Use-Sustained YLeld Act (MUSYA) of 1960, and other 
applxcable drrectxan. 

The Organic Act deals wrth the reasons for establishing a 
National Forest, but does not require scheduled timber harvesting. The MUSYA 
is part of a broader spectrum of laws directing the management of the National 
Forests whrch includes the National Forest Management Act, the Natxonal 
Environmental Polxy Act, and the Endangered Speaes Act. The timber output 
L" the Frnal Revised Plan 1s at a level which can be generated consistent with 
the requxements of other drrection Congress has provided. The Final Revxed 
Plan represents a balance between often-conflrcting wants and drrectlon for 
resource management. EF 

COMMENTS : Addltlonally, FSH 2409.13 requires the plan appendix to include 
Items that were not rncluded r" the draft: Land Class~fxatlon, Sectlo" 42.1; 
The average annual acreage to which the vegeta'clo" management practrces shall 
apply for suitable lands during the first decade, Sectlo" 42.2; The Allowable 
Sale Quantity and Timber Sale Program Quantity of sawtimber and other 
products, Sectlo" 42.4; Allowable Sale Quantity and Long-Term Sustarned Yield 
Capacity, Sectlo" 42.4; Present and Future Condltvan, rncluding Growth and 
Mortality, Section 42.6; The IO-year Timber Sale Schedule, Section 42.7; and 
Timber Management on Unsuitable Lands, Section 42.8. 

413 

RESPONSE: All requxed Items are Included r" the Final Revxed Plan. EF 

Analvsrs Process 

CONNENTS : Analysrs 1s incomplete or xrzonsistent; "flawed;" requires more 
analysrs of past rmpacts; needs improvement L" presentatro"; the process of 
analysts for developing or implementing the plan 1s Inadequate; changes 1" the 
land may not occur L" a "arrow time frame but 1x1 50-300 year cycles; many 
oblectlves are not measureable or followed by Standards and Gurdellnes to 
assure they ~211 be met; the TNF's role I" the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
1s not explxltly addressed 1" the DFPR goals and oblectlves, or in the DEIS. 

309, 389, 413, 489, 643, 689, 697, 699, 766, 1369, 1395, 1446 

RESPONSE: Between the Draft and Final Revised Plan, many of the oblectlves 
were changed to goals or txne frames were added to many more oblectlves. SOlIE 
of the trme frames were changed to reflect reallstx budgets and priority one 
mon1torl"g Items. A brief dIscussIon 1s ancluded on the Targhee's role wlthln 
the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem however, much of this is already included in 
the Framework document for the GYE (Greater Yellowstone Coordlnatrng 
Comm~ttee's Framework document, VSFS, VSNPS, September 1991) and does not need 
to be repeated. CC 
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COMMENTS : Txme frames for undertakrng important analyses are SO long as to 
make them totally drs]unct from management declslon-making (r.e. RNV analysts 
by 2007, watershed Improvement needs Lnventory by 2007). 

643 

RESPONSE: The time frames given for analyses are reasonable and necessary. 
They take xYco account personnel and funds avarlable for conducting analyses, 
as well as the time needed to produce meaningful results. RSM 

CONNENTS : Plan requires more analysis on: fragmentation caused by roads and 
timber harvest; old growth upon whxh many specxes depend and whrch might be 
elxnlnated under the Plan; fxewood harvest and loss of brologrcal potential; 
sensltlve specres, of whxh the Plan mentions only Goshawk and two owl 
species; and forest songbxds in lower elevatxan habitat, which has been 
seriously impacted by past management practices. Analyze potential 
envrronmental consequences of alternatIves and of what could be an extensive 
loggrng program under the guise of ecosystem management. Place more emphasis 
on value levels and less on utllizatlon levels. Clarify existing condltrons; 
identify factors causrng condrtrons, ensure standards, guldellnes, and 
prescrlpt1ons will accommodate resources into the future. 

643, 697, 699, 766, 1367b, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Final EIS evaluates a range of alternative ways to address 
these and other issues. The selected alternative and the Final Revxzed Plan 
provide for restoratron of past impacts and define future directLon for the 
management of healthy ecosystems. The consequences of specL.flc proposals to 
rmplement the Revised Plan ~111 be evaluated I" separate site-speclfx 
environmental analyses. 

The cycle of plannmg-Unplementmg-revzing ~111 always be with us 
because conditxons and knowledge will always change. In developrng the Frnal 
Revised Plan the Forest made use of the best available knowledge for current 
condlt1ons; and It can be changed as condrtxax and knowledge evolve. EF 

COMMENTS : Explarn need for new plan and how adequate revisions will be in 
view of the extent 1985 plan has or has not been accomplrshed; explain how 
management emphasrs delrneatlons are made; Include forest-wide directlo" for 
rnfrastructure management. The Forest Servxe should stick wrth the plans it 
makes rather than make new ones. 

FS-11, 309, 699, 1395, 1369 

RESPONSE: The need to embark on the Forest Plan RevLslon process 1s explaIned 
in the EIS (Chapter I) and the Revised Plan (chapter I). The Final Revised 
Plan for the Targhee National Forest IS supported by information 1" the 
Analysis of the Management Sltuatlon (AMS). Plan revx~ons are required 
perlodxally by current regulations governing National Forest management, and 
are appropriate when condrtions ~.n the planning area have changed or new 
xnformatlon IS avalable on whxh to base management decisions. 

Many obJectIves of the orlglnal Forest Plan were Implemented 1n 
whole or in part. The Forest Intends to implement the Final Revised Plan to 
the best of our abllrtles consz?Kent with approprrated funding. EF 
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COMMENTS : Explal" why Targhee National Forest has substituted goals and 
ob]ectxves for standards and guidelines, by what analysts they were developed, 
what legal context used for lnterpretrng them, how they relate to policy for 
Implementing NFMA and/or NEPA, how much consideration they are grven, and how 
funded and applied. 

643 

RESPONSE: The role of standards and guidelines in the forest planning process 
1s outlined III 36 Code of Federal Regulatxms Part 219; policy 1s articulated 
at Forest Service Manual Chapter 1920 and Forest Service Handbook Chapter 
1909.12. The applrcation of standards and guldelrnes in the Final Revuxd 
Plan 1s explained L" Chapter III. Standards are constraints on maxxgement 
actlvlties or practrcee; devration from compliance with a standard requires a 
Forest Plan amendment with Its accompanying public rnvolvement. Guldelrnes 
represent a preferred or advisable course of action which shall be the general 
rule; devlatux from compliance with a guidelIne does not requuze a Plan 
amendment but shall be explarned with written rationale. 

I" developing the Fuxl Revrsed Plan the Forest tried to be 
consistent 1" desrgnatlng a meaeure as a goal, ob]ective, standard or 
guldelux. This was not always possLble I" Lndivrdual cases, and some changes 
were made to provide Forest managers with flexiblllty to address changrng 
conditions, knowledge and opportunities and to deal wrth unforeseen 
crrcumstances. Without thrs flex~bllxty Forest personnel might spend more of 
thex time L" planning exercises and less I" gatherrng field Information 
mo"~torL"g, and lmplementrng prolects. The Final Revised Plan is unambrguous 
in Its Lntent to give adequate protectlo" and dxectxon for restoration where 
needed. EF 

Suecifx SectIons 

c!oNNEwl!s : In the uVcroductron, last paragraph relatrng to emergency events, 
include a list of all potential events to give reader a better Idea of what 
cO"StltuteS an emergency; appears to include only law enforcement, search and 
reSC"=S, and fire. 

1446 

RESPONSE: It is Impossible to foresee all of the emergency events that might 
occur over the next ten to fifteen years, and It IS unwise to attempt to 
provide an all-~ncluslve lust. The phrase L" Chapter III of the Final Revrsed 
Plan zndlcates that emergency events "rnclude such things as law enforcement, 
search and rescue, and fire." ThLs adequately shows our Intent as to what 
events might be consIdered emergency m nature and allows for unforeseen 
circumstances to be addressed. RF 

COMMENTS : Page II-l, I. Introductuan--Describes Chapter II as a summary of 
the Analysrs of the Management Sl'cuatlon (AMS). A more comprehensrve analysis 
of the management sltuatLo", partxularly I" relatux, to the extent that 
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management dvxctlon 1" the 1985 Plan (see Appendix A) has or has not been 
accomplLshed, should be Included III the Final Plan Revision or FEIS. This 1s 
needed to properly ]ustlfy the need for revising the 1985 Plan and to evaluate 
the adequacy of proposed revisalone. 

699 

RESPONSE : The Analysis of the Management Srtuatron is a large compendium of 
rnformatlon assembled over the last five years showing the status of many 
resources on the Forest. After each description, rnformatxan LS included 
showing the difference between the current sltuatlon and Forest Plan drrectlon 
or prelections; and changed condltxxw or the need for change rn management. 
Th1.s x"formatLon was Lmportant HI confummg the need to revlee the Forest 
Plan, and to focus on the areas where most change was needed. 

It 1s true that thx rnformatwn can also serve as a check on how 
well we did our lob in revrslng the Forest Plan. An honest accounting will 
show we emphasized the correct elements, provided adequate protection for 
Forest resources and provided opportunities for restoration where needed. EF 

coNNENl!s : Sxxe only a summary of the Analysts of Management SltuatLon (AMS) 
1s given in Chapter II, a cltatlon to the full AMS should have been Included 
in the IntroductLon; ~.e., (USDA Forest Servxe, Targhee Natronal Forest 
1992), as the AMS 1s listed in the References Cited sectlo" of the Draft Plan 
ReYlSIcl". 

699 

RESPONSE: This was done. Thank you for your comment. EF 

COMMENTS: Pg l-6. Key LSSU~S m~sslng: 1) lobs; 2) support local economy 1" 
wages/salaries; 3) s"mmer x-country OHV use; 4) areas without snowmobile date 
restrxtlons; 5) firewood productlo". 

413 

RESPONSE: These concerns are shown in the Issues chapter of the AMS, in the 
Consequences sectvan of the Final EIS, and 1" the larger-scope issues shown 1" 
Chapter I of the EIS. 

COMMENTS : Goal statements Pg 111-20 imply wildlife LS not a. basx resource. 
Wyoming Game and Frsh disagrees, and forage production should be considered 
before other consumptive uses. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees that wLldllfe LS a basx resource. Utllizatron 
standards apply to use by livestock and wlldllfe. EF 

COMMENTS: Pg 1-4, last paragraph seems preludxial because the Forest LS not 
meeting 1985 Plan goals for timber harvest, summer OHV x-country use, grazing, 
and snowmobiles, but these are not dIscussed. 

413 
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RESPONSE: The Forest substantially met mayor goals for txmber harvest and 
regeneration. Therefore the condxtrons under whxh the orrglnal Forest Plan 
was developed have changed. Increasrng demand for summer and winter OHV use 
represents a changed condrtron and were recognized in the declsron to revlee 
the current Forest Plan. EF 

coNN!3N!rs : Concerned with prescrIptlo" 7.1 because of wildfire potential. 
325 

RESPONSE: Prescrlptlon 7.1 was deleted from the prescriptxm menu for the 
Final Revised Plan. EF 

CONNENTS : Pg IV-50, 2nd Para.: Comparrson between reductrons 1" logging and 
livestock grazing implIes that, although effects on lIvestock are bad, 
ranchers should feel good because at least effects aren't as bad as on logging 
mdustry. 

413 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The effects displayed 1" the EIS are 
best estimates of potential Impacts for both the timber and lIvestock 
lndustrles on a forestwlde scale. An actual change in lrvestock AUMs can only 
occur with a site-speclfrc analyst of each grazing allotment. Whether It LS 
logging or grazing. on a srte-speclflc basis, Lt 1s likely a rancher whose 
grazing permrt 1s reduced could be affected as much as a logger whose wood 
supply 1s reduced. WG 

Ims?lementatlon, Monitorinq, Enforcement 

COMMENTS : Explain whether lmplementatlon and enforcement wrll be applied m 
broad prescrlptlon areas or rndlvldual polygons; the Plan allows few future 
management optlone; proposed changes are too radxal or too sudden; and 
repercussions are not known, such as the =mpacts of wolf relntroductlon on 
coyotes and foxes. Need Lnformatlon on what basis, besides legal 
req"Lreme"ts, certaLn management emphasis delineations are made; Monitoring 
and Evaluatxnx chapter doesn't address those topics well. Develop specific, 
strict, enforceable standards to ensure DFPR goals are realrzed; develop a 
standard that any actlvlty causing negative envxonmental Lmpact be terminated 
until such time as zt does not cause such impact. Change guldellnes to 
standards to help Targhee Natronal Forest meet goals. NO plan ~111 succeed 
because of human population explosion. A determination that Plan revisions 
have no sLgnlfxant envrronmental impact requxes that ecosystem enhancement 
prolects ~111 be conducted, and authorized actlone that have potential to harm 
resources ~111 be monitored. Require commxtment to adaptive management, a 
method that uses scLentlfic experimentation to develop and modify management 
decrsxons, and IS crucial to ecosystem management. Develop actlo" protocols 
for when noncompliance 1s unavoldable. 

6, 90, 166, 282, 305, 389, 643, 766, 1369, 1446 
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RESPONSE: The Final Revxxd Plan contaxIs management dlrectlon L" the form of 
standards, guldellnes, goals and ob]ectlves for the Forest as a whole; for 
ecologrcal subsections; and for individual prescr~pt1on areas. The Plan ~~11 
be xnplemented and enforced based on the level at which these measures apply. 
The standards and guldellnes are adequate to meet the goals and obJectIves to 
protect and enhance Forest resources, and the Forest intends to ablde by these 
standards and guidelines with provlslo" made for unforeseen circumstances. 

The Final Revised Plan represents a change from the origlnal Forest 
Plan 1" that It implements lesser amounts of lntensrve management over fewer 
widespread areas of the Forest. This approach presents opportunltles for 
restoration where needed, as well as for adaptive management trials of new 
techniques L" concert wrth the academic and research commun1tres to ldentrfy 
ways of carrying out the mlss~o" of ecosystem management. In this sense the 
Monltorlng and Evaluation Plan 1s one part of a larger effort. 

NO pro3ect declsrons are made I" the decrsion to implement the 
Final Revised Plan. Instead, resources ~11 be commrtted r" indlvldual 
pro,ect declsrons. EF 

COMMENTS: There 1s lack of provision and funding, and indxatron of low 
priority for monltorlng and enforcement. The plan doesn't rdentLfy how goals 
and ob]ectlves ~~11 be prrorrtized, and therefore how funding will effect 
rmplementation. TL? specific activities in the Plan to speafrc budgets, 
rncludlng reforestation, logging and riparian area restoratlo", enforcement of 
road and trail closures. Disclose what percentage allocated for each program, 
and whether funding 1s "constrained" or "nonconstraIned." 

766, 643, 1206, 1249 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service operates on monies approprrated by Congress and 
the Adm1n1stratlon. The mix of fundrng and priorities 1s sub]ect to change 
from year to year. The Forest can not predxt what the fundlng prlorltles 
~111 be. The Forest ~~11 endeavor to carry out the dIrection I" the Frnal 
Revised Plan wL.thln the fundIng constraints enacted by Congress and approved 
by the Adminrstratlon. Flna.1 budgets are a matter of publx record and can be 
revIewed by any Lnterested party. EF 

COMMENTS: Develop specifx, strrct, enforceable standards sufflclent to 
ensure that the DFPR goals and Intents are realized. The Plan should 
artrculate a standard that requrres that any actlvL.ty causing "egatlve 
envxonmental Impact be terminated until such time as It does not result L" 
negative Unpacts. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This suggestlo" 1s not conducive to multiple use or in the best 
Lnterest of the publx owners of the Natlax. Forest. The standards and 
guldellnes L" the Flna.1 Revised Plan are adequate to protect Forest resources 
and promote restoration where needed. The extent to which goals and 
ob]ectlves are realized wrll depend to some degree on the ~111 of Congress and 
the Adm1nxtrat1on as expressed L" yearly approprlatlons. EF 
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CONNSNTS : Show that the “Forest User's Survey" IS a valid approach to 
evaluate the effects of the Plan because rt rsn't desIgned to answer specrfx 
q"eStLo"S. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Forest Users Survey monitoring item provides Forest managers 
with an Indication of the degree of satisfaction of Forest users with the 
dIrectron of management under the Revised Plan and how that dIrection 1s being 
administered. It 1s wrrtten broadly and can be Implemented using a varxty of 
methods. Specrfic questIons are asked of Forest users to identify areas of 
sat1sfact1o" or concerns. The survey is one possible tool that can gauge the 
satrsfactlon of the publx with the management of their public lands. We are 
open to suggestions on other tools that mLght be more effective. EF 

Chanse Priorxtres 

CONMENTS : Prlorlty 3 status for the Biological Diversity monitoring item 
(page V-13) rndrcates lack of commitment; should be assigned PrLorlty Group I 
and a time lone included UI Implementation Schedule Chapter IV, plus must 
provide addltronal descrlptron for components. 

643 

RESPONSE: There 1.6 a difference between Forest Plan monitoring, which the 
Monrtorlng and Evaluation Plan IS designed to do, and research on complex 
sub]ects such as biodlverslty, which Forest Plan monitoring LS not desrgned to 
do. Ongoing and future cooperative efforts will continue to gather 
lnformatlon on elements of brodlverslty, and Forest Plan standards and 
guldellnes ~111 be modified as needed based on this forthcomIng mformatlon. 
EF 

CONNENTS : Change Forest Priorrty Group ratings as follows: DetrU,,ental Sol1 
Disturbance to Group 1; Fine Organx Matter Retention to Group 2, Applxation 
and BMPs to Group 2, Biologrcal Diversity Study to Group 2, Standrng Dead Tree 
HabItat to Group 2, User SatLsfactron to Group 3, Seasonal Trail Use Impacts 
to So11 & Veg to Group 1, Recreation/Wildlife Conflicts to Group 1, Jededlah 
Smith Wilderness LAC to Group 2, Authorized Use/Game Retrieval Use Level to 
Group 1, Road Closure Effectiveness to Group 1, Achievement of Road Density 
Standards to Group 1, R1par~an Plan Use/Trampl~ng to Group 1, AMP Planning 
Admrn. SLte "se to Group 2, Upland Forage Util1zatlon to Group 2; 
Sage/Grasslands Canopy Coverage to Group 2, Maximum Created Openxng Srze to 
Group 2, Security Cover Retention to Group 2; and Large Forested Block 
Retentlo" to Group 1. 

1365 

RESPONSE : The Forest reassessed the prlor1tves of the various monltorlng 
items based on comments from the publx internally and externally. Several of 
the changes requested here were made, including the shlftrng to Priority 1 of 
the Road Closure Effectiveness, Achrevement of Road Density Standards, and 
R~parx~n Plant Use/Trampling. EF 
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Desrsn & structure 

CONNENTS : Meanrngs are unclear or deflnltrons rnaccurate; references and 
citations are lackmg; the DFPR and DEIS are inconsistent with each other; the 
text and maps are Inconsistent with each other; and prescrIptions, charts, 
maps, and columns are often not appropriately named or descrrbed. Add a code 
at the bottom of each page to Ldentlfy DFPR or DEIS; expand readers guide at 
beginnrng of each chapter. DFPR and DEIS are inconsistent due to conflrct 
between old production of goods emphasrs and new ecosystem management focus. 
The DFPR IS overly complicated, confusing, and txne consuming to grasp; a 
waste of tax dollars; and marred by verbatxm repetltlon. 

282, 489, 643, 695, 766, 1200, 1276, 1446 

RESPONSE: Based on publx comments and internal revxw, the Forest brought 
more consrstency to the Frnal EIS and Revised Plan, and used clearer language 
and graphxs to describe proposed management and Its consequences. 
Nonetheless, the sub]ect matter is often complex; documents are wrItten for a. 
broad audience including lay persons and sclent1sts; and there are limits to 
how much slmpllfxatron can be achieved. 

The Forest added more terms to the glossary and attempted to define 
these terme III non-technical termrnology. We removed dlrectron that 1s 
redundant 1" law, regulation or polrcy and cited thxs rn the appendix. We 
Included cltatlons and references to technical documents and listed these 1" 
full L" the back of the Plan and EIS. We reviewed the Plan and EIS for 
consistency of terms both wrthxn and between them. And we responded to a 
tremendous amount of publx comment on the draft documents, much of which 
dealt with readablllty and consistency. The final documents are improved over 
the drafts, and we are open to suggestions on subsequent rmprovements or 
explanatory materials that might aid users in understandrng them more fully. 

Some commenters noted a conflxt 1" the documents between ecosystem 
management and proposed management. Ecosystem management is an evolving 
concept. The Forest Servxe six11 has responslbilltles to ad]acent publrc and 
private landowners to mx~m~.ze damage proceeding from NatIonal Forest System 
lands. Stewardship responslbllrtles on the Forest can present dilemmas in the 
form of conflxtlng species needs or other questions. These and other 
competing demands on Forest resources and lands may appear to limit the 
applxat1on of "pur*" ecosystem management. The Revised Plan ~111 preserve 
the pieces and provrde for restoration where needed. EF 

CONNENTS : Request changes or corrections, addltlons or deletrons, explanatLon 
or clarlficatlon: provide clarlfxatlon of prescrIptIons and maps I" 
subsectIons of Chapter III as these are too complex; elxn~~ate numerous 
1nconsrstencles rn Sectlo" III pages 26-55 - the Figures lxt prescrrptlons 
and the attendant acres for prescriptLo" in a Table, but many of the 
prescrIptsons are not lIsted on the map or are lrsted on the map but not in 
the Table. The Desired Future Condltlons do not list slmrlar statements 1" 
the Standards and Guldellnes sectlon for Goals and Ob]ectlves. These two 
sections should support each other. There are no "core" or "securxty" areas 
shown for Henry's Lake BMLI or "security" area for Bechler-T&on BMU. Page 
III-42 lists a prescrlptlon 1.1.1 for 10,664 acres, but there LS no 
prescrlptlon 1.1.1 shown. Where do these acres belong? The entire sectro" 

V-11 



DRAFT FOREST PLAN REVISION 

must be revlewd and the lnformat1on adlusted to reflect consistency with 
maps, tables and narrative. 

282, 1446 

RESPONSE: Chapter III of the Final Revrsed Plan shows management direction at 
the Forestwlde, subsectron and prescrIptron area levels. We acknowledge that 
the interaction between layers of direction is not easily grasped and ~111 
requxe some trme working with it to become comfortable. We explarned this 
system 1" more detail rn the Introduction sectIon rn chapter III, and cleaned 
up errors and inconslstencles L" the places mentioned. Thank you for your 
comments. 

The Desxed Future CondltLon (DFC) statements 1.n the subsection 
descrlptlons are based on condltlons in, and are unLque to, each lndiv~dual 
subsectIon. The goals and oblectlves listed in the Forestwlde Standards and 
Guidelines are broader m scope and pertan to the Forest as a whole. The 
DFC's for the indlvldual subsectIons fall wIthIn the scope of, and are 
supported by, ForestwIde goals and ob]ectlves. 

There are no core or security area prescrIptions for Henry's Lake 
BMU. Prescrlptron 2.6.5 provrdes a security area 2" the Bechler-Teton BMU 1" 
addltlon to the extensive areas in designated wilderness. There are several 
other prescrrptrons applied to these areas that contan the needed attrIbutes 
to serve as core areas, according to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 
deflnltlon. These Include designated and proposed wilderness, nonmotorlzed, 
research natural area and wild and scenx river prescriptions. A "core area- 
analyses 1s drsplayed for each BMU I" the Frnal EIS that shows how much of 
each BMU meets "core" crrterla. The grrzzly bear habItat 1s adequately 
protected using this range of prescrlpt1ons. EF 

COMMENTS : Define NIC. 
697 

RESPONSE: See Glossary 1" the Final Revised Plan. SF 

CONMENTS : Pages III 66 & 97 use heading "Ecologxal Process," yet page III 75 
uses "Ecologxal Events." Explal" drfference If any. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The correct term 1s "Ecological Processes". We made the change to 
be consistent. EF 

CONMENTS : Subsection descrrptrons do not contrrbute any more lnformatlon than 
could have been included under standards, Guldellnes, and Prescriptions. It 
1s a confusrng array of database and DFC's rn the middle of strategres and 
methods for achrevlng plan goals. Descrrbe what ecological analysx was used 
to form the basis of subsectIon descrlptlons. 

643, 697 
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RESPONSE: The Forest applied information from the National H1erarchxal 
Framework of Ecological Dnlts with partxular attention to the subsection 
level. Vrewlng the ecosystem from drfferent levels 1s a concept consistent 
with ecosystem management principles. By lookxag at the Forest from the 
ForestwIde, subsectron and prescrlptlon area levels, we galned some 
perspective on management that we otherwIse would not have had. 

Some of the lnformatlon and analysx tools used to describe the 
subsectIons include the Integrated Resource Inventory, a professional agency 
effort whxh has mapped and described vegetation and sorls on the entxe 
Forest; the Geographx Information System (GIS) data storage and retrxval 
whose base was derived from commercial satellite data and Forest trmber stand 
exam; and Forest specrallst's knowledge of on-Forest condrtlons coupled w1t.h 
professional understanding of ~0116, vegetation ~~cce*~~** patterns, vxxtor 
use patterns, and so forth. EF 

CONNENTS : The boundary between the T&on Range subsection and the Madaon 
Plateau and Island Park subsections 1s unclear (written and map). This could 
potentially lead to a mrscalculatlon of potentlaljfuture timber outputs. 

1311 

RESPONSE: Harvest 1s not scheduled on a subsection basis. Indlvldual timber 
harvest proposals are made on the basis of prescrlptlon dlrectlon and 
evaluated against standards and guidelines. The Forest does not foresee a 
problem with calculation of potential timber outputs based on subsectron 
boundales. EF 

coNNBNTs : 0" Map #lo, Alt 3M Prescrrptlons, deslgnatLon 7.1 (Intermmgled 
Publw/Prlvate Lands) explain to people that the lntent=on was to construct a 
fire break. The same situation should apply to the west side of the Tetons. 
Suggest using the came prescr1ptlon as for Henry's Lake rnstead of #7.1 a&b. 

1360 

RESPONSE: Prescrlptlon 7.1 was deleted from the menu of prescrlptrons used 1" 
the Final Revxed Plan. EF 

Ecosystem Manaqement 

coNNENTs : Lack of ecosystem view 1s evident in the artlfxral separation of 
plant community dynamxs and those of aquatx/rlparlan communltlee. 
Prxxlples of ecosystem management are not readily dvscernable. DFPR 1s 
lnconsxtent or mlsleadlng in deflnrtlons of forested, created opening, late 
seral, and ages of tree stands; It 1s incorrect rn Its analysis of 
successional and climax communltles; It uses too narrow a txne frame to 
evaluate landscape and ecosystem changes; it assumes that logging and related 
srlvxulture activrtxs are effectrve methods to restore ecosystem health, and 
fxe and insects are undesirable; and time frames for analysx are so long as 
to be lneffectlve. Although the DFPR rncludes some excellent steps toward a 
sustanable future, It IS seriously flawed, especrally I" the understandLng of 
ecosystem management; and in allowing unscheduled or "ghost" harvests. 
Unllmlted vegetative manipulation under the guise of ecosystem management may 
lead to extensive logging with no analysx of envrronmental consequences. 
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Clarify Lf the Ecosystem Management process was sub]ected to the NEPA process. 
Others support the Draft Forest Plan Revision (DFPR) in the way it departs 
from previous management practices; or favor the sectlo" of Needs for Change 
(pages II 3-4) as commendable and needed. 

607, 643, 695, 697. 766 

RESPONSE: Ecosystem management was officially announced as policy for the 
management of the National Forests and Grasslands on June 4, 1992 by then 
Chief F. Dale Robertson. In hrs letter, Chief Robertson stated, 

"...the Forest Service is committed to usrng an ecologrcal approach 
1" the future management of the National Forests and Grasslands. By 
ecosystem management, we mean an ecologrcal approach ~111 be used to 
achreve the multiple-use management of the National Forests and 
Grasslands. It means that we must blend the needs of people and 
environmental values I" such a way that the National Forests and 
Grasslands represent drverse, healthy, productrve, end sustarnable 
ecosystems. " 

The Chief went on to direct that, as forest plans are amended or revised, they 
should reflect the new policy on ecosystem management. The polrcy is not to 
questlo" under NEPA whether or not to implement lt, except as rt pertarns to 
the No ActIon alternatIve. As such we comply with this natlone dIrectron. 

Management of ecosystems LS a. tremendously large and complex 
sub]ect whxh necessarily must be broken Into parts to facllltate 
descrlptron. This dlsaggregation can be termed an artlflclal separatron of 
related components regardless of how it is done. We added dlrectxon for 
properly funct1onlng condrtlon (ForestwIde Standards and Gu1dellnes. 
EcologIcal Processes and Patterns) whrch applies to all ecosystems including 
aquatlc/rlparlan areas. Such a large sub]ect can be described only in its 
c*mp**e*t*. The dxectron in the Final Revised Plan is integrated and 
singular 1.n Lntent despite being described in several parts. 

The Final Revised Plan is burlt on a number of ecosystem management 
concepts, such as disturbance regimes, vegetation *era1 stage, properly 
functronrng condltlon, and the allowance for vegetatLon manlpulatLon in 
forested and sagebrush/grassland habitats to meet related objectives. 

Ideally we ~111 be able to reference a larger-scale analysis of the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem rn the future which would provide the basis for 
meaningful standards and gurdellnes deflnrng the role of the Forest within 
Lt. 

We used current accepted science to design standards and guidelines 
for hydrologic disturbance and grxzly bear and aquatic/rzparran habitat which 
~111 protect and preserve the essenrlal pieces and restore habitat where 
needed. In the Final Revxsed Plan we refined certain deflnltrons and analyses 
related to successronal and clrmax commun1tles (ForestwIde Standards and 
Guldellnes for Vegetation), based on recent work by the agency to define 
old-growth characterlstxs (USDA Forest Service, 1993). We commItted 
ourselves to gal" further lnformatlon through appropriate research and 
studx+s, and management ~~11 be refined as we learn more. 
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Permlttlng the unfettered play of potentially catastrophx 
disturbance agents such as insects, disease and fire would be poor stewardshrp 
of rncreaslngly scarce and valuable resources, and would recklessly threaten 
adjacent property. Ecosystem management can be carried out 1" a prudent 
manner whxh reduces rrsks to resource values and nerghbors. vegetation 
management tools rncludlng prescribed fxe and timber harvest, used 
judrclously, can I" many instances restore balance and healthy condltlons 
where these are now lacking. Monitoring and adaptive management trrals ~111 
confirm successful practxes and help to develop new ones. 

We added a standard (Forestwlde Standards and Guidelrnes for 
Vegetation) capping timber harvest on lands not Included 1" calculation of the 
allowable sale quantity (ASP) at 20 million board feet (MMBF) per decade. 
This wrll gLve enough flex~b~llty to manage vegetation where rt 1s most needed 
to be ConsLstent with ecosystem management principles, yet address the 
concerns about unlrmlted treatments. EF 

COMMENTS: Explain why a mayor need for change for revising the Plan has 
dlsappeared. Timber harvest ob]ectrves and management were ldentrfied as 
ma,or reasons for revlslng the Plan L" early scoping, since bug and fire 
disturbances have passed. Development of plan appears to be top-down drLven 
Instead of locally developed. 

1202 

RESPONSE: This need for change 1s described in the Analysis of the Management 
Srtuatlo" sect~o" of the Revised Plan, Chapter II. An intensive publw 
L"volveme"t effort, prlmarlly consrsting of local partxrpants has been 
ongoing since the revrsion began 6 years ago. RR 

COMMENTS: In your discussion of need for change, explain why you feel the 
revised Forest Plan ~~11 be more sustarnable than the 1985 Plan. 

228 

RESPONSE: The orlglna.1 1985 Plan was "ever sustainable by mtent, with 
respect to timber harvest levels. The driving purpose for the plan was to 
provide for aggressive, effxlent harvest of dead and dying lodgepole pine 
stands as quickly as possible and begin renewing the forest with a" aggressive 
reforestatro" program. These levels of harvest were unsustarnable and were 
prlmarlly salvage of a resource whxh would be lost rf actxa" was not taken. 
I" contrast, the RevLsed Plan recognxes that the salvage era is over, and the 
new focus 1s to manage the lodgepole community type, whrch 1s vxtually a 
"new" forest, at a sustainable level for the future. The ASQ level of 
proposed harvest IS sustalnable at low levels I" this coming decade until the 
lodgepole becomes commercial sxe I" the future. At this time harvest levels 
could x~crease to reflect the Ingrowth of stands attaining harvestable size. 
RR 

Desired Future Condition 

COMMENTS: Clarify DFC goals, oblectrves, standards and guidelines because 
they are a hodge-podge of statements that are inadequate to set a clear 
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dxectlon for the future; are often confusing because standards and guldellnes 
may appear rn 1solatron rather than clearly tied to an oblective; and are not 
L* parallel form. The Plan LS xxonsistent in deflnitlons of DesLred Future 
Condltrons. Methods are drlvrng outcome m the plan; if the Forest Servrce 
defined "desrred ecological condrtlons" first, an entirely different plan 
would have been developed. Develop methods for determlnlng differences 
between current and desired conditions. The Plan needs better provisions for 
restoratlo". Move away from harvest and allow ecological recovery; adequate 
improvements be made to keep the area as an ecologrcal system, not a maze of 
stumps and washed-out roads. 

183, 489, 643, 695, 697, 136723 

RESPONSE : The Forest changed the organrzatlon of direction in the Final 
Revised Plan to better facllrtate understandLng. There are three levels of 
dIrectlo" in the Plan--Forestwide, subsection, and prescr1pt=on area. Each 
has goals, ob]ect=ves, standards and guldellnes. Since this layering was 
co"fusl"g, we explaned the concept further 1" the Final (Chapter III). 

Goals and ob]ectlves, and standards and guidelines at all three 
levels of drrectlon were developed subsequent to establishment of Desired 
Future Condltrons and flow logically from the DFC's. Standards and guidelines 
represent constraints on management actions. They may respond to goals and 
obJectives 1" the Final Plan which are specific to condltlons on the Targhee; 
or they may respond to standing direction for the management of all natIona. 
forests, which is referenced rn Appendrx A. If the latter is the case, a 
standard may not appear to be directly related to goals and objectives in the 
Plan other than by subject matter. 

The goals and obJectives in the Frnal Revised Plan are well-stated 
and definable. The Desired Future Condltrons and corresponding goals and 
oblectlves are consistent ~.n their intent wrthln the Final Revised Plan and 
FEIS. A ma3or step rn implementing the Final Revised Plan will be to 
determine drfferences between current conditions and desrred condltlons 
represented by goals and oblectrves. These differences can be characterized 
as opportunltres for management and ~111 form the basks for management actions 
over the next ten to fifteen years. 

An ob]ectrve look at the glass as half full rather than half empty 
~111 reveal that most harvested areas are regenerating adequately lf not 
vigorously, thus achlevlng a ma,or goal of the or~.qlnal Forest Plan. The 
programmed harvest over the next decade 1s one-tenth that conducted under the 
orlglnal Forest Plan. Occasional localized eroslom problems on roads and 
trails are addressed 1.n the Final Revrsed Plan through closure or 
rehabllltatlon. 

The standards and guldelrnes in the Final Revised Plan adequately 
protect fish and wlldllfe ha.bLtat and plant species and meet the mandate of 
the NFMA. DIrectIon for aquatIc habxtat and rlparian areas 1s greatly 
improved over the orrglnal Forest Plan by usrng new information. The pieces 
of the ecosystem are preserved and restoratIon programmed where needed. The 
Frnal Revised Plan 1s unambiguous rn featuring ecologLca.1 restoratron. EF 
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CONMNNTS : Impacts from logging and intense recreatronal and motorized use 
must be better analyzed, and better standards and guidelines or more 
restrictive measures taken, to protect the ecosystem, wlldllfe, wetlands, 
riparlan areas, indxator specres, archaeologxal and historxal artrfacts, 
blologxal corridors, a~ and vxual quality. Have fewer and smaller roads for 
wlldllfe security and visual xnpacts. The standards and guldellnes should 
contain fewer exceptlons or caveats because these Indicate lack of commitment, 
and lack of confidence that compliance is feasible. Some guldellnes be made 
standards; standards be more precise and better enforced. 

643, 697, 766, 1365, 136713, 1369, 1446 

RESPONSE: Analysts shows that the standards and gurdellnes 1" the Final 
Revised Plan ~111 be effective in meeting the goals and ob]ectlves and provLde 
adequate protection for Forest resources. The road closures to be rmplemented 
under the Final Revxed Plan represent a. balance of needs for protection with 
other uses of the Forest. 

A malor factor in dellberatlons between standards or guIdelines was 
to include a certain amount of flexibility to address changing condrtlons, 
knowledge and opportunltres, and to address unforeseen circumstances. The 
intent of dxectlon stated 1" Chapter III of the Final Revised Plan 1s clear 
with respect to standards and guldellnes, as are the deflnrtlons 1" the 
Glossary. Adherence to standards IS not optional and guldelines normally will 
be followed or a written rationale explanation given as to why they were not. 
Management direction 1s clearly stated and the Intent 1s unequivocal. EF 

COMMENTS : Page 111-3-5, Caves: Guldellnes 1, 2, and 3 should be standards. 
Page 111-6, Minerals: Standard and GuIdeline 2 should read, "The 

Forest LS not open to exploration and development and productron of locatable, 
leasable, and mineral material resources unless otherwise specifLed 1" the 
management prescrrptlo"s." The prescrlptrons should be altered accordingly. 
The default management provision should generally be the most conservative- 
guideline or standard of those wallable. 

page 111-8: This sectlo" should include standards and guldellnes 
that ~1.11 ensure the protectlo" of special forest products and the habLtats 
and species which their use may negatively Impact. 

Page 111-56, Timber Management:ElU!Unate prescrlpt1ons 5.1.3a and 
5.1.3b 

Page 111-70, sods and Water; Lands: All four guldellnes should be 
standards. 

Page 111-71: No motorized actlvrty should be permltted, and 
especially cross-country motorized actlvrty should be prohlblted. 

Page 111-71, Roads: No new roads should be permitted. 
Page 111-71, Recreation: The ROS guldellne should be a standard 

requxlng prxnltlve to semr-prlmltlve nonmotorxed. 
Page 111-71, Trmber: The guldellne should be a standard. 
Page 111-72, Range: The guldellne should be a standard prohibitLng 

grazing and assocrated developments unless lt can be shown that negatLve 
envxonmental rmpacts ~111 not and are not occurrLng. 

Page 111-73, FxejFuels: The MIST guldellnes should be standards. 
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Page 111-73, PhysIcal Elements: All the guxdellnes should be 
standards. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest Leadership Team considered these proposed changes but 
deaded not to adopt them. 

With respect to protection of special forest products, habitats and 
SpEXleS, the Forest has not experienced much demand for these products. If 
demand ~~reases we will assess the pressure on resources at that trme and can 
amend the Plan rf needed. 

The goal of these prescriptIons, 5.1.3(a) and 5.1.3(b), 1s to 
manage vegetation and fuels to nnn~mxze fne risk for urban facilities withrn 
the interface zone on the Forest. Development has Increased withn and 
adlacent to Forest lands rn Island Park, the Brghole Mountarns and the 
Palisades Reservon area where this prescription is applied. It is unwise to 
hamper abllrtres to mLtrgate dangerous forest fuel condrtlons by removng thx 
prescrlptlon from the Final Revised Plan. 

The comments on pages III-70 through III-72 pertain to prescription 
2.1.1, Speaa.1 Management Areas. In the Final Revised Plan, summer motorized 
cross-country travel IS prohlblted on all but 7% of the Forest. This 
adequately protects the character of the areas where thrs prescrIptIon 1s 
applxd. We belleve the remalnlng proposed changes to thrs prescrlptlon are 
unwarranted and restricts the ablllty to manage these areas in the public 
xnterest. EF 

PubllC Involvement process 

COMMENTS : The DFPR is biased agaLnst people; does not adequately address 
publx opnlon; proposes too much wilderness; and does not consider the needs 
of the local communxtles. The Plan lmplxs that lawsuits reflect changng 
social needs and desLres when they really only represent certain groups who 
take the time and effort to obstruct management. The Plan 1s brased against 
people toward wIldlIfe; favors certain groups or spenal interests. The Plan 
must consider rmpacts to local communltxs and economy. NO evrdence on how 
publx concerns are reflected. Even after making great efforts to attend 
public meetrngs and partlcLpate in the process, public oplnron 1s not 
considered so rt seems a wasted effort. My input was not consIdered. 
90, 166, 229, 296, 413, 435, 689, 1368, 1369, 1389 

RESPONSE: All comments from partlclpants in the process were consIdered. It 
1s Lncorrect to assume that, because a participant did not see the results 
they hoped for, their nput was not considered. There has been a tremendous 
amount of deliberation regardrng the competing uses of the Forest. LIkewise, 
Forest speclallsts considered the lmplxatlons of much recent scientrfx 
knowledge havng a bearng on a number of these issues. Through lt all, the 
Forest sought a reasonable balance between use and protection of Natlonal 
Forest System lands. 

The FEIS descrLbes demands on Forest resources, presents 
stewardship needs, and shows the consequences of lmplementlng a range of 
alternatives. Effects to the economy of local countzs are ncluded in this 
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assessment. The Fnal Revrsed Plan provides drrectron to meet a variety of 
demands as well as our stewardshlp responsibllltres. 

Appeals and lit1gatlon were but one measure of changing social 
conditions which called for a Forest Plan Revision. The myriad of public 
concerns considered in this effort are shown in several places. The Analysx 
of the Management S1tuatron (ANS) contans a chapter detalllng the issues 
raised during the initral scopLng period at the beginnIng of the process. 
Records of publx Involvement meetings and expressions are Included rn the 
plannrng files. The Final EIS Includes a synopsrs of publrc comments on the 
Draft EIS and Revised Plan and Forest's responses to them, giving an 
indrcatron of how publx comment LS reflected rn the fnal documents. EF 

COMMENTS : In using Change by Advantage (CBA) as a decision tool, decision 
factors seem skewed toward envrronmental factors and not enough conslderat~on 
of lobs, Cross-country, OHV-use, snowmobile use without date restrlctxans, and 
fn-ewood. These factors must be added as key issues to CBA. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Choosing By Advantages (CBA) process is an effective declslon 
makng tool. It was used by the Forest Leadership Team to prck a preferred 
alternatrve for the Draft EIS and Revised Plan. It was not used to select the 
fnal alternatIve. There 1s inherent sub]ectivlty in the process, which can 
be both a strength and a drawback. The Leadership Team rated those advantages 
of each alternative the hrghest which were seen as most rmportant. Rather 
than being purely a mechanical process, Forest managers could emphasize the 
Lmportance of advantages as they saw them both from a resource and social 
standpoint. In this way the Forest harnessed the strength of the sub3ectivity 
of the process. EF 
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Draft Environmental Imuact Statement 

coNNEN!i!s : DEIS, Page 111-66: Discuss how the Targhee NatIonal Forest can make 
dram&x changes in use and not have an econonnc effect. 

602 
Commodrty productlon is overstated in the DEIS, 66 and 69, and is 

ln dnect contrast to the facts. 
1368 

Table III-19 and Table IV-13 put too much emphasis on forest 
grazrng and timber to local communities. 

1368 
Include a reasonable range of Alternatives for Table IV-13, Summary 

of Forest Effects on Local Economv and reevaluate the analysis for this table 
because the same constramts are placed on all Alternatives producrng a 
levelrng effect. 

413, 1202 
Address how management decrslons will not have the benefit of NEPA 

analysx and an alternative that reflects economx impacts of decisions since 
1985. 

393 
Address the Targhee's role in attracting and retan1ng people and 

businesses to the area; how the economy of the area has changed over time; the 
benefits of non-consumptrve uses to local economies; and how to provide for 
sustaxnable communities. 

3, 228, 248, 314, 393, 413, 602, 640, 643, 697, 766, 1198, 1202, 1264, 
1267, 1364, 1368, 1384 

RESPONSE: TWO changes the Forest made could probably be labelled "dramatic." 
The fxst LS the sharp reductron ln scheduled trmber harvest from what was 
establlshed 1n the orIgIna Forest Plan. The Forest could not generate that 
much timber and meet all the legal requxements under whxh It operates. The 
local Industry has already downsxed in response to that reduction in timber 
avarlablllty. 

The second "dramatrc" change is the sharp reduction in motorized 
access. Some of the reductxns in motorized access simply reflect effectxvely 
closng roads that are already closed. In other words, the roads are 
currently closed but people have St111 been usrng them. The Revised Plan 
shows these roads as being closed--even though they were already legally 
closed. 

Other roads targeted for closure were never part of the offrc1al 
system of roads on the Forest. Called "ghost roads", they were formed when 
people simply drove cross-country over the same route several times. Other 
closures are part of the offxxil road system. Even after these closures, 
there ~111 be adequate motorized access to the various parts of the forest. 
There ~111 St111 be surplus capacity over the connng decade for ncreased 
usage on the remarnlng motorxed routes. In later decades capacities will be 
reached on motorned trails. 

The Forest fnds no overstatement of commodity production. Those 
tables present InformatIon on forest grazing and tlmber U-I order to show 
differences among the Alternatives. 

The alternatives constitute a reasonable range. The constrants 
used ln the alternatives are those necessary to address resource needs lrke 
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those associated with water and wildlife. Removmg those constraints would be 
an interesting exercrse, but it would effectively remove the alternatives from 
the declsron space. 

The FEIS estn&ces future environmental consequences wLth the 
selectron of various alternatives. There 1s no attempt to present an analysis 
of the various decisions which have taken place from 1985 to the present. 
However, the Forest could not produce the outputs specified in the orlglnal 
Forest Plan and comply with all the national, regnnal and Forest Plan 
direction. LlP 

CONNSNTS : DEIS, Paqe 11-17. Number of Jobs: Comparisons are not accurate 
because contributions to total tax base of community was not consrdered. 

432 

RESPONSE : In response to this comment, the Forest added a discussron of the 
local tax base to the Final Revrsed Plan. The relatronship of the lob figures 
to the tax base is indirect. Tax bases are normally expressed ln terms of 
property value--whxh can change based on locally prevallng market 
conditions, new ndustry or commercial developments, resrdential constructxon 
and the lrke. The tax base question IS best addressed separately. 

Property values may increase when a local economy grows. However, 
the electorate may decide to tax property at a lower rate--resultzIng 1.n the 
same amOunt Of taxes tcl local goverNnent. It's not a certanty (although a 
llkelrhood perhaps) that an increase 1.n the value of a tax base will 
necessarily translate into more local government services and more local 
government employment. 

Managing the Forest under the different alternatives would not 
significantly affect local property values and tax bases. The timber 11~11s 
located in St. Anthony and Rexburg have already closed and much of thex 
equipment has already been removed from their premises. That reduction 1x1 the 
local property tax base has already occurred. 

Property values associated with recreational developments are 
expected to increase under every alternative. Much of thx development would 
likely occur on vacant land or land used for farmng or ranching. These 
developments will be taxed at higher rates than agricultural land. DP 

coNNENTs : The Plan does not adequately address the huge social and economic 
growth of a worldwlde ecotoutism based economy. Recommend the Area Primary 
Forest Economx Influence (APFEI) in the DFCs address this growth for the next 
ten years. 

697, 1327 

RESPONSE: The FEIS shows that the Forest's primary contribution to the local 
economy 1.5, and ~111 contrnue to be, recreatron-related. It shows that 
importance contxwng to ~~rease in every alternative considered. The FEIS 
focuses on Items that vary by alternative. DP 

coNNENT!s : Address and evaluate the economic costs and benefits that could be 
galned by employing people =n local ccmmunltles in reclamation work ncluding 
reforestation, watershed, and road restoration. The Targhee could rmplement a 
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program to restore the ecosystem and use It as an opportunity to provide a 
stable economy. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Forest Servxe reforestation, watershed work and road restoratIon 
contracts are open to potential contractors wlthin and outside the local 
area. Local contractors are free to bid on jobs outside the local area as 
well. Local contractors win some of the local contracts but there is no 
set-as&de program to reserve contracts to them. 

Scheduled actrvities for much of this kind of work (like road 
restoratIon) 1s the same for all alternatIves. The Forest focuses on 
Information expected to vary by alternative. DP 

Site Soecific 

CONNENTS : Consrder heritage resources in the Island Park area and added costs 
whrch do not go back to the forest. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Forest CornplIes with all federal directron pertaxnng to 
heritage resources, as effxlently as possrble. DP 

CONNENTS : The quality of experimental desrgn and statistxal procedures for 
reevaluatng data should be stated. 

384 
The economic analysis should be sub]ect to outside review when the 

resulting information may impact important decrslons. 
384 

Analysrs should include the regional Economic Information System of 
the Bureau of Economx Analysis-U.S. Department of Commerce. 

1368 
Data used for DFPR needs to be more recent. 

444, 1368 
Cost benefit analysts of economic damages is inadequate because 

areas considered needs to rnclude more Idaho counties and some in Nevada and 
Utah. 

275, 691, 1202 
Use the DEIS, Table III-19, when assembling economic data along 

with Wyomxng Department of Employment Data and self-employed information on 
non-laborrng sources of income. 

740, 1368 

RESPONSE : In response to comments, the Forest expanded, updated, and 
corrected the treatment of social and econonnc effects in the FEIS. 
Information from the Regional Economic Informatron System a.6 included. The 
FEIS 16 a summary of vat~~~s analyses which were conducted. More detailed 
Information on partrcular analyses is avarlable on request, but 1s not 
included in the FEIS. 

The Forest did not Include estLmates of "economic damages" on 
Nevada, Utah, and counties 1.n Idaho other than those prevrously selected. The 
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Forest drd not identify just what those "economic damages" might be. 
Purchasers of local timber products who reside rn those areas can buy timber 
products manufactured xn the Area of Primary Forest Economy Influence (APFEI 
or from other sources. The more removed a county 1s from the local area, the 
more substitutes are likely for any give" commodrty or activity. Enlargwg 
the APFEI to the suggested proportions would reduce the sLgnifrcance of any 
change 1" Forest management, because as the size of the APFEI Increases, the 
econcmnc slgnlfrcance of the Forest in that APFEI decreases. DP 

Tourism/ Recreation 
(CROSS RRFEP.ENCE: Recreation) 

CONNENTS : Support recreatronal opportunities such as; hunting, fishing, 
hrkLng, cmPl"g, snowmach~n~ng, and berry picking because they ~~11 provrde 
more economic benefit to the economy than extractrve commodity rndustrxs. 
Support recreation because lt accounts for a large portion of the Forest 
Service contribution to the gross domestic products and provides Jobs and 
supports local economies. 

Jobs and econcmncs related to forest commodities have decreased 
while economx growth from other factors has rncreased. Manage for the 
growing tourrsm market whrch contrrbutes posrtrve economic benefits to state 
and local economLes, including Fremont County. Do not let forest restr1ctrons 
affect tourrsm. 

Oppose recreation because It ~~11 not compensate for the loss of 
revenue from timber and ranching. 

F-G-P(l), F-H(8), 93, 98, 159, 204, 215, 248, 293, 413, 444, 506, 527, 
621, 692, 697, 702, 718 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan concurs with the observatxns that the Forest's 
contrlbutlon to recreatro" 1s more Important to the local economy than its 
contrlbutron to timber processing. 

The overwhelmIng bulk of timber harvest reductions occurred before 
the Revxed Plan was put into effect. 

The Forest estimates rncreased recreational use of the forest will 
counterbalance the losses suffered in the timber and lrvestock industrxss. 
Total lobs and total employee compensation are expected to 
Increase--regardless of which alternative is selected. That does not mea" 
that loggers and mill workers ~111 necessarily desxe, seek, or find new work 
XI those sectors. They may be dxplaced from the area; they may have to take 
other lobs; or they may have to work multiple lobs. 

The Forest expects per capita earnings to decrease 1" every 
alternatAve because we estimated that the replacement lobs associated with 
recreatlo" ~~11 not pay as well as the jobs lost in the timber processing 
sector. DP 

CONNENTS : Clark County should be an exception to the Inplan Economic Model 
because of low population and lack of tourrsm/recreat1on. 

691 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan rncludes more economics lnformatwn on Clark and 
all the other rndlvldual countz?s 1" the APFEI. It shows the real differences 
whxh exist from county-to-county. DP 
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CONNENTS : Ma1ntaln1ng blodlversity for tourxm should be given top prlorlty. 
F-H(8), 185 

RESPONSE: The Forest must maintain biodiversrty I" order to respond to 
ecosystem needs and, as a result, remain attractive for tourxm. DP 

Recreation - Fees 

COMNNNTS : Fees generated from hunting, fishing, campers, boats, snowmachines, 
ATV's/OHV support the forest economrcally. Establish a more systematrc or 
cornprehensIve system of recreatxxwal user fees when determining the economx 
value of the forest. User fees should go dxectly toward the forest to cover 
Impacts. 

735, 1194, 1239, 1365 

RESPONSE: Most of the fees collected for these activities accrue to the state 
or county. Permitted outfaters and guides pay fees to the federal government 
for thex business pursuits on the Forest. Establishing a systematic or 
comprehensrve system of recreational user fees 1s beyond the scope of the 
Revised Plan. A user fee system would most likely result from a legislative 
Inltlatlve. DP 

Ranqe 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Range) 

COMMENTS : Oppose reducing or phasing out grazing allotments on the Targhee 
because of the negative economic Impacts to the sheep and cattle industry, 
cultural traditions/heritage and local 1ivelLhoods. 

Manage graxng allotments for the least amount of damage to the 
resource. 

272, 481, 625, 663, 691, 718, 1187, 1354, 1364, 1381 

RESPONSE: A substantral lzvestock grazrng program remains rn effect under the 
Revised Plan. It IS consistent with our ecosystem management ob]ectrves. 
Livestock grazing 1s an outcome of proper management of the range resource. 
The prqected levels of lrvestock grazrng will allow us to improve the range 
resource. The gradual phase out of some sheep allotments 1s designed to 
m~~mxe impact to lndlvidual operators as lt is to be conducted o" an 
opportunrty basis. DP 

clhmber 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber) 

CONMENTS : Oppose logging lrmlts because timber provides resources for the 
furniture rndustry; business opportunitres; supports construction Industry; 
raw materials; personal wages; balances the local economies; provides taxes 
and treasury receipts to counties. Restricting timber activities will have a 
negatrve affect on economy. Timber sales should be deslgned and offered to 
local operators rather than out-of-state mrlls. The Targhee should offer at 
least 5 mmbf to local operators. Private industry would be limrted to 
Implement sound management practxes wIthout a timber supply. Those who 
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appeal timber sales should put up as much money as those who bid on txnber 
Sales. 

Oppose below cost trmber sales because they are not economxally 
beneflcral to taxpayers. Prescrrbed burns would be a better management tool 
because reforestation costs and erosion would be less. 

F-G-P(l), F-H(8), 29, 64, 168, 204, 268, 269, 272, 394, 505, 525, 663, 
693, 697, 718, 1202, 1242, 1259, 1339, 1365, 1368, 1386, 1389 

RESPONSE: Txnber harvesting 1s an Important part of ecosystem management. 
In caring for the resc~urce we provide a contrnurng supply of raw material for 
the various uses described above. All the alternatives provide a contlnulng 
supply Of raw mater1a1s. 

Changing the procedures for handling logging appeals LS outside the 
scope of a Forest Plan Rev~sro”. The Forest has no authority to exclude 
nonlocal operators from bldding on, or purchasing Forest trmber. Such a 
proposal would require a legrslatlve inrtiative. Local operators are free to 
bid on and purchase txn!xr from other National Forests. 

The Forest IS concerned about below-cost timber sales and is 
working to improve efficiency in operations, to reduce the costs of 
reforestation and road work. Prescribed burns are recognized as a legitimate 
management tool and will be employed where appropriate. DP 

CONNENTS : Once sustainable harvest levels are achieved the economic benefits 
will occur. 

1242 

RESPONSE: None of the alternatives harvest txmber at nonsustanable levels. 
DP 

CONMENTS : Conduct a true economx eval"atUx" with 20 ~~MBF ASQ. 
1267 

RESPONSE : Forest Service personnel conducted numerous reviews of the proposed 
trmber harvest schedules. Harvests at 20 MMBF ASQ would put the Forest 1" 
v1olatron of established Standards and Guldellnes whxh are designed to 
protect the 6011, water, and wIldlIfe resources. DP 

Wildlxfe 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife) 

COMMENTS : Oppose management efforts to protect wlldlrfe and wildlife habitat 
because of the economic benefits they provide (i.e. hunting, fishing) for the 
future. The loss of some local commerc~.l revenues is a nomrnal price to pay 
for wlldlrfe protection. 

185, 318, 328, 527, 1365 
Do not support management efforts to protect wildlife and wrldlrfe 

habitat, (1.e. grxzly bears, wolves, bighorn sheep) because people's values, 
rnterest and livelihoods are more important. 

1, 59, 447, 525, 663, 1187, 1354, 1381 

RESPONSE: The Forest can simultaneously protect the resource and provrde 
valuable recreatIona opportunltles in the form of hunting and fishing. The 
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two are not mutually exclusive. All the alter"at1ve.s provide for a 
contlnuatlo" of abundant habitat for various wrldllfe 6pec1.e~. DP 

COMMENTS : Develop an alternative to show the soc1al/economx costs of meeting 
elk security and measures used to mrt1gate the issue. 

393 

RESPONSE: The alternatrves displayed in the FEIS show a wide range of 
management and corresponding changes m elk vulnerability, budgets, Present 
Net Value, lobs, employee compensation, and socral znformatlon. DP 

CONMENTS : Address the amount of money the forest would save if we protect 
species by preserving habitat and attempt to pre-empt thex llst1ng under 
Endangered SpecLes Act. 

1364 

RESPONSE: The broad thrust of Forest wildlife management is to provide 
adequate habrtat for all species. The Regron maintains a lxzting of sensitive 
specres we hope to keep off the threatened or endangered lists. 

Any estimates as to the amount of money saved by such actions are 
highly speculative. Indeed, there IS no assurance that such actions save 
money at all. Conducting such a study is outslde the scope of a Forest Plan 
Revxron. DP 

General 

CONMENTS : Recognize and manage for local economx opportunities; consider 
industry as a source of local economic/social well bang; dlfferentx&e 
between publics who are more impacted by Plan declslons; consider local 
taxpayers needs; don't 1Lmit local economy because of past corporation abuse. 

F-A(344), F-C(13), 61, 168, 663 
Recognize and manage to the hrghest possrble standard of natural 

resource health and do not be influenced by other economx interests; balance 
the commercial use of the forest with protectlo" of wLldlrfe and people for 
all Americans and thex heirs. 

271, 393, 625, 1365 

RESPONSE: In order to better respond to these concerns, the Forest expanded 
the amount of 1nformatlon in the FEIS. All the alternatives are desIgned to 
adequately address ecosystem concerns such as those described above. 
Differences I" the alternatives vary 1" thex respectrve emphases but 
adequately respond to ecosystem concerns. DP 

coNNENTs : Ecosystem management provides local economic benefits as well as a 
unique ecosystem. It should receive high priority funding and lmplementatlon. 

61, 159, 196, 393, 1380 

RESPONSE: Ecosystem management provides for the needs of the ecosystem and 
provrdes local economic benefits. The Revised Forest Plan reflects our 
commitment to fund and implement rts provisions. DP 
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Alternatives 
(CROSS REFERENCE: AlternatIves) 

CONNENTS : Oppose Alternatrve 3M because of the potential negative effect to 
local economies, specrfrcally logging and recreation. 

292, 402, 413, 429, 464, 465, 477, 628, 689, 702, 1189, 1271, 1335, 
1339, 1389, 1448, 1448b 

RESPONSE: The Forest estimates local businesses assocrated wrth recreation 
~111 generally continue to grow under all the alternatives because the Forest 
en>oys a general surplus of recreational opportunrtres (supply) ln excess of 
exxsting and antLcipated demand over the coming decade. 

The closure of hundreds of miles of roads and motorized trails to 
motorized use and the closure of a great deal of forest to cross-country 
summer motorrzed use may drive motorrzed recreation users from the Forest. It 
1s also possrble that they ~111 simply use the remarnlng open roads, trails, 
and cross-country areas more intensively. If they cease using the Forest for 
motorized recreation, lt is possible others will take their place. It 1s also 
possible that those who en>oy nonmotorrzed recreatron will r~crease thex use 
of the Forest. 

Motorrzed trail use IS one of the very few categories of recreation 
m which we expect to see demand outstripping supply after the first decade of 
Plan implementation. 

The negatrve effects from reduced logging levels have already been 
experxnced in the local area. Mulls in Rexburg and St. Anthony were closed 
and their lumber processing equipment removed. There 1s a small reduction 1" 
timber harvest associated with the Forest Plan Revision. Its effects are 
rncluded in the FEIS along with those for the other alternatrves consldered. 
DP 

ACCtTSS 

(CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

COMMENTS : Support more motorized access because It provides economic gain in 
farmLng, loggxlg, grazing, local business and recreational (profit) 
opport""1tres. Support access because resources should be made available to 
taxpayers; taxpayer dollars should not be used to close roads; taxpayers 
should be allowed access for economic gal". 

F-C(13), 29, 392, 447, 455, 467, 468, 505, 524, 700, 704, 728, 1259 

RESPONSE: Motorized access facilitates farmIng, logging, livestock grazing, 
and business uses assocxated with motorized recreatron. Access for these uses 
LS a valxd concern. Motorzed access provided in the Frnal Revised Plan is 
adequate for these needs. DP 

CONMENTS : Use money from the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation-ORV 
program which would allow better management of the forest and give users, 
"excellent return for fees". 

348, 629 

RESPONSE: The Forest works cooperatrvely with state agencies to rmprove the 
resource and recreatronal experiences. We have completed partnership-funded 
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prolects for trail reconstructron, construction of snow parks and boat ramps, 
and reconstruction of campground facilltAes throughout the Forest. we w111 
continue to Inltlate cooperative pro]ects of this nature, usrng state fundlng 
from the RV and ORMV funds. AS/DP 

cot4NENTs : Oppose ORV access into roadless areas because of the negative 
economx Impact on my business. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wrlderness) 

392 

RESPONSE: Motorized use can threaten other forms of recreation and 
recreation-related employment. The Revised Plan strrkes a good balance 
between these competing needs. DP 

PILT and 25% Fund 

COMMENTS : Explain how PILT payments remain the same in all Alternatives, if 
the 25% Funds vary and If PILT payments are dependent on 25% Fund. Explal" 
how PILT payments change with the decrease/increase rn populations of affected 
counties. 

If ASQ 1s dropped as proposed (25% Fund) the amount of monxs 
returned to counties will drop significantly and have a negative impact on the 
forest and surrounding communities. 

228, 413, 432, 689, 1384 
Explain how reduced ASQ or grazing will lead to lower payments to 

counties. All the counties that receive payments from actrvities on the 
Targhee receive 25% Fund payments for below the minimum amount guaranteed to 
them by PILT. In 1994 25% Fund payments ranged from $1.01 per acre to $0.191 
per acre, while the remarnder was supplemented by PILT to 50.75 per acre. 
Even if the 25% Fund were to drop to zero, counties would still receive $0.75 
per acre. 

1365 

RESPONSE: In response to these and other comments, the daxussion on payments 
to local governments 1" the documents has been updated and greatly expanded. 
There 1s not a direct trade-off between PILT payments and the 25% Fund 
payments. That 16, a $1 reduction in 25% Fund Payments does not translate 
Into a $1 increase in PILT in every case. Dependx,g on a county's population, 
area and other considerations, there may be no effect at all. 

It 1s Incorrect to say that counties would still receive $0.75 per 
acre from the PILT program. Clark County for rnstance, has a PILT cellL"g 
based on its population. For the foreseeable future, its PILT payments ~111 
only change as a result of recently-implemented changes 1.n the PILT formula, 
funding, changes in the consumer prsce index, and the county's population. DP 

COMMENTS : PILT payments made to Clark Country are low because population 
numbers are small. Dividends currently being distributed should reman the 
same. 

691 

RESPONSE: Clark county's PILT payments are low because of Its Small 
p*pu1at10*. Future PILT payments for Clark County ~111 only be affected by 
changes 1" Its population, implementation of the legislative changes to the 
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PILT formula, changes ln the consumer prrce index, and congressxnal fundIng 
of PILT payments. Under the recent legislative changes to the PILT formula, 
PILT payments to Clark County ~111 ucrease substantially If they are funded 
at the same proportions as m the past. DP 
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ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - THE CONCEPT 

Deflnltions and Goals 

CONNENTS : Want the deflnitlon of EM to be clearer, changed, modlfled, or with 
addItIona informatvx: 

- Define EM es "managlng multiple uses of Forest so that management 
does not dLsturb the intricate rnterrelat~onsh~ps" of Forest 
components; Include EM as managIng for all Forest values. 
- Clarify the term "EM" without using words like ecocentric, 
ecoregmn, etc. 
- Provide a clear working deflnitlon of EM; define activities that can 
occur I." EN. 
- Add adaptive management flexlbrllty, human/social, and global 
factors to the definltlon. 
- Add Aquatrc Influence Zones, r~par1an areas, frsherres to the 
deflnltlon. 
- Clarify difference between EM and srlvxulture (tree farmIng). 
190, 252, 275, 280, 282, 384, 413, 489, 643, 665, 697, 734, 1257, 
1264, 1276, 1364, 1341 

RESPONSE : While there are many definitions proposed for EM in sclentrflc 
literature, all of them incorporate slmLlar core principles wkth dlfferlng 
emphases. The deflnltlon provided in the glossary states the fundamental 
concepts 1n applying EM as the framework for the revised Plan on the Targhee. 
It 1s taken from General Technxal Report RM-246, An Ecological Basis for 
Ecosvstem Manaqement, May 1994. The defxnltlon 1s not intended to be 
comprehensrve or exhaustive. 

Some specrfx attrIbutes of EM are discussed 1n the Plan and DEIS. 
We briefly define EM and show how we are rmplementlng the core concept* of EM 
ln plan direction for the next decade, while disclosing expected effects of 
permLtted activities. We do not offer a treatxse or literature search of EM 
concepts and deflnltvans. 

The Revised Plan provides an Integrated, holistx approach to 
managing Forest resources in an ecologIca context. Because analyzmg all 
ecosystem components L* enormously cost prohlbltlve, selected critrcal 
components of ecosystems are evaluated as indicators of overall ecosystem 
health and sustalnablllty. In some cases, thrs evaluation of effects occurs 
rfi a larger context, such as in an ecoregion. The Revised Plan is a 
slgnlflcant departure from the traditional, narrow, single resource emphasx. 
Sllvxultura.1 and range management techniques whrch are valrd sclentlfxally 
wrll continue to be used where they meet ecologrcal health and multiple use 
objectIves. 

Forest health is broadly lmplled in the definltLon of EM es 
"healthy ecosystems." We have added a *ectLon 1" Forestwlde Standard* and 
Guldel1nes on Properly Functron~ng Condltlon (PFC) which describes dxectlon 
for malntaning or promoting forest health. PFC is a more speclfx 
applxatron under the broader EM umbrella. 

While not explicitly incorporated into the glossary deflnltlon of 
EM, adaptive management and flexibility are crltxal elements of effective EM 
lmplementatx8n, especially in monitoring and evaluation and refining and 
modifying practxes. 

The EM definition includes language about "soc~.al, physical, 
economic, and blologrcal needs and values", thereby including human and global 
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factors 1" the equation. Publx rnput and scientific review continues to be a 
routine, ongomg practrce for EM and the Plan. 

A deflnitlon of sllvxulture 1s Included HI the Glossary section of 
the Plan. It focuses on using principles of tree and forest biology to meet 
speclfrc land management objectives, including furtherrng the health of 
non-trmber resource*. 

The "productive, healthy ecosystems" language implrcitly includes 
Aquatx Influence Zones, rlparian areas, and frsherres in the deflnltlon of 
EM. RR 

CONNENTS : Clarify, change, add to the goals of ecosystem management: 
- Add to EM goals "the conservation of a unique and irreplaceable part 
of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem es a prlorlty above all other 
conslderatlons." 
- Make goal of EM to protect or improve the Lntegrlty blodlverslty; 
"native blodlversL'cy", entire ecosystem; "ecosystem function"; not 
*Imply to mlnlmlze negative impacts. 
- Base goal of EM on what cltlzens of US want from their lands: 
balanced use; meeting equal interests for people, companies, wrldllfe 
and other resources. 
- Add goals for restoring habitat; and/or health of the Forest by 
reestabllshrng missing wlldllfe populations; managrng watersheds; 
provldlng long-term health; sustalnabllrty; protectlo* of all specres 
and therr habitat. 
- Mantarn Ecosystem for tourism as a top prrorrty goal. 
12, 23, 27, 73, 167, 173, 179, 215, 242, 266, 325, 370, 384, 399, 489, 
643, 653, 695, 637, 1193, 1275, 1276, 1365, 1369, 1392, 1399 

RESPONSE: The Targhee recognizes the uniqueness of the Greater YellOwStOne 

Ecosystem (GYE). The Plan reflects that emphases through specrflc treatment 
for grxzzly bears, watershed, fisherles, etc. The Plan provides guidance to 
ensure that activltres whrch produce commodity outputs, such as timber or 
grazrng, do so in a fashion that maintains ecological integrity and function. 

Management dIrectlo* includes pro-active efforts 1" provrdlng the 
ecologrcal conditions and diversity which promotes healthy forests, not gust 
mltlgatrve actrons to m~nxn~ze adverse effects. The preferred alternative 
reflects a balance of competrng interests and conflicting ob]ectrves m ax 
even-handed manner. 

Protectlo" LS a mlnlmum threshold for permitted management 
actlO"*. The Plan goes beyond protectlo" to address desrred conditions and to 
provide the means to move the Forest forward to healthy ecosystems. 

The NatIonal Forests are pr~-~c~pally concerned with provldrng 
habItat condltlons conducive to sustaining endemx wlldllfe populations. 
Responslbrlxty for re-establishing species extinct from theLr historx range 
belongs to the States or the U.S. Fish and Wrldlife Servxe (FWS) where the 
species 1s lIsted as threatened or endangered. The Targhee cooperates with 
the FWS in establlshlng habitat conditions for recovery of the grizzly bear, 
bald eagle, and peregrine falcon. Regron 4's sensrtrve species, such es the 
northern goshawk, receive specrfrc attention to malntaln favorable habitat 
condrtlons to *ustan vrable populations. Watershed boundaries are explicity 
used es domaIns for management directlons and gurdance. 
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Tourism 1s but one of many aspects of sustauvability that EM 
considers. The Plan allows for a balanced approach towards resource 
sustalnablllty that includes tourism. RR 

COMMENTS : Establish a board of scientrfic advIsors to help Implement EM 
goals. 

1276, 384, 643 

KESPONSE: The Targhee employs highly qualrfled, resource experts who are 
active in the dally rmplementatron of EM on the Forest. We will continue to 
partlclpate III a number of partnership agreements wrth the scientific 
community to assist the Forest in implementing EM. We expect members of the 
scientific and research community to continue to provide input to pro]ect 
proposals. RR 

CONMENTS : Integrate EM goals between subsections, the Forest and Greater 
Yellowsto"e Area. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan does this through its ecologxcal subsection 
descrrptrons, and Its forestwide programmatrc directxan. RR 

CONMENTS : Base EM on wildlife science and a full spectrum of regulations, not 
on logging dictates or practxes. 

179, 233, 643, 663 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provides for a balance of conslderatuxx, 
lncludlng wlldllfe and wood productlo". RR 

COMMENTS : Base EM on good science, not local cultural preferences or 
politxs. 

293 

KESPONSE: By definltlon, EM includes "social, physuzal, economic, and 
bmlogxal” conslderatuxns, meaning that EM 1s based on good scrence, local 
cultural preferences, polltlcs, and many other factors. RR 

COMMENTS : Develop EM hypothesis through obJectIves and polrcies, test EM 
hypotheas, mo"Ltor EM effectiveness. 

1249 

RESPONSE: The Plan adopts the applicable concepts, objectives and policies 
wallable for Implementing EM. Sullt into the Plan and EM process are 
"adaptrve management" principles lncludlng a practical monitoring plan whxh 
provides feedback on project Implementation and effectiveness. Thrs yields 
xnportant informatxan on our overall success 1" Lmplementlng EM. RR 

Support/Non-Swport of EM Co"ce,,t 

COMMENTS : Support Concept of EM because it ~111 restore health of Forest, 
prevents further damage and is "the right thing to do." 

430, 643, 1242, 1276, 1312, 1365 
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RESPONSE: We agree that EM IS the best approach to forest management. RR 

COMMENTS : Do not support EM concept because: 
- Not approved by Congress; not legal. 
- Does not follow NEPA process for EM and FS uses faulty assumptrons 
conditions and restrictions HI Its implementation of EM. 
- Forest doesn't have a "solid understanding" of EM and needs to 
consult with more ScLentlsts; needs more citations, studres, 
measurements, "solid evidence", peer reviews, and scientrflc studies 
to ]ustlfy EM. 
- EM 1s not understood and 1s a "vague concept;" too phllosophlcal; 
not enough known yet. 
- EM provides "too much management." 
- Ecosystem does not need improvements; current management approach 
"has been done well." 
- EM 1s brocentric in design and application, based on value systems. 
F-G-Z(Z), 5, 6, 28, 38, 62, 161, 182, 211, 258, 265, 311, 319, 382, 
388, 333, 438, 607, 689, 727, 734, 1202, 1276, 1317, 1448b 

RESPONSE: An Important foundation of 1egrslatLon governing Forest Service 
management is the premvze that "best science" "111 be used. Scientrfrc 
advancement I" natural resource management has led to the widely accepted 
conclusion that natural resources exist 1" ecosystems, not as rndependent 
entItles apart from the processes that act on them nor out of context with 
other components that coex1s.t wrth them in therr natlve setting. Ecosystem 
management 1s the result of best avaIlable science and is fully consistent rn 
meetxng exlstlng law and regulatron. 

EM is not a Federal "proposed action" which triggers NEPA, but a 
conceptual framework for natural resource management. Actrvlties whxh 
implement EM, such as the Forest Plan Revrsron, are subject to NEPA and are 
analyzed and dxclosed according to establlshed NEPA procedures. 

Because we use the EM process throughout the Plan revision, we 
Included prov~slons for adaptive management which requires a checkup of our 
actions, an evaluation of the results, and a prescrlptlve actlon to correct, 
modify or affirm the orrglnal actxan. We use the developing and established 
sclentlfx basis for EM in our proposed activities. 

We have and w~.ll continue to consult with experts wrthln and 
outside the agency. 

A bLblrography is provided in Appendix R-l of the Plan. We have 
added some EM literature that LS commonly used by land management agencies and 
unlversltles. The Forest Servxe began a transltvan to EM about 1989 through 
Lts "New PerspectLves" program, then adopted EM as the approach for the agency 
3." 1992. 

As a concept, EM LS broad but not undefined. It becomes more 
speclflc when lndlvldual pro,ects are proposed whrch implement the general EM 
prlncrples. This revls~on adds substantial detal to how the Targhee will 
implement EM at the forestwrde scale. See 'ForestwIde Standards and 
Guldellnes, Ecological Processes and Patterns" sectxon for more specifics. 
The Targhee made efforts to ensure contrnued local and national access and 
public partlclpatlon xn the management of public lands while protecting and 
maintaining resource values. 
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An abundance of screntlfx evrdence exxsts to support using EM at 
the level proposed rn the Plan. (See references added to the blbllography in 
Appendix R-l, which includes peer review publxations.) Granted, philosophy 
and polltlcs can become involved in discussrons about EM, but the Revised Plan 
attempts to prescrrbe land stewardship dxectlon to meet a complex array of 
conflicting uses and demands in a balanced fashion. 

Management actrvlties are proposed in some areas of the Forest 
where a healthy ecosystem are not being sustaIned. Actions and declslons are 
made according to pro-,ect level ob]ectlves, consistent with the Forest Plan. 
The ablllty to implement EM-based projects are subject to available funds and 
staff. 

By definltlon, EM includes consideratron of socral and economx 
values I* management proposals. Arguably, everything 1s based on value 
systems. The Forest addresses many dlfferLng values and interests while St111 
reallzLng that EM 1s deeply rooted in scientific evrdence. RR 

Sustarnebillte 

COMMENTS : The Forest needs to ensure sustalnabllity -- for the Forest; for 
the entue ecosystem (not lust a few threatened and endangered, sensitive 
species); for wlldlxfe, fish, recreation & forest products; for communities; 
and for economic benefLts. 

22, 33, 37, 48, 61, 174, 190, 227, 432, 653, 687, 1258, 1328 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for sustanability; the Plan meets the 
requirements of the law and regulations to ensure sustainability of forest 
resources; and the Plan takes a broader look than a single species, a single 
resource, or a srngle socro-economrc factor. RR 

coN?4ENTs : Recommended ways to eneure sustainab111ty - through road closures; 
revlslng trends of favoring timber industry; revzIng trends of soil damage 
and reduction of brodLverslty; reducing roading, ORV use, grazrng in r~parlan 
areas, snowmobrling 1" winter range, clearcutting, excessive predator 
management UI wilderness and fire suppression; and defmlng "capabll1ty of the 
ecosystem, then ellmina'c~ng actrvrtles that threaten that capacity." 

37, 174. 244, 293, 444, 507, 637 

RESPONSE: The Forestwlde Standards and Guidelines section describes 
condrtlons that allow for a sustaInable level of use consistent wrth resource 
and ecological maintenance, protectron, and enhancement. The Plan considers 
issues of capablllty and sustainablllty and proposes protective or mitigatrve 
measures. RR 

COMMENTS : Improve Sustalnabrllty Analysis by explaining how harvesting less 
than l/5 the forest meets EM principles for the long-term; analyzing new 
alternatIves that reflect proactive management; explaining how to susta1.n 
vegetation conditions; describing mitlgatron protection, and intensive 
management processes to achieve Desrred Future Condition; showing how to avoId 
catastrophx fxe w/current plan; and showrng timber harvest as a sustainable 
goods and servxe. 

333, 413, 637, 1369 
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RESPONSE: The Forest completed additronal sustaxabilrty analysts, especially 
as it related to timber, goshawk, and vegetation. Changes are explaIned 1" 
the Forestwlde Standards and Gurdelrnes, Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns 
SectLen (Revrsed Plan, Chapter I) and rn various resource sectlens. 

Wood fiber productlo" 1s one aspect of managIng complex forest 
ecosystems. Other resource management objectrves may place hrgher priority on 
prescriptions which are rncompatible with timber harvest. Much of the fastest 
growth occurring rn the lodgepole community type is non-commercral sxzed, 
reforested plantations and wrll not be available as wood products for several 
decades. 

NEPA requxes analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives which 
respond to public Lssues rarsed during scoping and the Purpose and Need for 
the proposed a&Ion. The Targhee belleves the alternatives reflect proactIve 
management. 

Usmg the Glossary, "sustaInable vegetation condrtlons" would be 
those 1" which floral ecosystems maintarn ecologlca.1 processes and functions, 
brologrcal diversrty and productrvLty over time. 

The revised plan provrdes comprehensrve dIrectIon for mltrgatlon, 
protectlo" and management of ecosystems. Plan dxection governs actxons for 
the next decade, but establishes trends for achrevrng desxed conditions for 
the longer term. Assumrng no change m current law, the Plan "~11 be revxaed 
at lo-15 year intervals and 1s expected to address successional conditions and 
management actlens which could lead to catastrophic fire. 

See the sec'aon in the Revised Plan which allows for sustainable 
tlmber production: "Production of Commodity Resources -- Timber Management", 
Chapter III. RR 

COMMENTS : Supports Sustainability. Just do Lt. Sustalnabxllty is the 
drrectlon the Forest Servxe must go to ensure future economx benefits for 
local eoonom=es. 

22, 33, 40, 61, 227 

RESPONSE: Your comments are noted. AM 

Chanse the Assessment/Scale 

coMMENTs : Enlarge scale of analysis. Enlarge scale of analysis to consider 
multiple ecological scales when evaluating temporal and spatlal patterns and 
to more adequately consider fragmentatron patterns (connectrons and dispersal 
pathways) both wxthin and between subsections. Include ground truthed 
corridors. 

643, 1365, 282, 690 

RESPONSE: The selected scales for analysrs were the most appropriate for a 
disclosure of expected outcomes and Impacts, for each sub3ect being 
consIdered. There LS no one-srze-fits-all geographic scale at which analysis 
1s most appropriate. The issue at hand determines the most a.pproprLate scale 
(Salwasser, 1994). The Forest Plan provides programmatic dxectron at the 
forestwlde scale. 

AS part of the revLslon effort and ongoing business, the Forest 
coordinates with communltles, agencies, and private organizations and 
rndlvlduals wlthln the larger Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA), and wrll 
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continue to do so. The public participa'uon phase of the revision includes 
substantul publuz uwolvement and cross-boundary coordrnatron r" the GYA. RR 

CONNENTS : Address forest stand age composltlon and dlverslty at a larger 
scale so that fragmentatron patterns and cumulative effects of extensive 
clearcuttrng on patch size are given adequate attentxan. 

643 
Evaluate needs for proposed actions on a forestwlde scale or L" 

relatro" to the Greater Yellowstone Area. 
489, 1368 

RESPONSE: The scale selected is adequate to dLsclose the impacts and 
expected outcomes of the Revised Plan. (See previous response.) P.R 

COMMENTS : Use entire dralnage or watershed, set DFC for area and decide what 
tradltronally occurr~.ng activities are useful for meeting DFC, then eliminate 
those activrties that do not help meet DFC. 

1249 
Consider ecosystem boundaries that do not follow forest, park, SLM, 

county, state or prrvate property 11nes. 
332, 719, 1395, 643 

Integrate ecologrcal function across boundary lutes that address 
downstream conditions and ecological effects of management activities. 

643 

RESPONSE: These comments basrcally summarize the approach taken r" the 
Revised Plan. Goals and objectrves for the Plan establish desired outcomes, 
though at the Forest scale. Prescrrptions and management direction descrLbe 
the means to achieve these goals and objectrves. Standards and guldelmes 
define lunits on actLvrtLes to mantaln a caurse for advancing the DFC 
accomplishment. The SubsectIon descriptions illustrate how the Forest did this 
where Lt made analytxal sense. The drainage or watershed scale LS used where 
approprrate to describe envrronmental consequences. At the site-specific 
prqect level, draInage or watershed scales are more crituzal as a context for 
project planning and implementation. RR 

com.lENTs : Incorporate data/studles/sclence/flndings from adjacent National 
Forests; Parks; Yellowstone; the Upper Columbia River Bask" Study, "Henry's 
Fork Watershed, Idaho, A Comparison of Management Alternatives for the Targhee 
NatIonal Forest", (eg elk caver needs 1" the Centennials as compared to 
Gallatin, Beaverhead, Yellowstone NP). 

643, 695, 719, 1343 

RESPONSE: The proposed actlvltles in the Revised Plan are based on the 
Purpose and Need at the forestwide scale. See Chapter I, FEIS. The effects 
analysis drscloses antLclpated environmental effects at the Forestwlde scale. 
See Chapter IV, FEIS. The purpose of the Revised Plan is to develop 
management directron for the next ten years at the forestwrde scale. Because 
dlrectzan only applies to Federal lands administered by the Targhee National 
Forest, lands beyond the Targhee adnunrstrative unit are not addressed for 
management action L" the Plan. HOWeVer, the effects analysis of the FEIS does 
consider environmental effects beyond the Targhee's borders, where they can be 
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rdentlfied, and when predrctions can be extrapolated as a result of 
rmplementatlon of the Revised Plan. RR 

Research frndrngs from adlacent lands such as Yellowstone National 
Park are used in the development of this approach. The Upper Columbia Rover 
Basin (UCRB) ecosystem management project data and reports were used 1" the 
revisron process and analysis, where avaIlable and relevant. Many studres 
were strll UI draft at the time the revrsion analysis was completed. The UCRB 
flndmgs, when available, are useful for the larger regIona scale of the 
Basin watershed but are not essential to dxsclosrng effects or making a 
reasoned choice among the revision alternatives. See Literature Cited. 
DM/RR 

CONNENTS : Enlarge scale of analysrs to incorporate larger temporal and 
spatra1 patterns. 

332, 413, 643, 690, 719, 1365, 1395 
Analyze the larger temporal and spatral patterns of the region 

before concluding that the observed pattern m one or several subsections 1s 
in need of remedial attention. Put EM where large geographrcal areas are 
analyzed so that they ~111 not be ecologxally dx)unct from the landscape rn 
which they occur. 643 

Enlarge scale beyond seven subsections because context and content 
conslderatlons wLthln the larger ecosystem may have been overlooked. The Idea 
that a subsection IS a complete system is not in proper context with the rest 
of the Forest or the Greater Yellowstone area. 

643, 690 
Use larger scale than watershed or subsectron to analyze vegetatron 

patterns and consequences to blodlverslty, threatened and endangered, trmber 
and so on. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Forest conssders the scale of analysis for the seven 
subsectLons as adequate for the purpose of the analysis which was to disclose 
expected rmpacts from the different alternatives. Chapters III and IV of the 
FEIS address "Adjacent Land Use Patterns" and consider larger temporal and- 
spatial patterns. The sublect area determined the appropriate scale. RR 

coMNBNTs : Diversity treatment 1s needed at a regronal scale. Improve the 
treatment of diversity issues by requiring a full landscape level analysis and 
address the srze, structure, dynamrcs, spatial arrangement, function, 
lntegrlty and connectlvlty of habitat patches up to a regional scale. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The scale used is adequate for the scope and resolutron of this 
analysis. Landscape analysrs 1s more appropriately used at the site-specifx 
pro]ect level to provrde an ecologxal context during pro3ect lmplementatlon. 
RR 

Imurove the Cumulatxve Effects Analvsxs 

coNMsNTs : Expand the Analysis of cumulative effects because they are based on 
unfounded assertions; Incorrect rnformatron; unrealrstic; unscxnt~flcally 
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sound; and rnadequate to evaluate the consequences of management alternatrves. 
1368 

RESPONSE : The cumulative effects analysis adequately describes the 
Lnteractlve effects of the Revised Plan with past, present and foreseeable 
management actions. RR 

COMMENTS : Take Into account cumulative impacts to the entire ecosystem for 
all management activitres and Include future effects of natural dxturbances 
since they may have an effect on the biologrcal potential for primary cavity 
nestrng habitat more than vegetatzon management. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Evaluating the effects of unspecrfied natural disturbances is 
highly speculative, given the uncertainty about location, tlmlng, and nature 
of the disturbance. The cumulative effects analysis rn Chapter IV, FEIS 
considers the effects of past, present and foreseeable management actions. 
Natural disturbances are not a foreseeable phenomena. RR 

Ranse of Natural Varxability 
Imurove Discussion and Appluxtxm of Ranse of Natural Varlabilltv IRNVl 

CONNBNTS : Descrrbe how you will establish the Range of Natural Varlablllty by 
descrlblng what characterxtxs (rncludlng aquatx) ~111 be measured, how and 
at what frequencies these characteristics will be measured, and how many of 
each type of characterlstlc ~111 be measured. There LS no evidence this ~111 
be seriously addressed. 

282 

RESPONSE: These are lmplementatron issues that are addressed upon completion 
of the Revised Plan. Techniques for establrshxlg RNV vary depending on 
whether you are dealing wrth vegetation, aquatic systems, fire regrmes, or 
other resource areas. RR 

CONMENTS : Define historic condltlons and time period used, and explarn why 
hxstorxal condltrons are ideal. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Hztoric conditions are not consrdered "ideal". They are simply 
one ecologrcal record of landscape change and development. They represent a 
benchmark against which current conditions can be compared and Inferences made 
about successional processes, ecological patterns through time, and 
predxtlons of future outcomes under alternatIve courses of a&Ion. Some 
argue that hlstorrc or presettlement condLt&ons are desxable and should be a 
goal of future management. The Targhee does not use historic conditions as a 
goal but as a reference point. RR 

COMMENTS : Explain how you are using RNV to ensure vlablllty of all native 
6pecLe.s. 

1369 
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RESPONSE: RNV can be viewed as sIdeboards within which habitat condltlons 
evolve through txme. If plant and animal ccxnmun~t~es have hlstorrcally 
occupied a region and the variation in habitat conditions can be determIned, 
predictlons can be made about how species may respond to artrflclal 
disturbances or alterations introduced by management a&Ions. 

Departures from the hlstorlc range of habitat conditions may 
introduce changes exceeding the adaptive ability of some specialized species. 
Conversely, If management actlvitles alter ecosystems consistent with how they 
have fluctuated historrcally, the expectatron LS that the species ~~11 
persist, because the changes are not substantially different from those for 
which they are genetically and behavIorally adapted. RNV provides a means to 
assess rrsk to sensitive species under different management scenarios. RR 

COMMENTS : Consider fossil pollen records that rndxate the relatlonshlp of 
climate on vegetational change as part of the establishment of RNV. This may 
expla1.n the cause of Doug-fir encroachment as a consequence of human 
actlv1tles versus clxmatw change. 

489 

RESPONSE: This IS an implementation issue that can be considered as the 
Forest develops specific approaches to identrfying RNV. Pollen records are 
one of the many tools that establrsh historic condxtxws. They are not 
essential to this analysa nor the development of the revised Plan. RR 

CONMENTS : DLSCUSS the previous state you think the forest will return to in 
50, 100, and 5000 years, and how the forest will reverse carbon dloxlde 
buildup from global warmrng. 

1360, 1314 

RESPONSE: This 1s outside the scope of the Revrsed Plan process which focuses 
on development of management dxectlon for the next decade. The goal LS not 
to "return to" a particular state but to Identify desired conditions in the 
future and progress towards them by implementing directron in the forestwlde 
and management area prescrlptxans. AS plant communities persist and change 
through ecological succession and artlflclal or natural disturbance, carbon 
sequestratron and recyclrng ~~11 occur. Influence on global atmospherrc 
carbon LS unknown; It 1s not essential to this analysts, determination of 
environmental consequences, or a reasoned choice among alternatives. RR 

CONNENTS : Discuss how you ~111 manipulate RNV and over what time frame. 
Include estlmatlons of soul changes. 

1360, 1314 

RESPONSE: The Forest does not manipulate RLUV. RNV 1s identified through 
analysis of hx?corrcal evidence and/or modeling. The time context for RNV 1s 
unknown. Thrs process will be implemented after adoption of the Revised 
Plan. RR 

COMMENTS : Include fungr, moss, Lnsects, nematodes and other micro blota in 
the definitron of Range of Natural Varrabllity. 

1360, 1314 
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RESPONSE: If appropriate, rnsects, Invertebrates or lesser plants are used to 
determrne RNV on a small scale. It 1s rmpossrble to measure or analyze every 
component of the ecosystem, "or is it necessary. Usually, a limited set of 
representative species can be used as lndrcators for other species. RR 

COMNENTS : Use Yellowstone Natronal Park studAes to establish a screntifically 
defensrble RNV. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Refer to the "Properly Functioning Condition" section of the Forest 
Plan (Chapter III). Through a" ongorng partnership agreement with Montana 
State University, the Forest LS continuing to develop a scientifically 
defensrble approach for landscape level analysis. Research flndings from 
ad]acent lands such as Yellowstone National Park are used in the development 
of thrs approach. Because this process is on-going, lt 1s xaorporated 
through reference. Once f~nalrz.ed, the process ~111 be incorporated through 
the Forest's adaptive management approach to ecosystem management. DM 

COMMENTS : Shorten tlmellne for completing the RNV determlnatlon and the 
Lnventory on native cutthroat trout populations. Long timellnes do not 
enhance a" adaptLve management philosophy. 

643, 695, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Forest Included additional directron on inventory of the 
cutthroat trout with expanded oblectrves. The timeframe was adopted, because 
It represented a reallstlc date for completion. The timellne for completrng 
RN" was replaced by the Properly Fu"ctro"="g Condltlon sectlo" which rncludes 
RNV where appropriate. PFC 1s more complete 1" the criterra for analysis. RR 

COMMENTS : Refrain from harvest until RNV is d&warned. Change the tlmelLne 
for completion of the RNV for all subsections or Lnclude drrectron that states 
no large vegetatron management decisrons wxll be made until RNV 1s 
established. 

690, 1273b 
Refrain from harvest until landscape of RNV is completed and 

reviewed by scientific community and has gone through adequate public rev~.ew. 
766, 690 

RESPONSE: Ceasing all vegetatxa" management or timber harvest actrvlties 
until RNV is established 1s not necessary "or desxable. The Forest has 
enough expertise and lnformatlon to proceed with sound vegetation management 
actlvltles while determLning RNV. Internal and external scientific 
communltles and research literature are consulted 1" the determlnatlon of 
RNV. RR 

coNNENTs: Clarify the RNV of vegetation management on winter range and what 
outcomes can be expected, sxnce excessive livestock grazing 1s often the 
single most detrimental cause of impacts to big game winter range. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Range, RN"; Range, Vegetatlo"; Wlldllfe, Winter Range) 

643 
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RESPONSE: Knowledge of the RNV for winter range vegetation 1s not necessary 
to provide best management practrces, because the Forest has other rnformatlon 
available such as condrtion and trend data, utxllzatlon studies, and actual 
use rnformatlon for domestic lIvestock grazmg. Proposed utllrzatlo" 
standards are expected to meet the physlologlcal needs for vegetation and 
provide for the protection and maxntenance/improvement of uplands and r~par1a" 
areas. The Revised Plan has been modlfxd to better reelect the needs of 
wrnterrng wIldlife and the potentral for conflrct with domestic lIvestock on a 
forestwlde basis. 

The grazing utilxzatlon standard applies to all utillzatron on 
plants, regardless of animal specres, and addresses maxxnum allowable use. 
Regardless of what alma1 species utrllzed the plants as forage, lrvestock 
will be removed once the desrred utrlizatxon level is achxeved. 1ss"es such 
as AUM's needed for wlnterrng wildlrfe and domestic livestock grazing are best 
handled wlthln the framework of a site-speclfrc pro]ect level or landscape 
level analysrs. The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" document for the 
envrronmental analysis of proposed pro]ects at the Forest or Ranger Dxstrxt 
levels and 1s not intended to analyze specifx "how to's" of pro)ect 
implementation. WG 

COMMENTS : Provide mandatory dlrectron for ate-specrfrc pro)ects that all 
actlvltles ~111 be planned to approximate historic vegetatron patterns. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This IS a site-speclflc analysrs issue and not necessary for thx 
level of programmatx analysts. The Plan establishes broad drrect~on wlthln 
whrch lndlvldual pro,ect proposals can occur. There 1s no need for 
preemptrvely requxLng all vegetatron manipulation actlv~tles to mlm~c a 
redefined set of patterns. Hlstorxal vegetation patterns are highly 
variable, and sate-speclfx analyses consider thrs in the context of a number 
of desrrable ob]ectlves and may depend on other considerations than historic 
vegetation patterns. RR 

COMMENTS : Explain the reasonrng of treating sagebrush when Forest has not 
established a RNV for sagebrush and why slm~lar treatment are not proposed for 
the forested component. (CROSS REFERENCE: Range, Sagebrush) 

766 

RESPONSE: The Forest recognL.zes that there LS an overabundance of mature 
component in the sagebrush community. The amount of manipulation through 
prescribed fxe LS fairly modest and J.S not expected to fall outside the RNV. 
Treatments proposed for forested ecosystems are consistent with the 
differences between these two communLties -- forests can produce commercial 
wood products, sagebrush can not. RR 

coMMENTs : Discuss how the forest wrll determine the RNV for AIZs. Use longer 
trmellne instead of a snapshot whxh may not present a far representation of 
condltxons over time. (CROSS REFERENCE: R~parlan, AIZ) 

643 

RESPONSE: Goals and ob]ectlves relatxng to the RNV for aquatic Influence zone 
characterrstlcs were deleted from the AI2 prescriptron. DrreCtro" on 
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evaluation of ecosystem characterrstrcs, including those wlthln AIZ's, 1s now 
described in the Revised Plan, Forestwide Standards and Guldellnes, under the 
subtltle "Properly Funct1onrng Condltlon". DD/RSM 

Imrmove Dx.cussion of Fire's Role m RNV 

COMMENTS : Include additional analysis of two historically proven fire cycles 
- massive cycle every 250-300 years and shorter cycle every 22-50 years. 1911 
photos depict the forest after lt closed canopy after previous short cycle 
fxes in the mid 1800s. Need to capture larger role of fire. 

275 
Reexamine your conclusion that beetle infestation was not outxde 

the RN". It LS a prime example of an ecosystem outsIde Its RNV because of 60 
years of fire suppression. 

413 

RESPONSE: Longer cycle fire regrmes up to 300-350 years were addressed I" the 
FEIS, Chapter III, "Fire - Scale: Vegetative Community and SubsectLon", 
speclfxally I" the subalprne fir and whitebark pine fire regxnes dlscussron. 
Addltlonal analysis is not necessary, because these community types, whrle 
important, do not comprise a large component of the Forest's vegetation 
comm""~trss. This level of analysrs IS commensurate to the degree in whxh 
these types factor Into the overall management drrectlon of the Plan. A mote 
complete discussion of fire regimes can be found zn Bradley et al., 1992. 

The importance of fire 1s incorporated I" the expanded sectlo" in 
Forestwrde Standards and GUdel1nes. Ecologxzl Processes and Patterns, Fire, 
1" whxh the role of fire management and suppresslo" 1s clarrfred and 
described (Chapter III, Revised Plan). 

Fire suppression policies of the last 80 years exacerbated the risk 
to bark beetle suppressor and altered the natural successional process for 
maturing lodgepole forests in the West. The natural factors 1nfluenclng 
successional development are slmllar to an extended perrod of fxe exclusion 
or absence; this probably did not occur historrcally in Targhee lodgepole 
communities. However, the end of the successional pathway -- a large-scale 
bark beetle epidemic causing massive die-off of the mature component in a 
relatively short period of time -- is most likely wrthin the RNV. Lodgepole 
1s well adapted to large-scale disturbances and very effectively re-occupies 
sites after an epldemxc or fire. RR 

COMMENTS : Reconsider fire frequency rntervals 1" the Range of NV. Several 
studies suggest longer intervals for Doug-fz and lodgepole pine. Assumption 
that the forest 1s more susceptible to catastrophic and low rntenslty fire may 
not be as severe as presented. 

127333 

RESPONSE: Frre frequency is an rmportant variable for Identlfylng hx.toric 
range of varlablllty, because it provides indications of past disturbance and 
ecological response. See Revised Plan, Chapter III, Ecologrcal Processes and 
Patterns. The Forest has conducted fire scar analysis and ~111 contxnze to do 
SO. RR 
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COMMENTS : Drscuss effects of Yellowstone Natlonal Park fxres on regional 
landscape patterns, especrally 1" the proposal to treat aspen stands to reduce 
conrfer. (CROSS REFERENCE: Tmber, Asp="). 

643 

RESPONSE: The 1988 Yellowstone fires are outside the scope of this forestwide 
analysis and not essential to adequate disclosure of expected effects or a 
reasoned choice among revisron alternatives. The Camas Creek Aspen 
Regeneratxn Project 1s a site-specific analysis bang conducted in compliance 
with the existing Forest Plan and is also outside the scope of this analysis. 

COMMENTS : Increase historic fxe cycle to 200-300 years. This ~111 change 
P.NV from the current range that describes a much younger forest than was 
presettlement norm. 

643 

RESPONSE: Documented cycles of 200-300 years occurred in certain community 
type=, while shorter cycles occurred I" other types. These are descrrbed 1" 
the FEIS, Chapter III, "Fore - Scale: Vegetatrve Communrty and Subsection". 
RR 

RNV Wxll Reguxre Mote Bur"x"q, Pollutrns of the Air 

CONNENTS : Managrng wlthln the RNV you have established ~111 requrre annual 
burning of 3.5% of the Forest. Thrs 1s wasteful and will not offset our 
fossil fuel burnrng. Forest will use as much oxygen as lt produces, and fxres 
~~11 produce as much carbon droxlde as the forest consumes. 

275 

RESPONSE: RNV 1s not a goal for management. It 1s a reference pornt for 
assessrng ecologxal change and response. The Forest is not proposing to burn 
3.5% of the Forest, which would be over 60,000 acres annually. RR 

COMMENTS : RNV ~111 requrre seven tnnes the amount of burning than LS 
currently occurrrng. Thus ~~11 reduce air quality and pollute the Class I 
sashed for Yellowstone National Park. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

275 

RESPONSE: RNV IS a reference pant for assessing ecological change and 
response and ~~11 not require any particular amount of burning. AU quality 
effects would be an Important consrderatron for any proposal to burn near the 
Yellowstone NatIonal Park or Grand Teton Park axsheds. RR 

Use a Dafferent Tune Wxndow for Determxnxnq RNV 

COMMENTS : Expand temporal scale to evaluate historrcal patterns. Snapshots 
from any srngle perrod are not 1Lkely to capture a full range of spatral 
patterns. 

643, 690 
Expand scale of analysrs and time wrndow for Range of Natural 
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Variation. Appears the forest wxll use a preliminary understanding of RNV to 
create mega opewngs that have negative impacts on sensltlve wildlife species. 

643, 690 
Use longer time wIndow to establish the Range of NV to better 

represent a more accurate hxtorrcal picture and better display the role of 
natural fire dxturbance on vegetation patterns. 

643, 695 
Adopt broader time horizons of 50-300 years for RNV 1" order to 

meet reallstrc EM outcomes. 
643, 690 

RESPONSE: These are all very good suggestxxas and will be considered as the 
Forest develops the process for ldentrfxatlon of P.NV. RR 

CONNENTS : Use 1860 to current day as the time frame for P.NV to canclde with 
timeframe being used by USF&WS. 

314 

RESPONSE: This 'clme frame is a reasonable optlon and ~111 be considered along 
with others suggested rn the research. RR 

Eliminate Ranse of Natural Varrabllity 

COMMENTS : Prefer a more productive approach to understand change processes 
which are gorng on L" the forest today, and use this information to predrct 
different management scenarios for the future, rather than tryrng to return 
the forest to a previous state we know little about. 

1360 

RESPONSE: RNV IS not the only approach to understandrng ecological change. 
Successional pathways, dxturbance frequency and magnitude, and hrstorx 
records and photos are other types of sources for clues to ecological change. 
RNV 1s not an attempt to take the Forest back to a previous time period, 
although the Forest may want to reproduce natural processes or condrtlons 
artlfxially If that 1s an approprx&e management ob]ectlve. RR 

cohlNExTs : Elimrnate the Range of Natural Varrability. It has not been 
revxwed by the screntlfx commun%ty or the public. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan describes the pr1nclples and ob]ectlves of 
Properly Functioning Condltlon (PFC) which incorporates RNV but uses other 
crlterla for rdentrfylng ecologIca systems at risk or I" PFC. The concept of 
RNV originates 1" the sclentrfx record and, although a relatively new 
concept, shows merit as one tool for rmplementlng ecosystem based management. 
The specxfxs of Ldentifying and applying RNV ~111 be determrned after 
adoption of the Revised Plan. RR 

COMMENTS : Have Range of Natural Variability revlewed by sclentrfic community 
for accuracy and applrcatlon in resource management prior to plan 
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implementation. Cannot determIne wildlife impacts or rmpacts to TES based on 
the present defrnltlon. 

389 

RESPONSE: RNV is a product of sclentifx research and has had considerable 
review within the scientific community. The Forest wrll continue to cooperate 
actrvely with the research community during Plan implementation. RNV is not 
intended to be an rndicator of rmpacts to wildlrfe or Threatened and 
Endangered Specxzs. Those effects are dxzclosed I" Chapter IV, Envxonmental 
Consequences. RR 

CONNENTS : Selecting a point in time to define the Range of Natural 
Var=ablllty 1s controversLa1 and achrevlng a workable RNV by 2007 unrealxtic. 

7 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees that RNV 1s controversial. We have removed the 
objective to determine RNV by 2007 and replaced rt with a set of goals and 
ob)ectlves for 1mplementlng PFC whrch we believe 1s a more useful and 
effective approach. See Revised Plan, chapter III, Forestwlde Standards and 
Guldellnes. RR 

Chanse Oblective for RNV 

COMMENTS: Change oblectlve to read "Hrstorical" Range of Natural 
Varlabillty. Little if any vegetation landscape rema~.ns unaltered. 

7 

RESPONSE: There are several varrations in the scientlflc literature. The 
concept of RNV as a benchmark or reference condition, rather than a desired 
'past condltlon', remains the same. RR 

Dxscuss How you Wxll Meet RNV Oblectives 

COMMENTS : DISCUSS how you plan to meet RNV ob]ectLves by the year 2007, a 
year after the ten-year plan zs completed and three years before the DFC. 

637 

RESPONSE: RNV IS replaced as an oblective by the PFC sectlon in Chapter III 
of the Plan. It is a reference condition the Forest will identify for 
selected ecosystems. The PFC process is undeveloped but will be after the 
Revised Plan IS final. RR 

col4NENTs : Consider Dr. Kay's presentation and slide program on historical 
vegstatlon patterns on the Targhee and drscuss why Alternative 3M wrll lead us 
to that RN". 

1346 

RESPONSE: Dr. Kay's presentation only spoke to portrons of the Centennral 
SubsectLon. Refer to the Properly Functroning Condltlon (PFC) section of the 
Revised Plan, Chapter III. The Forest IS adopting the regional concept of PFC 
and evaluatrng ecosystems agarnst thrs crrteria rather than solely utrllzing 
RN". Other zssues raxed wIthin the Centennial Subsection (e.g. grizzly bear 
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recovery area, goshawk) may limit the ablllty of the Forest to manage for PFC 
I.* portions of the CentennLals. DM 

RNV - Timber 

COMMENTS : Clarify FWV for Aspen. Reevaluate succession conclusions regarding 
lodgepole pine, Doug-fir, and aspen that led the forest to conclude that aspen 
is outside RNV and thus 1s a reason for management intervention. Aspen is 
more abundant now than hlstorxally. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Aspen) 

643, 489 

RESPONSE: The Forest's findings do not support a conclusion that aspen 1s 
more abundant now than I." the past. The bars for the assertion that aspen is 
outside RNV 1s that fire suppreeslon has vrrtually ellmlnated the prrmary 
dxturbance regime responsrble for perpetuatrng aspen communities I" their 
hrstorlc range. In the absence of periodic fires, aspen is being replaced by 
other shade-tolerant communrty types such as Douglas-fx. RR 

COMMENTS : Include lIvestock grazing impacts and fire suppression in your 
analysis that aspen 1s outside the RNV. 

695 

RESPONSE: Fxe and fire suppress1o" are discussed in the FEIS I" Chapters II 
and IV. Research shows that grazrng 1s not as slgniflcant a" effect (refer to 
Camas Creek Aspen Re-juvenatlon Prolect NFMA/NEPA documents) 1n causing the 
loss of aspen as 1s conifer encroachment. The conifer encroachment 1s the 
result of removing the natural fire disturbance regime and continued fire 
suppresslo". Grazing 19 acknowledged as a factor I" reducing or altering fire 
patterns. DM 

coNMENTs : Explarn the basis for the aspen guidelines and why you pIcked the 
target s"ccess~ona1 stage dlstrlbutlon as Ideal. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The section on forested successional stages LS expanded to Include 
old growth guldel~nes (Chapter III, Revrsed Plan). These g"1dell"es are 
consistent with research and professronal expervence (USDA Forest Serves, 
1993). The ages displayed in the table are not a. 'target' "or consrdered 
'1dee.1' but are representative ages of dominant Indlvlduals in a communrty 
type at which a block of forest vegetatlo" would be consIdered late 
successional. This age is used to identify and maintaLn late successional or 
old growth patches to the specified guldelrne. The absolute number can be 
debated, but the ages dIsplayed represent reasonable values based on science 
for purposes of this Plan and analysis. RR 

COMNENTS : Evaluate proposed aspen management gurdellnes and ob]ectlves on 
wlldlLfe and Include Impacts of a structured rotation age. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The forestwIde effects on wlldllfe of vegetation management 
actlvitles proposed L" the Plan, Including those associated with epeclfic 
rotation ages, are drsclosed I" Chapter IV of the FEIS. The guldelrne for 

VII-17 



ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - THE CONCEPT 

Forested successlana stages is expanded to include old growth guldellnes 
(Chapter III, Revised Plan). The effects of any speclfw proposal whxh 
harvests aspen LS a site specific activity which is outsrde the scope of this 
analysrs and would be conducted in a separate NEPA analysxs with disclosure of 
effects. RR 

COMMENTS : Apply RNV at a coarse level to capture the decline of old growth 
regionally. 

643 

RESPONSE: This LS outskde the scope of the proposed action. The level of 
analysis dxplayed In the FEIS 1s suffrcrent to dlsclose the effects of the 
alternatrves and desired outcomes. RR 

Improve Existlns Condrtxon DescriDtions 

couNENTs : Include maps of the existing condition so comparisons can be made 
easily to the proposed actions. 

1362 

RESPONSE: Alternatrve 1, Includes maps whxch describe the current condltron. 
These are suffrcxsnt for comparrson. Chapter II of the FEIS provides a matrix 
for comparx~g drfferences between alternatives. The pro,ect record for the 
Revised Plan Includes addItIona maps. RR 

COMMENTS: Illustrate general-spatial patterns. Tabular presentations, 
especially of riparlan areas, AIZs, and vegetatron cover, do not present 
essential mformat~on. 

1362 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that graphic presentatrons mrght be more 
Lllustratlve. Graphics were not used to display the requested inform&ran 
because: they are redundant to rnformatron presented m the documents; 
respondents generally have called for more d&all Ln the documents, rather 
than more summary presentations; and the lrmrtatlon of patch size has been 
dropped as en lndlcator of sustalnabllrty, fire, and natural disturbances. DP 

COMNENTS : DescrLbe how mature category relates to late success~o"al ages 
given on Page III-3 1n descrlblng the exxtlng condltlon of forest resources. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest expanded the dxcusslon and dlrectlon on "Forest 
SuccessLana Stages" to Include standards and guidelines for old growth and 
late successronal stages. RR 

CONNENTS : Characterize the forest as a crown fire ecosystem with relatively 
few, infrequent fires and manage for a larger proportion in a mature age 
class. 

489 
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RESPONSE: Chapter III of the FEIS, Ecologxal Processes and Patterns, 
descrLbes the fire regimes associated wxth the Forest and the Greater 
Yellowstone Area. RR 

COMMENTS : Improve exlstlng conditun descrrptlon by uxluding speclflc 
categorres which define elevatron, canopy closure of stands, age of stands, 
etc. Overall impllcatLon that the Forest is dominated by relatively prxtine 
condrtrons 1s rnaccurate. 

1369 

RESPONSE: This level of detail is not essential to describing the Forestwrde 
exlstlng condltlon or the effects of the alternatives. The pro3ect record 
contains these types of detail. RR 

CONNENTS : Identify extensive harvest at low elevat1on.s as part of the 
exxtlng condltlon. 

1369 

RRSPONSE: The Affected Envuonment chapter of the FEIS ducusses extensive 
harvest in individual subsections. This adequately describes the existing 
condltlon, whether at high or low elevations. RR 

CONNENTS : Correct description of exlstlng conditron to one that depicts a 
forest that LS recovering from past disturbance (fue) rather than one 
predominantly exhibiting the effects of overzealous fire suppress~o". Past 
drsturbance cycles created the now homogeneous age class over large areas. 
Aspen abundance IS wIthin past levels and is more plentrful now than I" the 
past. Old growth and mature forest formerly dominated the landscape 1" 
greater degrees than currently. -+. 

643 

RESPONSE: Hrstorx fuze frequency and behavior have shaped the forest 
observed today. More recent fires, the Gallagher Peak 1979 and North Fork 
1988, are duxussed 1" the Affected Envrronment section. The Forest did not 
portray this as a" erther/or chorce between disturbance scenarros. The most 
dawnant influence on development of forested landscapes 1" the last 80 years 
has been the aggressxve suppressvan of fuze. The effects of fire suppress1o" 
I" alterrng successional development, vegetation patterns, structure, and 
dlverslty, and subsequent fire behavror LS well establrshed 1" ScxzntLfx 
11terature. The Forest does not agree that aspen abundance is greater now 
than 1" the past. RR 

COMMENT.9 : Srte data source for the statement that the Forest has more area m 
mature age classes now than the historical record Indicates. Thrs IS not a 
reasonable conclusion on a forestwide scale given the sizable area SubJected 
to clearcuttmg over the last two decades. 

643 

RESPONSE: Data sources include: Camas Creek Landscape Analysxs; Caldera 
P,o,ect (MSU); Old Henry's Lake Reserve (1912-1916) Vegetatuan Maps; and the 
Targhee NatIons. Forest GIS Data Base. All of these sources show more acreage 
I" early age classes than what is currently present on the Targhee. LB 
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COMNENTS : Provide sclentiflc foundations for conclusions regarding ecological 
structure and function, role of fire and fire suppression 1" creatrng exlstlng 
vegetatux and range condltrons and trends. 

690 

RESPONSE: Screntxfx publuzatuxs are listed in Appendu R-l "References 
Cited" in the Revised Plan and FEIS documents. RR 

CONNSNTS : Provide existing condition of watersheds on the forest. Without 
defined exrstrng condrtlons one cannot effectrvely compare alternatives. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Forest used watershed components important to analyzing the 
effects of the alternatxves, such as water quality and channel stablllty. 
Watershed co"d1tLo"s are described in Chapter III, Affected Envrronment in the 
FEIS. RR 

CONMENTS : Include a dxcussion of the appropriate role of disturbances and 
succession to exlstlng condltlon and those that existed hrstorlcally. 

643 

RESPONSE: Thrs dlscusslon can be found rn chapter III Affected Envxonment in 
the FEIS, Ecologxal Processes and Disturbances. RR 

Aqe/Class Delineation Portravs Inaccurate Existins Condition 

COMMENTS : Age classlfrcatrons used in the Plan obfuscate the stand age 
analysis and mislead the reader as to the actual exlstrng condition. 

643 

RESPONSE: The age class dxstributron is sufficient for th1.s scale of 
analysrs. It portrays an accurate pxture of the vegetation condition at the 
subsection or fore&wide scale. A finer resolutron of the data is always 
useful to have but 1s not necessary to assess effects of possible management 
actlons and evaluate the dLffere"ces between the alternatives. RR 

coNNEms : The supposed lack of age class dlverslty in subsectuxs like the 
Centennials and Big Hole Mountalns rs due to bras sampling and data analysts 
more than an actual lack of drverslty on the ground. 

643 

RESPONSE: The data standards and samplxng methods are suffxxnt for this 
level of analysis, because they portray a reasonably accurate detrlbution of 
age classes at the forestwLde scale. RR 

coNNsNl!s : Reconsider the lumping of forest age classes for tabulation of 
exrstlng forest condltlons. CUrrent presentation creates erroneous unpresslo" 
that much of the Forest 1s in an advanced stage and distracts attention from 
those areas that actually provide functional old growth. The Plan's 
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deflnltlon of age classes brases the plan L" favor of more harvest. The 
percent of trees I* "mature" age class (78% mature) seems to be high in 
regards to wantrng age class diversity. 

643, 695, 432 

RESPONSE: The Forest reconsrdered the age class distrlbutlon and determined 
that it was adequate for thx analysis and represented an accurate portrayal 
of the dlstrlbution of age classes Forestwide. The Forest expanded the 
guidance for old growth and late successxanal stages 1" Forestwlde Standards 
and Gurdellnes, Chapter III. P.R 

CONNENTS : Classlfxatron ignores rmportant structural dxstlnctions among 
classes of "mature" trmber, includrng stem exclusion, understory rexatlation 
and old growth structural classes. It LS rmposslble to tell from Table how 
structural classes greater than seven-eight inches dbh are dzstrxbuted on the 
Forest. Table should be redone to show size and age class distributions of 
stands larger than "pole." 

1368 

RESPONSE: The Forest added an expanded section on old growth, lncludlng 
forestwide goals, oblectives, standards, and guidelines. The Indicators 
necessary to describe exlstlng condltrons, assess effects of alternatrves, and 
make comparxons were used in thxs analysis. Other indicators, such as those 
descrrbed L" this comment, are more useful when evaluating pro)ects at the 
sate specrfx level and are not essential to a programmatic analysts. RR 

CONNENTS : Descr1ptlons of the Forest a.6 mostly "mature" I" the plan bear 
little resemblance to the reality of high grade stands and massive 
clearcutting over many parts of the Forest. 

1277, 1369 

RESPONSE: Subsection descrlptlons provide a clearer picture of forested 
community types, lncludrng differentiating between those with higher levels of 
past harvest and those unharvested. Those that had lzttle harvest show the 
highest proportion of mature component. RR 

Need Standard for Restoration 

coNNENTs : Incorporate language that stipulates compulsory management actwn 
to repa1r. upgrade or enhance watersheds and ecosystems. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provrdes for action to restore aquatic and 
ecologrcal systems not meeting properly functioning condition. See Forestwlde 
Standards and Guidelines se&Ion, Chapter III, Properly Functronlng CondLtlon 
of the revised Plan. See also Management Prescrrption 2.8.3, Aquatic 
Influence Zone, Chapter III. DM/RR 

COMMENTS: Inltlate and fund an educational campaLgn and include this 
requxement in each alternative. Address public mlsconceptlons regarding the 
blologxal role of fxe and the Implications of returning natural fxe to the 
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fXOSy*tWl, the blologxal role of Insects and drsease, the bIologIca unpacts 
of continued road bulldlng, recreatlo", logging, grazing and mining. 

1364, 389 

RESPONSE: Educatux and information about ecologrcal processes remains a" 
ongorng part of Forest Service activities, especially during publx 
partlclpation opportuni'ues related to ate-specific NEPA documents. some Of 
the agency's activities include maintaining a library of literature and 
videos; conductug field trips; working with the local media; visltlng 
schools; leadrng scouting and youth prolects; and developing and dlstrlbutlng 
lrterature about management of natural resources, including fire and ecosystem 
management, as money, time and personnel avallabrllty allows. It 1s 
InapproprLate to place a" ongoing education program L" the allocation 
alternatives of a land management plan. AM 

COMMENTS : Commit more resources and funding to broad research and associated 
monrtorlng needed for adaptive management. 

643, 690 

RESPONSE: The Forest ~111 commit as much funding as possible, given workload, 
budget, staff avallabrllty and the broad array of management commitments that 
must be met. The Forest will conixnue to pursue partnerships and cost/share 
programs that mutually benefl'c universities and screntlfic organizatuxs and 
Revised Plan ob]ectlves and goals for ecosystem management. AM 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGBMBNT - BIODIVERSITY 

General Comments on Biodlversrtv 

COMMBNTS : Manta" biodiversity, for wrthout It, the human race is lost. 
Implement methods to restore and recreate dlverslty, because past habitat 
destruction/past management activities and status quo continue to reduce 
blodrversity. 

F-H(8) r 293, 1275, 1365 
The best plan to conserve blodrversity is to recognrze the role of 

natural disturbance without human u-Lervention. 
1368 

RESPONSE : The Forest agrees that maintainrng blodiverslty 1s key to 
malntain1ng healthy ecosystems and that healthy ecosystems are needed to 
support a high quality of life. The Revised Plan recognizes the ecologLca1 
roles that natural disturbances play I" ecosystems and sets dlrectuxn for 
promot1"g the proper functrorung condltlon of ecosystems. Whether to allow 
natural processes to regulate ecosystems or to l"LtLate actxve management wi 
be based on the management prescrrptlo" of the area, as well as the srte 
specific ecologxal, socral and economic conslderatrons. DD 

.ll 
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Expla~" Manaqement StratasvlDxscussions About Bxodxversite 

COMMBNTS : Explain how preferred management strategy wrll meet long term 
blodlversrty since the current proposals reduce the creatron of young seral 
stages and retain older age classes. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for the maintenance of bzodiversity 
through Improved goals, objectives, standards and guidelines using the best 
available knowledge. The Revised Plan provides drrection to manage forested 
ecosystems for age classes withrn limits representative of srml1z.r ecosystems 
in properly functioning condition. DD 

COMMENTS : Discuss strategies and methods for maintaining genetx! and species 
diversity. Don't lose native plant and animal species and manage watersheds 
Instead of polrtxal boundarres. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan c"ntaLns goals, objectrves, and guldelanes to 
malntaln genetx and specxs diversity. This provides a framework for the 
protectron and recovery of many threatened, endangered, sensitive, and rare 
plants, aramals, habitats, and ecosystems. DD 

COMMENTS : Ensure blodrverslty by creating a variety of habitats and a mosaic 
of age classes because dlfferent specxs will use different age classes and 
vegetation types; providing adequate early seral stages; reducrng clearcut 
patch sxe because this reduces the number of species that need early seral 
stages for survrval and other species that prey upon them. 

413 
Providing for and maintanlng connectivity between and wlthln 

landscape fragments. 
1365 

Reducing roading, clearcutting, ORV use, snowmoblling on wrnter 
range, grazrng in rlparlan areas, excessive predator management in the 
wilderness, and fire suppresszon because of sustalnablllty. 

293 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered all these items in the development of the 
various Revised Plan alternatzves. The selected alternative incorporates all 
these items, where appropriate. DD 

Recommend Changes to Biodlversitv Obiectxves 

COMMENTS: Make conservation of blodlverslty an ob]ectlve for each 
subsection. Tier co"servatLon obJectives to community level and correlate to 
subsectro". 

1368 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan emphasizes the conservation of brodlversity for a 
varr&y of plant and anLma1 species and communlt~es at a variety of geographrc 
scales. The Rev?.sed Plan contains goals, objectlves, standards, and 
guldellnes to conserve blodlverslty for native cutthroat trout (at the 

VII-23 



ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - BIODIVERSITY 

watershed and forestwlde scales); erght species of prrmary cavity excavators 
(at the prescription area and forestwIde scales); late s"ccesslo"al/old growth 
related species (at the watershed scale); and a varxty of plant commun~tres 
(at landscape and forestwIde scales). DD 

CONMENTS : Consider preservrng some areas as gene banks, model ecosystems, and 
examples of prlstrne watersheds. 

1443 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan includes direction to coordinate wrth the States 
of Idaho and Wyoming to: rdentlfy population strongholds of native cutthroat 
trout; protect their habitats; and to assist in protecting the genetrc 
lntegrlty of these populatrons. The Revised Plan identlfLes 17 of the 39 
prxnary watersheds on the Forest as Native Trout Watersheds, which are areas 
of high aquatx rntegrity where research and recovery efforts are focused. DD 

CONMENTS : Add to blodiverslty ob]ectlves, ob]ectlves for aquatic blodlversity 
in AI.?, and ecosystem function and process. Currently ob]ectrves only address 
terrestrial components as they relate to vegetation. Include speclfx 
direction for malntarnlng biodlversity, riparian function, and standards of 
rare and management rndlcator aquatic species. (CROSS REFERENCE: Repark%,, 
AIZ; FAsheries) 

643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan Includes new goals, ob]ectrves, and guidelines 
adapted from the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH). These address the 
conservation of aquatic biodlversxty, riparian structure and function, and the 
recovery of native cutthroat trout populatrons and habitats. DD 

Better Defi"e/ImDrove Bzodiversltv D1sCuss20" 

coN?EwJ!s : Define and lrnk the relatlonshlps of forest habitats to 
blodxverslty. Include present age, basal area, average dbh, and canopy cover. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides dire&lo" to manage ecosystems, 
hydrologic regimes, animals, and soils in proper functLonlng conditxan (PFC). 
The process used to assess PFC evaluates the structure, compos~tlo", 
drsturbance regxne, and patterns and consrders the factors in the comment 
above. DD 

COMMENTS : Explaxn the role of patch SLZ~ and connectivity in blodlversity and 
how these are incorporated Into blodlversity oblectives. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Patch size and connectivity are addressed in the sectlo" Ecologrcal 
Patterns and Process, Properly Functxaning Condition. Patch size and 
connectlvlty are not used as measures of blodlverslty, but as measures of 
"patterns", one of four crlterla used to assess PFC. DD 
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COMMENTS : Include the role of natural disturbances and thex relationship in 
creating blodrverslty. 

695 

RESPONSE: The role of natural disturbances is addressed in the Revised Plan 
1" sectl0n.s about Properly Functioning Condition; Insects and Disease; Fxe; 
Flsherres, Water and Riparlan Resources; WIldlIfe; and in a variety of 
management prescriptions lncludlng wilderness, aquatic rnfluence zones, and 
special management areas. DD 

COMMENTS : DUXUSS the aquatrc environment in biodxverslty, including whether 
benefxlal uses for aquatrc life are fully supported XI Idaho water bodies. 

1362 

RESPONSE: The aquatLc environment 1s discussed within the Revised Plan under 
the sectlo" B1ologxal Elements, Fisherles, Water and Riparlan Resources. 
The EIS states that the selected alternative meets State water quality 
standards whxh means that benefrclal uses for aquatrc life are fully 
supported. DD/RSM 

COMMENTS: Acknowledge the role of fungi. 1" the ecosystem; provrde for the 
inventory of fungal flora in various regions using various tree and plant 
species of VarLOuS age classes; monitor fungi with a mycologist rather than a. 
plant pathologist. Some fungr help trees and are needed to provide food 
sources for small mammals, and rndlrectly, they are important for raptors. 

731 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges the role of fungi in the ecosystem. The 
Revised Plan contains language to: retaln higher levels of snags, green 
replacement trees, and down woody materials; increase protection of aquatic 
rnfluence zones; and emphasrze conservation of blodlversrty. DD 

COMMENTS : Demonstrate to the public how blodlverslty 1s going to be measured. 
1369 

RESPONSE: The method of monltorLng blodlverslty LS described HI Chapter V 
(Monltorlng Item - Bxologlcal Diversity) of the Revised Plan. DD 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - FIRE 

Fz..re Manaqement Direction Plannxncl, Goals and Standards 

coNMENl!s : Include a fire management plan that gives forestwIde direction for 
how the forest IS to manage fire from both human-caused lgnitlons and natural 
causes. 

1273b, 1368 
Discuss the fire management plan that was in effect prl.or to the 

1988 Yellowstone National Park fires and your current fire management 
approach. 

1204 
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Change the goal of fire management to provide well-planned and 
executed fire management programs that m~mlc natural fire reg=mes, are 
efflcrent and are responsive to Forest goals and ob,ectrves. 

389 

RESPONSE: Refer to Oblective #l under fze, whrch addresses the development 
of fire management plans within the Revised Plan. Previous to 1988 the 
Targhee had three fire management plans in effect: the High Country Plan 
(areas above 8,000 feet); the Big Hole Plan; and the West Slope Tetons Plan. 

After 1988 these plans were reviewed, and it was determined that they needed 
to be updated. Work began and is almost complete on the fire management plan 
for the Jededlah Smrth Wilderness. DM 

COMNENTS : Replace the guIdeline on III-129 (5.2.1) wl'ch a standard requxlng 
that such practices related to fire suppresslo" must be of the minimum xnpact 
possible. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Refer to the glossary for the definition of a guldellne ("preferred 
or advisable course of action that is generally expected to be carried 
out"..."Dev~ation requires documented rationale"). Suppression methods ~~11 
be determined on a case-by-case basis, depending upon the resources at rxk 
and potential dangers. DM 

COMMENTS : Provide some examples of before and after treatments xn various 
community types (mlnl-Camas Creek). Slmplrstx table values and percentages 
on connect~vlty, patch size etc. are not helpful. 

1311 

RESPONSE: The Camas Creek and East Beaver Creek landscape analysts will serve 
as future demonstratron areas for the Targhee's approach to ecosystem 
management. These landscape efforts have not been fully implemented at this 
time and do not provrde information that can be incorporated into the Revised 
plan other than theory. DM 

COMMENTS : Clarify contradictions regarding fire as an important force 1" 
shaping the forest versus fire as somethrng that needs to be suppressed. 

695 

RESPONSE: Refer to Goals l-3 and Ob]ectlve #l under fire within the Revised 
Plan. These goals provide guidance as to how fire will be managed and/or 
suppressed. Further guidance would appear w+thln lndlv1dual site-specifw 
fxe management plans whrch ~1.11 determine how fxes ~111 be managed, based on 
a number of site-specrflc variables. DM 

COMNENTS : Discuss the schedule and expected funding for CompletLng fire 
plans. 

695 
DISCUSS forestwide dxectlon for how you propose to manage fire 

from both human-caused rgnltion and natural causes. 
1273b 
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RESPONSE: The schedule for completing fire plans ~111 be developed once the 
Revised Plan 1s L" place. Funding expectations, for the next ten years, would 
be speculative. RR 

COMMENTS : Want more use of prescribed fxe: 
432, 1364, 1365, 1393 

- to remove fire ladders, reduce fuel loads, reduce fire risks 
432, 1364 

- to treat a sufflc~ent amount of acres. 
1393 

- to manage range resources where vegetation diversity 1s suffering 
from decadent stands of brush 
432 

- because fxe 1s the most Lmportant secondary factor for the 
maLntenance of the Forest 
1365 

- as a management tool for timber resources 
432 

- to reduce too many mature tree stands 
432 

- to Lncrease In-stream flows. 
432 

- to reduce amount of waste of wood products. 
432 

RESPONSE: Use of prescribed flro to achieve a varrety of obJectIves 1s 
addressed at the prolect level where speclflc fuel types, condltrons and 
asscxxated rrsks are considered. Also, refer to Ob]ective #l, under fire, HI 
the Revised Plan which addresses the development of fire management plans. DM 

More Explanatxo" Needed about Too Small Amount of Use of Prescribed Fire. 

COMMENTS : Although prescribed fxe LS allowed on 1.2 mrllion acres, explain 
why 2,000 acres a year ~111 be sufflcxznt. At that rate rt will take 600 
years to treat 1.2 mIllron acres. 

1393 

RESPONSE: The Forest realizes this may not be suff1clent but 1s constrained 
by past actrvltLes or other resource needs. Managed natural fLres may provide 
an opportunity to treat more acreage. Note that the ZOOO-acre flguge is a 

#l, under fire 1 -$$L.hA.&vised Plan whxh -m----9 

COMNENTS : Explain how harvesting only 1.7% of the mature component over 10 
years wrll achxve hrstorx fire rntervals that ~111 reduce suppression costs 
and resource losses from severe wildfires. Suggest you harvest 8-10% of the 
mature component over ten year period. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Old Growth) 

413 

RESPONSE: Thxs percentage (1.7%) 1s a result of meetLng other resource 
concerns/ob]ectlves. We may need to continue aggressive fire suppression 
efforts in areas at risk. DM 
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COMMENTS : Prefer prescribed fire 1" place of tkmber harvest because 
prescribed fire provides better healthjhabltat for amphLbians, elk and other 
wlldllfe; reduces fuels; costs less than below-cost txober sales; ca.use* less 
erOSLO". 

20, 212, 643, 1360, 1364, 1387, 1393 
Use fire as a management tool for timber resourcss. Lack of fire 

has resulted r" more mature tree stands, higher fire rrsks, and decreased 
rn-stream flows as well as a waste of wood products. 

432 
Against prescribed fire because burning L* wasteful; reduces arr 

quality; and negatrvely affects wrldllfe, watershed, and rrparian areas. 
275, 300, 1176 

Refrain from using radical new programs like prescrrbed fire to 
xnprove forest health untrl some method 1s developed to assess the relative 
contrlbutlon of these ma"ageme"t strategies and the prolonged drought to the 
current forest health "CTLSIS". 

1365 
Wise removal of forest products 1s no more harmful than 

uncontrollable burnrng. To prohibit use of forest products so they can rot or 
burn and then tax me to fight fires L* ludxrous. 

296 
Reexamine your assumption that the only approach to fxre control L* 

to reduce fuels and increase fuel dlverslty. 
212, 643, 1257, 127333, 1368 

Consider other complex factors such as insect boom/bust populatron 
dynamrcs lInked to fxe dynamws, pathogens, and rnsectivores, brrds, and 
mammals. 

643, 1368 
Vegetation management can control wrldfxre. Wrldfrres often occur 

at the landscape scale. Treating vegetation at the stand or rndlvidual 
srte-level I.* ineffective. 

1273b 
The opening of forest canopxes through fire proofing operations can 

dry forest understorles earlier 1" the fire season; the dlsruptron of sorl by 
heavy equipment can reduce sol1 molsture retention creating drier conditions. 
Fine fuels left by slash contrIbute more to fire spread than large fires that 
are dlfflcult to lgnlte. 

643 
Other factors such as climate, drought, weather are more important 

than vegetation L" controllIng fire. Logging only removes woody debris which 
often does not burn anyway. 

1273b 
Loggrng and salvage are no substitute for natural fire in a" 

ecosystem. 
212 

Loggang does not mxnlc the natural disturbance/regeneration regime. 
1365 

Large scale trmber harvests cannot be Justified and silv1cultural 
systems must be evaluated in this context. 

1365 
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Remove any correlatlon between mature forests and elevated 
dLsturba"ce risks. This L* a flawed contentlo" and there IS no evLdence that 
lntenslve logging of mature stands wrll reduce disturbance hazards. 

1368 

RESPONSE: It 1s true that trmber harvest by itself does not mimx the effects 
of fire. The heat-krlllng and nutrient-convertrng attributes of fire cannot 
be duplxated by timber harvest. Llkewxe, large and fine woody debris 
retention and distribution may be quite different between a Exe and a trmber 
harvest operation. Secondary effects from timber harvest such as, 
scarification, roads, skid trails, or compaction are not usually associated 
with a fxe. 

Depending upon the fire group, the use of srlvxultural technrques 
and prescribed fxe mrght be the best solution to developing srtes that are 
both resilient and resistant to perturbatxons. Research silvlculturlsts and 
fire ecologists are frndrng that a carefully selected combLnatlon of 
sllvrcultural techniques combined with prescribed fire L* effective for 
restorlng'and marntalnlng forest cover that is resistant to severe Lnsect, 
disease, and wlldfxe damage. The comblnatlon of silvrcultural treatments and 
prescribed fxe facilitate long-term stand maintenance because favorable 
burning periods (burnrng wlndows) are often lrmlted. Weather, ava~lab~l1ty of 
personnel, and tlmmg of funding make it ~mpractxal to rmplement safe burns 
1" heavy complex fuel types. Combining SLlviculture and prescribed burnrng 
also has the advantage, at least lnitrally, to reduce adverse burns, whrch can 
last for long perlads of time and cause human health risks; tlm1ng or 
awldance of sensltrve amphibran breeding sites; timing or avoidance of elk 
calving areas; avoldance of hrghly erodable soils; and so forth. Proper 
applxatLo* of fxe, used with other management techniques, IS often the best 
optlon for meeting speclfx ob]ectlves whrle creatrng the least amount of 
adverse envrronmental damage. After x?plementmg prescribed fxe and 
sllvrcultural technrques, it may be possible to maintain resilient and 
resistant stand structures wxth perrodrc prescribed burnrng alone. Wlthm 
other fire groups, the use of prescribed or managed natural fires might be 
used. Refer to Goals 1-4 and ObJectlve #l under fire in the Revrsed Plan. 
Wildfires are not always favorable for varx~us resource values depending on 
thex lntensrty/severlty and thex aerral extent. DM 

COMMENTS : Prefer prescribed fire over use of chemicals to reduce shrub 
~~~aslon of grasslands. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Th1.s is best addressed at the pro]ect level scale and depends upon 
msues raised, goals and oblectlves of the project, and other resource 
concerns and site factors. Chemxals (such as Spike 20P) have not been 
extensively used on the Forest. DM 

COMMENTS: Use tzmber harvest in place of fire as a management tool. It 
provides greater control of shape, sL*e, location. timing, and level of tree 
removal. 

386, 687 
Consider harvest rather than prescribed fire because understory in 

mature stands 1s too thxk and different in compos1tlon and could result in 
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more mtense fire. Too many people reside .?.d]acent to the forest and homes 
and property would be put at risk. 

f ---- 1202 RESPONSE; 
-\~\ 

i. 

Prescribed fire and timber harvest ~111 be permrtted by the Revrsed 
Plan. Pro]ect-specific ob]ectrves will determrne which 1s more appropriate. 
RR 

Ecolosical-Proce*ae~- F1-re- -_ 

CONMENTS : Include fire under ecologxal processes and patterns. 
695 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. Fire LB added to this sectron. See 
goals, ob]ectlves and standards/gurdelmes for fire under Chapter III of the 
Revised Plan. DM 

COMNSNTS : Let wlldfrre take its natural course; let wrldfire burn; human 
control is futile; use minimum impact suppression in responding to wildfire; 
include benefxral factors of natural fxe in the ecosystem; don't introduce 
fire xnto systems with long fire mntervals; use suppression only to protect 
lrves or structures. 

24, 695, 1273b, 1312, 1330, 1364 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Goals, ObJectives and StandardsfGu1delLnes for Fire in 
the Chapter III, Forest Plan. Frre management plans ~~11 determIne how fires 
~111 be treated wIthin a given area. Treatment is site-specrfx and depends 
on numerous variables such as resource values at risk or life and property 
risks. D" 

COMMENTS: Fires do not require a raprd human response and 1" some cases, 
actrng too quickly can create new problems. Federal fire policy has resulted 
in decreased fire starts and an increase 1" fuel accumulation. Suppressron 
costs too much and no reduction in fxe risk has occurred. 

1364 

RESPONSE: These factors are considered I" developing responses to wlldfrre 
suppressing and fire management plannL"g. The Forest rntends to move from 
suppressing fxes to reducing fuels by prescribed fire and vegetation 
manlpulatrons. RR 

CONNENTS : Establish forestwide standards and guidelines for fire that will 
allow natural fire to burn without interventron. 

695 

RESPONSE: Fire management plans will be developed for various areas of the 
Forest (refer to the Goals and ObjectIves for Fzre 1" Chapter III, Forest 
Plan). How a fire might be handled depends on a number of site-speclflc 
variables and 1s best analyzed at a fLner scale. DM 
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Control Wildfire 

COMMENTS : Prefer control of wrldflre. Large areas of the Park burned and lie 
devastated and useless. 

7 
Prefer control of wlldfae, but let Ansect and drsease run therr 

course. 
35 

Consider proactrve management of wildfire to reduce runoff 
erosLo*. Yellowstone NatLonal Park experienced rncreased erosion after fires 
because of water repellent ~011s. 

393 
Let some fires burn If the disturbance of putting It out 1s 

greater than letting the fire go. 
32 

RESPONSE: All of these concerns are best handled through fire management 
plans that ~111 be developed for various areas of the Forest (refer to the 
Goals and 0b)ectlves for Frre in the Forest Plan - Chapter III). How a fxe 
might be handled depends on a number of site-specific variables and IS best 
analyzed at a finer scale. DM 

DISCUSS More about Fire 

COMMENTS : Consider an alternatIve to recover natural wildfire regime without 
extensive mechanxal thinning and salvage. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Mechanxal manipulation of forest vegetation LS permitted by the 
Revrsed Plan. Individual fire management plans ~111 help determine 
approprrate actions within a partxular area on the Forest. RR/DM 

COMMENTS : DISCUSS the effects that wildfire may have on age class 
dxstrlbutlon. 

228 

RESPONSE: Thrs type of dlscusslon better applies to site specific landscape 
or pro]ect-level analysts versus forestwLde analyst. Effects of wlldfrres 
are varmble, even wlthln the same fire group, depending on site-specific 
factor*. Site-specific analysts and fxe management plans ~111 determIne the 
best course of actlon and the effects that course of actIon will have on age 
class drstrlbutron. DM 

Relate Fuel Tapes to Fire Behavior 

COMMENTS : Discuss the types of fuels that exist on the Forest and their 
relatlonshlp to fire behavxx. Fine fuels are an important source of fxe 
spread while heavy fuels are an Important source of fire intensity. 

1273b 
Consider that slash and fine fuels left behind by intensive logging 

can mcrease fxe risks. Fore*t fragmentation and removal of older green 
trees, snags and down wood, whxh are habitat for natural pest enemies, reduce 
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capacity of bzologlcal control, CreatLng more Lntense Insect outbreaks and 
fxe rntens1tles. 

1368 
Fuel loads do not determine burn severxty. Severity of a burn LS a 

functron of fxe size, and fire size LS a functLan of weather. Reduced fire 
severrty in untreated stands LS a result of the absence of logging slash, the 
lack of opening in forest canopy whxh reduces insulation, wmd, movement near 
the surface and the assocrated drying of fuels. 

643 
Consxder that fire suppression has had little effect on many areas 

of the forest, especially in ecosystems with infrequent fire lrke subalpine 
areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: General fuel types found on the Targhee are dLscussed in Chapter 
III & IV III the DEIS. Frre behavxx depends on numerous variables (such as 
clrmatrc varrables such as wind speedjdrrectxan, temperature, relative 
humLd=ty; and sLte variables such as slope, elevation, aspect) that would be 
diffxult to drscuss on a forestwide basis. These and other consLderat1ons 
are evaluated when developing burn plans or fire management plans on a more 
site-SpecLfLc level. DM 

CONNENTS : Include note that clearcuttlng and fire in aspen fire regimes and 
conifer encroachment have different ecological effects. Clearcuttlng removes 
organic matter and lowers pH whrle burning adds organic carbon and increases 
pH that allows aspen to compete wrth other vegetat=on. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
TLmber, Aspen) 

643 

RESPONSE: Generally, the effects you descrrbe exist. The degree of the PH 
effect depends on site-spec=fic management. How aspen communities and conifer 
encroachment are treated wlthln a partxular landscape 1s best addressed at 
the pro]ect level. DM 

Manaqement Actions to Control Fire MPY Produce Unintended Effects 

COMMENTS : Management techniques Lntended to control fae can exacerbate 
insect populatrons by removing natural predators and therr habitat, i.e., 
predators like rnsects, wasps, ants and birds. Prescribed fL.re xncreases 
insect pest densltles by elLm=nating nesting substrate for ants and destroyrng 
dead wood for nestrng or foraging substrate for Insect-eat=ng birds and 
predatory paras=tic Lnsect species. Management actions (salvage, th=nn=ng, 
and logging whxh remove dead wood) reduce or eliminate the checks and 
balances to control insect pest populat=ons. 

643 

RESPONSE : Refer to the woody residue requirements table under sorls, and the 
goals under fire 1" the Revrsed Plan. These factors are best evaluated at the 
landscape or pro,ect level scale. RR/DM 

COMMENTS: Use more Timber and Range Management to m~rn~c the role of fire; to 
rn~m~c and sustain natural ecologsc processes to reduce fuel loads and prevent 
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catastrophic fxes; to achieve hlstorlc fire Intervals; to provide a diversity 
of vegetatlo" age classes; to provide for economic stablllty; to use forest 
products before they rot or burn. 

296, 413, 432, 1364, 1378 

RESPONSE: Vegetatlo" management by timber harvest, mechanxal methods, and 
grazing are permitted by the Revised Plan. RR 

Txmbet Manaqement Methods Do Not Mmic Fire 

CONNENTS : Reduce or elrminate clearcuttlngfloggmg. It does not mimrc 
natural fire because... 

150, 212, 242, 643, 644, 695, 697, 1257, 1273b, 1331, 1364, 1368, 1446 
- it causes eroslo" and weakens the ecosystem so it becomes more 

prone to dLsease 
150, 242, 643, 644, 1331, 1364 

- clearcutting removes organx carbon, while fire retains it 
127333 

- clearcutting 1s not the same in terms of energy and nutrient 
movement 1" the ecosystem 

1446 
- logging does not restore landscape vegetation patterns to those 

that exIsted presettlement; logging fragments and cannot reproduce a cycle 
that occurs under a natural regime. 

643 
- It 1s the root of many Forest problems I" rxparian areas 

697 
- the Forest recovers quicker from natural disturbance than logging 

1257 
- It causes further fragmentation 

1273b 
- studies show that other factors (climate, drought, weather) are 

more important than vegetation in controlling fire; logging only removes large 
woody debris which seldom burns. 

1273b 
- not the only solution to fuels bulldup and fuels diversity. 

643, 1368 
- no evidence that intensive logging of mature stands ~111 reduce 

dLsturbance hazards. 
1368 

RESPONSE: It IS true that trmber harvest by itself does not mimx the effects 
of fire. The heat-kllllng and nutrient-converting attributes of fire cannot 
be duplicated by timber harvest. Likewise, large and fine woody debrx 
retention and distrrbution may be quite different between a fire and a timber 
harvest "per&lo". Secondary effects from trmber harvest such as, 
scarlfxatlon, roads, skid trails, or compaction are not usually associated 
with a fire. 

Depending upon the fxe group, the use of sllvicultural techniques 
and prescribed fxe might be the best solution to developL.ng sates that are 
both reslllent and resIstant to perturbations. Research silvxulturlsts and 
fire ecologists are flndlng that a carefully selected combination of 
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s~lv~culture.1 technrques combined with prescribed fire 1s effective for 
restoring and malntainLng forest cover that 1s resistant to severe Insect, 
drsease, and wildfxre damage. The combinatron of silvlcultural treatments and 
prescra.bed fire facllrtate long-term stand maintenance because favorable 
burning perxds (burnrng wrndows) are often lrmlted. Weather, avarlablllty of 
personnel, and tlmlng of funding make it impractical to xnplement safe burns 
HI heavy complex fuel types. Combmlng sllvxu1tur.e and prescribed burning 
also has the advantage, at least mrt~ally, (to allow the use of measure to) 
reduce adverse burns, whrch can last for long periods of time and cause human 
health rrsks; timing or avoidance of sensltlve amphlbzan breeding sites; 
timing or avordance of elk calvrng areas; avordance of highly erodible soils, 
and so forth). Proper applxatlon of fire, used with other management 
techniques, 1s often the best optlon for meeting specxflc objectives while 
creating the least amount of adverse envxonmental damage. After implementing 
prescribed fire and sllvrcultural techniques rt may be possible to maxntaln 
resllxnt and resIstant stand structures with perlodx prescribed burning 
alone. Wlthrn other fire groups, the use of prescribed or managed natural 
fires mrght be used. Refer to Goals 1-4 and Ob]ectlve #1 under fire UI the 
Revised Plan. WIldfIres are not always favorable for various resource values 
depending on thex rntensityjseverity and thex aerial extent. DM 

Include Condx'aons for Fxre in Grizzly Bear/Elk/Wildlife Areas. 

COMNENTS : Be explicit about the use of prescribed fire and the condltlons 
when human-lgnlted fxes are permItted. State under what conditions a 
human-lgnlted fire 1s permitted. Include more meaningful standards such as 
the sxe or acreage of grzzly bear/elk security area allowed to be impacted 
by fire. Include a standard that once a certain percentage of acres of bear 
security areas has burned, then fxe suppression would occur. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: This IS an rmplementatlon issue to be addressed during the 
development of site-specific fire management plans. RR 

COMMENTS: "se MIST whenever possible regarding wlldfrres and pre- and post- 
fire strategy. Replace the first guldelrnes with a standard requiring the use 
of MIST whenever possxble. 

1365 

RESPONSE: MIST techniques apply to grizzly bear core areas (See PrescriptLon 
2.6.2). MIST technLques can be used in other areas, depending upon the nature 
of the fxe and the values that are at rxk. DM 

Consider Grazing as ImDottant in Controllxns Fxres and Sustalnlnq Ecosvstems 

COMMENTS : Use fxe to manage range resources. Vegetation drversrty is 
sufferrng from decadent stands of brush, restricted ground water flows whxh 
cause lIvestock to seek rrparlan areas rather than the uplands. Fire can be 
used to gal" proper use levels. 

432 
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RESPONSE: We agree. Many rangeland ecosystems have altered fxe Intervals 
(for 1n*tance, mountan big sagebrush ecosystems have a lo-25 year fire 
interval due to past suppresslon efforts). Fxe 1s needed within these 
ecosystems to max%zaln therr resllrency and resistance to future 
perturbations. Fxe intervals may need to be restored at rntensity/severrty 
levels greater than historical. Refer to the Fire and Vegetation Goals, 
Ob]ecixves and Standards/Guideline sectlo" of the Revised Plan. DM 

COMMENTS : Promote managed use of rangelands and use grazzng as a tool to 
sustam resources. Allow appropriate tools to be used, like grazing, 
prescrrbed fzre &d timber harvest to sustain ecosystem. 

432 

RESPONSE : Refer to the Goals, Objectives and Standards/Guidelxnes for 
Vegetation wlthrn the Revised Plan. DM 

COMMENTS : Review bxas toward mature forest and strategies that convert old 
vegetatron to young vegetation through prescrrbed fire, 1.e. prescrrbed fire 
needs to be managed, a lack of roads and txmber management optlons discourage 
the use of prescrrbed fire; therefore, more harvest 1s needed to encourage 
peescrlbed fxe. 

Misslnq Letter # 

RESPONSE: Prescrlbsd fire (natural and management ignited) is a management 
tool that can be used to achieve desired results such as returning vegetation 
in late successional stages to early- or mid-successronal stages of 
vegetation. The lack of roads and timber management do not drscourage the use 
of prescribed fxe. There 1s no relationship between the amount of harvest 
and the use of prescribed fire. These two methods may be used in conJunction 
with each other to meet resource goals but are not dependent on each other. 
In some srtuatlons prescribed fxe may be the only tool used to meet desired 
ob]ectlves. RD/DM 

CONNENTS : Grazing does not mlmx natural disturbances such as fLre. 
697, 1204 

Discuss the benefits of grazxng in the control of fires. 
251 

Consider fxe as the most important secondary factor for the 
maintenance of forest co"dLtlons. Livestock grazrng IS the key factor 1" the 
widespread conversion of savannah to forest. 

1365 
Address grazing =mpacts on Doug-fx having small stems in forests 

that are dominated by non-lethal underburning. Thx conslderatron may 
influence management prescrrptLon for restoration of Doug-fire where fxe 
suppressron has disrupted fxe cycles. 

1273b 

RESPONSE : Grazing can effectively reduce fine fuels and thereby ad in 
controllLng wlldfrres. In the sage/grass ecosystem, contrguous dense stands 
of sagebrush are a concern and would not be modrfred through grazing. 

The Targhee acknowledges that grazing does not m~mx natural 
disturbances. Numerous factors play a role I" the expansion or encroachment 
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of conifers wlthln a given area such as site condltrons, fire suppressIon, or 
management emphasis. DM 

COMMENTS : Revxw cumulative effects section for upland forested and upland 
nonforested ecosystems I" that it seems to predrct forest changes Lf fxe 1s 
suppressed rather than being allowed to function rn a natural role. 

695 

RESPONSE: Withrn ecosystems where there is a likelihood of having altered 
fire regime*, rrsks exist for experiencing fxes of a higher 
intenslty/severrty than what historrcally occurred. Under these condltlons, 
It is advisable to continue to suppress fires until various techniques (such 
as prescribed fire, combination of srlvrcultural technlques and prescribed 
fire, and so forth) can be used to restore a better balance. Then rt could be 
possible to allow fxe to function more naturally, depending upon the 
resources at rrsk. DM 

Fire and Soils 

COMMENTS : Risk to sorls 1s not a justrflcation for fuels management since 
studies 1" Yellowstone National Park show soils were heated only lrghtly or 
moderately and that sol1 and site productlvlty was not decreased. 

127323 
Conslder broadcast burning following a sale as well as Increase 

the m~n~.mum amount of debrrs left on the ground to benefit soil obJectlves. 
Slash pile burning serves no ecological purpose. 

625 
Openrng forest canopies through fxe proofing operations will 

disrupt sol1 by use of heavy equipment, reducrng sol1 moisture retentron. 
Mlssrng Letter # 

RESPONSE: Risk to 40~1s is considered at the site-specific project level. 
Sorl risks are evaluated, 1" the case of a natural fire, to determine 
appropriate burned area emergency rehabilLtatron measures. Within certan 
fire groups, where fire suppressron has caused one or more mean fxze intervals 
to lapse, there may be a realistic r+sk to the soil resource from fires 
burnrng at a higher Intensity/severity than what occurred historically which 
may result in higher potentials for resource damage. 

Broadcast burnrng is best addressed at the project level. Refer to 
the Table in Chapter III of the Revised Plan for minimum woody residue 
requxements needed to maintain long-term site productrvrty. 

Secondary effects from trmber harvesting (opening forest canopies) 
through scarrflcation, roads, skid trails, or compaction are not usually 
associated with fire but they can adversely affect the sol1 resource. SO11 
quality standards and guidelines are identified wlthLn the Revised Plan to 
address thrs concern. Also, review the ~011s sectlons wrthin Appendix A of 
the Revised Plan. DM/DD 
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Seedum, Es,,ecmllv for Restoratum after Burns 

COMMENTS : Use "at~ve seedrng for restoratux, eros~o" control, and 
revegetatlon projects whenever possible. Change frrst guidelrne on Page III-8 
to a standard. 

695, 697, 766, 1276 
Prohlblt the seedrng of exotic non-native species in burned areas. 

Exotx specues do little to reduce erosion potentxal and rnhibit the post fxe 
development of populations of native species. Non-"atlve species like Timothy 
and smooth brome do little to reduce erosion and prohrbit the re-establishment 
Of "atlve *pec=es. Include sagebrush, forbs and "atlve grasses L" fire 
rehabllltatux seedlng nuxtures. 

489, 731, 766 
Conslder species variety I" replanting. One or two commercially 

valuable specres does not a forest make. 
1396 

RESPONSE: Refer to Ob]ectlves and StandardJGuldel1nes for Vegetation in 
Chapter III of the Revised Plan. Refer to the glossary for the definition of 
a guldelrne and Its requrrements. For burned area rehabilitatux, native 
species are desurable if they have been prove" effective 1" controlling 
erosion. Species recommended for seeding that are not mandatory for eroslo" 
control can be used wrthin the seed mix provided they are pad for with 
program dollars. Emergency funds are not avalable to purchase species that 
are mau~ly benefrclal for other purposes but are not needed for the Immediate 
emergency such as loss of soul and OnsAte productlvlty, and/or loss of water 
control and deterloratlon of water quality. DM 

structures 

COMMENTS : Duxourage new or reduce the number of structures 1" fxe prone 
areas by developrng poluzres. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Refer to Goals, Ob]ectlves and Standards and Guidelines for Fue 1" 
the Revised Plan. Development on adlacent and/or private lands 1s beyond the 
control of the Forest Servile. Refer to PrescrIptron 5.1.3 wlthLn the Revised 
Plan whxh addresses Urban Interface Fuels Management. DM 

Miscellaneous 

COMMENTS : Consider the use of spot burnrng instead of burning one large 
area. Don't try to change everything at once. 

219 

RESPONSE: This LS best considered at the pro]ect level. 

COMMENTS: Use fue management to ma~ntal" a supply of post and poles. 
293 

RESPONSE: This I* a pro,ect level declsuan. Refer to Goals for Fire I" the 
Revised Plan. 
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COMMENTS : Ellmlnate fire fuel standard. 
1365 

RESPONSE : The Forest retains a fire fuel standard because it 1s ~portant. 
RR 

CONMENTS : Add a mon=torlng element to track the number of fire ignltlons 
managed as prescribed burn and how noticeable fire suppressron efforts are one 
year after the fire. 

1312 

RESPONSE: The monltorlng program in Chapter V focuses on the most crltxal 
activities and LS cost-effective and reasonably achievable, given antxlpated 
staff and budgets. Thx item was consrdered for lnclusron 1" the monitoring 
program, but was dropped, because It received a lower prrorrty than other, 
more crltlcal, .?.ctlvLtles. RR 

COMMENTS : Allow prescrrbed burning rn Research Natural Areas in accordance 
with the RNA's Establxhment Record 1" that prescribed fire may be used to 
malntaln fxe dependent ecologxal processes and to provide a natural range of 
fuels, understory vegetatlo", and successional stages where speclflc dzrection 
1s not provided, or modlflcatlon 1s needed. Prescribed fire in these areas 
should be developed and approved by the Research Statlo" Director. 

1181 
Add a guldellne to ptescrlbed fire sectlo" that prescrrbed fire 

plans for RNA's ~111 be developed 1" conjunction with the Intermountain 
Research St&clan and approved by the Statlo" DLrector. 

612 

RESPONSE: Prescrlptlon 2.2 (Research Natural Areas), allows the use of 
prescribed fxe (guldellnes under Fire/Fuels in Chapter III). Prescribed 
fires planned wlthin Research Natural Areas follow proper protocol durrng the 
NEPA process. DM 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - FORRST HEALTH 

Chancre Analysis. Definitions of Forest Health 

COMMENTS: Reassess the Forest's health. Language 1s Inflammatory and there 
1s no sclentlfically proven answer to what constitutes a healthy forest. 
Provide basis for ecologxal analysrs or vegetation data and analysrs that 
form the basis for forest health descriptions found in the subsection 
write-ups. Reconsider subsection descriptions which Identify forest health 
ssues as crowding, insect and disease, and catastrophrc fire as a basis for 
actIon or treatment. 

643, 695, 1364 
Defxne how forest health will be measured 1" quantxtative terms. 
Include wlldllfe in the deflnltlon of forest health. 

1369 

RESPONSE: See the "Forest Health" deflnltion I" Revised Plan Glossary. The 
aspects of forest health noted are not exhaustive or comprehensrve. Op1"1o"s 
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about what constitutes a healthy forest vary, but substantral evidence 
supports the indicators of forest health ldentlfied in the Plan such as insect 
and drsease rrsk, aspen declxne, risk of catastrophic fire, lack of specres 
dlverslty, water quality llmlted segments (WQLS), meaSureS of hydrologrc 
disturbance, and elk vulnerability. Most standards and guldellnes Lnclude 
measures which ~111 (likely) m.antain or rmprove forest health. 

Documentation of analyst and data used is included in the 
"References Cited" sectlo" of the Revised Plan and FEIS and in the analysis 
file at the SupervIsor's Office. Some documentation can also be found in 
Appendix A-l, National Goals Relevant to Land and Resource Management. 

The subsection descrrptions present a representative portrayal of 
the ecologxal condLtion. The goals and obJectives, and standards and 
guIdelines provide management daectlon responsive to these conditions and 
that foster forest health in the aggregate. The Forest does not expect 
unilateral agreement with proposals in the Revised Plan, but adequate 
sc1ent1fx basis exists for proceeding adaptrvely with implementation. 

Forest health ~111 not be measured quant1tatrvely as a single rtem. 
An array of Indicators described 1" Monitorrng and Evaluation, Chapter V, will 
determine the overall health of the Forest and the extent to whrch desired 
condrtlons have been achieved. Other assessment tools such as Properly 
Functlonxng Condltxon ~1.11 be used to determine ecosystem components that may 
be "at rxk." Properly Functlonmg Condrtion assessments rncorporates 
wlldlxfe habitat. RR 

Addxtional Causes of Poor Forest Eealth 

COMMENTS: Consider that roads and management activity increase the rxzk of 
tree diseases such as the spread of fungal disease. Forest practxes in 
Pacific NW have xxreased the Incidence of soil-borne tree dxseases caused by 
altering stand structure and composrt~on and alterrng soil drainage patterns 
by the creation of logging roads. Roads used for harvest and fxe suppresslo" 
allow rncreased human access; 90% of all wildfires are human-caused. 

643 

RESPONSE: Damage from mechanical drsturbances to lndivldual trees or stands 
can increase rrsk of spread of pathogens. The degree to whxh this may have 
affected forest stands on the Targhee 1s unknown. This rnformatlon LS not 
essentLa1 to making a reasoned chowe among alternatives for this analysis. 
Roads, by design, are rntended to xnprove human access. The Revrsed Plan 
provrdes detaIled dlrectlon for managing access in a balanced manner to 
provide for recreatLnn opportunity, transport&lo", and servxes while 
protecting crltical wrldlife habitat, ~011, and aquatrc resources. There is a 
slgnlfxant reduction of open roads in the Revised Plan. RR 

COMMENTS : Discuss the proliferation of human-related disturbance as the 
pr~~clpal cause for forest health problems. Undisturbed areas are surrounded 
by a sea of dxzturbance whxh have profound repercussxans for forest 
ecosystems to sustain themselves. 

643 

RESPONSE: Human demands on ecosystems Introduce a complex set of effects. The 
notlo" of human Influence as a "principle" cause of forest health problems 
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probably enJoys no more consensus than many contentlons in matters related to 
ecosystem management. However, these demands on public lands are a fact and 
condltlon of contemporary National Forest management. Provrsion for goods and 
services remans a mandate of public law and polxy, under Multiple Use 
SustaIned Yield (MUSY) Act, Resource Protect&on Act (RPA), NFMA, and other 
laws or regulatrons. The issue is, "how do we conduct publrc land management 
to meet human needs while maintaining the health, drversity, and productlvlty 
of ecosystems?' (Thomas and Huke 1996). Human rnduced disturbance does not 
perfectly replxate natural disturbance processes, and we do not contend that 
It does. However, artlfrcially desrgned dxturbance can achreve desired 
soc1a1, ecologrcal, and economx effects while ecologrcally approx1matlng 
natural disturbance, with mitigation for risk to undesirable adverse effects. 
Humans will cont=nue to affect ecosystems. The Revised Plan provides for thrs 
in a manner consistent wrth marntalnlng sustainable ecosystems. RR 

ECOSYSTEM NANAGE&RWT - INSECT/DISEASE 

Broaden Scale of Analvsis for Insects and Disease 

COMMENTS : Examrne mayor past popu1atL.o" fluctuations at a larger geographxal 
scale. Population fluctuations of defoilxators are driven by dynamic 
processes that sometimes operate at a regional scale. 

643 

RESPONSE: New language LS Included I" the Revised Plan which recognizes the 
role rnsects and drsease play in forest ecosystems. The Regional Offxe 
(Forest Health Protectron) provides the Forest with annual reports on the 
status of xnsect and disease surveys and findIngs. Forest Health ProtectLon 
also completes surveys perxadlcally on the Targhee. This information is taken 
into consideration when planning and implementing pro]act level work. Due to 
the temporal and spatial variances with insect and disease outbreaks, rt LS 
dlffxcult. to properly examine this withIn the context of a Forest Plan. DD/DM 

EN Goals and Standards for Insects and Disease Treatments 

COMMENTS: Expand Insects and Disease sectlo" and lrnk goals of EN to ensure 
aquatlc habitat protectlo" 1s malntarned throughout the Plan. 

643, 1446 

RBSPONSE: New language LS included in the flnal Revised Plan whrch recognrzes 
the role Lnsects and disease play I" forest ecosystems. Refer to the Goals, 
Oblectrves and Standards/Gu~del~nes for Properly Functioning Condition (PRC) 
rn the Revrsed Plan, "Ecologx!al Processes and Patterns", Chapter III, and to 
the Prescription 2.8.3 in the Revised Plan. DD/DM 

CONMENTS : Consider an envxonmental assessment or watershed analyses for fxe 
and insect and drsease rnfestatlons. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest wrll assess the properly functronrng condltlon of 
various ecosystems using guldellnes found in the report entltled Properly 
Functwnlng Condltlon Process-1996 (draft). Ecosystems strongly controlled by 
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fxe or l"*ect and dxease infestatrons, or have the potentral to be affected, 
Will receive priority for a**e**me"t. Plans are already underway to assess 
the condltlon of the lodgepole pine ecosystem I" the Island Park Ecologxal 
subsection. DD 

COMMENTS : Establish a standard that no damaged or diseased trees will be 
removed, and specrfrcally state exceptlo"* to this standard. Let natural 
disturbance play It* role I" ecosystem dynamics. 

695, 697 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan includes directron for the management of 
snags and green replacement trees; dead and down woody material; and natural 
disturbances supported I." sclentlfrc literature. Each sltuatlon wrll be 
*valuated on a case-by-case basLs by an Interdiscrplinary Team. Potential 
resource values at risk, endemic versu* epldemrc rnsect and disease 
eval"atro"*, spate+1 and temporal conslderatLons wrll be evaluated to arrive 
at a recommended caurse of actlo", lncludxng no actlo". DD/DM 

coMN8NTs : Disclose who ~~11 decide insects and disease goal CompatabLlrty, 
and the factors/measures that ~~11 be used; explain how conflicts ~~11 be 
addressed when insects and disease have benefits for wlldllfe but negative 
effects to vegetatron. 

1369 
Include a drscussron of how the Forest r&ends to prevent a 

recurrent of the insect Lnfestations that have occurred in the past. 
166 

RESPONSE: The Forest will determine whether various ecosystems are in 
properly functlonlng condition (PFC) by using the procedures outlined L" the 
report entrtled Properly Functlon1ng Condition Process-1996 (draft). This 
process evaluates ecosystems at the watershed and other geographic scale* and 
consrders the role that fire, insects and disease play in maintaining 
ecological integrity. Ecosystems not in properly functioning condltlon, or 
"ear their threshold, ~111 be further evaluated as to the associated risks. 
If risks are slgnrfrcant, then alternatives ~~11 be developed and evaluated 
through a" envxonmental a**e*sme"t process to determrne a preferred course of 
actmn, if any. Plans are already underway to conduct a PFC assessment of the 
lodgepole pine ecosystem r" the Island Park Ecological subsection. DD 

coMMENTs : Provide sclentlfic references or analysis that support the 
1mplrcatlon that cutting mature trees should be favored to ~"crea*e forest 
diversity and reduce the risk of rnsect and disease outbreaks. Provide clear 
proof that mature forest are more susceptible to rnsect and disease. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Bark beetles present the most serious insect threat to lodgepole 
pine (Amman 1975). The mou"ta1" pine beetle 1s by far the most slgnlf1cant 
insect pest of lodgepole pine (Amman 1978). The slgniflcance of the problem 
was thoroughly dxcussed L" a symposium held 1" 1978 in Pullman, Washington 
(Berryman and others 1978). 

Amman (1978) lxted the following stand characterlstxs associated 
wrth epidemrcs: 1) trees more than 80 years old, 2) mean tree diameters over 
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eight Inches, 3) a substantial proportions of trees over 12 inches d.b.h. with 
phloem thrckness of 0.1 rnches or more, and 4) elevations where temperatures 
are optimum for brood development. DS 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - LANDSCAPE MOSAIC 

Definelclarlfv Mosaic You are Attemptins to Achieve 

coNMENTs: Define the mosax you want to achreve for age and structural 
criterm such as age classes, dbh, canopy closure requirements, desired 
comblns.tLon of age classes based on wildlife needs and current science. 

643, 1369 

RESPONSE: The scale used 1s adequate for the scope and resolutron of this 
ana1ys1s. Landscape analysrs I* more appropriately used at the ate-specifx 
project level to provrde an ecologxcal context during pro]ect implementatron. 
DD 

COMNBNTS : Cite scientrfx references you used to define a desired mosaic of 
habrtats that create adequate brodiversity and demonstrate how you wrll 
measure blodlverslty based on that mosax of patterns. 

1369 

RESPONSE: As we Implement the Revised Plan, The Targhee will use relevant 
scientific literature and informatlon from on-going cooperative research 
studres with several unxversltLes. Some as*es*ment* will use processes 
outlined in the following documents: Properly Functioning Condrtlon Process - 
Version May 24, 1996; R1parlan Are* Management - Process for Assessing 
Properly Functlon1ng Condition for LentIc RlparLan-Wetland Areas. TR 1737-11, 
1994; Rrparran Area Management - Process for Assessing Properly Functioning 
Condition. TR 1737-9, 1993. DD 

Discuss How You Will Maintain Mosaic 

COMMENTS: Explain how you ~111 maintain a mosac of age classes and patterns 
lf the forest only plans to harvest l/5 of the growth of the Forest and how 
this approach protects forest health. 

413 

RESPONSE: A lllosalc of age classes and patterns can be achreved by natural and 
prescribed fze, xxect and drsease actrvlty, wlndthrow, timber harvest, and 
so forth, or a combination of these disturbances. The exact level of timber 
harvested ~111 be determrned through srte-specific analysis aimed at producLng 
tlmber and restoring ecosystem sustaxabllity. DD 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - NATDRAL DISTURBANCES 

Address Ecolos~cal Consesuences for Unmanased VS. Manased Land PersPect1ve 

COMMENTS : Include studxs like UCRB that lndxate unmanaged lands are more 
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res1llent and healthy and have more natural drsturbances patterns and fxe 
regimes than managed lands. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered an array of sclentrfrc literature in 
completing the Final EIS and Revised Plan, Including some of the available 
literature used for the UCRB. The Targhee will continue to use these and 
other science to plan and implement management activltxs. DD 

COMMENTS : DISCUSS the broader ecological consequences of natural disturbance 
and suppressron for long-term maintenance of blodrverslty and sustalnabrl~ty. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered the consequences of natural disturbance and 
fire suppression in more detail relatrve to sustarnabllrty and blodlversity 
during preparation of the Final EIS and Revrsed Plan. The Final RevLsed Plan 
includes more speclfx dxectron on thrs subject than did the Draft. DD 

Modxfv Goal of Ecolourcal Processes and Patterns 

COMMENTS : Change goal for ecologrcal processes and patterns from malntalnlng 
a mosaic of age classes and types of vegetation to one that focuses on 
preserving the full complement of native flora and fauna wLth maintenance of 
genetrc species community and landscape diversity. 

637 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan includes direction on maintenance of 
properly functwnlng condltlon of ecosystems at various geographx scales. It 
also rncludes new goals to mantaln and restore blodlverslty. DD 

COMMENTS : Add to the ecologrcal goal that you want to prevent new lrstlngs of 
Threatened and Endangered Species. 

389 

RESPONSE: Thx LS ImplIed wIthIn other goals and polxles (such as sensltlve 
specres lxtlng to prevent threatened and endangered status) rnvolvrng 
properly functlonLng condrtlon of ecosystems, blodlversLty, flsherxs, and 
wlldllfe. DD 

COMMENTS : Change goal to, "provide well-planned and executed fire management 
programs that mimic natural fire regimes, are effxlent and are responsive to 
resources and meet goals and objectives." 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest rncluded such a goal rn the Frnal Revxsed Plan. DD 

Include Beneficxal Role of Natural Disturbances 

COMMENTS : Review your approach to ecologxal processes. Provide more 
comprehensive dlscusslon of the benefxral good that natural disturbances play 
L" the ecosystem. Your emphasis LS not to preserve and work with natural 
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ecosystem processes such as fire, xasects and drsease, but rather to suppress 
them. Document LS full of these krnds of contradictIons. 

282, 489, 643, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan acknowledges the benefxlal roles natural 
dxturbances play 1" sustarnlng ecosystems and emphasizes restoratIon of these 
natural processes where feasible. DD 

COMMENTS : Correct mrsconceptrons about the role of natural disturbances and 
processes of succession which have led to erroneous conclusrons regardrng 
existing conditrons and hx?corxal conditions. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Final EIS more clearly descrrbes the role of natural 
dxsturbances, plant succession, exrstrng veget*tLve condltmn, and hIstorica 
vegetatrve condltlons. DD 

COMMENTS: Include possible future effects of natural disturbances. They may 
have an effect on the blologxal potential for prxnary cavity nesting habitat 
more so than vegetation management. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest consIdered the possible future effects of natural 
disturbances on biological potential for primary cavity nesting habitat in 
development of the Final Forest Plan. This 1s reflected 1" the management 
drrectlon relative to restorrng ecosystems to properly functionrng condrtion; 
the use of natural and prescribed fire; and retention levels of snags, green 
replacement trees, and down woody materral. DD 

Provide Dxrection to Allow Natural Disturbances to Fun&&on 

col.Q.mNl!s : Let nature take Its course. 
42, 174, 175, 643, 1387, 1392 

Let natural processes function m thex unmanaged role and reap-the 
outputs as they are avarlable without seriously cornpromIsing natural 
processes. 

695 
Prevent the active suppressron of fxe or other natural 

dLsturbances. This LS not good management for the long-term maintenance of 
dlverslty and sustalnabillty. 

174, 175, 181, 282, 643 
Reassess goals, ob]ectlves, standards and guides for ecological 

processes and patterns. The way l'c 1s written, you wrll use sllvxulture and 
grazing technques to manage forest ecology. Allow natural dxturbances to 
play thear unque role. 

697 
Include speclfx direction to requxe preservation of natural 

ecosystem processes such as fxe, insects and disease and provide specifx 
dlrection on how to marntain posrtive outcomes of these processes, especrally 
I,, AIZs. Make intent of the forest clear so ground management conforms with 
EM philosophy. 

643, 1194, 1401 
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RESPONSE: The Forest Service IS mandated to use ecosystem management to 
mantan and restore ecosystem sustarnablllty while producing a variety of 
goods and services. Simply letting nature take its course does not accomplish 
this mandate. Instead, the Forest wrll implement management *ctlv1tLes whrch 
rmprove and restore ecwystems to properly functioning condltlon. Processes 
are outlrned rn the followrng documents: Properly Functlon~ng Condrtzon 
Process - Version May 24, 1996 Draft (Page 31); Rlparlan Area Management, 
Process for Assessing Properly Functionrng Conditron, TR 1737-9 1993 (Page 
51); and R1parxan Area Management, Process for Assessing Properly Functioning 
Condltlon for LentIc Rlparlan - Wetland Areas, TR 1737-11 1994 (Page 37). DD 

COMMENTS : Include speclfrc drrectlon and standards and gurdes to m*lntaLn the 
posltlve outcomes of natural drsturbances. Instead, emphasis is on 1lmitLng 
thex Influence. 

643 
Establrsh ob]ectlves, standards and guides that allow for natural 

processes such as fxre, avalanches, floods and episodic outbreaks that provrde 
for large and small scale disturbances as a means of provldlng ecosystem 
dlverslty. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan acknowledges the roles that natural disturbances 
play ln sustaxnlng ecosystems and emphasizes restoration of these natural 
processes where feasible. DD 

COMMENTS : Emphasrze managing natural drsturbances to protect structures and 
human safety, while allowing more of forest restoration to occur through 
natural fxe. 

1273b 
Control fxes and insect and dxease outbreaks. We are opposed to 

letting these dxzturbances run rampant. 
1261, 1457 

RESPONSE: The Fxw.1 Revised Plan acknowledges the roles that natural 
disturbances play in sustaining ecosystems and emphasizes restoratxon of these 
natural processes where feasible (rn compliance to pertinent laws, regulation, 
and Forest Plan). At the same time, the Forest is mandated to use ecosystem 
management to malntaln and restore ecosystem sustaznabilrty while producing a 
varrety of goods and servxes. Always 1ettLng nature take It* course does not 
accomplrsh this mandate. The Fore*t ~111 use a combination of natural 
drsturbances and prescribed management actlvltres to xnprove and restore 
ecosystems to properly functioning condltwn. The processes the Forest ~111 
use are outlined 1" the followrng documents: Properly Funct1onlng Condltlon 
Process - Versum May 24, 1996 Draft (Page 31); Rlpar1an Are* Management, 
Process for AssessLng Properly Functlonlng Conditxon, TR 1737-9 1993 (Page 
51); and Rlparzan Area Management, Process for Assessrng Properly Functroning 
Condltlon for Lentx RiparIa" - Wetland Areas, TR 1737-11 1994 (Page 37). DD 
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Incorwxxte Studies that Address Ecolosv of Greater Yellowstone Area 

COMMENTS : Incorporate varxus peer reviewed studres that address the ecology 
of the Greater Yellowstone Area. None are cited and few assertions are 
supported with approprrate cltatlons. 

489 

RNSPONSE: In development of the Final EIS, the Forest used a" array of 
sclentlflc 11terature, lncludmg those that address the ecology of the Greater 
Yellowsto"e Area. Addrtional scientific lrterature ~~11 be used as the 
Revised Plan is Implemented. DD 

Clarifv/Inteqrate Ecolos~cal Process and Elements 

CONNENTS : Explain the difference between ecologrcal processes and ecologlca.1 
'elements. This is confusing unless they are the same. He consistent in your 
use Of terms. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Ecologxal process refers to a series of natural biological, 
physxal, and social actrons or events that link the growth and development of 
organisms (rncludmg humans) withu the1.r environments. I" the field of 
landscape ecology, landscapes are characterrzed as to pattern. patterns are 
often described I" terms of ecological elements whxh are the dxzcrete units 
or patches, lncludrng vegetative types, roads, buldlngs, fields, and so 
forth. DD 

COMMENT.5 : Improve ecologxal view by llnkug biologIca components from 
ecological processes, e.g., fxe, insects or other natural disturbances. 

697 
Integrate ecologxal funct=o" across boundary lines that address 

downstream condltuans and ecologIca effects of management actlv1tres. 
643 

RESPONSE: The Forest improved the dlscussux of ecologrcal processes in the 
effects analysis L" the Final EIS. DD 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - OLD GROWTH 

Old Growth and Disturbance Hazards are Inaccurate 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Old Growth) 

CONNSNTS : There is no evidence that u0zensive logging of "mature" stands ~111 
reduce disturbance hazards. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Logging mature stands reduces disturbance hazards through the 
removal of species that provide ladder fuels or by reducing the density of 
trees. DM 
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CONNENTS : No scxntsfx evidence or analysis 1s offered rn support of 
statements that the replacement of exlst1ng stands with younger trees reduces 
mortality caused by uxect and disease. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Amman 1978, lrsted the following stand characterlstuzs assocrated 
with epldemuzs: 1) trees more than 80 years old; 2) mean tree diameters over 
8 Lnches; 3) a substantul proportux of trees over 12 inches dbh with phloem 
thxkness of 0.1 inches or more; and 4) elevations where temperatures are 
optunum for brood development. DM 

COMMENTS: Correct the DEIS's flawed assumption that “mature” forests are 
usually less susceptible to stand replacrng fxe than younger stands. Forest 
fragmentatux and removal of older green trees, snag and down wood, can reduce 
the capacity for blologlcal pest control. 

1368 
Provide evidence to support EIS contention that overstory removal 

and regeneratron in mature stands ~211 reduce fzre, insect and disease hazards 
since Lntenslve loggrng in mature stands would more likely exacerbate fire, 
insect and pathogen outbreak intensities and durations. 

1368 
DEIS (Page 111-6) portrays an overrIding concern that mature age 

classes are more susceptible to stand-replacmg fires. If the Targhee 
Natuxal Forest 1s to move toward Ecosystem Management that more closely 
emulates natural processes, managing for a larger portlo* of mature forests 
would be appropriate. 

489 
Discuss your clam that the lack of old growth LS due to ecologrcal 

condltxans which do not favor very old trees. Various studres dispute this 
co"clus1o". 

643 

RESPONSE: A write-up on old growth 1s uwxporated Lnto the Fuw.1 
Envxonmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Addxtlonally, standards and guidelines 
pertalnlng to old growth are added to the Revised Plan under Brodiversity, 
Chapter III. Past lnformatlon on old growth 1s derived from analyzing the 
permanent Forest rnventory plots. Data from the plots was compared to the 
region's old growth deflnitrons to better determine the amount of old growth 
that might be present on the Targhee. This lnformatux was extrapolated 
across the Forest, using the inventory plots as a representative sample. 

Biological pest control will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis 
at the landscape or pro]ect level of analysx. 

Through the removal of species that provide ladder fuels or by 
reducing the density of trees, the Forest may achieve levels of older trees 
higher than what hxtorically occupied the site. DM 

COMMENTS: In subsectron descriptuans, the plan's definltlon of old growth 
concludes these types of mature stands are more susceptrble to large fires and 
uxects and disease. Sllvicultural systems that promote mature and old growth 
stands Increase the risk of insect and disease epidemxs. Characterxstxs of 
Large diameter, low vigor attract insects and disease. To reduce 
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susceptlblllty to Insects and disease 1s to convert to a younger age class, 
thereby allowing for more harvest of old growth. 

695 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. Refer to the addxtlonal standards 
and gurdellnes concernrng old growth added to the Blodlversity sectxn of the 
Revised Plan, Chapter III. The old growth component provrdes crltuxl habitat 
for forest lnterlor dependent species, many of whxh are on the Forest's 
sensltlve species list. It LS important to marntain and perpetuate old growth 
condltlons on both spatral and temporal scales to meet the needs of these 
specres. DM 

ECOSYSTEM NANAGENENT - PATCH SIZE 

Human Nanaqement Not the Same as Natural Dasturbances 

COMMENTS : Consider that restoring patterns to the landscape does not 
necessarily have the same effect as restoring the processes that formerly 
caused the pattern, e.g., clearcuts to m~mlc fxes versus fire rn a natural 
role. 

12 73b 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that the natural processes of fire, 
wlndthrow, insect and disease activity create the patterns seen on the 
landscape. These processes cannot be exactly duplicated through artificial 
means such as timber harvest. However, the Forest considers It as beneflcral 
to attempt to restore patterns when accomplishrng txnber management and 
prescribed burning. DD 

COMMENTS : A mosac of age classes and types of vegetatux sustaned through 
time has not existed with proactrve management. Natural disturbances have 
resulted rn a pure, even-aged lodgepole pine stand. 

393 

RESPONSE: Wlthln the Targhee as a whole, a mosaic of age classes and types of 
vegetatxan exrsted through tune, even wrthln the lodgepole pine type. While 
natural daturbances wlthln lodgepole pine stands tend to perpetuate stands 
whrch are relatively large, sunple and even-aged, measurable variatron in 
patch srze, plant drversrty and age class exrsts and is reflected within the 
potentral plant community for a partrcular site. Factors affecting site 
potential include topography, sol1 type, elevatron, aspect, and annual 
preclp1tatlon. DD 

COMMENTS : Consider that natural patches have rrch internal patch structure 
where fragmented landscape has sunplifred patches; natural landscape has less 
contrast between adlacent patches and less intense edge effects; roads and 
various human actlvltles pose speclflc problems to wildlIfe population 
vlablllty. 

1367 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that natural patches tend to have rxher 
Internal patch structure and tradltlonal timber harvest practices tend to 
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slmpllfy internal patch structure. The Forest ~111 incorporate this 
mformat~on into future silvlculture prescriptions. The Revrsed Plan provides 
goals to Improve the management of biod~vers~ty, snag and down wood retention, 
patch size and shape, age class diversity, and natural and prescrrbed fire. 
The Forest acknowledges that roads and associated human actlvlties pose 
problems to some wildlIfe specres. To reduce conflxts with wildlrfe, and to 
achreve other resource oblectlves, the Revised Plan greatly reduces open road 
and trail densltLes. DD 

COMMENTS : Consider that species and habitats Intended to be beneflcxxles of 
habitat manlpulatlon (patches) may not respond as predxted, while other 
non-focal species may be negatrvely +mpacted. 

643 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. The Forest ~~11 use the best 
science avaILabLe when forested habitats (created patches) are manrpulated. 
The Forest ~11 adlust future actLonG based on the results of monrtorlng. DD 

Clarifv Your Use of Patch Sxze 

COMMENTS : Clarify confusIon between forest patch size and opening sac. They 
are not the same thrng. Forest patches can be larger or smaller than 
catastrophx disturbances. 

1368 
Evaluate the dlstrlbution of patch size wlthln the context of the 

entxe forest and adyacent land. Any further fragment&lo" or reductions in 
patch size as a result of trmber management must be carefully evaluated. 

489 
Fully explain the use of patch size as an lndrcator of 

sustaxnabllxty. The Idea is confusmg. Explain how much and what kind of 
informatIon you have that supports using this indicator. 

325, 643 

RESPONSE: Various plant communities are sustaned over txne through natural 
processes such as fire, Insect and disease actlvlty, grazing, flooding, and 
wlndthrow. These processes recycle nutrients, control plant succession, and 
provrde habitats for wlldllfe specxs, many of which contribute to sustalnrng 
the very condltlons that are necessary for the natural processes to operate. 
For example, insects and diseases often create patches and, in some 
ecosystems, provide the fuels necessary for fze to start and spread. These 
natural processes are reflected on the landscape in a characterrstx pattern 
of patches of various sxes, shapes and structure. They are the "signature" 
of the landscape and give rnslght as to how lndlvidual landscapes have been 
sustaned.over time. For example, on a given landscape, lf patch size caused 
by fire 1s generally 100-300 acres and fires begrn to exceed 1000-2000 acres, 
lt lndxates that the system 1s not sustanable and LS at rxk of catastrophrc 
damage from fxe. This sltuatlon commonly occurs as a result of fuel loading 
in excess of natural levels. Excessive fuel loading 1s commonly caused by 
fire exclusion. When fire 1s excluded, patches appear to "grow together" into 
larger connected patches. Fuels build up in the form of dead trees through 
the processes of plant succession and insect and dLsease outbreaks. The 
result IS Larger, more intense fires. 
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Sy regulatron (36 CFR 219.27), a "created opening" 1s an openrng ln 
the forest canopy created by the application of even-aged srlvxultural 
practxes such as clearcuts and group selectlo" harvest. A patch 1s an area 
of vegetatLon that IS internally homogeneous, differing from the surrounding 
vegetatron. Patches are recognizable at various geographx scales. 

A complete dlscussron of how the Forest will use patch size as an 
Andicator of sustarnabillty is found in the draft document entitled Properly 
Functroning Condition Process - Draft 1996. In brief, vegetation "patterns" 
1s one of four criteria used to evaluate properly functlonlng condltlon of 
ecosystems. Indicators of patterns include co"nectLvlty, patch shape, patch 
sl.ze, and patch dlstributlon. Each of these crlterla can be assessed at three 
geographic scales: regional, subregional, and landscape. The landscape scale 
1s hundreds to thousands of acres. DD/LB 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy how the forest wrll use patch size to manage wlthln the 
range of natural variation (RNV). Forest acknowledges the nature and 
magnrtude of the RNV but lzttle is known at this time. 

127323 
Consider the patch sxe LS a narrow vxew of EM sustalnabilrty; 

however, past history of salvage logging may make this a pertinent parameter. 
317 

Tre hrstorx patch size to planned management and state objectives 
1n regard to patch srze. 

1369 
Account for the relative representation of seral plant communities 

on the landscape with patch size indrcator. Include relatxve abundance and 
dxstrrbutions of differing patch compositrons in patch sxe indxator. 
Exclusive reliance on patch size and vague biodlversity objectives wrll not 
ensure blodiversrty is conserved. 

1368 
Patch s1z.e lndlcator alone may not be suffxient to ensure all 

habltat types are represented on the landscape ~.n approprrate age and 
dlstrlbution patterns that approxx,,ate the RN". 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest ~111 manage ecosystems in properly functioning 
condltlon. This entails an evaluation of four crrterra: structure, 
composition, disturbance regimes, and patterns. WithIn properly functioning 
(sustaInable) ecosystems, these crlterx, function wlthm a range of natural 
variablllty. Patch size, patch shape, patch datrrbution, and connect1vLty 
can be used to evaluate the "patterns" criteria. The range in varLatl0" Of 
patch slz.e, shape and drstrrbutron can be evaluated against hLstoric (100-400 
years) ranges. 

Percent seral stage and age class dlstributlon can be used to 
evaluate the "structure" criterra. 

The process used to assess ecosystem sustarnab1lity 1s descrrbed in 
a draft document entitled Properly Functlonlng Condltron Process - Draft 
1996. DD 
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Consrder Other Patch Size Related Indacators of Forest Health 

COMMENTS : Integrate the difference between timber management induced patch 
sxes and naturally caused patches and the effects of the 30% hydrologx 
disturbance factor on patch size. (CROSS REFERENCE: Rlparian, HD 30%) 

1367~. 

RESPONSE: The 30% hydrologx disturbance factor does not have a direct effect 
on patch size. Calculating hydrologic disturbance involves measurrng the 
amount of a watershed that has changed in natural streamflow quantities and 
character. The cause of the change may be erther management induced or 
natural. DDjDM 

COMMENTS : Include prx~c~ples of island biogeography that include dxect 
relatrons between species numbers, rxhness and refuge size, and a dxect 
relatronshlp between the relaxation rate and the distance from the contrnent 
or source pop"lat~o"s. (CROSS REFERENCE: Ce"te""1als) 

410 

RESPONSE: The theory of island biogeography IS relatrvely new and LS largely 
untested for ecosystems such as the Centennral Mountains. The Forest 
protected the structure and function of the Centennials wIthin the Preferred 
Alternative through the application of management prescrrptrons, standards, 
and gurdellnes. The concept of protecting the structure and functron of the 
Centennial Mountains was addressed 1x1 NFNA and NEPA analysis entItled 
"Re-establrshment of Aspen Plant Communities in the Camas Creek Watershed", 
1996. In the future, the Forest intends to use information galned from a 
corridor analysrs by the US Fish and WildlIfe Service to help plan and 
evaluate other Forest projects in the Centennial Mountains. DD/DM 

COMMENTS : Include forest patch sizes. your indicator only describes the 
amount of land sub]ect to clearcut limitations. Restrictlons on clearcut size 
~~11 cause a loss of large patches only lf those patches become riddled with 
holes from over zealous cutting. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Slvxultural 
Harvest Methods). 

1368 

RESPONSE: The lndrcator selected in the Draft EIS to measure "sustainability, 
fxe, and natural disturbances" was titled "percent of the Forest with 
limitatrons on the size of created openings or patches" (Chapter II). This 
Lndxator LS not used In the Final EIS. The Final Revised Plan describes a 
process for determlnlng Properly Functronlng Condltlons whxh uses a variety 
of ecologlca.1 lndlcators Lncludlng patch size. DD 

COMMENTS: Consider that landscape structure and patch size may be adequate 
for those species where patch SLZ~ dxtrlbutlon IS a primary dstermlnant of 
population, but falls to address the complex mechanrstx relationships that 
may cause declines in other species. No "fine filter" was used. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: WIldlife, EM) 

643, 1368 
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RESPONSE: The Forest used the habItat requirements of a host of "management 
rndlcator species", research study areas and u"x$~e areae ldentifred by the 
State of Idaho as a "fine filter". The "management ~"drcator specxes" include 
all of the threatened, endangered, and sensltlve species. When management 
activrtres are proposed, planned, and implemented at the pro]ect level, the 
Forest evaluates the potentral impacts to these special habitats and specres 
as well as threatened, endangered, and sensltlve species. DD/MO 

COMMENTS : Dlecuss the impact of existing fragmentation and how this ~111 
change with selected alternatrve. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber) 

1369 

RESPONSE: The existing condrtion of the landscape, zncludlng the level of 
fragmentation, 1s considered during effects analysis of the various 
altecnatrves. The level of fragmentation 1s also a consideration when setting 
road density standards, ASQ, and other resource ob]ectlves affected by forest 
fragmentation. DD/MO 

COMMENTS : Not enough 1s known about hrstorical landscape patterns and patch 
dynamics to attempt to depict landscape level patterns or lustrfy various 
habitat manlpulatlons. 

Missing Letter # 

RESPONSE: I" the field of natural resource management, It 1s dlffxult to 
accurately predict outcomes; however, this 1s not a." excuse to do nothing. 
The Forest wrll use the beet science available to manage resources. Outcomes 
of management actlvLtxs ~111 be monrtored and ad]ustments made based on 
monitoring results. DD 

ChanqelReanalyze Patch Size 

CONNENTS : Supports 40 acre patch size. 
1242 

Reduce patch size because there 1s no evidence patch elze 1s 
sustainable; because 20 acres 1s better; because clearcutting 1" small 5 to 40 
acres xregularly shaped clearcuts provides 46.5 times as much nutrition per 
acre for elk than do forested acres; and because 16 hectares with good cover 
nearby, an absence of slash and high vegetation height provides the necessary 
forage for brg game. 

61, 175, 212, 275, 1367 
Increase patch s~.ze to 3,000 to 10,000 acre over 20 to 30 years 

because this 1s more representative of hlstorxal patches and increases 
blodivetsity. Increase patch size to reduce cookie cutter effect and 
fragmentation on the forest. 

413 
Increase 40-acre patch size and apply to all of the forest, not 

Just 14%. Lxnrtlng this requirement will not remotely approximate disturbance 
regunes suggested I" the Forest proposal. Make this a standard. 

1365 
Mandated harvest unit size or single species consideration should 

not be allowed to dxtate ecological management that 16 outside the RNV. 
432 
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Standardize the max~~m clearcut patch sxe and dimensions to 
adequately protect fish and wlldllfe. 

1449 
Stay wIthIn patch size lxnlt set by NFMA and Reg1o"al Guide. Tier 

tunber even-aged management patch size to regional directlo" whxh state 
created openings larger than 40 acres requires RegIonal Forester approval. 

1273b 
Determination of approprrate patch size should be peer-reviewed by 

scle"t1flc community. 
731 

Cite sclent&fx data for established clearcut size and consLder 
that light, wind, moisture regrme, and vertical stratlficatlon of vegetation 
in an area may be such that the area 1s no longer a created opening. 

1446 
A 40-acre opening makes no sense and contradrcts research that 

lndxates canopy cover should range from 50 - 90% 1" the PFA. The PFA should 
remain unmanaged and undisturbed. 

643, 1369 

RESPONSE: The 40 acre "created opening" SLZ~ llmltation is a federal 
regulation (36 Code of Federal Regulations 219.27) based on the Natronal 
Forest Management Act (NFMA). Forest Service polrcy allows for exceptrons to 
this llmltation as described I" the Regional Guide. Many management 
prescriptions limit "created openings" to areas much smaller than 40 acres. 
This 1s prescribed only when necessary to achieve specifx resource objectives 
such as for grizzly bear and goshawk habitat. DD/LB 

cohlMENTs : Evaluate the dlstributlon of patch size wLthln the context of the 
entire forest and ad]acent land. Any further fragmentation or reductrons in 
patch s1z.e as a result of timber management must be carefully evaluated. 

489 
Include natural or man-made gaps in any analyses for mean patch 

sue. Forest must look at smaller openings as well as openings that remcwe 
the forest canopy over a large number of acres. Allow prescribed burnrng in 
highly fragmented areas. Logging has rncreased the mean number of patches and 
tptal perimeter. It has caused a decrease L" mean patch perimeter, mean patch 
shape, mean patch srze and factual dlmenslon. 

1273b 
Complete a thorough landscape analysis on the effects of forest 

fragmentatron lncludlng determlnatlons of the amount of forest mterLor 
habitat, mean and medLan patch s~zs, patch area/perimeter ratLo*, 
demographxs, genetxs, and connectivrty between forest stands to evaluate the 
effects on blodiverslty and on Threatened and Endangered Specres. Only 
alternatives that do not contrlbute to further fragmentation should be 
considered. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest will use all of the tools available to characterize 
present and hLstorlc landscapes. The Forest collaborates with universities 
and researchers to gal" the necessary Information needed to improve 
management of forested, shrub/grass, and rlparlan/aquatx ecosystems. The 
knowledge learned thus far 1s Incorporated Into the Revised Plan. The Forest 
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~111 continue to collaborate with the sclentlflc communrty a6 It rmplements 
the Revrsed Plan. DD 

COMMENTS : Use expanded fxe cycles to determine the percent of average 
*pe*e**. If you use Yellowstone Natronal Park fires, the average openess 
would be about 60%. Llmrt of 14% 1s abnormally low. If you used Yellowstone 
Natronal Park average of 60% plus 14% you proposed from 1911 cover, the 
average openess would be about 37%. 

275 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that the 14% value estimated for the 
Preferred AlternatIve IS much lower than what occurred hrstorically. The 
lower value LS the result of many factors Includrng: 1) requrrements to meet 
habltat needs for grizzly bear and goshawk; 2) requirements to protect scenx 
values; 3) requxements to protect our exlstlng facrlltres and prrvate 
property; and 4) the need to mltrgate the effects of past timber management. 
DD/LB 

Dxstance Between Patches 

COMMENTS : Provide 40-acre patch s~.ze and distance between patches for the 
whole forest, not just for a small percentage of the Forest. Provide an 
assurance that when a 40-acre operang 1s cut, another 40-acre opening cannot 
be created immedrately ad]acent to the first. 

58, 305 

RESPONSE: The Forest ~111 manage patch size based on the ecologxal character 
of the area, the management prescrrption wIthin whxh the area lies, publx 
Input, and regulations. DD/DP 

chanse/ndd 

COMMENTS : DLSCUSS cumulative effects of clearcutting on patch size and 
fragmentation. Include these 1" calculating the portlo" of the forest rn 
mature stage or when evaluating treatments to reduce conifer encroachment an 
aspen. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Aspen) 

643, 489 

RESPONSE: The Forest added dlscusslon on fragmentation in Chapter IV of the 
Final EIS. The Final Revised Plan contains management dlrec'aon to evaluate 
patch size, fragmentation, and other ecologxal lndlcators when analyzing 
potential timber harvest actlvltles. Comparisons of natural patterns to those 
created by past clearcutt~ng would be part of any assessment where Lt 1s 
determrned to be a relevant issue. DD/DP 

COMMENTS : Discuss the effects of patch size in environmentally stressed 
areas; especially regarding microclimatic and hydrologx changes as a 
consequence of harvest. Harvest leads to xwxeased ground temperature, 
descxatlon, SO11 eroslo", etc. 

1314, 1360 

VII-54 



ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - PATCH SIZE 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that changes in microclimate and hydrologic 
functron tend to increase as the sise of a created opening increases. This 
will be taken into account when we prescribe silvicultural treatments. DD 

COMMENTS: Consider that unscheduled harvests designed to bring patch size and 
stand characteristics into accordance with historical range of variation may 
have exactly the opposite effect than what was originally intended. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Timber, Unscheduled Timber Harvest) 

643 

RESPONSE : Unscheduled harvest will oocur on Forested lands that are not 
included in the timber base (Asp). Volume harvested would be a secondary 
benefit of any proposed ac!tLvity on unscheduled lands. Tmber harvest is used 
where necessary to meet specific ecological needs, not to produce timber as a 
commodity. Unscheduled timber harvest is not mandatory and is sub]ect to elte 
specific NEPA analysis where effects are analyzed. DDjLB 

Goshawk Constraints 

COMMENTS : Reconsider conclusions that limitation on opening size, established 
in goshawk guidelines to maintain large forest patches, will move the forest 
away from its RN" and will create a threat to forest health. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Wildlife, Goshawk) 

228, 413, 1368 

RESPONSE: The 40 acre "created opening" size limitatxon is a federal 
regulation (36 Code of Federal Regulations 219.27) based on the National 
Forest Management Act (NFMA) and applies to all areas of the forest, not lust 
portions of goshawk habrtat. A "created opening" is an opening in the forest 
canopy created by the application of even-aged srlvicultural practices such as 
clearcuts and group selection harvest. Forest Service policy allows for 
exceptions to this limitation as described in the Regional Guide. The 
guideline to not create openings within the "nest area" is intended to protect 
specific habitat requirements for nesting. In many cases, uneven-aged timber 
management, which is permitted within goshawk habitat, can be used to restore 
large forest patches. DD/MO 

Wildlife 

coMMJINTs : Discuss effects of openings on species other than those who appear 
to thrive in patches. Increases in edge species can dramatxally alter 
natural community assemblages. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, EM) 

1367 

RESPONSE: The Forest uses a host of "management rndicator species" in the 
broad-scale analysis of effects. The "management indicator species" include 
all of the Forest's threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. The 
effects of forest fragmentation on western coniferous forests is not 
well-defined and needs more research. Co"seq"e"tly, the discussion of effects 
of fragmentation in the Frnal EIS 18 quite brief. The Forest is currently 
involved in two research pro3ects armed at learning more about the effects of 
forest fragmentation on neotropical migratory birds and forest carnivores. 
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Also, the Final Revised Plan provides dIrectIon to manage forest ecosystems 1" 
properly functlonlng condltlon and outlines a process for doing so. DD/MO 

Aquatx Zones: 

COMMENTS : Use aquatlc connectrvlty as a" rndlcator of ecosystem patterns. 
Discuss how aquatic connectlvrty IS measured; how crltlcal values are 
determlned; and why marntainlng connectlvlty HI 448,000 acres of aquatx zone 
1s preferred choice. 

1362 

RESPONSE: As described r" Process Paper-Key Indicators for Flsherres and 
Aquatic Ecosystems, aquatic connectivity was measured as "acres of aquatx 
Influence zone managed to maintain connectivity." The ratronale was: HabItat 
fragmentatlonjconnectlvity occurs both longltudznally and laterally and takes 
place wlthln the aquatx rnfluence zone. Connectrvlty 1s the inverse to 
fragmentatron. The assumptions used were: 1) tradltronal roadrng, timber 
management, and livestock grazing tend to reduce aquatx connectlvlty; 2) the 
aquatic management prescrlptio" (e.g., buffer wrdths), standards and 
guldelines defined I" Alternatives 3-M, 4, 5, and 6 ~111 adequately maintain 
aquatic connectivity 1" the future; 3) narrower buffers provide less 
connectivity; and 4) other Management Prescriptions compatible with the 
aquatlc prescrIptlo" (such as wilderness or roadless) also malntal" 
connectlvlty. 

The Revised Plan proposes malnta~nlng co""ect1vlty on 512,000 acres 
This acre value resulted from adoptron of the "full" buffer widths combined 
with those management prescrrptlons with compatrble ob]ectlves (such as 
wrlderness or roadless) found wlthrn the Preferred Alternatrve. DD 

Use Ftasmentatxon Patterns and Connectivitv as the Indrcator for EM Health 
Alons wzth a Patch Size 

CONMENTS : State how patch size and connectivity will be managed in 
con]unctron with other habitat factors. Use dlstrrbutlon, patch size and 
connectzvlty of habrtats. You have devised a" evaluation system which 
prevents meaningful analysrs of habitat impacts or vlablllty from your 
proposed management actions and further reducing forest-wrde patch size wrll 
result r" greater fragmentation than already exists. Include a" analysis of 
fragmentatxon patterns and connectlvlty with patch size as a more 
comprehensive lndlcator for EM. 

643, 1369 

RESPONSE: The F~na.1 Revised Plan contains direction to manage ecosystems m 
properly functlonlng condltlon. Thx entails an evaluation of four crrterla: 
structure, composltlo", drsturbance regimes, and patterns. Wrthln properly 
fu"ctlon1ng (sustainable) ecosystems, these crlterla functron wrthln a range 
of natural varrablllty. Patch size, patch shape, patch drstrlbutlon and 
co""ectL"lty are measures of "patterns". The process the Forest wrll use to 
assess ecosystem sustalnabllrty 1s descrrbed L" a draft document entitled 
Properly Functlonlng Condrtlon Process - Draft 1996. DD 
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centenn1a1s 

COMMENTS : Rewrite the Centennial SubsectIon because severe fires, Insects and 
dxsease are a natural component of this area; there 1s too much logging and 
roadlng already, with mayor impacts to wildlIfe; you are using RNV to reduce 
the risk of catastrophx events as an excuse to log the Centennials; and you 
don't know the real RNV. 

695 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Goals/Ob]ectlves and Standards/Guidelrnes for Properly 
Functxonlng Condltlon (PFC) and Fire I" the Revxed Plan. PFC 1s emphasxed 
over RNV I" the Revxzed Plan. The "eettlng" sectlo" provides a general 
overview for the subsection. Srte-specifx landscape analysx assessments or 
pro]ects determine the feaslbrllty and scale (spatral and temporal) of 
opportunities that exrst wrthln this subsection, and consrder ecologrcal, 
social and economic lmpllcatlons. These assessments identify assocrated risks 
and mltLgatlon/management requirements (such as aggressive fire suppresslo") 
If no actlon is the most desxable option. DM 

LemhilMadicine Lodse 

COMMENTS: Rewrite Lemhl - Medlcrne Lodge Subsection, because there is a large 
amount of blodlverslty with a large number of plants, animals and fungi 
species in spite of the fact that there LS a lack of the species dlverslty; rt 
LS not undesirable that these forests are more susceptible to insects, disease 
and larger fires since that 1s wrthrn Its normal process and functron; plant 
associations should be managed for a longer Range of Natural Varlabll1ty; 
natural processes should be allowed to function to create diversity; and the 
recreation ob]ectlve to ~crease motorized use ~111 cause more problems, 
especially on trails. 

695 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Goals/Ob]ect~ves and Standards/Gurdelines for Properly 
Functzonrng Condltlon (PFC) and Fire m the Revxed Plan. PFC 1s emphasrzed 
over RNV U-I the Revised Plan. The "setting" sectlon provides a general 
overvIew for the subsection. Site-specific landscape analysis assessments or 
projects determine the feaslbrllty and scale (spatial and temporal) for 
opportunltles that might exxt wlthln this subsection, and consider 
ecologrcal, soc~.al and economx lmplicatrons. These assessments identify the 
associated risks and mltigatron/management requxements (such as aggressive 
fxe suppresslo") If no actlon 1s the most dearable option. The 
Lemhx-Medxlne Lodge Subsection contains no suitable timber lands wlthin the 
3M Alternative. Management actrvrties rely on achlevlng other resource values 
or are responsive to natural events. Refer to the Oblectrve for Recreation in 
thx subsection which states, "Provide increased desrgnated motorized road and 
trail access U-J a managed low impact method." DM 

Teton Ranse 

CONNENTS : Rewrite the Harvest Plans for the Teton Range Subsection because 
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this area has already had too much sllvrcultural treatment and does not need 
any more. 

695 

RESPONSE: The Teton Range SubsectLon contains no timber management emphasrs 
prescr2ptrons. Areas of sultable lands exxst within this subsectIon but any 
txmber management that might occur will be done rn a manner that is sensitive 
to the resource ob]ective(s) for the prescriptlo" area (such as vrsuals). 
Approxrmately 95% of the publrc lands in the subsection 1s not part of the 
suLtable timber base and the remanrng 5% has other management emphasrs. DM 

COMMENTS : Explain the term "over-mature vegetation" in an ecosystem context. 
695 

RESPONSE: Refer to the glossary sectlo" of the Revxsed Plan for the 
deflnltlon of thx term. From an ecosystem context, the concern about vast 
acreages of overmature trees LS that they might be more susceptible to insect 
and dxease or fire, may lose diversLty, or may be SimplLfylng. DM 

COMMENTS : Add a goal of fire management to restore bighorn sheep habitat, 
partxularly winter habltat, that has been degraded by the natural fire 
regime. 

699 

RESPONSE: Refer to the first Frre ObJectives I" the Revised Plan which 
addresses development of fxe management plans. DM 

Carxbou Subsection 

COMMENTS : Rewrrte the Caribou Subsection to exp1a.n why there LS a rrsk of 
large fires and Lnsect and disease outbreaks, but the area 1s outsIde the 
timber base in 3M. 

695 

RESPONSE: Portlons of the Carrbou SubsectIon are withrn the suitable timber 
base. These areas contrrbute toward ASQ. Risk to fire and Insect and drsease 
outbreaks LS based on the fire groups that make up the Caribou Subsection and 
the amount of mature/over mature age classes. DM 

Improve the Subsection Descriptions 

COMMENTS : Discuss ecologxal analyst? that is specific to the Tatghee 
Natlonal Forest that form the basis for the descrzptions of the subsections. 
Forest numbers are grossly inaccurate and misrepresent vegetation condltlons. 

643 

RESPONSE: The setting sections provide a general overvIew of condltrons 
wLthln the varLous subsectIons. Numbers were derived from the Geographical 
Information System data base and revlewed several times by the Ranger 
Dlstrlcts for accuracy. These figures end general observations are further 
evaluated and refined at the landscape or prolect level of analysis. DM 
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Jacknxne Loop and Leiqh Creek 

COMMENTS: DEIS, 111-Z: While it may be true at higher elevations that the 
Teton Range and Centennlale exhibit greater connectlvrty, lt 1s unlxkely to be 
true at lower elevatrons. Intensive timber harvests occurred in the Jackprne 
Loop and Leigh Creek Areas, creating unnatural openLngs that span hundreds of 
acres. Shrub slopes at lower elevations (critwal ungulate range) are no 
longer bordered by good hldlng and thermal cover due to timber harvest. Shrub 
slopes are XI proxrmity to new houses, roads and actlvitles on adlacent 
prrvate lands. Roads and trails are present in almost all of the dranages in 
the Tetons. Teton Pass Road and the Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road may have a mayor 
effect on landscape connectlvlty for large and small animals. 

643 

RESPONSE: The subsection description (DEIS III-1 III, and IV) are general and 
are intended to provide basx 1nformatLon. Pas& actlvltles are analyzed when 
future actlvltles are proposed in these areas (such as cumulative effects 
analysis) in sate-specrfx projects. DM 

COMMENTS : Do not log the west slope of the Big Holes as a means of fire 
preventlo*. 

Mxssing Letter # 

RESPONSE: Virtually all of what might be described as the west slope of the 
Big Holes falls into Prescription 5.1.4 (b), 3.2 (i), and 2.7 (a). Timber 
harvests are scheduled in the 5.1.4 (b) Prescrxptron for insect and drsease 
treatment, but not =n the others. No specific need LS identifLed at this time 
to log thvs area as a means of fxe preventlo". DM 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGENEXT - SUCCESSION 

General 

(Note: D~SCUSSLO~S about Succession and Old Growth in lodgepole, Douglas-fir 
and aspen are cross-referenced II? Timber; Discussions about Succession and 
Late Seral in sagebrush are cross-referenced in Range, Sagebrush.) 

CONNBNTS : Expand and Include current thlnklng and knowledge of community 
ecology and dynamics. Current theorres on the state and transltlon model of 
community change have not been Incorporated. Show that vegetation composltlon 
does not follow a predxtable unldx'ectlonal advancement from early post 
disturbance communities until It reaches a preconceived vegetatron clrmax. 

643, 1446 
Attributing all of the changes in forest and shrub communities to 

fxe suppresslo" overs~mpl~fres the complex processes that Lnteract to cause 
changes in forest commun1tles such as the effects of grazing that have shifted 
species composltlon of the rlpar=an areas and have contributed to Doug-fx 
encroachment in aspen stands. 

643 
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Consider that vegetation composition does not follow a predxtable 
unxdxectronal advancement from early post drsturbance communrtres until It 
reaches a preconceived vegetation clrmax. Most studies have shown thrs 1s not 
the case, but more dependent on species present prior to disturbance and a nu.x 
of slope, sorls, aspect, elevation and other topo-edaphx factors that 
characterize the site. 

643 

RESPONSE: Grazrng effects are included m the discussron on success~o". 
Wlthrn a forestwIde document, lntroduclng some of the ma,or rnfluences such as 
fire suppress~o" that have an effect on plant succession 1s approprrate. At 
the landscape or project level, the Forest looks at things in more detail. 
The Targhee 1s working with Montana State University to develop modeling 
procedures. Much of this work 1s strll conceptual or I" the testing stage and 
1s unavailable for rncorporatlo" into the rev~s~o" process. As the Forest's 
landscape efforts proceed, these concepts may lead to amendments to the 
Revised Plan as more knowledge/rnslght 1s galned about the various ecosystems 
that make up the Targhee. DM 

COMMENTS : Define why a variety of successronal stages 1s a management 
oblective. Describe why this 1s needed to maintain wrldlrfe and how patch 
size and connectlvlty ~111 be managed with other habitat factors. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The oblective of managing for a" array of successional stages 1s to 
rmprove the overall biodiversLty in sectxons of the Targhee. Mxces of 
successional stages and the malntenance of key specres (e.g., aspen) makes the 
ecosystem more resrstant to perturbations and more resilient when 
perturbations occur (keeps the systems from becoming simpllfLed). Refer to 
the Properly Functlonlng Condition section of the Revised Plan under 
"Ecological Processes and Patterns", Chapter III. An array of ecological 
lndlces (e.g., patch srze, patch shape, connectlvlty, drverslty) are being 
considered at the Forest's landscape level analysrs and are berng evaluated 
when considering management optrons. The Intent of the Revised Plan 1s to 
Introduce some of these key concepts and to lay the foundation for finer 
levels of analysis that are or ~111 be occurring on the Forest. DM 

COMMENTS : Include stand structure characterlstlcs in your criteria for late 
SUCCSSSlOIlSl. Include mwlmal basal area, snag density and average dbh 
requirement so publx can understand the value of late successional to 
wIldlIfe. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Please refer to the Old Growth and Late Success~~al Forest section 
wlthrn the Final Envrronmental Impact Statement. In partrcular, refer to the 
Table AA. DM 

COMMENTS: Correct contradictions that upland non-forested areas are trending 
toward a predominant mid to late seral stage and then contradwting statements 
that mid-seral stage 1s a satrsfactory ecological condltron. This illustrates 
how classic success~o" theory can get you Into trouble. 

489 
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RESPONSE: Chapter III of the Revvsed Plan states: "Satisfactory ecologxal 
condltron LS defined as being Ln mid-seral stage or higher ecological status 
and havrng a stable or upward trend In sol1 and vegetation conditxon". 
Several factors are evaluated in arrlvrng at ecological condltron. Refer to 
the glossary section of the Revxed Plan for the definitron of "Desired 
Vegetation Condltlon". DM 

Ecological Processes - Climate Factors 

COMMENTS : Include a discussion of climatrc factors that have strmulated 
forest changes. Regional clrmatx trends have trended toward warmer and 
wetter growing seasons since the end of the Little Ice Age. 

643 
Consider large-scale meteorologxal mechanisms, like El 

Nxv?Southern Osclllat1on, and relatlonship to local processes such as 
vegetatvx development of fuels accumulation that affect fire frequencres or 
intensity. These local events may be swamped by larger spatial and temporal 
events. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: These comments are outside the scope of thrs document. DM 
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CONNENTS : The key 1seues that drive the Plan should address the health of the 
resource not elk security because elk security allows Fish and Game to force 
the Forest into unhealthy management of both timber and range. 

432 

RESPONSE: Elk security was only one of the key issues considered In the 
Revised Plan. Other key issues were sustalnabrlity, fire and natural 
disturbances, riparian, grizzly bear management, access, roadless area 
management, and timber harvest. These and numerous other LSSU~S were all 
considered in the analysis for the Revised Plan. The Forest works 
cooperatively with the State Fish and Game agencies to help them meet therr 
obJectives while also meeting the other multiple uses mandate of the Forest 
Service. A healthy ecosystem rncludes healthy elk, range and timber. MO 

COMMENTS : Explain why Alternative 2 (in DEIS chapter 2) "slightly rmptoves" 
elk security when alternatIve 3M (ln DEIS chapter 2) "greatly improves" elk 
security with only a l/2 increase. Define terms, explain standards. 

629a 

RESPONSE: We agree that the terms "slightly improves" and "greatly improves" 
are relatrve and subjective. That 1s why the actual percent change Ln acres 
of the Forest meeting elk vulnerability thresholds was displayed in the DEIS 
and 1s dxplayed in the FEIS. MO 

COMNENTS : The Forest falls to accurately state the agreed upon State of Idaho 
elk hunting objectives. 

766 

RESPONSE: In the DEIS, the Forest accurately stated a portron of the State of 
Idaho elk huntrng obJectives. For the FEIS, the Forest accurately states the 
entrre State of Idaho elk huntrng objectives. Elk hunting objectives are set 
by the State Fish and Game agencies. The Forest works with the State Fish and 
Game agencies to analyze how the Frnal Revised Plan contributes towards 
achlevlng their ob]ectLves. The Forest incorporated the State Fish and Game 
agency's most recent research on elk vulnerability into the Final Revised Plan 
and used an elk vulnerabilrty model developed by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game. This model predxts overall bull elk vulnerabLlity during the 
general elk rifle hunting season, based on motorized access and hunter 
densltles. The model does not predict the number of branch antlered bulls 
whrch ~111 reman In the population, nor the percentage of yearling bulls to 
be harvested, nor the percentage of mature bulls which wrll reman In the 
populatLo*. The Forest emphasrzed the portion of the State elk hunting 
ob]ectives that fit the results of the analyzas. Many factors affect elk 
vulnerablllty which are outside the control of the Forest Servxe, such as 
numbers of hunters, distribution of hunters, length of seasons, different 
types of seasons, and weather conditions. The Forest wrll continue to 
emphasize management of Its contribution to elk vulnerability, but cannot plan 
for or control other factors and condltlons. MO 
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COMMENT.5 : Restate the fxst ecologrcal component In the DFPR Chapter II: 
"manage to Improve elk securrty." 

766 

RESPONSE: In the Draft, the Forest used the statement: "Manage to reduce elk 
vulnerabrlity." Reduced elk vulnerablllty 1s the modeling tool that shows 
Improvements In elk security. The wordrng 1s better clarified in the Flne.1 
Revxsed Plan. MO 

COMMENTS : Address elk vulnerab1llty/effectlveness. Revise the following: 
decrease elk vulnerabilrty, =ncrease elk habitat effectiveness and 
cross-country motorxed closures, and increase elk security through effectrve 
roads & trails. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan decreases elk vulnerability by closrng more roads 
and trails to motorized travel and by reducrng the amount of the Forest open 
to summer cross-country motorized travel from 62% to 7%; increases elk habitat 
effectrveness by closing more roads and trails to motorrzed travel end 
increases cover as prevrously harvested areas grow back into tree cover; 
emphasizes makIng road and trarl closures effective, and makes road closure 
effectiveness monitoring a number one priority monLtormg rtem. MO 

CONlmNTS : Road closures to protect big game require: more analysis, better 
methods and science, stricter standards and guidelines, and better adherence 
to environmental laws. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The analysis of roads and trails for the Final Revised Plan 
rncludes a complete Forestwrde inventory. Other agencres, such as the Idaho 
Department of Frsh and Game, assisted wrth the inventory. Every existing road 
and tra.1 closure 1s evaluated for Its effectiveness. Cross-country OHV 
travel Incorporated GIS technology showrng slope and vegetation 
characteristics that Ldentify areas of the Forest where OHV travel can occur. 

The Revrsed Plan establishes open road and open motorxed trz.11 
route densltles using standards for every area of the Forest. 

The Forest used the most recent research on elk vulnerabllxty and 
the most recent guidelines for motorized access I" grizzly bear habltat. The 
Forest 1s adhering to all envxonmental laws. MO 

Criticism of Elk Vulnerability F~sures Used bv the Forest 

CONNENTS : The Plan indicates 91% of the Forest meets Idaho Frsh and Game's 
elk vulnerabilLty thresholds, which LS not true. 

58 

RESPONSE: Using the most recent research on elk vulnerability, which includes 
an elk vulnerabilrty model developed by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 
the Forest predicts that In the preferred alternative, 89% of the Forest would 
meet the elk vulnerability thresholds establxhed by the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department and the Wyomzng Game and Fish Department. It will take several 
years to Implement all of the changes In motorized access to achreve these 
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predwtlons. Many factors are outside the control of the Forest Servxe which 
Lnfluence elk vul"erabAlty, such as changes L" the number of elk hunters, 
changes L" elk seasons, weather patterns, and so forth. It will take 
mon~torrng and cooperatrve work with the State Fish and Game agencies to 
achxve the predicted results. MO 

coNNENTs : To be realistic the Elk Vulnerability chart should be based on a 
percentage of the maxxmnn attainable. 

375 

RESPONSE: The elk vulnerability chart accurately displays the percentage of 
the Forest which meets the elk vulnerability thresholds establrshed by the 
State Frsh and Game Departments. MO 

Elk Vulnerabxlitv - Examine Other Stud&es 

CONNENTS : Include a radio-telemetry study on elk. 
766 

RFSPONSE: Information from the elk studres which were cooperatrvely funded by 
the State Frsh and Game agencies and the Forest Service during the 1980s and 
early 1990s were used as the Forest worked with the State Fish and Game 
agencies to identify ~s*u**, and the actions needed to resolve the issues. 
Techniques for monitoring included radio-telemetry, depending on the 
researcher's preference and study obJectives. MO 

Elk Vulnerabalxtv - Winter and Summer Populatrons 

coNJ4ENTs : Elk sub-populations summering on the Targhee National Forest are 
not the **me population that is vrslble on winter range; collect data on both 
populatxans because it is misleading to only collect data on winter 
populations. 

766 

RESPONSE: Data on elk populations is collected by the State Fish and Game 
agencres and shared wrth the Targhee. They have both summer and wrnter data 
about drstrlbutlons of elk. MO 

coMMENTs : A credible evaluatron of big game population requires habitat 
quality and population sxe, spatial and temporal distflbution of an~~~als, 
herd composrtw", vulnsrabillty to harvest, productivity, calf/fawn survlva.1, 
qualrty of hunting experience, and the amount of hunting opportunity. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service is primarily responsible for managing the 
habLtat for big game on Natlonal Forest lands. State Fxh and Game agencies 
are pr~~~rlly responsible for managing the big game populations. Big game 
population data is collected by the State Frsh and Game agencxs. Therefore, 
I" the Foal Revised Plan and Envrronmental Impact 
Statement, the Forest emphasizes the Forest Service responsibllrty for 
managing habitat co"dltLons, and does not dvsplay detaAe;l populatlo" data. 
MO 
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COMMENTS : Correct errors and use the Idaho FLsh & Game elk population numbers 
and methods. 

690 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the Idaho Fish and Game elk population numbers and 
methods. Information from the elk studies (which were cooperatively funded by 
the State Frsh and Game agencies and the Forest Service during the 1980s and 
early 1990s) were used as the Forest worked with the State Fish and Game 
agencies to identify issues and the actrons needed to resolve the issues. 
The Forest used the most recent research on elk vulnerabrllty, which included 
an elk vulnerability model developed by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
and an elk habItat effectiveness model developed cooperatively with the State 
Fish and Game agencies. MO 

Elk Huntins Objectives - Bull:Cow Ratlo 

COMMENTS : Incorporate more than Just one indicator of elk vulnerabilLty 
(bull:cow ratlo on winter range) in order to adequately monitor elk security. 

766, 1365 

RESPONSE: The bull:cow ratlo on wrnter ranges wrll not be the only 
lndlcator of elk vulnerability for monrtorlng. The State Fish and Game 
agencies collect a variety of lnformatron about big game populations, and the 
Forest wrll continue to work cooperatively wrth them to monitor both habitat 
condltlons and big game populations on the Forest using other indrcators. MO 

COMMENTS: In the analysx of hunting qualltles, Include the number of elk 
available 1x1 the hunting season and the portion of total bulls comprised of 
branch antlered bulls. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Forest Servxe 1s primarily responsible for managing the 
habrtat for big game popula'aons on NatIonal Forests. State Fish and Game 
agencies are primarily responsible for managing the big game populations. -Big 
game populatxw? data 1s collected by the State Fish and Game agencies. In the 
Final Revised Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, the Forest emphasxzes 
its responsibility for managing habitat condLtrons. The Forest does not 
display detaled population data. MO 

COMMENTS : Complete the elk hunting obiectives in the DEIS (Chapter III) by 
addIng the followng after the respective bull:cow ratio: for Ready Access 
units: "wrth 40% of bulls branch-antlered; and maintarn the percentage of 
yearling bulls 1" the antlered segment of the harvest at or below 50% and the 
percentage of mature bulls (havrng at least 6 points on one antler) at or 
above lo%." For Front Range unxts: "with 50% of bulls branch-antlered; and 
manta" the percentage of yearlrng bulls in the antlered segment of the 
harvest at or below 35% and the percentage of mature bulls (having at least 6 
points on one antler) at or above 20%." 

643, 766 
Include in the DEIS one of the four State of Idaho ob]ectlves for 

elk vulnerablllty. 
766 
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RESPONSE: Elk huntrng objectrves are set by the State Fish and Game 
agencres. The Forest works with the state Fish and Game agencies to analyze 
how the FuI~~ Revised Plan contributes towards achlev&ng thex ob,ectrves. 
The Forest rncorporated the State Fish and Game agency*' most recent research 
on elk vulnerablllty into the Fuw.~ Revrsed Plan and used an elk vulnerabrlrty 
model developed by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. This model predxts 
overall bull elk vulnerability during the general elk rifle hunting season, 
based on motorrzed access and hunter densltles. The model does not predict 
the number of branch antlered bulls which will reman in the population, nor 
the percentage of yearlrng bulls to be harvested, nor the percentage of mature 
bulls whxh will reman 1" the populatron. The Forest emphasized the portion 
of the State elk hunting objectives that fit the results of the analysx. 
Many factors affect elk vulnerability which are outsrde the control of the 
Forest Service, such as numbers of hunters, dlstrrbutlon of hunters, length of 
seasons, different types of seasons, and weather condltxons. The Forest ~11 
continue to emphasize management of Its contrrbution to elk vulnerabllxty, but 
cannot plan for or control other factors and conditions. NO 

coMMENTs : The Forest expresses Elk Vulnerability goals using an lndlcator 
(winter range herd compos1tlon) whrch does not relate directly to elk 

management. The Forest should revise Elk Vulnerability goals 1" the DEIS 
(Chapter III) to reflect Idaho Fish & Game’s position (use numbers and bull 
ratlos on the Forest during hunting season); use this mformat1on I" the 
analysis. 

643 

RESPONSE: We agree that the bull:cow ratio on winter ranges may not be the 
best rndxator of elk vulnerabilrty. The State Fish and Game agencres collect. 
a varrety of rnformatron about big game populations, and the Forest ~~11 
continue to work cooperatively with them to monitor both habitat condltlons 
and big game populations on the Forest. MO 

Elk Habitat Effectiveness 

coNNENTs : Do not rely on Elk Habitat Effectiveness in order to determine how 
many trarls to close because it is based on two studzes conducted by one 
lndivldual (Lyon) whxh does not provrde enough statistxally defensible 
screntifx data to Justify Its use. 

270 

RESPONSE: Elk habrtat effectiveness is only one of many considerations used 
in determrnlng how many trails to close or keep open to motorrzed use. The 
Forest used a variety of studres by several researchers. Scientific research, 
such as that by Lyons, LS peer-reviewed and is part of the overall 
deliberations. MO 
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Ge”e?Xll 

CONNSNTS : Protect and restore elk habitat to ensure the security and success 
of elk. 

34, 62, 136, 180, 252, 325, 697 

RESPONSE: Elk habltat 1s an rmportant consideration in the Revised Plan. 
The Final Revised Plan improves elk habitat conditions by reducing the density 
of open motorized roads and trails, reducrng the amount of the Forest open to 
cross-country motorized travel, and reducing the amount of proposed timber 
harvestrng whuzh allows hiding cover to increase UI the future as trees I" 
previously harvested areas grow back into hrdlng cover. MO 

CONNENTS : Oppose issues of elk habitat because It 1s mlsleadlng to the 
publrc. 

311 

RESPONSE: The elk habitat analysis in the Revued Plan u-aorporates the most 
recent research and best lnformatlon available for elk vulnerability and elk 
habitat effectiveness. The Forest encourages anyone with questions about elk 
habitat to vrsit the Targhee offices or the Fish and Game Departments. MO 

Range Health 

CONNENTS : Address the health of the grazmg, range resource when analyzrng 
factors that affect elk security. 

432 

RESPONSE: The Forest analyzed factors whuzh are ldentifled as the most 
important for elk security (such as open road and trail densltxes, 
cross-country OHV access, hunter densltxs, and hldkng cover). At this trme, 
the grazxng-range resource is not identlfled as a factor affecting elk 
securrty. MO 

Amount of Range 

COMMENTS : Address 250 forested acres needed to complete security for big 
game; define whether the entire 250 acres must qualify as security. 

127323, 1369 

RESPONSE: The wording 1x1 the Draft Forest Plan Revision was difficult to 
understand. The Forest clarified this direction for the Final Revised Plan. 
For management prescrrptions 5.1.4 and 5.4, the Forest ~111 manage for blocks 
of the Forest that are greater than 250 acres in size. These blocks can be a 
combination of sapling, pole, mature and old growth trees. 

Also, r" management prescriptions 5.1.4 and 5.4, "security areas" 
wrll be malntalned ad]acent to areas where timber sales are in progress. 
Securrty areas do not need to be all cover. They ~11 normally be large areas 
rncorporating both cover and openings, with low road densrtxes, and no 
drsturbance actlvlty IS allowed unta.1 the timber sale activLty 1s completed. 
MO 
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Enforce Ranse Protectlo" 

COMMENTS : Enforce protectlo" of big game range because even with three 
agencies managIng big game (Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Servxe, 
and Idaho Frsh & Game) there 1s strll a need for enforcement & protection. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Forest cooperates with other agencies for law enforcement and 
notifies the appropriate agency and law enforcement personnel when aware of a 
violation. Cooperative law enforcement efforts will continue Into the 
future. MO 

COMMENTS : Define thermal cover as 45% canopy closures by usLng sclentifx 
references. 

1369 

RESPONSE: During the first five years of draftrng the Revised Plan, the 
Forest held a Serb% of elk workshops with State Frsh and Game agencies and 
reviewed a lot of literature. Although some lrterature discusses and defines 
thermal cover, absolute thermal cover requirements are not Justrfled on the 
Targhee. Elk can be found year around in desert habltats without thermal 
cover, and they occur in a wade variety of mountain habrtats with a wide range 
of cover and noncover attributes. Also, elk continue to use lodgepole pine 
forests in areas where the mountain pine beetle killed high percentages of the 
trees, and where reduced canopy closure is far below 45%. For the Final 
Revised Plan, elk security was determined the most important concern. The 
most rmportant habitat features dealing with elk security are motorized access 
density, hunter densrty, and hidrng cover. MO 

COMMENTS: Leave enough cover when harvestL.ng timber for elk security. 
625 

RESPONSE: Management prescrrptions 5.1.4 and 5.4 requLre that only 20% of the 
forested acres can be in a created opening at any point 1x1 time. Therefore, 
80% of the forested acres III these management prescrrptions wrll provide cover 
for elk at any pant I" trme. Also, these management prescriptions requxe 
management for large blocks of cover (greater than 250 acres 1" size). MO 

COMMENTS : The Elk Habitat Effectiveness model 1s dependent upon elk hldmg 
cover. Professional blologrsts suggest lncreasx,g optimum elk hldlng cover 
levels from 40% to 50-60% of a watershed. 

No letter #, 413 

RESPONSE: The Elk HabItat Effectxveness model recognrzes that optxoum habitat 
condltlons exist with 50 to 60 percent hiding cover rn a watershed. However, 
research indicates that hiding cover is not the most Important factor in 
predxtrng potential elk use in a watershed. Other factors, such as motorrzed 
access density, are more important than cover in predicting potential elk use 
in a watershed. Detailed hL.dlng cover analysis for the watersheds on the 
Forest show that no watershed currently has optimum hiding cover conditions, 
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rncludlng those watersheds in wrlderness which have never had trmber 
harvestx?g act=vlty. Some watersheds have as little as 6 to 12 percent hrdlng 
cover (such as the watersheds 183 the Birch Creek and Medlclne Lodge), yet have 
an rncreaslng elk population during the last decade. MO 

Corridors 

COMNENTS : Manage for elk migration corridors. 
189, 356, 625 

RESPONSE: Elk migration between summer and winter ranges occurs almost 
everywhere on the Forest. A general overview of elk migration is as follows: 

In the Lemhi Mountains and Medicine Lodge Subsections, elk 
generally migrate to lower elevations to reach winter ranges. Some of these 
winter ranges occur on BLM lands, the Salmon/Challis National Forest, private 
lands, and in Montana. 

Elk whxh summer in the Centennial Mountans mrgrate erther north 
rnto Montana or south to the desert west of St. Anthony to reach winter 
ranges. 

Elk which summer in the Island Park area and m Yellowstone 
NatIona. Park mrgrate south and west to winter on the desert west of St. 
Anthony. 

Elk whxh summer on the west slope of the Tetons mLgrate east to 
Jackson Hole, or west to lower elevatxon winter ranges along the Forest 
boundary. 

Elk whxh summer 1" the Big Hole/Palisades Subsection migrate to 
lower elevation winter ranges along the Forest boundary, and to Wyoming State 
feed grounds near Alpine. 

Elk whxh summer in the Caribou portlo" of the Forest migrate west 
to the Fall Creek and Tex Creek winter areas. 

Elk ~111 migrate through a variety of vegetatron types, rncluding 
forests, deserts, and grasslands. Elk will migrate to seasonal ranges across 
open roads. A notable example are the elk whxh summer rn the Island Park 
area and L" Yellow&one Natronal Park, and winter on the desert west of St. 
Anthony. These elk migrate across many open roads, lncludlng State HIghway 47 
and U.S. Hrghway 20. The Targhee is unaware of any mrgratlon bang stopped 
because of forest management actlvltles, including the lodgepole pine salvage 
program which occurred during the last decade. 

However, the following concerns have been expressed about elk 
migratwx to winter ranges: 1) If wrnter range areas are closed to huntL.ng, 
then elk are not available to be hunted if they migrate too quickly through 
the huntable areas; and 2) elk whxh arrive on winter ranges too early use 
forage whrch may be needed later in the winter. The Forest Plan Rev~slo" 
addresses these concerns. It closes 94% of the Forest to summer cross-country 
motorized vehicle travel; reduces the number of miles of open road by about 
1,000 miles; and allows 20 percent of the forested acres to be I" a created 
openrng at any one txne, thereby provldlng more cover I" areas where trmber 
harvestLng can occur. 

Hunting pressure during the fall big game hunt may influence how 
quxkly elk mrgrate between summer and winter ranges in some areas of the 
Forest. Hunting pressure LS primarily rnfluenced by the hunting regulations 
of the State Fish and Game agencres, but can be Influenced partially by the 
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amount of motorrzed access and the amount of cover. By closx,g 94% of the 
Forest to summer cross-country travel, reduang the number of open roads, and 
llm1ting the amount of created openings where 'umber harvesting occurs, 
hunting pressure may be changed whrch may allow elk to move more slowly to 
wL"ter range areas. MO 

ELK - HUNTING 

Elk Securxtv Nesativelv Impacts Buntlnq 

COMMENTS : Object to closed roads because closures reduce hunting areas and 
crowding hunters onto small areas ~~11 cause more fatalities. 

3, 48, 511 
Road closures will cause more "winter kill" in winter range, more 

"slob hunts" and more "Indian kill". 
277, 388 

Object to the Forest's desire to eliminate motorrzed trail bikes in 
order to reduce elk vulnerability to hunting pressure because: Idaho Fish and 
Game shows only 1% of hunters use tral bikes to hunt; Hunting Unit #39 has 
some of heaviest OHV recreation and motorized trail densities and had increase 
from 100 elk harvest in 1980 to 600 in 1989; and increased harvest 1.n Unit #39 
was result of increased herd size, whrch occurred while OHV use was also 
mcreasmg. 

629a 
Open gates in elk habrtat areas to two weeks to allow for more 

consistent hunter success. 
250 

Elk Securitv Posltivelv Impacts Huntxdq 
Support hunting and ensure quality hunting. 

20, 278 
Protect and improve the hunting experience by prohlbltlng OHV 

travel because motorrzed access 1s the reason for the loss of the amount of 
elk hunting on the Targhee National Forest. 

190, 215 
Restrxt access to crrtical winter range to improve huntmg. 

212 
Establish a uniform opening date to elrmrnate preference to special 

interest/farmers groups. 
250 

Recognxe and add two key elements to elk/hunting management: 1) 
The fact that Forest management affects hunter density and distrrbution, and 
the quality of the huntrng experience; 2) The importance of managrng forests 
effxlently, with hrgh levels of elk habitat effectiveness, so that big game 
remain on forest lands and are therefore available to the hunting public of 
Idaho rather than bang driven into refuge areas or across state borders to 
secure habitat. 

766 
Close roads and trals because elk are the foundatxn of a 

multi-mllllon dollar hunting business 1" Idaho. 
185 
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Llmlt motorized use in con]unctlon with over-harvested areas 
because It would result 1" longer hunting season and rncrease habitat for 
other species. 

270 
Protect Elk from Hunters 

Recommend to Idaho Fish and Game to cut back on permits. 
50 

Prohlblt any vehxle from closed areas. 
170 

Close brg game areas to ORVs during hunting season. 
157, 165, 168, 174, 180, 181, 187, 190, 203, 226, 278, 280, 360, 650, 
690, 1247, 1313, 1388 

Close roads only durrng hunting season, not year-round- 
51, 375, 393, 413, 687, 693, 1202, 1267, 1317, 1389 

Address elk security year-round, not -,ust during the huntrng 
season. 

305 
Close selected roads and trails to reduce elk vulnerability. 

2, 24, 32, 331, 731 
Idaho Fish and Game 

Leave management of the elk security issue entirely to Idaho Frsh 
and Game. Support Idaho Frsh and Game's proposals and 5-year elk plan. 

182, 357, 625, 766 
Use Idaho Fish and Game elk population counts. 

690 
Allow Idaho Fish and Game to implement wildlife management to 

manage elk population. 
393 

Look at Idaho Fish and Game thresholds for elk vulnerability and 
how they fit each planned unit. 

1341 
Because 90% of bull elk mortality 1s caused by hunters, the Forest 

Service should recommend that Idaho Fish and Game shorten or elimLnate the 
general season, rmplement a permit system, and implement road closures; use 
these guldelrnes, don't lust close roads. 

629a 
Oppose the use of the issue 3 Lndlcator of elk security (the extent 

to which elk are protected from huntrng pressure) because the U.S. Forest 
Service 1s allowIng Idaho Fish and Game to drrect management practices. 

432 
Do not use Frsh and Game regulatrons when determlnlng elk 

vulnerabilrty thresholds because the agency 1s not trustworthy. 
270 

The Forest has met Idaho Fish and Game goals at the expense of 
other users evrdenced by a dram&x reductxm of ASQ and access even though 
there has been an increase in elk numbers over the last 10 years. 

692 
Idaho Fish and Game regulations for elk security do not consider 

elk populations, hunter success, numbers of licenses sold, numbers of hunters 
and economic return to Idaho. 

228 
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Closrng 213 of the roads 1s Idaho Fish and Game's way of keeping an 
open bull season (not restricting the number of hunting permits) at the 
expense of other users such as ORV users. 

393, 413 
Opposed to closures, seasonal restrrctlons, and ellmLnatlon of 

cross-country and OHV travel to reduce elk vulnerablllty because Idaho Fish & 
Game has another agenda and elk vulnerability 1s "over-kill." 

646 

RESPONSE: (TO ALL) Before responding to the above COn?ments, note that State 
Fish and Game agencies manage hunting regulations and animals populations. 
Therefore the Fish and Game agencres determine hunting dates, number of 
permits, sex and age, lxenslng and fees, length of season, and economic 
returns to the state. The Forest Service 1s charged with managrng habitat, 
lncludlng motorx.ed recreatxxx.1 use. 

Elk were selected as a management indicator species for the Frnal 
Revised Plan because: 1) they are a species commonly hunted; and 2) populatron 
changes (number of animals and/or dlstrrbution of animals) rndlcate the 
effects of Forest management activ1tle.s on habitat condltlons that are 
important to elk and other wildlife. Since elk are hunted, population changes 
also lndxate the effects of hunting regulatxons. Most often, it 1s 
combinations of habitat condrtions, access and hunting regulations that affect 
elk populations. 

One of the goals for the Revised Plan is: "Provide habitat to 
support the wlldlrfe and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming." 

The elk population goals for the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
(IDFG) are: 

Game Management Units 60, 61, 62, 62A. 64, 65, 66, 69: Known as 
"Ready Access Urats", the IDFG goal for the post hunting season population is 
2 15 bulls per 100 cows (this equates to a maximum of 60 percent bull elk 
mortalrty), with 40% of bulls branch-antlered; and mar&an the percentage of 
yearlLng bulls 1" the antlered segment of the harvest at or below 50% and the 
percentage of mature bulls (having 6 pants on one antler) at or above 10%. 
(IDFG letters: May 12, 1995 and NOV. 15, 1995) 

Game Management Units 58, 59, 59A, 67: Known a.6 "Front Range 
Units", the IDFG goal for the post hunting season population is 2 20 bulls per 
100 cows (this equates to maximum of 50 percent bull elk mortalrty), with 50% 
of bulls branch-antlered; and maintain the percentage of yearling bulls in the 
antlered segment of the harvest at or below 35% and the percentage of mature 
bulls (havrng 6 points on one antler) at or above 20%. (IDFG letters: May 12, 
1995 and Nov. 15, 1995) 

IDFG stated that these goals were not berng met in Game Management 
Units 59, 59A, 60, and 62A (Elk Workshop, September 1992). 

The elk population goals for the Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
(WGF) are: 

For all of the Wyoming units on the Forest, the WGF goal for the 
post hunting season population is 2 20 bulls per 100 COWS. This equates to a 
maxImum of 50 percent bull elk mortality. 

For all of the Wyoming units on the Forest, these goals are being 
met. 

For elk habxtat effectiveness, IDFG requested maintaining elk 
habitat effectiveness values of at least 0.6 in each subwatershed (IDFG letter 
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dated June 25, 1996). Currently, elk habitat effectiveness values are below 
0.6 I." many watersheds of the Forest. 

For elk winter ranges, the goal LS to provide qualxty winter range 
condltrons, rncludlng managing motorrzed access to provide security for 
wmter1ng anUila1s. 

For the Flns.1 Revised Plan, the Targhee identrfred the habitat 
components most important to support the above stated goals for populatxans, 
elk habitat effectiveness, and winter range. These components include 
motorrzed access density, and hldrng cover. The Revrsed Plan provides for the 
following changes in motorized access density and hiding cover to support the 
above stated goals: 

1) Cross-country snowmachine travel is prohibited on all elk 
winter ranges to provide security for wrntering anrmals. Only a few 
designated routes are allowed for motorized acce** through elk winter ranges 
during the winter time. 

2) Cross-country motorrzed travel 1s prohibited on 94% of the 
Forest durrng the sprrng, summer and fall periods to provrde for xnproved elk 
habitat effectiveness and lower elk vulnerability. 

3) An open road and open motorxzed trarl route density is 
establIshed for every area of the Forest. The result of these speclfxd 
densltles 1s that about 600 miles of currently open motorized roads and about 
130 miles of currently open motorized trails are closed to motorrzed use, 
ImprovLng elk habitat effectiveness and lowering elk vulnerability. These 
road and trail closures include system and nonsystem roads and trails. 

4) The number of forested acres proposed for timber harvesting 
durrng the next decade 1s greatly reduced from what occurred during the 
previous decades. About 30,500 forested acres are proposed for some kind of 
timber harvest or other type of vegetative treatment (such as prescribed fLre) 
durrng the first decade. This amounts to only 2.5% of the total forested 
acres on the Forest. Thxs ~111 allow for a net increase in cover as the 
previously harvested areas continue to grow and provide cover for elk and 
other wlldllfe. MCI 

ELK - OPEN ROADS 

COMtmNTS : Road densrty standards must be adopted as a key lndrcator for elk. 
1367b 

Big game wxnter and summer ranges should be included 1" any 
Implementation of motorized access targets. 

766 
Reduce motorized road densltles by closing roads, enforcrng 

ClOSUreS, reduclng motorized actlvlty and reclaxnlng and replantrng roaded 
areas. 

F-K(4) I 204, 370, 656, 1330, 1331 
Expand the dlscusslon of how habltat effectrveness 1s reduced 

through increased road densltles. 
1446 

Question the Forest's empha*Ls on reducing road and trz.11 densrtres 
because we disagree that the Targhee 1s over-roaded from past logging 
act1v1tres. Elk *ecurLty is only threatened If elk *r* adlacent to the road - 
not 200 yards away. 

12, 26, 1202 
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RESPONSE: The Forest held several elk workshops with scientists from wlthln 
and outside the Forest Servxe to ldentrfy the habltat factors whxch are mo*t 
Important for elk. The sclentlsts and their research clearly indicated that 
motorxed access IS one of the most rmportant factors affectrng elk habItat 
and populations. The Forest subsequently conducted a detailed Inventory and 
analysrs of motorized access UI watersheds on the Forest. The results showed 
that open road and open motorrzed trail densities in watersheds varied greatly 
across the Forest, ranging from .Ol m1lesjsquare mile to 2.25 m~lesjsquare 
mile. Therefore, the need to reduce motorized access on roads and trails 
varred across the Forest. In the Revised Plan, motorxed access density on 
roads and trails rncreases by varyrng amounts in 6 watersheds, remans 
unchanged U-I 2 watersheds, and declines by v*ryLng amounts in 37 watersheds. 
Overall, the Revised Plan provides improved elk habitat effectiveness and 
lower elk vulnerability. More informatIon about motorized access on roads and 
trails and the effects on elk habitat and populations 1.6 presented in the FEIS 
and Proces* Paper D. MO 

OROMTD Formula 

CONMENTS : Drsllke the number of open roads and motorized trails per square 
mile the Forest recommends. 

Allow summer motorized route densrtres of 5 1 mile per square mrle 
in areas provA.dlng elk and deer summer habitat and crucial winter range; 

766 
Lower to 5 2 miles per square mile for snowmobiles I" elk & deer 

winter ranges; 
1273b, 1361 

Establxsh ( 2 miles per square mrle except in wrldlife security 
areas ad]acent to txnber sale areas when Lt should be rncreased 3-4 times. 

389 
The road densrty calculation should not be llmlted by the size of 

the prescrlptlon area (Prescriptlo" 5.4). 
1247 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan establrshes an Open road and open motorrzd trail 
route density (OROMTRD) for almost every prescriptLon area of the Forest. The 
elk analysrs for the Revxed Plan was done on a watershed baas. All 
watersheds provLde *ummer habAt& for elk. Eight watershed* have an OROMTRD 
of 1.0 to 1.5 miles/square mile, and 37 watersheds have an OROMTRD of less 
than 1.0 miles/square mile. On elk and deer winter ranges, no cross-country 
snowmach~ne "se I* allowed at any time, and OROMTRD must be less than or equal 
to 2 miles per square mole. MO 

&en Road Definxtron 

CONNNNTS : Define an Open road as any road that can be traveled on by a 
motorized vehicle (even If It is designated as closed or gated); count only 
those roads that are obliterated ** fully closed. 

389, 643 
Redefine "open road/trail" because the measurement of more than 1-2 

motorrzed vehxle trrps per week LS so low as to be of no concern; rt 
underestimates elk habitat effectrveness and vulnerability whxh 1s unfax to 
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motorxed users; there LS no sc1entlfic proof for this figure; and wrthout 
cameras on every road, there is no way this monitoring rtem "111 work. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Access - Road Density) 

629a 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contans a Glossary wrth three pages of 
deflnltlons about roads and road density. The deflnrtlon of an open road for 
elk habltat IS based on research by Dr. L. Jack Lyon, Forestry Sciences Lab, 
Mrssoula, Montana. Elk research shows that effective road closures provide 
good habitat for elk. Therefore, road obliteratron is not a necessrty to 
improve elk habitat. MonLtorLng road and trarl motorxed access 1s a number 1 
priority item for the Forest. MO 

Motorraed Trail Densities Versus Road Densitxes 

CONNENTS : Ob]ect to the Forest lumping open motorized trails together with 
open roads. Explan how tral densltres harm elk and what sclentrfx data was 
used to determine effects. There is no scientlfx proof that as motorized 
trail densltles increase, elk security declmes. (Lyon's studies do not 
extend to trarls.) 

26, 288, 291, 344, 367, 528, 629a, 1191, 1202, 1332, 1376 
There is no data to support that motorrzed trail densities have the 

same/similar effect on elk as open road densities, the DEIS and DFPR should 
not treat them the same and they should not be a part of the Elk Habitat 
Effectrveness formula. Proof that elk security is not affected by increased 
trarl densltles: Draft Interasencv Guldelrnes for Manaalna Elk Habltats and 
Populations on USFS Lands rn Central Idaho does not equate motorrzed trails as 
having the same effects as motorized roads; study shows in Hunting Unit #39 
that elk vulnerablllty due to OHV hunting pressure does not significantly 
decrease with the ellmlnatlon of trail bikes from the area; the Idaho Fish L 
Game 1988 Deer/Elk Rifle Huntrnq Study shows only 1% of hunters use tre.11 
bikes to hunt. That leaves 99% of hunters in the area; "Elk Calf Response to 
Simulated Noise Disturbance in Southeast Idaho," Journal of WildlIfe 
Ma"s.qeme"t 49(4): 926-930 showed there LS no srgnlficant Impact to elk 
numbers/calf survival. 

Close roads and trails for wlldlrfe protectron only when scientifx 
facts support the reasoning for closures. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access - Single 
Track) 

629.a 

RESPONSE: Because of much discussion and debate about the effects of 
motorized use on trails, the following provides a brief overview documenting 
the work done to obtain informatron about the effects of motorized use on 
trail*. 

The Forest held a series of elk workshops with the State Fish and 
Game agencres to work on analysis steps for elk habItat effectiveness and elk 
vulnerabllltty for the Final Revised Plan. According to Dr. L. Jack Lyon, 
Intermountaxn Forest and Range Experiment StatIon, there is no research on the 
effects of motorzed use on trails, but inturtlvely elk should respond to 
motorized use on trails the same as motorxed use on roads. Based on that 
statement, motorized use on trails has been equal to motorized use on roads 
for the elk habItat effectiveness and elk vulnerability analysis. 
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At the public access meeting of January 5, 1994, Dr. L. Jack Lyon 
provide a written response to questions from the public about motorized 
access. He stated *gal" that there has been no reported research on the 
effect* of trails. At the publx access meeting, alternative views were 
presented from the publx about the effects of trails. Mr. Marty Morache 
presented the most extensive alternative view that motorized trails do not 
have as much effect as roads. 

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation cited the 1987-1988 Idaho 
Rifle Elk Hunting Study whxh documented that only 1% of hunters use trail 
bikes to hunt (m 1987-88). The zmplied question zs, should the Targhee 
equate motorized trals, which provide access for 1% of the hunters, equal to 
motorized roads, whxh provide access for 99% of the hunters, 1" elk 
vulnerabilxty analysis? The Forest drd not find any study conducted since 
1987-1988 which documents if a higher percentage of hunters are using trarl 
bikes to hunt in 1996. 

At the request of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee, a 
taskforce established standardized definitions for roads and trails and 
standardized methods to measure densities for roads and trawls. In the final 
report (trtled the "Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Taskforce Report - July 
1994") trails and roads are treated equally in determinlng motorized access 
densxty. 

Recent work LS I" progress on the development of "Draft Interagency 
Guldel1nes for Managrng Elk Habitats and Populations on USFS Lands in Central 
Idaho." In these guxdellnes, trails are given l/lOth the effect of roads. 
Personnel on the Nez Perce NatloW. Forest sad that the guldellnes are still 
draft, there 1s no research *upport=ng that trails be given 1110th of the 
effect of roads, and that the brologists worklng on the draft guidelines 
agreed on the l/lOth ccLter=a. based on 1) fewer number of vehicles on trails 
and 2) lower sound levels. (Steve Blax, personal communxatan, July 9, 
1996.) 

At thx trme, there IS no scientrfically controlled research study 
on the effects of motorized use on trails. In Process Paper D for the Final 
Revised Plan, the Forest provrdes new elk habitat effectiveness and elk 
vulnerabrl1ty analysx wherein motorized us* on trails 1s given 1110th the 
effect of motoraed use on roads. This new analysis is then compared with the 
previous analysis wherein motorized use on trails 1s equal to the effect of 
motorized use on roads. In the Final EIS, we discuss the uncertanty 
associated with the analysrs of motorxed use on trails. 

Other Studies 

COMMENTS: Do not overlook studies that show that nonmotorlzed users affect 
elk security. 

Look into studies that prove that angle-track trarls, hiking and, 
mountain blklng are disruptive to elk habitat. 

346 
Information in the Draft Interagency Guldellnes for Manaalna Elk 

Habltats and PouulatLons on USFS Lands in Central Idaho shows that roads and 
trails restrxted from motorized users actually xxreased elk vulnerablllty by 
maklng elk habItat more accessible to non-motorxed users. 

629a 
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Refer to the Elk Telemetered Heart Rates Study by the Rocky 
Mountarn Forest and Range Experiment Statlo" which found that close-range 
gunshots and humans on foot (from as far away as 400-800 meters) consistently 
produced more elk reaction (erther altered behavior or runnrng) than did 
automobrles, motor bikes & arrcraft. Thrs study suggests protection would be 
provrded by placrng roads 1" areas hidden by trees L away from elk feeding 
sites. 

313, 270, 1449 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that any time humans approach elk 
(especially elk which are hunted), there 1s a response by elk. However, 

motorrzed access L* ldentlfrsd as one of the most important factors affecting 
elk habitat effectiveness and elk vulnerability on the Forest. Most people 
use motorized vehrcles to garn access into the Forest. That is why it 
recerved special emphasrs rn the Final Revrsed Plan. NO mayor ssues or 
concerns were Identified for nonmotorlzed summer use 0x-1 trails or roads. 
There is concern *bout nonmotor1zed uses on elk and deer winter ranges. 
Winter Range PrescrLption 2.7a prohibits nonmotorrzed cross-country use during 
the winter perxad in winter range. MO 

CONMBNTS : Address habltat fragmentation, not just road density limits; 
1368 

Llmlt the number and size of patches (and the accompanying roads) 
because according to Lyon 1980 and Van Dyke 1995, the szzxgle most important 
function in elk utilizing an area 1s the proximity of an actzve road. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Management Prescr1ptlons 5.1.4 and 5.4 require management for large 
blocks of forest cover greater than 250 acres I" sxze. Large blocks reduce 
fragment&Ion and provide more security for elk. The Forest agrees that 
motorized access LS the most important variable predicting potential elk use 
L* an area. In the analysts of potential elk use, motorized access accounted 
for 70 to 80 percent of the effects. MO 

ELK - ROAD CLOSURE 

Th1.s subcategory addresses access issues from an elk security perspectxve. 
Cross reference to the Access category for addltronal informatron. 

SuPPorts 

COMNENTS : Favor closures due to concerns about elk security and elk habitat. 
Motoraed use has a negative impact on wrldlafe. 

136, 143, 173, 174, 201, 226, 265, 270, 280, 337, 356, 357, 370, 459, 
631, 643, 656, 668, 697 

Support current level of elk securrty but want Some closures when 
snow depth LS an Issue. 

1240 
Lxnlt some access for elk security, but leave some open. 

35 
Cut out backcountry access. 

26 
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Close non-system roads to help elk. 
227 

Close access to elk sensltlve areas. 
F-K(4), 650 

Close all roads where elk migrate. 
1331 

Close motorized access to important elk habitat seasonally or 
year-round. 

F-B(4), 157, 167, 174, 179, 181, 212, 252, 278, 305, 339, 360, 490, 
659, 669, 690 

Do not buLld new roads because they create needless access to areas 
that ieopardize elk securzty. 

325, 1331 
Festruzt OHV, ORV, and ATV travel from elk security areas. 

37, 176, 226, 370, 619, 652, 667, 1331 
Restrict OHV use during the summer. 

305 
Monitor effectiveness of road closures for elk security. 

175, 643 
Enforce road closures in elk habitat. 

174, 204, 1331 

Non Suaoort 

CONNENTS : Oppose road and trarl closures for elk security. 
34, 39, 43, 47, 49, 53, 319, 445, 687. 1240, 1264 

It is rnconsistent management to close trails to OHV users but then. 
allow hikers and then release wolves whxh feed on elk. 

397 
Roads never bothered elk security. No evidence to support that elk 

will not cross roads or be otherwise adversely affected by roads not used by 
armed humans. 

36, 53, 393, 1240 
Oppose closures because elk thrived durrng the last 10 years when 

timber harvesting brought high road useage; lf elk were bothered by roads they 
would have stayed in more remote areas. 

12, 272, 275, 1202 
There are enough areas for elk, lncludlng feeding area?., already. 

687, 1264 
Opposed to closing roads ~.n both elk summer and winter range 

because elk populations are not a problem. The population is usually so high 
that many elk have to be harvested each year to keep the population in 
balance; there are more elk than ever before. There are so many that Idaho 
Fish & Game 1s sellL.ng 4,000 controlled hunt permits this year. 

270, 272, 646, 693 
OHVs/ATVs do not harm elk populations; (some cite Idaho Fish & 

Game ) . 
319, 397 

Motorized users just go around gates anyway. 
1 
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There 1s no sclentlflc evrdence that equates single track trarls or 
roads with wildlife Impacts. 

F-0(4), 393, 1202 
Road closures are a polrtlcal move to protect the elk which 

resulted In reduced ASQ. 
228 

Road management will have little effect on elk mortality when 86% 
of mortality 1s caused by hunting and 14% by natural causes. 

1202 
Road closures ~111 not have the desrred effect because roadless 

hunting units are not abundant in elk. 
687 

RESPONSE: (TO BOTH SUPPORT AND NON-SUPPORT) At the beglnnlng of work on the 
Revised Plan, the Forest held several elk workshops, Inviting scientists from 
wlthln and without the Forest Servrce, to identify the habltat factors which 
are most Important for elk. The scientists and therr research clearly 
indxated that motorized access was one of the most important factors 
affecting elk habrtat and populations. Elk will mrgrate across roads and many 
do so to get to winter and summer ranges. Human activity on roads can effect 
mxgrat~on, causing elk to exther migrate more quickly or even delay migration. 
Subsequently the Forest conducted a detailed Lnventory and analysx of 
motorized acces* by watersheds on the Forest (watersheds are one way to define 
a geographical area for sclentrflc study). The results of this rnventory and 
analysis showed that open road and open motorxed trail densities in 
watersheds varred greatly *cross the Forest (ranging from .Ol miles/square 
mile to 2.25 miles/square mxle). Therefore, the need to reduce motorrzed 
access on roads and trails varies across the Forest. In the Revised Plan, 
motorized access density on roads and trails xxreases by varying amounts =n 6 
watersheds, remains unchanged ln 2 watersheds, and declines by other amounts 
ln 37 watersheds. As a result, 8 watersheds have an open road and open 
motorized trail route density (OROMTRD) of 1.0 to 1.5 miles/square mile, and 
37 watersheds have an OROMTRD of less than 1.0 miles/square mile. Overall, 
the Revised Plan provrdes for improved elk habitat effectiveness and lower elk 
vulnerablllty. More rnformatron about motorized acce*s on roads and ttalls 
and the effects on elk habitat and populations 1s presented m the FEIS and 
Process Paper D. MO 

ELK - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Elk Babltat Effectiveness 

c0MNENT.9 : Add a wlldlrfe standard to max0zarn an elk habitat effectiveness 
value of at least 0.6 In each sub-watershed (approximately 2000-6000 acres). 

766 

RESPONSE: The Forest evaluated this suggestron xn detarl, but could not adopt 
It for the followrng reasons: 1) In *ame areas of the Forest, Dxatrxts could 
not close enough roads to achreve an elk habrtat effectiveness (EHE) value of 
at least 0.6 because establlshed developments In the areas require access; 
there are private, state, and other Federal lands whxh requxe access; and 
most publrc does not want some historic access roads closed. 2) Cover values 
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are naturally low rn some watersheds, especrally those with a low percentage 
of forested acres. The low amount of cover reduces elk habLtat effectiveness, 
and makes It Impossible to achreve an elk habltat effectiveness value of 0.6 
rn each sub-watershed. 

On a Forestwlde basis, the Revrsed Plan rmproves EHE from a 
Forestwide average of 0.58 for the existing conditron to a Forestwide average 
of 0.64. In the Revised Plan, 68 percent of the Forest has an EHE of greater 
than or equal to 0.6. MO 

coNNEN!!x : Create standards for deer and elk hrding and thermal cover. 
1365 

Develop guadellnes for elk cover/forage relationships (i.e. sight 
dxtance, logging xnpacts, and elk vulnerabrlity) and incorporate as standards 
in prescrlptlon areas contributing to timber ASQ's. 

389 

RESPONSE: While working on the Final Revised Plan, the Forest held a serves 
of elk workshops with State Fish and Game agencies and reviewed a lot of 
11terature. Although some lrterature dA.scusses and defines thermal cover, 
absolute thermal cover requirements are not Justified. Elk can be found year 
around In desert habitats without any thermal cover, and they occur in a wide 
varrety of mountarn habitats with a wide range of cover and noncover 
attrrbutes. Elk continue to use lodgepole prne forests Ln areas where the 
mountan pine beetle killed high percentages of the trees, and where reduced 
canopy closure LS far below 45%. For the Final Revised Plan, the Forest 
determIned that elk security 1s the most important issue. The most important 
habrtat features dealing with elk securrty are motorxed access density, 
hunter density, and hidlng cover. 

Management prescriptrons 5.1.4 and 5.4 requzze that only 20% of the 
forested acres can be in a created opening at any point in time. Therefore, 
80% of the forested acres In these management presctipt1ons will provide cover 
for elk at any poLnt in 'clme. Also, these management prescriptrons require 
management for large blocks of cover (greater than 250 acres Ln size). MO 

CONNENTS : Drop the statement on Page 111-2: "human access routes may have 
reduced the abdity of species to move between habrtat blocks" because there 
LS no evidence; oppose year-round closures because there LS no scienixfic data 
to prove elk ~111 not cross roads. 

393, 413 

RESPONSE: The statement on Page III-2 is a general comment agreerng with a 
consIderable amount of literature which document the effects of roads on 
wIldlife. The statement LS accurate in that it uses the words "may" and 
"reduced". More detaIled analysis on the effects of roads 1s presented 
further Ln Chapters III and IV of the EIS. MO 

COMMENTS : Increase a forest-wide dxectlon to limrt cross-country motorized 
travel In order to protect big game habitat. 

389 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan proposes to prohlblt summer cross-country 
motorized travel on 93% of the Forest. Prior to the Revised Plan, 
cross-country motorized travel was prohlbrted on 38% of the Forest. MO 

Elk Vulnerabilitv 

CONNENTS : Clarify what the State Vulnerability Standards are for elk; how the 
habltat mea*ure 1.8 derived; and what and where estimated vulnerability levels 
are. Define In gurdelrnes the scxentlfic basis for defining unsuGz*ble areas 
as security by simply lncreasrng the acreage of lower quality areas. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The State goals for elk vulnerablllty; a map showlng where these 
goals are applied; a brief discussion explaining elk vulnerabrllty; and 
sclentif1c literature cited are shown m  the FEIS. 

The Revised Plan does not define unsuitable areas as security by 
rncreas~ng the acreage of lower qualrty areas. MO 

CONNENTS : Make a Standard that the elk vulnerability model only be applxd as 
a temporary measure during the hunting season. 

1389 

RESPONSE: The FEIS clearly defxxes elk vulnerabrllty as applying to the 
hunting season. The elk vulnerabllrty model 1s an analysis tool not a 
standard. MO 

COMMENTS : Correct error on elk security and graphing on the CBA chart ln 
Alternative 2. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Counting By Advantages (CBA) process helped select the 
preferred alternative in the DEIS. It was not used ln formulating the final 
preferred alternative. The CBA chart is not contained 1n the FEIS. MO 

Elk and Deer Winter Range (Manasement Prescription 2.7(a-b)l 

COMMENTS: Incorporate crucial elk winter range prescriptions into the Plan. 
389 

Create standards and guldelrnes for brg game wrnter range areas not 
already under Management Prescrlptlon 2.7 Elk and Deer Winter Range. 

FS-9 
Big game wrnter range 1s sometxmes In conflxt with another 

prescription. If another prescrIptron 1s chosen, the wrnter range 
prescrrption cannot be used. Prepare a new wrnter range map and write a 
standard and guide to go *long with the map. 

FS-3 

RESPONSE: The Revzed Plan updates the mapping of elk and deer winter range 
in cooper&ran with the Idaho and Wyomrng Fish and Game agencies. Some of the 
elk and deer wrnter ranges are not mapped with the wrnter range prescrLptlon. 
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For example, some of the winter ranges are mapped with a grizzly bear 
prescrlptlo" or a proposed wrlderness prescrlpt~~". The other prescrlptrons 
~11 still malntax the habxtat conditions important for wlnterrng deer and 
elk. The Forest added a forestwlde standard to the Revised Plan to close all 
elk and deer winter range areas to cross-country snowmachrne "se, regardless 
of the management prescrlptlon they receive. MO 

COMNENTS : Write a standard to separate out livestock forage from game forage 
on crltlcal ranges. 

FS-3 

RESPONSE: The Forest clarified the wording I" the Forestwlde standards and 
guidelines to show when forage utilrzatlon on elk and deer winter ranges ~111 
be measured. It 1s Important to look at the combined forage utllrzatlon by 
both livestock and wildlife, so that these areas can be maintaxned I" a 
productive state. MO 

COMNENTS : Develop objectives, standards, and guidelines for elk and deer 
winter range that have substance. Develop a standard to calrbrate the success 
of vegetatron improvement; describe forage conditions in a quantrflable 
manner. 

no letter # 

RESPONSE: Management Prescrrption 2.7(a-b) was developed to fit a wrde range 
of vegetative conditions for elk and deer winter ranges across the forest. 
These winter range areas vary from bang mostly sagebrush/grass to mostly 
aspen or conifer. More specific dlrectlon on forage may be good for one area, 
but not applicable to another. Each wrnter range area ~111 be managed 
according to the potential for that particular area. One item the Forest 
strengthened I" the final Revised Plan pertans to cross-country snowmachrne 
use. All elk and deer winter range areas are closed to cross-country 
snowmach~ne use. MO 

Timber Manasement (B=q Game Securxtv EmDhasxs) (Menasement PrescrlDtaon 
5.1.4(bl 

COMMENTS : Oppose efforts to manage for elk security I." Management 
Prescrlptlo" 5.1.4(b) and support elk hunting here because lack of access 
imposed by prohibltrng ORV travel, establlshlng buffer zones and preventing 
logging m many trmbered areas provLdes security enough. 

432 

RESPONSE: Management prescription 5.1.4(b) 1s designed to allow timber 
harvesting while maxntarning suitable elk habitat conditions, SO that elk use 
would be malntarned in these areas. The Forest did not deem it desirable to 
reduce elk use r" these areas. MO 

COMMENTS : The management prescrLpt1o" for elk and deer S"m"xer range allows 
for timber harvest and reading in response to Lnsect and disease epldemlcs 
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whrch falls to fully protect security areas. 
643 

RESPONSE: The oblectlve, as stated I" the management prescrIption, is to use 
sllvxultural techniques which prevent or lessen insect and drsease epldemxs 
to maLntaln cover values for elk. This oblective provrdes direction for 
keeping forest stands healthy, which will provide better cover for wrldllfe 
over time. All of the other standards and guidelines in the management 
prescrlptlon must also be followed. NO 

COMMENTS : Make the following changes to Prescription 5.4 (a-c): Elk & Deer 
Summer Range: 

Thrrd Parasrauh: "Timber management emphasizes securrty for big 
gdme specres." 

ObqectLve: “Fne, insects and disease are allowed to play their 
natural role in ecologrcal *ucce*s~on to create and maintal" a varzety of 
forested age classes whrch in turn provide the requlslte cover and forage for 
bxg game species." 

Roads: "No new roads ~111 be allowed." 
Timber: "No clearcutting, no shelterwood cuts in lodgepole, no seed 

tree cuts. Only indrvldual and group selection harvest ~111 be allowed. 
"No timber harvesting actlvlty or similar type of drsturbance 

actlvrty can occur withrn the security area during the txne it 1s designated a 
security area. Security area designatrons ~11 be at least 10 years in 
duration. New security areas will be designated and protected at least 18 
months prior to entry into currently desrgnated security areas." 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not makes these changes to timber harvest 
L" Management Prescrrptlon 5.4 for the followrng reasons: From 1980 to 1992, 
the Forest conducted an elk monltoting pro]ect associated with some timber 
sales on the Dubols Ranger District. Results of this monltoting Illustrated 
that elk use declrned (but was not eliminated) I" the timber sale areas during 
the years of road burldlng and harvestlng, but increased agarn after this 
actrvlty was completed. Elk and deer use clearcuts, shelterwood cuts, and 
seed tree cuts. At the beglnnrng of work on the Revised Plan, the Forest 
held a series of elk workshops with State Fish and Game agencies, and revrewed 
a lot of literature. From thrs work, elk security was determined to be the 
most Important issue. The most xnportant habztat features dealing with elk 
security were motorized access density, hunter density, and hidrng cover. 
Hunter density 1s regulated by the State Fish and Game Departments. Motorized 
acce** and hiding cover are regulated by the Forest Service. Management 
prescription 5.4 establishes dxrectlon for low motorized acces* and for 
malntanlng high levels of hrding cover over time. This prescrlption also 
provides for marntainlng security area* adlacent to areas wrth ‘umber 
harvesting *ctLvlty, but It L* not necessary to have these areas designated 
for at least 10 years. 

The goal statement and the standards and guidelines 1" thrs 
prescrrptio" emphasrze the need to provrde security for brg game while 
allowing some timber harvesting to occur. Most big game species are habitat 
generalist*, and can accommodate a wide range of habltat conditions and 
changes. H1storlcally, big game specres accommodate a wide range of fire, 
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msects and disease events. The objective, as stated I" the management 
prescription, is to use silvzcultural techniques which prevent or lessen 
Lnsect and disease epidemxs to mantarn cover values for elk. This oblective 
provides dxectron for keepLng forest stands healthy, which wrll provide 
better cover for wildllfe over txne. Maintaining hrgh amounts of cover over 
trme is consrdered Important for supportzng the goals of the Idaho and Wyoming 
Fish and Game agencies. The use of fxe is allowed to maintan important 
habitat components. New roads are allowed, but open road and open motorized 
trail route densrty must be maLntained less than or equal to 0.5 miles per 
square mile. MO 

ELK - SECURITY 

Support Measures for Elk Security 

COMNNNTS : Support elk securrty because elk are part of the ecosystem and 
because it LS enjoyable to see elk. 

20, 21, 23, 43, 46, 49, 51, 53, 156, 265, 285, 340, 445, 1176, 1204 
Support Idaho Fish and Game's elk vulnerability standards and 

proposals to protect elk. 
61, 331, 690 

Establish secure areas for no less than 10 years and do not 
distribute these areas across the forest so they can function as a network 
rather than isolated islands. 

1194 
Use science acqurred from the Targhee or srmllar forests when 

makrng decxlons on elk. 
1267 

Non support Measures for Elk Security 

Oppose measures for elk securrty 1" general. 
27, 29, 30, 33, 39, 50 

Leave elk securrty the way rt is. 
55, 1319, 1321 

Elk securzty closes off/limits access to the forest including 
hunting access; DEIS does not prove that elk populatrons need security. 

46, 52, 393, 607 
Idaho Fish and Game plan shows elk populatron has never been in 

better condltlon. 
393, 431, 1239 

There 1s sufficient cover. 
1316, 1392 

Nature should be allowed to take its course. 
38 

Motorbrkes do not drsturb elk. 
1449 

Security measures are bad for economics. 
293 

Elk security is not the Forest's problem. 
251 
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Usrng elk security as a key indicator vIolate* the multiple use 
mandate. 

393 
Elk securrty forces the US Forest Servxe into unhealthy management 

of both the timber and range resource. 
432 

Consrder an alternative that clearly shows the social & economx 
cost of meetrng the key zssue of security for elk and measures that could 
mltlgate this issue. 

393 

RESPONSE: (TO BOTH SUPPORT AND NON SUPPORT) As evident from the many public 
responses on elk securrty, there 1s no agreement about elk securrty. SOIlE 
public want the Forest Service to be more supportive of State Fish and Game 
agency goals, whrle others want the Forest Servxe to be less supportive. The 
following explains the Forest's final declslons after revrewlng these 
comments: 

Elk were selected as a management lndrcator specres for the Forest 
Plan Rev~SlOn because: 1) they are a specres commonly hunted; and 2) 
population changes (number of animals and/or distribution of animals) 
lndxate the effects of Forest management actrvrtres whrch alter or change 
habitat condltrons. Since elk are hunted, population changes also rndicate 
the effects of huntrng regulations. Most often, rt is a comblnatlon of both 
habitat condrtrons and hunting regulations that affect elk populations. 

One of the goals for the Revaed Plan 1s: "Provide habrtat to 
support the wildlife and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming." 

The elk population goals for the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
are : 

Game Management Units 60, 61, 62, 62A. 64, 65, 66, 69: These game 
management units are known as "Ready Access Units." For these units, the IDFG 
goal for the post hunting season populatron 1s 2 15 bulls per 100 cows (this 
equates to a maximum of 60 percent bull elk mortality), with 40% of bulls 
branch-antlered; and mantain the percentage of yearlrng bulls in the antlered 
segment of the harvest at or below 50% and the percentage of mature bulls 
(having 6 poxxts on one antler) at or above 10%. (IDFG letters: May 12, 1995 
and NOV. 15, 1995) 

Game Management U"lts 58, 59, 59A, 67: These game management "n&s 
are known as "Front Range Units." For these unrts, the IDFG goal for the post 
hunting season population 1s 2 20 bulls per 100 cows (this equates to maximum 
of 50 percent bull elk mortalrty), with 50% of bulls branch-antlered; and 
mantan the percentage of yearling bulls in the antlered segment of the 
harvest at or below 35% and the percentage of mature bulls (having 6 points on 
one antler) at or above 20%. (IDFG letters: May 12, 1995 and Nov. 15, 1995) 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game stated that these goals were not 
bang met 1" Game Management Units 59, 59A, 60, and 62A (Elk Workshop, 
September 1992). 

The elk population goals for the Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
are as follows: 

For all of the Wyomrng units on the Forest, the WGF goal for the 
post hunting season populatron 1s 2 20 bulls per 100 cows. ThLs equates to a 
maximum of 50 percent bull elk mortality. 

VIII-24 



ELK - SECURITY 

met. 
For all of the wyom1"g units on the Forest, these goals are being 

For elk habitat effectiveness, the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game requested mantaning elk habitat effectiveness values of et least 0.6 1" 
each subwatershed (IDFG letter dated June 25, 1996). Currently, elk habitat 
effectiveness values are below 0.6 1" many watersheds of the Forest. 

For elk winter ranges, the goal 1s to provrde quality wrnter range 
co"dltm"s, including managing motorized access to provide security for 
wintering an3.mals. Currently, not all winter ranges have motorized access 
restrxtmns, and this situation is analyzed in the Forest Plan Revision. 

The Revzzed Plan identrfies the habitat components most Important 
to support the above stated goals for elk populations, elk habrtat 
effectiveness, and elk winter range. Habrtat components include motorized 
access density and hiding cover. The Revised Plan provrdes the followLng 
changes rn motorxed access density and hidrng ccaver to support the above 
stated goals: 

Cross-country snowmachlne travel is prohibited on all elk winter 
ranges to provide security for wintering animals. Only a few designated 
routes are allowed for motorized access through elk winter ranges during the 
wl.nter tune. 

Cross-country motorrzed travel is prohibited on 93% of the Forest 
during the spring, summer and fall perrods, to provide for rmproved elk 
habItat effectiveness and lower elk vulnerabrlity. 

The Forest Plan Revision establrshes a" open road and open 
motorized trarl route density for every area of the Forest. The result of 
specified densitres is that about 600 miles of currently open motorized roads 
and about 130 miles of currently open motorized trails are closed to motorxzed 
use I." the Revised Plan, improving elk habitat effectiveness and lowering elk ' 
vulnerability. Closures include both system and nonsystem roads and trails. 

The "umber of forested acres proposed for tLmber harvesting durxng 
the next decade LS greatly reduced from what occurred during the previous 
decades. In the Revised Plan, about 30,500 forested acres are proposed for 
some krnd of timber harvest or other type of vegetative treatment (such as 
prescribed fxe) during the first decade. This amounts to 2.5% of the total 
forested acres on the Forest and allows a "et increase in cover whxle the 
previously harvested areas continue to grow and provide cover for elk and 
other wildlife. MC 

COMMENTS : Page III-126 to 111-128, Use the best science (Lyon and CanfIeld 
1991, Hlllls et al 1991) to provide big game security. Provide blocks of 
hldrng cover greater than 250 acres and greater than I/2 mile from open roads. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Management prescriptions 5.1.4 and 5.4 requ~.re blocks of cover 
greater than 250 acres in size. The drstrlbutlon of these blocks, and whether 
they are always greater than l/2 mile from a" open road will depend on 
site-speclflc analysis. See Process Paper D and the list of citations for 
science used. MO/AM 
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School Sectmn Creek and Modoc Creek 

CCINMSNTS : Obliterate any roads associated wrth srlvicultural techniques upon 
completron to protect elk and deer summer range at School Sectlo" Creek and 
Modoc Creek. 

1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: These areas of the Forest are withrn Management Prescription 
5.4(C), which has an open road and open motorized trail density standard of 
less than or equal to 1.25 miles per square mile. This means there can be a 
maxzmum of 1.25 miles of road for every square mile. Timber harvest roads 
will ather be opened or closed based on this figure and other site-specific 
conditrons identified durrng project work. MO 

Lemhi Ranqer Distract 

COMMENTS: The Elk Habitat/Vulnerabrllty Analysis assumes that 1f a road or 
trarl was open to motorized use, then rt was used more than twice per week by 
motorized users. Explain why, then, some of these routes disappear because of 
lack of use (Example: lower trail of Pass Creek on Lemhi Ranger District and 
the North Fork of Prne Creek Trail m  the Big Holes). 

629a 

RESPONSE: If the average motorized use on roads and trails is less than 1 to 
2 vehicles per week, the Forest does not count those roads and trals in the 
analysis of elk habitat effectiveness. Each Ranger Drstrict reviewed all of 
the road and trail data for the Frnal Revrsed Plan, and theL.r review LS 
incorporated I." the analysrs. MO 

Lionhead 

coNNEN!cs : In Lronhead do not close roads to protect elk if closures ~111 
Impede winter access in LIonhead. 

7 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, the LIonhead area is open for snowmachlne 
use. MO 

Fall River Rldqe 

COMMENTS: I use Fall Rover Ridge for elk hunting in the fall. Do not close. 
461, 463 

RESPONSE: Fall River Ridge LS withln the Bechler/Teton Grxzzly Bear 
Management Unit. This area has restrlctlons on motoraed access to achieve 
habitat conditions necessary for recovery of the grizzly bear population. 
During the spring, summer and fall, motorized travel is permrtted on a few 
open roads, but cross-country motorized travel will not be permItted. MO 
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Table Rock 

COMMENTS : In Table Rock apply the OROMTRD rn the 2.7(a) PrescrLpt1on (Elk) 
for th=s area to be consistent. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The lower portzon of Table Rock Creek has Management PrescriptIon 
2.7(a). M O  

COMMENTS : Opposed to snowmobIle and tral bike restrrct~ons because there 1s 
scant evidence deer are bothered in the Brg Holes area. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Access - Snowmobiles) 

67 

RESPONSE: Snowmach~ne restrxtlons apply to the areas of elk and deer winter 
range; these restrictions are necessary to protect wintering deer and elk. 
Reductions in motorrzed access are being implemented to reduce elk 
vulnerabllrty on the bull segment of the elk population, to help support the 
goals of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. (See response to elk-road 
closure). M O  

COMMENTS : Road closures defeat Fish and Game's purpose of allowing elk 
harvest in the 819 Holes to keep elk from eating farmer's hay and to keep from 
having to pay for the damage. 

F-G(2) 

RESPONSE: ReductLons in motorized access are bang Lmplemented to reduce elk 
vulnerability to the bull segment of the elk populatron and to help support 
the goals of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. The Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game has not suggested a need to x~crease motorxed access in order 
to resolve elk depredation problems on prxvate lands. M O  

Fox and Moose Creeks 

CONMENTS : Protect elk in FOX and Moose Creeks. 
1333 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan meets the goals for elk vulnerablllty established 
by the Wyomxng Game and FLsh Department. Elk ha.bLtat effectrveness ratings 
for FOX and Moose Creeks range from .67 to .76. These are among the highest 
ratings for elk habltat effectrveness on the Forest. MO 

Horseshoe-Packsaddle 

COMMENTS: Prohibit mountain brke use XI Horseshoe Packsaddle crltlcal winter 
range to protect the elk. 

329 

RESPONSE: cross-country travel by mountaL.n brkes IS prohLbited during the 
winter period, to protect wlnterrng elk and deer. MO 
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Txnber Harvest and Elk 

COMMENTS : Tunber harvest, specrfically clearcuts, has negative Impacts on elk 
security. 

47, 293, 317, 640, 668 
ForbId logging/new roads in elk habitat year-round. 

211, 212, 280, 357 
Oppose logging to improve elk habitat; logging 1s not needed for 

elk habItat "health"; 
51, 252, 396, 622, 1194 

Prove with documentable evidence that timber harvest does not harm 
elk habrtat. 

625 
Revise management prescriptron for elk & deer summer range to not 

allow timber harvest as a response to Insect & dxsease. 
643 

Rather than using the elk habitat effectiveness model, an unbiased 
screntific study would show that mature stands of timber devoid of an 
understory make poor security for elk as compared to timber stands in the 
advanced seedllng/sapllng stage. 

393 
Supports logging because elk thrive in clearcut and abandoned 

forests. 
275 

Do not change the way elk are managed, except for reducing ASQ’s m 
the lodgepole pine forests. 

687 

RESPONSE: (TO ALL OF THE ABOVE COMMENTS) Elk use areas of the Forest where 
trmber harvestrng has occurred. The Forest conducted a long term monitoring 
study on elk use I" a timber sale area on the Dubois Ranger Distrrct. 
Monltorrng showed that elk "se declined, but was not ellmrnated, during the 
active years of the loggrng, and returned to pre-logging levels after the 
logging actlvlty was done. Elk "se occurs I" all stages of forest s"ccession, 
from the grassjforb and seedling stage to the old growth stages. 

The Revised Plan allows for future timber harvestLng, but takes 
lbto account the most Important habitat corxxderatlons for elk, which are 
motorized access density and hldrng cover. The Revaed Plan reduces motorized 
access densxty from exrsting levels. The Revised Plan allows hrdrng cover to 
increase as trees in past logged areas grow to provide cover. Management 
prescriptions 5.1.4 and 5.4 allow timber harvestxng, but requxe that 20% of 
the forested acres can be rn a created opening at any point 1.n time. 
Therefore, 80% of the forested acres 1x1 these management prescrLptions will 
provLde cover for elk at any poLnt in time. These management prescrrptions 
require management for large blocks of cover (greater than 250 acres m 
size). MO 

COMMENTS: Address how the agreement with Idaho Fish and Game on elk security 
has greatly reduced the ASQ. 

393 
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RBSPONSE: The ASQ IS the result of the cumulative effects of many goals, 
ob]ectlves, standards and guidelrnes, and management prescriptions which have 
bee" uxorporated into the Revised Plan. A" analysrs of how each goal, 
objective, standard and guidelIne, and management prescrrptlo" affects the ASQ 
has not been done, and 1s not necessary to effectively disclose envuonmental 
effects or provide a reasoned choice between alternatives. MO 

ELK - WINTER/SDMKER ~> 

Protection - Wlntet Ranqe 

coNMENTs : Protect elk wlntet range and "critxal or crucial" elk winter 
range. 

136, 161, 174, 180, 189, 331, 340, 356, 357, 653, 662, 664, 697, 766 
DLSCUSS and xncorporate the Teto" Front Winter Recreat10" Plan 

regarding brg game winter habitat ob]ectlves and ORV restrictions. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Recreatu") 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest worked wth Idaho and Wyoming Fish and Game Departments 
to ldentlfy the crxtical elk and deer winter range areas on the Forest. In 
the Revrsed Plan, all elk and deer winter range areas are closed to 
cross-country snowmachux use. I" some places, the elk and deer wL"ter range 
areas fall within other management prescriptxas, such as wilderness, proposed 
wilderness, wrld and scenx and recreatuanal rivers, and grizzly bear 
habltat. Even though they are wlthin other management prescriptrons, the 
habitat components that make them winter range areas are protected. MO 

CONNENTS : Winter elk herd populatuan is already as large as private property 
can withstand; as large as wrnter range can stand. 

687, 1378, 1389 

RESPONSE: Many elk wuter on lands off the National Forest. Many factors 
affect where elk ~111 unter, lncludrng mlgratuan, winter severrty, qualLty of 
the wrnter range, and sac of the elk population. The Forest Service ~111 
maintain good qualrty winter range on the National Forest. The responslbrlity 
for managing the suze of elk populatuxs and resolvrng problems on prrvate 
property resrdes with the State Fxh and Game Departments. MO 

CONNENTS : Oblect to restrlctlons of cross-country travel I" winter range 
because there are already enough laws in effect. 

319 

RESPONSE: I" the Revrsed Plan, all elk and deer wu-,ter ranges are closed to 
cross-country travel to protect wuterug big game anunals durrng a time of 
the year when they need to conserve as much energy as possible. By protecting 
elk wu-ater range, the Forest 1s repondlng to all the laws, Lncluding those 
requlrLng management for wrldlife and cooperation with State Idaho Fish and 
Game agencies. MO 
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Quantity of Elk Winter Ranqe 

c!oNNEms : Wants more elk winter range; clarify why the amount of elk winter 
range proposed is less than currently present. 

389, 1267 

RESPONSE: Working with the Idaho and Wyomrng Fish and Game agencies, the 
Forest identified the crucial mid-to-late natural elk and deer winter ranges 
on the Forest. Crucial winter ranges are those areas whxh determine a 
population's ability to maintain itself at a certain level over the long 
term. Identifying crucial winter range is a challenging task, because the 
drstrrbutron and number of wintering deer and elk on the Forest depends on 
wmter severity. The wrnter range areas on the Forest are the upper 
elevatlonal limits of elk and deer winter ranges. Generally, a higher 
proportIon of deer and elk winter at lower elevations on BLM, State, and 
prrvate lands during most winters. Some elk and deer, whxh summer on the 
Targhee, winter on ranges rn Montana and Wyoming. MO 

Protectron - Summer Ranc,e 

COMMEN'l'S : Protect elk breedrngjcalv1ng areas from adverse effects by 
prohlblting logging, roadrng & motorized vehrcles. 

F-S(4), F-G-1(475), FS-5, 136, 150, 157, 162, 167, 174, 175, 180, 181, 
185, 189, 190, 203, 206, 209, 212, 219, 226, 252, 266, 275, 278, 280, 
340, 357, 360, 490, 622, 659, 662, 667, 690, 1270, 1348, 1388 

RESPONSE: Elk use areas of the Forest for breeding and calving where timber 
harvestrng occurred. The Forest conducted a long term monitoring study on elk 
use in a trmber sale area on the Duboise Ranger Distrrct which showed that elk 
use declrned, but was not eliminated, during the active years of the loggxng, 
and returned to pre-logging levels after the logging activity was done. Elk 
“Se, rncludlng breedrng and calving, occurs 1x3 all stages of forest 
s"ccesslo", from the grass/forb and seedling stage to the old growth stages. 

The Revised Plan allows for future timber harvesting, but takes 
into account the most important habitat consrderatlons for elk, which are 
motorized access density and hiding cover. The Revised Plan reduces motorized 
access density from ex1stlng levels. The Revised Plan allows hldrng cover to 
increase as trees rn past logged areas grow to provrde cover. Management 
prescrlptlons 5.1.4 and 5.4 allow timber harvesting, but requrre that 20% of 
the forested acres will be I" a created opening at any point 1" trme. 
Therefore, 80% of the forested acres rn these management prescr1ptlons "111 
provide cover for elk at any pornt 1" time. Also, these management 
prescrIptIons require management for large blocks of cover (greater than 250 
acres I* size). 

Numerous other management prescrlptlons, such as wilderness, 
proposed wilderness, nonmotorlzed, semi-prrmrtlve motorized, grizzly bear, and 
so forth, marntan or Improve elk habitat by reducrng motorxed access and 
malnta=nrng or improving hldlng cover. 

The Revised Plan reduces elk vulnerability m support of State Fish 
and Game goals, and improves elk habitat effectLveness. MO 
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ELK - WINTER/SUMMSR 

coNNENTs: Monitor reduction of ORVs in summer elk habrtat. 
161 

RESPONSE: Monitoring motorxed access, includrng areas of summer habAtat, is 
a number 1 prlorlty monitoring item UI the Revised Plan. MO 

Quality of Summer Ranqe 

coNt.lENTs : Good summer habitat prevents starvatron/winter kill. 
275 

RESPONSE: We agree that good summer and fall habitat brings animals into the 
winter period UI good conditxzn, which improves winter survival. MO 

coNMEN!cs : Include goals and objectrves in the Allotment Management Planning 
for the number of animal unit months needed to sustain elk on their summer and 
"Inter range. 

1206 

RESPONSE: The forage utilxzation standards in the Revzxd Plan include the 
needs of wildlife. If forage utilization standards are exceeded, domestx 
lIvestock grazrng LS adjusted to meet the needs of wrldlife. MO 

Amount Of Summer Ran~,e 

COMMENTS : Explain why such a small portion of the Forest defines summer 
habItat for management. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Nearly all of the Forest receives summer use by elk. Elk habrtat 
needs are taken care of by numerous management prescriptions, including 
wilderness, proposed wilderness, aquatic influence zones, research natural 
areas, grizzly bear habitat, nonmotorx.ed, semi-primitive motorized, range 
management, and so forth. The Revised Plan rmproves elk habItat 
effectiveness, and reduces elk vulnerabrlity LII support of State FLsh and Game 
Department goals. MO 
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FIREWOOD 

Access to Personal Firewood Areas - SuDDOtt 

COMMENTS : Keep the access to firewood. 
39. 43, 51, 213, 251, 277, 406, 440, 524, 1265, 1335 

RESPONSE: Access to firewood is generally retarned or re-opened for 
conunercral firewood I" timber sale areas. Ranger Drstracts will schedule 
firewood/products sales to meet toad density objectives. BRfLB 

COMMENTS : Allow firewood only an public lands. 
156 

RESPONSE: Public land is the only place where the Forest Service has 
]urxxdLction. LB 

coNNF,ms : Allowing fIrewood collecting is good for the forest and publx 
relatLo"s. 

62 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. Firewood gathering can be 
beneficial in reducing fuel loading while provldlng economx benefits. BR/LB 

CONNENTS : Requxe that slash plies be stacked by commercial loggers so that 
rndlvrduals can access it for firewood. 

637 

RESPONSE: Srte-specific analysis will determine if slash pzles should be 
stacked or dispersed 1x1 the project area based on the site-specific needs of 
the resources affected by management activities. RB/LB 

coNN!mTs : Increase harvest of firewood because there is more dead lodgepole 
than you have acknowledged or xdentafled. 

11 

RESPONSE: After additIona analysis, the Targhee has retained 3.8 MMBF for 
fxewood/forest products 1" the Final Revised Plan. 

c!omN!l!s : Allow access to fxewood because it is an historic use, and 
collectIon does lrttle damage to forest. 

214 
Provide more access to firewood than 1s currently allowed. 

233 

RESPONSE: Access Issues are resolved by each Ranger District as the firewood 
program LS implemented. The Revised Plan proposes a firewood/product harvest 
program Of 3.8 M"BF/year. As post harvest or firewood areas become available, 
access, though generally temporary in nature, "111 be made avazlable. LB 

CONNENTS : Allow fxewood harvesting of snags within 100 feet along a road 
because brrds can use other trees. 

309 
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FIRNWOOD 

RESPONSE: Harvesting withn 100 feet of a road could be allowed if directIon 
in the Revrsed Plan 1s met and site-specific analysis determines fIrewood 
harvesting 1s appropriate, based on site-specific resource needs. LB 

COMMENTS : Allow flrewood harvesting but do not build new roads. 
325 

RESPONSE: Access for any project is determined on ate-specific analysis. If 
firewood harvestxng regunes new access, access would be analyzed in a 
site-specific NEPA document and would comply with drrection in the Revised 
Plan. LB 

CONNENTS : Reconsider your position that firewood is not a key issue because 
70% of the homes LII the Upper Snake River Valley burn fIrewood to heat their 
homes. 

55, 413 

RESPONSE: As the quality and accessrbllity of firewood decreases, demand 
decreases. The Ranger Drstricts will keep track of demand during the fnewood 
seaso*. If demand exceeds supply or lf the resource 1s available lt LS 
possible to review zt and take the steps to balance the program. 3.8 
MMBF/year IS an average volume. Total annual volume could be more or less but 
should average this level. LB 

Access to Personal Firewood Areas - Non Support 

coNNENTs : Reduce the limit for personal firewood availabrllty because of 
impacts of "random skIddIng and access roads" and rmpacts to natural 
habitats. 

1365 

RESPONSE: 3.8 NNBF 1s the proposed harvest level for the Forest durrng this 
decade. Skidding methods and access opportunrtres are determned during 
site-specific analysis. These concerns will be mltrgated in order to harvest 
this materral. LB 

CONNENTS : Enforce the fuelwood llmrts. 
1365 

RESPONSE: Thrs IS done to the best of our ability. The Forest uses 
monrtoring to determine if firewood harvests are correct. Usually this 
involves going out in the field and checking permits and amounts being 
removed. LB/BR 

CONNBNTS : Clarify the Impacts of firewood harvest rn security areas and 
decide whether It wrll be allowed. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Impacts of firewood harvest on security areas are better analyzed 
at a site-specific level. Management dIrection for maintainrng security areas 
1s Included in the Revised Plan. The FBI8 discusses the effects and 
consequences of firewood harvest 1x1 these areas. BR/LB 
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FIREWOOD 

CONNENTS : Oppose the firewood harvests when they occur in Aquatic Influence 
zones. 

282 

RESPONSE: The Aquatic Influence Zone Prescription (2.8.3) allows salvage and 
commercial firewood cuttrng when catastrophic events result in degraded 
riparian condrtions. LB 

CONNENTS : opposed to flrewood harvests rn order to meet Objectrve 3: "to 
mantain or restore ecological health and function." 

282 

RESPONSE: This ob]ective allows treatment of wood residue only, rf needed to 
restore ecologxal health and functions. Situations may exist where natural 
occurrences have altered ecologxal health and function. These obiectives are 
designed to allow treatments that restore these processes and functions. LB 

Salvage Timber 

CONMENTS : Allow blown down trees to be salvaged for firewood. Allow dead and 
dyrng trees to be harvested with up to five cords per family to help clean up 
downed timber. 

214, 243, 285, 472, 1239 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has allowed harvest of these materials in the past. 
Depending on the amount of material and locatxn, blown down trees can be 
harvested as firewood or as commerc~l timber. The amount avaIlable per 
fanly each year varies, based on changing supply and demand. BR/LB 

CONNENTS : Harvest dead lodgepole pne for firewood to reduce flammable 
maternal that ignites spontaneously. 

285 

RESPONSE: Past firewood harvest came from this type of material. The 
ma]ority of the 3.8 MMBF will come from the lodgepole pine component. LB 

COMMENTS : Enforce ASQ limits. Reduce the ASQ 11mlt substantially (to an ASQ 
of zero as recommended in Alternative 6 if possible). 

1365 

RESPONSE: The ASQ 1s a ceiling; it 1s not a projected future sale level or 
target and does not reflect all of the factors that influence future sale 
levels. ASQ 18 based on the amount of suitable acres in each Alternative. In 
Alternative 6 there are no suitable lands. ASQ volume in all alternatives is 
lower than past harvest levels. LB 

COmlENTS : Supports ASQ amount in Alternative 2 for lncreaeed firewood 
harvest. 

47, 1335 
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FIREWOOD 

Support ASP m Alternatrve 3M as long as it does not affect 
firewood cuttmg. 

44, 49, 53 

RESPONSE: All alternatrves Include a firewood harvest volume prqect1on of 
3.8 MMBF. LB 

CONNENTS : Include the harvest of firewood in the ASQ because it can 
constitute a substantial portion of the harvest of forest trees; to show lt 
separately is misleading. 

282, 625 

RESPONSE: The ASQ of 8.0 MMBF/year does not include firewood or products of 
less than sawtxnber size. Dead materuxl is not included in the yzld 
calculations. BR/LB 

coNNENTs : Opposed to reductxns from 11 million board feet to 3.8 million 
board feet of fIrewood avarlable because the reduction means that: 70% of 
people dependent on firewood for warming their homes will freeze, a total of 
$6,152,000.00 per year ~111 be spent by the state of Idaho to sub6ldlz.e 
heatng bills for poor Idahoans, and taxpayers will subsidize fossil fuels. 

275 

RESPONSE: Accordrng to "Atlas of Socxal Indicators for the Upper Columbia 
River Basin" (1995) about 17% of the housing units in Bonnevxlle, Clark, 
Fremont, Jefferson, Madison and Teton Counties are heated by wood. T&on 
County has the highest incidence of wood use for home heating at 50%. As wood 
has become progressively more difficult and costly to access and retrieve, 
people have switched to other fuels. The Targhee recognizes that wood is an 
rmportant fuel for home heatmg. A volume of 3.8 MMBF of fuelwoodfproduct LS 
an estrmate of the volume expected to be sold, on average, over the next 
decade. Recent fuel sales are below the 11-O MMBF level mentioned. LIP 

CONNBNTS : Recalculate the projected harvest figure of 3.8 MMBF to a figure of 
14 MMBF because: 14 MMBF figure is based on mathematical calculations 
determIned after attending a public meeting with Forest Service officrals in 
May 1996. More accurate estimated dead volumes can be determined from the 
vegetation attribute tables that exist for each mature stand. EstUnates of 
the dennse of avarlablllty of dead lodgepole are grossly exaggerated (based on 
authors detailed calculations). There remains about 400 MMBF of dead trmbet 
and 30% of this 1.6 usable as house logs 0~‘ fxrewood. 

413 
Explan how the 3.8 million board feet of fxewood figure was 

established as the amount avaIlable. 
228 

RESPONSE: The 3.8 HMBF figure was determined by professionals familiar with 
the resource, the ground, and forestwide goals, ob]ectlves, standards, and 
gurdes. 3.8 MMBF is the firewood/forest product volume the Targhee can 
reasonably provrde on an annual basis, while cornplyIng with the constraints in 
management prescriptions. LB 
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FIREWOOD 

CONNBNTS : Determine sale of fIrewood by deadstand, beetle kill, and the 
economy sustalnablllty of the area harvesting the wood. 

265 

RESPONSE: The Ranger Distrrcts determine where firewood harvest will occur. 
Firewood opportunrties must comply with the restrictions, constraints, and/or 
objectives detailed ln the Revised Plan. LB. 

Economics 

coNNENTs : Provide quality firewood for local community. 
62, 293, 1265, 1313 

RESPONSE: All alternatives will provide 3.8 MMBF/year of firewood. LB 

CONNENTS : Evaluate the effects of firewood gathering on wildlIfe habItat and 
describe past impacts of signifuxncs and future management plans. Explain 
impact of fuewood gathering in wildlife security areas. 

1369 
Need second guideline for cavity nesters: "Consrder cavity nest 

species and protection measures for retained wildlife trees in cutting units 
when desrgnatLng fuelwood areas and sales, both commercial and personal use 
charge areas." (CROSS REFERENCE: WIldlife, Snag/Cavity Nesters) 

FS-9, FS-10 

RESPONSE: The past effects of fuewood harvests is uxluded in the analysis 
for management indicator species. For example, all nonstocked and seedlrng 
areas, whether created by timber harvesting or firewood gathering, are 
included in the analysis of cover for elk habitat effectiveness. The snag 
analysrs for existing condition includes the effects of past firewood 
harvestug that removed dead standing trees. 

Future firewood harvesting will meet the forestwide standards and 
guidelrnes and the directux olitluwd in each management prescrlption. Some 
ex.amples are: 1) If a management prescra.ption only allows 20% of the forested 
acres to be 1x1 a nonstocked or seedling stage at any point 1x1 time, firewood 
gathering must meet this directron; 2) Firewood harvesting must meet the 
direction for dead and down material in the forestwrde standards and guides; 
3) FIrewood harvesting must meet the snag habitat biological potential of each 
management prescrrption. 

The future effects of firewood harvests are included, where 
appropriate, in the analysis for management indicator species. The details of 
the analysis are documented 1x1 Process Paper D. The DEIS and FEIS provide the 
results of the analysis. MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ACCESS 

Support Closures 

coNNENTs : Address road/trail access as It pertains to grxzly bears, grizzly 
bear habrtat, and Bear Management Units (EMU). Give road closures as high a 
prxorlty as habitat improvement. Llmlt or restrict access by: placing a 
moratorium on new roads in management Situation I and II grxzzly habitat; 
close exlstrng roads; and close trarls lncludlng restricting and/or limltlng 
ORVjATV use in grizzly bear habLtat; ensure effective road closures. 

32, 62, 151, 156, 162, 165, 168, 170, 173, 175, 206, 265, 297, 317, 
357, 359, 389, 610, 620, 625, 652, 667, 695, 697, 1273b, 1331, 1361, 
1365, 1446, 1667 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan reduces OROMTRD In the BMU's, reduces TMARD ln the 
BM"'s, and nearly eliminates cross-country motorized OHV use. For the Targhee 
portion of each BMW, OROMTRD is less than or equal to 0.6 mlleS per square 
mile, and TNARD LS less than or equal to 1.0 miles per square mile. MO 

COMMENTS : TO allow motorized bikes Into BMUs does not support bear protection 
efforts. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows motorized bikes on roads and trails 
designated open for motorized use In the SMU's where bear recovery ~111 not be 
]eopardzzed and trail/road densltles are met. Motorized bikes are not 
allowed on any road or trail closed to motorized use. MO 

Non Support Closures 

coNNBNTs: oppose toad and trarl closures; closing access ~111 not help 
grrzzly bear recovery efforts. 

27, 35, 36, 45, 46, 47, 52, 240, 446, 501, 546, 633, 693, 709, 
Warnxng srgns would be preferred to road closures In Grizzly Bear 

Country. 
25 

RESPONSE: Historical records show that grrzzly bear populations survive 
where frequencies of contact with humans are low. Populatxns of grizzly 
bears and other large carnivores persist ln those areas where large expanses 
of relatively secure habrtat are retalned and where human Induced mortality IS 
1OW. In the lower 48 conterminous states, this is primarily assocrated with 
National Parks, Wilderness areas and large blocks of public lands. 

By managrng motorized access on the landscape, the following 
grizzly hear management objectives are met: minrmrze human interaction and 
potential grizzly bear mortalrty; mlnlmize displacement from Important 
habitats; minimize habltuatLon to humans; and provide relatively secure 
habLtat where energetic requirements can be met. 

The management of human use levels through access route management 
IS one of the most powerful tools available to balance the needs of grrzzly 
bears with the needs of humans. It IS documented In several research 
prolects, both completed and ongolng, that unregulated human access and 
development within grizzly bear habztat can contribute to increased bear 
mortality and affect bear use of existing habitat. MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ACCESS 

coNMENl!s : Do not close access because of grxzzly bear or wolves because they 
are not Threatened or Endangered. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, SpecLfrc 
species - Wolves) 

715 

RESPONSE: In the lower 48 States, the grizzly bear is classified as a 
threatened species, and the gray wolf is classified as a nonessential 
experrmental population, under authority of the Endangered Species Act. The 
Revised Plan reduces access wIthin the grrzzly bear BMU’s to improve habitat 
condltrons to support grizzly bear recovery goals. Access restrrctions for 
the gray wolf will occur withrn one mile around active den sites and 
rendezvous sites between April 1 and June 30, when there are five or fewer 
breeding pairs of wolves in the Yellowstone or Central Idaho Nonessential 
Experimental Population Areas. MO 

General 

co-s : Need more research on trail access to grizzly bear habztat and the 
impacts they have. 

1202 

RESPONSE: Additronal research on the effects of trail access helps the Forest 
understand how to better manage trail use. Research on grxzly bears LS done 
by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team, and such research would be helpful 
to our management efforts. MO/JR 

Open Road Densities 

COMMENTS : Reconsider open road/open motorrzed trail route density as an 
indrcator for grrzzly and develop a new xxdicator based on social/economrc 
effects of constraxnt on road development and timber harvest. 

393 

RESPONSE: The management of human use levels through access route management 
LS one of the most powerful tools available to balance the needs of grizzly 
bears with the needs of humans. It is documented ln several research 
projects, both completed and ongorng, that unregulated human access and 
development withIn grizzly beat habitat can contribute to increased bear 
mortality and affect bear use of existing habitat. By managing motorized 
access on the landscape, the following grizzly bear management ob]ectrves can 
be met: Minimize human interactIon and potential grrzzly bear mortality; 
mlnlmlze displacement from Important habitats; minimize habituation to humans; 
provide relatively secure habitat where energetic requrrements can be met. 
The soc~al/econom~c effects are drscussed and dIsplayed In the FEIS. MO 

CONNENTS : The two vehicles per week maxxnum allowance is flawed, because the 
policy rndlcates that grxzly bears will strll be displaced by very little 
traffic. 

1273b, 1361 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ACCESS 

RESPONSE: The two vehicles per week criteria 1s used for elk habitat 
effectiveness analysis, not grizzly bear analysis. For grxzzly bear analysis, 
the Forest uses the criteria established in the Interagency Grr~.ly Bear 
Commrttee's Task Force Report on Grrzzly Bear/Motorrzed Access Management and 
the Grizzly Bear Cumulatrve Effects Model. MO 

COMMENTS : Provide best available data on "ghost roads," roads, authorrzed use 
of closed roads, and IneffectIve road closures as components of the OROMTRD 
for grrzzly bears. 

1273b, 1361 

RESPONSE: The Ranger Districts conducted a complete inventory of all roads 
and trails on the Forest, whach included ldentlfylng and mapprng all "ghost" 
roads and trails. They used knowledge and informatlon from other agencies, 
such as the State Fish and Game agencxs. The Ranger Distrrcts also evaluated 
motorrzed use on all roads and trails. In analyzrng effects on grrzzly bears, 
the Forest used the crlterla established in the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Committee's Task Force Report on Grizzly Bear/Motorized Access Management and 
the Gr~zly Bear Cumulative Effects Model. MO 

CONNENTS : Unclear that road/trail densltles of .29 - .56 miles/square mile 
~111 correlate with grizzly management practices. 

690 

RESPONSE: The road and trail densities In the Revised Plan meet, and in most 
cases are lower than, the recommendations ln the 1993 Grrzzly Bear Recovery 
Plan. At this time, additional research and analysis is being done on road 
and tral densltL.es 1n the Yellowstone Gr~zly Bear Recovery Zone. When thrs 
research and analysis is done, the Forest will know more about how the road 
and trz.11 densities 1n the Revised Plan will affect grizzly bear management. 
MO 

CONNENTS : Use Information provided by Roads Scholar ProIect to accurately 
deprct road densities wLthln BMUs. 

643, 1361 

RESPONSE: Our road inventory rnformation is more current than that In the 
Roads Scholar Report. The roads which will remaln open after the Plan 1s 
implemented are used to determrne road density. All other roads will be 
closed or obliterated and cross-country motorized IS not allowed. Therefore, 
the road density depicted 1s accurate. 

We will use the Roads Scholar rnformation as appropriate as we work 
through the task of closing and obllteratlng roads. 

The analysis of road density as it relates to grizzly bear was done 
from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee. JR 

COMMENTS : Include specifics on exactly when road density standards ~111 be 
achLeved. Needs to be achieved sooner than three years. 

643, 1361 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ACCESS 

RESPONSE: The sub]ect roads wrll be closed by a Forest Superv~sor's order 
when the Record of Declslon LS srgned. However, adding physical restrxtxx 
devices or oblrteratron of the roads will requzre three years to complete. 

Therefore, the ob]ective m the Revised Plan is to Lmplement the 
access standards In the B&W's wlthxn 3 years of the implementation of the 
Record of Decision. This 1s an amixtxaus, yet achievable, ob]ectlve whrch 
takes into account the realities of accomplishing this huge task. MO/JBR 

COMMSNTS : Support Forest's Intent to reduce road densities in BMUs. support 
using OROMTRD. 

393, 625, 127333, 1276, 1367b 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. The Forest used the criteria 
established In the Interagency Grizzly Bear Commrttee's Task Force Report on 
Grrzzly Bear/Motorized Access Management and the Grrzzly Bear CUmulatlVe 
Effects Model. MO 

COMMENTS : Add to the OROMTRD that roads must be closed elsewhere to keep the 
area wlthrn standards. 

127333 

RESPONSE: The OROMTRD standard includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails wrthin the Targhee portion of each BMU subunlt. This is consistent 
with the crlterla establIshed 1n the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee's Task 
Force Report on Grizzly Bear/Motorized Access Management. MO 

COMNENTS : Do not allow comparison numbers for road density calculatrons to 
include two tracks, motorized trail and motorrzed cross-country use. 

658 

RESPONSE: For road and trail density calculations, the Forest used the 
criterra established in the Interagency Grxzly Bear Committee's Task Force 
Report on Grizzly Bear/Motorrzed Access Management and the Grizzly Bear 
Cumulatxve Effects Model whxch Includes two-tracks, motorized trarls, and 
motorrzed cross-country use. MO 

COMMENTS : Expand the FEIS to consider more than the grizzly bear when 
lncreaslng road densrtles and reduction of cover. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The DEIS and the FEIS Incorporated road and cover analySxS for 
other management lndxator species, where It was appropriate to do so. MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - ADMINISTRATION 

Goals/Ob,ectives 

COMMENTS : DFPR 111-11, Goals - Grr~zlv Bear Habitat: Rewrite Goal #l as 
follows: "Habrtat condltrons will conserve and sustain a recovered populatron 
of Grizzly Bear in Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and Targhee Forest.” 

1446 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ADMINISTRATION 

RESPONSE: Thus change was not incorporated Into the Fmal Revrsed Plan. The 
exrstlng goal provides the same dIrection which is to provide habitat for a 
recovered population of grrzzly bears. JR 

COMMENTS : DFPR, Deswnated Wilderness Paw III-57 to 65: Include a goal to 
maintarn grxzly bear habItat for a viable population of bears. 

389 

RESPONSE: Desrgnated Wilderness contributes towards grizzly bear habztat, and 
the analysis for the Revised Plan takes this into account. However, a 
recovered bear population ~1111 use more areas than lust designated 
wilderness. Therefore, it 1s not appropriate to include this recommendatron. 
NO 

coNMEN!cs : Rewrite oblective I to read: "Meet or exceed recovery crrteria in 
the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan"; rewrite Oblective III to read: "Provide Safe, 
secure release sites for relocation of nuisance bears;" rewrrte Objectrve IV 
to read: "Implement road density standards in the BMW's withln one year of the 
s=grU.ng of the ROD in coordination with Federal and State Wildlife Agencies.' 

1446 

RESPONSE: These changes were not Incorporated xn the Final Revised Plan. 
ObJectIves 1 and 3, as written, meet the same purpose as the suggested 
wordmg. Ob]ectlve 4 provides 3 years to completely Implement the road 
density standards in grizzly bear areas, because of the magnitude of this lob. 
The closure ~111 be wnplemented xmmediately upon signing the ROD by signing. 
HOWeYer , road obliteration and/or gates or other effective closure devxes 
~~11 not be completed wrthin one year because of cost. JR 

COMMENTS : 0b)ectlve VII: Include wordrng which provAdes for CEM Thresholds 
model used to access cumulative xnpacts. 

643 

RESPONSE: The CEM 1s an analysrs tool, whrch is strll being validated and 
tested. It LS not appropriate to rnclude it in an objective but the Forest 
used the CEM in the analysrs of the alternatIves for the EIS. MO 

CONNENTS : Include a more thorough discussion of grizzly bear recovery 
challenges in Goals and Obiectives. 

727 

RESPONSE: After consrderation, the Forest decided the appropriate place to 
discuss recovery challenges 1s in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. MO 

core Areas 

CONMBNTS : Support "Grizzly Bear Core Areas"; protect and identify them by 
using Management Prescriptron 5.3.5 or the Plateau PrescrAption; do not allow 
motoraed disturbance. 

643, 658, 690, 719, 1381 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ADMINISTRAl!ION 

Identify core areas using BMUs stating the areas it will connect 
with or lx adjacent to. 

127313 
Change Management Prescrrption 5.3.5 to designate core areas es 

true refuges for Grxzly Bears. 
644, 690 

RESPONSE: In the Revrsed Plan, the following management prescriptIons meet 
core area cr2.terl.a: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. 
Management prescrlpt1on 5.3.5 1s not a core area for grizzly bears. The FEIS 
and the Biological Assessment for grizzly bears document the amount of core 
area wlth1.n each 8MU for each alternatrve. MO 

CONMENTS : Change the thxd paragraph in Forest Acres% within Core Areas. This 
sectron should reflect the goal to meet all of the care area standards due to 
the lack of past management. 

1446 
Expand core areas for protection of Grizzly Bears. 

631, 643, 1387 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, the followxng management prescrxptions meet 
core area criteria: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. The FEIS 
and the Biological Assessment for grxzzly bears document the amount of core 
area withIn each BMU for each alternative. At this time, there LS no 
completed research or analysis which answers the question of how much core 
area LS needed. When they are completed, the Targhee ~111 evaluate 
conditions to see If more or fewer core areas are needed. MO 

CONNBNTS : Core areas should have "actual" road densities, not lust Forest 
Servrce roads. 

731, 1194, 1387, 1401 
If research indicates core areas are to leave OROMTRD of 0.0 

m~/sq.mi, then they must be restrrcted or proh&bited. 
127333, 1361 

RESPONSE: Core areas prohibit motorrzed access on any roads and trails during 
the non-dennlng period. MO 

COMMENTS : Support management plans in core areas that remain invIolate for 
eleven years, with additional core areas secure In na less than two years. 

643 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, the followrng management prescrlpt1ons meet 
core area cr=term: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2-6-5, and 3.1.2. These 
management prescriptions are in place for the 10 to 15 year duration of the 
Revised Plan. Where needed, additional security areas wrll be identified 
ad]acent to areas where management actrvrties are taking place. These 
security areas must be In place as long as the management actlvitles are 
occurrmg. MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ALTERNATIVES 

(CROSS REFERENCE: Alternatives) 
Alternative 2 

couMENTs : Support Alternatlve 2, because lt places accees as a hrgher 
priority than grizzly bears. 

F-F(6) I 98, 267, 717 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides a network of roads and trails open for 
publx and use that provides good access to the Forest. However, reductions 
In road density were included to meet habitat requirements for a recovered 
populatron of grrzzly bears. We have a legal responsrbillty to provide 
suffrclent habitat to remove grAzzly bears from threatened status. 

Hrstorxal records show that grizzly bear populations eurvlve 
where frequencies of contact with humans are low. Populations of grizzly 
bears and other large carnivores persist ln those areas where large expanses 
of relatively secure habitat are retaIned and where human induced mortality is 
1OW. In the lower 48 conterminous states, this is prlmarlly assocxated with 
Natlana Parks, Wilderness areas and large blocks of public lands. 

By managing motorrzed access on the landscape, the followzng 
grxzzly bear management ob]ectrves can be met: mmlmize human lnteractlon and 
potentxl grxzly bear mortality; mlnimlze displacement from important 
habitats; mlnrmrze habituation to humans; provxde relatively secure habitat 
where energetx requirements can be met. 

The management of human use levels through access route management 
is one of the most powerful tools available to balance the needs of grizzly 
bears with the needs of humans. It IS documented in several research 
pro]ects, both completed and ongoing, that unregulated human access and 
development within grxzly bear habitat can contribute to rncreased bear 
mortality and affect bear use of existing habitat. MO/JR 

Alternative 3M 

COUUENTS : Support Alternative 3M because of Its grxzzly bear recovery 
measures including phasxng out grazing and sheep allotments over a period of 
time and reflecting the needs of the 4 Endangered Specres Act species on the 
Targhee. 

11, 37, 40, 143, 181, 182, 193, 211, 314, 325, 340, 359, 370, 442, 
625, 643, 658, 664, 695, 1273b, 1276, 1351, 1392 

RESPONSE: Thank you. This 1s indeed one of the reasons why the Forest 
selected Alternative 3M. MO 

COMMENTS : Oppose Alternative 3M because it either provides too much 
protectIon for grizzly bear or not enough. 

6, 30, 47, 52, 53, 98, 170, 290, 311, 337, 343, 445, 481, 640, 690, 
1176, 1389 

RESPONSE: At this txne, research 1s unable to define absolute levels of 
protectron necessary for the grizzly bear. The range of alternatives In the 
Revxed Plan provides a range of protection measures and ~6 based on the best 
information and the best professional judgements available at this time. 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ALTERNATIVES 

The Revised Plan will meet grizzly recovery objectives and malntau? 
habItat for a recovered populatxw of bears. MO/ JR 

GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

COMMENTS : DEIS rndrcates measuru~g vlablllty of grizzly bear 1s inadequate 
and needs to reflect the court's refuta'aon of this methodology; DEIS clauns 
the Yellowstone grrzzly population is rncreasing. Needs a reference for this. 

1361, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Revxzed Plan uses the criteria for grizzly bear recovery 
established 1n the 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. Recovery plan5 are 
developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This recovery plan has been 
challenged in court, and if a court rulrng results in changes to the recovery 
plan, the Forest wrll evaluate how the changes may affect the Targhee Natronal 
Forest. The reference for the population data in the DEIS and FEIS is Dr. 
Chris Sesvheen, Grizzly Bear Recovery Coordinator, USDI Fish and WIldlife 
servxe, 1995 and 1996. MC 

CONNENTS : In Table IV-7 of the DEIS, total forested acres are broken down 
u-k0 categories. When was this data gathered? Why didn't this table follow 
the model of Table III-14 for comparison? 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The data in Table III-14 showed the existing condition for each of 
the SM"s. The data in Tables IV-7 through IV-10 compared how each BMU would 
change by alternative, compared to exlstng conditnns. The ensting 
condrtions in Tables IV-7 through IV-10 are the same as the existing 
condltlons for each BMU displayed in Table 111-14. MO 

COMMENTS : Expand the FEIS to consider more than the grizzly bear when 
uvzreas~ng road densities and reduction of cover. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan includes analysis for 26 management indxcator 
SpeC1e.S. Where approprute, road densities and cover analysis are done for 
more species than just the grizzly bear. MC 

COMMENTS : Clarify the bar graph comparisons on grizzly bear management. 
375 

RESPONSE: The bar graph displays how open road and open motorized trail route 
densltles change rn each EMU for each alternative. Generally, open road and 
open motorrzed trz.11 route densrtles are higher in Alternatives 1 and 2, and 
declLne rn each subsequent alternatIve, with AlternatLves 5 and 6 having the 
lowest densrtles. MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

CONNENTS : The DEIS needs more analysx, strxtet Standards and Guldelxnes, 
better methods of science. It should abrde by environmental laws. The EIS's 
measurng nabllrty of grizzly bears LS nadequate. Change thrs to reflect 
the courts' refutation of this methodology. 

1361 

RESPONSE: For the Revised Plan, the Forest used the newest version of the 
grnzly bear cumulatrve effects model. The Forest follows the Interagency 
Grizzly Beat Committee dnectlon on motorized access management. All of the 
data for the cumulative effects model and motorized access includes all of the 
past timber harvestlng, a complete rnventory of all roads and trals 
(including system and nonsystem roads and trails), and an accounting of all 
human activities whxh could be Identlfred. 

The Revised Plan uses the criteria for grizzly bear recovery 
establIshed in the 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (recovery plans are 
developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). This recovery plan has been 
challenged HJ court, and rf a court ruling results ln changes to the recovery 
plan, the Forest ~111 evaluate how the changes may affect the Targhee. MO 

col4lmNTs : The DEIS needs to be concerned about ESA and domestIc grazng and 
how phasing out sheep will polarize people against protecting grizzly bears. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s phasing out domestic sheep grazing withIn the grxzzly 
bear BMUs on an opportunity basis. Thrs actxon 18 specrflcally designed to 
help prevent polarning the Issue. A phase out can occur whrle achrevlng a 
recovered grizzly bear population. MO 

COMMENTS : The DEIS/FEIS should nclude core and security areas to prevent 
timber harvesting UI desrgnated BMUs. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The following management prescriptrons meet the crLter=a for core 
areas : 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. No trmber harvesting 
1s allowed in these management prescriptions. Some timber harvesting may 
occur in management prescription 5.3.5, but must follow all of the standards 
and gurdellnes requrred m this management prescrrptron. MO 

COMMENTS : Use the latest data on grizzly bear recovery in GYE; lack of 
basellne data would reduce effectiveness of grxzzly bear management because 
relocating security areas would cause more damage; need scientific data to 
valxdate on an ecosystem scale whether or not insects and disease will have 
any slgnlfxant negative Impacts on the maintenance of grizzly habitat; 
redesign Management Sltuatron Areas I, II, III to reflect the past ten (10) 
years of data on grxzzly bear use. 

176, 643, 127313, 1381 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

RESPONSE: For the Revxed Plan, the Forest uses the newest version of the 
grrzzly bear cumulative effects model. The Forest follows the Interagency 
Grrzzly Bear Committee direction on motorxed access management. All the data 
for the cumulative effects model and motorized access includes all the past 
timber harvesting, a complete inventory of all roads and trails (including 
system and nonsystem roads and trails), and an accounting of all human 
activitLes which could be identified. 

The Revised Plan uses the criteria for grizzly bear recovery 
established in the 1993 Grrzzly Bear Recovery Plan (recovery plans are 
developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servrce). Thrs recovery plan has been 
challenged in court, and if a court ruling results in changes to the recovery 
plan, the Forest will evaluate how the changes may affect the Targhee NatxxIal 
Forest. 

The Forest IS unaware of sc1entiflc data which validates, on an 
ecosystem scale, whether or not insects and drsease wrll have any signrfrcant 
negative Ampacts on the maintenance of grizzly habitat. 

In the Revrsed Plan, MS 1 areas reman as they are because these 
areas have the highest grizzly bear use; MS 2 areas become more like MS 1 
areas to encourage increased grizzly bear use; and MS 3 areas remain as they 
are because of high human use and numerous developments. MO 

coNMENTs : There is not enough data on whether or not there are any grizzly 
bear dens 1" the Plateau BMU. 

1202 

RESPONSE: Documented grizzly bear use 1n the Plateau BMU shows that such use 
IS low, compared to other BMUs. Within the past few years, a few 
radro-collared grizzly bears were documented using the Plateau BMU. At thrs 
time, the Forest does not know how many bears may be dennlng xn the Plateau 
BMU. MO 

COMMENTS : Use best science available; use more research on trail access 1" 
grizzly habitat for impacts; need more baseline data to reduce the need for 
relocatrng security areas; use scxence gathered from Targhee or other slm1lar 
forest when making grizzly bear decisions. 

393, 667, 692, 1202, 1267 

RESPONSE: For the Revxed Plan, the Forest uses the newest VersLon of the 
grxzly bear cumulative effects model. The Forest follows the Interagency 
Grizzly Bear Commrttee dlrectlon on motorrzed access management. All of the 
data for the cumulative effects model and motorized access Include all the 
past timber harvesting, a complete inventory of all roads and trails 
(including system and nonsystem roads and trarls), and an accounting of all 

human actlvitles which could be identified. 
The Revrsed Plan uses the crlterla for grizzly bear recovery 

established 1n the 1993 Grrzzly Bear Recovery Plan (recovery plans are 
developed by the U.S. Fish and WildlIfe Servxe). This recovery plan has been 
challenged in court, and If a court ruling results 1" changes to the recovery 
plan, the Forest ~111 evaluate how the changes may affect the Targhee National 
Forest. MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

COMMENTS : The Grizzly Bear Management issue is Ill-conceived, mrsrepresented, 
and publx Input process 18 inadequate. 

182 

RESPONSE: The grizzly bear is listed as threatened under the authorrty of the 
Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act was passed by Congress 
after much public rnput and debate. The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan was 
developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, after review and comment by 
the public. The Revised Plan for the Targhee National Forest IS developed 
with full publrc input as requxed by the National Environmental Polity Act 
and the National Forest Management Act. MO 

CONNENTS : Clarify the meaning of 7,000 acres of undisturbed habitat next to 
timber sales; clearcut size of 40 acres or less does not benefit grrzzly bear 
telemetry work. 

625, 1364, 1369 

RESPONSE: The conditions of the 7,000 acre security areas are defined 1" 
Management Prescr,ption 5.3.5. There LS no requLrement for clearcut sxes of 
40 acres or less. MO 

COMMENTS : The DFPR needs to clarify the following statement: "Activltles will 
not occur when grxzly bears are actrve." 

643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: Th1.s wordrng appears 1.n Management PrescrIptions 2.6.2 and 2.6.5. 
The standards and guidelines 1" these management prescrIptions Identify what 
act1v1tres are permrtted and under what conditxans. MO 

COMNENTS : The DFPR needs to include sufficient standards to ensure protectlo" 
of grxzzly bears. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contans all of the goals, oblectives, standards, 
and guldelrnes whxh are necessary to meet recovery goals whxh have been 
established for the grxzzly bear population in the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Zone. MO 

COMMENTS : Include 1995 data on high grrzzly mortality rates in the DFPR. 
690, 1381 

Amend the statement under GrLzzly Bear Management, "All demographx 
recovery targets are currently being met" to reflect new data on recovery in 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 

643, 690, 1381 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan and FEIS contan the 1996 data, the most current 
data wallable (published or offxially approved and released for use). MO 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

coNMENTs : The DFPR did not rnclude requrrements for food storage methods, 
monltorlng bear actlvrty and domestrc grazing. 

1277 
The DFPR needs to Include garbage storage requirements, wcludlng a 

defrnrtlon of: "A minimum of 10' off the ground and 4 feet from any vertical 
supporting structure." 

389, 643 

RESPONSE: Food and garbage storage requrrements are covered ~.n a special 
order whrch has been in existence for several years. There is no need to 
repeat thrs special order in the Revised Plan. 

The Revised Plan contains several monitorrng items relating to 
grrzzly bear habitat, rncluding monitoring road closure effectiveness, 
achievement of road density standards, and grxzly bear habItat improvement. 
The Forest ~111 continue to cooperate 1" the reportrng of grizzly bear 
observatrons, especially for female grrzzly bears wrth cubs. 

The Revised Plan contans directron to phase out domestx sheep 
grazrng m all BMW. Existing cattle grazing allotments are allowed to 
reman, but speclflc standards and guidelines must be followed. MO 

coMuF.NTs : Prescrlptlon 2.6 Map 10 lists 2.6.3 as Grizzly Bear - Plateau BMU - 
Security Area. The Plan should rnclude 2.6.2 or 2.6.3 =n this map. Include 
the reason for deslgnatlng 2.6.5 as Grizzly Bear Security Area. 

1277 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan includes Management Prescription 2.6.2 I" the 
Plateau BMU. Management Prescriptlo" 2.6.5 was developed to meet the unque 
management condrtlons which exrst rn the Bechler/Teton BMU. Management 
Prescr1ptron 2.6.3 is not used in the Revised Plan. Analysis indicates that 
the combrnat~on of management prescriptxans used in the grrzzly bear BMU's 
improves habrtat condltlons suffrc1ent to meet recovery plan goals for the 
grxzly bear 1" the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone. MO 

DFPR - Securlte 

COMMENTS : Access management and security concerns for grizzly bear are 
directly related. The Targhee National Forest needs to provide greater 
security for Grrzzly Bears. 

667, 697 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees that access management and security concerns are 
drrectly related. In the Revrsed Plan, TMARD and OROMTRD are reduced in all 
of the BMUs to provide better security for the grizzly bear. Cross-country 
motorized travel 1s nearly eliminated in a.11 BMUs. Every BMU has core areas 
which do not allow any motorized access at all. Adequate security will be 
provided for the grazly bear when the Revxed Plan is fully implemented. MO 

COlamNTS : The DFPR far16 to consider the large amount of management 
act1vltles in security areas. 

1273b 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

RESPONSE: All linear features (roads and trails), all pornt actrvitles 
(developed sites, concentrated use areas, and so forth), a.11 dispersed 
actlvAties (grazing, general recreation use, and so forth) are mapped for all 
BMUs. All this data LS part of the cumulative effects model, whxh 1s used to 
analyze the effects of the existing condition and all alternatives. MO 

COMMENTS : Define security areas and whether these areas receive hrgh levels 
of logglngjroad bullding under the current Forest Plan. 

127313 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan identifies the following management prescriptlons 
as meetrng core area criteria.: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, 2.3, and 
3.1.2. These management prescriptrons constLtute security areaS for the 
grrzzly bear. NO logging or road building are allowed in these management 
prescriptions. Security areas are defined 1" prescrrption 5.3.5. MO 

col.!NENTs : The DFPR III-136 (5.3.5. Grizzly Bear Habitat) needs to consider 
changing the maxLmum opening sxze to accurately reflect security needs of the 
grrzzly bear. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Final Revrsed Plan adequately addresses grizzly security. No 
research shows a particular opening size is needed. The relative Importance 
of cover to grizzly bears 1s documented by Blanchard (1978) in a 4-year study 
in the Yellowstone ecosystem. Ninety percent of 2,261 aerial radio 
relocaixons of 46 instrumented grrzzly bears were in forest cover too dense 
for observation. Whether grizzly bears use forest cover because of an innate 
preference or to avoId humans 1s unknown (Blanchard 1978). The rmportance of 
an Lnterspersron of open parks as feedrng sites associated with cover ~6 also 
recorded 1" Blanchard's study: "Only 1 percent of the relocatrons were in 
dense forest more than a krlometer from an opening." 

Forest cover is important to grizzly bears for use as beds. Most 
beds are found less than a yard or two from a tree (Servheen and Lee 1979, 
Blanchard 1978). Blanchard further records only 16 of 233 beds observed (6.7 
percent) were wlthout lmmedlate cover. Schallenberger and Jonkel (1980) found 
grizzly bears preferred forest 1" over 80 percent of thex radio relocatLons. 

There 1s no research documenting requirements for the drstributron, 
quantity or qualrty of cover on a "landscape" scale or within grizzly bear 
home range. Changes I" the distribution and quantity and quall'cy of cover are 
not necessarily detrimental to grxzly bears. At the September 19-21, 1993, 
sympos~.um on "The Ecological Implxations of Fire in Greater Yellowstone - 
Second Biennial Conference on the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem,' the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear study Team presented a paper tLtled "Effects of 
Wlldflre on Grxzzly Bear Movements and Habitat Use" where they state: 

"On the average, grxxly bears used burned habItat. in proportion 
to thea availability within xndlvldual annual ranges during 1989-1992. 
Seasonal rndxes of movement and annual range sizes of cohorts are not 
statistically different from the 1975-1987 averages." 

The grizzly bear cumulative effects model was recently used to 
assess and compare the habitat quality 1" some female home ranges prior to and 
following the 1988 wrldfires rn Yellowstone National Park. This information 
was presented at a meeting held on the Forest on September 14, 1995, and 1s: 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

Female 125 Female 126 
Pre- Post- Pre- post- 
fire a fire fire 

vegetatxln Value .28 -39 .24 .2? 
Habitat Value .31 .40 .26 .30 
Habitat Effectiveness .23 .33 .21 .25 
CC/JR 

CONMENTS : DFPR needs to define what habitat improvements will be allowed and 
what specific activities are considered improvement*. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan establishes the goals, obiectives, standards and 
guidelines which provide drrectlon for future site specrfic pro]ects. It is 
not the place of forest plans to define or descrxbe specific improvements or 
act1vitzes. This would be done in a site-specific NEPA analysis. MO 

COMMENTS : DFPR 111-89: Security area should encompass a minimum 7,000 acres 
and must be effective. 

643 

RESPONSE: This Management Prescription 2.6.5 is 19,975 acre* UI size and the 
only motorized access allowed is on two roads. Thu security area 1s very 
effective. MO 

COMMENTS : Protection of grrzzly bears leaving dens could be accomplished with 
site specific and time specific measures rather than disallowing any 
actlvltles. 

1389 

RESPONSE: The Forest is m agreement. In the Revised Plan, the Forest 
remove* the cross-country snowmachlne closure date of April 1 in the BMW'S, 
and adds the following standard: "Within grrzzly bear BMUs, sate specrfic 
restrrctions on winter recreation activrty (such as area closures, timrng 
restrictions, and so forth) will be imposed to resolve human-grizzly bear 
conflict*." 

coNMENTs : Recommend vegetative manipulation not be permItted regardless of 
pine-nut crop yield. It is a weak assumption that If there is a bad pine-nut 
crop, bears ~111 not be there and contact with people ~111 be minlmuzd. 

643, 127313 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan has a guIdeline stating there ~111 be no 
vegetation man~pulatron in whItebark pine areas in the fall, except 1n years 
Of poor cone crops, ln order to help avoid conflicts with bears in whItebark 
px~e areas. MO 

COMNBNTS : Lack of baseline data reduces the effectiveness of grizzly bear 
management because relocating security areas causes more damage. 

176 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - ANALYSIS PROCESS 

RESPONSE: There are two kinds of security areas in the Revised Plan: 
permanent security areas and short term security areas associated wrth tmber 
sale activitzes. 

The permanent securrty areas are established by management 
prescription, and meet "core area" crrteria as identified ln the Interagency 
Gr~zly Bear CommIttee Task Force Report on Gr~zly Bear/Motorized Access 
Management. These management prescriptions are UI place for the 10 to 15 year 
planning period of the Revrsed Plan. These management prescraptions include 
the following: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. 

Short term security areas are established adjacent to active trmber 
sale areas, and are 1n place for the duration of the trmber sale activrty. MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - BEAR MANAGEMENT UNITS 

SUpPOrt 

COMMENTS : Protect grxzly B""s by locating them ln wrlderness areas; 
prohLbltlng fzearms, and prohrbitrng off-hrghway travel. 

F-K(6), 393, 659, 692, 1239, 1273b, 1316, 1322, 1330, 1365, 1390 

RESPONSE: The grizzly bear recovery zone rncludes more areas than ,ust 
wilderness areas. Wilderness areas, by themselves, ~111 not support a 
recovered grizzly bear populatron. 

Prohibltlng flrearms 1s a drastrc measure that would end all 
hunting wlthln the BMUs. Data on the bear population indxates that rt 1s 
increasmg, so it 1s not necessary to prohlblt firearms. 

The Revised Plan closes nearly all of the BMUs to cross-country 
motorxzed travel. MO 

coMr.uml!s : DO not convert from a cattle allotment to sheep allotments in BMU. 
1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains such a standard to prohibit this from 
occurring. MO 

CONNENTS : Incorporate into the grizzly bear management prescriptvans: 
Recommend habitat effectiveness goals and provide a solid time line which ~111 
achreve gtlzzly bear habitat effectiveness. 

643 

RESPONSE: At this trme, the cumulative effects model 1s not valrdated, and 
therefore there is no specific habitat effectiveness goal which can be 
established. MO 

Non Support 

COMMENTS : DO not support BMUs for grxzzly bears because bears do not winter 
in them and they are )ust a backdoor to expand Yellowstone National Park. If 
you want to expand the park, you should put It to a vote. 

285, 607, 728 
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GRIZZLY BEAR - BEAP. MANAGEMENT “NITS 

RESPONSE: Grizzly bears den wlthln the BMUs. Grizzly bear BMUs are not a 
backdoor to expand Yellowstone NatIonal Park. They ae based on year round 
habitat needed to suetan a subpopulation of bears. MO/JR 

GRIZZLY BEAR - COMMITTEE GUIDELINES 

Support Committee Guxdelrnes 

CONNENTS : Supports the use of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 
Guidelines lncludrng the use of Situation I, II, and III. Implement Sltuatlon 
I under the Biological Elements Sectrons. Put the IGBC Guidelines under 
Grizzly Habitat Standards and Gulde1lne.s. 

F-D(Sl), F-F(6), 135, 267, 293, 323, 346, 367, 374, 381, 385, 386, 
389, 393, 404, 413, 473, 474, 476, 481, 495, 524, 628, 643, 1187, 
1202, 1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan incorporates the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Guldelrnes in the management prescrlptlons which are wlthln the grizzly bear 
recovery zone. This dxectlon is not repeated in the Revised Plan. MO 

Address Chanuznq Habitat Needs 

CONNENTS : On Pages 11-3, 4, and 5 Needs for Change of the IGBC Guidelines: 
Delete the last paragraph and replace with the following: "The provrslons of 
the ESA have not yet changed since the Plan was put into effect In 1985. 
However, the understanding of the habrtat needs of the listed species, in 
particular the grizzly bear, changed management on a large portion of the 
Forest. New information, accumulated over the last ten (10) years, provides 
new Insight and dxectlon regarding effectrve management access, vegetation 
man1pulatlon, and human actlvrtles rn grizzly bear habitat." 

This change ~111 alleviate the need for dIscussion of why 
Alternative 1 does not fully comply with the 1985 FP ox- Guidelines dIrection 
for timber management in Situation 1-2 grizzly bear habitat. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The wording m  Section VII was changed as you suggested. JR 

CONNENTS : Specify an adaptrve approach to the response to habltat change m  
the IGBC Team Guide; add monitoring. 

297, 697 

RESPONSE: The Forest concure that adaptive management and monitoring are 
rmportant parts of the Revised Plan. Refer to the Monrtorrng and Evaluation 
sectlon for grizzly bears for more rnformatlon. MO 

coNNBNTs : Explain when/why the IGBC discarded the habitat system on page 
II-17 and why this approach 1s not accepted by today's sc?xnt1fic communrty. 

228 

RESPONSE: The Interagency Grizzly Bear Guldelrnes have not been offlclally 
discarded. Areas within the recovery zone are managed ln accordance wrth 
Management Srtuation 1 Guidelines, thereby doing away with designations of 
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Management Srtuation 2. Withrn the grizzly bear recovery zone, grizzly/human 
conflxt mlnxnizat~on and grxzly bear habItat management receives the highest 
management prxorltles. Management declsrons favor the needs of the grxzzly 
bear populatLon when grizzly habLtat and other land uses cannot be made 
compatrble. Occasionally indivzdual grizzly bears might be removed or 
relocated when conflicts occur. This LS only done according to the nuxxnxce 
bear guldelines and when the action will not threaten the population. 

Developed areas are managed in accordance with Management Situation 
3 Gwdelines. In developed areas where human presence results In condltlons 
whxh make grx?zly presence untenable for humans and/or grizzlxes, grizzly 
bear presence and factors contributing to thex presence are actively 
dLscouraged. Grxalles frequenting such developments are managed according to 
nuisance bear guIdelines. MO 

OPPOB~ Committee Guidelines 

CONNENTS : Oppose the use of the Interagency Grizzly Bear CommIttee Guidelines 
because of the restrictions and closed door approach and because people should 
be considered, not just threatened and endangered species. 

608, 648, 702, 1202 
The decision to move bears to zoos should be transferred to a 

committee of citizens at risk by the bears rather than IGBC. 
275 

RESPONSE: The Forest must follow laws and regulations contained Ln the 
Endangered Species Act, The NatLow. Forest Management Act, and other acts, 
manuals and handbooks pertaining to the management of National Forests. The 
only human related activity that ~~11 be completely eliminated wLthin the 
grxzzly bear recovery zone is dome&xc sheep grazing (the domestic sheep 
graang ~111 be phased out over time). Other human activltres are allowed to 
occur wrthin the grizzly bear recovery zone, but they must follow specific 
standards and guidelines as outlrned =n the Revrsed Plan. Removal of the 
bears to zoos or any other location is under the dlrectron of the Fish and 
WildlIfe Servxe. MO 

DRIZZLY BEAR - GENERAL 

Non Support 

COMMENTS : Oppose grizzly bear management efforts because it should not have 
prLority over any other issue including human needs, grazing, rights, and 
economx needs of small communities; oppose expansLo* of grizzly populatron; 
too many bears, too many conflxts. 

12, 24, 34, 42, 219, 285, 298, 311, 341, 344, 346, 388, 393, 431, 432, 
450, 525, 607, 608, 665, 720, 1202, 1242, 1259, 1354, 1358, 1390, 1395 

Public lands should be managed for public needs, not prlmarlly for 
grizzly bears, therefore management guidelines should be followed wrthout 
'pollt~cs." 

F-F(6), 242, 292 
Handxapped people do not want to encounter a grizzly In the 

forest. 
446 
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RESPONSE: The Forest must obey laws and regulations contaIned In the 
Endangered Species Act and Natlana Forest Management Act pertarnlng to 
threatened and endangered specres, whrch Includes the grizzly bear. The only 
human actlvlty that ~111 be completely ellmxxited within the grizzly bear 
recovery zone is domestx sheep grazing which wrll be phased out over time. 
Other human actlvltres are allowed to occur withln the grrzzly bear recovery 
zone, but they must follow speafic standards and guldellnes as outlIned in 
the Revised Plan. Information 18 available at Forest Service offices about 
how to safely coexist with the grxzzly bear, with a minimum of conflict. 
MO/AM 

suppa* 

CONNBNTS : Expand management plans and management situation lines to 
accommodate growing bear populatrons and their use of the Forest; ensure 
grrzzly bears remain a part of our ecosystem and heritage; management of 
grizzly should have prrorrty over other human activities including logging, 
recreation and grazing; management of grizzly bears 1s necessary for viable 
populatrons; protect grLzzlles even in conflict with humans because they 
deserve a chance to live. 

49, 179, 226, 293, 464, 468, 519, 615, 662, 694, 1194, 1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan doss not expand the grizzly bear recovery zone. 
The Revised Plan gxves grxzly bears and grrzzly bear habitat management 
emphasrs wrthrn the recovery zone. All human activities within the recovery 
zone must follow standards and guIdelInes developed to protect the grrzzly 
bear population and maintain or improve grxzly bear habItat. MO 

coMMENTs : The Forest Servxe should consult wrth the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe 
Servrce on all of the allotments wlthln Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone. 

1269, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest formally and rnformally consults with the U.S. Fish and 
Wlldllfe Service on all of the provxxons of the Revised Plan, rncludrng the 
livestock grazrng standards and gurdellnes within and without Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Zones. MO 

Miscellaneous 

COMNENTS : The Forest Serv~.ce should malntaln exlstlng carravore movement 
between exlstrng ecosystem until completion of the five year evaluataon 
process. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan ldentlfred the need to assess 
the potential of lInkage zones between the different grizzly bear recovery 
areas. At thrs time, little 1s known about the potential for linkage zones. 
The lrnkage zone assessment for the Centennral Mountains 1s not done. While 
the assessments are bang done, the Recovery Plan suggests the following 
management conslderat~ons: 

"Future land management actlvltxes wlthrn these areas may be 
crltxal to maxicarnrng their utLllty as lrnkage zones. It 1s essential that 
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exxtrng optIons for carnivore movement between existrng ecosystems be 
maintaIned while the evaluation of lnkage zones is underway. Management 
strategies that llmrt human-Induced mortality and address access management 
~111 facilitate the mantenance of the potential of these zonee durrng the 
S-year evaluatron period. On publrc lands, management prescrlptlons slmllar 
to big game summer range prescriptions that address access management would 
likely conserve any exlstng potentral of these areas for lrnkage until 
completion of the 5-year evaluation process." 

"Connectivity between the Yellowstone Grrzzly Bear Ecosystem and 
other grizzly ecosystems LS not likely to be realxed in the near future 
because of the distance to other ecosystems and the rntervenrng human 
development and alteratron of landscape. Therefore, the recovery plan 
recommends that one grizzly be placed into the ecosystem from an outside 
populatxn every ten years as an effort to mantarn the genetx health of the 
pop"latUxl." 

The Revised Plan incorporates these management conslderatlons by 
reducing motorized access throughout the Centennial Mountains and in other 
possible lrnkage zones, and by using management prescrlptlons which improve or 
mantan big game habitat. MO 

COMMENTS : Need to carry firearms in grrnly bear country, especially when 
leading young people, to scare grrzzlles away. Need alternatrves to cover 
head and protect vrtal organs. 

FS-6 

RESPONSE: Fxearms are allowed on Natlone. Forest lands. It 1s lawful to 
protect yourself from a grizzly bear attack. Wlthln the grnzly bear recovery 
zone, there are regulations which require people to store their food so as not 
to attract grnzly bears. MO 

COMMENTS : Base grnzly bear management on the best science available. 
393, 692, 1267 

RESPONSE: For the Revised Plan, the Forest used the research conducted on 
grizzly bears in the Yellowstone ecosystem and the grizzly bear cumulative 
effects model to analyze habitat conditions. Thrs 1s consLdered as some of 
the best science available. MO 

COMMSNTS : Removal of carcass or complete incineration is only alternative to 
prevent a bear from "srng the carcass. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest allows the "se of explosrves to "remove" the carcass of 
a dead an~mal so It does not attract a grizzly bear. MO 

cGMMENTs : Recommend restrlct1ng toxIcante because they may violate the 
"Endangered Species Act" for such as the grizzly bear. 

389 

RESPONSE: All chemicals used on the Forest must be approved prior to the&r 
"se through site-specrfrc prqect analysts. This analysts ensures that the 
Endangered Species Act 1s not vIolated. MO 
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COMMENTS : Grizzly bear populations have increased and ate now found 1x-z range 
that has not been occupied for many decades. 

1188, 1363 

RESPONSE: Research on the Yellowstone grizzly bear population lndlcates that 
the population 1s xxreasing between two to five percent per year-. MO 

COMMENTS : Concerned about recreational and envrronmental rmpacts that "buffer 
areas" have. 

694 

RESPONSE: We are not clear what "buffer" areas are being referred to. The 
grrzzly habitat management strategy Implemented in the Frnal Revised Plan 
addresses grizzly habltat needs within the Recovery Area that has been in 
place for many years. JR 

coI.Q.mN!l!s : The Fish and Wildlife Service must administer the Endangered 
Species Act as well as work with numerous other Federal environmental laws. 
The 1awsuLt regardrng grnzly bears wrll be resolved pending the outcome of 
the Targhee Plan. The Forest Servxe is wrltrng the biological assessment and 
then the USFWS "111 respond. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees. MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - MONITORING 

cot4NEmTs : The Forest should monitor people drrvlng through fences/gates on 
closed roads; install and monitor proper closure devices for effective 
securrty for grizzly bears. 

175, 667 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan establishes motorized access as a number one 
mcnntorrng prronty. The Plan provides dnectlon to make road closures and 
restrActxans effectrve, so that people do not drive around them. MO 

Mavs/Sxws/Education 

COMMENTS : Provide brochures, posters and educatxnal efforts at trailheads, 
campsites and areas open for travel rn grizzly bear country; establish a 
tlmeline for grizzly bear education program. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains a guideline on grizzly bear education, 
focusng efforts on residents in resrdential and summer home areas, developed 
recreation site users, wilderness users, hunters, outfitters and guides, and 
permrttees. The grizzly bear educatron program is continuous, therefore, no 
tlmelme is established. MO 
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co&Q4ImTs : Recommend a time specific plan that describes the prloritlzation 
scheme for xnplementrng the road closure program for grnzly bears; plan a 
schedule for closng sheep allotments; Ldentify the sheep allotments that have 
the most potential for llvestock/grlzzly interactions within one year and 
address in Objective 9 to drscontinue livestock grazing rn grizzly bear 
habitat. 

643, 1273b, 1277 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has an ob]ectlve to implement the TMARD and 
OROMTRD wrth1.n three years LII the grrzzly bear BMU's. The Revised Plan 
drrects the phasrng out of domestic sheep allotments in the grrzzly bear 
BMU's, but no time line to accomplish this is established because the phase 
out is on an opportunrty basis. MO 

Implementation 

COMMENTS : Support management activities in core areas to reman inviolate for 
11 years; secure add~txanal core areas for no less than two years. 

643 

RESPONSE: The following management prescriptions meet core area crlterla, and 
are designed to be in place for the entire 10 to 15 year perrod of the Revised 
Plan: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - POLITICS 

COMMENTS : The government should not manage for the grizzly bear; oppose 
reintroduction efforts to Central Idaho and Island Park areas; Congressional 
legislation was not intended to favor grizzly bear over people. 

5, 12, 467, 469, 688 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s obeyrng laws and regulatxms pertaining to the 
Endangered Species Act and the National Forest Management Act. MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - PRESCRIPTIONS 

CONNENTS : Include a contngency standard management prescription that 
addresses grizzly bears using areas outsrde of BMU's and to allow Forest 
Service personnel to verify bear sightlngs. 

643 

RESPONSE: Grrzzly bears outsIde the BMU’s are protected under authorrty of 
the Endangered Species Act. Management currently follows the Interagency 
Grrzzly Bear Guldellnes. The Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 1s worklng on 
a conservation strategy which will further address the management of grizzly 
bears outside of the recovery zone. 

Current polrcy provides for Forest Servxe personnel to provide 
Information on grizzly srghtngs. MO/JR 
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Manasement Prescrzptaon 5.3.5 

COMMENTS : Change Prescription 5.3.5 to desrgnate core areas as a true refuge 
for grizzly bears. 

644, 690 

RESPONSE: Management prescription 5.3.5 is not a core area. Other management 
prescriptions (1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, 3.1.2) meet core area 
crlterra for the grizzly bear. MO 

coMMENTs : Prescriptron 5.3.5 1s not lrsted on Map; 1.1.1 prescrlptlon with 
10,000 acres - where are they? There is also inconsistency which needs flxmg 
where the same Item is identified as a standard in one place and a guIdelIne 
in another. 

314 

RESPONSE: Management prescription 5.3.5 only occurred on Map 10 (Alternatrve 
3M) in the Draft Plan. Your reference to prescription 1.1.1 LB listed in the 
prescription table for the Madison subsection. This IS an error. 
PrescrLptLon 1.1.1 1s not used in alternatrve 3M. Thank you for poLntl.ng this 
out. We have searched out xxonsxstencies to correct them rn the Final 
Revxed Plan. MO 

CONNENTS : Explain in Management Prescrxption 5.3.5 Grizzly Bear Habitat If 
map 29 1ndlcates where cattle grazing is allowed. 

695 

RESPONSE: It LS not necessary to explain in Management Prescription 5.3.5 
that map 29 indicates where cattle grazing is allowed. MO 

Management Prescription 2.6.X Serxes 

coNNEtms : DFPR 111-86: The area covered by Management Prescription 2.6.1(a) 
serves as a crItica corridor for grxzzly bears. While lands are not in the 
suitable timber base and will not contribute toward the Asp, there IS 
potentral for timber harvest under ecosystem management. This must be clearly 
addressed rn the management prescrlptlon. Timber Sale Contract for DFPR 
III-122 management prescriptlons include mitigations such as those described 
in Forest Servxe Regulations CT6.25. 

643 

RESPONSE: In the Final Revised Plan, a 1rml.t of twenty millron board feet per 
decade has been placed on harvest opportunl'cles that occur on unsuited lands. 
All unscheduled txnber harvest must follow forestwide standards and 
guldelxxss, and management prescrlptlon directIon and standards and 
guldelx,es. There "111 also be site-speclflc NEPA analysis, and informal or 
formal consultation wrth the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Servxe. MO 

COMMENTS : Regarding Prescription 2.6.5: Mountain blklng and other mechanized 
travel should be drscouraged in core areas; create a standard that there "111 
be no construcixon of temporary roads; begin the reclamation of all roads 
withIn one year of signing of the ROD and make this a standard; allow 
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outfitter and guide permits only if the actLvltles are compatrble with core 
areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: There is no data to suggest that mountain biking or other 
nonmotorlzed mechanized travel causes any more Impact than walking, hunting, 
or horse travel. 

The standard for the roads prescription says: "Construct no new 
roads." This means any type of road, x,cludlng permanent or temporary. The 
Revised Plan oblective for closing and obliterating roads L" the BMU's LS to 
accomplrsh thrs work withIn three years of rmplementation of the ROD. The 
three-year time period recognizes the large amount of work and cost that wrll 
be involved and budget limrtations. 

Exlst1ng outfxtter and guide permits are allowed, but no new 
outfitter and guxde permits are allowed. There have been no grrzzly bear 
conflicts with the existing permittees. MO 

COMMENTS : Favor Prescrlptlon 2.6.X series for grizzly habitat rather than 
5.3.5. 

695 

RESPONSE: The Forest analysts indxates that the combination of management 
prescr1ptrons I" the grizzly bear BMU's "~11 provrde the necessary habitat 
condltlons for bear occupancy and use. MO 

CONMENTS : Revlse the Management Prescription for BMU's south of Robinson 
Creek 5.3.6. In order to emphasize "a high degree of securrty and resource 
condrtions whxh contrrbute toward the conservatron and recovery of the 
grrzzly bear, and benefits to other wildlrfe." Emphasize a high degree of 
security and resource conditions which contribute toward the oonservatlon and 
recovery of the grrzzly bear, and benefits to other wlldllfe, while provldlng 
some timber harvest opportunities for local busLnesSes and indlvlduals. (The 
second paragraph 1s the same as the second paragraph 1.n MP 5.3.5). The thrrd 
paragraph should be modified to read as follows: 

The abundance and distribution of natural food sources (such as 
huckleberry habitats, whitebark pine, etc.) are maintaned or improved by 
natural events such as fire and Insect disturbances. A variety of forest 
successional stages are present due to restraint from human interference with 
natural events and disturbances. Habitat condrtlons whrch contribute to the 
movement of bears to ad]acent bear management units are maIntained. Human 
activitres are managed so that human conflicts with grizzlxs are unlikely; 
this Lncludes increased publrc education on grizzly bear, elk and other 
wLldlife species dependent on similar habItat needs. Motorrzed access LS 
reduced to protect other resource needs. ObjectIves: Same as 5.3.5. 
Standards and Guidelines: Same as rn 5.3.5, but with the changes noted below. 

Under the subsection that discusses "Insects & D1sease,~ there 1s 
no sczntlfic validity to the assumpt=on that, on an ecosystem scale, insects 
and disease will have any s1g"iflcant negative unpacts on the maintenance of 
grizzly habItat. The negative tone and word selection only contributes to the 
unsubstantrated claims that a forest that has insects and disease LS 
"unhealthy". This unfounded bias "~11 ultimately lead to rnappropriate timber 
harvest such as we have seen on the Targhee 1" the past. Tunber harvest and 
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Its accompanyrng reading are the causes of grrzzly bear impacts on the Forest, 
not Lnsects and disease. The last phrase of this Guldellne whxch reads 
"...unless this conflicts with the maxntenance of grrzzly bear habitat" needs 
to be deleted. 

Wlldllfe: Maintain snag habitat at >60 percent of the biological 
potentral for woodpeckers. (Convert this stLpulation from a Gurdeline to a 
Standard). 

Number, Size and Location - Change to the following: Security 
areas will encompass a minimum of 7,000 acres, contain no roads, be devoid of 
major human actrvitles, and contain seasonal habitat components important to 
grizzly bears. They wrll be drstributed across a landscape so as to function 
as a network, rather than merely Isolated "rslands". (6) 

The Standard for "Number, size and locatIon" of actLvLty areas with 
Its requirement that areas shall not exceed 7,000 acres in sxze seems to be 1" 
conflrct wrth the Gurdeline that addresses EA analysis areas. That guideline 
requires that analysis areas are suppose to be "at least 7,000 acres in size." 

Paragraph 1 on Page 111-134, change "should" to ""111" and make 
this a Standard. Paragraph 2, Page 111-134, add the following sentence and 
make this a Standard. "No more than one entry into an area per decade, not to 
exceed three years in duration." 

Forest Use and occupation: Access(S). Same as MP 5.3.5 except 
System roads 804, 383, 254 from Its ]unction with road 656 to where Liz ends, 
and 267 would be closed. Roads 

No new roads for any management activity will be constructed unless 
an equal or greater number of miles of existing roads are identified for 
obllteratlon, and obliterated at least two years prior to new road 
construction. New road construction "111 comply with the following 
requrrements: (6) 

The four road requirements will reman the same as noted on Page 
III-134 and 111-135. 

Recreatlo". Trails - New or relocated trails will meet the 
follo"~"g: 1. Avoid high quality grizzly bear habrtat. (6) 

Sanitation - Human activity sites "111 be kept clean of all 
potentral grizzly bear attractants. This includes human food, garbage, horse 
pellets, dog food and waste. Reasonable standards for front country and 
backcountry sanitation will be applied throughout the BMU's (S). 

ProductIon of Natural Resources. Timber. 
The minimum cover standard 1s 50%, including a minimum 20% hiding 

cover, 20% thermal cover, and an addltlonal 10% hLding or thermal cover. 
Hiding cover IS defined as the ability to hide 90% of a grizzly bear at 200 
feet. Thermal cover LS defined as trees at least 40 feet tall, with a closed 
canopy of at least 70%. The documents Include more d&called defmltions. 
Furthermore, cover will not be consrdered effective unless they are at least 4 
to 8 sight drstances across (4 to 8 times the maximum distance one can spot a 
bear or other animal). In areas in or adjacent to rrparlan areas, the mlnlmum 
standard J.S 6 to 8 sight distances. (S) 

Maxrmum distances to security cover will be at least 150 feet, 
based on the FWS Blologxal Oprnlon. (S). New, created openings shall not 
exceed 1.6 acres I" size, and no existing openings greater than 1.6 acres in 
size shall be enlarged. No new created openings are allowed ad]acent to 
existing openings (lncludrng meadows and created openings). Size restriction 
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of new openings ensures there "~11 be no further loss of habitat avarlable to 
gr1zzl1es for foragmg. (S) 

Group selection or indrvldual tree selection harvest methods wrll 
be the preferred srlvicultural technque. No sale shall exceed 50 MBF. sales 
"111 only be offered to qualified small businesses with fewer than 20 
employees. (S) 

Security cover 1s defined as forested acres (all tree species) 
which have not been managed or burned in the last 40 years. (S) 

No activity 1s permitted for the purposes of malntarnrng natural 
openings. (6) 

There "~11 be no vegetatxon management in rrparran areas or in 
whxtebark pine areas. (S) 

Dead and Down Component - all tops and lxnbs resulting from timber 
harvest wrll be scattered in the lmmedlate viclnlty of harvested trees. (S) 

Security areas must provide the following condCxons:(S) 1. No 
change. 2. No change. 3. No timber harvesting activrty or slmllar type of 
disturbance actlvlty can occur wlthln the security area during the time it 1s 
designated as a security area. The mlnlmum length of time that an area "111 
be designated as a security area will be ten years. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered all of the above recommendations, but deaded 
that the comblnatlon of management prescrlptlons applied m  the Revised Plan 
for the lands south of Robinson Creek provide for grrzzly bear occupancy and 
use to achieve the objectxves of the grizzly bear recovery plan. 

The Fish and WIldlife Service covered this in their Blologlcal 
Oplnron on the RevLsed Forest Plan. MO/JR 

GRIZZLY BE%? - RANGE/HABITAT 

COMMENTS : Support phasing out sheep allotments to Improve grrzzly habltat; 
prohrblt grazing in high qualrty food production areas. 

1185, 1273b. 1331 
Oppose phasing out sheep allotments and grazing to reprove grzzly 

habltat. 
404, 1188, 1354, 1363, 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has a well documented hlstory of grxzzly bear and 
domestrc sheep rncidents. All of the domestic sheep allotments in Management 
Situatron 1 habitat are already closed. The remaining domestx sheep 
allotments, whxh are in Management Sltuatlon 2 habltat, are to be phased out 
on an opportunity basis in the Revxaed Plan. The Forest chose the phase out 
because these allotments have not had grizzly bear/sheep incidents, or the 
number of Incidents have been few, and no grzzly bears have been harmed or 
killed. MO 

CONMENTS : Grazing permits should include speclfx language that assures 
guidelines for minLmlz.ing grxzly bear/livestock conflicts. 

389 
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RESPONSE: All grazing permits wl'chin the grrzzly bear recovery zone have 
speclfrc dnectlon for minimxng and respondng to grrzzly bear/livestock 
conflicts. MO 

COMMENTS : Reduce the maximum distance to security cover for grxzzly bear from 
300 feet to 150 feet. Stated amount is twxce the recommended amount. 

643 

RESPONSE: There 1s no data available which establishes the amount of 
dlstrlbution, or the 82~8 of ccwer for grizzly bears on a landscape basrs. 
The gurdellne =n the Revised Plan follows what limrted research is available, 
but allows for site-specific considerations, such as for natural patch sizes 
and other ecosystem management needs. MO 

COMMENTS : Riparlan, wetland, and stream areas (on Targhee National Forest) 
should be preserved and dedicated as grizzly bear sanctuary. 

276, 1383 

RESPONSE: These areas are managed according to direction contained U-J 
management prescriptxon 2.8.3. This management dlrection ~111 maintain or 
xnprove these areas for the grnzly bear as well as many other species which 
use these areas. MO 

COMMENTS : Address habitat fragmentatLon not lust road density llmlts m  
grizzly bear areas. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Based on this rnformatvan the RevLsed Plan wrll not result in 
habitat fragmentation detrrmental to grizzly recovery. In fact, the reduction 
in road densrty, combined wrth the standards and guIdelInes for vegetation 
management, will reduce any fragmentations whxh may exist presently. 

There is no research whrch defines habitat fragmentation for 
grx.zly bears. The following summary on food habrts and cover illustrate that 
bears use a vnde varxsty of habitats and have been able to respond to large 
changes xn habrtat conditions, such as the 1988 Yellowstone fires: 

FOOD HABITS - GENERAL OVERVIEW (U.S. Fish & WIldlIfe Servxe 1993)- 
The broad hlstorrc dzstributlon of grizzly bears suggests adaptive flexrbility 
in food habits of different populations. Although the digestive system of 
bears is essentially that of a carnivore, bears are successful omnivores, and 
III some areas may be almost entirely herbrvorous. Although grizzly bears ln 
many areas are almost entnely herbivorous, they are lackxng in multiple 
stomachs and a caecum and are therefore unable to digest cellulose. Bears 
feed on anlmal or vegetable matter that is highly digestible and hLgh in 
starch, sugars, proten, and stored fat. 

Gr~zly bears must avail themselves of foods rxh in protean or 
carbohydrates XII excess of maintenance requxements in order to survive 
denrang and post-denrang perrods. Herbaceous plants are eaten as they emerge, 
when crude proten levels are highest. These levels declrne rapldly in many 
plant specxs as the plants mature. 

Grizzly bears are opportunlstlc feeders and ~111 prey or scavenge 
on almost any available food rncluding ground squirrels, ungulates, Carrie, 
and garbage. In areas where anma matter 1s less avarlable, roots, bulbs, 
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tubers, fungi, and tree cambrum may be rmportant L" meetrng protea." 
requirements. High qualLty foods such as berries, nuts, and frsh are 
xnportant I" some areas. 

The search for food has a prime rnfluence on grizzly bear 
movements. Upon emergence from the den they seek the lower elevations, 
drainage bottoms, avalanche chutes, and ungulate winter ranges where thex 
food requrrements can be met. Throughout late spring and early summer they 
follow plant phenology back to higher elevations. I" late summer and fall, 
there LS a transitxon to fruit and nut sources, as well as herbaceous 
materials. This 1s a generalized pattern, however: bears are lndivlduals 
trying to survive and wrll go where they can best meet thex food 
requirements. 

COVER - GENERAL OVERVIEW (U.S. Fish and Wlldlife Service 1993) "The 
relative importance of cover to grxzly bears is documented by Blanchard 
(1978) L" a 4-year study in the Yellowstone ecosystem. Ninety percent of 
2,261 aer'ral radio relocations of 46 rnstrumented grizzly bears were L" forest 
cover too dense to observe the bear. Whether grxzly bears use forest cover 
because of a" innate preference or to avoid humans is unknown (Blanchard 
1978). The importance of a" interspersion of open parks as feeding sites 
associated with cover 1s also recorded in Blanchard's study: 'Only 1 percent 
of the relocations were in dense forest more than a kilometer from a" 
opening.'" 

“Forest cover was found to be very important to grizzly bears for 
use as beds. Most beds were found less than a yard or two from a tree 
(Servheen and Lee 1979, Blanchard 1978). Blanchard further records only 16 of 
233 beds observed (6.7 percent) were without immedrate cover. Schallenberger 
and Jonkel (1980) found grizzly bears preferring forest in over 80 percent of 
their radio relocations." 

There is no research documenting requxements for the distribution, 
quantity or quality of cover on a "landscape" scale or wlthi" grizzly bear 
home range. Changes in the distrLbution and quantity and quality of ccwer are 
not necessarily detrzmental to grizzly bears. At the September 19-21, 1993, 
symposium on "The Ecological Implrcations of Fire in Greater Yellowstone - 
Second BUa-axial Conference on the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem," the 
Interagency Gr~zly Bear Study Team presented a paper titled "Effects of 
Wlldfze on Grrzzly Bear Movements and Habitat Use." The followrng IS quoted 
from the abstract of the paper: 

"On the average, grizzly bears used burned habitats in proport="" 
to their ava~labi1l'c.y withrn lndlv1dual annual ranges during 1989-1992. 
Seasonal indxes of movement and annual range sxes of cohorts are not 
statistically drfferent from the 1975-1987 averages." 

The grizzly bear cumulative effects model was recently used to 
assess and compare the habitat quality in some female home ranges prxor to and 
following the 1988 wlldfxes 1" Yellowstone National Park. This information 
was presented at a meeting held on the Forest on September 14, 1995, and 1s 
presented below: 

Female 125 Female 126 
Pre- post- Pre- post- 
fire fire w fire 

vegetatUxl Value .28 .39 .24 .27 
Habitat Value .31 .40 .26 -30 
Habitat Effectiveness .23 .33 .21 .25 
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Positive aspects of timber management Include an increase in bear 
foods (such as forbs, berries, and grasses) 1n certain regions through 
vegetatrve manlpulatlon (such as tree removal, riparlan management, or 
prescribed burning). Timber management programs may negatively affect grizzly 
bears by removal of cover, displacement from habitat during the logging 
perrod, and increases in human/grizzly bear confront&Ion potential or 
disturbance factors as a result of road building and management. (U.S. Fxsh 
and Wlldlrfe Servlce 1993) MO 

GRIZZLY BEAR - SITE-SPECIFIC 

Dub&s District 

CONNENTS : Support the proposal for Italran Peaks area to wrlderness status to 
enhance grizzly habltat. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

643, 1314 

RESPONSE: Thank you for the support, however, Italian Peaks is outside the 
grizzly bear recovery zone, and LS proposed as wilderness because of other 
factors, not the grizzly bear. MO 

CONNENTS : Place a strong grrzzly conservation emphasis at McGarrey Canyon, 
West Three Mole Creek, West Camas Creek, and Telephone Creek. 

1348 

RESPONSE: These areas are outside the grizzly bear recovery zone, and do not 
receive special emphasx for grxzzly bear management in the Revrsed Plan. MO 

Island Park District 

COMNBNTS : Support proposal 2.6.1(a) in Two Top Roadless Area; support Gr~~~zly 
Bear Management at Sawtell Peak, Carrot Canyon, Taylor Creek, Sheridan Creek 
and Table Mountain; upgrade Henry's Lake Mountains to non-motorized gruzzly 
bear habltat; keep Lronhead free from encroachment by motorrzed vehicles. 

362, 643, 695, 1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan incorporates these management recommendations. MO 

CONNBNTS : Address the need for bear-proof dumpsters ln Island Park. 
1276 

RESPONSE: Bear-proof dumpsters in Island Park require the continued 
cooperation and involvement of state, county, and munrcipal governments, and 
the numerous private busrnesses and land owners. The Targhee Natronal Forest 
~111 help and cooperate as much as possrble. MO 

Non Summrt 

c!oNNEN!cs : oppose closing any sheep allotments, both active and vacant to 
manage for grizzly bears; oppose grizzly bear management in Island Park 
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because grrzzly bears ~111 not go xi? designated areas of Cave Falls up to old 
Faithful; strongly oppose expansion of grizzly bear populatxons in Area 61. 

F-F(6), 267, 298, 413, 433, 466, 694 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan phases out all domestic sheep allotments wIthIn 
the grxzly bear recovery zone because of the well documented history of 
oonflxts between grizzly bears and domestrc sheep. 

The area referred to from Cave Falls to Old Farthful applies to the 
Plateau BMW. This BMU has lower habitat values and documented use for grizzly 
bears than most other BMU's and lower documented grizzly bear use than most 
other BMU's. However, management will emphasrze the grzxzly bear for the next 
10 years to evaluate grizzly bear occupancy and use of this area. 

Area 61 refers to Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Game 
Management Unit 61. A portlon of this game management unit 1s within the 
grizzly bear recovery zone, and grrzzly bear management is emphasized in this 
portion. MO 

CONMENTS : Oppose closing nine vacant sheep allotments on this district 
because these allotments are located on Situation 2 grizzly habitat whxh 1s 
poor grizzly habitat. 

413 

RESPONSE: The nine sheep allotments referred to are wrthln the grizzly bear 
recovery zone of the Island Park Ranger District. There are also two sheep 
allotments on the Teton Basrn Ranger District wrthln the grizzly bear recovery 
zone. These 11 allotments are to be phased out on an opportunxty bas1.s in the 
Revised Plan. The reason they are bang phased out 1s because of the well 
documented history of conflicts between grizzly bears and domestic sheep ~.n 
Situation 1 habrtat. As the grizzly bear population contxnues to expand, the 
Forest expects the same kinds of conflrcts in Situatron 2 habrtat in the 
future. MO 

Garns Mountain 

COMNENTS : Make Garns Mountan a wilderness to ensure adequate grizzly 
habitat. 

181 

RESPONSE: Garns Mountain is outside the grizzly bear recovery zone, and 
management emphasis 1s not placed on the grizzly bear in this area of the 
Forest. MO 

Jackuzne Creek 

CONNENTS : Supports retalnlng eoadless character of the Jackplne Creek area 
for grxzly bear securrty. 

1312 

RESPONSE: The Jackpxne Creek area is marntained as a roadless area 1n the 
Revised Plan. This area meets core area crlterla as defined in the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Taskforce Report on Grizzly Bear/Motorvzed 
Access Management. MO 
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Centennials 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Centennials) 

SUDD0X-t 

coMMNN!ls : Support the Centennxal Mountains as grizzly bear habxtat. 
136, 174, 175, 176, 180, 212, 278, 436, 1185, 1381 

RESPONSE: The eastern portion of the Centennial Mountans LS wlthln the 
grizzly bear recovery zone for the Yellowstone Recovery Area, and in thrs 
portion, the grizzly bear rece~.ves management emphasis. 

The western portron of the Centennial Mountains 18 identified for a 
study by the Interagency Grxnly Bear Team to assess the potential for a 
linkage zone or corrrdor to connect the Yellowstone area with central Idaho 
and northwestern Montana. As of this date, the study has not been done. MO 

cm.m3N!cs : Proposed timber sales should be reduced or elrmxmted in favor of 
less sensltlve areas because timber activities including roads will not 
improve grizzly bear habitat and ~111 cause fragmentation. 

438, 690, 1360 

RESPONSE: All 'umber harvesting in the portIon of the Centennial MountaLns 
wxthn the Recovery Zone must follow the standards and guldelnes in 
management prescrlptron 5.3.5. These standards and guldellnes are developed 
to mantan or improve grizzly bear habitat while allowng for sane timber 
harvestmg. The Revised Plan also reduces and establxshes standards whxh 
cannot be exceeded for TMARD and OROMTRD in the Centennral Mountains. MO 

COMMENTS : Elimrnate grazing on the east end of the Centennrals; grazing, xn 
general, is a problem ln the Centennials. 

695, 1387 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan calls for phasing out all domestic sheep 
allotments within the grizzly bear recovery zone in the Centennial Mountains. 
Grazmg, in general, 1s not a problem in the Centennials. MO 

COblMmJTS : The entIre Centennral Mountain Range should be designated a "core" 
Grizzly Bear Management Area. 

1387 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan establishes core areass within the grxzzly bear 
recovery zone. However, It 1s not possible or necessary to make the entne 
Centeranal Mountan Range a core area for grizzly bear management. MO 

coMN!3NTs: The Centennials ~111 need careful management to avoid conflicts 
between gruzly bears and people. 

1348 

RESPONSE: Within the gruzly bear recovery zone, grzzzly bear management is 
emphasized to avoid conflicts between grrzzly bears and people. MO 
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Non Support 

COMMENTS : DO not consrder the Centennials as grrzzly bear habitat. 
1314 

RESPONSE: The eastern portion of the Centennrals IS wlthln the Yellowstone 
grizzly bear recovery zone as established in the Grrzzly Bear Recovery Plan. 
MO 

Corridors 

CONMENTS : Preserve the Centennial Mountains as an important linkage and do 
not fragment by logging actrvltles. 

652, 690, 1387 
Protect the Centennial Mountain Range and manage it 1n cooperatron 

with ad]olnlng public land managers with a long-term conservation strategy 
because it will encourage genetic diversrty wIthin grizzly bear populatLons. 

690 
The Centennial Range is a link to the Yellowstone Ecosystem as well 

a.8 other large ecosystems in Idaho and Montana. 
3, 51, 136, 157, 174, 175, 180, 181, 203, 209, 252, 270, 276, 280, 
293, 356, 411, 496, 516, 643, 659, 690, 1185, 127333, 1348, 1381, 1385, 
1387, 1393 

Use OROMTRD in the Centennial Corridor. 
1273b 

Treat the Centennial Range as a single landscape unit. 
1185 

RESPONSE: The 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan Identlfzd the need to assess 
the potential of linkage zones between the different grxzzly bear recovery 
aL-e=s. At this time, lrttle is known about the potential for linkage zones. 
The linkage zone assessment for the Centennial Mountains has not been done. 
While the assessments are being done, the Recovery Plan suggests the following 
management considerations: 

"Future land management activities wrthLn these areas may be 
crltxal to maxntaining their utlllty as linkage zones. It is essential that 
exlstlng options for carnivore movement between existing ecosystems be 
mantaned whLle the evaluation of linkage zones 1s underway. Management 
strategxs that limit human-induced mortality and address access management 
wrll facllltate the maintenance of the potentral of these zones during the 
5-year evaluation period. On publx lands, management prescriptions similar 
to big game summer range prescriptions that address access management would 
likely conserve any existing potential of these areas for lrnkage until 
completion of the 5-year evaluation process." 

Connectivity between the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem and 
other grizzly ecosystems 1s not likely to be realized in the near future 
because of the drstance to other ecosystems and the intervening human 
development and alteration of landscape. Therefore, the recovery plan 
recommends that one grizzly be placed into the ecosystem from an outsrde 
population every ten years as an effort to mantan the genetx health of the 
pop"lat1on." 
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The Revised Plan incorporates these management conslderatrons by 
reducing motorized access throughout the Centennral Mountarns, and usrng 
management prescrlptlons which improve or mantan big game habrtat. MO 

Ashton Rancier District 

SUDDO~~ Grizzly Beat 

COMMENTS : Support grrzzly bear management efforts; close "Reclamatron Road"; 
create new management prescriptions designed to protect land withAn the 
grizzly bear BMUs south of Robrnson Creek; support Wlnegar Hole as wilderness 
for grrzzly bear habitat. 

171, 643, 690 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan does not close the "Reclamatron Road" because It 
does not need to be closed to meet grizzly bear recovery goals. 

All of the management prescriptrons south of Robinson Creek in the 
BechlerjTeton BMU are designed to provrde the habitat conditrons necessary to 
meet grizzly bear recovery goals. 

The Revised Plan recommends the Idaho portion of Wxnegar Hole as 
wilderness. MO 

Non Support Gt~zzlv Bear 

COMMENTS : Oppose grxxly bear management efforts because rt would close four 
sheep allotments on the Ashton Ranger District. Strongly opposes expansion of 
grrzzly bears zn areas 60 and 61. 

F-F(6) I 267, 298, 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan officially closes all domestic sheep allotments 
wrthrn the grizzly bear BMUs on the Ashton Ranger Dxstrict. They are 
currently vacant. This was done because of the well documented history of 
conflicts between grizzly bears and the grazing of domestx sheep wlthm the 
BM"'s. 

Areas 60 and 61 refer to Game Management Units of the Idaho 
Department of Fxh and Game. Part of 61 is within the grxzzly bear recovery 
line and receives emphasis in management for grizzly bears. All of area 60 IS 
outside the grizzly bear recovery line, and does not recexve emphasis 1n 
management for grizzly bears. A* the grizzly bear population grows, there 1s 
a possrblllty that grrzzly bears ~111 be present outsIde the recovery line. 
MO 

Bechler/!Ceton BMU 

coblNFNTs : Follow the rule set standards set forth in the draft Grizzly Bear 
Management dxection. 

1446 

RESPONSE: We assume you are referrrng to the rule set in the Biologxal 
Op1nlon for the Plateau Bear Management Unit. That rule set is replaced with 
the standards and gurdelines ln the Revised Plan, and a new Biological Opx~~on 
has been Issued. The grrzzly bear habltat management guidelrnes in the Final 
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Revxed Plan were developed to implement the directIon in the Greater 
Yellowstone Grxzzly Conservation strategy as best we can interpret it at this 
time (rt 1s a draft). JR 

CONMENTS : Include a "security" area 1n the Bechler/Teton BMU; develop a 
management prescription and desrgnated core areas In this BMU because 
protectron 1s needed for the grizzly bear. 

1273b, 1446 

RESPONSE: The following management prescriptions meet core area criteria and 
provide security for the grizzly bear in the Bechler/Teton BMU: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 
1.3, 2.3, and 2.6.5. MO 

coNMENTs : The Final Plan should close the 0.2% that is currently open to OHV 
use. Otherwise, show a clear ratIonale for how it 1s benign or benefxla.1 to 
grizzly bear recovery. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The 2% of the OHV use in this area 18 to the existing recreation 
sites. Th1.s recreatron use "111 not have a. negative Impact on the bear. LB 

CONMENTS : Phase out grazing in the southern end of thrs BMU. 
695 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan phases out domestic sheep grazing in the southern 
end of this BMU. MO 

Henry's Lake BMU 

CONMRNTS : Include a management prescription and core and *ecurItzy areas for 
Henry's Lake BMU. Appropriate conserv*tLon measures ln this area "111 result 
in greater number of bears seeking habitat farther west (Centennial*). 

1273b. 1348, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan Includes Management Prescriptions 3.1.2, 1.3, and 
2.3 in the Henry's Lake BMU, all which meet core area crrteria. It is unknown 
If a greater number of bears will use thrs area or areas further west. It 
w1l.l take several years of monltorlng to assess changes in grizzly bear use in 
thrs area. MO 

col4MENTs : Phase out grazing in grizzly bear habitat ln most of the Henry's 
Lake BMU and m Madison BMU near the Two Top area. 

695 

RESPONSE: There has been no sheep grazing in the TWO Top area for nearly ten 
(10) years. The Revised Plan has direction to phase out the remarnlng sheep 
allotments In the Henry's Lake BMU. MO 

CONMENTS : Allow timber harvest III Henry's Lake BMU usrng Situation 1. 
413 

x-33 



GRIZZLY BEAR - SITE-SPECIFIC 

RSSPONSE: The Revised Plan allows timber harvesting in Henry's Lake BMU, 
SubunIt 1. There are specific standards and guidelrnes whxh must be followed 
when timber harvesting 1s done. MO 

Plateau BMU 

General 

COMMENTS : Designate security areas for no less than ten years acres* the BMU 
rather than "rsland-lrke" areas; phase out grazing not including areas already 
closed; manage BMU for recreation, access and commodity because it 1* not 
Situation I; allow timber harvest using Situatzon 1. 

413, 643, 695, 1202 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan establrshes 30,000 acres of core area on the 
Targhee, to provide security for the grizzly bear. Core areas will exist for 
the 10 to 15 year life of the Plan. In addition to core areas, the Revised 
Plan establishes additional securrty areas to be established when there are 
major drsturbance activities occurring, such as timber sales. These security 
areas will exist as long as the mayor dxturbance activity occurs. 

In addrtx.", there are 275,000 acres in Yellowstone National Park 
which provide security. 

There is no livestock grazrng in the Plateau BMU. 
In the prevxous Plan, a portion of this BMU on the Targhee was 

designated Management SLtuatlon 2 habitat. For the Revised Plan, xxreased 
emphasis is placed on all habitat within the grizzly bear recovery zone. 
Therefore, the Plateau BMU will be managed like Management Situation 1 
habItat. Recreatron, motorized access, and timber harvesting will be allowed 
ln the BMU, but these activities must follow standards and guidelines in the 
Revised Plan. MO 

COMMENTS : Change the Prescriptlo" language for thrs BMU to read, "In newly 
harvested units, soil disturbance shall not exceed 20% of the unit;" change 
canopy cover to 70% not 45% to represent standards previously set in DFPR 
III-136 and address this I" Prescription; follow rule set standards for 
Plateau BMU. 

643, 1446 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, scar~f~catlon is limited to 5 15 percent of an 
area where sol1 drsturbance xnpedes the reestablrshment of grizzly bear 
foods. Greater than 70 percent of the forested acres must provide security 
cover for the grrzzly bear. Thermal cover 1s defined as 45% canopy closure, 
because natural stands of trees on the Targhee rarely provide more canopy 
closure, especially as hrgh as 70 percent. MO 

CONMENTS : Continue to use the weighted method to measure road densL.tles 1.n 
the Plateau; close 300 mrles of roads in core areas for security purposes and 
leave 125 miles of open roads. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: The Revzsed Plan uses the definltlons and methods for measurzng 
road densltles that are establxshed In the Interagency Grizzly Bear COtmmrttee 
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Taskforce Report on Grizzly BearjMotorrzed Access Management. This Report 
does not use the weIghted method to measure road densities. In the Revised 
Plan, there 1s no motorized access allowed wLthrn core areas. The Revised 
Plan establishes an ORCMTRU of 5 0.6 miles per square mile 1n the Plateau BMU, 
which means that about 280 mrles of motorized roads and trals are restricted 
to motorxed *ccc** or obliterated. About 94 miles of roads and trails are 
open for motorrzed use in the Plateau BMU. MO 

coNNBNTs : Oppose Plateau EMU: NO evidence of survival rates; Plateau BMU does 
not fit grizzly bear habitat requrrements, i.e. hot, dry, south/west slopes 
dominated by lodgepole pine; insuffxlent huckleberry patches; several studxss 
indicate gruzly bears have not entered this BMU; local people who lived in 
Island Park have never verified grizzlles on Plateau. Close Plateau Bear 
Management Unit. 

413 
Use of the Plateau by grnzly bear L* questionable even under the 

settlement terms and the Plateau BMU strategy; provrde proof. None of the 
proposals in this BMU should be enacted 1n the Flna.1 Plan. 

314, 393, 413, 688, 692, 1202, 1389 

RESPONSE: The Plateau BMU is wIthin the grizzly bear recovery zone. In 1993 
and 1994, a study was conducted to evaluate habitat and grnzly bear presence 
in the Plateau BMU. The conclusron and recommendatron of that study is 
(Puchlerz 1994): 

"Caldera Subunit has exlstlng habitat values that would be 
consrdered moderate. HOWeVer, the yearlong occupancy of this BMU by an adult 
female grrzzly bear wrth young should not be expected. The primary reason for 
this conclusion 1s that existrng habltat effectiveness L* low with a 51% 
reduction of the habItat value that currently exists. Mortality risk to 
grizzly bears would be consIdered high due to high road densities and the 
human use related to the existing road network." 

"It is the comnnttee's recommendation that the Targhee National 
Forest improve habitat effectiveness levels by implementing access management 
mea*"re* approved by the IGBC III July of 1994. With rmproved habLtat 
effectiveness, occupancy should be expected. Contxned monrtorlng for 
evidence of teproducrng females 1s recommended." 

"The Moose Creek/Pitchstone Subunrt has ex=stlng habitat values 
that are considered low. They are currently the lowest we have recorded in 
the Yellow&one Recovery Zone. There are area* of moderate value habitat on 
the perxphery of the subunit where bear use would be expected. Little 
reduction ln habLtat value has occurred as the ma)orlty of the subunit 1s 
without slgnrfrcant levels of human activity. The exception to this is the 
Targhee Natronal Forest portion of the unit where high road density reduces 
habitat value significantly. The yearlong occupancy of this subunit by an 
adult female grizzly bear with young should not be expected." 

"It 1s the comm~ttee's recommendation that the Targhee Natuxal 
Forest rmprove habltat effectiveness levels by rmplementng access management 
measures approved by the IGBC in July of 1994. Continued monitoring for 
evidence of reproducing females is recommended." 
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"In both the Caldera and the Moose Creek/Pitchstone subunits there 
exxets an access management strategy, lcantly developed by the Targhee 
National Forest and the U.S. Frsh and WildlIfe Serv~e for the Targhee portron 
of the Plateau BMU. If this strategy were implemented rt would greatly 
unprove habxtat effectiveness and security wlthln the subunits." MO 

CONNENTS : Clarify the et&u* of whitebark pine in the Plateau because of its 
food source for grizzly bears. 

413 

RESPONSE: Most of the forested acres in the Plateau BMU are classified as 
lodgepole prne cover type. Only 20 percent of forest inventory plots contain 
whItebark or limber pine, and for these plots, 99.1 percent of the whitebark 
or limber pine trees are less than 2 rnches in diameter, therefore not cone 
produclng trees. MO 

coNNBNTs: Allow tunber harvest in Plateau. Use of the Plateau by grrzzly 
bears 1s questionable. 

393, 692 

RESPONSE: Management Prescrlptuan 5.3.5 applzes to 107,500 acres of the 
Plateau BMU. This management prescrrption allows 'amber harvesting actrvlty 
as long as specxfrc standards and guldellnes are followed. The followrng 
documents grizzly bear use in the Plateau BMU: 

Plateau BMU, Subunrt 1: Compared to the other BMU's and Subunits 
on the Forest, this area had one of the lowest number of grizzly bear 
sightings from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Williams 1986). From 1986 through 1995, 
five grrzzly bear sightrngs were recorded wlthln subunit 1 in addition to many 
recorded observations of radio collared bear #227 (a male) for portions of 
each summer from 1994 through 1996. Two sows wxth cube were observed for the 
period 1965 to 1984 (one of the sows was shot and killed by hunters in the 
fall of 1984). From 1985 to the present, no sows wrth cubs have been reported 
HI this subunit. 

Plateau BMU, Subunit 2: Compared to the other BMU's and subunits 
on the Forest, this area had one of the lowest number of grizzly bear 
srghtlngs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Williams 1986). From 1986 through 1995, 
records show six grizzly bear sightings withu? Subunit 2. From 1965 to 1984, 
there were four sightrngs of bear groups (two or more bears together) but 
records do not confirm that these were sows with cubs. From 1985 to 1993, no 
sows wAth cube were observed. In 1994, one sow with cubs was observed one 
tame near the southern boundary of the subunit. No sows with cubs have been 
reported durrng 1995 and 1996. MO 

Palisades Ranqer Distrrct 

coNNENTs : Add all of Palisades and Diamond Peak to wilderness to ensure 
grizzly bear habitat. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wilderness) 

181, 643, 1314, 1360 

RESPONSE: Palisades (located on the Palrsades Ranger Distruzt) and Dramond 
Peak (located on the DuboAs Ranger District) are both outslde the grizzly bear 
recovery zone. They are not needed to achreve grxzzly bear recovery. 
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Rowever, large pottuns of both areas are recommended as wilderness for other 
reasons. MO/AM 

Teton Basxn Ranger District 

cot.l?dBNTs : Oppose managing for grxzlres in the Big Holes because the 
population is doing well and there may be a few too many. It would be alrlght 
If there were no population. 

F-G-2(2), 50, 311 

RESPONSE: The Big Holes are outside of the grizzly bear recovery zc~ne, and 
are not managed for grxxzly bears in the Revxed Plan. MO 

Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

CONMBNTS : Oppose allowrng human activity areas of 30 day perlode during the 
active bear season because it contradrcts bear security efforts. 

1277 

RESPONSE: Grrzzly bear security was an important consideration in the 
development of the Revised Plan. The Revised Plan directs that Forest Service 
management act1vltxs wlthln the grizzly bear BMU'e are to be concentrated in 
time and space, and must follow speafx standards and guldelines. 

Human actrvities are restrzcted in the grizzly habitat 
prescrIptions that meet "core" crlterra I" the Revised Plan. These "core" 
areas are undisturbed refugia for security of bears. In other areas, human 
actlvltlee are restricted in time and space to mmxmize drsruption to grizzly 
activities and ad-Jacent security zones are establIshed to provide areas for 
escape while the actlvlty occurs. This will meet grrzzly security needs 
durrng periods of human activity. MO/JR 

GRIZZLY BEAR - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

coNMENTs : Change the following guidelrnes to standards: Page 111-11, Grizzly 
Bear HabLtat, the four Objectives and one GuIdeline should be standards; Page 
111-133, Wildlife (5.3.5) - The Snag GuidelIne should be a Standard: The 
Guideline descrlblng the shape and size of the actlvlty area should be a 
Standard; Page 111-134, both GuIdelines should be Standards. The second one 
(characterxlng management activrties) should be amended to read "-.-on 
habrtat quality and quantity and the potentral for disturbing hrbernatlon 
sites." On the same Page in Paragraph 1 change "should" to "will" and make 
this a Standard. On the same Page in Paragraph 2 add the following sentence 
and make this a standard, "No more than one entry into an area per decade, not 
to exceed three years in duratuan; Page 111-136, Timber - The Dead and Down 
Component should be a Standard; Page 111-137, Range - The first Guideline 
should be a Standard. 

643, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered these recommendations in detal, most of 
which would change oblectives and guidelines to standards. The analysis of 
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gruzly bear habltat shows that there are broad ranges in habltat condltrons, 
resultrng from natural condltlons and past management actlvitles. Makrng 
everythrng standards does not recognize this broad range of conditions. TO be 
responsive to the varrety of conditions that currently exist, and will exist 
into the future, the Forest did not make these recommended changes. MO 

CONMENTS : Include Standards for education of employees working 1x1 grizzly 
habltats, including &nformatlon about food storage and direction to suspend 
activity if and when a bear is sighted. Develop standards for human food 
storage, garbage, horse pellets, dog food and waste for BMV's in front and 
backcountry areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: A special order on sanitatxon and food storage in grizzly bear 
habitat has been in place for many years. It 1s not necessary to repeat this 
special order m the Revised Plan. All people, including Forest Service 
employees, must follow the rules of this specral order when using grizzly bear 
habitat. Inform&Ion LS available at all Targhee offices. MO 

COMMENTS : Grazrng permits should include specific language to assure 
guidelines for muunrzlng grrzzly bears/l~vestock confluzts. 

389 

RESPONSE: All grazrng permits within the grizzly bear recovery zone contarn 
specific language requirug the permlttee's full compl~.anc~ in meeting grizzly 
bear management goals and objectrves. MO 

COMMENTS : Paqe 111-134, Roads (5.3.51 Item 1 under Guideline should be a 
Standard. An addltuxna.1 standard should be included prohibiting the 
construction of new roads and requiring the obliteration of any roads with 
potentul to adversely affect the habitat or ecosystem qualitxs of the area. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Item #l 1s a guideline that allows for site specific considerations 
and analysis. Each BMU has an OROMTRD and TMARD establrshed for it. Nf5” 
roads can only be burlt If the OROMTRD and TMARD remain below the standards 
for the BMU, or If an existing road or trail 1s restrIcted or obliterated so 
that the standards are not exceeded. MO 

COMMENTS : Paqe 111-135, Roads (5.3.51 Item 3 should be a Standard and should 
be rewritten as follows: "Fully revegetate temporary roads with native specres 
immediately following use." 

1365 

RESPONSE: Item #3 is a guldellne that allows for site-specifLc consider&lone 
and analysis. MO 

c*MMENTs : Develop standards to correct the rmpact done to grxzzly habitat by 
clearcuttug and road building and prevent future impacts. 

1365 

X-38 



GRIZZLY BEAR - STANDRRDS AND GUIDELINES 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan takes Into account the effects of past management 
actLvltles and reduces TMARO and OROMTRD for future timber harvesting. MO 

CONNENTS : Include speclfrc language to ensure Guldellnes for muu.murng 
grizzly bear - livestock conflicts. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan phases out all domestic sheep grazing on an 
opportunity basis withIn the gruzly bear recovery zone. All grazing permIte 
within the grizzly bear recovery zone contain specific language requlrlng the 
permlttee's full compliance 1x1 meetrng grrzzly bear management goals and 
objectives. MO 

COMMENTS : The following should be included as standards for grxxzly bear 
habitat: 1) Sanltatlon standards "111 be set for human habltatlon and use on 
portlone of the forest wrthin the recovery zones; 2) Core area maps for each 
BMU are enclosed m  the appendrx; 3) Pursuant to the Grrzzly Bear Recovery 
Plan, no trmber cuttrng activities will be allowed withzn Situation I and II 
Habitat. 

1446 

RESPONSE: A special order on sanitation and food storage III grizzly bear 
habitat has been in place for many years. It LS not necessary to repeat thL.s 
special order 1" the Revrsed Plan. 

The following management prescr1ptlons meet core area criteria as 
defined in the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Task Force Report on Grizzly 
Bear/Motorized Access Management: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 
3.1.2. 

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan allows timber harvesting within 
Sltuatlon I and II habLta.t as long as necessary considerations for the grizzly 
bear are unplemented. MO 

Core areas are drsplayed on the prescr1ptron map. MO 

CONMENTS : Change Standard and Gudelrnes on Page III-87 to 89 to reflect the 
new screntific data on grizzly bears whxh contradrcts the use of Management 
Srtuation 1 as a Biological Standard for grizzly bear. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan references the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines 
for Management .%tuation 1 habItat because these gurdelues are et111 valrd. 
AdditIonal standards and gudellnes are also lIsted in the management 
prescrrptlons whxh incorporate new scientific data. MO 

CONMENTS : Page 111-18, Dispersed Camping Management: Show information, 
education and sanitation standards for grrzzly bear recovery zones in this 
section under Description or a sectlo" titled "Wildlife" under Standards and 
GuidelInes. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation - Camping) 

1446 

RESPONSE: A special order on san~tatron and food storage in grizzly bear 
habrtat has been in place for many years. It is not necessary to repeat thrs 
special order 1" the Revised Plan. A guideline on grizzly bear educatron 
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exists in the Wrldlife Sectzon of the Revxed Plan. This education guideline 
focuses on a broad range of people who use grizzly bear habitat, incluchng 
dispersed camping users. MO 

COMMENTS : Page 111-91, Recreation (5.3.5): The trails standard should also 
mandate the obliteration of any trails causing or likely to cause significant 
negative impacts to prxmitive or semi-primitive non-motorized uses. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

1365 

RESPONSE: The OROMTRD and TMARD for the EMU's focus on the needs of the 
grizzly bear, and not primitive to semi-prlmitrve non-motorized recreation. 
MO 

COMMENTS : Page 111-87, Physical and Biological Elements, Land: The Rule Set 
developed for grxzly bear management, in the Grizzly Bear Management Strategy 
for the Plateau BM", should be incorporated as a table in this section. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Grizzly Bear Management strategy for the Plateau BMU is not 
fully uxorporated in the Revised Plan because there are some rtems that can 
not be Lmplemented, new boundaries for Plateau BMU subunrts require changes, 
and some Ltems are rnconsistent with new direction from the Interagency 
Grrzzly Bear Commxttee (such as the Task Force Report on Grxzly 
Bear/Motorized Access Management). MO 

COlaMEwrS : Page 111-88, Forest Use and Occupation: nor the most part, 
mountain biking and other mechanized travel should be discouraged from core 
areas. Begxnning the reclamation of all roads within one year of the signing 
of the ROD should be considered a Standard to be consutent wrth Objective 4, 
Page 111-11, Forestwlde Standards and Guidelmes. A Standard should state no 
construction of temporary roads in core areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: There are no data to suggest that mountain biking is any more 
detrimental to grrzzly bears than walking, and at this time the Forest does 
not propose closing ccare areas to all human entry. 

The Forest selected three years as the oblectrve to achieve the 
TMARD and OROMTRD III the EMU’s, taking into account the large amount of work 
and cost rnvolved to accomplish thus. It LS not feasible to do It ln one 
year. 

The standard for Management PrescrLptions 2.6.2 and 2.6.5 states, 
"construct no new roads." This standard applies to all roads, permanent and 
temporary. MO 

GRIZZLY BERR - TIMBER 

Surwott Harvest in Grizzlv Habxtat 

COMMENTS : Timber harvesting activities, with proper management, do not impact 
grizzly bear habitat. To prohlkait timber harvest would not help the grrzzly 
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bear recovery effort. Allow commercial harvesting in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. 

275, 393, 692, 693 

RESPONSE: Management PrescrIption 5.3.5 allows trmber harvesting withrn the 
grrzzly bear BMU's under standards and gurdelines whrch mantaln grizzly bear 
habitat. MO/JR 

CONNENTS : Allow timber harvest in all grizzly habitat, and include good 
access and vulnerability constraints, i.e., no firearms, open and closed 
gates, etc. 

693 

RESPONSE: Management Prescrlptlon 5.3.5 allows timber harvesting within the 
grrzzly bear BMU's. All of the BMU's have standards for OROMTRJI and TNARB to 
regulate motorized access. The Revised Plan does not prohrbit firearms in the 
BMU'S. Hunting rs a mayor activity which LS allowed in all of the BMU's on 
National Forest lands. Fish and Game determines if firearms are prohibIted. 
MO 

COMNENTS : Correct DEI8, Alternatrve 2. Thrs alternatrve allows timber 
harvest in both the Henry's Lake and Plateau 8MUs. To the extent that 
Situation I habitat 1s involved, It 1s a NIC component, but only If It 1s a 
Situation I. Allow harvest In all BMW, sublect to an NIC component In 
Situation I habitat. 

413, 767 

RESPONSE: Alternative 2 allows timber harvest In all BMU's, rncluding the 
Henry's Lake and Plateau BMU’s. Alternatave 2 allows timber harvest Ln 
Situation 1 habitat as a NIC component to the ASP. MO 

COMMENTS : Allow timber harvest In Sltuatlon I habltat and in roadless areas. 
Use lower quality of roads with immedrate closure after use. 

693 

RESPONSE: Management Prescription 5.3.5 allows trmber harvesting Ln grxzzly 
bear habrtat, which Lncludes both Management Sltua'clon 1 and 2. Standards for 
OROMTRD and TMARD results in many road restrictions and obliteration. MO 

COMMENTS : Commerc~z.1 tLmber harvest will not by itself reduce food and cover 
habitat to the extent full recovery goals could not be met. Commercial timber 
harvest can enhance tree growth and speed development of cover for grizzly 
habItat. Consider an alternative based on the best science for grizzly 
management. 

393, 692, 1267 

RESPONSE: The Forest generally agrees. The Revised Plan allows for timber 
harvest wlthln the grizzly bear BMU's and incorporates the lat5St science. 
MO 

COMMENTS : Oppose Targhee Natronal Forest severely restricting txaber harvest 
and using the BMU's OROMTRD as constraint. Use of the constraint developed 
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under Settlement Agreement with Greater Yellowstone Coalition, et al, was 
crafted without going through NEPA. This severely restrLcts harvest within 
areas defined as habitat for grizzly bear. Evaluate the socral and economxc 
impact of constraInIng road development and txnber harvest. 

393 

RESPONSE: OROMTRD was not used as a constrant in modeling the timber harvest 
and selecting an ASQ for the Revised Plan. The settlement agreement is 
temporary, and the provisions of the settlement agreement will be replaced 
with the provisions and management direction in the Revrsed Plan. There are 
numerous standards and guldellnes which affect the amount of timber harvesting 
proposed Ln the Revised Plan. The soclz.1 and economx impacts of the Revised 
Plan are drsplayed in the DEIS and the FEIS. MO 

COMMENTS : Clearly state the limits on clearcut sxze to "40 acres or less on 
approximately 14% of the Forest" are not arbitrary to benefit grxzzly bear 
telemetry work. 

625 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not have a clearcut size lrmlt of 40 acres In 
grizzly bear habItat slnoe 40 acres 1s the required limit already determined 
by NFMA. The Plan does not repeat exrstrng laws and regulations. There 1s a 
guideline which states: "For created openings, maximum distance to security 
cover should be 300 feet." The guideline 1s not used to benefit grizzly bear 
telemetry work. MO/CC/JR 

Address Effects on Unscheduled EM Harvests on Grizzly Bear 

COMMENTS : Clearly address EM trmber harvests and road building, specifically 
in Prescrlptlon 2.6.1 (a). Even though these lands are not in the sultable 
base, they eerve as a critical corridor for grizzly bear. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan establrshes a lrmlt on EM, NIC related timber 
harvests and drsplays how much total trmber harvestrng 1s expected to occur 
wlthln each BMU Subunit. Lands w&thin prescription 2.6.1(a) are not included 
In the suitable timber base but, harvest could occur on the unsuited lands, 
following a site specific environmental assessment. Included Ln this 
assessment, should one occur during the lrfe of this plan would be the no 
actlon alternative and environmental effects of thrs alternatrve and all 
action alternatives. The Revised Plan maintains suitable habitat for grizzly 
bear movements while studies are being done on the feasibility of corridors 
for grrzzly bears. 

The Revised FInal Plan places a llmlt on EM harvest that can occur 
in the decade. Road building is controlled by the road density standard 
wlthln Bear Management Units (0.6 mLles/sq. ml15 OROMTRD and 1.0 TMARD). 
MO/JR 
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Include Appropriate Mitisation Neesutes xn Timber Sale Contracts 

COMMENTS : Include mltlgatlon measures like those found In Forest Servxe 
Regulations CT 6.5 In all tLmber sale contracts. 

643 

RESPONSE: Forest Plans contain goals, objectives, standards and guldellnes 
whxh provide management dxectlon for future pro]ects. Speclflc mltrgation 
measures are developed during the analysis whxh is done for each site 
specific prolect. Appropriate contract clauses will be Included. MO/JR 

Non Support Earvest in Grizzlv Habitat 

CONMENTS : Prohlbrt timber harvest Ln BMW's and sensitive bear habitat areas 
because historx loggmg, fragmentation and reading contribute to dlmrnlshlng 
grizzly bear habrtat. Oppose Prescriptions 2.6 - 2.6.5 Grizzly Bear HabItat 
and 5.3.5 Timber because they allow too much timber harvest; explain why 
harvest 1s going to occur in grrzzly bear habitat. 

51, 136, 252, 293, 356, 389, 396, 611, 622, 640, 692, 695, 1194, 
1273b, 1361, 1365, 1367, 1369 

RESPONSE: Management Prescriptions 2.6.2 and 2.6.5 do not allow any timber 
harvestrng. They are designed to be grxzzly security areas. Tmber 
harvesting is allowed in Management PrescrLp'clon 5.3.5 according to specific 
standards and guldellnes. The maximum amount of possible timber harvested 
during the next decade amounts to one to two percent of the forested acres In 
the BMU's. TMARD and OROMTRD are reduced m all of the BMW'=. Grizzly bear 
habxtat will improve from the existing condrtlons with the management 
drrectlon in the Revised Plan. Timber harvest 1s allowed when compatible with 
grrzzly habitat needs to maintain long-term the m~nxmxn of vegetation types In 
the BMUs. MO/JR 

comlENTs : Prohibit logging in grizzly bear areas to reduce habitat 
fragmentation and improve migration corridors. 

179, 211 

RESPONSE: Timber harvesting is allowed in Management Prescription 5.3.5 
according to specLfic standards and guidelines. The amount of timber 
harvesting that may occur during the next decade amounts to one to two percent 
of the forested acres In the BMU's. TMAP.D and OROMTRO is reduced m all 
BMU's. Grxzly bear habitat ~~11 improve from the existing condltlons with 
the management direction in the Revised Plan. Mlgratlon corridors are 
currently being studied, as outlined In the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. At 
this trme, the Forest does not know the feasibrlVcy of migration corrrdors for 
the grrzzly bear. The management drrection contaIned In the Revised Plan will 
maintan future options for mlgratlon corridors If the studies prove their 
feaslblllty. MO 

COMMENTS : Define what habrtat xnprovements and activities for grizzly bear 
wxll be allowed in Prescrlptlon 2.6.5. ate scientific references for these 
choxes. !Jeflne what disturbances ~111 be allowed In grizzly bear securrty 
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areas and how you will balance these disturbances with increased mortalrty 
r1s.k and dxplacement. 

127323, 1369 

RESPONSE: The objectlves, standards and guidelines of Management PrescriptIon 
2.6.5 describe the kinds of improvements and activities that are allowed. FCC 
SGSllple, sxxe the prescription has an OROMTRD standard of 0.0 miles per 
square mile, there ~111 be road restrxtlons and road obliteratrons. 
Screntlfic references can be found in the FEIS, the Biological Assessment for 
Grizzly Bears, and Process Paper D. All documents are available to the 
public. 

The combination of management prescrIptions applied to the grrzzly 
bear BMU's provrdes for improved grizzly bear habrtat condltlons. There are 
decreases 1n OROMTRD and T"ARD rn all BMU's. There are increases in the 
amount of area meeting core area criteria. These changes zncrease grizzly 
bear security. MO 

COMMENTS : Further defLne how you will apply the 7000 acre standard of 
undrsturbed habrtat for grrzzly bear protection. Define what percentage of 
the area needs to be maIntaIned as undisturbed. One 7000 acre undisturbed 
area could concervably be surrounded by timber sale areas. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The combinations of standards and guldelines requiring security 
areas Of at least 7,000 acres In size, malntalnlng 70 percent securrty COYer 
and 20 percent thermal cover, the OROMTRD and TMARD standards, plus numerous 
other standards and gurdellnes whrch must be followed, will make it 
impossible for one 7,000 acre undisturbed area to be surrounded by timber sale 
areas. MO 

COMMENTS : The Plan and FEIS should Include "core" and "security" areas to 
prevent trmber harvesting in these designated BMU's. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The followrng Management Prescrlptlons meet core area crrteria: 
1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.3, 2.3, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, and 3.1.2. It 1s not necessary to 
completely ellmrnate all timber harvesting in the BMIJ's to achieve the 
recovery goals for grizzly bears. MO 
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ATl'ACBNBNTS TO LETTERS 
(Naps, References, Biblzographies, Artrcles) 

RESPONSE: These materrals were shared with appropelate managers, planners and 
resource specialists. More detailed responses can be found in specific 
resource areas in this appendu. AM 

SUMMARY: 1. Map of roadless areas on the Targhee to replace Map 25. 
Includes a portron of their comments stating why a new map is needed: DEIS 
has an inadequate analysis of roadless areas on the Forest: issue a 
supplemental DEIS for public comment; and clearly identify roadless areas by 
name. 

2. Map of specifx areas using 5.3.6 Grrzzly Bear Habitat (NIC for 
ASQ - small sales only, no cross-country, phase out sheep), near Jededlah 
Smith and Wlnegar Hole Wildernesses. 

3. Prescription/Map of the Centennial Mountaus showing an 
Ecosystem Linkage Corridor (2.2.1 a,b,c). 

4. Bibliography citing 78 sources, mostly circa 1990s 
5. Map of Idaho Wlldlands Defense Coalition's wilderness 

recommendations with an outlrne of roadless areas in black, showing wilderness 
substantially uxreased throughout most of the Forest. 

6. Satellite photographs of the Island Park area of the Targhee 
National Forest. Four photographs taken between 1974-1992 show the 
progression of extensive clearcutt1ng on the Island Park and Ashton Ranger 
Drstrxts claming that the Forest's analysis of 60+ percent mature forest 1s 
flawed. 

7. Copy of April 26 letter to Forest Supervisor Reese regarding 
inadequate analysis on roadless areas and wilderness recommendations in the 
DEIS. 
643 

SUNNARY: 1. An 85page thesx duvxssing erosional impacts of hikers, 
horses, off-road bicycles, and motorcycles on mountain trails, with various 
charts, graphs, dragrams, and references. 

2. Report about the denning of gruxly bears in the Yellowstone 
Natxonal Park Area. 

3. Report about the effects of access on human-caused mortality of 
Yellow&one grizzly bears. 

4. A letter discussrng elk habitat effectiveness and elk 
vulnerability analysis with an attached map showrng all dxtricts and some 
speclfrc areas. 

5. A copy of a 21 questron-and-answer brauxtorm handout about 
roads, wildlife, trails, and so forth from the speakers at a Cltuxns 
Involvement Group access meeting. 

6. Report about elk habitat effectiveness as rnfluenced by roads 
and cover. 

7. SectLons from various documents dlscussrng management of elk 
habitats and populations, and elk and road issues. 

8. A Journal of Forestrv September 1983 article describrng elk 
habltat effectiveness using charts and graphs. 
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9. Map desrgnating specific trawls for ATV use in the Ashton and 
Island Park area. The routes requrre little construction and ATV users would 
welcome recreational opportunity avarlable there. 
1202 

10. TWO maps showing roads and trals in speclflc areas that should 
be open. Maps are very specrfrc. 
1202 

SUMMARY: 1. Appendix A recommends the Targhee adopt an alternative from the 
Beaverhead Forest Plan's amendment usrng alternative approaches to graxng 
management and changrng some rlparran and range goals, ob]ectlves and 
standards. 

2. Appendix B 1s a five-step planning approach for streams and 
other resource management issues. providing some grazing management 
gurdellnes, strategies, monitorLng and evaluation. 
432 

SUMMARY: 1. Appendrx A about the effects of access upon human-caused 
mortality of Yellowstone grizzly bears. 

2. Appendxi B about the denning of grizzly bears in the Yellowstone 
NatIonal Park area. Shows a study that indicates the exclusronary date for 
cross-country snowmobile use could be moved back to at least November 1 and 
not affect the bears plus there are no den sites on the Targhee save the den 
In the Plateau BMD. 

3. Copy of a two-page letter to Senator Craig from United States 
Department of Commerce discussing aquatx conservation measures, land 
allocations, and roadless areas. 

4. Appendix D showxng the relationships of Rocky Mountain elk and 
Rocky Mountain mule deer habitat to timber management in the Blue Mountains of 
Oregon and Washxngton. 

5. Appendix E summary of frndrngs about cover, clearcuts, foragIng, 
and so forth rn "Elk-Roads-Logging Relatlonsh1ps". 

6. Appendix F showing an applxation of exrsting knowledge for 
protection of big game habrtat In timber sale design, layout and 
adm~nlstratron, giving specific gulde1lne.s about two kinds of cover. 

7. Appendix G showing elk habitat relationships for Central Idaho 
and discussrng reconciling land management actlvlties with requxements of elk 
habrtat. 

8. Appendix H showing elk management by the Northern Region related 
to conslderatlons In Forest Plan updates or revxsions. 

9. Appenda I discusses species management and habitat 
effectiveness, and recommendations for forest plans. 

10. Appendix J shows the Timber Sale Program Annual Report Fiscal 
Year 1993 for the Targhee and contains grazing, water yield and economx 
account tables. 
413 

SUMMARY: Article dated January 1995 titled, "Resiliency", drscusses forest 
landscapes, wrldllfe, timber, and other topxs dealing wrth EM sustanablllty. 
275 
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SUNMARY: 1. Forest Health/Grazrng Bibliography and References: 178 sources 
dated from 1923-1994. Mostly o~rca 19708-1980s. 

2. The effects of Ski Area Development on the Environment 
Bibliography: 43 souroes dated 1970-1981. 

3. Recreational and Other Impacts Bibliography: approxrmately 2000 
sources dated predominantly circa 1970s and 1980s. 

4. Renort and Formal Comments on the Current and Potential 
Adverse Im?xcts of Winter Recreational Use in Yellowstone Natronal Park and 
the Winter Visitor Use Management Plannlno Process bv the U.S. Park Service 
(Brodrverszty Legal Foundatron: Boulder, CO) 1996. Forty-nine page report 

wrth an 83 page bibliography on Recreational and Snowmobile Use in Yellowstone 
NatIonal Park. The study addresses the environmental impacts of snowmobxl~ng 
on wIldlIfe, vegetatxon, and soils and analyzes the writer vIsitor plannxng 
process. 
1365 

SUNNARY: 1. Two identical maps for Alternative 2 summer motorized access and 
management changes that reflect a reduced number of road closures. Specifx 
changes from the large areas 6.1 (b) in the Caribou to 6.1 (a). 

2. Specifx changes to 5.1.3 (a) Prescription areas, adding two 
areas in the Caribou to the surtable timber base. 
767 

SUMMARY: Map proposes additional road closures, rndicating that the West 
Yellowstone roaded area is too dense for the summer motorrzed access in 
Alternatrve 3M. and hIghlighting short spur or parallel roads that should be 
reconsidered for closures. 
690 

SUNNARY: Provides eight references he co-authored about riparran habitat, 
grazing, and amphLbian sampling related to spotted toads. 
1343 

suNMARY: GIS Map of the grxzly bear areas and Centennials. Comments and 
references dealing wrth cumulatrve effects on grx.zly bear management, 
especrally II-, this area. 
1348 

SUNMARY: 1. References about spotted frogs, threatened and endangered 
specres, ecological mystery, wxldla.fe, and amphrbxxns/reptiles. 

2. Newspaper article from Juneau Empire 13 June 1996 trtled 
"Logging Dead Trees May Actually Boost Fxe Risk." Article details a 
situation in Alaska where slash burns and chrp pries left from logging were 
ignited. 
1277 

SVNNARY : Three references about grizzly bears. 
363 

SLIMMARY : Artxle titled "Telemetered Heart Rate of Three Elk as Affected by 
Activity and Human Dxturbance," commenting about biological elk behavior; 
range; heart rate and activity biotelemetry system; ecological energetic*; 
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white-tailed deer; bighorn sheep; mule deer, the movement and activities of 
cow elk; and the grazing of transplanted elk. 
313 

SUNNARY : Four references from 1982-1995 containing information on EM, 
frsherxs, success~o"a1 forests, and watersheds. 
690 

SUMNARY : Movements. Drstribution. Mortalitv and Genetic Status of Biohorn 
Sheeu 1" the Teton Range: Procress Report, citing preliminary frndrngs on the 
status of the Teton Range blghor" sheep herd. Includes charts, graphs, and 
literature on mortality rates and seasonal movements. 
699 

SUMNARY : Article from Beef May 1996: 22, "A Settlement on Sedunent" 
descrlbxng new research by the University of Wyoming on managing streambank 
vegetatxan. 
267 

SUNNARY : Thuty-su page graduate thesis and report on analysis of goshawk 
habitat at five spatial scales on the Targhee and how tunber harvesting has 
affected goshawk nesting habItat over time. Report IS entitled: Analvsrs of 
Goshawk Nesting Habitat at Frve Spatral Scales 1" Undisturbed and Tubber 
Harvest Terrltorles on the Tarahee National Forest. 
1370 

SUMMARY: TWO newspaper articles from The Fall Rover Revxw, 18 April 1996, 
"The Forest Plan and Local Interest" and "The Pitfalls of Public Process.” 
1258 

SUMMARY : Copy of a lxt of proposed wilderness areas for the Targhee from the 
Idaho Wrldlands Coalition. 
210 

SUMMARY: "A Serious Newsletter for Serious Recreationists" article from the 
newsletter Idaho Outside in whuzh Governor Batt states that this newsletter 1s 
a way to rnform recreatronists where their tax dollars are spent. 
1390 

SUMMARY: Eleven literature crted from 1971-1989 dealing wrth grazing, 
wildlIfe, bats, blghorn sheep and riparian areas. 
389 

SUMMARY: 1. Map showing Blgholes/Palisades Subsection with proposed 
PrescrIption 5.1.4 (d) highlighted. 

2. Map showL"g a 6-plus square mrle enlargement of the Kelly 
Canyon-Hawley Gulch area and recommendrng closing the area to snowmobile use. 
701 
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SUNNARY : Bibliography of eight sources from 1968-1996 concerning wolverines, 
grazrng, riparIa* areas, elk/deer huntrng, breeding dens for bears and Henry's 
Fork Wetlands. 
766 

SUMMARY: An attached copy of a pamphlet with rewards for Eco-Terrorxsts 
rnvolved in cattle killing, eco-sabotage, or prpe bombs in wilderness. 
300 

SUNNARY : Attached the Targhee National Forest 1985 Land Management Plan, 711 
pages long. 
1395 

SUMMARY: Newspaper article from the Idaho Falls Post-Realster, 16 May 1996, 
"Budget Lags While Forest Use Soars" about the less-than-expected revenue 
generated from recreat1.o" on the Targhee Natronal Forest. 
348 

SUMMARY: One page copy of part of a tesolutlon from the Idaho Republxan 
Party stating opposition to Alternative 3M and the Draft Forest Plan and 
mdicatlng support for the preferences of the Citxzens for a User Friendly 
Forest. 
1448 

SUNNARY : Letter from David Hunte, Wildlrfe Veterlnarran, Idaho Fish and Game 
to Stan Boyd, Drrector, Idaho Wool Growers Association, statrng that the 
outbreak of pneumonra in brghorn sheep in Hells Canyon was not caused by 
domestic sheep but by therr own stran of pasteurella. 
1188 

SUNNARY : 1. Untitled article from Discover (November 1995) about species I" 
tropIca rain forests and the vital importance of species such as fungi, dead 
wood and old growth to the ecosystem. 2. Article from Casper Star-Trrbune, 20 
June 1996, "Bringing Back the Frre" on the benefzts of burning to help 
wIldlIfe, cattle and aspen. 3. Article from Hiuh Countrv News, 11 December 
1995, "Outf1tter.s Take Axn at Four-wheelers", about people using ATVs to hunt 
and retrieve game and the conflrcts between thrs user group and outfitters. 
4. ArtLcle from Jackson Hole News, 12 June 1996, "Man barred from Park for 
Snowmobrle Trespass" about frequent snowmobile trespass into Grand Teton 
Natronal Park and Jedediah Smith Wilderness. 
1393 

SuNr4AF.Y: Narrative and map of proposed changes for access for the Swan Valley 
- Teton Transmrssion Line along with a set of 37 standard BPA transmission 
line maintenance photo maps showing right-of-way, mde number, tower location, 
and access roads. 
1279 

SUNNARY : Furniture catalog entltled Grand TetO" Furniture Collection from the 
Grand Teton Furniture Company, Inc. 
268 
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SUNMARY : Letter-to-the-editor from Kent BrAggs cr1trcxzing the motorized game 
retrieval proposal 1" Alternative 3M and support for Alternative 2. 
278 

SUNNARY : A water map showrng exxtlng wilderness areas and a copy of the 
Idaho WIldland Coallt1on's proposed wilderness areas for the entxe state of 
Idaho. 
1206 

SUNNARY : Inform&Ion and a map on ski trarls and Forest Servrce roads showing 
speclfrc areas for sklmg. 
628b 

SUMMARY: 1. Five Ashton and Island Park Ranger D1strLcts' Landsat MSS maps 
showzng old/new clearcuts. 

2. Artkcle from the July/August issue of Inner Voice containrng 
rnformatlon on "Cattle and Sheep - The Forgotten Pathogens." 

3. Cites 26 references from 1973-1994 with information on 
wildfires, biodiverslty, vegetation, goshawk, fire, grizzly bears, and so 
forth. 
1273b 

SUMMARY: Cites 23 references from 1968-1994 (one he authored) containing 
rnformatron about fxes and lodgepole pme. 
489 

SUMMARY : Lxts three bibliographxs upon whxh conclusions UI their letter 
are based. Forest bibliography is untitled and lxsts 26 sources ranging from 
1972-1996. The second 1s untitled and lists 71 sources mostly circa 1980s. 
The thxd 1s "Roads m R~par1an Areas" and lists seventy-one sources circa 
197Os-1980s. 
1367b 

SUNNARY: Authors of the 33-page article Draft Manaqement Recommendations for 
Aquatic Conservation on Federal Lands I" the Rockv Mountaln West (Paclfx 
Rivers Counc11: Bozeman, MT October 1995) argue that r~.parran areas and 
aquatx refugia must be identlfled and preserved, and they outlxne principles 
for management of these areas. 
1367a 

SUMMARY: Letter-to-the-Edrtor from Dick Marler dated 6/21/96 regarding 
restorrng day-use at Warm River Campground. 
1251 

SUMNARY : A copy of a page from a West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce bulk 
mailing sent to all chamber members. The form letter 1s from the Blue Ribbon 
Coalltlon urging chamber members to write the Targhee regardrng road and trarl 
clos"res. 
395 

SUMMARY: 1. A graph of The Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census Of 
Population and Housing 1995: online fire STFlA population estrmates; 1994: 
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CD-ROM STFlA; 1980: General Population Characteristics U.S. Department &f 
COlNll~D2~, Washlngto" D.C. 

2. A graph from Forest acreage obtaLned from Payments to States 
from National Forest Receipts, fiscal year 1985, 1990, 1994, USDA Forest 
Service, Washrngton D.C. showing the 25% Fund/Acre was obtained by dlvldlng 
25% Fund payment as reported in Table III-21 of the Draft EIS by the amount 
county acres inside Forest boundaries. 
1368 

SUNNARY : Two-hundred page State of Idaho Water Plan for Henry's Fork Basin 
contaning maps, appendix, and several charts with detailed informatron on 
Henry's Fork Basin. 
1207 

Of 
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CONNENTS : Restrxt or limit mineral exploratron and mming; do not issue 
permits or renew 011 and gas leases until an EIS 1s completed; support more 
control of mzning rndustries, but doubt the Forest Service can do so legally 
with outdated mining laws. Implement standards and/or guldellnes statrng that 
the Forest 1s not open to exploration and development/production of mineral 
resources unless otherwise specified in prescriptions; If protective 
standards, including standards for denial, are not Included, it will be 
busrness as usual. Provide restrxztions on soils, silt, gravel, solid wastes, 
slash, debris or chemicals deposited in areas where they may aggregate or 
become concentrated in surface waters. Define more clearly Forest 
requxements for mrneral activities. 

305, 389, 695, 697, 1365 

RESPONSE: As a parallel process to the revision. the Targhee IS preparrng a 
FEIS covering 011 and gas leasing which ldentlfres forest land for leasing and 
condltlons under whrch the lands will be offered for lease. The 011 and gas 
FEIS will reflect revxaed management prescriptions SO that both documents are 
compatible in resource management direction. In addition, the Forest IS 
legally compelled by the Energy Security Act of 1980 and the Leasing Reform 
Act of 1987 to conduct a separate NEPA oil and gas leasing analysis. Close 
coordlnatlon is required between both documents. 

Restrictrons on mineral activltres vary on the Forest by 
prescrxptlon areas. The malority of the Forest is open to mineral activity, 
but some of it 1s restricted, sub]ect to valid exrsting rights. 

All mining involving hardrock mLnerals, mLnera1 materials, and 
leasable minerals are conducted pursuant to applicable laws, acts, and 
regulations. Those specific to hardrock minerals (gold, sliver, lead, opal) 
are the General MLning Law of 1872, Multiple-Use Mining Act of 1955, Mining 
and Minerals Polxy Act of 1970, Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, and Forest Service Mrnerals Regulatrons (36 CFR 228, Subpart A). 

Speclflc laws, acts, and regulations pertarnlng to mineral 
materials (common varietres of sand, stone, gravel, pumrce, pumxlte, and 
cinders) are the Materials Act of 1920, Multrpls-Use ML"1"g Act of 1955, 
MLnmg and Mrnerals Policy Act of 1970, Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, and Forest Servrce Mrnerals Regulations (36 CFR 228, Subpart C). 

Leasable minerals (oil and gas, phosphate, geothermal) are subject 
to exploration and development under leases, permits, or licenses under the 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended; the Mrneral Leasing Act for Acquired 
Lands of 1947; the NatIonal Environmental Polxy Act of 1969; the Geothermal 
Steam Act of 1970; the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976; the Coal 
Leasrng Amendments Act of 1976; the Surface MmLng Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977; the Multiple Mxxsrals Development Act of 1977; the Federal 
Onshore Oil and Gas LeasIng Reform Act of 1987; the Geothermal Steam Leasrng 
Amendments Act of 1988; Forest Service Mxxsrals Regulations (36 CFR 228, 
Subpart B; and specifxally Bureau of Land Management Minerals Regulations (43 
CFR 3201.1-6(f) which unplement Public Law 98-473, the Geothermal Steam 
Leasrng Amendments Act of 1988. JP 

COMMENTS : Request a more thorough analysis and referencing of known and 
potential phosphate reserves on the Targhee, especially in Big Hole/Palisades, 
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Caribou Mountains, Ce"te""1als, and Teton range. Need to adequately consider 
these before exclusion for wLlderness deslgnatron, and they deserve more than 
casual reference. Request acknowledgement r" Index (Sectvan III) of 
geothermal production and protection, and a citation of regulations pettauung 
to geothermal rescurces. 

433, 691, 1351 

RESPONSE: Interest in exploration and development of phosphate reserves are 
not anticipated until the Soda Springs Area Reserves in southwest Idaho are 
near depletron. Conservative estimates expect this event will not happen for 
the next 40-50 years. 

The best potential for discovery of geothermal resources lies m 
the Island Park area of the forest. HOWeVer, due to its proxrmity and 
uncertain geologx relationshrp to thermal features of Yellowstone Natronal 
Park; language in the Geothermal Steam Act of 1988 that prohibits leasing in 
the Island Park Caldera; and conclusions denying leasing in the "Island Park 
Geothermal Area", USDA/USDI, l-15-80; It is unlikely that this resource will 
ever be explored or developed. JP 

XII-2 



MISCELLANEOUS 

AL= Ouality 

COMMENTS : A non-partxulate lndlcator dxectly related to fossil fuel 
combustion should be rncluded in a~ quality program mon~torlng. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Chapter V of the Revrsed Plan discusses air quality mon=torlng. 
Specific detarls regarding how monitoring will take place will be determIned 
when the standards are quantified. LB 

COMMENTS : By lrnatlng logging and fire, exe ss CO2 IS not absorbed because 
stands of old trees do not absorb as much CO 9 as healthy, young trees growing. 
Targhee should c nsider Its contribution to reducing global warmln 
absorption of CO 53 

9 : the 
y growng trees, the concurrent productmn of 0 , and the 

sequestering of CO in wood products used I" building. Calc"latlo"s 
demonstrate that a lOO-year harvest rotation would greatly offset CO* produced 
from burning of fossil fuels. 

275 

RESPONSE: 
RE"l.SlO". 

Addressing global warn3ng is outside the gcope of the Forest Plan 
We acknowledge that CO production and CO consumption vary by 

var1o"s stand characterrstrcs whrch are influenced by management actlvltles. 
HOWeYer , the range of these values would be quite small across the 
alternatives. 

Converting large portrons of the Targhee xnto some form of CO2 
absorption management regxne would likely constrtute a vrolatron of the 
habitat needs for varxaus specres protected under the Endangered Sqecles Act. 
It would also beg the larger question in global warning: rf the CO 
effectively entrapped HI the tree 1s not effectrvely preserved, It wrll amply 
end up being released back Into the atmosphere. The Targhee has literally no 
control over whether wood products fashroned from Forest 'amber ~111 be 
effectively preserved. DP 

COMMENTS : The Targhee 1s in the Yellowstone Natronal Park class I ax 
pollution zone and violates the Clean Air Act and Clarke-McNary Act rf you go 
back to natural ecosystem management where seven times as much fire occurred. 

275 

RESPONSE : Forest Servxe err quality ob]ectives are to "Protect a~ quality 
and related values, rncludlng vislblllty, on wilderness land desrgnated class 
I by the Clean Air Act as amended I" 1977" and to "protect a.~ quality in 
wilderness areas not quallfylng as class I under the same ob]ectlves as those 
for other Natronal Forest System lands" (FSM 2120). 

Prescribed burning activltles are challenged by air quality 
restrlct1ons but the Forest 1s not precluded from using this as a tool 1" 
meeting ecosystem management goals. LB 

Cooperative Plannmq 

COMMENTS: CooperatLve planning include: coordinate planning wrth other 
federal agencies, such as the Beaverhead and Gallatrn National Forests, Red 
Rock Lakes Natlow. Wlldllfe Refuge, Bureau of Land Management, and the Sheep 
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ExperImental StatLon; partxlpate on the Henry's Fork Watershed Council; make 
explxlt the necessity of cooperative plannzng among state arid federal 
agencies and admrn1strat1ve units in the Greater Yellowstone area; and make 
speclfrc, accountable provisions I" the Plan for this cooperative management. 

1276, 1333, 1365, 1387 

RESPONSE: The Forest worked hard during the planning process to involve 
neighboring agencies, other organlzatrons and the public as a whole 1" the 
development of the Revrsed Plan. The Forest conducted a" Adjacency Study to 
better consider how management of the Targhee would frt adJolnrng land uses. 
We also conducted a number of information-sharing meetings with our 
"erghbors. In keeprng wrth the prrnclples of ecosystem mar~agement, the Forest 
expects that coordination to continue. The Forest does not see the need to 
set up some kind of structure to ensure that this gets done, suxe lt has been 
and wrll continue to be our standard method of operation. 

The Forest actively participates and IS involved with federal, 
state, and local agencres end organizations, such as those Listed above. See 
the publx marling list in thrs appendix to see the breadth of contact through 
marlL"gs alone. OP 

COMMENTS : Incorporate rnformatlon found in Upper Colorado River Basin (UCRB) 
study Into the Plan; conduct ecosystem management conducted on a 
forest-by-forest basrs. Consider the rmpact of not-yet-completed NFMA Forest 
Planning Rules change and the UCRB Management EIS in the Plan; Inform the 
publx of possible xnpacts of these documents; and use the best science from 
the UCRB EIS. 

643, 127313, 1343 

RESPONSE: To the extent possible, the Targhee used UCRB information in 
preparing the Rev1slon. some of lt was not completed or finalized L" tune for 
use in preparrng the Revzzxon. UCRB dxxction does not apply directly to the 
Targhee. 

The Revlslon effort for the Targhee began rn 1990--before the 
Forest Servxe formally adopted ecosystem management--and therefore practical 
rmplementatlon of EM on a forestwIde basrs remaned an issue. 

The Targhee consIdered the "not-yet-completed NFMA Planning Rules" 
1" developrng this R~VLSLO". Because they are not completed, It LS unposslble 
to speculate on therr impact. DP 

COMMENTS: Use thx. report as background information about the Targhee: the 
United Natrons Food and AgrrCulture Organlzatron World Resources: A Guide to 
the Global Environment 1996-1997, which states that the US lost 1.1% of its 
total forest cover 1" the decade 1982-1992, end that temperate forests 
suffered from intensLve logging, ax pollutron, and fxe suppressron. 

410 

RESPONSE: The prlnclples of ecosystem management require that the Forest look 
beyond the InmedIate boundaries of the Targhee in proposrmg Its future 
management. In looklng at ecosystem conditions, and beyond Its boundarres, 
the Forest recognized the need to better address resource concerns on the 
Forest. To that end, the Forest reduced the scheduled trmber harvest to 
sustanable levels; reduced cross-country motorized access; and provided 
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improved rrparla" condltlons. These efforts allow the Forest to contl""e to 
produce a wlds range of goods and servxes for people while protecting 
ecosystems. DP 

CONMENTS : The Forest Plan 1s part of a United Nations scheme to create a 
buffer zone around Yellowstone. Preserve our lands for Amerrcans. 

1264 

RESPONSE: Employees continue to protect essentral resource values on the 
Targhee, while providuxg a wide array of goods and services. The Forest has 
received no c"mmu"xatua"s from the United Nations. DP 

COMMENTS : Preserve and develop various cultural resources rncludlng the old 
dam on the Buffalo Rrver, Yellowstone Railroad Tunnel and Trestles, 
Yellowstone RaIlroad sidings at Island Park and Thirsty Creek, Brg Table 
Mountal" Complex, and Camas Creek Arch. Work with the Island Park Historica 
Society and State Hxtorux.1 Socxty to review and prioritize "900" cultural 
resources on the Targhee. 

696, 697 

RESPONSE: Heritage resource preservation and lnterpretat1on opportu"=tles are 
ldentlfusd during herltage reswrce uwentorres and evaluations L" compliance 
with the Natlonal Hlstorlc Preservation Act. We are currently focusrng on the 
enhancement and mterpretatLo" of the Brrch Creek Charcoal Kilns, and Mesa 
Falls Lodge. Other heritage resources will be pruxitized in terms of 
funding, site significance, and cooperatlo" with special interest groups such 
as the Island Park Historical Society. SW 

col.u4F2NTs : Homesteaders should rece=ve the same respect for ancestors as do 
Native Americans. 

1256 

RESPONSE: Under the Archaeologrcal Resources Protectron Act of 1979 as 
amended 1" 1988, all hlstorlc properties 50 years or older receive the same 
donslderatlon. AS 

COMMENTS : Remaln sensltlve toward Natlve America" cultural tradl'cuxns when 
rmplementlng management prescriptions. 

1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: SensLtlv~ty to Native Amerxan cultural tradrtrons is mandated by 
the America" IndLan Religious Freedom Act and the National Historxc 
Preservat10" Act. The Final Revised Plan is I" compliance with these 
documents. AS 

COMMENTS : Follow procedures establashed in the National Historx Preservatron 
Act Sectlo" 106 and Advisory Council regulations 36 CFR Part 800. Provide 
surveys, evaluations, and protectlo" of signifxant historic and 
archaeological sites prior to drsturbance. 

389 
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RESPONSE: This statute 1s routinely followed on the Forest. The dlrectlon LS 
not repeated in the Forest Plan. AS 

Visual Oualitv Oblectxve I" Bxqholes 

coMMEN!l!s : NO just1fxation of VQO of maximum modlfrcatlon in the area of East 
Slope of the BIgholes (Prescriptlo" 7.1). 

1277 

RESPONSE: The prescrlptlon in this area was changed to 5.1.3 (b) rn the 
Revrsed Plan. This prescription does not allow clearcutting and the VQO was 
reduced to a more Conservative range of partial retention to modification. AS 

Education 

COMMENTS : For an up-to-date administration and Informed public, make 
educatron an integral part of Forest management. Do a. better job of educating 
about: degradation to the forest: and ecological, social, and economx 
xmplxat1ons of each alternative. Allocate funds to mcnxnt a" education 
campaign on the biologIca roles of fire, xxects and disease, road buildmg, 
logguIg, grazzng, and mrnrng. Implement screntrfrc standards accompanied by 
a" active publx education program. Educate farmers and loggers about forest 
devastation, such as that I" ThaIland where over 60% of forests were logged or 
cleared resulting in drought, eroslo", unproductive lands, and dire social 
co**eque*ce*. 

399, 507, 1364, 1365 

RESPONSE: Education 1s an rntegral part of the forest management program. 
The Forest recognizes the need to educate others and ourselves. The Forest 
provrdes educational opportunities at farrs, schools, field trips, outdoor 
events, wrth the media; in brochures and slgnlng; in envvzonmental documents 
and many other outlets wIthIn personnel, time and frnancral constra=nts. 
DP/AM 

CONMENTS : Acknowledge role of fungi rn the forest. Inventory fungal flora 1n 
varmus regmns wrth various age classes. Use the data in developing plans to 
manage the ecosystem, and have a professional mycologist monitor and evaluate 
the fungi present in the Forest. Develop standards to limit the harvest of 
fungi species and other natural resources that could be negatively rmpacted by 
commercial or personal exploitation. (CROSS REFERENCE: Monltor1ng; Ecosystem 
Management) 

731, 1273b 

RESPONSE: Fungi are Important to effective ecosystem function 1" a varied, 
complex way. Inventor1e.s have not been conducted on the Forest. This data is 
not essential to understanding Forest ecological processes or evaluatLng 
effects on fungi or other resources from proposed management directlo" 1" the 
Revised Plan. Commercral mushroom gathering is not SLgniflcant on the Forest 
and no srgnlflcant ~~rease 1s expected to occur in the next decade. Personal 
gathering 1s minor and extremely lImited rn scale and largely associated with 
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access avallabillty by the publx. The effects of Lncrdental gathering that 
occur are equally llmlted and not slgnifxant. The access restrlctlons I" the 
Revised Plan wxll likely llmlt mushroom gatherrng more than the current 
SLtuatLo". Inventory, monltorrng and evaluatvx by a professional mycologist 
are not believed to be necessary. Implementatvan of the Ecologxcal Processes 
and Patterns direction for Properly Functioning Condltxan (Revised Plan, 
Chapter 2) ~111 provide for sustaInable conditions for fungi. No addItIona 
dxectvzn LS needed to protect or allocate fungal resources. Should a concern 
develop which requires more specrflc actlo", the Revised Plan provides the 
necessary dIrectIon to respond. RR 

Land Exchange 

COMMENTS : Recommend land exchanges between the Forest Servxe and private 
land owners or publx land agencies. GO ahead with such proposals because 
they would benefit local economies, protect critical areas, and reduce "strip" 
development along hrghways. Study and incorporate the proposals contained 1" 
the Fremont County CornprehensIve Plan, Policy 5 (Page 11). Clarify why land 
exchanges are dxscussed in the old plan but not in the new plan. Include 
these I" the Right-of-Way Plan, Endorsement Plan, and Acquisition Plan. 
Resolve conflicts between commercral leasing of state lands and Forest Servxe 
ob-,ectLves. 

65, 314, 697, 723, 1276, 1342, 1351 
The Forest Service should not swap land with Targhee Skr Resort. 

F-G-P(l) 

RESPONSE: The Forest carefully consrders all proposed land exchanges. The 
lands section in the Superv~or's Offxe 1s charged wxth monitoring a. Lands 
Acqwsrtlon Plan and a. Rrght-of-Way Plan, for instance. Because those plans 
are sub]ect to annual update, they are not physxcally rncluded 1" the Forest 
Plan R~YLSLO". DP 

Plannins Process 

COMMENTS : Forest Supervrsor and staff did an excellent job revising the Plan 
and EIS and they did a good lob summarizing and presenting 1nformatron to the 
publrc. Appreciate the hard work that went Into revising the Plan; appreciate 
the Forest Service creatrng alternatives and inviting public comment because 
slgnlfrcant time and resources went rnto developing each alternatrve. 

181, 331, 432, 725, 1177, 1269, 1398 

RESPONSE: Thank you for expressions of support. DP 

COMNENTS : Don't just keep and publish comments that agree with your plan; 
explain the reason for public Input since the plan did not change to reflect 
public's desire to retain motorized use of trails; public comments indxate 
that people feel the government is excluding them from public lands and 
reforms are not UI thex best Interests; and wouldn't have known about plan If 
"motorized" people hadn't advertrsed 1" the Post-Req1ster. Plan revision 
process did not have true public Involvement, led to polarlzatwn rather than 
consensus and acceded to demands of environmental groups. The planning process 
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forces us to choose between the good, the bad, and the ugly and ended up with 
the ugly (3M), which IS not acceptable. 

219, 262, 453, 1202, 1365, 1448b 

RESPONSE: The Revision process received extensive media coverage. Thousands 
are on the Revision ma=lLng 1Lst. Publx meetings occurred on Saturdays, 
weekdays and evenings in Idaho, Montana and Wyom=ng, The Forest used every 
avenue available to notrfy people about meetings. 

All comments were revrewed and addressed. Many people dxagree 
with the draft plan. Because a segment of publx does not get its way does 
not mean they were ignored or excluded. In selecting the preferred 
alternative the Forest considered public and other agencies input; the entire 
body of established laws, regulations and other drrection; sc~encs; other 
plans; the needs of the resource; economxs; and social cons=deratLons. DP/AM 

COMNENTS : The planning process established an adversative atmosphere, drd not 
adequately drsclose scientific rnformation or legal constraints, and told 
state and federal agencies that they had same status as individuals and they 
must get consensus from citizens to rmplement their mandated goals. For future 
planning, use a complete scientific analysis I" cooperat=on with other 
age"cLes, Indran tribes, and groups; conduct publx scoprng to determine needs 
and recommendatrons; use scientific analysis to determzne methods of achiev=ng 
goals; and present sclentlfwally based alternatives to the public. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Forest worked to get the various members of the publx and the 
various government agencies talking together and there were some successes. 
Some Interpreted this as creatrng an adversarial atmosphere. The intent of 
the meetings was to allow people to work out their problems as they discussed 
them. 

The special status of the Tribes and agencies working on the 
Revision was not abrrdged. It LS guaranteed by law and regulation. 

Since all power flows from the people, they can change results 
through the legx.latlve process rf agency meetings are unsaixsfactory. 

The Forest used and ~~11 continue to use the best avaIlable 
Science. Sclentlsts have different vuzws as to what const=tutss a complete 
sc1e"tLfLc analysrs. SclentLfx Inform&lo" was shared at meetings--such as 
one on Saturday dealing with wlldllfe and motorized access, and another that 
explained the FORPLAN model. The Forest wrll co"t,.nue its efforts to improve 
CooperatLo", coordination, and sc=entlfic knowledge with the Tribes, agencxss 
and interested groups. DP 

Public Lands 

COMMENTS : Oppose publrc lands being sold to private indLv=duals, as 
happened in Texas where there now are no more public lands because setting 
asIde publx land IS one of the smartest things America ever did. Public 
lands belong to all of us, are prxeless and not for sale to highest bidder, 
and are rrreplaceable. The key word LS public, not pr=vate as some 
environmental groups and =ndlvlduals think. 

6, 348, 408, 1449 
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The federal government takes land away from the publx, and 
proposing more wilderness 1s extremist; take publx lands back from the 
federal government. 

1447a 

RESPONSE: Your comments for and against public lands are acknowledged. The 
Revised Plan allows for land exchanges where high envxonmental values would 
be realized and where high environmental values could be rrretrxvably lost. 
Land exchanges are also targeted for inholdrngs that would make the Forest 
easl.er to manage. Site-speclflc NEPA documents are prepared for all land 
exchange proposals, allowing public concerns and comments. The Forest Service 
has no authorlzatron to sell National Forest System lands. KA 

Sensitive Plants 

coNMEN!Ps : Ensure compliance with procedure and brological requxrements for 
se"SltlVe plants. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Compliance 1s requrred by Forest Service dxection. DP 

Island Park 

COMMENTS : We plan to live in Island Park (IP) and practice low-Impact 
11v1ng; everyone else should do the same. IP IS our playground where we 
fish, hunt, and use R"s. Don't make It another Yellowstone where people are 
herded through on crowded hrghways. Force the snowmobile industry to clean up 
em~.sslo"s because IP smells lrke 011 in wmter. 

266, 407, 511 

RESPONSE: The Forest ~111 try to retain the natural setting and recreation 
opportunities that you e"]oy L" Island Park. The area IS experxnclng a great 
deal of growth and bulldlng on private land over which the Forest has no 
]urisdLction. Cleanrng up snowmachine em~srons is outsrde the scope of the 
Revised Plan. DP/AM 

Two-TOP, D-2 

coMMENTs : Continue to deny the once-proposed Two Top Commun~cat~o" Site and 
recognize your responsibility to maintain aesthetIc value of the area. 

1276 

RESPONSE: The Final Revxed Plan does not establish Two Top as a 
commu"lcatlo" site. The Forest recognizes the aesthetic value of the area. 
DP 

D-2, D-3 

COMMENTS : Close the Island Park, Ashton, and St. Anthony Ranger Stations and 
use the money for somethIng else. 

1321 
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RESPONSE: We have been downslzlng our organrzatrons to meet budget lxmlts and 
are currently managrng the Ashton and Island Park Dxstrxts under one Ranger. 
In addltlon we are sharing many forest staff functions wrth the ad]olnlng 
Caribou Natronal Forest. The rdea 1s to reduce overhead and put more of our 
resources on the ground. However, we also need to provide for servxe to 
vxltors, so the offices will reman open. JR 

Jedediah Smith Wilderness, D-3 

coNuENTs : The Jededlah Smith Wilderness was better, had fewer people, less 
litter, less competrtron, before lt was designated a wilderness. 

645 

RESPONSE: The act of desrgnating a wilderness can increase Its use and it can 
be "loved to death". However, the standards and guidelines adopted for the 
Jedediah Smith should help to address these concerns. JR 

South Fork Snake River 

COMMENTS : Manage South Fork rn compliance with 1991 Snake River 
Actlvlty/Operatlons Plan. 

766 

RESPONSE: The two management prescriptions identlfled for this area stipulate 
that the management dxectlon contained in the Snake River Actlvlty/Operat1ons 
Plan applies. DP 

COMMENTS : Do not log the west slope of the Brg Holes as a means of fire 
preventron. 

212 

RESPONSE: Virtually all of what might be described as the west slope of the 
Big Holes falls into prescrlptlons 5.1.4(b), 3.2(g) and 2.7(a). Trmber 
harvests are scheduled in the 5.1.4(b) prescrlp+aon, but not in the others. 
No spaxflc need 1s identified at thrs time to log this area for fire 
protectxa". DP 

COMMENTS : Closrng the Big Hole Mountains discrlmrnates agarnst those who do 
not have the money to pay the government for vlolatlng Wilderness designation. 
Allowances are made only for those wrth the money to pay, like Jackson Hole 
airport. 

311 

RESPONSE: The Revised Forest Plan does not recommend the Big Hole Mountarns 
for wilderness. DP 
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Clark and Teton County, D-5 

CONNENTS : Work wrth the Unlvers1ty of Idaho Department of Economxs and Rural 
Socrology regarding management rmpacts on Clark and Teton Counties. 

1384 

RESPONSE: The Forest consulted the latest publications from the Unlverslty of 
Idaho for use in our analyses. DP 

Want Manaqement Chances 

CONNENTS : Recognize your duty to protect the natural heritage and not concede 
to logging cczntractors or consumptrve uses because local bmses and polrtxs 
have led to mismanagement. Insure sustaxability and protectlo" of wlldlrfe 
and resources. Keep Idaho wild and protect Targhee National Forest resources 
aganst those who want to use them up. Protect natural diversity and prevent 
extxpatron of species because Forest Service has not taken an ecologxx.1 
approach in the past. Strengthen the DFPR because rt 1s dlsheartenlng to fly 
over the forest and see all the clearcuts and provide tourists wxth a posltlve 
first rmpresslon. Protect watersheds, prohibit clearcuttmg, restore degraded 
areas, protect walderness, secure migration corridors, and keep ORVs out of 
valderness study areas, for our chrldren's sake. Keep the Targhee as a place 
that LS sacred, inspxrlng, and remL"xcent of Handel's "Verdant Meadows, 
Stately Forests." 

157, 189, 226, 233, 320, 613, 620, 654, 658, 766, 127333, 1312, 1365, 
1380, 1396, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s managing for a sustaLnable ecosystem; prowdIng for 
natural dlversrty; and promoting the recovery of threatened, endangered or 
sensrtlve species. In doing this, people will still have the opportuwty to 
use Its goods and servaes. 

The vxual effects of the past mountal" pine beetle epidemic and 
subsequent harvest of lodgepole pine are fading. The use of clearcuttrng 1s 
LmLted, watershed protection has Increased, and efforts are underway to 
unprove varwaus resource conditions. The prescriptrons Identified U-I the 
preferred alternatxve provide important habitat connectivity. The Palrsades 
Wilderness Study Area LS bang managed as dxected by law. 

The Forest acknowledges your impression that the Targhee LS a place 
that LS sacred, rnspx-rng, and remlnlscent of Handel's "Verdant Meadows, 
Stately Forests." We do not expect anythrng in the preferred alternatrve ~111 
change that impression. The preferred alternative LS not Bradamante to your 
Ruggxero. DP 

COMMENTS : There should be no change because cattlemen and loggers have always 
cared for the forest; leave things alone, there 1s too much wilderness now; 
the Targhee has been mismanaged and should consrder the plan of the Teton 
County Commissioners; likes past management. 

229, 293, 525, 738 

RESPONSE: Alternative 1 would continue ex1stlng Forest management (wrth Some 
changes) into the future. The Forest selected alternative 3M (Final Revised 
Plan) Instead because Lt provrdes a better response to the VarLOuS issues. We 
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did not rdentlfy a conflict between the Revised Plan and Teton County's 
Comprehensive Plan as amended on March 11, 1996. DP 

consumptive Uses 

COMMENTS : Oppose all logging, grazing, m~nlng on the Targhee because of 
impacts on ~011, water, wlldllfe, fish, vegetatron, visual qualities, roadless 
and wilderness resources. 

276 

RESPONSE: Loggrng, grazmg, mmmg, recreation and other human uses have 
xnpacts on resources. Human use is part of the ecosystem. The multrple-use 
mandate requrres us to care for the land and serve the people. DP/AM 

coNNBNTs : Support removal of forest products because removal 1s no more 
harmful than fire and nature can recover from anythlng. 

296 

RESPONSE: Nature's recuperative powers are remarkable--though not unllmlted. 
The Revised Plan provides a sustainable ecosystem that 1" turn, provides 
people wrth a variety of goods and services. DP 

Population 

COMMENTS: National Parks, National Forests and wilderness areas are exploding 
in use due to population explosion. Change the way we use land because people 
must realize that the more children they have, the more things ~111 change. As 
population increases there wrll be a greater need to use our forests. If 
people are crowded into a smaller space, these areas ~~11 become overused. 

250, 527 

RESPONSE: The Forest antxlpates increased use and the Revised Plan responds 
to It. DP 

User Fees 

COMMENTS : Establish a systematic-comprehensive system of user fees wlthrn the 
confines of law. Use funds to support mltlgation of user Impacts, ecosyStem 
monrtorlng, acquzzltlon of new lands, environmental education, and 
admlnlstratlve costs. Integrate a permit system into the user fee system to 
control xmpacts in a high-Intensity use area. Maxrmrze publx access whrle 
preserving blologxal dlverslty, and be available to a reasonable proportron 
of commercial and non-commercral users. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Establlshlng such a system is outsLde the scope of the Forest Plan. 
Dlrectxm for establxshlng fees comes from legislative actIon. Congress 
recently authorrzed (by the 1996 Omnibus Consolidated Recisions and 
Approprrat1ons Act) a system for evaluatron of fee collection potentLa1 for a 
variety of mayor types of recreation use. The Forest Servxe is Currently 
evaluatL.ng new fee proposals known as “Fee DemonstratLon" projects to 
demonstrate the feaslblllty of a comprehensxve system of user fees. This 
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authorlzat1on allows 80% of fees to stay at collecting ate for admrnistrat~on 
and maintenance. Permit systems are determIned by area management plans and 
are also not part of the Forest Plan. AS 

CONNENTS : Improve management of utility corrrdors. DesIgnate road closures 
where there would be no effect on access to corridors for maintenance and 
emergency actlv1tres. Refer to the 1993 Western Regional Corridor Study when 
conslderlng land use that may affect existing or proposed corridors. Provrde 
access to and maintenance of Right-of-Way in accordance with special use 
permits, land use grants and easements. Encourage ROW VegetatLon management 
whrch reduces impacts while enhancing ecosystem values. Requxe utility 
companies to verrfy the condition of some access roads and the usefulness of 
several roads that cross streams. 

Show the proposed line from Swan Valley Substatxon to Teton 
Substation and assocrated access roads; add the Targhee to Drummond line and 
the se&Ion of Drummond to Madxz.on line from Macks Inn to Madxon to the 
Forest Geographic Information System and maps. The management prescrrptions 
for the Targhee to Drummond line 1" Table 1 were determIned using Map #lo, 
Alternatlve 3M, in the Forest Plan DEIS and may be mx.~dentrf~ed in Table 1. 
Create a new management prescrrptlon with standards and guidelInes for 
transmission corridors that applies to all current and potential corridors 
ldentlfled by the Western Utility Group. Reclassify all exrstrng and 
potential transmrssion line corridors under Management Prescrlptron 8.1 
concentrated development area. Clarify 1" Forest Plan and EIS how 
transmlsslon line corridors ~111 be managed given the current management 
prescrrptions rn the DEIS. Allow utrllties to adequately construct, operate 
and mantain lines and corridors. 

1279 

RESPONSE: The Forest basrcally agrees with your proposals and used the 
Western Utility Group's maps. The Revised Plan shows larger power lx~es wAth 
therr designated corridors and applaes the 8.1 prescrIptIon to them. The Plan 
shows exstlng lines and not potential, unless an approved locatmn was 
rdentrfled. New proposals need an analysm. All other lines or corridors 
that run through prescrlptlon areas and forestwIde standard and guidelines 
(FWSG) Will apply. Most utility corridors wrll requxe a completed EIS, EA or 

MOU and an operatrons and maintenance plan for work activities wlthln the 
corridors. LAB 

COMNENTS : Because clearcuts destroy the aesthetrcs and possibly devalue 
property of an area, reconsider Objective 1, 5.2.2 - Sllv1culture practxzes 
cannot manta* visual quality, much less emphasize It; the Forest Servxe 
cannot compete wrth nature. Add as Objective 7, 5.2.2: "Manta" or enhance 
Inherent values associated with fish, wrldllfe, and vegetation of the area." 

325, 697, 1446 

RESPONSE: The purpose of prescrlptlon 5.2.2 LS to mantain visual quality 
through the use of "natural vxztas." Therefore, clearcuttrng would not likely 
be used. The descriptron states, "signs of commercral harvesting ~111 
generally not be evident." The ob]ectxve (#l) 1s correct as written 1" the 
context of the prescrrptlon descrlptlon. WLth the lrmited resource actxvlty 
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likely to occur on thx. prescriptron, the addltronal oblectlve (#7) as 
suggested 1s not warranted. DP 

Intermlnsled PublrclPtlvate Lands 

COMMENTS : The east slope of the Big Hole mountains is of high value for a 
variety of wildlzfe. This habrtat is threatened because of human populatron 
growth 1x1 the Teton Basin area. Reconsrder the 7.1(b) designation because It 
will lead to degradation of habitat and wildllfe under the guise of fuel 
management. 

643, 1277 
Thx prescrrptlo" allows timber harvest outside the ASQ and thus 1" 

area= not desxgnated as suitable for timber harvest. "Fuels management" is too 
broad and vague to provrde a basis for management 1" this ecologrcally diverse 
area fuels management should not be conducted to protect xsolated homes and 
the Targhee National Forest should communxate this polity clearly to the 
public. 

643, 1277 
Prohlblt Forest Service land exchanges that result in addltlonal 

private development L" areas along the existing Forest boundary. 
643 

At a mlnrmum, predesignate the area currently outllned as 7.1(b) to 
match the adjacent prescriptlo" 3.2(g). Limited areas of cancer" for fuels 
management wlthrn this area could be ldentifled and a supplemental NEPA 
document xwolving the public should be undertaken to evaluate actual fire 
risk, potential management options and thex chances of success and impacts to 
other resources. 

643 
Concerned about the intermrngling of public/private lands m this 

area because I am a home owner. However, rt 1s ultLmately the homeowners 
responsibilrty for fire breaks. 

325 
Explain to the publrc that the intentlo" of thxa prescrrption was 

to cO"etruct a fL.re break to reduce the chance of fire for dwellings, and 
should apply to the west side of the Tetons. Recommend same prescrlptlon as 
Henry's Lake area rather than 7.1 (a&b). 

1360 

RESPONSE: The Forest consIdered a wide range of management rntensltles for 
this area. They Included Recommended Wilderness (1.3), Elk and Deer Winter 
Range (2.7(a)), Semi-PrAmltlve Motorrzed (3.2(g and h)), and Timber Management 
(5.1.3(b)). 

Based on the prevailing and anticipated future use of adlorning 
prrvate lands, legal requirements to address safety and property rights, the 
many issues facing the Forest, and the assessment of potential envxonmental 
effects, the Forest selected management prescrrption 5.1.3(b) 1" the Final 
Revised Plan. DP 
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General Monitorinq 

COMMENTS : Management actions on the Targhee Natlona.1 Forest need to be 
monitored to ensure no negative environmental impacts occur; clarify how 
monitoring ob3ectives ~~11 be met when ab)ect.rves 1x1 1985 Plan were not; 
monitoring activltles to date reveal need for rigorous, ongoing monitoring of 
forest management; all monitoring and enforcement plans should include work 
load analysx; monitoring programs are needed to Identify current status of 
forest plan relative to goals, ldentlfy accomplrshments and future management 
dzectron; Chapter V, Monitoring and Evaluation does not really address those 
two toprcs well in relation to forest operations, especially as they relate to 
3M, lacks ecosystem view and appropriate spatial and long term temporal 
perspective. 

282, 389, 643, 690, 699, 766, 1446 

RESPONSE: Forest Plan monrtorrng is required by regulations at 36 CFR 219 
whrch implement the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). It is desIgned to 
measure whether or not the agency LS complying with standards and guidelines 
1" the Forest Plan, and whether or not that directlo" is bringing about the 
desired results. 

Forest Plan monitorLng 1.6 part of a larger program of monitoring 
which includes scientifically rigorous experiments and trials usually 
conducted by the research arm of the Forest Servrce; work program monitoring 
such as the admrnistration of special use permits (such as for grazing) and 
contracts (such as for timber sales); and work required to show compliance 
with certan laws or regulations (such as regeneration surveys). In addition, 
Indrvldual proxects may have monitorrng associated with them as mrtlgatron or 
other such commitment. This is explained in the first part of Chapter V of 
the Final Revised Plan. 

Under one or more of the above, management actIons will be 
monitored to show whether project outcomes and environmental impacts are 
within llmrts predxted or speclfled in the Forest Plan and pro]ect-level 
analysrs and declslon documents. We anticipate lssulng a yearly report to the 
publrc on our findmgs. 

The Monitoring and Evaluatron Plan (Chapter V) in the Final Revised 
Plan complres with NFMA dlrectron and will adequately monitor the applxation 
of management dxection, and whether that dxection LS contrrbutlng toward 
achievement of desired conditrons. This mon1torLng plan is more realistic and 
achievable than was the orlglnal Forest Plan monrtorlng plan. For example, 
the items monltorrng Management Indaator Specxes in the original Plan called 
for monrtorlng populations of certarn species that proved to be difficult or 
Lmpossible to accurately count. The methods planned in the Fx~al Revised Plan 
comply wrth NFMA requirements, are more practrcal to implement and will 
provide the lnformatron needed to determLne If a course ad]ustment 1s 
warranted. 

Fundrng of monitoring actrvities has been a concern for many years. 
Although we have tried to streamline the monLtoring program we acknowledge 
that all items may not be funded. We have prAoritlzed the items 1x1 the 
monltorlng plan to indxate the information that IS most crucial to operating 
the Forest under the revised guidance. On the basrs of comments on the Draft 
we raised the priorltles of several items including rlparlan forage 
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utilx5atron, achievement of road density standards and effectiveness of road 
closures. EF 

COMMENTS : Monltorlng is essentral so commit enough funding to ensure It 1s 
carrred out; effectiveness monitoring is Important, and though Lt costs more, 
fundrng must be dedxated; clarify what decision process ~~11 be used to 
determine priority 1" allocating funds; clarify how the Targhee ~111 monLtor 
and enforce prlorxty items with shrinking budget and staff; prroritization 
scheme must ensure that monitoring wrll be completed, monltorrng must not be 
dependent on budget but be tied to each project, which also allows 
flexlbllity; funding must be provided to enforce restrictions on access or 
motorrzed use; to mantan a watchdog program, commit more funding to research 
and monrtoring for adaptive management. 

356, 432, 444, 643, 690, 695, 1273b, 1446 

RESPONSE: We agree that monitoring 1s rmportant to Indicate the health of 
Forest resources and whether revxsed management is warranted. The full 
monitoring program outlined in the FUXX~ Revised Plan, though streamlined to 
an extent, is St111 expensive, and we anticipate It wxll not be fully funded 
I* most years. We ~~11 do the best lob we can to implement the plan by 
comblnlng items with similar rndicators, seeking out partnerships where 
appropriate, and other means. 

Monrtoring can be tred to lndlvidual prqects when, for example, It 
is rncluded I." the mltlgation of environmental effects. In these cases it LS 
an Integral part of the prqect decision, and prolect implementation may then 
be contingent upon funding of the monitoring. These mon~torlng items are 
usually speclflc to an lndlvidual project rather than forestwide. Adaptrve 
management can be Implemented in this way if a project includes new technology 
or scientific basis and should be rigorously studied. EF 

FundinqtMonitorinq Recommendations 

COMMENTS: Use citrzen monrtoring program to educate users on Forest 
regulations; take an adaptive approach to management and actively involve 
citizens I" monl'corlng and prqect lmplementatron; use personnel who 
previously administered timber activities to monitor and enforce Plan; 
establish a systematic-comprehensive program of user fees with the funds used 
to support ecosystem monitoring prolects; rncorporate monitorsng into prcqect 
development as planning, inventory, and monitoring are on same budget item; 
Monitoring and Evaluation Chapter should include how well management IS 
meetzng goals, and early warnrng system to permrt timely adiustment if it is 
not. 

282, 389, 127323, 1312, 1337, 1365 

COMMENTS : We agree that the public Can play an important part rn the overall 
Forest monltorrng program. We look forward to the partrc1pat1on of 
rndlviduals and user groups in monltorlng actlvrties as appropriate. Other 
avenues for publx partrclpatlon include partnershrps and cooperative study 
agreements with academic Lnstlfutlans. 
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Several surveys m recent years show a wrllingness on the part of 
the publx to pay reasonable fees for the use of publx lands to offset 
management expenses Lf servxes meet theu expectations. We ~111 look u&o 
opportunitres to assess fees as approprrate and to use a portion of these 
manes for conducting monrtorng. 

Monitoring can be tied to individual pro]ects when, for example, It 
1s included 1x1 the mrtlgatlon of environmental effects. In these cases it 1s 
an Integral part of the pro]ect decision, and pro]ect unplementation may then 
be contingent upon fundng of the monitoring. These monitoring items are 
usually specific to an individual pro]ect rather than forestwrde. Adaptive 
management can be implemented in this way if a pro]ect includes new technology 
or screntifuz basis and should be rrgorously studied. 

We agree that forest plan monitoring should Indicate how well 
management LS meetng goals and ob]ectlves, and show when a change of 
management 1s warranted. The monitorng and evaluation plan in the Frnal 
Revised Plan complres with directvan =n the regulations implementing the NFMA 
and accomplishes these aims. EF 

COMMENTS : Effectrveness monitoring ~~11 provrde more useful uformatxon than 
implementation or validation monitoring; consider using photo plots as a 
monitoring tool. 

432 

RESPONSE: Photo points or plots have been used successfully in the past rn 
many places as a mcnntor1ng tool. Trends in the condltron of trails and 
riparian, upland and forest vegetation are but a few of the uses that can be 
made of thrs method. Vrdeo cameras and the advent of computerned rmage 
storage may provide opportunrtres for future use. We will consider any 
reasonably avaIlable tools in the Forest monitoring program where 
appropriate. RF 
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Multwle-Use Comments 

COMMENTS : Max~mrze multiple-use of the forest as the best way to get maximum 
income to crtizens with mlnlmum impact to the forest. 

12, 271, 393 

RESPONSE: The Forest recognizes the multrple-use mandate by the American 
people for managing their National Forests. DP 

COMMENTS : Need to adequately acknowledge the prrnciples of multiple-use. 
Obey the Multiple-Use Sustarned Yield Act. Consider multiple-use in 
developing your Plan. Don't let excessive bureaucracy cripple multiple-use. 
Multiple-use has failed, not because it was a flawed concept, but because the 
federal government lacked the integrity to carry It out. Provide multrple-use 
m the revision -- it only directs what lands ~111 be used for timber unless 
there is a legal restriction but, wrthout wildllfe standards for most of the 
forest, multiple-use management 1s violated. 

309, 629, 714, 1340, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Forest practices the principle of multiple-use management. 
Multiple-use does not mean that every use has to occur on every acre of 
forest. Forest management under the Revrsed Plan is a mix of management 
actlvrt1es desxgned to address multiple-use management. For instance, much of 
the Forest wrll be managed as wilderness areas; as eligible wild, scenx, or 
recreatLona1 rivers; as grxzly bear habitat; for nonmotorized recreation use; 
for developed recreation; for timber management; and for range management. In 
addltlon, the Forest ~111 protect important resources like air, water and 
visual qualities, and heritage resources. 

Legrslatxon and implementing regulatrons requrre the Forest to 
identify those lands whLch will be scheduled for tlmber harvest. Most of the 
Forest is not scheduled for timber harvest even though a great part of that 
land could legally be harvested. It is not scheduled for timber harvest for a 
varrety of multiple-use reasons lncludlng wIldlIfe needs, aesthetics, 
recreational uses, concerns relating to cost-efficiency, and resource 
protectLon needs. 

The entire Forest LS protected by all applicable laws and 
regulatxnxs, manuals, and handbooks whether the land is scheduled for timber 
harvest or not. Wlldlife standards and guidelines exist on a forestwlde 
basis. Indlvldual prescrlptlons recognize that forestwlde standards and 
guidelines (FWS&G) apply, but U'I some cases they specify a higher degree of 
resource proteciaon than that afforded by the FWS&Gs. 

Forest management under the Revised Plan 1s in compliance with the 
Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act. All the alternatives presented in the EIS 
provide for sustanable harvest levels. DP 

col4t4ENTs : Special interests or groups have more influence over determrning 
uses than others; multiple-use zs a rrght; anxnals' needs shouldn't outweigh 
the public's; and if loggers and grazers were going to hurt the land they 
would have done rt years ago. Emphasize more uses such as loggrng, grazUIg, 
and recreation; emphasize less wilderness, animals, and environmentalists. 
Excessrve bureaucracy 1s crLppling effective multiple-uses. Local Interests, 
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hunters, fishermen, and wlldllfe must have more rnfluence on determlnlng 
multiple-use. 

98, 268, 271, 285, 309, 439, 460, 461, 467, 468 

RESPONSE: The Forest carefully considered all Lnput, regardless of source, 
before arriving at a Fxxal Revised Plan. MultLple-use management 1s the law. 
The Amerxan people, acting through their elected officials, set up a body of 
law and regulatwxs under which Forest management 1s conducted. 

This process can result in people unhappy with management of the 
forests s=nce the laws are not passed by unanimous vote. The acrmony that 
ensues when the legrslation was considered 1s revisited when the law is put 
into effect. 

The Final Revised Plan has a multiple-use mix of management 
activstles like logging, grazing, and recreation that are compatrble with 
resource protectLon. The Revised Plan strikes a balance in which the needs of 
the resource are addressed and a wide range of goods and servxes are provided 
for the public. The Forest recognizes that our Revised Plan does not, and 
cannot, fully meet conflicting users' expectations. DP 

CONMSNTS : Past management over-emphasized txmber or extractive uses; 
multiple-use must include frshlng, hrking, wilderness, and/or envrronmental 
considerations. Valuing lands for trmber to the exclusion of other uses is 
narrow-minded and antiquated. Choose an alternatrve wrth a balance of 
multiple-use and wLlderness. 

F-B(4) r 185, 271, 625 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support of the Final Revised Plan. DP 

COMMENTS : Disclose information on specifxs of multiple-use and fisherres 
prior to thex adoptLo". 

1261 

RESPONSE: The FEIS discloses rnformat~on appropriate for a programmatic 
document. It includes consideration of other fishery studies like INFISH and 
the Draft UCRB publxatlons. Additional analysis at a sate-specific locatIon 
~111 be conducted before actual projects are implemented. DP 

coMNEN!l!s : Oppose all logging, grazing, and mining because of impacts on all 
other resources especially in wilderness. 

276 

RESPONSE: These uses are consistent with the Forest Servxe's multrple-use 
mandate from the American people. Wilderness areas are managed pursuant to 
enabling legislation which normally eliminates logging and restrwts m1nlng 
and grazing. DP 

cot4NEN!cs : Ensure sustainable levels of wildlrfe, fzsh, recreation, and forest 
products. 

174 
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RESPONSE: The Forest provides for sustainable levels of ecosystem 
needs--Including wAdlIfe, fLsh, recreation and forest products. The F~.nal 
Revrsed Plan 1s formulated with these xdeas 1" mind. DP 
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NOXIOUS WEEDS 

coMMENTs : In reference to Table 111-1.1, "Noxious Weed Inventory" on Page 
III-38 of the DEIS: Please clarify rf group of plants 1s llsted by APHIS. 
Consrder all plant species as part of a fully functroning ecosystem unless 
they are non-native. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Noxious weeds are not listed by APHIS; they are listed by the 
state. The species lxted in the table are plants not native to the United 
States and have been designated by the States of Idaho and Wyoming as 
""0XLO"S. - When, in abundance, these plants are not part of a properly 
functron1ng ecosystem. WG 

CONMENTS : DEIS needs to rdentify OHV and snowmobile use as a mayor Source of 
noxious weed spread and address the lmplxat1ons of increased motorized use. 

1365 

RESPONSE: It LS not the intent of the DEIS to ldentlfy all sources of ~OXLOUS 
weed spread or the prxnary causes of lnfestatlon. Motorized recreation 
a.ctlvLty does aId 1" the spread of ~OXLOUS weeds but 1s dependent on many 
factors. The Targhee has an approved forestwide EA for the control of nox~%s 
weeds. WG 

CONMENTS : The DEIS does nothing to address the Impacts of managing noxious 
weeds in the alternatives dxscusslon, nor does it propose control strategy. 

1368 

RESPONSE: NOXIOUS weeds and management are more clearly addressed m the FEIS 
In Chapters III and IV. WG 

COMMENTS : The Targhee has too many ~OXLOUS weeds and does little to limit 
weed spread. Could use grazing as a tool to control noxious weeds and add a 
standard requlrlng the use of weed free feed. 

6, 333, 1312, 1351 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has approximately 19,000 acres of noxious weed 
1*fest.?.t10*s. The number of acres treated yearly 1s dependent on budget and 
work force constrants. The Targhee has an approved NEPA document for the 
control of noxxous weeds, whxh uses grazing as one of several approved 
control methods. All NatIonal Forest System lands requxe, through state law, 
the use of weed seed free forage of straw, hay, and mulch. WG 

CONNENTS : Weeds are the biggest threat to viable ecosystem. Refrain from 
closing roads where old noxious weed lnfestatlon exist because this llmlts the 
ab=lLty to control the weeds. 

432 

RESPONSE: If needed for admrnlstratlve purposes, "closed" (restricted) roads 
that are not permanently closed and obliterated will reman open for 
actlvLtles such as fxe control, tree planting, or noxious weed control. For 
areas wrthout road access, pack and saddle stock, bmlogxal control, 
mechanrcal control and backpack sprayers are wallable for use to transport 
people and supplies to weed Infested areas. WG 
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social and Eeonomlc concerns 

COMMENTS : Grazing dome&x lxvestock on the Targhee is supported. Respondents 
feel grazrng should at least remain at current levels. Reasons supporting thrs 
use of the Targhee rnclude: grazing can help sustarn forest health; sustain 
rural economies; buffer Targhee from development pressure; enhance vegetatron 
for wildlife; and, provide for multiple use. 

153, 272, 285, 288, 300, 432, 473, 474, 514, 525, 661, 692, 709, 715, 
720, 1202, 1259, 1335, 1391 

Plan does not adequately recognue grazing as a part of the 
heritage and economic importance to Clark County. The value added to Clark 
County is very signrficant, wrth over 100,000 A"Ms and a value of $1040 per 
AUN per year, according to the IRS. 

691 

RESPONSE: A substantial lIvestock grazu-,g program remains in effect under the 
Revised Plan which 1s consu?.tent with management ob]ectlves for ecosystem 
management, wildlife, flsherres, and so forth. The prqected levels of 
livestock grazing ~111 mau-&un cultural herrtages and most local livelihoods, 
while at the same tune unprove the land resource and value. 

Although the Forest is not sure how the $1,040 per AUM was 
generated, we recognize the econonnc rmportance of grazing to the area's 
economy. WG 

cohlNEwrs : Grazng domestic livestock on the Targhee 1s not supported. 
Respondents feel grazing levels should be reduced and have more restrlctuznxs 
on lmplementatron. Reasons for not supporting this use of the Targhee Include: 
protectwn of habitat; protection of grnzly bear; protection of entire 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem; drastic uxrease in world population;, and 
changes in the nature of beef production. 

F-H(8) r 7, 11, 77, 207, 266, 317, 328, 331, 650, 695, 733, 1185, 1203, 
1299, 1335, 1348, 1392, 1393 

RESPONSE: The Targhee 1s managed under the multiple use concept where 
potentully conflrctlng uses and values coexist. The consequences ldentifred 
us Chapter IV of the FEIS prolect reductuxw in livestock use, commensurate 
wrth the management of other uses and consxtent with numerous management 
ob]ectlves (ecosystem, wildlrfe, and riparran). Livestock grazrng 1s an 
outcome of proper management of range and related resources. An actual 
ad]ustment (up or down) xn AUMs ~111 only occur with a sate-specifx analysts 
for each active allotment. WG 

COMMENTS: Explarn how the goals and oblectives on page III-20 can be achreved 
whrle still maintalnrng grazing opportunltles. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Livestock grazing LS not the sole contributor to decllnLng 
rangeland condltlons. Fire, ~nvasmn of noxuxs weeds from a varety of 
SOUrCeSI past inappropriate lIvestock grazing practices, road construction and 
recreation use are a few examples of causes contributing to the decline of 
rlparran and rangeland health. AS described in Process Paper 3 - Logrc Used 
to Estimate Effects of Livestock Grazing on Rlparlan and Upland Vegetation, 
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rangeland and r1parlan health can be xnproved wl'ch livestock grazing by 
xnplementlng the Standards and Guldel1nes I" the Final Revzsed Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : All alternatrves close a" additional 98,214 acres to grazing. Do 
not think the analysts adequately provrdes the publx a" assessment of the 
economic xnpacts of closing thrs acreage. 

228 

RFSPONSE: The 98,214 acres was a" error in the DEIS; there are actually 
95,408 acres. As explained 1" Chapter IV of the FEIS, the 95,409 acre8 are 
not presently grazed by livestock; L" fact, some of these areas have not been 
grazed for nearly 10 years. There 1s no economic Impact because no practical 
reductron L" AUMs ~111 occur. A" economic analysis was conducted for the AUMs 
that would be lost when the sheep allotments would be immediately closed to 
xnprove grxzly bear and blghor" sheep habitat. These AUMs are authorized to 
graze on 125,853 acres. WG 

Ranse Im~ro"eme"t Issues 

CONMENTS : Supports the preferred alternatrves' emphasis on r~parlan 
protectlo" from cattle. Agree vnth the salting requrrements and feels all llew 
water developments should also be constructed outside rspar~an areas. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Rrpar~a", General) 

204, 265, 637 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. The Fbrestwrde standards and 
guLdelrnes and the Aquatic Influence Zone PrescrIptlo" implement these 
concerns. WG 

CONNENTS : Access behind locked gates on grazing allotments 1s crucial for 
permlttees to effectively maintain fences and rmprovement structures. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Access, Range) 

432, 1378 

RESPONSE: Permlttees are allowed access behAnd locked gates to mantan range 
improvements as documented in the forestwide standard: "Permlttees are allowed 
motorrzed access to mantan facllrtres. AMPS and annual operatzng plans will 
Include dxectron that motorized access must be less than 1 to 2 vehicles per 
week. (This permrtted access LS not rncluded L" the OROMTRD) (S)" WG 

COMMENTS : Cattle should be requxed to be quarantined for three days before 
they are turned on to Natxonal Forest land, to help prevent "OX~OUS weed 
spread. 

204 

RESPONSE: This LB outsrde the control of the Forest Service. only the States 
of Idaho or Wyoming could impose a quarantine on 1Lvestock. WG 
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Site-Specific 

COMMENTS : Range management guldellnes for School Sectron Creek-Modoc Creek 
should be amended to Include measures for nunuuz~ng conflict with grrzzly 
bears and other predators. 

1348 

RESPONSE: LLvestock grazing that occurs ln grxxzly bear management units 
(EMUS) have speclflc conditrons that apply. School Section Creek and Modoc 
Creek are not wIthIn grxzzly BMW and 60 will not be managed wrth those 
specul condltlons. Future conflict could warrant site speclfx analysrs. 

Other predator conflict will meet the direction speclfled rn the 
1996 APHIS-ADC EnvIronmental Assessment for Predator Damage in Southern Idaho 
whrch incorporates the exlstlng Targhee National Forest duectux. WG 

COMMENTS : The following areas have prescrlptuans emphasulng range 
management; however, these areas contain or are near roadless areas and should 
be ln prescriptions with wlldllfe habitat emphasis: Diamond Peak (lower 
elevations,, Itallan Peak (most of area), and Garfusld Mountax, (central 
portion). 

695 

RESPONSE: The Forest decided on the management for this portion of the forest 
and chose it as the preferred management. WG 

COMMENTS : There should be no grazing ln aspen and/or conifer regeneration 
areas. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for protection of regeneratrng 
conifer/aspen on a forestwIde scale. This ~ssue/concern 1s best handled 
wrthln the framework of a ate-speclfx prqect level or landscape level 
analysx where aspen and conifer regeneratLon are identified as key issues. 
WG 

COMMENTS : Page III-21 (AMP) should read: "salting will also be placed at 
least 500 feet away from aspen and conifer regeneratron (plantation and 
natural) that are less than two feet tall." A linear measurement would be 
better than a time measurement. 

283 

RESPONSE: Your suggested change was not adopted because there is a forestwlde 
gudelme in the Revised Plan that provides for the management of caufer 
regeneratux and the placement of salt. NG 
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CONNBNTS : Grazing LS a mayor problem on some streams, but there 1s nothing 
mentioned about standards and gurdes for aquatlc resources. Streams must be 
protected. (CROSS REFERENCE: Riparlan, General) 

359, 695 

RESPONSE: PrescrLption 2.8.3, Standards and Guidelines for range and riparlan 
and the Rangeland Monltor1ng Protocol will protect riparian areas and 
rlparlan-dependent specres. The measures prescribed are based 011 research and 
on work conducted elsewhere and are the measures accepted by the Forest. RM 

Questions Analvsis 

CONMENTS : Primary deflcrency with the range program rn the Plan and DEIS are: 
1) inadequate utllxatron levels In rlparlan areas; 2) use of unrelrable 
and/or outdated and unscrentlfic data to estxmate range condition and make 
predxtlons; and, 3) lack of a well conceived monltorlng program, (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Rrparran, Stubble Height) 

432, 643, 690, 1194, 1206, 1401 

RBSPONSB: The riparlan and upland utllxzation levels, the utilization 
standards, and other standards and gurdelrnes ~111 achieve the deelred 
results. The standards and gurdel1nes provide a moderate rate of recovery of 
degraded rrparian and aquatic systems together with a moderately high level of 
quality fxherres habitat. Soientlfic lrterature supports this. 

The data used to analyze the consequences ~.n the FEIS was 
generated from the District range data files. which are updated annually. The 
foundation information in the range flies are range analysis surveys conducted 
on the forest, for all but nine allotments (1,813 acres). This informatIon 1s 
25 to 30 years old. Those data were converted to Ecological Status in 1986 
and were used in the 1991/1992 ANS. Based on professional Judgement (sound 
prlnclples conducted by well trained mdividuals), range trend 1s reflected ln 
the FSRANIS data base as rrparlan or upland acres estrmated or verrfxd as 
meetrng, movrng toward, or not meeting forest plan management objectlvee. 

Each drstrxt provrded estxmates of how the capacity for each 
allotment would be affected by each of the alternatives. A 500 page document 
contarns lnformatlon about every Targhee allotment open to grazing. The 
consequences for each allotment, by alternative, is documented in terms of 
both AUMs and/or livestock numbers. 

A rangeland monitoring protocol ~~11 assist In Forest Plan 
rmplementat~on. Thx ~111 also outline the monrtorlng procedures for 
utlllzatlon and trampling crlterla. PermLttees wrll be traIned by Forest 
personnel 1n x"plementmg this protocol and will be held responsrble for 
meeting the Standards and Guldellnes of the Revised Plan. WG 

CONMENTS : Page V-20, DFPR, Streambank trampling: to have a plan where an EIS 
approves somethIng that has yet to be developed is not acceptable. 

432, 643 
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RESPONSE: The intent of this monltorrng item 1s to help In the development 
and valldatlon of thrs parameter. Some monrtorlng techniques are already 
avalable, but the Targhee wants to develop a site-speclfx monltorrng 
protocol using methods that are proven reliable. WG 

Wildlife 

col.sKEN‘ss: Establish a standard and a monztorlng plan for total use by both 
wIldlIfe and lrvestock to determine If standards for 1Lvestock use are 
achieving the desxed objectives for wIldlife. 

389, 643 

RESPONSE: The grazing utilization standard applies to maximum allowable use 
of plants regardless of anIna species (wildlrfe, livestock, or a combrnation 
of both). NO matter whxh animal species utilized the plants as forage, 
livestock ~111 be removed once the desired utilization level 1s achieved. 
Monitoring items for rrparran and upland forage are outlrned in Chapter V and 
a Rangeland Monltorlng Protocol (in development). WG 

CONNENTS : TOO much utllrzatlon of upland shrubs and grasses on wLnter range 
degrades capacity and sustalnabrlity. 

FS-9 
Reserve as much forage as possrble for wildlife, especally Ln 

winter ranges by reducrng grazrng. 
389, 1203 

RESPONSE: The standards and guidelines were modrfLed In the Revxed Plan to 
better address the winter range zssue on a forestwide basis. This issue is 
best handled wlthln the framework of a ate-speclfrc project level or 
landscape level analysis such as an Allotment Management Plan where big game 
winter range and livestock grazing are LdentLfred as key issues. WG 

c0NMENT.9 : The Targhee should consult with USFWS on all allotments wrthin the 
gru.zly bear Recovery Zone. 

1446 

RESPONSE: During the development of the Revised Plan, the Targhee formally 
consulted with the USFWS. AddItIonal consultation will also occur during the 
NEPA process for site-specifx range management proposals. MO 

CONNENTS : Lrvestock have not impacted the wildlife other than to help them by 
creating more water holes. 

661 

RESPONSE: Impacts of livestock grazing on wlldlrfe are complex. Some species 
are benefited by livestock grazrng and some species are adversely affected by 
lIvestock grazmg. The Revised Plan addresses numerous LrvestockJwlldllfe 
Lssues relating to grizzly bear, bighorn sheep, riparlan areas, and winter 
ranges. MO 

COMMENTS : Use the following habxtat treatment standards for sage grouse: 
Vegetation manipulation (fxe, herbxlde, and mechanxal treatments). Grazrng 
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management: To rmprove sprrng breeding habrtat, manage for a healthy 
understory of perennial grasses and forbs and fall stubble helgh'c of 2 7 
Inches. To rmprove brood rearing habrtat, manage to produce a fall stubble 
height of > 4 rnches. 

766 

RESPONSE: Forestwlde standards and guidelnes for brg sagebrush/grassland 
habitats will provide for all specxs whrch use this habitat, lncludlng sage 
grouse. Future prolect level actzvltres will consider sage grouse habItat 
needs on a site-speclfx basis. MO 

COMMENTS : Wlldlrfe wrll have to be accountable for use of forage (Page 
111-21, S&G 1). If rt exceeds acceptable limits, agency responsible for 
wildlrfe management will have to remedy situation. 

432 

RESPONSE: Your comment LB acknowledged. Management of wildlIfe populatrons 
1s the responslbllity of the state, although the Forest Service coorduates 
with the approprrate agency in wlldllfe management activltles. WG 

COMMENTS : Water developments should be prohIbited in areas that will 
dramatxally affect the quality and quantity of forage for wildlIfe & big game 
dlstrrbution. 

389 

RESPONSE: This concern ~6 best handled withrn the framework of a 
site-specific pro,ect level or landscape level analysis such as an Allotment 
Management Plan where big game winter range and livestock grazing are 
Identlfred as key issues. Also, the standards and guIdelines were modlfled in 
the Revised Plan to better address the wu-,ter range LSSUQ on a forestwlde 
basis. WG 

CGNMENTS : Removal of lIvestock carcasses or complete uxlneratlon 1s the only 
alternative that will prevent a bear from using the carcass. Grazing permits 
should assure such. 

389 

RESPONSEI This direction is presently uxorporated into livestock grazug 
pernuts wIthin Grizzly Bear Management Units. WG 

CONNENTS : Add the following to Allotment Management Plans: management should 
malntaln or unprove edge, edge contrast, food & cover for wildlxfe; mantan 
key forage specres LII grass, forb & shrub communltles on seasonal range; and 
develop an integrated range/wrldl1fe conditron class obIectxve. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan addresses these concerns in a variety of ways, 
such as: new upland forage utlluatlon standards and gu~deluxs; new rlparian 
forage utlllzatron standards and gudelnes; aquatrc nfluence zone management 
prescr1ptlol-l; and management prescr1ptlons 5.1.4, 5.3.5, and 5.4 which requure 
mauYca~nu,g large blocks of cover. MO 
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cot4N!3ms : There is no analysrs of exlstlng or planned habrtat condLtxons of 
small mammals, either those associated with range or with old growth. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan addresses these concerns zn a varrety of ways such 
as: Forestwide standards and guidelines for downed woody debris, old growth 
habrtat, late successional forests, big sagebrush/grassland habitat, forage 
ut~llzat1on, or snags. NO small mammal populations were identzfied as 
threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive specres, nor are they used as 
Management Induzator Species. MO 

CONMENTS : There are no wlldlrfe standards in range areas. Thrs unplies there 
are no wildllfe values in these areas that can be impacted by domestx 
livestock. There are no standards for bxds and small mammal habitat on 
grazl..ng allotments. They are strongly influenced by amounts of litter thus 
profoundly impacted by granng. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The forestwlde standards and guIdelines for wrldllfe apply to the 
grazing allotments, unless there LS specific duection that overrides the 
wildlrfe standards and gudellnes. The range utlllzation standards and 
gudelnes apply to all species of anunals whxh use the range forage. The 
aquatic influence zone management prescrlptron benefits wildlife. 
Cross-country OHV travel is not allowed, whxh benefits wildlIfe. The 
forestwrde standards and guldelmes for big sagebrush/grassland habitats 
provide habltat for all species of wlldllfe whrch use this type of habrtat. 
The consequences Identified 1n Chapter IV of the FEIS prolect reductions ln 
lrvestock use, commensurate wrth the management of other uses consLstent with 
numerous management oblectives (ecosystem, wildlife, ripalan, and so forth). 
LIvestock grazng 1s an outcome of proper management of the range and related 
resources. MO 

COMNENTS : NestLng swan habitat cannot be managed without conslderng grazrng; 
there are no grazing standards. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The aquatrc Influence zone management prescrlptlon applies to u 
trumpeter swan habitat Also, forestwide standards and gudelrnes for 
trumpeter swans speclflcally addresses lIvestock grazmg. MO 

COMMENTS: There are no standards for wolf populations that may recover on the 
Targhee. There wrll be an unavoLdable conflict between wolves and domestic 
lIvestock, the Plan zndlcates livestock "~11 automatxally take priorrty. 

1369 

RESPONSE: ForestwLde standards and guidelnes implement the requirements for 
the relntroductron of gray wolves as per the due&Ion documented in the 1994 
FEIS for the Reu?croductlon of Gray Wolves to Yellowstone National Park and 
Central Idaho, as described in Chapter III of the FEIS. WG 
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COMMENTS : There should be no grazrng ln high quality grizzly bear food 
production areas. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan ~111 phase out domestx sheep grazxng on an 
opportunrty basrs in all grrzzly bear management units. Cattle grazing Will 
be allowed, but must be done in accordance with specific forestwlde standards 
and guidelines for gruzly bear habitat. MO 

coNMENTs: To provide for big game security lt also 1s necessary to direct 
livestock use away from big game security areas. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: We held several elk workshops with State Fish and Game agencres. 
LIvestock use was not identlfled as an important consideration related to elk 
securrty for the Revised Plan. MO 

CONNENTS : The Forest Service has only a preliminary understanding of what RNV 
1s and so winter range for wrldlLfe could not be adequately managed, 1.e. 
grxzzly controlled. 

643 

RESPONSE: This rssue/concern 1s best handled wlthln the framework of a 
site-specrfic prolect level or landscape level analysts where wuter range and 
Properly Functlonng Conditions (PFC) of writer range ecosystems are 
ldentlfusd as key issues. The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" document 
for the envuonmental analysis of proposed pro,ects et the Forest or Ranger 
DLstrxt levels. The Revuzed Plan UY not intended to provide or analyze 
specrfx "how to's" of project rmplementation. WG 

COMMENTS : AMPS should be required to rnclude number of AUMs needed to sustaxn 
deer and elk on therr eummer and writer ranges, as well as total AUMs of 
forage available on each allotment. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines for forage utillzatLon include 
the forage used by wildlIfe. Additional analysis and management duection 
~111 be handled wLthn the framework of a site-specific proIect level or 
landscape level analysrs where big game forage, habl'cat condrtions, livestock 
grazng are rdentlfxzd as key Lssues. MO 

CONMENTS : Should not close vacant allotments in Srtuation 2 habitat on 02 and 
D5. 

413, 693, 767 

RESPONSE: The sheep allotments in Situation 2 habitat on the Island Park and 
Teton Bean Ranger Districts ~111 have grazing phased out on an opportunity 
baas as descrrbed rn the Revrsed Plan. Thu? 1s being done to support the 
recovery goals for grizzly bear. MO 
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COMMENTS : Disclose the role of the Animal Damage Control (ADC) and include 
analysx of the impacts ongoing ADC actlvltles ~111 have on native wlldllfe 
SpeClE-6. 

1364 

RESPONSE: AS per the duectlon specified xn the 1996 APHIS-ADC EA for 
Predator Damage Management in Southern Idaho; the USDA Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service-Anlma.1 Damage Control (APHIS-ADC) carruss out predator 
control activities on the Forest. The APHIS-ADC EA u-xorporates the exlstng 
Targhee duectron, which analyzed the impacts to wildlife. W G  

COMMENTS : on page 111-20, wildlIfe should be consIdered a basic natural 
reSo"rce and forage productIon should be considered before other consumptive 
uses. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provLdes suitable habrtat for all species of 
wxldllfe as far as we can discern. Forage productuan and forage ut1llzatxn 
standards and gudelnes apply to wrldlrfe and domestic lrvestock. MO 

COMMENTS : Estimate what portion of the grazing allotments will actually 
receive monitoring of upland forage utllrzation. 

643, 1206 

RESPONSE: Utrllzation monltorlng will be conducted in key areas on grazing 
allotments using key species. Key areas are representatrve of the suItable 
rangeland and are areas that are senslt~ve to changes in livestock 
management.  Data extracted from these areas ~111 be mduzatlve of the 
management of the areas represented. The number of key area~ on any speclfx 
allotment depends on the cornplenty of the allotment. This issue/concern is 
best handled wlthin the framework of a site-spec&fx project level or 
landscape level analysis where mondoring of livestock grazing 1s identified 
as a key issue. W G  

CONNENTS : Explain whether overall use 1.n an allotment ~111 be averaged or 
~111 any use exceeding the standard be sub]ect to management ukerventnn. 

643 

RESPONSE: Briefly, livestock grazing capacity is based on proper use of key 
species in key areas. Each pasture or ant within a grazrng allotment is 
evaluated. Allotments usually have one or more un~ts/pastures, but m  some 
cases the entue allotment 1s the unrt/pasture. This I.S usually the case on 
allotments with small acreages or where having more than one unit 1s not 
practxal. Accurate actual use records for each wnt/pasture on the allotment 
are essentL3.1. The number of use days a unit/pasture receives when proper use 
1s reached on key areas under a specific stocking rate and management scheme 
1s the figure verlfled as the carrying capacity. Capacity 1s calculated by a 
ratlo of utlllzatlon achieved per use days by 1Lvestock per grazing unit or 
pasture. 
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If utLlrzatron standard* rn a" allotment are exceeded, the Forest 
Rangeland Management Specrallst has several management options, xncludlng 
removal of livestock from the unit or pasture. WG 

CONMENTS : Show a point in time when maxunum.s wrll be measured or achieved. 
FS-9 

RESPONSE: Utrlizatlon monltorlng can occur more than once a year, depending 
on the resource issues and values associated with the allotment. Thzs 
u~suejconcern 1s best handled within the framework of a site-speclfrc prqect 
level or landscape level analysis where monltoruq of livestock grazxng is 
rdentrfled as a key issue. WG 

COMMENTS : Clearly ensure that the South Fork is managed in compliance wrth 
1991 Snake River Actrvity/Operatlon* Plan. Make provisions to that plan to 
reduce gra*uIg/rlparian habrtat conflrcts on FS - ELM land. 

643, 766, 1194 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan adopts all directron identified in the Snake River 
Operations Plan, whrch was ]olntly developed between the BLM and the Fore*t 
Servuze. WIthIn this Plan I* specrfLc duzection for livestock management 
actlvltles and forage utilization criteria. The Revuxd Plan ~111 amend the 
utlllzatlon standards r" the Snake River Operat1oIls Plan, as needed. WG 

COMMENTS : The *ucce** or faUure of the Targhee to achieve range goals & 
ob,ect1ve* will depend on mo"btoruIg. Therefore state honestly what level of 
fundrng & prxrlty status ~111 be and own up to the fact that It probably 
won't get done. Livestock operator* must be made to take more responsibility 
for monrtorlng through Targhee educating and holding them, through permrts, 
accountable. 

644, 1206 

RESPONSE: The Forest has a process in place to take actron, as necessary, to 
achreve better management practxes in uplands and rlparian area*. Presently, 
there are "umer~us methods that determine ut~llzatlo" levels and complrance 
wrth the terms and conditions of grazing permits. Mon1toruIg items for 
rlparla" and upland forage 1" Chapter V show that, where concern* (wrldllfe or 
watershed) are present more monitoring ~111 be done. This monitorrng Item was 
elevated to Prlorlty Group 1. Funding levels on the Forest are appropriated 
by Congress, and, depending on the allocation, may effect the level of 
intensity of monitoring in any given year. 

A mo"Ltorl"g protocol ~111 assist I" outluung the mautor1ng 
procedures for both utlluatux and trampling crrteria. Pernuttees will be 
traIned by Forest personnel 1x1 rmplementuIg this protocol and are responsible 
for meeting the Standards and Gudellnes of the Final Revrsed Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : BMPs for grazing were developed by the SCS. These are only 
supposed to be used as planning guldellnes, not monitoring. 

432 
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RESPONSE: The Targhee does not use grazing Better Management Practices 
developed by the Sorl Conservation Service (now known as the Natural Resource 
Conservation Servxe). The Forest decided on the components of the standards 
and gudeluxzs for livestock management and the components of the forestwIde 
monltorlng program. WG 

COMMENTS : Supports that plans will be flexible enough to incorporate any new 
scientlflc information concerning sensitive species. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. The Revued Plan is adaptable to 
changing condrtions. WG 

DFPR/DEIS 

coNNENTs : Clarify whether utilizatLon levels are averaged forestwide or If 
any use exceeding the standard is sub]ect to intervention. Place more 
emphas1.s on malntaining/~mprovrng resource value ratings and less on 
utllrzatron levels to be consLste"t wrth ecologxal approach. Only 10% Of 
allotments have allotment management plans and these must have higher 
prror1ty. Increase in tunber sold or livestock grazing is possible without 
plan amendment, SO therefore an increase in old growth habitat should also be 
possible without amendment. Clarify meaning of double starred note on page 
V-10, It appears to be an excuse for Forest to not meet legal and ethxal 
responsibilities. 

282, 389, 413, 643 

RESPONSE: Livestock grazrng capacity 1s based on proper use of key species in 
key areas. Each pasture or unit wIthIn a grazing allotment is evaluated. 
Allotments have one or more unltsfpastures. In some cases the entae 
allotment 1s the unrt/pasture. This 1s usually the case on allotments with 
small acreages or where having more than one unit is not practical. Accurate 
actual use records for each unit/pasture on the allotment are essential. The 
number of days a unit/pasture receives when proper use 1s reached on key areas 
under a specifx stocking rate and management scheme is the figure verified as 
the carrying capacity. Capacrty is calculated by a ratio of utllrzation 
achlevsd per use days by lrvestock per grazing unit or pasture. WG 

In-place dxectlon for the admuustratron of grazing on allotments 
1s designed to protect resource* and ensure complunce wrth established 
standards and guidelines. Utlluzatlon studies and exclosures (used as 
"baseline" comparxons) are monitored across the Forest to determine 1f use 
levels are appropriate. As the Forest's work force decreases, the Forest ~111 
depend more on the permittees to help with monitoring, to move their livestock 
when needed and to malntaln improvements and fences. The Revrsed Plan, allows 
for a cooperative monrtorlng strategy (including water quality monrtorlng) 
that ~111 result in good quality Forest resources. RM 

Resource Value RatLng (RVR) is defined as the value of vegetation 
present on an ecological site for partxular use or benefit. RVRs may be 
establlshsd for each plant community capable of being produced 1" an 
ecologxal site, rncludrng exotrc or cultivated specuss. The Targhee does not 
have site-specifLc RVRs established for any rangeland vegetative commu"1ty. 
This Issue 1s best handled at the site-specific project level. Utll~zat~o" 
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studies are part of the short term monltorlng programs. Implementing the 
utrlrzation levels described rn the LMP will achreve desxred 13°C~ (ecologrcal 
status) of its rangeland resources. WG 

A analysis shows that currently 8.7% of the forested acres on the 
Targhee Natronal Forest meet the definition of old growth as described in 
"Characterrstxs of Old Growth Forests HI the Intermountan Region" (USDA 
Forest Service 1993). Forestwide standards and guides provide that a minimum 
of 10% of forested acres ln each principle watershed should meet old growth 
characterlstrcs, where such vegetation exists. The exrstence of more 01‘ less 
than this amount would not necessitate a Forest Plan amendment. nowever, a 
change =n the guldellne based on new Information would require that the Plan 
be amended. EF 

Regarding the Monltorrng and Evaluation Plan on page V-10 of the 
Draft Revrsed Plan, the double-starred note at the end of the Item for 
monltor1ng of Water Quality Lrmlted Streams (WQLS): This note 1s not 
intended to provide an avenue of relief from this monitoring rtem. The note 
stresses the importance of conducting the monitorxng shown in the Item, whrch 
1s to verify the water quality in lxted streams. The Forest boosted the item 
to a #l priorrty between the draft and fLna1 Revised Plan. EF 

COMMENTS : Wordrng on pages III-20 thru III-22 should be changed to read that 
data u be collected, not should be collected. 

389 

RESPONSE: The word should 1s usually used ~11 the context of a Guideline (G) 
and the word u LS most often used with a Standard (S). your comment was 
used to check the appropriate wording for standards and guidelines. WG 

COMMENTS : Utilization rates in Table 1 page III-21 are consistently 5-10% 
higher than levels recommended 1x1 the sclentlfxc literature and should be 
modified. 

389 

RESPONSE: The utilrzatron standards for upland vegetation 1n this table were 
modrfled. They were reduced 5% between draft and fmal. The revised 
utlllzatlon levels are considered to be maximum levels unless a wrItten 
ratIonale 1s provided by an rnterd~sc~plinary team to deviate from these by 
rncreaslng the maximum utllizatlon standard. Util~zatlon levels are dependent 
on site-specific crrcumstances such as kind of lIvestock, season of "se, 
ecologxal status of the vegetation, management ob]ectlves for the area, 
stockrng rate and intensity, and key plant species. Ut~lrzat~on monitoring 
can occur more than once a year, dependrng OII the resource ~s.s"es and values 
associated with the allotment. 

This concern 1s best handled wlthin the framework of a 
srte-speclfx pro,ect or landscape level analysis where monitoring of 
livestock grazrng and utlllzation levels are identlfled as key ~sS"es. SCXIE 
references used in the development of these utilization criteria include: 
Desk Guide October 1993 Intermountain Region Ogden Utah, USDA Forest Service. 
Forage Utllrzatron Standards and Guidelines for Pacific Northwest Region, USDA 
Forest Service, (A Process Paper by Dr. Leonard A. Volland, April 18, 1990); 
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Managing IntermountaIn Rangelands-Sagebrush Grass Ranges, IntermountaIn Forest 
and Range Experiment StatIon, USDA Forest Service (Blarsdell, Murray, and 
McArthur), October, 1982; livestock Grazing Impacts on Rangeland Ecosystems, 
Iiolechek, July/August, 1980; application of New Theories on Plant Responses to 
Grazmg, Rasmussen, Utah State Unlverslty, 1995; Effects of LIvestock Grazrng 
at Proper Use on the Dixie Natronal Forest, October 1995; and Wrnward, A.H., 
personal communication on September 24, 1996. WG 

COMMBrnS : Establish standards and guides for forage utilization standards, 
for upland and rlparlan areas. 

FS-9 

RESPONSE: The utlllzation Standards and Guldellnes are located In Chapter III 
of the Revised Plan under Range. WG 

COMMENTS : SectLon on grazing in an RNA should be reworded to say: "Prohibit 
lIvestock grazing, except when It 1s used to approximate a natural graang 
regime for maintaining the native vegetation. NO salting, water developments 
or other range improvements are allowed In RNA*." (s) (CROSS REFERENCE: RNA) 

612 
Standards & Gurdes for range are grossly inadequate. 

643 

RESPONSE: Both the FEIS and the Revised Plan were sign1fxantly modrfled to 
address these concerns. As changed, the grazing standards and gurdelrnes In 
Management PrescrLpt1on 2.2 in the Revised Plan are now consistent with policy 
ldentlfxd ln FSM 4063 and the Establxhment Records for exrstxng RNA*. WG 

COMMENTS : Page III-49 last paragraph. The last sentence should read "Pr101‘ 
to the establxhment of six breeding pairs, depredating females and thexr pups 
~111 be captured and released at or near the srte of capture, one time prwr 
to October 1. If depredations contxws, or if six packs are present, females 
and their pups will be removed." 

1446 

RESPONSE: The last sentence was corrected to read as you have stated It In 
the Revised Plan. MO 

COMMENTS : On page 84, the word "consider" should be changed to "use" to be 
consistent with the other areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered. The Forest decrded that "consider" 
was still appropriate for management of this portion of the forest. WG 

COMMENl!S : Page 111-122, Range, last paragraph. This Ltem should be replaced 
with the statement shown under 3.A. on page III-21 to be consistent. 

1446 
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RESPONSE: This LS not lnconslstent because these are two separate ~ssuss. 
One page deals with dispersed recreation and the other deals with conifer 
regeneratron. WG 

COMMENTS : Page 111-20, Ob]ectrves - Under ob]ectxve 3, change the Roman 
numerals to ordinal numbers for consrstent format. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your observation. WG 

c0l.s4Emc.9 : Reword the following guldellne so that it does not suggest that 
prqects can only be done if the FS provides 50% of the necessary fundmg... 
Range Standards and Guldelsnes 3.E on page 111-22. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest decided not to add your suggested changes. WG 

COMNENl!S : Summarize and/or elaborate on the outlzned process in the National 
Programmatx Agreement, option 2 referenced on page 111-2.2, Range Standards 
and guldelines 3.G. 

1446 

RESPONSE: BrIefly, this agreement guides the Forest compliance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for rangeland management activities. 
Option 2 provrdes crlterla and standards for determlnlng inventory areas and 
methods, the circumstances that prompt heritage resource evaluatron, and 
standard protective management measures. This lengthy agreement (20 + pages) 
LS located in the Forest flies. The Revised Plan does not include specific 
dlrect&on found In manuals, handbooks and Memorandum of Understandrng. WG 

COMMENTS : Rewrite Range goal #2 as: "Domestrc lrvestock graz=ng 1s permrtted 
where Lt does not conflict with the maintenance of plant and litter cover, 
nutrrent recycling, forage for wlldlrfe specres, seed productron, or the 
restoration and maintenance of rlparian communities. 

1194 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered. The Forest decided on the components 
that made up the Range Goal #2 as the preferred goal statement. WG 

coI.lNJmTs : Statement on livestock conversions on page III-21 I* 3C should only 
allow conversIons if "they will serve" resource needs. (wlldlrfe, 60x16, 
recreatron). 

341, 389 

RESPONSE: Your comment was consLdered. The Forest decoded to reman with the 
same components that made up the Standards and Guidelines. WG 

coNMEN!cs : L.lst crlterla on page III-20 that ~111 be used to determine dsslred 
vegetatrve condltlons for site specifx areas. 

1446 
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RESPONSE: This concern 1.5 best handled wLthln the framework of a 
site-speclfrc pro)ect level or landscape level analysis. Desired Vegetation 
Condition IS a relrable mdxator that can be measured with various monltorrng 
cr1terra. DVC 1s modified ln the glossary of the Revised Plan to read as 
follows: Desrred Veqetatron Condltuan fDVC1: ,Fcx both rrparian areas and 
nonforested uplands is defined as: The speclfx future condrtron of rangeland 
?CE+SO”?CCeS, aquatrc habxtat, and water quality that meet management ob]ectlves 
ldentlfled in the Forest Plan, Allotment Management Plans, or other 
documents. Addituanal clarlfrcatuxn can be found m the nonforested 
vegetation sectuan of Chapter III of the EIS. WG 

COMMENTS : The guldelue for vegetation (DFPR III-S) should be a standard, and 
should requrre only native species for vegetation. 

697 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered. The Forest decided thus should remain 
a guldellne. WG 

COMMENTS : Prescr1ptuzn 5.3.5 on page III-137 says "Cattle grazing 1s 
allowed"; clarify whether lt would be allowed only where map 29 does not 
lndrcate that grazing 1s to be phased out. 

695 

RESPONSE: The "Phase Out" only applies to sheep allotments in the grizzly 
bear BMUs and in crltua.1 blghorn sheep habrtat. Cattle grazing will continue 
and is not scheduled to be "Phased Out" in grizzly bear BMUs or bighorn sheep 
habrtat. WG 

COMMENTS : The level of precision implied by last statement on (DFPR, Page 
V-29) 1s completely unrealistic. 

489 

RESPONSE: We agree that thus level of precisron (wrthln 1%) IS not 
realistic. This mon1tarlng item 1n the Revised Plan 1s modlfled to read as 
follows: When the forestwlde standards and guldellnes for blodiverslty 
(sagebrush/grassland habitats) are not wlthln the speclfxd ranges, an 
evaluation by a qualrfled cadre of lndrvlduals (Interd~sc~plu,ary Team) ~111 
evaluate the site(s) on a project level or landscape level basis to determxxs 
a course of action. WG 

CONNBNl!S : Very much opposed to the forestwrde standard (DFPR, Page 111-22) 
that livestock conversion must be evaluated and approved by a cadre of IDT 
spec1alxts. Mlsslng from this group 1s someone concerned about the rancher. 
Speclaluts may be consulted, but approval must remain with the District 
Ranger & permIttees. 

267, 290, 310, 404 
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RESPONSE: Your comment was consLdered. We Intend to continue to use the 
Interdlscrplinary Team specsallsts. Sectxn 8 of Public Law 95-514 the Publrc 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 allows for permittee Involvement with their 
grazing allotments. WG 

COMMENTS : Modrfy the 2nd paragraph at top of Page III-22 by: znserting after 
"conversaon" somethrng like, u and restoratuxn of range deteriorated by 
previous use" and; addrng to the second sentence, "and must be completed to 
the satisfaction of the Distrxt Ranger before pennisslon to convert goes into 
effect." 

341 

RESPONSE: Your suggestion was consrdered but not adopted. WG 

COMMENTS : Page 11-5, Alternative 2, first paragraph: says grazing ~~11 
continue at current levels but Tables on pages S-11 and IV-60 both show 
reductuxx. 

413 

RESPONSE: Page II-5 was not correct. The information on S-11 and IV-60 were 
correct. WG 

COMMENTS : The standard as stated for thus uxue (DFPR 111-100, watering 
fac1litres) 1s weakened to a guIdeline by words "approprLate mit1gatlon 
measure.5. -9 

697 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered but not adopted. WG 

coNMENTs : The monitoring lndlcator (page V-29) of number of allotments with 
or without rotatuzm grazing seems to tie the hands of local manager by 
demanding rest or rotational grazsng systems. 

432 

RESPONSE: Between draft and final this mon~torxng item was dropped. WG 

CONNENTS : Monitor cultural resource sLtes on grazing allotments consrstent 
with the natlona.1 programmatic agreement. These sites must be identified and 
a monltorrng schedule provLded to be able to assess selected alternative. 

1455 

RESPONSE: Under this agreement, the Targhee has a monitoring plan in place. 
Thrs monltorlng plan was added to the Revised Plan as a standard. CGW 

COMMENTS: Standard restrlctmg conversuzn of cattle to sheep should also 
apply to gruzly bear habrtat. 

643 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered aut not adopted. WG 
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CONNENTS : Issue of grazing, as presented in the plan, 1s vague and arbitrary. 
There seems to be no agreement on range as an Issue. Try cooperating more with 
other agencies like the USDA Sheep Experrment Statxon. 

612d, 630, 1333, 1398 

RESPONSE: Graang 1s not one of the seven key issues that drove the selection 
of the preferred alternative. The Forest reached agreement on many uxsues 
that either affected grazing or were affected by grazing. The Targhee 
cooperates wrth the US Sheep Experunent Statux; they hold an active grazing 
perm1.t on the Forest. WG 

COMMENTS : Vegetatxon (Page 111-E): The Forest Plan falled to give duectron 
for sensitive or threatrned plant species on the forest. The Forest Service 
Manual Sectuzn 2670.45 (see section on forest carnivores for language). 

The DFP farled to comply with the dlrectuzn given to Forest 
Supervisor by the FSM. The DFPR needs to Implement this by explxltly stating 
thx drrectwn in the S&G6 for vegetation the protectIon of sensltlve plant 
speaes and develop a monltorlng plan for known populations of species with 
llmlted dlstrlbutlon. 

In another related vegetation usue, there should be standards in 
the Forest Plan for special forest products. At this tune there are only two 
oblectlves. The plan should Include llmlts of harvest to protect fungi species 
and other natural resources that could potentially be negatively impacted by 
commercial or personal explatation. This could be Included in the first 
obiective by stating that standards and guIdelInes ~111 be developed that 
amend that Forest Plan after each special forest product's needs are 
evaluated. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Your comments were considered, but not adopted because there is 
adequate duectlon Ln existing Forest Service Manuals. It 1s not appropriate 
to restate manual dxectlon or poluzy in the Revued Plan. However, the 
Forest did develop additional goal statements and standards for the management 
of Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive plants. WG 

COMMENTS: DFPR falls to determine livestock grazing suItabIlity as required 
by NFMA. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Chapter III Ln the FEIS LS modlfled to Include a section on grazrng 
sutabrllty. Except for rune allotments covering 1,813 acres, livestock 
capabllrty LS determined for all allotments open to grazLng. WG 

coKl.lBNTs : Range goals refer to DVC but have no identification of those 
condrtrons. 

1206 

RESPONSE: This concern LS best handled wlthln the framework of a 
site-speclflc prolect level or landscape level analysis. Desured Vegetation 
Condltlon 1s a reliable lndlcator that can be measured with various mOn1tOrLng 
cr1terl.a. DVC LS redefined In the glossary of the Revised Plan as followS: 
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Desired Vesetatlon Condltlon IDVCL: For both rlparian areas and nonforested 
uplands I.* defined as--The specrfx future condltron of ra,-,gela"d resources, 
aquatx habrtat, and water qualrty that meet management obJectIves as 
identified 1" the Forest Plan, Allotment Management Plans, or other 
documents. Addrtlonal clarlfxation can be found in the nonforested 
vegetatlo" sectlo" of Chapter III of the EIS. WG 

COMMENT.9 : Range Ob]ectlve 1 does not define mid and late seral stages for 
rlparian areas. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Thrs concern is best handled wIthIn the framework of a 
srte-speclfx project or landscape level analysrs where identifying ecologrcal 
status of srtes are ldentlfled as key I**u**. The ecological status of a site 
1s measured agaust the Potentu.1 Natural Community (PNC) for a specific 
area. PNC L* the biotic community that becomes establrshed on an ecologrcal 
site lf all successional sequences were completed without interference by 
humans under present envuxxunental condltrons. Natural disturbances such as 
drought, flood, wlldfxre, grazrng by native fauna, insects, and disease, are 
inherent I" Its development. The PNC may include acclrmatized or naturalized 
non-native species. Early seral ecological status is O-39% of PNC; mid seral 
ranges from 40%59% of PNC, late seral ranges from 60%-85% of PNC and PNC 1s 
consIdered to be greater than 86% of PNC. WG 

COMMENT?. : AMP standards and guidelines contain no direction to complete range 
1"ve"tory which AMS sald was necessary to develop adequate management plans. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Times have SLgnlfxantly changed suuze the development of the 
Analysis of Management Situation. Budgets do not facilitate gathering thu? 
type of data, "or are updated range analysis needed to develop adequate 
Allotment Management Plans (AMP). Usrng other avarlable information such as 
utllrzatlon and trend studxs, adequate AMP* can be Implemented to achreve-the 
goals and obJectlves of site-speclfx landscape or allotment analysts. 

Two unportant tasks are needed to unplement a successful AMP. The 
fxst I* admlnxstration by the Forest Servrce of the grazxng permit and the 
second I.* monxtorrng. Thrs monltorrng Item was elevated 'co a Forest Prrorlty 
Group 1. Fundwg levels on the Forest are approprrated by Congress and, 
dependxng on the allocatron, may effect the level of lntenslty for monLtoring 
each year. WG 

CONMEN!cS : The Targhee 1s repeat1"g a pattern of denial wrth regard to 
lrvestock grazing. It I* essential that environmental impacts of grazing have 
a central place in plannlngfdecisuzn process. DFPR and DEIS seruzusly 
deflclent 1" this area. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Grazmg ,.s not one of the seven key issues that drove the select1o" 
of the preferred alternatlve. The Forest reached agreement on many l**ue* 
that either affected grazrng or was affected by grazing. The FEIS and Revised 
Plan accurately reflect the grazing sltuatux on the forest. An actual 
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adjustment (up or down) ~.n AUMs ~111 only occur with a site-specific analysrs 
for each actLve allotment open to grazing. WG 

COMNENTS : Page III-21 AMP; guLdelines 1-3 should be standards. 
1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered, but not adopted. WG 

COKMENTS : AMP monltorlng (Page V-29) should be FP Group 2. 
1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment was consrdered, but not adopted. WG 

COMMENTS : The Forest Service has designated as a standard that all 
admlnrstratlve sites ~111 comply with forest wide standards and guldelrnes for 
lIvestock pastures. However, no other livestock pastures are required to meet 
thrs complrance. Forest Service should clarify this discrepancy, and ]ustify 
management of select lIvestock pastures by guldelxes rather than standards. 

389 

RESPONSE: Your comment was consIdered, but not adopted. WG 

COMMENTS : Range goal #2 states that domestic livestock grazing wrll be 
managed "to promote the desired conditions of various resources..." The plan 
should be more speclfrc as to how thrs will be accomplished i.e. 1.n a 
measurable way. Statrng that "grazrng systems wrll be implemented on all 
grazing allotments by 2007" does not provide sufficient d&all to evaluate 
this proposal. 

643 

RESPONSE: This goal will be met by rdentrfyrng speclfx ~ssues/concerns 
wlthln the framework of a srte-specrfic project or landscape level analysrs. 
The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" document for the environmental 
analysis of proposed prolects at the Forest or Ranger Dxtrict levels. The 
Revrsed Plan LS not intended to provide or analyze speclflc "how to's" of 
prOJsCt Lmplementation. WG 

COMMENTS : Recommend range goal #2 be changed to the following: Domestx 
livestock grazrng IS permitted where It does not conflxt with the mantenance 
of plant and lrtter cover, nutrxent recycling, forage for wildlife species, 
seed productlo", and the restoratIon and maintenance of rlparlan communities. 
The accompanying ob]ectlves should also be changes to read as follows: By 
2007, improve all upland acres currently reported as being In unsatisfactory 
ecologxal condltron to satisfactory condition; By 2007, grazing systems ~111 
be z.mplemsntsd on all grazing allotments to meet the range goal for uplands 
noted above; and by 2007, improve the ecological status of all riparlan 
habltat presently in unsatisfactory ecological condltlon to satLsfactory 
ecologxal condltlon. 

643 

RESPONSE: Your comments were considered, but not adopted. WG 
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CONNENTS : A standard should be added to prohibit season-long grazrng unless 
the land in questlo" meets the goals of the plan and srte-specLflc studies 
show that season-long grazrng will not be detrrmental to the health of the 
land. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Your comment was considered, but not adopted. WG 

coNNENTs : There LS a contradiction on EIS, pages 111-35, 36: at the bottom of 
page 111-35, concern 1s expressed whereby upland non-forested areas are 
trendrng toward a predominance of mid and late seral stage. But zn the 2nd 
paragraph on page 36, "satisfactory ecological condition is-defmed as being 
1" mid-seral stage or higher." 

489 

RESPONSE: The FEIS was modified to correct these contradictions. WG 

Vegetation 

COMNENTS : Does not belleve that forest-wide utllizatlon standards and 
guldellnes are adequate and wrll meet the DFCs. Recommend either changing 
proposed utillzatlon to levels supported by screntlflc literature, or 
provldrng site-speclfx evidence that the proposed levels ~~11 meet water 
qualrty, watershed, fxherles and sagebrush-grassland ecosystem objectives. 

389, 643, 766 

RESPONSE: The Forest changed the upland Forage utilization standards between 
draft and fmal. The proposed standards were reduced 5%. Utrlxzat~on 
standards and other standards and gurdelines (wrldllfe, watershed, standards 
and guldellnes for example) will achieve desired results. The utlllzatlon 
standards and guldellnes provrde for a moderate rate of recovery of degraded 
rrparlan and aquatx systems together with a moderately high level of 
fisheries habItat quality. As a result of thrs, the uplands are likely to 
respond as well. Scxsntif1.c literature supports this prediction. WG 

COMMENTS : Appllcatxan of geherx utilxxtlon levels to all shrubs 1s 
inapproprrate. 

389 

RESPONSE: This concern 1s best handled wathin the framework of a 
sate-specific pro]ect or landscape level analysis where shrub utlllzation is 
ldentlfled as a key issue. Untrl there 1s srte-specLfx analysis, the 
ForestwLde utllizatlon standards and guldellnes will apply and ~~11 achieve 
desired results. WG 

COMMENTS : Recommend more emphasis on resource value ratings for rangelands 
and less on utx11zatlo" levels. RVRS are more of an ecological approach. 
Establrsh goals for RVRs greater than 50 (=.e., good to excellent). 

389 
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RESPONSE: Resource Value Rating (RVR) LS defined as the value of vegetation 
present on a" ecologrcal site for particular use or benefit. RVRs may be 
established for each plant community capable of being produced in an 
ecological *=te, lncludlng exotic or cultxvated specrss. The Targhee does not 
have site-specLf=c RVRs established for any rangeland vegetative commun=ty. 
The ecologxal status of a site 1s measured agaxist the Pofentlal Natural 
Community (PNC) for a specific site. 

PNC 1s the biotx communrty that would become establ=shed on an 
ecological sLte If all successional sequences were completed wIthout 
=nterference PNC humans under present environmental conditions. Natural 
d=sturbances such as drought, flood, wrldfxe, grazmg by native fauna, 
Lnsects, and disease, are inherent xn rts development. The PNC may include 
acclLmatl*ed or naturalized non-native species. Early seral ecologxal status 
LS O-39% of PNC; mid seral ranges from 40%-59% of PNC; late seral ranges from 
60%-85% of PNC and PNC is cons=dered to be greater than 86% of PNC. 
Determining ecologLca1 status of sites LS part of the long-term trend 
monitoring program. lJtilxzat1on studzs are part of the short-term monltorlng 
program*. Implementing the ut=lxzatlon levels described In the Revised Plan 
will achieve desxed DVC's for rangeland resources. 

Establishing goals/ob]ectlves for RVR's greater than 50 was 
consIdered, but not adopted because If RVR's greater than 50 were established 
for all vegetat=on communities across the forest, then Desired Vegetative 
Condltlons might not be met. DVC L* redefined HI the glossary of the Revised 
Plan as follow*: Desxed Veaetatlon Condition (DVCL: For both riparlan areas 
and nonforested uplands is defined as -- The specific future condition of 
rangeland resources, *quatIc habitat, and water quality that meet management 
ob]ectlves a* Identlfled in the Forest Plan, Allotment Management Plans, or 
other documents. Addrtlonal clariflcatron can be found in the nonforested 
section of Chapter III of the EIS. WG 

COMMENTS : Further reductions in grazing does not produce a long term forest 
health and development. "No use" does not automatically translate to "wise 
use. (1 

1448b 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. A substantial l=vestock grazing 
program remains rn effect under the Revised Plan. It is consistent with 
numerous management obJectives (ecosystem, wrldlrfe, riparian, and so forth). 
LLvestock grazrng is an outcome of proper management of the range and related 
re*o"rce*. The proJected levels of l=vestock grazing allow us to improve a 
variety of resources and values. A" actual adjustment (up or down) in AUMs 
will only occur with a site-specific analysis for each act&ve allotment open 
to grazing. WG 

COMMENTS: LLvestock grazing causes changes in vegetative composrtzon. Th1.s is 
demonstrated on page III-19 where lt LS noted that grazing has shifted species 
cornposItron on 32% of riparlan areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. WG 
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COMMENTS : FRES level D should not be consIdered as part of the management 
goal because I'L 1s not consistent with the desired future conditrons. 

1446 

RESPONSE: As defined, FRES level D is consrstent with multrple use 
obJectIves. This concern 1s best handled wIthIn the framework of a site 
speclfx prqect or landscape level analysis. WG 

COMMENTS : Reduce the standard for retarning 50% of the fine organic matter III 
actrv1ty areas. 65% ground cover is high for some natural rangelands. Tall 
forb plant communities m the Centennials does not meet this requirement. 
Most sedrmentatux problems do not come from the uplands. 

432 

RESPONSE: The "rndrcator" sectl~n (page V-Y) also states "a" equvalent 
percentage lf the site cannot naturally attain the minimum percentage 
mentlonsd above." In other words, If a site cannat attain the 65% ground 
cover naturally, than a different percentage requrement would be ldentlfled 
based on what It can naturally attarn. DM 

CONNENTS : Conflxts between livestock grazing and habitat conservatuan need 
to be rdentrfred for all rrparian, aquatx and wetland habrtat. Method for 
ConflLct resolution should be developed. 

389 

RESPONSE: These concerns are best handled within the framework of a 
site-spsclfx prqect or landscape level analysis where conflxt with 
lIvestock graz1"g 1s ldentifled as a key issue. WG 

COMMENTS : Define 'vforestwrde" forage utilization standards I" the Plan. Llst 
prescrIptlo" standards for high value wildllfe habitats and/or areas 
susceptible to domestic lIvestock grazing. 

389 

RESPONSE: The forestwide Utilization Standards and Guidelines apply to most 
area* of the forest and are used III conJunction with additional standards and 
guldelAnes Included within each management prescription. The forestwide range 
standards and guIdelInes, rn Chapter III of the Revised Plan, were modified to 
rnclude more direction for other resources such as wrldllfe and fisheries. 
Srte-specific utlllzatlon standards are best handled wlthrn the framework of a 
site-specrfic prqect or landscape level analysis where utllxatux 1s 
Identified as a key xssue. WG 

COMMENTS : Research and relevant sclentifx literature has shown cattle and 
sheep are a srgnlflcant cause of Increased tree dlstributlon and density in 
many western forest*, and can reduce fire frequencies thus changing Savannah 
to forest. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. WG 
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CONNENTS : The EIS must also address grazing as a cumulative effect rn trmber 
sales and must speclfxally define how grazing 1s to be considered 1" the 
context of ecosystem management. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This concern 1s best handled withrn the framework of a 
site-speclfrc project or landscape level analysus. The Revised Plan serves as 
an "umbrella" document for the envIronmenta analysis of proposed projects at 
the Forest or Ranger District levels. The Revised Plan 1s not Intended to 
provLde or analyze specific "how to's" of prqect implementation. WG 

CONMENTS : The emphasrs being placed on the needs of indicator species and 
patch sue UJ the new Plan and not on the health of the range resource will 
eventually decrease the rangeland available to the point that the rancher will 
not be able to afford to use the land. 

432 

RESPONSE: A substantral livestock grazing program remains In effect under the 
Rsvlsed Plan. It 1s consistent with numerous management oblectives 
(ecosystem, wildlife, riparran, and so forth). Lrvestock grazrng 1s an 
outccnne of proper management of the range and related resources. The 
prqected levels of livestock grazing ~111 allow us to malntau cultural 
herrtage and most local llvellhoods while at the same time unprove a variety 
of resources and values. WG 

COMMENTS : Review cumulative effects section for upland forested and upland 
nonforested ecosystems In that It seems to predict forest changes If frre,rs 
suppressed rather than berng allowed to functron in a natural role. 

695 

RESPONSE: This 1s best handled within the framework of indlvldual fue 
management plans that will be developed for various areas of the forest (refer 
to the Goals and Ob]ectaves for Fxe in the Revrsed Plan - Chapter III). HOW 
a fxe might be handled LS dependent on a number of srte-specific variables 
and 1s best analyzed at a finer scale versus forestwrde. This concern 1s best 
handled wlthln the framework of a site-specific level or landscape level 
analysrs where firs management and cumulative effects, are Identlfled as key 
uxues. WG 

COMMENTS : Planning documents only hint at how the forest would use livestock 
grazing as a means of insuring sustarnable condrtlons through vegetatron 
manrpulat1on. There should be more detail. 

489 

RESPONSE: Thrs concern LS best handled withIn the framework of a 
site-specifx prolsct level or landscape level analysis. The Revxsed Plan 
serves as an "umbrella" document for the envxonmental analysis of proposed 
projects at the Forest or Ranger District levels. The Revised Plan is not 
intended to provide or analyze specrfxc "how to's" of project implementatron. 
WG 
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COMMENTS : There are no goals Ldentlfred for what vegetation will be like ux 
10 years. 

637 

RESPONSE: Forestwrde Goals and Objectives for vegetation are identlfled in 
the Revised Plan. The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" document for the 
environmental analy*Ls of proposed projects at the Forest or Ranger DlstrLct 
levels. DVC 1s a reliable indxator that can be measured wrth various 
monltorlng crlteru. DVC 1s redefined in the glossary of the Revised Plan as 
follows: Desued Vewetatuxn Condition (DVCI: For both rlparian areas and 
nonforested uplands 1s defined as--The speclfLc future condition of rangeland 
resources, aquatic habrtat, and water quality that meet management ob]ectrvss 
as Ldentlfled in the Forest Plan, Allotment Maslagement Plans, or other 
documents. AddItIonal clarlfxatron can be found ln the nonforested 
vegetation secixon of Chapter III of the EIS. WG 

COMMENTS : Use the grazrng resource or lt will deteruxate and be replaced by 
shrub and trmber encroachment. Grazing sheep and cattle offer time control 
necessary to sustain range resources, can be useful tool rn fxe suppression 
and can uxrease/enhance wildlife forage. 

333, 432, 691, 1239 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. WG 

COMMENTS: Unclear why drafts do not say why only 26,400 acres of upland range 
will be Improved in 10 years. Disclose what percentage of total degraded 
range thus represents. 

1369 

RESPONSE : Presently; 89,221 acres of "uplands" do not meet Desired Vegetatron 
Condltxons (DVC). The 26,400 acres represents 29.6% of the total upland acres 
not meeting DVC. Lrvestock grazing J.S not the sole contributor to declinrng 
rangeland conditions. Frre, invasxon of noxious weeds from a variety of 
sources, past livestock grazrng practices, road construction, and recreatron 
use are a few examples of causes contributLng to the decline of rlparian and 
rangeland health. As described in Process Paper J - Logic Used to Estimate 
Effects of Livestock Grazrng on Rlparian and Upland Vsgetatlon, rangeland and 
rlparlan health can be improved by lrvestock grazing by lmplementlng the 
Standards and Gurdellnes In the Final Revrsed plan. WG 

CONNENTS : The increase shown In nonrrparian and rlparian acres meetrng DVC 
comes from the allotments with sheep removed or where cattle reductions are 
made. 

432 

RESPONSE : You are not correct in your assumption. As described in Process 
Paper J - Log1.c Used to Estimate Effects of Livestock Grazing on Rlparian and 
Upland Vegetatux, rangeland and rIparIa* health can be rmproved by 
lmplementlng the Standards and GuldelLnes In the FLnal RevLsed Plan. WG 
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COMMENTS : Trampling 1s a poor measurement: it ~~11 not work except to move 
the grazing tool off the reeource and addltronal monitoring costs. 

432 

RESPONSE: The tramplrng monitorLng crLter=a are not Intended to remove 
grazmg from the Targhee. The Lntent of this monitorrng Item in Chapter V 1s 
to help in the development of this parameter so that It is relrable and 
speclfrc to the Targhee. The Forest changed both the Streambank Trampling and 
Rlparra" Forage Utllizatro" monltorlng Items to a Forest Prlorlty 1. A 
mo"1tormg protocol wrll assist in outlinIng the mo"1torl"g procedures for 
both utlllzatlon and trampling criterra. Permlttees ~111 be trarned by Forest 
personnel in lmplementlng this protocol and wrll be held responsible for 
meeting the Revised Plan Standards and Guidelines. WG 

CONMENTS : Clarify what a "naturalized" specres is. 
1446 

RESPONSE: A naturalrzed species 1s any specres of flora or fauna that occurs 
ln a" area that LS not orxglnally native to the area. It 1s a" rntroduced or 
allen species that is now permanently establlshed and reproducrng 
spontaneously (wrthout human fostering). WG 

COMMENTS : Please quantrfy the "reasonable tune" for the specLfic project OL 
actrvlty as so stated on the section on pages 111-73, 76. 80, 84. 103, and 
105. 

1446 

RESPONSE: A "reasonable length of Zlme" 1s' tied to a specifx pro]ect. A 
"one exe fits all" approach 1s not approprrate for qua"tLfylng "reasonable 
tulle". Wrth this Revised Plan a reasonable length of time could range from 
one to ten years after the Record of Decrsion 1s signed depending on each 
circumstance. WG 

Sheep Manaqement Issue 

CONNENTS : Phase out sheep allotments as proposed. The FEIS needs a schedule 
for closure. 

643, 127333, 1277, 1393 

RESPONSE: Sheep allotments located withln the grizzly bear recovery area are 
identified I" Appendix III of the Revised Plan for Process Paper L - Sheep 
Allotments affected by grxzzly bear, bighorn sheep and watershed conditrons). 
The Process Paper, and Chapter IV of the FEIS show some sheep allotments ~111 
be lmmedlately closed and others will be phased out on a" opportunity basrs. 
WG 

COMMENTS: Sheep can be a very ecologically sound way to combat noxious weeds. 
432 
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RESPONSE: sheep grazing 1s a useful tool for controlling some patches of 
~OXLOUS weeds. The Targhee practrces lazegrated pest management to control 
noxious weeds lncludlng blologLca1 control methods such as 11vestock 
grazing. WG 

COMMENTS : It 1s "*Imaginable that forest management supports the removal of 
sheep from the Centennial Mountarns. 

432 

RESPONSE: Sheep allotments that are located within the grrzzly bear recovery 
area are ldentifled for removal (see Appendix III of the Revised Plan for 
Process Paper L - Sheep Allotments affected by grLzzly bear, bighorn sheep and 
watershed conditions). The sheep allotments in the Centennial Mountalns ~111 
be phased-out on an "opportunity basis," not rmmedrately closed. 0pportun1ty 
basis 1s defined rn the glossary of the Revised Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : Economic loss to local economxs from phasing out sheep grazrng IS 
too great. Object to phasing out sheep graxng to protect the grszzly bear. 

F-F(6), 413, 1180, 1354, 1363, 1398 

RESPONSE: A substantLa1 livestock grazrng program remains in effect 1" the 
Revrsed Plan and It 1.s consistent with numerous management ob]ectrves 
(ecosystem, wildlife, rlparian, and so forth). Livestock grazing 1s a" 
outcome of proper management of range and related resources. The prolected 
levels of lIvestock grazing allow the Forest to maLntaLn cultural/heritage 
values and local llvelrhoods, while lmprovlng a variety of resources and 
values at the same time. WG 

c!oNMEN7!s : Does not agree that lrvestock conversions must be evaluated and 
approved by an Interdrsciplinary Team (IDT). 

F-F(6) 

RESPONSE: Usrng an Interdiscrpllnary Team to evaluate livestock conversions, 
In con]unctron with range permittees, provides the most thorough and complete 
evaluatLon of the pros and cons on a. case-by-case basis. Conversions are not 
approved by the ID Team but by the appropriate lrne offxer with ID Team 
Input. WG 

Sheep General 

COMMENTS : Sheep entry/exit in Moose Creek conflxts with brg game winter 
range. 

293 

RESPONSE: Thx concern 1s best handled wrthln the framework of a 
site-*pecLflc prolect (AMP for example), or landscape level analysrs where big 
game wrnter range and livestock grazing are of paramount concern. WG 

COMMENTS : Page III-22 should read, "Do not convert from a cattle allotment to 
a sheep allotment wlthln bighorn sheep habitat or 1" a grizzly bear EMU." 

1446 
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RESPONSE: All sheep allotments L" grizzly bear BMUs and bighorn sheep habitat 
are scheduled to be phased out on an opportunity basis in the Teto" Range 
subsection and the Island Park port1o" of the Centennial Mountain subsectlons. 
WG 

col4NEms : Sheep grazing can have a considerable Impact on mountain goat 
summer range; Impacts were not m drafts. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wlldllfe, 
Mountar" Goats) 

389, 766 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered your comment and after summary analysis, 
determined there 1.9 no confluzt between domestrc sheep and mountaL" goats on 
summer range on the Targhee; therefore, no addrtlonal analysrs in the DFPR or 
DEIS was needed. Impacts can occur on wrnter range and those changes are 
uxluded 1" the Revised Plan. WG 

Bishorn Sheep 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wrldlife, Bighorn Sheep) 

COMMENTS : Keep domestrc sheep out of big horn sheep habrtat, or have a buffer 
zone of at least three mrles. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, brghorn sheep) 

181, 212, 274, 293, 389, 1247, 1277 

RESPONSE: The Forest has already implemented protectvan measures to reduce 
the transmrssion of disease between domestx sheep and bIghorn sheep. In 
additron, the Revrsed Plan provides some new management dxectlon. What the 
Forest has already done: on the west slope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres of 
bighorn sheep habitat do not have domestx sheep grazing at this time. These 
45,700 acres include all areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic 
sheep are not grazed on the west slopes duru-,g the seasons when "nose-to-nose" 
contact wrth blghorn sheep 1s lrkely to occur. Therefore, the potentral for 
disease transfer 1s low, there 1s no forage competitron, and there LS no 
dxplacement. In the Luxhead area, there 1s no domestx sheep grazing. 
Therefore, the potential for dxease transfer is zero, there is no forage 
competition, and there 1s no drsplacement. 

New management dxection contained in the Revised Plan wrll phase 
out domestlc sheep graxng on the west slope of the Tetons on an opportunity 
basx; phase out winter domestrc sheep grazing 1" the Medicine Lodge 
Subsection; evaluate addrtronal opportunities for adlusting domestrc sheep 
grazing while the phase-out program LS in progress; and allow no conversions 
from cattle allotments to domestic sheep allotments within bighorn sheep 
habLtat. MO 

CONNENTS : Recent research lndxates that a pneumonia problem experienced by 
blghorns can not be passed on by dome&x sheep. Therefore, cannot have 
standard (Page 111-21). 

432, 1188 

RESPONSE: Pneumonra can be transferred, therefore, your comment was 
consIdered, but not adopted. WG/MO 
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COMMENTS: Implement Teton Range BIghorn Sheep Working Group's Strategic Plan 
690, 1395 

RESPONSE: Portions of the working group's Plan were adopted. The Forest 
added new management dIrection m the Revised Plan and a new section on 
blghorn sheep rn the FEIS. Process Paper D also contains new bighorn sheep 
1nformatlon. MO 
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E"vlro?amental Impacts Associated with Campxnq 

COMMENTS : Protect vegetation in and around campgrounds, especially drspersed 
campsites, by developing dispersed camping standards and goals; slgnlng; 
developing guldelues for edging, maintenance and grueling of vehxle use 
areas; closing campgrounds; and enforcing these conditions even on Sunday. 
Measure soil loss at campsites by a permanent calrbrated stake because 
Frissell Conditron Class method is rnadequate. 

697, 1312, 1365 

RESPONSE: Site surveys conducted durxng the summer of 1996 rndicate that the 
dispersed campsite conditions are not as poor as suggested in the DEIS. The 
4.3 Duz.persed CampIng Management Prescriptux and Standards and Guldelrnes 
establrshed in the RevLsed Plan along with the monrtorlng requxements ~111 
adequately prevent signrflcant adverse affects. These gurdellnes rnclude a 
new Dispersed Camprng Protocol (Process Paper X) for monitorlng dispersed 
campsites. The Frissell method will be used only in wilderness and roadless 
areas. The 15% detrimentally dzsturbed soil standard ~111 be used at all 
other dispersed campsites. AS 

CONNENTS : Define a standard of no more than x number of campsItes per trail 
mile or lake basLn and define acceptable location (e.g. SO-100 ft. from 
streams, 100-200 ft. from lakeshores). (CROSS REFERENCE: R1parra") 

1312 

RESPONSE: These standards were developed fox campsite and trail user densrty 
1" the JededLah Smith Wilderness and are described in the Process Paper. The 
Llmlts of Acceptable Change (LAC) process ~111 be used to monitor resource 
changes. The dispersed campslte prescriptlo" (4.3) also contans drrectuzn 
for rmproved management of these sites. AS 

CONNENTS : Restrxt motorxed access to drspersed CampsItes and to pxnlc 
sites to wrthln 300 feet of an exrstrng road or trail; add language to 
Du?.persed Recreation Use standards L guidelines so that would-be OHV violators 
do not exploit this access. (CROSS REFERENCE: Riparian) 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest changed the wording for the dispersed camprng standard 
regarding access wlthln 300 feet of a road, to clar&fy that the Intent is not 
for any activity but for parking and drspersed camping. The new wordrng is 
"Unless otherwise posted, motorized access 1s allowed for parkrng, and 
dispersed campug, within 300 feet of roads and trals whxh are open for 
motorxed use." This wording would not allow general OHV use of the 300 foot 
area. AS 

Economic Imoact of Recrea'uon to the Economy 

COMMENTS : Recognize the importance of recreation to the local and state 
economy m general tourrsm. Road and trail closures and additional wilderness 
~111 adversely unpact tourism. Explain how reducing motorized OHV recreation 
~111 continue to attract vxLtors for the same number of days and for the same 
lob compensation. Support the shift from a timber-based to a recreation-based 
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economy. Ob]ect to the reduced employee compensation from recreation-based 
lobs. Refigure the compensation table concerung lobs in the timber sector 
because Lt 1s inaccurate to show employee compensatxn from recreatzon 
remarnlng at exlstlng levels. 

98, 168, 215, 226, 228, 292, 358, 392, 413, 621, 643, 702, 1242, 1322, 
1335, 1345, 1364 

Analyze the econmnx Impact of decisions since 1985 and the future 
economx impact of each alternative in order to adequately address the rssue 
of the local economy. 

393 

RESPONSE : The FEIS analysis indicates that the total recreation use would not 
change much between alternatives and that a shift towards more non-motorxzed 
opportunltres 1" some areas may have only a slight effect of slowing tourxsm 
and road development. This analysrs supports the economic conclusion of 
little change LII the economy based on recreation opportunxties. 

Fortunately the Forest en,oys a surplus of recreational 
opportun1tles relative to exstug and predicted use levels. The most 
noteworthy exceptron to this 1s motoru.ed use of trarls. The Forest expects 
trail usage to reach capacity under the preferred alternative due to rncreases 
rn use and reductuxs in the trails open to motorrzed use. When that happens, 
any one of a number of different combinations may occur: usage could level 
off; people may tolerate Increased crowding and usage would continue to rxse; 
or usage could reduce to a new level. As population pressures continue to 
grow, people may become accustomed to higher degrees of crowding; find ways to 
recreate on less-crowded dates; frnd other opportunities for motorrzed use 
off-forest; or take up a drfferent form of recreation. 

Although rapidly rising and well represented, motorxed trawl use 
1s a small part of the total Forest recreation picture. Even substantLa1 
changes 1.n thrs category of recreatux 1s u-argnrficant at the Forestwide 
level of consideratron. It is possible that nonmotorized forms of recreation 
may uxrease enough to compensate for possible reductuxs in motor=zed use. 

The Forest agrees that recreatuzxn-related employee compensation is 
lower payrng than trmber-related employee compensatron. The table shows 
employee compensation associated with recreation uxcreaslng from existing 
levels, not staying the same. DP/AS 

COMMENTS: Manage the Targhee to provide tourxts with a posltlve Image as 
they make thex way to Yellowstone. 

226 

RESPONSE: This is the intent of the Visual Management Prescrlptlon 5.2.1 
along Hrghway 20 north of Ashton. AS 

CONMENTS : oppose lrmrtlng recreation because lf people are limited to fewer 
areas in which to recreate they ~111 over populate those areas still 
available, get frustrated and leave, taku-,g tourist dollars with them. 

413 

RESPONSE: Recreation 1s like any other resource use; there are physical, 
blologxal, and social llmlts as to how much use can occur in an area wlthout 
conflicts or adverse consequences to other resources or actlvlt1es. The EIS 
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lndlcates the potentul for dxplacement of some users and the posslbll1ty of 
loss of some recreatlo" opportunities. AS 

CONNENTS : Recognxe the unportance of the tourism-recreatlo" Industry L" 
Idaho and the rmportance of national Forest land to the state's economy. 

1345 

RESPONSE : We added information to Chapter III of the EIS under the headrng 
"Wilderness and Recreation Resources" to indicate the slgnlficant effect of 
the Targhee resources on tourism rn Idaho. AS 

CONNENTS : Oppose motorized game retrieval because ORVs will spoil the 
roadless areas that I wrote about in my commercially-successful hrking book 
and I will no longer be able to make a lrving from my book. 

392 

RESPONSE: The Forest dropped game retrieval from the Revised Plan so there 
~~11 be no effect as suggested here. AS 

Provide Recreatxonal Oxwrtunlties 

CONNNNTS : The Forest fulfills our need for recreatro". Prefer Alternatives 2 
and 3M because of the recreational opportunltxs provided 1" each. oppose 
Alternative 3M because unlimited recreation LS restricted; Alternatrve 3M 
gives no conslderatlon to handicapped access to recreation. 

F-M, 97, 98, 135, 216, 272, 288, 289, 291, 306, 313, 324, 328, 528, 
529, 608, 614, 623, 631, 634, 638, 642, 713, 737, 1371, 1376, 1449 

RESPONSE: Recreation 1s one of the multiple uses provided by nat~on.s.1 forests 
and wrll remal" a" unportant resource on the Targhee. NO alternatxves have 
unluwted recreatlo". DirectIon for acoesable facrlltles 1s provided L" 
Appendix A of the Revised Plan. AN/AS 

coNN!3NTs : Quantify planned increases I" Persons-At-One-Time (PAOT) with site 
development. 

FS-11 

RESPONSE: Increases will be done at the pro3ect level of planning. As 
Indxated L" the FEIS, ~"creases I" PAOTs ~111 be minor and ~~11 occur from 
"little, new site development." AS 

Restrict Recreational Opportunities 

CONNENTS : Want recreatlo" growth controlled and natural resources pruxltrzed 
because Forest managers are obligated to protect the resource and because 
studies show human drsturbances are prlmarlly responsible for unhealthy 
forests. 

643, 1365 

RESPONSE: Humans are part of ecosystems. The Revised Plan meets the multiple 
use mandate by balancing natural resource needs with human needs, particularly 
1" the area of recreatlo". Recreat10" use results I." small areas Of 
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disturbance to soils and vegetation but generally there are no large-scale 
effects. The standards, guidelines, and monltorrng plans are adequate to meet 
recreation growth and protect the resources. AM/AS 

Huntlnq 

COMMENTS : Consumptive recreatxan such as hunting causes negative rmpacts on 
wrldllfe populatrons by alterrng feedrng patterns, population structure, and 
behavior and by causrng mortality. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Whrle rt LS true that hunting does disturb wrldlrfe, hunting 
seasons and methods are controlled by State agencies. The prescriptions, 
standards and gurdelrnes 1" the Revised Plan wrll mrnxmize the negatrve 
Unpacts. AS 

Fxshinq 

COMMENTS: Address and preserve public frshrng access. 
1276 

Flshrng and other consumprlve forms of recreatron can have a 
negative Impact on eagles, waterfowl and other birds. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Publx fxhing access wrll be maintaned. While rt is true that 
flshlng and other recreation does disturb wrldllfe, the prescrlptxons and 
standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan ~111 mLnlmxe the negative 
rmpacts. AS 

COMNNNTS : DO not mark caves or encourage this type of recreation because it 
causes a decline 1" the number of sensitrve wlldlrfe populatrons. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Cave management dlrectlon LS under the forestwide standards and 
gurdellnes sectxm entitled Physical Elements/Caves. AS 

Climblnq 

COMMENTS: Rock climbrng negatively impacts critrcal nesting tomes for birds. 
1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest created a forestwIde Standard "Restrict climbing and 
other human disturbances when necessary to avoid adverse impacts at known 
falcon nest sites." AS 
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Boatins Envzronmental ImPacts 

CONMENTS : Restrxt motorrzed boating access to protect resources. Boating 
causes harmful impacts to bxds, chemical pollutrons and plant mortality. 
Monitor and enforce boat launching regulations to prevent bank dxturbances. 

209, 650, 697, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Aquatic Influence Zone prescription drrectlon regarding 15% 
sol1 dxplacement provides a control for when restrxtions on boat launching 
are needed to prevent disturbance. Motorized restrictions are determined L" 
lndlvrdual river management plans done at the pro]ect level of planning. 
Levels of boating use are determIned through monitoring and individual river 
planning. AS 

Mountau% Bxkinq 

COMMENTS : Do not take away the en]oyable actlvrty of mountain brkrng on 
trails and roads 2" the backcountry because mountan bikers act responsibly 
and do not harm wlldllfe or the envxonment. 

1385, 1449 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not take away most mountar" blkrng 
opport""1tles. It provides dlrectlon to improve trails for such uses. AS 

COMMENTS : Consider Impacts of mountain bike use on the environment; explain 
how the growth rate of 5-10% was determined. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Impacts of mountain bike use are consIdered in the summer access 
analysrs. The growth rate 1s determIned from observatwns, local bike sales 
and natronal use trends. AS 

COMNNNTS : Discourage mountal" biking and other mechanaed travel from core 
wrldlrfe areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Restrxtlons are placed on mechanrzed travel in areas such as 
winter range during the fall, winter, and spring xnpact perLods for wIldlIfe. 
They are not restrxted from grzzzly bear care areas as bike use is consrdered 
equivalent to hiking in terms of potential rmpacts. AS 

Incomuatlble Use - Summer 

CONNENTS : Separate users I" order to enhance recreation experience and 
prevent user ConflKts. Focus on separating motorized from non-motorrzed 
actlvltles: ORVs from hikers, horseback ridzng concessionaires from cabIn 
sites, and ORVs and logging from flshlng and hunting areas. Place campgrounds 
and ORV trails in already developed areas; create more trax1s; enforce access 
restrzctlons and separate recreatlonlsts. Redesrgn areas that are desrgnated 
for use by both motorized and non-motorized recreational users because of 
safety hazards, conflicts, "axe, and crowding. 

618, 632, 651, 1345, 1365, 1371, 1457 
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RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan rnltlates actions to separate motorized and 
non-motorized uses xn more areas than the current plan. Motorrzed use IS 
restrxted to fewer mLles of roads and trails and cross-country OHV use is 
restrlcted to 7% of the Forest. The Revised Plan provides a goal to redesign 
trails for motorized and non-motorized uses so that they will be able to 
withstand use wxth relatively minor maintenance. AS 

COMMENTS : Place all campgrounds and ORV raceways near already developed 
areas. 

1371 

RESPONSE: We are not planning any new campgrounds or development of any ORV 
"raceways". AS 

Environmental Impacts from Recreation 

coNNENTs : Monltor and allocate funds for recreatron Impacts on the Forest 
ecosystem. Step up monltorlng of dispersed campates, trails, shore banks, 
wrldlrfe, habitat, wilderness, and user group conflicts. Enforce 
regulations. Use the best possible science from all dlscrpllnes when 
calculating recreatIona impacts on the ecosystem. 

697, 1365, 1371 

RESPONSE : Several monltorlng and evaluation systems are established 1" the 
Revxed Plan to determrne =mpacts of OHV use; dispersed camping; tra.11 
rmpacts; and wilderness use. These should be adequate to determine if goals, 
ob]ectlves, standards and gurdelines are being met. AS 

coNNBNTs : Consider zonrng (core reserves, Anne= buffers, central buffers, 
outer buffers, matrix, and corrrdors) as a way to manage envrronmental impacts 
of recreatIona actlvltxs. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This was considered and in several cases (developed recreation or 
dispersed recreation) separate drstinctions were made. Future deslgnatlons 
are likely for water recreation to separate users, as lndxated in the EIS, 
under winter access analysis. AS 

COMMENTS : Establish a comprehensive fee system (wlthln the confines of 
exrstlng law) that LS used to mltlgate recreatIona Impacts, monitor prcqects, 
buy new land, subsldlze envrronmental education programs and for 
admrnrstratlon costs. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This 1s up to Congress. The Targhee ~111 Lmplement all exlstlng, 
authorized fee systems. AS 

Monltorlnq Methods 

CONNENTS : Monitor 20% rather than 10% of dxpersed campsites and wlldllfe 
winter range; provide staff with trail bikes; ellmlnate user groups from the 
monrtor=ng process; create comment cards to monitor conflicts. 
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Monitor trail desrgn and how useable 
prevent erosion; monitor the number of campsites 

629, 1312, 1365 

trarls are in order to 
per trail mile or lake basin. 

RESPONSE: Based on In1tra.l field analysis during the summer of 1996, the 
level and frequency of monitoring described in the Revised Plan 1s adequate. 
For example, dxspersed campsite impacts were less than orlg1nally estimated, 
therefore, a more intense monltorlng level was not warranted. These sites 
were also revlewed for wlldlrfe winter range monitoring and trail condltlons 
and were found adequate. 

Comments from user groups are always accepted as rnput for analysis 
and as an lndicatlon of possible monitoring needs or defrclencles. AS 

Recreation vs Protection Priorate 

CONNENTS : Change Forest Prlorlty Group Column: change user satisfaction to 
Group 3; change seasonal tral use impacts to sol1 and vegetation, and 
recreatlon/wlldlife conflicts to Group 1. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and considered. The requested changes 
were not made. AS 

Mltisate Recreation Imoacts 

CONNENTS : Clarify how recreational impacts will be mitigated; establrsh a fee 
and permit system to mltlgate zmpacts. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Recreat?anal impacts are mitigated by the Standards and Guldellnes 
in the forestwide and prescrlptlon dxectron. Monitoring and evaluation 
processes determrne when mitlgatlve actIon (management directlo" 
Lmplementatlon) LS needed. Fee permrt systems are in place in most developed 
sites to help control use and mltlgate Impacts. AS 

COMMENTS : MonLtor the condlt1on of trails not by tral width but by how 
useable the traL1 1s (lf parallel trals are being created, or If tral LS too 
eroded or boggy to use). 

1312 

RESPONSE: The monrtorlng dlrectlon in Chapter V of the Revrsed Forest Plan 
does not refer to trarl width. Soil and vegetation conditrons on and adlacent 
to the trails ~~11 be monitored. AS 

COMMENTS: Monitor and enforce boat launching regulatrons to prevent 
xncreaslng areas of bank disturbance. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Aquatic Influence Zone PrescriptLo" dxectron regarding 15% 
sol1 displacement would generally control when such use restrictrons are 
necessary. AS 
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COMMENTS : Monitor the number of campsites per tral mile or per lake basin 
because thrs is a better indLcator of impacts than measurrng the condition of 
campates. 

1312 

RESPONSE: The number of campsrtes that users may see from thex site 
(Indrcator #l) LS one of the factors measured zn the wilderness monitorrng 
plan for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness. AS 

COMMSNTS : RecognLze that Improper trarl desrgn, not the type of use, 1s the 
main cause of eroslo* (p. V-17). 

629 

RESPONSE: The goals and oblectlves in Chapter III address the problem of poor 
or lnsuffxxent des~gns/constructlon standards for trarls rn an effort to 
avoId erosion of the trail head or adlacent areas. AS 

Allow Recreatron in the SD1rxt of Multwle Use 

coNNENTs : Manage the Forest for multrple use; balance the needs of natural 
resources wxth what ~111 be politlcally vlable. Don't lock out people from 
recreation, partxcularly motorxed recreatxn, because the opportunrty to 
perform all types of recreation U? the Forest has been hrstorically 
established, 1s good for the economy, and LS what sets our region, Lncludlng 
Jackson Hole, apart from others in the country and makes rt special. 

12, 135, 278, 342, 490, 608, 614, 625, 631a 

RESPONSE: As indicated in the Consequences Section, Chapter IV of the FEIS, 
the Forest LS still managed for multiple uses, lncludlng recreation. Most 
recreation uses and opportunrtles are not significantly reduced from exxting 
levels. There will be somewhat fewer motorrzed opportunltres and a slight 
increase 1" non-motorized opportunities. AS 

COMNENTS : Recognxe that a poll commissioned by the USFS found that most 
Amerrcans want National Forests used for recrea'aon and wIldlIfe protectax 
rather than lumber productlo". 

1364 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted and considered. AS 

Motorxzed Use from a Recreatxmal Standaxant 

COMMENTS : Want more motorized recreation because of the sense of freedom 
assocrated with It and the convenience Lt provides people who have lrmlted 
time to enJoy the Forest. Make a motorized corridor along the entlre 
Yellowstone ecosystem. Treat motorrzed users equally. 

285, 300, 645, 1193, 1346, 1365 
Want more motorized restrictions to protect natural resources, 

vegetation (especially ln alpine areas above timberllnes), waterways and 
wetlands. Study past, current and future rmpacts from motorized recreation on 
the environment; conduct a flora and fauna rnventory and assessment of OHV 
impacts on habltat; and use an adaptive management approach Incorporating the 
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best science. Develop educatron programs to ccxmnun~cate OH" restrictions to 
the publx. Replant damaged areas using funds from state ORV stickers and 
fines. 

212, 219, 650, 1365, 
Partner wrth the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreatlo" ORNV 

Program to provide the motorized recreation user an excellent return on 
his/her fees that were used to develop OF&W facilltLes in the Targhee NatLonal 
Forest. 

629 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan limits OHV use in cross-country areas and some 
wlldllfe habItat and monitors actual use Impacts to determine lf restrictlons 
are appropriate and effective. A proactxve approach is bang taken to rmprove 
trails for motorized use 1" a concentrated area of the Big Hole Mountains. 
Educatron programs about OHV restrictions remain ongoing. Restoration work 
comes from federal, state and private funds on a grant, cost-share or other 
cooperative agreement basrs. The State determines the use of the funds they 
collect. Fxrss collected by federal law enforcement offxers return to the 
national treasury. 

The Forest ~~11 contrnue the partnership currently underway with 
the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation to reconstruct motorized trails 
to rmprove the quality of recreation opportunity for ORMV (Off-Road-Motor 
Vehicles) owners and natural resources. AS/AM 

COMMENTS: Prove that wth fewer miles of roads and trails open for motorxed 
use there would be a decrease 1" motorized recreation and a" increase in 
non-motorized recreatlo". 

629 

RESPONSE: The analysis does not indicate there would be a decrease in 
motorized recreational use. The summer access cumulatrve effects analys?~ 
states that opportunities (miles of designated roads and trails and open 
acres) decrease, but that continued ~"creas~ng use levels will create 
congestlo" and decrease recreational experiences. AS 

Research Natural Areas 

COMMENTS : Close off recreatron entxely or severely limit It from Research 
Natural Areas in order to prevent negative envrronmental and scrent1frc 
impacts. (CROSS REFERENCE: Special Areas: Research Natural Areas) 

612, 1181 

RESPONSE: All management actlvitx?s, including recreation, within Research 
Natural Areas are managed at levels that do not degrade the characteristics of 
the Natural Area. There 16 no need to close these areas entirely. AS 

Outfxtter And Duldes - Economics 

COMMENTS : Issue permits for non-obtrusive guided and outfitted services such 
as backpackrng and mountaxn biking - not Just for private ranches - because 
there LS great economic potential for these businesses. 

1183 
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RESPONSE: Dec~sxans on outfitter-guide proposals are made as specrfx pro,ect 
applrcatlons are submltted. Applxat~ons are revIewed aganst publx need, 
competition, rnterest and the capacity determlnatron obiective in Chapter III 
of the FEIS. AS 

CONNENTS : Do not leopardxe outfrt'cers and guides because of unreasonable 
changes to emphasize wildlife in the new plan. 

387 

RESPONSE: Existing outfitter-guide operations wrll probably not be 
Ieopardlzed by any of the decrsrons in the Revised Plan. As rndlcated z" the 
EIS, additional opportunities for outfrttrng may be less, especially for 
motorized actrv~tres. AS 

COMMENTS: Use smaller trmber sales deslgnsd for local busrness and for 
rehabLlitatlon work to restore degraded fish and wildlife habltats so that 
there 1s more wrldllfe which 1x1 turn benefits local outfItters & guxdes. 

204 

RESPONSE: The sxe of timber sales has not adversely affected outfitter 
opportunities. DurLng the time of intensive timber harvest, outfrttlng 
contrnued to increase with the increase in numbers of visrtors. AS 

Monitor Outfrtters and Guides 

COMMENTS : Add monitorrng element to track the qualrty of public services 
offered by outfitters; work with professional outfitters guides. 

1183, 1312 

RESPONSE: It LS unnecessary to include such an element HI a Forest Plan. 
Qualrty of servxe 1s covered by the adminlstratron of the spec~l use permit 
which provides for an annual performance rating of each outfitter's 
operations. AS 

cof.s.wxTs : Address the xarease of commercial outfitters and guide use from 
4,500 to 21,000 L" the DEIS. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s unaware of any such xxrease being mentioned in the 
Plan R~VLSLO" or DEIS. This comment may be in reference to some project 
speclfx proposals recently bang considered by the Island Park District which 
1s not a Forest Plan consideration. AS 

coMt.lENTs : Define "low level of use" when regarding outfitter and guide use in 
ob]ectlve 8. 

1249 

RESPONSE: This term LS defined in the Jedediah smith Wilderness Environmental 
Assessment Process Paper which states, -a llmlted number of day use permits 
may be used... in areas where the standards ~111 not be exceeded." AS 
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Outfitter and Guide Permits 

CONNENTS : Control outfitter and guide use through a permrt process. Ensure 
that the permits are compatible with the objectIves for the security area. 
Include the same standard for rage permlttees on Page 111-91, I" the 
Recreatron, Outfitter and Guides section. 

1276, 1446 

RESPONSE: Outfitters are managed through a specral use permit process. The 
operation plans for these uses are reviewed for compatibility with ob)ectlves 
for areas where operations occur, prior to approval. These grazrng standards 
are not applicable to outfitters and guides, therefore thrs change was not 
made. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop outfitters and guide standards and gurdelines includrng a 
standard to lrmxt outfitter and gurde special use permits from December 1 - 
April 30, especially 1" prescription 2.7 to protect big game crucial winter 
range. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wlldllfe - Elk, Winter Range) 

389, 1247 

RESPONSE: Outfitters are sub3ect to the same winter range restrxtlons as the 
general publx. There are currently few outfitter operations within winter 
range areas. Future proposals are sub]ect to environmental analysis and 
compliance with the management directLo* of the Plan. AS 

COMMENTS : The overuse of resources by outfitters and guides dlmrnishes the 
avarlabllity of resources for those unable or unwilling to use thex 
services. For example, they put a tremendous pressure on fxhing resources. 
Use a permit system to have guides teach techniques, biology, and ethxs 
rather than catching fish. 

697 

RESPONSE: Outfitted recreatron is a relatrvely small portxon of the total 
hunting and fishing use on the Forest. Most outfitters teach their clients 
about the envrronment and the hatory of the area during trips. Such 
actLvltles are described 1" the Operatrons Plan which LS part of their special 
use permit. AS 

Outfitter and Guzde Access 

COMMENTS : Do not allow outfitters to cut new trails or to use non-system 
tra11s. 

329 

RESPONSE: New trails can not be developed without the required environmental 
analysis. The Forest LS unaware of any new trails being approved or 
developed. OutfItters are free to use any areas of the Forest including 
non-system trails, following the same rules and regulations as the genera.1 
public. AS 
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Outfitter and Guide Standards and Guidelxnes 

COMMENTS : Change the following guideluxs to standards: Page 111-86: The 
Outflt'cer/Guxde should be a standard; the Trmber guidelines should be a 
standard; Page 111-99: the first G should be a S; Page 111-121: the last Road 
and Tra1l.s gurdellnes should be a Standard; the fire Recreation and 
Outfxtter/Guide guldellne should be a standard. The fire crrcles gurdellne 
should be a standard. The fust sentence of the boat launching gudelrne 
should be a standard. 

1365 

RESPONSE: These comments were noted and considered. The requested changes 
were not made. AS 

Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

coNNsms : Deslgnatlng this area as Wilderness ruined the recreatronal 
experience because it brought more people and guided outfitters to the area. 

645b 

RESPONSE: Deslgnatlon occurred prior to and outside the Plan Revrsion 
process. The analysis and planning approach for the Jedediah Smith indicates 
that the areas has not been ruIned by recreationlsts and outfitters. 
Monltorrng LS designed to prevent wilderness values from being degraded in the 
future. AS 

Walderness 

COMMENTS : Requests Information on how commercral/recreatlonal use (hut skrrng 
operation) fits rnto future plans for proposed wilderness. 

191 

RESPONSE: Guided skiing operations would be allowed to continue. Facilrtxss 
such as huts would not be allowed in the wrlderness. A.5 

Rivers 

coNMEmTs : Provide more rivers to fish, float and enjoy because of population 
growth. 

382 

RESPONSE : The Goals, Objec!xves, Standards, Guzdeluxes and Prescrrpt=ons of 
the Revrsed Plan srgnlfxantly unprove or maxvcau the quality of streams for 
these areas. The analysts lndlcates there wrll be no adverse effects as a 
result of the Plan. AS 

COMMENTS : Ban motorized use on recreatIona rivers during desirable 
recreatIona seasons and ln desIreable recreation areas. 

F-K(3) 
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RESPONSE: Motorized use 1s often considered appropriate on rivers designated 
by Congress as "Recreatronal Rivers." Decisions on possrble restrxtlons are 
made on xndlvldual river management plans In the future. AS 

CONNENTS : WIthdraw the management area described on pp. III-82 to III-84 from 
sultable timber base as harvest 1s rnapproprrate for an Elrglble Recreational 
River . 

1273b 

RESPONSE: It 1s not part of ASQ. See the Tzmber in section Chapter III 
which says, "not included In suitable timber base." AS 

Roads and Trails 

CONNENTS : Support road closure and reduced trail maintenance In order to 
control the amount of recreation people can do In the Forest. Open roads and 
trails for recreation and more Forest personnel maintaining trarls. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Access) 

46, 48, 51, 643, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provides opportunitaes for continued motorized use 
of trails while protectrng the natural resources. There is no proposal to 
reduce trail maintenance, and the FEIS indxates that more trail maintenance 
~11 be needed and ~111 occur. AS 

COMMENTS : Wrl'ce standards to define the requirements for trails; goals are 
Inadequate. 

697 

RESPONSE: Trail standards are determIned at the regional and natIona. levels. 
The Revrsed Plan has adequate goals, standards, guidelines, and prescrlptxons, 
as well as monrtorlng and fundlng dIrection to meet trail requirements. AS 

CONMENTS : Indicate the practrces intended to provide for the recreatronal 
potential assocrated wLth the Continental DLvide National Scenic Trail; 
conader and plan for the v~.sual resource as seen from the trail, the location 
of the travel way, the status of Its development, and provisions for 
monitoring and evaluatvx. 

345 

RESPONSE: The management for thrs trail is analyzed in the environmental 
analysis for the tral design&lo*. Detailed management practxes are 
consIdered XI prolect speclfrc analysrs rather than in a forest plan. The 
management directlon In the Revised Plan is adequate for monLtorlng the 
valuable assets of the Continental Dzvrde Trail. AS 

COMMENTS : Define what hlstorrc recreatronal use means, 
1361 

RESPONSE: This generally refers to the types and amounts of recreat1ona.l use 
m a given area. AS 
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Recreation Standards & Guidelines Need Revisions 

CONNENTS : Recreation Impacts on the environment and the analysis 1s flawed. 
The analysx needs more data/studies; better sclence; stronger language; 
standards rewritten; obJectives eliminated; statements amended; and gurdelines 
changed to standards - for the purpose of reducing negatzve envrronmental 
impacts and recognzing that limxts to recreational growth and development may 
be necessary. 

489, 695, 1365, 1395 
Include a future management dIrection for outdoor recreation In the 

Management Prescr,ptron section - follow NFMA section 219.21. 
1345 

RESPONSE: The RevLsed Plan contains management direction for recreation as 
required by NFMA. These are rn the Forestwlde Standards, Guldellnes, Goals, 
Obgectives wxthin each management prescrIption. The Analysrs of the 
Management Sltuatlon fully analyzes the recreation opportunities and re*ource 
characteristxs required by NFMA. Analysis of current condltrons and 
potentral consequences is based on scientific data and knowledge of an 
rnterdlsclpllnary team of blologlcal and social scientists. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop standards and guidelrnes to help achxeve the goal to 
mxnlmlze wrnter recreation rmpacts on wintering wildlife (p. 111-17). 

389 

RESPONSE: A new standard was added to the Revrsed Plan to restrxt 
cross-country snowmachrne use from all xwentorred winter range. AS 

coNMNNTs : Revise goal to read: "Provrde a hrgh quality winter recreatLon 
experience to accommodate current and future u*e. On big game vanter ranges, 
mlnxnlze rmpacts of winter recreation use." 

1202 

RESPONSE: The Goal was revrsed to read: "Provide a quality winter recreation 
experience whLle m~nxn~zrng conflrcts between motorized and nonmotorxed use 
and wlnterrng big game." AS 

COMMENTS: Wrrte standards to define the requirements for trails; goals are 
not adequate. 

697 

RESPONSE: The standards are covered by manual and handbook polxies for trail 
desrgn and maintenance. AS 

COMNENTS : Define what we want the Forest to be like (regardmg camping) in 10 
years. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan's goals, obJectIves, standards and guldellnes 
provide that deflnltlon. AS 
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Blq Boles/Palisades/South Fork of Snake 

COMMENTS : Revise the statement on p. 111-49, under Desrred Fut"re Condltux, 
to recognize that thuz. subsectwn provides quality non-motorued recreatuzn 
tocl. Include the word "non-motarlzed" in the statement. 

629 

RESPONSE: The Desued Future Condition for the subsection 1s rewritten in the 
Revised Plan to include a reference to non-motorized experx%xes. AS 

CONMENTS : Keep Palxades/South Fork of Snake River closed to wrnter, 
cross-country motorvzed use to protect crucul big game winter range. 

629, 766 

RESPONSE: Most of the winter range in this area LS placed in the winter range 
prescrlptux and is thereby closed to all cross-country travel. Also, the 
area not ln the winter range prescriptlon LS closed to cross-country 
snowmach~ne travel. AS 

lcellv Can"On 

CONMENTS : Recognue the unportance of Kelly Canyon-Hawley areas as 
cross-country skiing areas because most of the acreage 1s for snowmobLlers and 
cross-country skllers need a place to skr: keep the area open after the ski 
hill closes; close the area to wLnter motorued cross-country use to protect 
crucial winter range. 

F-L(3), 658, 766 

RESPONSE: The Forest recognizes the rmportance of thx area for cross-country 
skung. An ob]ectlve and standard within the Bigholes Subsection in chapter 
III provides specific management dlrectlon to maintain these opportunltles. 
The Forest revised the Alternative 3M map to show a prescriptLon 5.1.4(d) 
which closes the area descrLbedto cross-country motorized travel. The ski 
hill LS open to the general public use for cross-country skiLng once the 
resort 1s closed for the season. AS 

Caribou Subsection 

coMMEm!s : Clarify whxh type of use ~~11 be allowed here (motorzed or 
non-motorrzed) and specify such in the Deared Future Condition statement; 
correct the rnconsistencies between the DFC statement on p. III-53 and 
Oblectlve 1 under 'recreation"; include a statement that allows motorized use, 
suce the area currently provrdes It and ~111 in the future. 

489, 629, 643 

RESPONSE: The text LS rewritten to indicate a DFC for both motorized and 
non-motorAzed to match existLng condrtlons. The objective 1s now consz5tent. 
AS 
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Grand Tarqhee Sk= Resort 

coMNENTs : Do not allow rmpedrments to potential expansion of the Grand 
Targhee Sk1 Resort. Plan ahead (xxluding working with the Idaho Department 
of Commerce and the Governor's Office) to remove impediments and to meet 
present and future demands for skr resorts; xxdrcate under Goals and 
Oblectrves that Grand Targhee Ski Resort ~111 continue to grow and expand rn 
the Recreation Resource Sectron (219.21). 

248, 389, 618, 697, 1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides no impediments to expansion of the Grand 
Targhee Sk1 Resort. A Master Plan was approved LX-, 1995 for resort 
development. The Forest added drrection to the Teton Range Subsectxon 
narrative that the Forest wrll follow the intent of the Master Plan and FEIS 
mztlgation. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop standards and gurdelrnes Ldentifying how much land is 
avaIlable for ski area expansion and where and under what conditions future 
land exchanges would be considered; stop legal delays due to lack of 
management drrection; protect areas adlacent to Grand Targhee Sk1 Resort as 
areas of potential expansion. 

248, 618, 1277, 1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: Land available for ski area expansion 1s contained withrn the 4.2 
prescription for Kelly Canyon and Grand Targhee Resorts. They ~111 be 
developed within approved Master Plans. Any land exchanges are handled as 
prcqect specific proposals outside the Forest Plan. AS 

COMMENTS : Correct map XI Alternatrve 3 Prescriptions to show Grand Targhee 
SkL Resort as a 4.1 Developed Recreation Site, or as a 4.2 Spec~l Use Permit 
Recreation Site. 

248 

RESPONSE: It LS shown as a gray, 4.2 prescription area on Alt. 3M map. AS 

Jededxah Smith Walderness Area 

Climblnq 

COMMENTS : Allow bolts for climbing only at rappel1 points and other key 
anchor points to emphasrze self-reliance and dIscovery - not a ladder of 
bolts. 

1312 

RESPONSE: This is addressed by ongoIng management and monitorrng of the 
wilderness and within current policies. Direction ~6 not needed In a forest 
plan. AS 
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Fishrnq 

CONMENTS : Include a statement that fxh stocking for recreatIona purposes 1s 
not permitted (as stated in OpportunLty Class I, BA). 

1277 

RESPONSE: If such a statement was made in the draft Jededlah Smith 
Envxonmental Assessment, it was In error. Such stockLng is appropriate in 
waters, such as Fish Lake, noted rn the legislation for designation. AS 

Teton Range Subsectxon 

coMNENTs : Revlse statement under Recreation - Monitoring Item - Conflicts 
between all forms of recreation and wildlife to say, "It is expected that 
monltorlng partnershIps can be developed with state wildlife agencies, state 
recreatron agencies, possibly recreation user groups, and for bighorn sheep in 
the Teton Range, with Grand Teton National Park." 

699 

RESPONSE: It 1s standard practice to coordinate and cooperate w1t.h other 
agencies and user groups in monitoring wildlife and/or recreation and the 
Forest ~111 contuue to do so for the next 15 years. Such dxectlon 1s 
lnapproprlate for inclusion in a Forest Plan. AS 

Teton canon 

COMMENTS : Develop a management plan to protect and manage recreational use ln 
Teton Canyon because the Mall Cabln - Statel1ne areas and the Teton Pass 
back-country area are already getting a lot of skiing use and there LS not 
enough parking now. 

329 

RESPONSE: Thrs may be done later as a proJect-level plan; however, rt is not 
appropriate Ln a Forest Plan analysis. AS 

Teton county 

CONNENTS : Serve the increasing recreatronal needs in Teton County because the 
population has made the largest gains between 1990-1995. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Goals, Oblectrves, Standards and Guldelines of the Revised Plan 
address this need. AS 

Biq Hole Mountain (Presctiutxon 3.2ts)l 

CONNENTS : Favor both non-motorrzed and semi-primitive motorxed recreatxan in 
this area as long as the motorized recreation 1s restrxted to a well-designed 
and well-marked loop trail system; such a trail system would mlnimrze resource 
damage and take pressure off the Jededrah Smith Wilderness. 

1312 
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RESPONSE: Your comments are noted. The management dxectlon in the Plan ~111 
create a well-designed and malntalned motorized trail system in this area. AS 

COMMENTS : Offer both semi-prunltlve motorized and nonmotorrzed recreation. 
1312 

RESPONSE : The 3.2 PrescriptIon text was revised under the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum heading to rndrcate a range of opportunrty from 
semr-prlmitlve non-motorxed (SPNM) to roaded natural appearing (RNA). We 
discovered that the ROS inventory shows non--motorized areas m the Big Holes. 
AS 

Manage for Recreation. Not Timber 

COMMENTS : Manage for recreation rather than timber harvests. Fairly compare 
envxonmental Lmpacts caused by recreationlsts versus rmpacts caused by timber 
harvests. Do not allow loggxng and grazing impacts to go inadequately 
monitored, reported and regulated. Rewrite chapter II-2 so that it does not 
reflect a predrspositlon against recreation. Manage for sustainable levels of 
all resources lncludlng both timber and recreatron. 

174, 208, 280, 293, 308, 341, 621, 1203 

RESPONSE: The Plan and FEIS address all resources with no predisposltlon 
against recreatron. Each resource area has Goals and Ob]ectlves based on the 
Desired Future Condition (DFC) expressed by the public during the issues 
analysis. DFC dlrectlon states that "Commodity productIon such as trmber, 
fxewood, mlnlng, lIvestock forage, or outfitter and guide services are 
conducted at sustainable levels." The DFC also states, "Growing and diverse 
recreatronal, cultural, v~sual....needs are accommodated based on the 
capablllty of the ecosystem to sustain these uses." All resources ~111 be 
monitored to determine if Standards, G"xdel1nes, Goals and ObIectlves are 
being met. AS 

coNNEN!l!s : Change the wordxng in Chapter II, p- II-2 so that It reflects an 
attitude that both logging and recreation should be managed to mlnxmxze user 
conflxts, and not a predlspositlon agarnst recreation as LS currently 
written. 

341 

RESPONSE: Logging is covered under the Economic Component on the next page. 
Recreatwn 1s simply addressed as one actlvlty under the first Social 
Component DFC. There 1s no predxsposltlon against recreation. AS 

Allow Recreation xn Wilderness 

COMMENTS : Manage the wrlderness as a "recreation area" because this would 
allow managers better choices for all concerned. 

665 

RESPONSE: We are managing the wilderness for its nonmotorLzed recreatlOns.1 
and blodlversrty values as requrred and allowed by the Wrlderness Act. AS 
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COMMENTS : Oppose wilderness designations because wilderness rmposes llmlts on 
recreatlonlsts and Forest managers. Manage wilderness as "recreation areas" 
because more land 1s needed to accommodate recreation pressure in the back 
country and roadless areas are vital to recreation. 

291, 643, 665, 704, 1377 

RESPONSE: It is true that wilderness designation results III the need for 
careful management of recreation use to prevent adverse effects on wilderness. 
However, these areas are *en*ltLve to use unpacts and must be managed 
regardless of the wrlderness desrgnatlon. Therefore there is lzttle loss of 
nonmotorlzed recreation opportunity. AS 

Prohrbit Recreation in Wilderness 

COMMENTS : Ellmlnate/prohiblt traIlhead fac111tles from Opporturaty Class I 
areas. 

1312 

RESPONSE: Tralhead facilitxes are not included within the Class I areas, 
s=nce facrlltles are not allowed withIn the wilderness. Developed trallheads 
are 1n Prescrrptxa 4.1. AS 

Effects of Recreation 1n Wilderness 

COMMENTS : Explain the Lrmits or Acceptable Change (LAC) system and whether It 
will allow addLtlona1 recreational use and wwrease degr*datLon rn wilderness 
areas; rnclude statrstical data on the magnrtude and trends of recreatlanal 
actlvitres on wilderness and nonwllderness; address recreational impacts on 
wilderness and non wrlderness; clarrfy how impacts ~~11 be mltrgated. 

325, 699, 1365 

RESPONSE: The LAC system 1s described In the Jedediah Smrth Wrlderness 
process paper referred to rn the EIS and 1s part of the Revised Plan. 
Acceptable change 1s determIned by degree of change in the resource or social 
factor to be monItored as shown In the monltorrng plan. As rndxated XI the 
wilderness consequence* sectIon of the EIS, additional use expected to occur 
wlthln the wLlderness should result in, "Little cumulative Impact or secondary 
effect*." This 1s a result of the monltorlng process that detects unwanted 
changes Ln brological, socxJ or other factors. Mrtlgat1on occurs as a result 
of Lmplementlng CorrectLve actlone lrsted In the monitoring Plan in the EIS. 
AS 

Effects of Recreation on WAdlife 

CONNENTS : Concern about the negative effects of recreation on wildlife. 
Mlnlmlze these effects - create a recreatron use management program using 
correct sclentlflc data and manage conservatively untrl this data becomes 
avaIlable; drscourage recreatIona use In wlldllfe zones (a.k.a. cores or 
corridors); protect amphibians by not placing roads and trails near marshes 
and seasonally wet meadows; create a standard that controls the locatxan of 
campsites and trails in peregrine falcon habitat; establrsh mlnlmum approach 
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distances to wildlIfe; and conduct a forest-wide flora and fauna ~"ventory and 
study the recreational unpacts on these species. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wrldllfe) 

643, 1365, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan contains management dxectlon for recreation as 
requred by NFMA. These are in the Forestwide Standards, Gudellnes, Goals, 
Ob]ectlves and management prescriptions. The Analysis of the Management 
Situation fully analyzes the recreatuxn opportunities and resource 
characteristics required by NFMA. Analysis of current conditions and 
potentral consequences J.S based on scientific data and knowledge of a" 
Lnterdxclplmary team of bxologxa.1 and socral scientists. AS 

CONNENTS : Any and all human activity, m thrs case recreation, negatively 
Impacts wlldllfe as numerous studies prove. Harmful recreational pursuits are 
nature vlewlng, hL.klng, backpacklng, horseback rrding, campzng, skung, 
huntrng, flshlng, boating, rock climbing, cavmg, mountain blklng, 
snowmobrl~ng, and small arrcraft. Conduct sclentiflc studies to analyze past, 
current, and future unpacts on the ecosystem, and adapt management based on 
the fIndIngs; wrth a" emphasis on limltrng/prohibitrng all human actlvitLes on 
the Targhee Natlo"a.1 Forest If any past, current, or potentxal impacts are 
discovered. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The effects of recreatuzn activity on winter and summer habltat are 
well documented in sclentlfic studies. These were noted in the AMS and 
considered 1" the analysrs process. The Revised Plan adopts considerable 
dlrectlon to respond to thus concern and minimxze potential effects. AS 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy how campsite facilities wrll facllltate recovery of 
Threatened and Endangered species. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Developed campsite facilLtles can concentrate use away from 
threatened and endangered specres habitat; or facLlities such as bear-proof 
food boxes can prevent conflrcts. AS 

coNNNNTs : Coordinate with Idaho Fxsh and Game to develop watchable wLldllfe 
programs. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Such coordrnatron 1s an ongoing administrative effort. AS 

Effects of Recreatxon on Bishorn Sheep 

COMMENT.5 : Protect blghorn sheep habrtat from negative recraatuxal Impacts by 
regulating recreation: close campgrounds, prohlblt new trails and campsites, 
and prohlblt domestrc sheep in key bIghorn sheep areas; include a standard 
that prohlblts all human activity on crucral bLghorn sheep range from Dec. 1 - 
April 30; add an oblectrve to the Desrgnated Wrlderness - Opportunity Class I, 
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II, and III obJectIves that elrmlnate recreational use in bighorn sheep winter 
range 1" the Jededlah Smith Wilderness Area between Dec. 1 - Aprrl 30. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Wlldllfe, Bighorn Sheep). 

389, 699 

RESPONSE: Bighorn sheep habitat on the Forest 1s wlthln designated 
wilderness, proposed wilderness, and seml-prunltive backcountry areas. These 
areas already have limrted access. Concerns about possrble or potential 
adverse effects of recreation activity have not provrded substantive 
documentation to support the claim that recreation activrty LS adversely 
affecting bxghorn sheep popula'clons. For the Revised Plan, an oblective was 
added to work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a credible 
research pro]ect on the effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the west 
slope of the Tetons. Standards or guidelines such as the proposed date 
restrlctlon ~111 be determined based on results from the research. MO 

Protect Riwrian Areas from Recreatxan 

COMMENTS : Give special protection to r~parran areas because they are 
important wIldlife habltat. Address impacts recreatxonists (horses, ATVs, 
campers and pxnxkers) have on rlparlan areas; explaxn why there are no 
awe** densxty guIdelines for rlparwn corridors; and develop management 
obIect&ves that are compatible with other resource protection ob]ectlves. 
Want management approaches I" r~parlan and aquatic drversrty areas to Include: 
modlfyrng recreational facllltles, changrng marntenance practxes, limrting 
use, or closing areas; and educating people about these measures. Speafx 
approaches Include: restrxtlng motorxed recreation and mountain bike travel 
altogether I" rlpar~an area* and Aquatic Influence Zones; restrict motorxed 
crossrngs of Stream* and wetlands to roads and trails; prohibrtxng new roads, 
lncludlng temporary roads in r~parx~'~ and aquatic habitat; prohlbzt dispersed 
camping entirely in rlparian area* and Aquatic Influence Zones; prohibit 
recreation wrthin SO-100 feet of a watershed, increase 300 feet corridors 
along designated roads; do not allow motor vehxles wlthln 25 feet of stream 
banks, springs, or wet meadows except on designated routes and stream 
cr0**1*g*; enforce restrictions (CROSS REFERENCE: RiparIa") 

FS-3, FS-5, FS-8, FS-9, FS-10, 212, 643, 1367, 1369, 1446 

RESPONSE: All these concern* are addressed in the dispersed camping 
prescription; the rrparlan prescrrption; and the OHV Standards, Guldellnes, 
Monitoring and Evaluation requxements. AS 

CONNBNTS : Address the impacts recreatlonalist (horses, ATVs, p1cnx, camp*r*) 
have on rrparian areas because they are harder on an area than livestock and 
fxewood gathers. 

FS-3 

RESPONSE: There 1s no data or evidence to this effect. In fact, research 
shows that hoofed animals have more Lmpact than hikers and bikers. Depending 
on the location, lntenslty and duration of any type of activity, adverse 
consequences can occur. AS 
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Recreation xn Drizzlv Bear Areas 

COMMENTS : Priorltxe qrlzzly bear management over recreation; install 
educatIona posters at trailheads; develop goals, objectrves and standards for 
proper sanitation and how to travel and camp in Special Use Permit Recreation 
Sites I" grizzly bear recovery zones. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Grxzly 
Bear) 

179, 643, 1446, 

RESPONSE: Thx has basically been accomplished through development and use of 
the grrzzly bear gurdellnes. Information and a law enforcement restrxtlon 
order regardrng recreational activities in qrrzzly bear habrtat are posted at 
trallheads. When area occupation and conflict are known or likely, additional 
emphasis 1s placed on notifying the publrc entering the area. AS 

Increased Winter Recreation 

cotmlENTs : Commit funds to provzde adequate increased winter recreation use. 
Unease about winter use increasing and growth referred to LII the flndlngs of 
negative environmental impact from winter use in Yellowstone National Park. 
Analyze current winter use, Including safety, wilderness trespass, and demand 
for developed areas and develop policies to prevent future neqatlve impacts to 
the environment and recreatlonists. Develop acceptable use levels and a 
policy for determining when levels will be reconsidered to avoid unacceptable 
conditions. 

643, 1342, 1367(b) 

RESPONSE: The forestwlde goals, oblectrves, standards, and guldellnes should 
resolve these concerns. We added a goal to the Frnal Revised Plan to use the 
guIdelines anticipated from the pendrng Greater Yellowstone Winter Vlsltor Use 
Management Assessment by the year 2000. These qurdellnes help us plan for 
capacities and avoid conflicts and adverse conditions. AS 

coNMEN!cs : Clarify the statement: "promote opportunltles for backcountry 
winter recreation" and whether this means motorized. Clarify whether the Plan 
has any method of recelvlnq funds to manage this use and the expense of 
backcountry accidents. 

643 

RESPONSE: This 1s intended to mean non-motorrzed. The Forest can develop 
cooperatxve agreements for groups to collect funds to manage these areas. AS 

COMMENTS : DLSCUSS how the increase in the number and moles of marked and 
groomed snowmobile routes ~111 affect winter recreation users. 

1351 

RESPONSE: This was done in the FEIS, Chapter IV under the heading “Wmter 
Access - Cumulative Effects." The Forest added some addltzonal analysrs of 
potentral effects on snowmobile opportunLtres. AS 

COMMENTS : Provide more lnformatlon on the exlstlng condrtlon and growth of 
winter use actlvltles and analyze the Lmpacts of provldlng increased winter 
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recreat~o" opportunities I" order to develop levels and a polrcy for when 
levels wrll be reconsidered to avoLd unacceptable conditions. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest added text to the winter access section of the FEIS to 
lndrcate the growth r" this activity. We also added a goal to the Final 
Revised Plan to rncorporate guidance from the Greater Yellowstone Wanter 
Vzxtor Use Management Assessment in future winter recreation planning. AS 

Effects of Winter Recreation on Wildlafe 

COMMENTS : Concerned about the negative effect of winter recreation on 
wildlife including snowmobile use on crucial elk and deer wx~ter range. 
Explaxn the ratronale for permitting cross-country snowmobile use on 66% of 
crucial elk and deer winter range. Mlnlmize "egatlve impacts by Lncludlng: 
establlshLng minimum approach distances; revising goals and developing 
standards and guidelines; reducrng "01% impacts by reguirrng skr area 
developers to use noise-lrmlting devxes and low Norse equipment, reducing 
speeds, and limltlng duration; and ucorporatlng the T&o" Front Winter 
Recreatlo" Plan and its ORV restrictions and cruelal big game winter habitat 
obJectlves. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlrfe) 

389, 766, 1202, 1365, 1446 

RESPONSE: The new standard of the Revised Plan prohibrts cross-country 
snowmachine use L" wxnter range areas. Designated routes through winter range 
were selected to nu.nun~z.e potential effects on wu-&sring wildlIfe. The winter 
management duzectlon, prescrrption, Winter Travel Plan, and wrnter 
recreat~onjw~ldllfe monitorLng reqursments address the concerns of the T&on 
Front Wxnter Recreation Plan. AS 

COMMENTS : Minlmxe wLnter recreation use r" habitats for all Threatened, 
Endangered & Sensrtlve Specres and big game. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlrfe) 

1446 

RESPONSE: Th1.s is accomplrshed by Goals, Ob]ectives, Standards and Guidelines 
for Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species as stated in Chapter III of 
the Revised Plan. AS 

Effects of Winter Recreation on Wolverine 

COMMENTS : Protect wolverine dennlng habitat by creating a 8 km buffer in 
wolverine dennlng habitat from Jan. 1 - May 31 and restrxt recreational 
actlvlty (e.g. skuer/snowmobiler) for the remarnuxg winter season; plan for 
non-motorized and motorized recreatlo" L" high elevation areas to protect 
wolverine dens. (CROSS REFERENCE: WildlIfe, Wolverine) 

766, 1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: Surveys are currently underway and an objective was added to the 
Final Revrsed Plan to identify dennlng areas and determrne actual use. An 
assessment wrll be completed followrng data gathering and will include 
recreational management dlrection. AS 
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Economic Importance of Winter Recreation 

COMMENTS : Concern about winter recreation's importance to the economy because 
more wilderness deslgnations ~111 destroy Idaho and Wyoming communitres that 
rely on helrskxrnq and snowmobile busxesses. Recognize the importance of ski 
area development by working with the Idaho Department of Commerce and the 
Governor's Office to e~lsure present and future demand for downhill sklrng ~111 
be met; downhill skiers represent a substantial commitment of money. 

358, 618, 1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: Although the Revrsed Plan recommends some areas for wilderness 
deslgnatlon, It takes an Act of Congress to make it happen. In the lnterlm, 
exlstlng motorized uses which do not degrade the roadless areas' wilderness 
character are allowed to continue. That was and continues to be the case with 
the Italian Peaks, LIonhead and the Idaho portlon of Wlneqar Hole areas, 
recommended for wilderness designation ten years ago. When Congress 
deslqnates an area as Wrlderness, they have the option to contxwe motorrzed 
uses, but that 1s hlqhly unlikely. Usually a newly designated wilderness bill 
~111 prohlblt hellskIing, snowmobiles and all motorxzed uses. The Forest is 
always wllllnq to work with the Idaho Department of Commerce and the 
Governor's Office to address the needs of downhill skrers. DP 

W~lnter Incompatible "se - Conflxcts 

CONNENTS : Separate wrrxter users in order to enhance the recreation experxnce 
and prevent user conflicts, especially between cross-country skxers and 
snowmobxlers. Need more cross-country ski areas because the speed, r~o=se, and 
pollution from snowmobiles xnpacts their enjoyment of the forest. Alleviate 
user conflrcts by developing an overall winter recreatxon manaqemerxt plan 
(sxn1l.x to ski area Master Plans) that includes speclflc (by type of use) and 
clear allocatIons of users among cross-country skllnq, snowmoblllng, downhlll 
skllng, and general snowplay. Submit this plan for public Input as requxed 
by NEPA; fund this plan by developrng a statewide licenslnq orqanizatlon. 

618, 643, 697, 1263, 1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: We added a goal to the Fx~al Revised Plan to use the quidelrnes 
from the psndlnq Greater Yellowstone Winter Visitor Use Assessment by the year 
2000 to establLsh a few non-motorrzed winter actlvL.ty areas. Thrs should help 
reduce conflicts and adverse conditions. AS 

HeliSkiinq 

coMNENTs : DO not support more wilderness because helrskiinq ~111 be 
prohrblted from wilderness areas whrch ~111 force helrskllnq tour companres 
out of business and devastate local economies. Prove that there 1s evidence of 
lasting damage from hellcopter skllng over the previous decades. Hel1skiing 
recreation LS important to lives and peace of mind. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Wxlderness) 

F-E(Z), F-K(2), 172, 281, 358, 366, 405, 521, 642, 647, 712, 1123, 
1183, 1189, 1342, 1373, 1385, 1454 
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Allow helisknng in areas that are already disturbed/developed to 
protect the Wilderness. 

1393 
More adequately address helrskiing in the DFPR; hellsklrng rndustry 

could rally in support of a fair plan that balances multiple-use with 
wilderness. 

358, 402, 625 

RESPONSE: Although the Revised Plan recommends sane areae for Wilderness 
desrgnatxa, It takes an Act of Congress to desrgnate an area. In the 
UYcerm, existing motorned uses, ncludug heliskung, which do not degrade 
the area's Wilderness character, are allowed to continue. DP 

CONNENTS : Small axcraft, girder planes, and wing axcraft cause stress 
response in wildlife. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted and consrdered. we are unaware Of any 
adverse effects on wildlife. We are aware of some possible effect on nesting 
peregrule falcon. Potentul aircraft effects on planrung considerations 1s 
noted in the forestwlde guideline for peregrrne. AS 

Cross-Countrv Skiinq 

CONNENTS : Increase/preserve cross-country ski areas. 
711 

RESPONSE: The Plan directron ~111 increase or preserve cross-country skiing 
opportun1tres. A new goal was added to the Final Revrsed. Plan whrch duects 
the establrshment of a few addLtiona1 areas of non-motorrzed wrnter activrty 
by the year 2000. AS 

Doq Sleddinq 

CONNRNTS : Designate dog sled trails. 
637 

RESRONSE: We did not dessgnate separate trails at thrs time. Dog sleds are 
free to use groomed snowmachlne trails. In the future, dog eled trails may be 
designated according to gudelmes from the pendng Greater Yellowstone Winter 
Vlsltor Use Assessment. AS 

Dovmh~ll Skixna/Developed Recreational Facilxtzes/Ski Resorts 

COMMENTS : Emphasrze in the RecreatLon Resource Section (219.21): Appraise 
developed recreational facilities and their ability to meet present and 
future demand; consider establxhed facilities, regulation of use, and 
recreational opportunitres when plannrng for future demands; plan and 
Implement off-road vehicle use to protect land, promote safety and minunize 
user conflicts. 

389, 618, 697, 1345 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contarns management drrectlon for recreation as 
requrred by NFMA. These are in the Forestwlde Standards, Gu1dellnes, Goals, 
Ob]ectlves and management prescriptrons. The Analysis of the Management 
Sltuatlon fully analyzes the recreation opportunities and resource 
characterxtrcs requxed by NFMA. Analysrs of current conditxons and 
potential consequences is based on scientific data and knowledge of an 
rnterdisclpllnary team of brologxal and soc~a.1 scientrsts. AS 

COMMENTS : Take a cautious approach and consider the impacts developed 
recreatronal facilities and ski resorts have on wlldlrfe and the environment 
Lncludlng the aa, soil, vegetation and water. Develop an ob]ective that 
ad]usts the use level of developed facilrtles consistent with other resource 
management ob]ectives (e.g. aquatrc and rlparian health). Make no decxxons 
until they are funded and after fully considerrng a comprehensive sclentlfx 
study that examines and monitors cumulative past, current and future 
envrronmental impacts caused by developed recreatIona facilrtres and ski 
resorts. Incorporate lrmits on the numbers and affect of recreatlonrsts: 
create vrsual buffer zones, channel traffic, establrsh a permrt and fee 
system; educate the public; and develop ski areas U-J areas of low sens1trvlty 
(matrxs areas). 

643, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan takes a conservative approach to potential effects 
of recreatLon on the envxonment and provides numerous mrtlgatlons to avoid 
adverse effects. The winter range prescrrptlon LS an example of these 
conservative efforts. AS 

coNNENTs : Include under Goals, Objectives and Standards/Guidelines a 
management direction for developed ski areas because lack of directlo" mrght 
cause legal problems/delays 1" future ski area expanxon pro]ects. 

248, 618, 1342, 1345 
Include in the Management Prescrlptrons, standards and guldellnes 

Identlfylng how much land is available for ski area expansxan and where and 
under what condltlons any future land would be consrdered. 

248, 618, 1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: We added management directlo" to the Final Revised Plan for the 
Teton Range Subsection to require the Lntent of the 1994 Master Plan FEIS and 
1995 Master Plan for Grand Targhee Resort to be followed. Both Grand Targhee 
and Kelly Canyon are mapped in the 4.2 Special Use Permit Recreation Site 
prescrlptlon which provides addrtlonal management dxrectlon. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop programs to use ski areas (developed recreational sites) 
year-round to meet growing demands of recreationrsts. 

1342, 1345 

RESPONSE: This development is the respons~bll~ty of each resort Owner withrn 
the scope of their approved Master Plan. AS 

COMMENTS: Make the permit approval process, lncludlng NEPA requxements, the 
same for all ski area~ in Idaho. 

1342, 1345 
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RESPONSE: This is a polxy matter that is outside the scope of a forest plan 
document and decisions. AS 

coMNENTs : Consider se~smrc~ty when designing, buildmg, and siting 
facilities. 

389 

RESPONSE: Thx? LB a routine consrderatlon for all publxly occupred buildings 
whrch requxe plan review by Forest Service regional englneerLng staff. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop an ob]ectlve that determines what allowable levels of use 
are conextent with other resource management ob]ectives (e.g., aquatx and 
r~parran health) and then adlust the level of developed facilLties 
accordingly. 

643 

RESPONSE: An oblective 1s not needed. We indicate in the Final Revrsed Plan 
and EIS (Chapter IV - Developed Recreation) that only minor additronal 
facilltles are proposed as shown in the implementation schedule. This was 
determrned after analysis of demand, ad]acent public and private facllrtles 
and the condltlon of existing facilitres. AS 

CONMENTS : Fund a monltorlng and evaluating program for the impacts caused by 
ski resorts. Fully consider and utilrze substantrve scientific data on the 
Lmpacts of ski resorts. Develop ski resorts JJI areas of low sensltlvlty to 
developmental impacts (matru areas) III order to minimize negative rmpacts; 1f 
not possible then do not develop in the area LII questlo". 

1365 

RESPONSE: Master Plans with supporting environmental analysts were approved 
for both exrstlng ski resorts. The approval for these resorts requires 
certain levels of monitoring for wildlife, wilderness and community 
development concerns. A detaIled review process for all future development 
pro]ects at Grand Targhee is 1" place and has been functroning successfully 
for two years. There are no other lnventorled potential ski area sites on the 
Forest other than Kelly Canyon and Grand Targhee. AS 
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Research Natural Areas - General Recomendataons 

CONNNNTS : Recommend more Research Natural Areas (RNA*). Improve and revise 
current and proposed network of RNA6 so that they represent all habrtat types 
and are of suffzrent *LZ* to derive meaxngful and useful data. 

163, 1365 

RESPONSE: At thx time, there are three proposed and rune existrng RNA* on 
the Targhee. This 11st of proposed RNAs is identical to that of the Forest 
Servxe Regional Offxe in Odgen, Utah and the Intermountain Research Station 
in Mlssoula, Montana. There are no other proposals for RNA*. 

The exlstlng and proposed RNAs on the Targhee meet the standards 
requxed for establishment and management. It L* not the xn'cent of the RNAs 
program to have all habitat types on a specific forest represented m  RNA* 
located on that same forest. W G  

coMN!3NTs : Use goal and obiective statements to reference the process for 
recognizug RNA6 needs; identifying new candidate areas; and delineating the 
purpose of these areas to preserve a wide spectrum of pristine representative 
areas that typify important ecosystem types. 

1181 

RESPONSE: The drrectron for the management of exx?cLng RNA* and the 
establishment of proposed RNA* L* located in Forest Service Manual 4063. The 
Targhee does not restate manual direction or policy in the Revrsed Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : Identify proposed and existLng RNA* by name and oblective, with a 
brief descrlptron of theu values. The status of proposed RNAs is not 
adequately addressed in the Draft; the fate of proposed P.NAs should be 
determrned by rncluding them in the alternatives, in the management area 
prescrlptlons, and elsewhere ln the documents. RNA* should be placed 1x1 a 
single Forest Plan Management Area. Reasons for dropping certain area* from 
cons&deratlon mu*t be disclosed. 

612, 1181 

RESPONSE: The RNA sectrons in both the FEIS and Revised Plan are modifxd in 
r&ponse to publx comment*. Identifrcatlon of proposed and exxstrng RNA*, 
with a brref descrlptlon of their values in Chapter III and effects by each 
alternative in Chapter IV of the FEIS were added and changes to Management 
Prescrrption 2.2 in the Revxed Plan. WG 

RNAs - General Recommendatmns (continued~ 

COMNSNTS : DO not put RNA* under title "Unique Ecosystems" because they are 
utended to feature representative as well as unique systems, title "Research 
Natural Area*." Do not place RNAs under the terrestrial ecosystem *once they 
also have aquatic and rlparian elements. Place RNA6 in the section on 
Ecologxal Process** and Patterns suxe they are reference areas for 
monltorlng, research, conservation and education wlthln context of 
understandrng Range of VariabllLty and because they help in the understandLng 
of ecosystem management. 

612 
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RESPONSE: Your comment was considered and discussed. Because the Forest 
believed that to adopt the change would create confusron both internally and 
externally, we chose not to adopt this proposal. Keeping RNA* under Unrque 
Ecosystems does not effect on-the-ground management. WG 

com4ENTs : Need to agree on which proposed areas were dropped from further 
consideration and document those decisrons wrth wrrtten concurrence from the 
R4 INT/RNAs Committee. List specific names of established and proposed RNA6 
In DFPR and DEIS; include maps. Provide more information on Individual areas 
r" the DEIS, such as RNA6 acreage and vegetation types represented. Link the 
revised goal and obIectx.ve statements to a presentatron of various plant 
communlt~es and an assessment of the conservation status of these elements of 
balogrcal dlverslty. Disclose the effects of managing for marntenance of 
brologxal dlverslty through RNA6 management prescriptron In the EIS. 

1181 

RESPONSE: Presently, the Targhee, the Regronal Office (R4), and the 
Intermountain Research Statlon all agree on the proposed RNAs. The FEIS and 
Revised Plan were modified to include the names and locations of proposed 
RNA*, as well as acres and vegetation types. More detailed informatron on 
proposed P.NAs 1s located in Targhee resource files. WG 

COMMENTS : Rewrrte portions of the management area prescriptron that do not 
meet the intent of RNA6 management policy. Describe the relationship between 
the Forest Plan and Establishment Record in the management area descrlptlon. 
Modify the standards and guidelines sectron to be consistent wrth the FSM 
policy guidellnes; reference Establishment Record as source of speclfrc 
prescriptions; and indicate that management activities that fall outside the 
Establishment Record and must be approved by Station Dxector, Intermountaln 
Research Station. Show that all restoration and rehab1lLtation management 
actLv1t1es must be approved by the Station Director. 

Reword description area to include more precise and thorough 
descrlptlon of RNA*; the variety of purposes they serve; on what basis they 
are selected; and how they should best be managed. Include proposed 
restrxt1ons on recreational, extractlve, or consumptive uses. Reword goal 
statement: "Mantain natural conditions by allowing ecological processes to 
prevail with minimal human Lntervention. 

612, 1181 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and the Fxnal Revised Plan are slgnrfxantly modified to 
address these concern*. As changed, Management Prescriptron 2.2 in the 
Revised Plan 1s now consistent with pol~?y identrfled 1.n FSM 4063 and the 
Establishment Records for exxting RNA*. WG 

Specific Revrsrons/Corrections 

COMMENTS : DEIS Incorrectly mentrons 3 proposed RNA6 when there are 4 areas. 
612 

RESPONSE: This error IS corrected In the FEIS. There are only three proposed 
RNA’s on the Forest (see Table III-21 FEIS). WG/CC 
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coNMENTs : Recommend the following CorrectLons to DFPR, pages III 72-75, 
Descrlptzon: Replace "steerzng committee" with R4/INT Statzon RNA6 Committee; 
Add monitoring to list of RNA* uses; Replace "... are good examples of 
physxal or blologxal units"; with "provide excellent examples of common and 
unique ecosystems..."; Add "drrect" before "human intervention"; OrnIt 
statement on interpretation of special features; Omlt current sentence on road 
or trail; State that iamber harvest is not allowed; and omlt sentence on 
lrvestock grazing - it 1s not correct. Suggest replacement language: 
"Generally RNA* are closed to grazrng unless grazing 1s necessary to 
approximate natural grazing regrme. 

612 

RESPONSE: "Steering committee" was replaced in the text with "R4/INT Station 
RNA6 Committee" as suggested. The entire Management Prescrlpt1on 2.2 xn the 
Revised Plan was modlfled to incorporate all policy and dxectlon identified 
I." FSM 4063. Recommendations 2 through 8 were not adopted because they either: 
restate FMS directlo"; are presently rncorporated rntb the Establishment 
Records for exlstlng RNAs; or, because historxal use, at the same levels, are 
not deemed threatening to the values of the RNA*. WG. 

Manaqement Prescriptions 

COMMENTS : Mantarn consistent dxection a.cros* the national network of RNAs. 
The Forest Plan should state that RNA6 are closed to motorized u** and 
Lndxate where there are exceptIon* due to special situations. Mountan bike 
use is also not permItted within RNA6 - this needs to be indicated in the 
Plan. In general, discourage horse/packstock us* in RNA*, and where thrs use 
occurs it should be restrrcted to trarls. Not a good idea to allow 
horse/packstock travel, especially as it may Lnfluence dxstributlon of weeds. 
Perhaps impose a weed-free hay requirement for stock use Ln RNA*. 

Address integrated pest management, noxious weeds, special forest 
products. Make the following changes: Allow natural outbreaks of native 
insects and diseases to proceed without intervention unless they are a 
substantral threat to rmportant resources inside or outsIde RNA6 boundary. (S) 
Use control methods which mlnLmi*e disturbance to natural values of the RNA*. 
(8). Control populations of exotic (non-native) plant and animal specs** 
where feasible. Use control methods which minamxze threats to native species. 
(G). Harvest of special forest products ~~11 not be allowed withIn RNAs. 

Add general standard: Protect the natural condition of the 
ecosystem and Its processes and any species or values for whxh the RNA6 was 
proposed. (S) 

(Sol1 & water): Soul and water standards and guldelxx?s are not 
consrstent wrth the Intent of RNA*. Minzmize human rmpacts; this includes 
some tradItIona watershed restoration practxes. Not really ]ustlfied in 
post-fire rehab seedxng - the value of an RNA6 L* to let nature take its 
course. Watershed rehab structures are not allowed Ln RNAs. Seeding, 
especially of non-indigenous *pecle* LS not desxable. Ellmlnate this sectLon 
There LS no such *e&Ion for designated wilderness management area 
prescrlptron. 

(Fish & other Aquatic Resources): In addltlon to present wording, 
make statement lndrcatmg stocking of non native fish is not permrtted. 
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(Recreatu5"): Allow non-vehicular recreation, except when rt 1s a 
threat to the values for whrch the RNAs was proposed. (S) utl.11ze 
restrlct1ons or closures under 36 CFR subpart E when necessary to protect the 
area from actual or pote"tLa1 damage due to publx use. (S) Delete Item "RCS 
- Pruxutlve to sem1-prxmltlve motorized." Motorized "se 1s not allowed L" 
RNAs. 

(Trarls) : Keep present language on tra11s. 
(TLmber): Replace second standard (Timber) "NO timber 

harvestxng..." with "Prohlblt logging and wood gatheru?g activltles." 
(Range): Omrt current language I" Draft Forest Plan. LIvestock 

grazing is not allowed in RNAs unless it 1s deemed necessary as a tool to 
manage vegetation to mLmic natural grazing regunes. Cannot think of any 
sltuatron on Targhee where lrvestock grazing is lustifled. Reword: "Prohrbit 
livestock grazing except when used to approxunate a natural grazing regune for 
mantainug the native vegetatro". NO salting, water developments or other 
range improvements allowed. 

(Ecological Processes - Fire/Fuels): Add: "Prescrrbed fire plans 
for RNAs will be developed in con)unctlon with the Intermountar" Station, and 
approved by Station Drrector" -- at the end of prescribed fire gu1deluxs. 

612 

RESPONSE: The entire Management Prescription 2.2 1" the Revised Plan 1s 
modifxd to uxcorporate all polrcy and dlrectlon ldent1fred 1" FSM 4063. All 
recommendations proposed were not adopted because they: restate FMS due&Ion; 
are presently incorporated into the Establishment Records for exlstL"g RNAs; 
or, hIstorIca use, et the same levels, are not deemed threatening to the 
values of RNAs. WG. 

COMMENTS : Prescribed fire may be needed to malntaln ecologrcal processes and 
the current statement regarding fire use (pg 111-73) should reflect thrs. 

Change language L" "Physical Elements, Sol1 and Water" pertaining 
to burned area rehab and the other three guIdelines to show that restoratro" 
and rehabllltatlon wrll be rncrdent specific and must be approved by the 
Durector. 

TO effectively attain the prescrrptux goal of maintarrung natural 
processes, no "semi-przmitrve motorized" use, ROS classification must be 
"prrm1tive.m More exacting restrictron on recreational use should be defined 
(i.e., horse and packstock limited to roads and trails; no motorized use, 
Summer or winter). Recreation use of RNAs ralsss paradoxical issues of 
balancing publrc use with pristine, representatrve, natural condltrons; and 
use threatens the perpeturty of such conditions. Management strategy slmllar 
to LAC may be appropriate. 

1181 

RESPONSE: The entlre Management PrescriptIon 2.2 in the Revised Plan 1s 
modlfled to rncorporate all policy and directlo" IdentifLed 1" FSM 4063. All 
recommendatrons proposed were not adopted because they eLther: restate FMS 
dxectlon; are presently uxorporated into the Establishment Records for 
exlstlng RNAs; or, hlstorlcal "se, at the same levels, are not deemed 
threaterung to the values of RNAs. WG- 
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COMMENTS : Allow prescribed burning I" RNAs in accordance with the RNA6 
EstablIshed Record in that prescribed fire (management end natural Ignrtlon) 
may be used to mautain fue dependent ecologxal processes end to provide a 
natural range of fuels, understory vegetation, and successional stages where 
specrfic dzrection 1s not provided, or modlfuation LS needed. Prescribed 
fue plans UI these areas should be developed and approved by the Research 
Statlo" Dl.rector. 

612, 1181 

RESPONSE: The entire Management Prescription 2.2 in the Revrsed Plan was 
modlfusd to incorporate all policy end duectux ldentlfled HI FSM 4063 
relevant to prescribed fire. All recommendations proposed were not adopted 
because they erther: restate FMS dlrect1on; or are presently incorporated u,to 
the Establahment Records. WG 
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RIPARIAN - FISHERIES 

HabItat Protectxan 

CONMENTS : Protect fish (mostly cutthroat trout) and fish habItat and restore 
some past damage to these areas from logging and grazrng. The Preferred 
Alternative does not do enough to effect needed change; support stronger 
management. 

13, 62, 136, 150, 157, 158, 162, 168, 174, 178, 181, 194, 208, 226, 
271, 278, 282, 308, 318, 323, 400, 519, 610, 621, 62733, 629, 631, 640, 
643, 651, 652, 659, 662, 666, 697, 739, 1177, 1243, 1327, 1328, 1364, 
1365, 1367a. 1369, 1446, 1448a, 1458 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan places more emphasis on fisheries. It contains 
new goals for fxherles and special objectives and guldellnes to Identify and 
better protect all native cutthroat trout habrtats. DD 

Specxfrc Habitat Protection 

COMNENTS : City of Irwin supports cutthroat trout habitat protection because 
lt 1s valuable XI the Palisades region for aesthetx and economx reasons. 

1244 
Burns Creek, a tributary of South Fork of the Snake, is one of the 

few spawning streams left and should be protected. 
632 

Garns Maunta1.n roadless area supports the most rmportant 
trlbutar1es of the South Fork of the Snake lncludlng Burns Creek and Pine 
Creek. 

1337 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan recognizes the aesthetic, economxz, and sclentifrc 
values of marntainlng viable populatrons of native cutthroat trout and new 
goals, ob]ectlves, and guIdelines were developed to identify and better 
protect all native cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

COMMENTS : Extend boundary widths ln Island Park and Madrson Plateau 
subsectrons to 300 feet unless site-specific sclentlfic data Indicates 
otherwLse. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The boundary width used within these subsections was based on an 
evaluation of the geology, landform, and slope. Durmg prolect plannrng, they 
can be xxreased or decreased based on site-specifx analysts. DD 

Analvsis Flaws 

COMMENTS : Recommends using PrescrIption 2.8.1 to expedite recovery rates and 
to achieve a higher level of quality cutthroat trout habitat. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Rlparian, stubble Height) 

FS-7 

RESPONSE: Although Prescrlptlon 2.8.1 would expedite recovery and achieve a 
higher level of quality cutthroat trout habItat than the selected 
prescrrptron, the Revrsed Plan strengthens the selected 2.8.3 Prescrrption by 
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addrng new goals, obiectlves, and guldellnes to ldentlfy and better protect 
all native cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

CONNENTS : Cutthroat are decllnlng In upper Snake, and less than one percent 
of observed fxh in Warm River are cutthroat. In the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem, Yellowstone cutthroat exist m only ten percent of hlstorxal 
stream habrtats due to habItat degradation, yet planrang documents fall to 
address this Issue In any substantial manner. 

643 

RESPONSE: The population status of native cutthroat trout on the Forest and 
throughout thex entire home range 1s descrrbed rn the FBI.5 and in the 
Blologrcal Evaluation for native cutthroat trout. The Revised Plan contains 
new goals, oblectrves, and guldellnes to Identify and better protect all 
native cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

COMMENTS: Table III-7 portrays a bleak pxture of cutthroat trout status, and 
though Alternative 3M included improvements over past management, It 1s not 
pro-active enough ln managing tLmber harvest and lrvestock to maintarn and 
restore Yellowstone cutthroat. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan strengthens the 2.8.3 Prescrrpt1on by adding new 
goals, obiectrves, and gurdelrnes to ldentlfy and better protect all native 
cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

col.Q.lENTs : For all streams found to contain native trout, the Plan needs a 
standard requxlng the lmmedlate adoption of a m~nxnum 300 foot buffer zone 
and mlnimum 6" stubble herght, with road closures effectively rmplemented and 
grazing management plans adlusted to protect streams. 

1276 

RESPONSE: The buffer wzdths and stubble-height requrrements adequately 
protect na.tLve trout habitat. In addition, the Revised Plan contains new 
goals, ob]ectlves, and guidelines to rdentify and better protect all native 
cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

COMNENTS : Stream classlflcatrons systems and/or rlparlan area sensitivity 
levels should be established to evaluate importance of each stream. 

697 

RESPONSE: Thrs recommendation was considered but later dropped. The Revised 
Plan allows for addltlonal analysts to be used, as needed, to address 
site-speclflc situations. The Revised Plan also contarns new goals, 
ob]ectlves, and guidelines to ldentlfy and better protect all native cutthroat 
trout habitats. DD 

COMMENTS: Management actions to date by federal land managers have not 
adequately protected or Improved the condltlon of federally managed watersheds 
and rlverlne ecosystems 1" the Region. Exxtlng natLona1 forest managSmSnt 

xx-2 



RIPARIAN - FISRERIES 

plans do not reflect current science because a comprehensive, landscape level 
conservation strategy 1s lacking. 

1367a 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service IS rnvolved in many on-gang, broad scale 
conservation efforts. The IntSrmOuntUn Region 1s partlclpating in the 
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Pro]ect, the rmplementation of 
the Inland Native Fish Strategy, and several species-level conservation 
strategies. The Revised Plan incorporates many of the COnServatmn measures 
dIscussed 1n these broad scale conservation efforts. DD 

COMMENTS : The most effectLve strategy to ensure the long-term health of the 
Region's watersheds and fxh habItat in the region 1s to a) protect 
bxologlcally key watersheds and riparlan areas from potentially destructive 
management actLvltLes, and b) take all necessary steps to prevent rrreverslble 
damage to these areas from landslides, mass erosLon, sedimentation, wind 
drying and wind erosron. 

1367a 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan designates 17 of the 39 Forest watersheds as 
Native Trout Watersheds whxh receive special management emphasis, lncludlng 
protection. All Research Natural Areas and Special Management Areas (areas 
with unrque cultural, botanrcal, geologrcal, or zoologxal values) are 
ldentlfled and receive spec~.al management emphasis, including protection. DD 

Suecific Alternatxve Support 

COMMENTS : Supports Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 because cutthroat trout are a 
"sensitive" species and a maxrmum number of miles should be protected for fish 
and frshrng. 

1206 
Support Alternative 6 because It provides for a reduction in the 

number of stream crossings from the present number of 5,680 to 1,204. Would 
end all tlmber harvest III head water areas, and reduce the detrimental effects 
of roads and OHV use the most. 

1367b 

RESPONSE: AlternatIve 6 was not selected, because lt did not provide the 
overall advantages to all the resources that Alternative 3M does. The Revised 
Plan places a higher emphasrs on fisheries. It contains new flsherres goals 
and new oblectlves and guldellnes to Identify and better protect native 
cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

Fashmq and Fishera.es 

COMMENTS : Does not support fish habitat improvements that emphasize 
recreational flshlng opportunities. 

1273 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan provrdes dIrectIon to plan and implement a variety 
of fxh habitat rmprovements. Whether these improvements benefit fish 
habltat, recreational flshlng, or both, is determined through site-speclflc 
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a"alys1s whrch evaluates ecologIca capabllltles, social needs, and economic 
needs. DD 

CONMSNTS : Tro"t could be one of the Targhee's most sustainable harvests but 
lack of trout 1s caused by the lnabrlrty of the streams to support frsh food 
chains and to supply sufficient sensitive breeding areas. 

1392 

RESPONSE: The abllrty of a particular stream to support trout 1s determIned 
by Its brologlcal potential and the amount of fish mortality (flshlng 
pressure). The ma]orlty of fish-bearing streams on the Targhee are L" a 
"good" condrtlon class. Those that are below a "good" condition receive 
greater emphasis under the Revised Plan. The Revised Plan also contaxns new 
goals, obJectIves, and guldelrnes to identify and better protect native 
cutthroat trout habitats. DD 

cmQ4ENTs : Public flshlng accese points need to be addressed more thoroughly. 
1276 

RESPONSE: Publrc flshlng access sites were analyzed early I" the plannrng 
process (refer to Analyst of Management S1tuatlon document). NO new sites 
are planned for development, although maintenance and minor improvements to 
exlstrng access sites is expected. DD/AS 

COMMENTS : Flshrng can potentially impact populatron and behavior of fxh 
SpeClFZS. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Targhee coordinates wrth Idaho Fish and Game and Wyomrng Game 
and F1e.h when planning and implementing activities which could impact the 
level or type of fxhrng. DD 

Alternative 3M 

CONNENTS : Does not support Alternative 3M Rrparran Management because 
on-going surveys ~111 show cutthroat trout populations are m poorer condition 
(DEIS Table II-I) and that subspecres wrll be nominated for consideration as 
threatened and endangered under Endangered Species Act. 

308, 1367.e 
TNF should be usrng the critera prescribed by INFISH. It does not 

appear the Plan has adequately considered the study. 
FS-7, 1367.a 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan rncludes the eight rlparian goals from INFISH; new 
oblectlves to survey native trout populatrons and habitats, to defxne recovery 
needs and opportunltles; and new gurdelrnes to improve management of livestock 
grazing. It designates 17 of the Forest's 39 primary watersheds as Native 
Trout Watersheds and places more emphasis on protectlo" and restoration Of 
"atlve trout habitats and populations. DD 
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CONNNNTS : 3M standards and guides unfairly single out timber and grazing as 
contributing to decllnlng flsherles. 

432 

RESPONSE: The effects of timber harvest (Including road construction and use) 
and 1Lvestock grazing on frsherles resources 1s evaluated in the FEIS. 
Effects vary by alternative based on the amount of timber harvest and 
livestock grazrng permitted. Alternative 3M 1s selected as the "preferred" 
alternatLve, because It provides the best balance for all resources withLn an 
acceptable level of envxonmental effects. The standards and guidelines found 
in the 3M Alternatrve meet the deared future condrtions of the Revised Plan. 
DD 

COMMENTS: Could not find any discussion why the key indxators rn 3M were the 
preferable condrtlons (e.g., estimated thresholds of mlnlmum stream miles with 
adequate habrtat to support cutthroat trout.) Should be presented 1" an 
analysrs. 

1177 

RESPONSE: The lndxcators 1" the FEIS display the effects between alternatives 
for speclflc aspects of each alternative. The indrcators do not represent 
good or bad conditions or outcomes. The ratwxw.le for selectrng the Preferred 
Alternative 3M 1s speclfically described in the Record of DecLslon. DD 

COMMENTS: Recommends the NFMA and FSM should be included as central reasons 
for revrslng the Plan, and the ESA should be used as a plannrng tool to 
accomplish the purposes of the NFMA and FSM. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The National Forest Management Act and related FS Manuals have not 
changed substantxlly from the time the original Forest Plan was prepared. 
The origmal Forest Plan and the Revised Plan are 1" compliance with NFMA. 
The Endangered Specres Act was a prrmary consrderatxu? in preparrng the 
Revlslon and Its provx~ons are addressed. I" many ways, ESA serves as part 
of the foundatron for the Revixon. DP 

coNNEms : The DFPR should include exxting populations of cutthroat 
requirements and population trends to each species. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Management of fzh populations is the responsrblllty of the 
States. The Revised Plan contans several major ob)ectives lncludlng the need 
to coordinate wrth the States of Idaho and Wyoming to reassess the health of 
native cutthroat trout populations throughout the Forest, define species 
recovery needs, and determine whrch habitats are vztal to recovery. DD 

coNNEN!cs : Paw 111-58, Desxinated Wilderness - Owortunxtv Class I, Oblectxve 
I: Suggest the Targhee NatIonal Forest adapt the State of Wyoming's Fishery 
Management Plan for wilderness flsherles because thrs 1s a state 
]urlsdlctlonal responslblllty. 

389 
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RESPONSE: The Targhee coordinates with the States of Idaho and Wyoming 1" the 
management of wrlderness resources, includrng fisheries. The Forest Service 
has the responslblllty to coordinate with State fish managers to ensure that 
fish stocking does not compromise Federal interests (e.g.,compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act, and Wilderness Act). This directlo" 1s in accordance 
with Forest Service Manuals 2640 and 2323.3 and the agreement between Forest 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and the International AsSoclatlon of Frsh 
and Wlldllfe Agencres entitled "Policres and GuideXrnes for Fish and Wlldllfe 
Management in National Forests and Bureau of Land Management WLlderness". 
DD/MO 

CONNENTS : It would be benefxral that dlrectlon be given for the protection 
and expansxon of any genetically pure native fish species rn wrlderness 
regardless of oppartunrty class. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Dxectlon III the Revxsed Plan for wrlderness management allows for 
this. In addition, the Revxed Plan contains new goals, ob]ectlves, and 
guldellnes to identify and better protect all native cutthroat trout habitats, 
regardless of whether fish are found within wilderness designated areas. 
DD/MO 

COMMENTS : Page III-20 Table 111-4, Fish Bearing Streams: Change the text and 
table by addIng a footnote to the table for clarlficatron, because nerther 
lndxate the type of fish considered for this classification. 

389 

RESPONSE: The term "fish" refers to all fish, regardless of species. Not all 
streams are frsh bearing. DD 

coNNENTs: The DEIS Page IV-18, Wrldllfe Assocrated with Aquatx Ecosystems: 
The Forest suggest thrs resource element be included I" this part of the 
document by 1ncludlng cutthroat trout habitat. Thrs section makes no mention 
of Impacts to any fish species, which seems lnapproprrate, grven the abrlrty 
of fish community structure and abundance to reflect watershed and riparian 
condltxn-,s. Include this as part of the document. 

389 

RESPONSE: The environmental consequences to flsheriee habitat are analyzed 
under the preceding headings entitled Riparian and Water. DD 

CONMBNTS : Page 111-6, 7 Aquatic Rlparran Resources and Watershed: Listed 
goals are incomplete, recommends deflnlng as general goal of malntainlng 
natural condrtlons for aquatx life, or to fully support attarnable benefrcral 
uses for the non-cutthroat trout streams. 

1362 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains eight new frsherles goals adopted from 
the Inland Native Fish Strategy. DD 
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Fu,herzes and Stubble Hewht 
(CROSS REFERENCE: R1parxa. Stubble Height) 

COMMENTS : Recommends a minImum of 61x Inches stubble height for exlstlng and 
potential cutthroat trout habitat and of streams that affect cutthroat trout 
habitat I" a watershed. 

766 

RESPONSE: The stubble height requirements apply at the end of the grazing 
period. I" most cases, a 6" stubble wrll rema~n at the end of the growing 
season, whxh IS usually adequate to malntaLn and restore stream and riparxan 
habxtats and meet water quality standards. If srte-specrfx analysis shows 
that the Plan standards ~111 not mantan and restore stream and riparlan 
habrtats or ~111 not meet water quality standards, then more restrictive 
grazing standards ~111 be Implemented. DD 

COMMENTS: Problems with using stubble height as a monltorlng tool are 
determrnlng which plant species are being measured for stubble height and if 
these criterion allow for perpetuation of undesirable plant species (i.e. 
Kentucky blue grass). 

1446 

RESPONSE: The crlterla for selectxan of key species used in monitoring of 
stubble height addresses this question in d&all. Refer to the current 
version of the Tarshee Ranqeland Monitorins Protocol (1997). DD 

COMMENTS : The DFPR should adopt the Beaverhead RiparIa" GuLdelines rather 
than the Rlparlan Forage Ut111zat1on, DFPR 111-21. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Targhee revxwed the Beaverhead Guidelines whLle preparL.ng the 
FInal Revised Plan and xxorporated those aspects of the guldelrnes that are 
applicable to the Targhee's sltuatlon. Add1tlaw.l standards, such as 
streambank stablllty, ~~11 be developed wl'chLn five years. DD 

Stockins Issues 

COMMENTS : Does not support the DFPR Desrgnated Wilderness - Opportunrty Class 
III, Page III-63 to 111-65, that gives dxectlon to stock non-native fish in 
Wilderness Areas. 

127323 

RESPONSE: Permlttlng the stockrng of native and non-native fish into only 
those waters prevxwsly stocked by State Fish and Game Departments LS in 
keeping wrth Forest Servxe polrcy dxectron. The Forest Service has the 
responslbLllty to coordinate with State fxh managers to ensure that fxh 
stockrng does not compromise Federal interests (e.g. compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act, and Wilderness Act). This dxect1.o" 1s in accordance 
with Forest Service Manuals 2640 and 2323.3 and the agreement between FS, BLM, 
and the Internatronal Assoclatlon of Fish and Wildlife Agencies entitled 
“Policies and Guldellnes for Fxsh and Wildlife Management 1" Natronal Forests 
and Bureau of Land Management Wilderness". DD/MO 
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COMNENTS : Page 111-59, Designated Wilderness - Opportunxty Class I, 
Buzlog1cal Elements, Fish and other AquatX Resources: Recommends modlfylng 
this verbiage to accurately reflect states' rights to stock fish rn waters 
contaIned in this lurlsduztion. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has the responslbllrty to coordrnate with State 
fxh managers to ensure that fish stocking does not compromise Federal 
Lnterests (such as compliance with the Endangered Species Act and Wrlderness 
Act). Thrs direction 1s 1n accordance with Forest Servrce Manuals 2640 and 
2323.3 and the agreement between Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, 
and the Internatnnal Associatron of Fish and Wlldllfe Agencies entitled 
"Policies and Guidelues for Fish and Wildlife Management in Natnnal Forests 
and Bureau of Land Management Wilderness". DD/AS/MO 

COMMENTS : The standard for fish stocking should read "non-native" rather than 
non-exotic. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Your comment ls acknowledged. The guIdelIne was changed to read 
"native and non-native..." DD/MO 

COMMENTS : Recommends management drrectlon that ensures no stockng of 
non-natlve fish that would threaten viability and genetrc rntegrlty of any 
native species. 

136, 389, 643, 1273b 

RESPONSE: Idaho Department of Fish and Game and Wyonnng Game and Fish 
Department have authorrty to regulate frsh stocking. The Forest Service has 
the responslblllty to coordu,ate with State fish managers to ensure that fish 
stocking does not compromrse Federal uVcerests (such as compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act and Wilderness Act). This direction is HI accordance 
with Forest Service Manuals 2640 and 2323.3 and the agreement between Forest 
SerVLCe, Bureau of Land Management, and the International Association of Fxh 
and Wrldllfe Agencies entitled "Polx1es and Guidelines for Fish and Wildlrfe 
Management in Natlonal Forests and Bureau of Land Management Wilderness". 
DD/AS 

RIPARIAN - RYDROLOGIC DISTURBANCE 30% 

COMMENTS : What 1s the basis of 30% constraint? Cite references. 
643, 695, 1273b, 1362, 1365 

RESPONSE: Research by Cheng (1989) and King (1989) also found that when a 
watershed approached 25 percent to 30 percent clearcut, changes 1n peak flows 
were documented. Thrs change rn peak flows has the potential to alter stream 
channel stability and the amount of sediment be&g transported. 

Cheng, J.D. 1989. "Streamflow Changes after Clearcut Loggrng of a 
Pine-Infested Watershed ln Southern BrltLsh Columbia, Canada"; Water Resource 
Research, V. 25, NO. 3, pp. 449-456. 

Kmg, J.G. 1989. "Streamflow Response to Road Building and 
IiarvestLng: A Comparison wrth Equivalent Clearcut Area Procedure"; Research 
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Paper INT-401. Ogden, Utah, Utah: USDA-FS, Intermountan Research Statlo", 13 
PP. DM 

CONMENTS : Discuss the relatIonshIp between water yield and timber harvest 
(clearcut equivalency) for each watershed. Some watersheds such as Pack 
Saddle Creek have nearly all of thex headwaters sublect to clearcuttIng. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Site SpecLfx) 

643 

RESPONSE: Total water yield on the Targhee IS about 1.4 mllllon acre-feet. 
Management activltles such as tlmber harvests and methods have the potential 
to change the tlmlng and amount of water delrvered to stream channels whrch 1s 
dIscussed by subsectron 1" the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), 
Chapter III. A dIscussvan on cumulative effects and which watersheds would be 
effected by alternatlve 1s dxacussed in Chapter IV, FEIS. DS 

Constraint Needs to be Better Defined - Rexwere 

COMMENTS : Define when a logged area 1s reclassified as no longer disturbed, 
r.e., how long after canopy LS removed does =t return to natural canopy? 
Include a deflnltlon of natural canopy. 

Reduce water yield recovery to lo-15 years and re-define hydrologic 
disturbance to canopy with Camas Creek Aspen ProJect where recovery occurred 
in approximately 20 years or when sapling stage has been established. 

413, 643, 697, 767, 1276, 1362, 1389 

RESPONSE: The glossary section of the Revised Plan defines "Hydrologxally 
Recovered Conditionv as a vegetative life form where natural canopy coverage 
1s achieved and subsequent streamflow quantities and character (timing and 
amount) reflect more natural conditions. Wrthln a forested ecosystem this 
equates to the saplrng/early pole life form. This lrfe form 1s achzeved at 
approximately 20 to 30 years of age, depending upon cover type and inherent 
sLte productlvlty potentials." DM 

Constraint Needs to be Better Defined - Wildfire and Tmber Harvest 

coNNENTs : Is there a difference in the hydrologx effects between openings 
created by wlldfire or tlmber harvest; does constraint apply only to timber 
harvest? Watershed cover should be changed to somethIng like 45-50% or 
non-stock requxements should be changed. 

228, 643, 693, 1389 

RESPONSE: The Glossary sectLo" of the Revised Plan defines "Hydrologxally 
Dlsturbed Condition" as a "change in natural canopy cover (vegetatron removal) 
or a change xn surface sol1 characterxtlcs such as compaction that may alter 
natural streamflow quantltles and character. Acres of vegetation wlthin a 
watershed that are ln a non-stocked, seedling, sapling or frrst entry 
category; acres 1" roads, acres from other types of mechanxal treatments such 
as rota-beat acres wlthrn the sagebrush ecosystem; and burned acres are 
included 1" the calculatxx of hydrologically disturbed." Other types of 
disturbances (man- and nature-caused) are included in the constraint. Timber 
recovering time from burns depends on the type of vegetatvan burned, the 
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lntensrty of the burn and the inherent productivrty of the site that was 
burned. 

Research by Cheng ( 1989) and King (1989) also found that when a 
watershed approached 25 percent to 30 percent clearcut, changes m peak flows 
were documented. The 30% constrarnt LS a guldelrne and can be modlfled based 
on site-specxflc condrtlons. Ally change will be documented in a site-speclflc 
NEPA analysis. DM 

Site-SpecifAc 

coNNENTs : Buffalo River and Warm River have approximately 30% of therr 
headwaters 1" a hydrologrcally disturbed state and are likely to suffer 
adverse Impacts under any of the alternatLves and exhibit Impacts which ~111 
be "unrecovered" by the end of the coming planning period. The contlnuatlon 
of widespread logging under the guise of "Intensive management" or 
"restorative treatment" wrll exacerbate forest health problems. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Buffalo (#lo) and Warm Rrver (#12) Watersheds presently exceed 
the 30% hydrologically disturbed gurdellne. Any proposed actlvlties that 
create addrtional drsturbed acres wrll be analyzed on a site-specifx basis, 
subject to the 30% llmrt. These watersheds have lImIted opportunity for 
actrvltres that would create additronal openings untrl recovery from past 
dxzturbances occurs. 

Management actLvltles that do not create openings could be 
conducted. Scheduled and unscheduled timber harvest could occur within these 
watersheds during th1.s planning period but, would be analyzed on a 
site-specrflc basis. DM 

Socro/Economic Effects of Constraint 

COMMENTS : Display an alternative that illustrates the effects of thus 
constramt on soc~a.1 and economic values. 

393 

RESPONSE: Consequences, rncludlng the 30% constraint, for all alternatives 
are drscussed rn Chapter IV of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. A 
separate alternatrve 1s unnecessary. DM 

COMMENTS: Supports concept of 30% disturbance for better protection of 
watershed. 

1276 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. DM 

Constraxnt Needs to Better Defined - Roads 

COMMENTS : Does 30% of the watershed have to be actual area of road, or 1s 
there some density of roads that measures 30%? The standard should Include, 
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"any road density greater than one mile per square mile should be considered 
drsturbed." 

697 

RESPONSE: A number of factors are consIdered when determining the percent 
hydrologically disturbed (see glossary). The Intent of this calculation LS to 
determine how much of a watershed is disturbed using equivalent clearcut 
acres. The factors used to measure 30% disturbance are converted to acres and 
compared to the acres 1" the watershed. Road densrty 1s not a" appropriate 
measurement because of the number of factors that are used to calculate the 
constraint. The measurement should be consistent or at the same scale (l.e., 
acres). DM 

Constraint Needs to be Better Defined - Souls 

COMMENTS : Since roads are compacted and are known to alter hydrology, how are 
they included r" surface ~011s characteristics; what other kinds of soil 
disturbance are Included? 

NO letter # 

RESPONSE: The Glossary sectlo" of the Revised Plan defines "Hydrologrcally 
Disturbed Conditlonw as "Changes in natural canopy cover (vegetation removal) 
or a change 1" surface sol1 characteristics (e.g., compaction) that may alter 
natural streamflow quantltles and character. Acres of vegetation wrthin a 
watershed that are L" a non-stocked, seedling, sapling or first entry 
category; acres L" roads, acres from other types of mechanrcal treatments 
(e.g., r&o-beat acres withrn the sagebrush ecosystem); and burned acres are 
included 1" the calculation of hydrologzcally disturbed." DM 

Constraint Adversely Affects Lodqepole Com"o"e"t 

COMMENTS : Add flexlbllity for vegetation management and txnber harvest 
particularly in lodgepole types. 

Constraint ignores lodgepole ecosystem whxh consists of very deep 
v01can1c SOllS. Constraint places most of lodgepole component "off 1Lmlts" to 
timber management, rncluding salvage, for up to four decades. 

If you have sustained yield removal of wood by loggmg, you ~111 
remove 1% of your 100-year old forest each year. The entire forest will be at 
30% disturbance. This IS not a reason to close the Forest. 30% constraint 
llmlts the ability to manage and Ignores the responsibility to improve forest 
health, both lnslde and outside sultable base. 

Constraint has been Improperly interpreted as be"\ 30% of the 
forested area L" a drainage. If half of a draumge consist tiested 
Land, then up to 60% of the forest I" that draInage could be Logged before 
entxe drainage would reach 30% llmlt. Th&s should allow more logging than 
the present plan permits. 

FORPLAN model used "previously logged areas L" a non-stocked, 
seedling or sapling conditron" to determine watersheds where management 
activities are not allowed until over 30% of watershed reaches "mature" 
stage.- It appears constraint 1s based on "worst-case analysis.' 

90, 275, 393, 1389 
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RESPONSE: The 30% hydrologxally disturbed condltlon 1s a forestwrde 
guldellne. A gurdelws "represents a preferred or advrsable course of actlo" 
that 1s generally expected to be carried out. Devration from compliance with 
a guldellne does not requrre a Forest Plan amendment, but the ratIonale for 
such a dsvratlon shall be documented 1" the project declslon document." In 
Chapter V of the Revised Plan, lmplsmentatron and validatron monitoring of the 
30% hydrologically dIsturbed condition 1s placed in Forest Prlorrty Group 1. 
Watershed 10, 11, 12, and 13 (predominantly lodgepole pine) and Watershed 25 
are targeted for rmplementation and valrdatlon monitoring. Mo"ltor1"g w1Ll 
determine if bank xnstability LS occurring within these watersheds and which 
ones are approachrng, or over the 30% constraint, thereby determlnrng the 
sufficiency of the 30% guldelme. 

The constraint LS determrned by looking at all acres wlthln the 
analysis area (e.g., a watershed) and was incorporated Into the r-e-analysis of 
the forestwlde ASQ analysrs. 

Thrs analysis 1s not consrdered a "worse-case scenario" but based 
on research conducted by Cheng (1989), and Krng (1989). Thex studies found 
changes in peak flows were documented when a watershed approached 25 percent 
to 30 percent clearcut. Changes 1" peak flows have the potential to alter 
stream channel stablllty and the amount of sedrment transported. 

The Glossary section of the Revised Plan defines "Hydrologically 
Recovered Condltlon" as vegetative Life form where natural canopy coverage LS 
achieved and subsequent streamflow quantltles and character (trming and 
amount) reflect more natural condrtlons. Wlthln a forested ecosystem, this 
equates to the sapL1ng/early pole life form. This life form 1s achxved at 
approximately 20 to 30 years of age, dependrng upon cover type and inherent 
site productlvrty potentrals." Recovery LS not dependent on reaching the 
"mature" stage. DM 

Constraint 1s TOO Restrictive 

CONNENTS : Constraint is arbltary and a flawed human guess without ecosystem 
or screntrflc basis or merit; Targhee's concern over more damaging flood peaks 
1s not based on scientLfrc fact and 1s contradicted by scxntlfic studies (See 
literature cited). Protectrng Lntermlttent and ephemeral drarnages should 
occur only in the muddy season. The rest of the year they should be open for 
use. 

275 

RESPONSE: The hydrologic disturbance llmltation is a guldelrne. Research by 
Cheng (1989) and King (1989) found changes L" peak flows when a watershed 
approached 25 percent to 30 percent clearcut. Change 1" peak flows have 
potential to alter stream channel stability and the amount of sediment 
transported. 

In order to improve, mantan or restore the health and proper 
functronxng condltlons of Aquatrc Influence Zones, ephemeral and intermittent 
streams are considered in the proper management of perennial streams (Refer to 
Prescription 2.8.3 Final Revised Plan). DM 
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Constraint 1s TOO Lenlent 

COMMENTS : Allowing 30% dxturbance is inconsxtent with goals regarding 
blodlverslty, souls, aquatx, riparlan, watershed, munrc~pal watershed, 
vegetation, wrldllfs and Threatened and Endangered Spec=es. Allowing 30% 
dxaturbance would adversely affect Bureau of Land Management efforts to 
disprove and enhance natural resources on the Land. 30% seems too high, given 
the size of the analysis unit (pr~~crpal watershed and its subwatersheds). 

643, 697, 1401, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Glossary sectxon of the Revised Plan dsflnes "Hydrologically 
Drsturbed Condltlon". An understanding of this defln1tlon 1s needed in order 
to place It I* its proper context. This gurdellne 1s consistent with the 
goals expressed under other resourcss. As a guldelrne, the Forest may 
deviate provided the "deviation shall be documented in the prolect decxzion 
document" and is done to meet other resource ob]ectlves. The gurdelxxss would 
be used at the subwatershed scale for project level analysis. A 30% 
dxsturbance ~111 not adversely affect Bureau of Land Management efforts, nor 
the Targhee's efforts, to improve and enhance natural resources. DM 

Constraint Should be a Standard, Not a Gurdeline 

COMMENTS: Standard should be no mire than 5% of any subwatershed that 1s 
dIsturbed. The overall percentage should be 20% rather than 30% to stay below 
the 25-35% canopy removal that has been shown to result 1" hydrologxal 
disturbance. Twenty percent should apply to subwatersheds so that one 
subwatershed cannot be severely disturbed when others are left undisturbed. 

Should be a standard to rncorporate greater certanty of 
protection. "Not more than 30% of any of the 39 prx~c~pal watersheds..." 
there needs to be more explxlt directzon for thx goal and lt needs to be a 
standard, not a goal. Thrs guideline should be rewritten as a standard which 
lxmlts disturbance on the subwatershed level wrth a more precise defrnrtion of 
"dIsturbed" provldsd. 

643, 697, 1273b, 1276, 1401 

RESPONSE: The hydrologic disturbance lrmltatlon 1s a guldelxne. Research by 
Cheng (1989) and King (1989) also found that when a watershed approached 25 
percent to 30 percent clearcut, changes I" peak flows were documented. The 
30% constraint is a gurdeline and can be modified based on site-specific 
analys1.s. Any deviatLon from this guL.delrne will be documented 1x1 the 
site-speclflc NEPA analysrs. 

A guldelrne "represents a preferred or advisable course of actlon 
that LS generally expected to be carried out. Deviation from compliance with 
a guldellne does not requxe a Forest Plan amendment, but the rationale for 
such a deviation shall be documented HI the pro]ect declslon document." 
Future monltorlng should help determrne If this guideline 1s effective. Based 
on monltorrng data, the Targhee may determine thrs gurdeline should be a 
standard. The Forest Plan would be amended at that time to reflect the 
change. DM 
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Implementation 

COMMENTS : It should not take two decades to rmplement grazing standards which 
address rlparu" problems. 

489 

RESPONSE: The standards and guldellnes take effect as soon as the Revised 
Plan 1s signed. RSM 

coMnEr?Ts : Past Plan standards for livestock grazing in riparlan areas did not 
work (r.e., Teto" Canyon) so the new Plan proposals won't work either. 

444 
The Forest Service 1s well known for optrmutx estuw.tes of their 

ablllty to protect and restore habrtat. The plan should conslder that there 
1s already Inadequate levels of rlparlan protectlo" may not be met. 

1365 
Put Into place accountable monltorlng of rrparian areas and budget 

so resource protectlo" 1s achieved. 
625a 

RESPONSE: New standards and guidelLnes in the Revised Plan w~.ll better 
mauYca~n the condition of rrparian areas. It is unclear lf old standards were 
inadequate or If grazing permrt admuustratlon was too lax. New standards and 
guldeluxs and new rangeland monrtorrng protocol will maintarn good condrtions 
where they exist and rmprove less than desuzable condltrons. Standards and 
gudellnes address impacts from recreatuanal use, roads, and m=nl"g, as well 
as grazL"g. Monrtorlng items in the rxpar~an and upland sectxon of Chapter V 
Include additional mon~torlng where concerns for wildlife, watershed or other 
resources are present. Monrtoring for r~parlan area condition was changed to 
a Forest Pruxlty Group 1 L" the Revised Plan. Available Forest funding may 
affect the amount of monitoring that occurs L" a given year. RSMfWG 

COMMENTS: Grazing by livestock should have specific areas designated as a 
"control" so effects to r1parl.a" habltat and species can be interpreted. 

438 

RESPONSE : The Targhee Incorporates the concept of grazing exclosures in the 
Revised Forest Plan to provide ungrazed areas for comparison with the rest of 
the pasture L" which they are located. Under the Reva‘ed Plan, permanently 
marked motutorrng sites are used to monitor trends in stream channels and 
rlparLan areas. Interpretatxo" of the effects of grazing and other uses on 
rlparla" areas ~111 determIne where more stringent management LS needed. RSM 

COnnENTS : Identrfy rigorous and ongoIng monitoring and implementation plans 
to prevent overgrazzng and enforce compliance with established Standards and 
Gurdelrnes. 

643 

RESPONSE: Exxtlng dIrection for grazing admlnrstratlon on livestock 
allotments IS designed to protect resources and ensure compliance with 
establrshed standards and gudelxnes. Utillzatlon studres and exclosures, 
used as "baseline" comparisons, are monitored to determrne If use levels are 
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appropriate. Permlttees move lawstock when stubble height requxements 
dx+zate the need. The Revised Plan includes a cooperative monitorrng 
strategy, lncludlng water qualLty monrtor1ng, between the Targhee and 
livestock permlttees. RSM 

COMMENTS : Prove that studies and monltorrng data that indxate a. 30% 
utlllzatlon on willow ~111 allow full restoratron of natural habitat 
potent1a1. 

1369 

RESPONSE: This lnformatlon IS from the Reg1.o" 4 Desk Guide, Page III-33 and 
1s documented I" the Revised Plan. RMjWG 

General 

COMMENTS: Page 111-18, Recreation/Ob]ective OHV: Expand this objective to 
rn~nxn~e the effects of OHV use on rlparlan, aquatx, critxal and crucral 
seasonal wlldllfe habitat. Develop motorized recreation management standards 
and guldelines to exclude use with=" crucial seasonal wildlife habitat. 

1446 

RESPONSE: These concerns are addressed in the Standards and Guidelines for 
the Aquatx Influence Zone (2.8.3), the Drspersed Camping Management (4.3) and 
Winter Range (2.7) Presc,,pt~ons. Expanding the objectives 1s not necessary 
to achxve protectron of these resources. AS 

COMMENTS: The most vlslble damage in r~parran areas 1s done by cattle, but 
s~ncs the most restrlct=vs alternative (6) cuts livestock grazing by less than 
25%, I would conclude that nobody considers =t much of a problem. 

1317 

RESPONSE: Although grazing livestock can cause damage III rlpar1an areas when 
cattle are allowed to congregate over long periods of time, other act~vlt~es, 
such as roads or dispersed recreation, cause resource damage as well. MOTX 
stringent standards and gurdelLnes were included in the Revised Plan to better 
protect these important resource areas. Better monltorlng protocol and 
permlttee cooper&lo" should reduce impacts without severe reductions in 
permItted numbers of livestock. 

In Alternatrves 4, 5, and 6, cattle grazing LS reduced by 12% 
forestwlde. Some sheep allotments, approximately 19%, will be ellmrnated in 
the Revised Plan. A Table in Chapter IV of the FEIS shows more specrfic 
information. WG 

COMMENTS : Agree with the need to protect riparlan areas. 
1, 22, 24, 26, 30, 31, 43, 50, 53, 60, 73, 156, 157, 158, 162, 168, 
174, 175, 176, 194, 195, 201, 219, 227, 244, 252, 271, 356, 357, 359, 
360, 382, 610, 611, 631, 665, 690, 695, 697, 1204, 1392, 1459 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. The Revised Plan rncludes new 
standards and guldelxxs designed to protect these xnportant resource areas. 
RSM/WG 
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CONNENTS : Offer the highest degree of protection to headwater areas because 
they affect the entire ecosystem. 

631 

RESPONSE: Headwater areas are crztrcal to the health of watersheds and 
ecosystems. Specrflc protectlo" measures are determined through site-specrflc 
ana1ys1s. Standards and Guldelmes for 60~1, water, vegetation and other 
resources are designed to ensure watershed stab=l=ty. RSM 

COMMENTS : The management of AI.?,'=, rlparian areas and fish habitat should be 
a mayor oblectrve of Targhee National Forest, but the Plan does not rnd=cate 
that =t LS. Support GYC and AWL comments. 

1364 

RESPONSE: AI26 receive added emphasis in the Revised Plan. Standards and 
Guidelines are consx.tent wrth the Inland NatLve Fxh Strategy (INFISH) and 
meet or exceed water quality standards set by the states of Idaho and Wyoming. 
RSM/DD 

CONNENTS : Strengthen rlparian protection measures by: prohlblting unregulated 
motor=zed access to streams, wetlands, riparian areas; regulate/control 
motorized access to these areas; and Pages 111-98, 99, and 120, Roads and 
Trawls: The first lrne should start, "NO new roads, rncludrng temporary 
roads..." TO be consrstent with protectron for the r=parian and aquatic 
habxtat, all of the guidelines in this sectron should be made standards. 

F-B(2) t F-G-2(2), 34, 41, 42, 45, 136, 157, 173, 179, 180, 181, 185, 
187, 190, 203, 209, 212, 226, 252, 271, 273, 356, 357, 359, 360, 392, 
490, 496, 632, 643, 650, 659, 687, 690, 766, 1245, 1270, 1314, 1319, 
1325, 1331, 1369, 1392 

RESPONSE: Prescrxptlon 2.8.3 rncludes guidelines that restrict motorrzed use 
in r~par~an areas. Cross-country motorrzed travel 1s not permrtted except for 
recreatLona1 purposes, such as dispersed camping, picnicking, or fishmg. 
Monrtoring of dispersed recreatLon ate6 LS scheduled to determine If soil 
quality standards are being met. All water bodres and wetlands are covered by 
Prescr,pt=o" 2.8.3. Refer to the deflnrtion of a 'guldel=ne" that clarrfies 
the drfference between a standard and guideline. RSM 

CONMENTS : Protect Lnterm=ttent and ephemeral drainages from impacts only in 
the muddy season. 

275 

RESPONSE: The Targhee protects these draInages year-round for a varLety of 
reasons. Sediment entering these drainages dur=ng the dry season LS flushed 
downstream during wet cycles. Soil compact=on and reduction or loss of 
vegetation at any trme of the year can affect the way these drarnage systems 
work. RSM 

Eroslo* 

CONNENTS : Reconstruct the streambanks to increase trout populatLons. 
1242 
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RESPONSE: Streambanks all be rested from overuse to allow bank restoration. 
Tree revetments wrll be used to slow water velocities and hold sediment. 
Reconstruction of streambanks should rmprove the quality of trout hab1ta.t. 
RSM 

Stream Buffer Zone and/or AI2 

COMMENTS : The 100 foot buffer zone may not be necessary with selective 
logging and managed grazing. 

F-K(4), 51 
Buffer zone LS good management; contxaxe with that practice and be 

sure to enforce. 
5, 11, 407, 1257 

Increase the size of the buffer zone Ldentlfied in 3M. 
156, 1258 

Use a buffer zone to prevent eroslo". 
627 

Use buffer zones to exclude logging wlthin 300 feet of water. 
664 

A buffer zone would protect toads as well as frogs. 
1204 

Provrde the public with a ample, easily ldentifled measure of 
r~parran habxtat, such as 100 feet. The current system is difficult to 
interpret. 

1369 
DefLnitlon in the plan is too ambiguous. A minimum of at least 200 

feet should be stated. No mention of buffers for lakes and ponds. These 
should be ldentlfied. The plan indicates there was no timber harvest planned 
in r~parlan areas, however xt does not include "salvage logging". Th1.s should 
be clarlfred to include salvage logging also. 

58 
3M buffers are mLn=mally adequate for areas in Island Park but my 

need to shaft them upward rn ate specific areas across the Forest. 
643 

Make boundary widths (Table 111-96) wider and a standard. 
Srte-speclf=c analysx takes too long and would requxe an EIS or FP 
amendment. 

697 
Factors such as slope, stream channel stability and fxh habrtat 

should be considered when deteRMinIng appropriate buffer zone width. 
389 

VsgetatLon buffer strip for selective harvest (wider buffer for 
steep slope or erosive soils) wrthin 100 feet of any lotrc (movmg water, 
e.g., streams) or lentic (still water, e.g., lakes, ponds) shoreline. 

389 
support 150-300 foot buffer zone if that width is sufflclent to 

protect the entire AIZ, otherwxe Lt must be larger. 
1276 

Watersheds I" the Island Park and Madxon Plateau subsectlons have 
been Lmpacted by resource extraction. Suggest the boundary wrdths be extended 
to 300 feet unless site-speclfrc scientific data indicates otherwise. 

1446 
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Page IV-15, FLrst Paragraph: TImher harvest LS another impact to 
r~par~an areas that should be included as a reason for r~.par~an acres not 
meeting the DVC. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Aquatw Influence Zone (AIZ) widths in the Revised Plan exceed the 
minrmum stream protection zones in the Idaho Forest Practices Act. They were 
developed using PACFISH and INFISH guidelines and on-the-ground knowledge of 
each ecologxal subsection. Although the Targhee considered establishing a 
single w=dth boundary forestwIde, ecological and physxcal differences between 
SubsectLons could not be addressed usrng this approach. In some subsectrons 
larger AIZs may be necessary, depending on srte-spec=fLc factors such as 60~1, 
exlstlng vegetation, frsh habitat protectron, condltlon of drarnage systems 
and SO on. Other AIZs may be in better condltxan and require smaller wrdths. 
Overall, AIZs are used to protect streambank and channel stabrllty, water 
quality and fish habitat. RSM/DD 

CONMENTS : Clarrfy why the AIZ minrmum boundary wrdths for Subsectrons 3 and 4 
are half of those for other subsections. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Island Park (#3) and Madison Plateau (#4) subsectlons have 
narrower boundary wdths, because slopes are generally Less steep than in 
other subsections and other geologrc factors make the risks for slope erosion 
and sediment transport lower than other subsectxans. RSM 

coMMEN!cs : Unfortunately, the Revised Plan promises lrttle I" improvement over 
the existrng sltuatron. The lack of an approprrate ecosystem VLBW and 
appllcatxx of ecosystem princ=ples is nowhere more evident than in the 
artlficL.al separatron of forest (and other plant community types) dynamics 
from those of the aquatic/rlparian systems. For example, larger trees and 
snags in the aquatrc influence zone (AIZ) are wewed largely as something to 
be elrmxxxted from the system rather than as a source of continual renewal of 
large woody debrx for habitat for frsh and other aquatrc blota. Also, the 
effects of the various prescr=ptions on the AIZ are not grven adequate 
cons=derat=on either separately (e.g., building culverts to accomplish a 
tunber harvest) or collectxvely (for example, the effects of all the culverts 
and roads in a watershed or subsectxon). Finally, the utlllzatlon standards 
for the AIZ are not suff=crent to protect fish habitat or other rrparian 
values. 

643 
Address In-stream qualrty issues (e.g., instream flow, Uxstream 

woody debrx and other structures, rates, and drstr=butlon of sedlmentatlon). 
1204 

RESPONSE: Aquatrc and rlpar~an system dynamxs are separated from upland 
dynamxs for ease of drscuss=on. The Targhee recognizes the rnterconnectlon 
between drfferent parts of the landscape, and that animals, nutrients, water, 
and other components of the environment cross boundarIes. 

Refer to W=ldl=fe Standards and GuidelInes, Descrrptlon of the 
Aquatx Influence Zone, for Lnformatron regarding large trees and snags in 
AIZs, Ob]ect=ve L" Insect and Disease sectlo" where salvage is only permrtted 
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where needed to atta~" the goals of the management prescrlptlon provldrng 
other goals of this Management PrescrIption 12.8.31 are not adversely 
affected; WIldlIfe Guldelue; and other changes in the Revised Plan such as 
mau-,ta~"~ng and restorxng rlpar~a" vegetatux to provide a" amount and 
dlstrlbutlon of large woody debris characteristic of natural aquatx and 
rkparra" ecosystems. 

AIZs are adequately protected by standards and guidelines. 
Ut~lrzat~on standards were strengthened for AIZs and will protect 

fish habitat and other rlpar~a" values. RSM 

CONMENTS : All psrauual streams should have the same protectrve buffer 
requuxxrle*ts. 

389 

RESPONSE: In the Revrsed Plan buffer widths vary by subsectron to account for 
differences L" slopes, erosl.vLty of soils, and other physrographic 
drfferences. RSM 

COMMENTS: Include specrfu dxectux to muntaln posltlve outcome of natural 
ecosystem processes 1Lke fire and insect and drsease L" the AI2 so Intent 1s 
clear and ground management conforms to ecosystem management philosophy. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: The Goal and the GuIdelIne in PrescriptIon 2.8.3 and the new 
"Ecologxal Processes and Patterns" sectlo" 1" the forestwIde standards and 
gu~deluxzs provide this Information. RSM 

CONNENTS : Include addrtronal dxection for management lndxators and speclfx 
duect~on for mal"ta1ning blod~versity L" the AIZ. 

1194 

RESPONSE: New language LS added L" the Revised Plan I" Chapter III that 
provrdes addrtlonal drrectuxn for native cutthroat trout and for mauYcainlng 
blodrversrty z" the AIZ. DD 

CONNENTS : Expand boundary widths to accomplish goals of m1nimizlng adverse 
effects, promoting health and functron and allowIng endemx levels of u-wazts 
and dLsease I" AIZ. Use INFISH or PACFISH guidelines as models for all 
subsectrons of the Targhee National Forest. Use language that would limit new 
stream crossings and remove old ones wlthrn those areas. 

1361 

RESPONSE: The boundary widths described in the Revised Plan were developed 
using PACFISH and INFISH gurdelrnes and ate-specific knowledge of each 
ecologIca subsection. New language from the INFISH strategy is added to the 
Revvsed Plan to emphasize AI2 protectron. DD 

COMMENTS : Forest must take greater lnltlatlve to guarantee that AIZ's are 
fully protected. 

643 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan strengthens protection of these vital resources 
through standards and guldelL"es. Better monrtoring protocol should provide 
data to determIne if standards and gurdelrnes are effective. As new 
protection methods are developed, the Targhee ~111 analyze and adapt 
management if necessary. RSM 

CONMBNTS : The standard that no burnrng of mechanized treated wood residue 
occur within the bankfull channel should be expanded to apply to the entIre 
AIZ. 

643 

RESPONSE: The guideline for mrnlmal mechanized treatment of wood resrdue in 
AIZs should adequately protect streams. RSM 

coNNEN!cs : The standard LS too weak for allowing livestock watering 
fac111t1es. Should read "none" will be allowed 1r-x AIZ. 

643 
DFPR III-99 and III-100 should read that proposed livestock 

improvements should not be permitted wrthin riparian vegetation. 
1276 

RESPONSE : The standards L" the Revrsed Plan adequately protect AIZs. RSM 

com4ENTs: DFPR IV-l, woefully Inadequate section, especially since two of the 
ob]ectlves L" Chapter III are mrssrng. Section should rnclude specific tasks, 
rather tha" ob)ectlves, and should contain many more than those grven here. 
Tasks should be provided for each subsection with level of detail matching 
that given for Desrgnated Wilderness Prescriptions (Page IV-2). Lackrng this . 
d&all, It 1s hard to belleve Targhee Natronal Forest is serious about 
protecting the AIZ. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: The two obiectives referred to had no timeframe for executron and 
were changed to goals L" the Revised Plan. The obJective that was rncluded 
without a tImeframe was deleted. This 1s discussed in the new section 
entItled "Ecological Processes and Patterns." The Targhee 1s unable to 
provide more detail L" a programmatic Plan. Site--specific analyst will 
provide detaled lnformatlon at a finer resolutron. RSM 

coNNENTs : Add a guIdeline to Prescrlptlon 2.8.3 encouragrng the adoptlo" of a 
cooperative livestock management strategy between Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) where feasrble when a stream crosses both ownerships Of 
ad]acent Forest Servxe and Bureau of Land Management land. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Where possible, the Targhee uses the Coordinated Resource 
Management (CRM) program to manage ad)acent grazrxxg allotments that are 
admrnlstered by the BLM and the Forest Service. The CRM approach helps 
resolve srte-spec1flc c0*f11cts. A gurdelrne 1s not necessary, since the 
process LS 1" place as described 1" FSH 2209.21. The Revised Plan does not 
restate handbook polrcy or drrectL.on. The Forest currently uses the CP.M 
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approach, as demonstrated by the exlstlng CRM effort in the Medlclne Lodge 
portxon of the SLM Resource Area and the Dubas Ranger DLstrlct. WG 

coNNBN!i!s : Provide more Lnformation on how the Forest ~111 restore/maLntain 
AIZs 1" ways that produce desired resource values, products, protectlo", 
restoratIon, enhancement, mterpretatron and appreciation of these areas. The 
only standard given 1s stubble height which is not consistent with best 
science. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: All the standards and guldellnes in the Revrsed Plan that 
speclfxally relate to AIZS are deslgned to restore or maxkaln desired 
resource conditions. The monltorLng section addresses the ways goal 
accomplishments are verlfred. Monitoring protocols for recreation and 
rangeland use are rncluded to determrne If goals and ob]ectlves are bang met. 
WG 

Suecifac Recommendations 

COMMENTS : Page III-7 under Aquatic Resources: delete "where feasible". This 
shows bras toward forest uses and not conservation. 

341 

RESPONSE: The Targhee rncluded "where feasible," because this partxular 
guldellne deals with exrsting uses. For example, in some cases it would not 
be feasrble to attempt to restore vegetation lf the site IS not capable or 
does not have the potential to support a preferred vegetatron type. Any new 
proposed uses would have to meet all Standards and Guldellnes. RSM 

COMMENTS : Do not delete the paragraphs on Pages III-35 and 111-47. These 
provided clear direction on management prescriptions. 

489 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan retains thrs material. RSM 

COMMENTS: Clarify Ob]ectlve 3 and discuss what ~111 be done to meet th1.s 
ob]ectrve. It is unclear the way it stands now. 

282 

RESPONSE: Thk ob]ectlve reads, "Manage wood residue (natural and human-made), 
including fuelwood, to maintain or restore ecological health and functxan." 
Standards and guidelLnes throughout the Revised Plan descrLbe, in detail, 
amounts and sxes of wood that should be left after management actlvltxs to 
benefit sol1 productivity, wlldllfe, and fisheries, without compromxsrng fire 
hazard limits. The objective reiterates, or summarizes, the importance of 
thrs wood for ecologxal health and function. RSM 

COMMENTS: More details must be provided as to exactly what set of 
cxcumstances would lead the Forest to propose commercial salvage, fuelwood 
cutting, etc. 1" the AIZ. 

643, 766 
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RESPONSE: S1te-spec1fw analysx ~111 provide detalled Inform&lo" about 
on-site condrtions that would allow commercial salvage or fuelwood cutting 1" 
a" AIZ. PotentLal impacts to other resources would be considered, and 
standards and guldellnes that require protectron of rrparran-dependent 
resource values L" AIZs would be met. RSM 

coMMEN!cs : Ob]ectlve #l should be replaced with a fxm commitment to remedy 
offendIng stream crossings. 

643 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Standards and Guidelines for Roads and Trails in 
Prescription 2.8.3. The Targhee considered changing the wording on this 
partxular ob]ectLve but decided to retain the original language. The 
ob]ective commits the Targhee to ldentlfy where problems exist, settzng 
priorities for resolvrng problem stream crossx~~s, and scheduling them for 
restoration. RSM 

COMMENTS : Range Ob]ectlve 64 states a streambank stability standard ~111 be 
establIshed I" 5 years. Targhee National Forest should do it sooner. 

489, 643, 697, 766 

RESPONSE: The objective states, "Within five years after the slgnlng of the 
Record of Decisron, establrsh a stream bank stablllty (trampling disturbance) 
standard correlated to stubble height at the hydrrc greenline (HGL)." The 
Targhee set a flexible trmeframe, since realistically, Lt may take that long 
to gather necessary data and correlate it to stubble height at the hydric 
greenlIne. RSM 

COMMENTS : Map and present to the public a detailed descrLption of all 
ser~~sly degraded rlpar~.n areas and watersheds. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Summary information on watershed and stream conditions, based on 
avarlable Lnventory information, is provided in the FEIS. This is sufficient 
for the purposes of forest planning. RSM 

coNNEms : Reinstate discussion about riparian habitats into the preferred 
alternative. 

389 

RESPONSE: The FEIS adequately describes conditions of the resources by 
alternative on the Forest. RSM 

DFPR/DEIS Comments 

coNNEms : Class I, II, III aquatrcjrlparran goals from the EA are not =n 
DFPR. (The EA in quest=on 1s the draft wilderness EA.) 

1277 

RESPONSE: The Targhee must meet Wyoming water quality standards for 
wilderness, so there is no need to reiterate those standards for class I 
waters. The goals are rmplxlt in the Revised Plan. RSM 
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cowMENTs : Aq"atxjRlpar1a": Riparlan and aquatic monitoring should receive 
as high a prlorlty as hydrologx disturbances rn Watersheds. Recommend a 
monrtoring program to emulate a pulsed monltorlng format for watershed and 
stream restoratlo". 

1446 

RESPONSE: Monltorrng of Water Quality Llmlted streams 1s a Priority 1 Item. 
Hydrologx disturbance 1s a Prlorlty 2 Item. RSM 

c!owMBNTs : Page 11-19, Table 11-l B~ologxal/Other Rlparra" and Water 
Indrcators: The category "Ml cutthroat stream with a m~"lm"m of 6" stubble 
height at HG-L," shows the worse mileage. We can assume there 1s a mistake 
here. The preferred alternative likely cannot reach all of the stated 
r~parla" and water quality goals If rt results L" fewer stream mrles with 6" 
stubble than the exlstlng level of management. 

1446 

RESP0rE.E: There 1s no mistake. I" order to fully understand the effects of 
Implementing a partxular alternative, speclallsts consider all of the effects 
shown for each alternative. Neither the exxatlng level of management "or 
Alternative 3M (the Revrsed Plan) requires a 6" stubble height; the respective 
values of 97 and 83 simply represent the miles of cutthroat trout stream not 
grazed by livestock. 0" the other hand, the Revised Plan provrdes for a 4" 
stubble on all (2,863 miles) fish-bearrng streams. The exxt1"g level of 
management provides for a 4" stubble on only 323 miles of fish-bearmg 
stream. DD 

COMMENTS : Page 111-6, Last paragraph: Other "natural causes" such as high 
water runoff and floods would be more lrkely to cause changes in stream 
channel stablllty than avalanches in this area. This point should be expanded 
1" the FEIS. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. High water runoff and floods are- 
more likely to cause changes 1" stream channel stability. Streams L" the 
Teto" Range subsectIon (T&con Creek) are sub]ected to avalanches whrch 
frequently deposit large quantl'aes of rock and trees m channels, causzng 
them to read]ust. Avalanches are a" example of a naturally caused change to 
channel stability. NO change 1s needed in the FEIS. RSM 

COMMRNTS : Page 111-7, Standards and Guldellnes - Municipal Watershed: Add 
standards and guidelines having lrvestock grazing, timber harvest, camping and 
all terra1.n vehicle restrictLo" to ensure adequate protection of municrpal 
watersheds. 

1446 

RESPONSE: We dropped the standards and guldelines for munrcrpal watersheds. 
The Targhee does not have municipal watersheds; instead the Forest has public 
water systems. Draft management drrection for public water systems was xsued 
recently by the Washington Offxe and the fIna dlrectxan ~111 be 1" national 
or regLona1 manuals or handbooks. The Revised Plan does not repeat manual and 
handbook dlrectlon. RSM 
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CONNENTS : Page 111-7: Goals/Objectives and forestwide standards and 
guidelines for wetland types are available but have not been fully developed 
rn the Plan. These need to be Included in the FEIS because of the Executive 
Orders that pertan to wetland protectron. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Refer to Prescrlpt1on 2.8.3 for more drrectlon on wetlands. The 
Revised Plan complies with Executive Order 11990, which states, "Each agency 
shall provide leadershIp and shall take a&Ion to mu-timize the destruction, 
loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and 
beneflcral values of wetlands 1" carryl"g out the agency's 
respons~b~lrt~es..." (Section 1). The EO 1s also cited in Appendix A of the 
Revised Plan. RSM 

COMMENTS : Page 111-21, water: In both the DEIS and the Plan Rev~sxo", water 
1s rncluded as a blologxal element, when it LS really a physxal element. 
Correct or explain the reasons for the characterization. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Listing water as a biological element was a formatting, 
organrzatlonal declsron to combrne soil, fisheries, vegetation, and water 
where interconnectedness occurs. All water-related resources were "lumped" 
together m the biologrcal sectron to accommodate fisherres and riparlan 
vegetation issues. TechnIcally, you are correct. RSM 

CONNENTS : Page 111-23, Lemhr/Medlclne Lodge: The third paragraph indxates 
no standards for nutrxnts or any dxectlon as to what forms of nitrogen and 
phosphorus are to be monitored. Suggest speclflc studies be referenced in the' 
document to allow understanding why these crrterra were used. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The literature cited below were used to determine which forms of 
nitrogen and phosphorus would be analyzed: 

Bauer, S.B. and T.A. Burton, 1993. Monltorlng protocols to 
evaluate water quality effects of graxng management on western rangeland 
streams. USEPA/910/R-93-017, Region 10, Seattle. 179 pp. 

MacDonald, L.H., A.W. Smart, and R.C. Wissmar, 1991. Monitoring 
guldellnes to evaluate effects of forestry activities 011 streams in the 
Pacrflc Northwest and Alaska. USEPA/910/9/9-91-001, Regxm 10, Seattle. 166 
PP. 

The U.S. Geological Survey in Boise, responsible for conducting 
much surface water quality monltorrng, was consulted. The State has standards 
for ammonia, but avaIlable literature state that thrs form 1s best considered 
where a concentrated source of lrvestock waste exists (such as in feedlots). 
Thrs 1s not the situation on the Targhee. There are IXO State standards for 
phosphorus. RSM 

COMMENTS: Page 111-26, second paragraph from the bottom: Expand the 
drscussUx, about Influence zones to rnclude; topography, geology, locat~o", 
and season. The second sentence should be rewritten to read "The entxx 
watershed and climate influence..." The third sentence should read "Lakes, 
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reservoxs, ponds, perennial, and rntermlttent streams and wetlands provLde 
unique..." 

1446 

RESPONSE: The direct effects of aquatic influence zones on aquatic systems 
are addressed III drscusslons about resources at the subsectron scale. RSM 

COMMENTS : Page 111-29, Goals/Ob]ectlves/Aquat~c/Rlparlan Ecosystems: Add the 
following streams to this oblective: Pass Creek, Warm Springs Creek, Drvlde 
Creek, and West Fork Irving Creek. Unless riparlan conditions are improved, 
the Targhee Natronal Forest wrll not be able to meet any of its goals related 
to biodlverslty, T&E species, wildlife, soils, aquatic, and rlparlan 
protectlo*. 

Page 111-35, Goals/Ob]ectives/Aquatic and R~par~.an Ecosystems: Add 
the following streams to this ob]ectlve: East Fork Itvlng Creek, Dry Creek, 
Middle Creek, West Fork Indian Creek, Mrddle and East Fork of Dry Creek. 
Unless rlpar~%n conditions are Improved, the Targhee Natronal Forest "~11 not 
be able to meet any of its goals related to blodlverslty, threatened and 
endangered species, wildlife, soils, aquatrc, and rrparian protectLo". 

Page 111-51, Goals/Ob]ectives/Aquatic and Riparlan Ecosystems: Add 
Wolverine Creek to the list. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The streams llsted above are those for which stream channel 
stablllty data exist and that Indicate condltrons are less than desirable. 

The Targhee "111 continue to gather information on other Forest streams and 
address concerns as they become apparent. The lack of a list I" the Revised 
Plan does not mean the Targhee ~~11 ignore the stream. Dlvlde Creek 1s 
already lxted. RSM 

coNNEN!l!s : Page 111-95: Second paragraph, change "ecolody" to "ecology". 
Recommends certain geomorphic types be included in the boundary wrdth that 
include but are not all mclusive: 100 year floodplain, areas with unstable 
SO1lS, landslides, and landslide prone areas. Under goals #l delete the last 
two words so the sentence ends after word "varration". 

1446 

RESPONSE: The typing error was corrected. The boundary width includes the 
lOO-year floodplan, areas with unstable soils, landslrdes and landslIde prone 
areas. Unstable areas are discussed in the forestwide soils standards and 
guldellnes. The loo-year floodplaIn IS typIcally of concern 1" areas, such as 
for campground design or placement, that might encroach on the floodplain. In 
any event, site-specific analysts addresses appropriate boundary widths based 
on site-speclfx factors. The Targhee included "where feasible," because m 
some cases It would not be fea.sLble to attempt to restore vegetation If the 
site 1s not capable or does not have the potential to support a preferred 
vegetatron type. RSM 

coNNENTs : Page 111-96, Boundary Widths of Water Types by Subsectrons: Fish 
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bearing streams and non-fish bearing streams should have the same standards 
because of their Importance for watershed cumulative effects analysts. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest used sc1ent1flc flndrngs and recommendations from the 
PACFISH and INFISH Strategres and on-the-ground knowledge of each ecologIca 
subsection to dexgn boundary widths. The Revrsed Plan applies larger 
boundary wrdths to fish-bearing stream reaches, because they warrant greater 
protectlo" than perennial nonflsh-bearing stream reaches. IlurIng cumulative 
watershed analysrs, boundary widths would be determIned by hydrologx 
characterlstxs rather than by the presence of fish. DD/RSM 

col4MExTs : Page 111-99, Paragraph 4: Addrtlonal standards on In-stream 
sediment generated by temporary stream crossings should be developed for the 
se&lo*. 

1446 

RESPONSE: No addItiona standards were added. The standards and guldellnes 
will adequately protect streams for permanent and temporary stream crossings. 
RSM 

Mxscellaneous - General 

coMMJwJ!s : R~.parx~n areas are covered with cabins so cannot assess what 
condltlon they are m. Publx access to "banks" IS gone. 

1316 

RESPONSE: Cabins in rlparran areas occur XI only a few areas and are not the 
norm on the Targhee. Currently, 203 permits for summer homes exist on the 
Targhee (Chapter III, FEIS). Where summer homes are near streams, most are 
not located streamslde, but are set back from streambanks. Streambank access 
1s available in these areas. This comment probably refers to summer home 
areas in Island Park, where some development has occurred along streame. 
Although the Palisades Ranger District has a number of eummer homes, most are 
located around Palisades Reservoir. RSM 

COMMENTS : The Draft and the EIS failed to define how channel stability 
ratings "~11 be measured, who "111 do it and how ratrngs ~~11 be tracked 
forestwlde. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Channel stability ratings and a description of thex use are 
Included xn the new Rangeland Monrtorrng Protocol. The Targhee uses the 
Pfankuch method described 1" the Integrated Rrparian Evaluation Guide to 
assess channel stability. This well-establlshed method provides a good 
evaluation of channel condrtions. Assessments ~~11 be completed by Forest 
hydrology and rangeland management specxlrsts. The lnformatlon "~11 be 
complled and stored in the Supervisor's Office. RSM 

CONNENTS : An investment in the health of the rlpar~an area would pay off in 
Improved future productlvlty (for grazing). 

1206 
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RESPONSE: Healthy rlpar~an areas benefit many uses, speclfxally 
rlparnn-dependent plant and wrldllfe species. Riparlan areas help buffer 
flood flows by absorbing water and slowrng water velocities, and they hold 
water for later use rn the rlparran area and ad]acent stream channel. Other 
benefits are not yet apparent. There is no question that healthy rrparlan 
areas are xmportant. RSM 

COMMENTS : The rlparlan portion of the Plan is well-focused, i.e., It manages 
the "brg pxturs"; be sure to carry this focus through all other issues 
related to the needs of fish and wildlife species. 

1446 

RSSPONSE: Your comment I.S acknowledged. RSM 

COMMENTS : The Targhee plannxxg documents present evidence of substantral 
decline U-I r~par1a.n and aquatIc ecosystems. Yet, the planning documents fall 
to address these ~.s.sues in any substantial manner. 

643 

RESPONSE: Plannrng documents present several dlscussions on riparlan declne, 
such as the evasion of upland plant species ln'co riparian areas, areas of 
overuse by livestock and people; and evidence of stable or rmproving 
condltrons. Henry's Fork and most of the Buffalo River are 1n good to 
excellent condx'cwn; Moose Creek shows some negative effects from the North 
Fork Burn and management actrvities but LS also showing good recovery. A 
Table UI Chapter III shows aquatx habitat trends to be mostly stable or 
movrng upward, wLth conditions mostly "moderate" or "pristine". Prel1mnary 
InformatIon from fxh habitat surveys on more than 200 miles of streams 
conducted by the Henry's Fork Found&Ion in 1996 point to generally good to 
excellent condltlons on the Targhee with degraded conditions on non-forest 
lands. Final results are pending and surveys are continuing. 

The standards and guidelines, monitoring plans, and other direction 
found rn the Rangeland Monltorlng Protocol address riparian condltrons on the 
Targhee. Adaptive management allows the Targhee to amend the Plan If 
morator1ng shows exlstLng dvxctlon is not effective. RSM/WG 

COMMENTS : The Plan falls to sufflcvzntly protect rlpar~an areas and species 
dependent on those areas. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Targhee designed Prescription 2.8.3, Standards and GuIdelines, 
and the Rangeland Monitoring Protocol to protect r~parlan areas and 
rlparran-dependent species. The measures prescribed are based on research 
flndngs and work conducted elsewhere. RSM 

COMMENTS : The Forest Serves LS out of compliance with legal mandates. (36 
CFR 219.27 (a) (10) (a) (11) and (e). 

1367 

RESPONSE: Ensting laws, regulations, manual and handbook directron, and 
dlrectlon contained in the Revised Plan meet all legal mandates ncludng the 
above Code of Federal Regulations. DP 
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COMMENTS : Clarify why the Targhee National Forest did not establish access 
density guLdelx,es or standards for r~parx~n corridors. 

1369 

RESPONSE : Rlparian areas tend to be long, narrow features, generally too 
narrow to be properly defined at a forestwide scale. For that reason, road 
density gurdance was not establrshed for these areas. Instead, enhanced 
standards and guidelrnes were designed to protect these areas. Road location 
and management are more critical than road densitxs. RSM 

COMMENTS : Explain why rlparian areas have Deared Future Conditions (DFC) 
goals Instead of standard and guides for watersheds, as other resource areas 
have. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Aquatlc section for Forestwide Standards and 
Gurdellnes and Prescrlptlon 2.8.3 for Standards and Guidelines for the AquatIc 
Influence Zone. All resources have goals, standards and guxdellnes, xxl"dLng 
watersheds. RSM 

CONMENTS : The sectnn on S&P: Biological Elements LS "appalling"; It does not 
begn to address the biologrcal elements of AIZ. 

282 

RESPONSE: Many of the blologlcal elements referred to are addressed 1n the 
forestwlde standards and guidelines, subpart Biologxal Elements. Language l.n 
Chapter III was changed to make this format clearer to the reader. DD 

coMMEN!cs : Address how management concerns revised under the Aquatic and 
Rlparxn Ecosystems sectLon wrll be handled over the next lo-15 years. 

282 

RESPONSE: New standards and guldelrnes ~~11 be Implemented. Monltorng and 
nventory methods ~111 be used to determine needs for change in management. 
RSM 

COMMEN!cB : Unclear how the management of rrparlan zones has been affected by 
the Eastslde Ecosystem Pro]ect (the Inland Frsh Strategy). 

228 

RESPONSE : The Revised Plan contains new dlrectlon on management of ripanan 
zones and fish habitat as dxcussed and descrrbed in the Inland Native Fish 
Strategy. DD 

Ranqe of Natural Vanability 

COMMENTS : It 1s not correct to assume each stream reach must adhere to the 
broader pattern (RN") as LS suggested rn one of the goals of AI2 
prescrrption. 

282, 643 
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RESPONSE: Goal #1 states, "...aquatx ecosystems are managed to promote thex 
health and function wlthin the range of varlablllty, where feasible." In this 
context, aquatic ecosystems are much larger 1" scale than indrvxdual stream 
reaches. GoalS and ob]ectlves for rrparian areas that relate to Range of 
Natural Varlabll1ty are rncorporated Into a new sect1o" called "Ecologxal 
Processes and Patterns, Properly Functxaning Condition". DD/RSM 

CGNNENTS : Oblective #2 seeks to establish the RNV for AIZs. Unclear how 
exactly thL6 could be done and how information could be applied to 
management. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE : New language 1s added to the Revised Plan that describes the 
process the Targhee ~111 "se. Objective 2 was deleted from the Revised Plan. 
DD 

Access 

CGNNBrnS : obliterate all roads 1" rlpar~a", wetland and streams. Area should 
be a grizzly bear sanctuary. 

276 

RESPONSE: AquatIc Influence Zone Management Prescription maintains and 
xnproves grizzly bear habitat. The Revised Plan reduces open roads and open 
motorlad trail densltles 1" grrzzly bear habltat. "Core areas- for grrzzly 
bear, wrth no motorized access, were established in the Revxed Plan. MO 

CONNENTS : Snovmachxxss should be excluded from established rxparian area 
buffer zones along the Henry's Fork and Buffalo Rivers to reduce impacts on 
winterrng wildlife. 

1276 

RESPONSE: The Forest has llmited lnformatron regarding wlnterrng wIldlIfe 
populations along the Henry's Fork and Buffalo Rivers. A” ob]ectLve was 
added to the Revised Plan to gather data about wnterlng bald eagle 
populatrons and winter habitat. Additionally, a guldelrne was added to 
m~"~m~.ze conflicts between recreation actrvitles, developments and bald eagle 
winter habitat. As the Targhee learns more about w=nterL"g wildlife along the 
Henry's Fork and Buffalo Rovers, addxtlonal direction may be Included and the 
Plan amended to address these concerns. MO 

Veqetatio" 

COMMENTS : All acres on the forest should meet DVC: The 2476 acres not meetrng 
DVC 1” AIZ I” Alternatrve 3M LS too many. 

61, 362, 690, 1269, 1365 

RESPONSE : The acres and tImeframe given for meetrng Desrred Vegetation 
CondltAon are reasonable, especially for the lo-15 year lifespan of the 
Revised Plan. Attaining DVC on the 2,476 acres may take longer if the Targhee 
lacks resources and budget to accomplx?h. The exlstlng condrtion on some of 
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those acres may require more lntenslve and expensrve restoration, and 
therefore, recovery 1s antxlpated to take more time. RSM 

COMMENTS : See no tatlonale for allowing new roads in r~parlan areas, since 
thrs LS prime wlldllfe habltat. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Any new roads proposed are evaluated on a site-speclflc basrs, and, 
based on the Revised Plan's Standards and Guidelines, rlparla" values cannot 
be adversely affected. Any new roads would result if no feasible alternative 
route exists. Fe", rf any, new roads are predxted for these areas in the 
Revised Plan. RSM 

COMMENTS : The DVC appears to be a good indicator of the rlparian area 
health. 

731 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. RSM 

CONMENTS : Use of DVC alone as an xndicator of riparia" health 1s rnadequate. 
Thongs like sediment load, turbldlty and water temperature should also be 
usedfmonltored. 

1365, 1367 

RESPONSE: Refer to the deflnrtlon of riparian area* in the Glossary of the 
FEIS. Riparran areas are ad]acent to water, not HI water bodres. Instream 
parameters, such as the ones referenced, are monitored and described m the 
Water Quality SectIon. RSM 

COMMENTS : Couple the green-Lxne monitoring with the bank znstabillty 
mon1tormg at little addltlonal cost and do both as Priority 1. 

489 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan was changed to incoporate this suggestron, and 
this item was grven a Prlorlty 1 monitoring rating. RSM 

COMMENTS : Damage to or reductions U-I riparian vegetation, which can be caused 
by snowmobile use, Leads to problems with the food chain through increased 
sedxment load to streams. (CROSS REFERENCE: Snowmobiles) 

697, 1276, 1365 

RESPONSE: On-the-ground observation and monitorrng rndlcate snowmobile use 
does not signxflcantly Impact vegetation. Snow acts as a cushion for 
underlyIng vegetatlo", and the damage referenced 1s not apparent on the 
Targhee. Snow typrcally acts as a buffer and no evidence of sedimentation 
problems have appeared as a result of this use. Most snowmobrle impacts 
relate to conflicts with wlldllfe, other recreation uses and personal safety. 
The new practice of "skIppIng" a snowmobile across a stream may result =n 
addltlonal water quality concerns, but generally, this activity 1s addressed 
in county ordinances. RSM 

. 
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COMMENTS : Riparlan vegetat=on needs to be kept healthy to be used for 
grazing lIvestock, but 3M does not allow enough flexibility 1" the standards 
and guldellnes to design good, ecologxally sound grazrng schemes. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Range) 

432 

RESPONSE: Healthy rrparlan areas benefit many uses. The Standards and 
GuldeL1nes provide mln~'~m stubble heights and max~~m browse utrlr*atLo" 
needed to maintain healthy r=parlan vegetation. Monitoring protocols are used 
to determrne If Standards and Guldellnes are achieving desxed conditions on 
the ground. If monltorrng data lndlcates a "need for change" 1" management, 
the Plan will be amended to address the change. 

Lrvestock grazxng under the Revised Plan allows AUM adjustment* after 
a site-specxflc analysrs 1s completed on active allotments. I" some cases, 
based on site-specLfrc conditions, more strxngent guidelines may be applied to 
achieve a desired condltlo". On other allotments, where exrstlng conditions 
are at or exceed the desxed condition, Less stringent management may be 
applied. RSM/WG 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy why there are not indicator species for willow habitat in 
rlpar~an areas for both birds and mammals. 

1369 
Need to have standards for willow habltat in riparian areas because 

this 1s a mayor publx issue; also please address the future management of 
~1110~ habrtat which should promote vlab111ty of brrd species associated with 
Lt. 

1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Targhee did not develop management indicator specres (birds, 
tX%NtlalS, and s.o forth) for willow habItat. The Targhee will use the Aquatx 
Influence Zone Management PrescrrptLon as a "coarse filter" approach for 
mamtarnlng all rrparan habrtats, including willow, in properly functioning 
conditrons. The Targhee 1s currently cooperating 1" a research pro,ect on 
neotrop1cal migratory bxds in riparian areas in the Brg Hole Mountains. The 
flndlngs of this study "111 help the Targhee better manage r~parlan habitats, 
including willow habltat. Management actlvltzs that are proposed, planned, 
and Implemented at the pro)ect level are sublect to site-speclfrc NEPA 
analysis. Special habitat and specres needs are consIdered and addressed in 
the sate-specific analysrs of the prolect area. The Targhee Intends to manage 
Forest ecosystems at properly functioning condltlon. FO"r CrLterla are 
evaluated in a Properly FunctlonLng condition assessment: structure, 
cornpositron, disturbance regimes, and patterns. Each of these criteria 
functlo" wrthln a range of natural varrablllty. Refer to draft document 
entItLed Properly Functlonrng Condltlon Process - Draft 1996. WG/MO 

COMMENTS : DVC as an indicator for the rrparran issue LS far too nebulous to 
provide meaningful dxectlon for forest management, I.e. It has no unrform 
method to measure anythrng. 

643, 1277 

RESPONSE: Desired Vegetation Condition can be measured through monitoring 
criteria. The Revised Plan glossary rncludes a modlfled defxatlon of DVC 
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that reads: "For both rlparran areas and nonforested uplands 1s defined as the 
speclflc future condltlon of rangeland resources, aquatIc habitat, and water 
quality that meet management objectives as identified in the Forest Plan, 
Allotment Management Plans, or other documents. Additronal clarrfication can 
be found m the nonforested vegetation Ssctlon of Chapter III of the FEIS." 
DVC is establxhed in site-speclfx or landscape level analysis, based on 
site-speclfxc factors. WG 

COMMENTS : DEIS 111-20: Table III-4 gives data for aquatic and rLparian 
conditions by subsection. How is vegetative seral stage defined in this 
table? That IS, on what species 1s It based? The defrnltron of DVC LS 
non-exact. What criteria were used to classify riparian condition relative to 
DVC? Were classlflcatlon methods standardized? HOW much effort was invested 
in this classlfrcatlon and when were the data collected? Was any attempt made 
to verify, validate or calibrate fxld work to mlnimlze or remove observer 
bias? We have been Informed that these data were collected up to 20 years ago 
and hence thex relrabillty are highly questronable. Describe the 
methodologAes used to generate these statistics and any limitations in the 
data so that the reader can wergh the numbers. 

389, 643 

RESPONSE: Drstrict range data flies were used to analyze environmental 
consequences in the FEIS. Range data flies are updated annually to capture 
changed conditions. Range analysts surveys conducted 25 to 30 years ago serve 
as the baseline for determrning change. Although this rnformation IS dated, 
data reliablllty IS high and based on sound prxnciples. All but nine 
allotments (1,813 acres) have completed range analysis surveys. In 1986, the 
Targhee converted condition class to ecologrcal status and ldentlfied trends. 
This rnformation was used in the 1991-1992 Analysis of the Management 
Situation (MIS) Report. Additionally, in 1992, new reporting dlrectron from 
the Intermountaln Region was Implemented. "New Measures" used 1986 ecological 
status data and stratifled the Information Into components used on the Targhee 
today. 

Approxrmately 66% of the Targhee's grazing allotments have had 
grazrng systems rn place for many years (prior to 1980). The Targhee's 
present LMP grazing utilization standards have been in place since 1980 for 
all grazing allotments, and lIvestock us* (AUNs) for both sheep and cattle 
have been reduced over time, where needed. Overall, rangeland resources for 
both uplands and riparian areas have improved over the last 25-30 years. 

The ecological status of a site is measured against the Potential 
Natural Community (PNC) for the site. PNC 1s the biotx community that would 
become establrshed on an ecolagrcal site if all successional sequence* were 
completed wlthout Interference by humans under present env=ronmental 
conditrons. Natural disturbances such as drought, flood, wildfire, insects, 
and dxease are Inherent I" its development. The PNC may rnclude acclrmat1zed 
or naturalized non-native species. Early seral ecologxal status is O-39% of 
PNC; mid seral 1s 40%-59% of PNC; late seral is 60%~85% Of PNC; and PNC 19 
greater than 86%. Change 1" ecological status is tracked in the range data 
base and used on a site-specific basx to determine If r1parlan and upland 
acres are meetrng, movrng toward, or not meeting forest plan management 
ob]ectlves. 
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Refer to Process Paper J - Logic Used to Estimate Effects of 
LLvestock Grazx,g on Rlparla" and Upland VegetatLon for rnformatan on how the 
environmental consequences were analyzed. WG 

CONNNNTS : The ecological status of rrparla" habitat may be mcxe beneflclal to 
the ecosystem by remaning m an early seral stage rather than moving to a 
mrd/late-seral stage. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides dIrectron for assessrng and managing 
r=parla" areas L" a properly functlon1ng conditron whxh includes evaluating 
the amount and dlstrlbutlon of seral stages, along with other crlterra, 
approprzate for the various types of rlparla" ecosystems. LID 

COMMENTS: DEIS 111-19: Here we find another example whereIn the Forest does 
not seem to recognrze the full scope of the ecosystem management concept. 
Trees and other upland vegetatlo" I" the rrparla" zone (or the lack of 
~~110~s) do not necessarily constitute an "ecologrcal concern." Rather than 
assuming that these changes are "egatlve, they should be vrewed r" the context 
of the causative agent(s) at a broader landscape-level. Have these changes 
resulted from lIvestock grazing, from natural succession, or other causes? 

643 

RESPONSE: The Targhee rntends to manage Forest ecosystems at properly 
functlonL"g condltlon. Four criteria are evaluated in a Properly Functioning 
condrtlon assessment: structure, compos~txa", disturbance regimes, and 
patterns. Each of these criteria functxm within a range of natural 
variablllty. Refer to draft document entitled Properly Functionrng Condrtlon 
Process - Draft 1996. DD/DM 

COMNENTS : Be more specific when suggesting "you will malnte.2" rlparian 
vegetation 1" DVC." Wording 1s ambiguous, could apply HabLtat Conservation 
Assessments and Management Recommendations developed by the USFWS for Idaho 
species. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Desired Vegetation Condition 1s a reliable indicator that can be 
measured wth varxaus monitoring criteria. The DVC deflnltron was modlfxd 1" 
the glossary of the Revised Plan to read: "The specific future condition of 
rangeland resources, aquatx habitat, and water quality that meet management 
ob]ectrves as ldentlfled 1" the Forest Plan, Allotment Management Plans, or 
other documents. AddrtLonal clar~f1catlon can be found I" the nonforested 
vegetatlo" sectlo" of Chapter III of the FEIS." WG/MO 

Grazinq 

CONNENTS : Grazing in rlparla" areas must be greatly restricted and has 
already caused damage. 

26, 204, 293, 325, 339, 340, 354, 356, 357, 359, 496, 650 

RESPONSE: The Targhee is managed under the multiple-use, sustazaed-yield 
concept. Grazing has long been recognized as a legltlmate use of NatIonal 
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Forest System lands and 1s balanced wrth other multiple uses such as 
recreation, wrldllfe, timber, m~nlng, and water, among others. The FEIS and 
Revrsed Plan predict a reductron in lIvestock use to meet numerous management 
obJectives (ecosystem, wlldllfe or rlparian). Actual ad]ustments (up or down) 
in AUMs "111 occur after srte-speclf1c analysis 1s completed on each active 
allotment. The Revrsed Plan rncorporates more stringent riparian guidance 
that should result XI xnproved rlparian areas. The standards and guidelines 
for livestock management and riparian areas are found in the forestwide range 
standards and guidelines rn Chapter III of the Revised Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : Fence off rlparian zones from cattle and Install access ladders for 
fIsheRMen. 

204 
Cattle should be excluded from rlparian areas. 

F-K(4) I 175, 212, 438, 609, 697, 1203, 1204, 1330, 1331, 1392 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides adequate direction for allowing grazing 
in an envrronmentally sound manner. Where fencing 1s used to protect rlparlan 
areaS, public access can be provided. WG/DD 

COMMENTS : Locate more stock tanks away from streams to help dlstrrbute 
animals away from water. 

173, 265, 697, 1240 

RESPONSE: The Targhee uses. thrs approach when water developments are 
installed to distrrbute and disperse cattle and reduce the opportunity for 
cattle to congregate L* small areas. Generally, water development and 
placement are discussed 1" a site-specific NEPA document or Allotment 
Management Plan rather than rn the Forest Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : Set up a dispersed salting regime to keep cattle out of riparian 
aI-ea5. 

204 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan includes forestwlde dlrectlon for livestock 
salting. Speclflc salting requxements are Lncluded in the indlvldual annual 
operating plans for each allotment on the Forest. WG 

CONNENTS : Use lnnovatlve methods to reduce intensity of anxnals in r~par~an 
areas and monitor. 3% reductum of AUMs (1" 3M) may not be good enough. 

625a 

RESPONSE: The AIZ prescrlptlon provides standards and gulde1lne.s to malntan 
and rmprove rlparran areas. Range spec1alrsts work with permIttees rn 
deslgnlng effective grazing patterns, water developments, and herding methods 
to reduce lzvestock xnpacts on r1parlan areas. The FEIS and Revised Plan 
predict a reductron in livestock use to meet numerous management ob]ectlves 
(ecosystem, wrldllfe or rlparx,n). Actual ad]ustments (up or down) rn AUMs 
"111 occur after site-specific analysis 1s completed on each actrve 
allotment. The Revrsed Plan Incorporates more strrngent riparian guidance 
that should result in improved rlpar1an areas. The standards and guidelrnes 
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for livestock management and rlparlan areas are found I" the forestwlde range 
standards and guldslrnes 1" Chapter III of the Revxsd Plan. WG 

COMMENTS : Identify conflxts between livestock grazxng and habItat 
conservation for all rlparran, aquatic, and wetland habrtats. Methods for 
resolution should be developed. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Aquatic Influence Zone Management Prescrlptron 1s a "coarse 
filter" for malntarnlng all rlparian, aquatic, and wetland habrtats in 
properly funct~onzng condition. The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" 
document for the envrronmental analysis of proposed pro]ects at the 
site-speclfrc level. The Revrsed Plan is not intended to provide or analyze 
speclflc "how to's" of prolect rmplementation. WG/MO 

COMMENTS : Should implement trampling standard now based on available 
rnformat~on from other forests already implementing. 

643 

RESPONSE: Forests share their different approaches for range and wildlife 
management. However, inform&Ion from other forests LS generally not 
mdxatlve of condltlons that exist on the Targhee. If correlations are 
determined to be relrable, additional management dlrectlon can be adopted at 
any time through a Forest Plan amendment. Monltorlng for trampling was 
elevated to a Prlorlty 1 L" the Revrsed Plan. WG 

CONNENTS : The frequency of monitoring descrlptlon for rlparlan forage 
utlllzatan should be amended to read "...wlldlrfe, vsgetatron or other 
ecological concerns. Each..." 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged and was consldersd. The components of 
thxs monltorlng standard remarn unchanged. WG 

coNMENl!s : A guidelIne should be added to drscourage hot season grazing of 
r1parran areas. 

1206 

RESPONSE: AI2 standards and guldel&nes provide the necessary framework wlthln 
whxh to address problems wlthln individual r~parla" areas. The season of 
livestock use 1s one conslderatlon in managing lndrvidual rlparlan areas. WG 

coNNEN!cs : Develop more specific crlterla to characterize what constitutes 
wlldlrfe overutillzatxan. 

389 

RESPONSE: Grazing ut1lxat1on standards apply to plant utilxatlon regardless 
of animal specxs (wlldlrfe, livestock, or a comblnatlon). The standards and 
guldel1nes in Chapter III provide the maxunum allowable use regardless of 
SpecLes. LIvestock "111 be removed once the deared ut~llzat~on level 1s 
achieved. 
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Monitoring Ltems for riparran and upland forage L" Chapter V 
reference wlldllfe concerns and where more monltorlng "111 be done. WG 

COMMENTS : DFPR III-20 Make the following a goal: restoratlcl" Of rrparLa" 
vegetatL.o" back to mesxcs forbs and grasses. It LS unclear If thrs 1s the 
Intent of ObIectlve 1 on Page 111-20. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Your comment was consrdered. The components of the forestwlde 
standards and gurdelznes and the goals and oblectrves are adequate and remal" 
unchanged. WG 

COMMENTS: DFPR III-15 There are no forestwlde standards or guidelLnes 
pertaxang to amphlblans. There 1s however one forestwlde ob)ectlve for 
spotted frog habitat. DVC IS not defined and therefore thx oblective does 
not provide clear directun for malntzanlng habItat for spotted frogs or other 
amphlbuns. Suggest the followrng obJectives be added: avoid use of 
pestxldes/herbicrdes that may affect breeding sites and occupied aquatx 
habltat; drscourage use of recreational and livestock use in seasonal meadows; 
prohlb1.t lrvestock trailrng through known amphLblan breeding areas, 
partxularly those few areas where the Western Toad exsts; protect unknown 
amphibian breeding sites by prohrblting harvest actlvrtles, road constructux 
or livestock concentrated use that will separate ponds, vernal pools or 
marshes from permanent streams. (CROSS REFERENCE: WildlIfe, AmphLblans) 

643 

RESPONSE: DVC 1s defined in the glossary of the Revised Plan and is analyzed 
L" Chapters III and IV of the FEIS. 

Your suggested objectIves were not added because the Revised Plan 
provides adequate analysis and duxxtron to protect amphibians, uxludlng the 
spotted frog. WG/MO 

CONMENTS : Under Obiective #1 It may be drffxult to manage for mid to late 
seral rlparra" communltles since they are contuxmlly undergang change. 
The ecologxal Status of r1parla" habItat may be more beneflcral to the 
ecosystem by remarnrng L" a" early seral stage rather than moving to a mid or 
late seral stage. Add a" ob)ectrve to recruit and re-sstabllsh 
rlparlan-wetland commu"ltLes back into these rlpar~a" zones. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan provides drrectlon for assesszng and managing 
rrpar~a" areas 1" properly functioning condition (PFC) and includes a" 
evaluation of the drstrlbutlon of seral stages, along with other criteria, 
appropriate for the various types of riparian ecosystems. DD 

CONNBNTS : Page 111-21, R~par1.a" Forage Utilizatron - B Riparun Vegetation 
Stubble Herght: If the 4" stubble height IS applied only to native and 
desu-able non-native species wIthout standards, you may perpetuate unhealthy 
unstable rrparra" zones. Recommends the 4" stubble height be used throughout 
the entIre rlpar~an zone. 

1446 
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RESPONSE: The standards for r1parlan vegetation will improve rlpar1an zones. 
A 4-inch stubble height requirement at the hydrx grsenllne and a 

separate 3-rnch stubble height away from the hydric greenlrne "111 provLde a 
greater level of protectlo" to the hydrrc greenline. These areas are 
generally more sensitive to damage by livestock and often receive 
dlsproportlonately more use than ad]acent rlparian areas. If the same stubble 
herght requirement were applied to the entire riparian zone, then the stubble 
height could be exceeded at hydric greenllne prior to being met on the 
ad]acsnt area. This could lead to damage of streambanks prior to reaching a" 
average 4-inch stubble hslght across the entire rlparlan area. DD 

CONNENTS : Page IV-16, Water Indicators: In addition to stubble height as a 
monltorlng method Forest Servxe should incorporate two other key factors I" 
frsherres habrtat and they are: percent of bank covered with a deep, bindlng 
root mass and percent of tree and shrub regeneration along the stream bank 
end. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Percent bank covered with deep blndmg root mass and percent of 
tree/shrub regeneration along the stream are two studies the Forest uses to 
monitor long term trend. These studies are called: GreenlLne Vegetation 
Comoosltlon - desrgnsd to identify the specres and amounts of plants with or 
without deep brndlng root mass; and Woody Species Reseneration - designed to 
measure woody specres regeneratlo" along the greenline transect. 

Monrtorlng items for rlpar~an and upland forage in Chapter V 
reference where concerns (wildlife or watershed, for example) are present and 
where more monitoring "~11 be done. This monitoring Item LS elevated to a 
Forest Prlorlty Group 1. The techniques for these two studlee are discussed 
m the Integrated Riparlan Evaluation Guide, IntermountaLn Region, March 
1992. WG 

COMMENTS: There should be NO vegetatlo" manipulation L" rrparran or whrtebark 
pine areas at any time. These lands should also be taken out of the suitable 
timber base. 

1273b 
Targhee Natlonal Forest says rn several of the revls~on documents 

that unscheduled timber harvest may be necessary wlthLn the AIZ; this is most 
disturbing. 

Not aware of any credible scxntific research lndxated that timber 
removal has improved riparlan values associated with rlpar~an health. 

766 
Page 19 Clarify the stream buffer paragraph. Unclear what type of 

riparlan or aquatlc oblectlves will require tLmber harvest and how extensive 
lt would be. 

625a 

RESPONSE: In Chapter III-99 Timber, the AI2 is removed from the sultable 
timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. Much of the whltebark areas are 
also removed from the sultable timber base through the various screens that 
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are used to determIne the suitable base, such as steep slopes or low 
productrvrty potentials. 

Sllvxultural prescriptions are only used in the AIZ where they meet 
AIZ Management PrescrIptron Goals (Chapter III) and are addressed through 
site-specrfrc analysis. Silvlcultural methods may be approprrately used in 
stands where overstorLes (such as conrfers) might be lnhlbltrng understory 
species that are important in provldlng channel stabxllty (such as willows). 
At a minimum, the Revised Plan meets the guidelines LII the Rules pertarx.ng to 
Idaho Forest Practices Act (specifically those dealing wrth stream 
protectlo"). DM 

COMMENTS : Recommend the Targhee National Forest revxw The Conservation 
Strategy for Henry's Fork Basin Wetlands (Jankovsky-Jones 1996) and use to 
address wetland plant community management. 

766 

RESPONSE: The 'Conservation Strategy" was reviewed. Category I and II 
wetlands not protected by other desrgnatlons (such as RNA, Wilderness, Wild 
and Scenx River) were added to the 2.1.1 Management Prescrrptlon (Specral 
Management Areas). Th1.s document ldentlfres baseline or benchmark areas for 
comparisons with ad]acent wetland health condxtlons. DM 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy how overall forest health and the danger of Intense 
wlldflre was considered in management of rlparian zones. 

228 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains new dire&Ion on managing r~par~.an and 
Forest ecosystems in a Properly Functlonang Condltlon and on managing both 
natural and human-ignited fxes. Refer ta Ecologxal Processes and Patterns 
and Biological Elements in Chapter III - Part 1. DD 

COMMENTS : Concerned that the Forest does not currently have sufficient data 
to characterxe the RNV with any degree of confrdsnce. Therefore, could also 
not understand how the RNV varied on smaller scales. (DFPR 111-95, AIZ). 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Goals/ObJect~ves and Standard/Guidelines perta.nrng to 
Properly FunctLonlng Condltlon (PFC) III the Revlssd Plan. The Forest is 
adoptlng a Regronal approach of using PFC assessments. DM 

coNblBNTs : The basis for determlnlng proposed use levels, on "1110" and that 
level’s abrlrty to restore willow areas to optrmum and historical conditions 
for wlldlife 1s questronable. 

1369 

RESPONSE: After refLning r~parlan and upland utilization levels, the Targhee 
determined that the standards and guldellnes ~111 achieve desxed results. 
The standards and guldellnes provide for a moderate rate of recovery of 
degraded rlparlan and aquatrc ecosystems and a moderately hrgh level of 
flsherles habItat quality. Reference the USDA Forest Servxe, October 1995, 
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DLXUS Natlone. Forest, "Effects of livestock grazrng at proper "se on the 
Olx~e Nat,.onal Forest. " WG 

ccGlMENTs : The co-occurrence of frogs and cattle does not constitute evLdence 
that grazing has no effect on frogs or their abLlity to reproduce and persrst 
2.n an area. 

RESPONSE: The relatlonship between cattle grazing and frogs 1s not 
defLnltlvely established. The dlscusslon 1" the EIS and Revised Plan 
concernng spotted frogs and lIvestock grazing IS accurate to the extent that 
avarlable research exists. MO 

coMMFwrs : Need a timelIne for beaver re-rntroductron 1" the 1mplementatxn? 
schedule for AIZ's. 

282, 643 

RFSPONSE: The Revrsed Plan does not propose any beaver re-rntroductrons. 
State Fish and Game agencies are responsible for the management of beaver 
populations. MO 

CONMENTS : Re-analyze timber harvest on spotted frog habItat in Alternatives. 
643 

RESPONSE: NO data 1" literature suggests spotted frogs are dependent upon a 
partxular forested vegetatxan condltxon. Txnber harvestrng may change 
temperature and humldlty condrtrons, but no speclfx temperature and humrdlty 
condltlons required by spotted frogs are grven. Spotted frogs are also found 
1n desert areas where adequate water and rlpar~an habitat condltrons exist. 
MO 

COMMENTS : Use some mammals (beaver, nnnk, otter) as good indrcators 1" 
addltlon to the bnds and amphlblans currently proposed. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: The Aquatx Influence Zone Management Prescrxptron 1s a "coarse 
filter" to mantan aquatx and rrparlan habitats 1" properly functLonrng 
condrtlons. All threatened, endangered, and sensltrve species are used as 
management ndxator species. Thus provides adequate management dnectron for 
r~par~an habitats and wildlife. MO 

COMMENTS : Several proposals already ncorporated should benefit amphibians. 
643 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. The AI2 Management PrescrIption 1s 
used as a coarse filter to mantaln aquatrc and riparlan habitats in properly 
functlonxng condltlons. This prescription ~111 benefit amphlblans. MO 

c!mlMENTs : Include not only spotted frogs but also western toads (bufo 
boreas). 

1204 

xx-33 



RIPARIAN - GENERAL 

RESPONSE: The western toad, plus numerous other specres, were suggested by 
the public for inclusion as management indxator species. The Targhee's 
management rndlcator species include all the threatened, endangered, and 
sensLtlve specres on the Forest. These are species considered most sensltlve 
to human activltres. Habitat available for these species generally provides 
habitat for less sensltlve species. As more lnformatron becomes avalable on 
western toads, management dxectLon may need to be amended to address this 
concern. MO 

coln.mN!rs : Page 111-19, Riparlan: Recommends a review of the document to 
ensure that management is applied to other issues related to the needs of frsh 
and wrldllfe. 

1446 

RESPONSE: No addxtional draft review documents are scheduled for release. 
Changes between Draft and Final are based on publx comments and new 
~nformatlon and do not require another draft. MCI 

coMMRNTs : The blologlcal elements/wildlife standards and guldellnes L" the 
AI2 should have specific dxxction for malntelning brodiversxty, riparlan 
functions which malntal" habitat, standards for specific species known to be 
rare or affected by past management practices and addltlonal dxectlon for 
management LndLcators. 

643, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains speclfx standards and guidelrnes for all 
threatened and endangered species on the Targhee. The purpose of the AIZ 1s 
to provide protectlo" and maintenance of Properly FunctlonLng Conditions for 
the species dependent on the AIZ. More spscrfic standards and guidelines 
other than those already incorporated L" the Revised Plan are unnecessary. MO 

COMMENTS : Consider that local changes L" hydrology, ground cover, surface 
masture, humldlty, and temperature resulting from timber harvest may 
negatively affect spotted frogs and other amphrbians. 

643 

RESPONSE: Rules r" the State's Forest Practices Act state, "During and after 
forest practxe operations, stream beds and streamsIde vegetat=on shall be 
protected to leave them 1" the most natural condxtxan as possible to mantan 
water quality and aquatic habitat" (Rule 030.07). Also, 75 percent of the 
current shade must be left over Class I streams (those streams used by fish or 
for dome&x water supplIes) per Rule 030.0?(e)11. No scheduled timber 
harvest may take place in Aquatrc Influence Zones, and any timber removal must 
benefit rIparIa"-dependent species, including amphrbzaxs. The potential 
effects are analyzed at the proxect level, and the actlvlty is deslgned to 
avoId "egatlve rmpacts to the local mxroclimate. RSM 

COMMENTS : RLparlan areas do not warrant more protectlo". 
29, 38, 55, 258, 1239, 1240 

RESPONSE: see the Aquatx and Rlparla" Ecosystems sectron of the FEIS 
(Chapter III) for a descrrptlon of the importance of riparlan areas (and 
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rlparian vegetation), and areas where recreatronal use (such as OHV or 
drspersed camping) has caused resource concerns. Also see the descrrptron for 
Prescrlptlon 2.8.3 in the Final Revrsed Plan. RSM 

RIPARIAN - STUBBLE HEIGHT 

Does Not SuDport 4-inch Stubble Heisht - Grazrnq 

COMMENT: Object to this or any standard because wildlrfe impacts are not 
accounted for and therefore could unfairly affect livestock grazing. 

F-F(6), 267 

RESPONSE: Both wild and domestic ungulates are taken into account during 
mon1torrng. The Forest Service has no control over wlldllfe numbers. In 
areas where wIldlIfe use 1s excessrve, domestIc lIvestock graang could be 
affected. DM 

COMMENT: The stubble height should not be measured at the end of the grazing 
period, but at the end of the growing season. This would allow us to continue 
using various grazing schemes as management tools wlthout being penalized. 

432 

RESPONSE: Rlparian stubble height standards at both the hydrx green line 
(HGL) and away from the HGL are measured at the end of the grazing period. 
These standards allow for devlatlons through site-speclfx analysis. 
Flexlbllrty 1s allowed and depends upon the success of various grazrng schemes 
(for example, at the Allotment Management Plan level). DM 

Watershed Intasrity 

COMMENT: Four-inch hydrLc green lrne stubble height will not adequately 
protect lntegrlty of the rrparian zones. 

308, 634, 643, 644 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards (Chapter III) ensure that stubble heights, 
both on and away from the hydrx green line, are malntaned at the end of the 
grazrng period. Re-growth of rlparlan vegetation, except possibly the last 
pasture grazed, should exceed the 4-inch requrrement on the hydrx green line 
and the 3-Inch requxement away from the hydric green line. Flexibrlrty 1s 
allowed and depends upon the success of various grazmg schemes. DM 

Summrts a Q-Inch Stubble Helqht 

COMMENT: Support 4-inch stubble height. 
20, 35, 36, 51, 611, 1244, 1391 

RESPONSE: Your comment LS acknowledged. DM 

Monrtorinq 
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COMMENT: Concerned there 1s not anyone accountable if stubble hexght 
standards are exceeded. 

624a, 1206 

RESPONSE: Under the terms and condltlons of the grazing permit, the permLttee 
LS accountable. The Forest 1s responsible for allotment admin1stratlon and 
accountable for enforcIng permit provi.xons. DM 

COMMENT: The monrtorLng plan fails to ensure that riparran monitoring "111 
ather be adequately funded or dictate when livestock are moved. 

432, 625a, 766, 1204 

RESPONSE: Streambank Trampling and Rlparlan Forage Utllxation mOnltOrLng 
items were changed to a Forest Prlorlty 1 in the Revised Plan. PermLttees 
"~11 assxt in monrtorLng range ut1llzatlon and sol1 conditions on thex 
allotments follow&ng an establxhed protocol. Funding levels vary and may 
have an effect on the level or intensity of monitoring in any given year. 

Monitoring Item "Rrparian Forage Utilization," sectlo" "Tolerance, 
or Variablllty Indrcatrng Action" (Chapter V) states, "when standardjguldelrne 
1s more than 5% outside the range." This means that when the 
standard/guidelrne LS attained or not exceeded by more than 5% of allowable, 
It 1s time to move livestock. Stubble heLght, browse utlllzatron and 
streambank tramplrng are used to determrne if livestock are being properly 
managed. DM 

COMMENT: Even though the standard is proposed to be monitored at the end of 
the grazing season, that does not ensure that re-growth between end of grazxng 
and end of growing season, thus concerned how the 4-inch stubble height "111 
be monitored effectively. 

317, 444, 766 

RESPONSE: Although thrs statement may be true during periods of extreme 
drought, in normal years all but the last pasture m  a grazrng scheme would 
have ample time for re-growth. The last pasture grazed would leave a 4-Lnch 
stubble height which 1s adequate to allow for properly functlonlng 
condltlons. (Clary/Webster, Kauffman, Platts etc.). DM 

COMMENT: Monrtorrng of the hydrrc green line requx-es a waters edge; 
therefore no monitoring would occur in seeps, bogs, wet meadows, etc. These 
types of areas provide habitat values and contribute to biodlverslty, for 
greater than their relative occurrance. 

766 

RESPONSE: Rlparlan forage utlllzatlon standards pertain to rlpar1a.n areas 
away from the hydrlc greenlIne such as the type of areas descrrbed in this 
comment. DM 

Stubble Hexqht In Theory 

COMMENT: Stubble height does not measure the rate of recovery of a r1parian 
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area after a disturbance and IS therefore too oblective (sic) to allow 
flexlblllty needed to manage different/changing range conditions. 

432 

RESPONSE: Stubble height does not measure the rate of recovery after a 
disturbance. Stubble height requxements are intended to retan sufflclent 
quantity and quality of rlparian vegetation biomass to maintain and restore 
rlparlan plant vigor, protect streambanks, trap sediments, malntaln and 
restore habrtat for aquatrc x,secte and other wIldlife, and restore a source 
of organrc debris to the aquatic system. The Revised Plan (Chapter III) 
allows for flexiblllty 1" the stubble height standard at the hydrx greenllne 
to manage dlfferent/chang~ng range condltlons. Deviations from the stubble 
height standard are allowed through site-specific analysis. DD 

COMMENT: Defl"1tlo" rn the Plan too loose; 4-Inch stubble height, while good, 
seems like It should apply to the whole riperlen zone, not lust the hydric 
greenllne. 

314 

RESPONSE: A 4-rnch stubble height requrrement at the hydrx green line and a 
separate 3-inch stubble height away from the hydrx greenline provrdes a 
greater level of protection at the hydrx greenlrne. The hydric greenllne 1s 
more sensltlve to damage by lrvestock than the ad]acent area and often 
receives disproportionately more use than adjacent ripalan areas. If the 
same stubble height requxement was applied to the entxe riparran zone, then 
stubble height could be exceeded at the hydrx greenlLne prior to being met on 
the adlacent area. This could allow damage to streambanks to occur before an 
average 4-Inch stubble herght was attained across the entire rrparran area. 
DD 

COMMENT: Scientlfx accountabrllty for stubble height LS necessary rf grazing 
LS to contLnue on publrc lands. 

636 

RESPONSE: The use of rlpar1an stubble height criteria in managing lrvestock 
grazing withrn riparlan areas LS well documented in scientific literature. In 
comblnatlon with rrparlan stubble height requirements, the Revised Plan 
xxorporates a livestock utlllzation 1lml.t on woody rlparian plants, a high 
prlorlty for monltorlng of results, and a provrsron to adlust the standards as 
necessary to meet objectives for rlparian areas. Some references used in 
development of these stubble height crlterra Include: 

Clay, Warren P.; Webster, Bert F. 1989. Managing grazing of rlparran areas 
=n the Intermountain Region. Ge". Tech. Rep. INT-263. Ogden, UT: U.S. 
Department of Agrxulture, Forest Servxe, Intermountan Research Statlo". 11 
P. 

Clary, Warren P.; Kinney, John W. 1994. A photographx utillzatlon guide for 
Key Rlparran Gramxxads. Ge". Tech. Rep. INT-308. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Forest Servxe, Intermountain Research Statlo". 13 p. 
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Kauffman, J. Boone: Kruger, W-C. 1984. LLvestock Impacts on rlparran 
ecosystems and streamslde management rmplvzat~ons-a review. Journal of Range 
Mangsment. 37(5): 430-438. 

Platts, Willlam S.; Raleigh, Robert F. 1984. Impacts of grazx,g on wetlands 
and rlparzxn habitat. In: Developing Strategies for Rangeland Management. 
Boulder, CO: "estvlew Press: 1105-1117. 

Platts, Wll11a.m S.; Nelson, Roger Loren. 1985. Streamslde and upland 
vegetatron use by cattle. In: Rangelands 7 (1): 5-7. 

c1ary, W.P., Christopher I. Thornton, and Steven R. Abt. 1996 Rrparlan 
stubble height and recovery of degraded streambanks. In: Rangelands 18(4): 
137-140. DD 

coMMEN!c: Stubble height and utilizatvan in riparran areas are excessive 
according to scientrfic literature. 

389 

RESPONSE: The appropriate stubble height and utrlxzation standard used is 
determIned by the ob]sctlves set for the Forest. The Targhee evaluates three 
eets of ob]ectlves: 1) provide for a slow rate of recovery of degraded 
rlparian and aquatic systems together with a moderate level of frsherles 
habltat quality as described rn AlternatIve 1; 2) provide for a moderate rate 
of recovery of degraded riparran and aquatx systems together with a 
moderately high level of fisheries habitat quality as designed ln AlternatIves 
2, 3, and 3M; and 3) provide for a rapid rate of recovery of degraded riparran 
and aquatic systems together with a high level of fisherres habitat quality as. 
designed in Alternatives 4, 5, and 6. 

Screntlflc literature supports the predrctron that the Revised Plan 
achieves the set of oblect1ve.s described above. The scxzntific lrterature 
used to design the alternatives includes those listed ln the response 
lmmedlately preceding this. DD 

COMMENT: Studies show sediment entrapment and retention (of overland flow) IS 
better where vegetation IS shorter than the 6" stubble height proposed =n the 
standards and guldellnes, unless ground cover 1s <50%. 

432 
OngoIng research findings by the Universrty of Wyoming indicates a 

possible counterpornt to the sclentrfrc support of higher stubble herghts. 
Results of the cited study (Grant. "A settlement of sediment" in Beef Today, 
May 1996), show streambank vegetatvan clipped continuously to l-Inch stubble 
height had similar xnpacts as taller heights on: sediment deposltron (traps 
)ust as much sediment when streams overflow); plant productivity (productvzn 
,ust as good as 6" stubble herght); and, plant health (biomass herght dzd not 
change with stubble heights). 

F-F(6) 

RESPONSE: First, research conducted by Abt, Clay and Thorton (1994) entItled 
"Sediment Deposltlon and Entrapment in Vegetated Streambeds" shows that the 
shorter stubble herghts were as efficient in producrng sediment deposition as 
taller stubble heights. The difference was that the taller stubble heights 
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(blade lengths) increased retention potentrals (for example, bank burldlng). 
Second, continuous cllpplng to a 1-inch stubble herght ignores the effects 
large ungulates have on streambanks being grazed to that same l-inch stubble 
height (for example, compactron and its effect on rlparlan functlonlng). One 
of the reasons for using a Q-rnch stubble height standard 1s to protect banks 
and woody browse, based on findings from Clary and Webster (1989), Kovalchllk 
and Elmore (1992), and Platts (1981). DM 

COMMENT: Measuring stubble height at the HGL 1s inadequate and should use 
Beaverhead Riparran Guldellnes. 

697 

RESPONSE: Accordrng to the Beaverhead Riparian Guldellnes for measuring 
stubble height and woody browse, "This is measured Ln two places: 1) along the 
water/soil Interface known as the "green line" and 2) away from the stream 
channel ln the "key area- where especrally palatable species exist." The 
Targhee uses a similar process and similar parameters for monltorrng purposes 
(for example, stubble height, percent utlllzatlon, browse utrllzation and bank 
trampling). DM 

COMMENT: Research shows that both bank stabllrty and regeneration of woody 
specks are protected when stubble heights are enforced. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. The Revised Plan is speclfx! on It.6 
stubble herght recommendations and the time It 1s measured. Trampling and 
browse utrlization are also collected to make sure that stubble herght 
recommendatrons are achLevlng dearable oblectrves. DM 

Suor)orts a 6-inch Stubble Bexfht 

COMMENTS : Since rlparlan areas influence much of their watersheds, support a 
6-rnch hydrx green line stubble height to return riparran areas to proper 
functioning condltlon most quickly and better protect habitat for native 
cutthroat trout. 

314, 389, 643, 690, 695, 719, 766, 1204, 1206, 1276, 1401 
Stubble heights should be 4-6 Inches wlthln streamslde riparian 

areas, not lust the green line; 3-4 rnch stubble heights are not adequate. 
FS-5, FS-7, FS-9 

The proposed protectron of cutthroat trout Ln Alt. 4, 379 miles 
protected with 6-inch HGL stubble height should be xoxporated Lnto 3M. 

308, 643, 695, 1206, 
A 6-Inch stubble height should apply to entxe AIZ. 

FS-5, 643, 695, 766, 1194, 1401 
Recommend that all stubble heights should be 5" and 6" for 

satisfactory and unsatisfactory condition (riparian vegetation) respectively, 
unless the FS can provrde sclentlfic document&la to support the levels. 

309 
An addltlonal standard of 6", remauung at the end of the grazing 

period, should be added for areas determlned to be non-functlonlng or 
functlonlng at risk. 

1206 
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Rlparlan stubble height standard should be more conservative 
because of the lack of reliable data used by the FS. 

643 

RESPONSE: Stubble herght requxements at both the hydric greenlIne (HGL) and 
away from the HGL are measured at the end of the grazing perrod. Measurements 
at the end of the grazrng perrod allow for re-growth to occur on all pastures 
(have stubble heights in excess of 4-inches), except for the last pasture 

where a 4-rnch stubble height remains. These standards allow for flexrbllrty 
based on ate-speclfrc analysx. 

Recommendations 

COMMENT: A stubble herght of 2-3 inches LS suffvzrent for this higher 
altitude area. There isn't scientrfx data stating streambanks hold any 
better or grass recovers any faster at 4-inches than 2-3 inches. 

1378 
The provision allowrng the Forest to use a 6-inch stubble height 1s 

strongly opposed; should only be used m extreme srtuatvans, other measures 
for rate of recovery should be used fxrst. 

319, 1244, 1378 

RESPONSE: Stubble herght requrrements were developed based on comprehenszve 
scientific flndlngs. Some references used In development of these stubble 
height crlterla Include: 

c1ary, Warren P.; Webster, Bert F. 1989. Managing grazing of riparlan areas 
in the Intermountaln Region. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-263. Ogden, UT: U.S. 
Department of Agrrculture, Forest Service, Intermountaln Research Station. 11 
P. 

Clary, Warren P.; Kinney, John W. 1994. A photographlc utilization gurde for 
Key Rrparran Gramlnolds. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-308. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department 
of Agrrculture, Forest ServLce, Intermountaln Research Station. 13 p. 

Kauffman, J. Boone: Kruger, W.C. 1984. Lrvestock impacts OII riparlan 
ecosystems and strez.msLde management lmplicatlons-a review. Journal of Range 
Management. 37(5): 430-438. 

Platte, Willlam S.; Raleigh, Robert F. 1984. Impacts of grazing on wetlands 
and rlparlan habitat. In: Developing Strategies for Rangeland Management. 
Boulder, CO: Westvlew Press: 1105-1117. 

Platts, W1llram S.; Nelson, Roger Loren. 1985. Streamsrde and upland 
vegetation use by cattle. In: Rangelands 7 (1): 5-7. 

The parameters that the Targhee 1s proposIng to utilxe are srmiliar to what 
other forests and land management agencres are using. DM 

COMMENT : Degraded rlparian areas may requU?a complete rest to lnltiate 
recovery process. 

389 
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RESPONSE: Your camnent 1s acknowledged. The Revised Plan allows for 
devratron, where needed, based on site-specrfx analysis. DM 

COMMENT: other indicators such as plant density, plant composrtion and lrtter 
should be used with standards asslgned to each crlterlon, not lust stubble 
yelght as the plan proposes. 

643, 766 

RESPONSE: Plant frequency, plant composltlon and lrtter are measured on 
benchmark sites, which are permanent indicator ate*. The Targhee Rangeland 
Monltorlng Protocol outlines the establrshment of benchmark sates for 
long-term trend studlee and the parameters that would be analyzed. DM 

COMMENT: Essential to determine/develop a streambank stablllty standard 
correlated to stubble height at the hydrx green lrne. Should include the 
Beverhead standard or somethIng instead of waitrng five years to develop. 

1206 

RESPONSE: Baseline data 1s 1nsufflcent on the Targhee to develop a streambank 
stabrllty standard. In the interim, stubble height standards "111 be used to 
protect streambanks. Thrs monitoring Ltem was elevated to a Forest Prlorlty 
Group 1. 

The Beaverhead standards are speclfx to various mOunta=n ranges on 
the Beaverhead Natlonal Forest and their physical features (site-specific). 
DM 

RIPARIAN - WATER QUALITY 

Sedrment 

CONMENTS : DEIS and DREV have lrmlted information on sediment and turbrdity 
despite the fact that sediment LS the biggest pollutant on the Targhee. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Currently, the Forest has lxnlted information to as*ess the impact 
of sediment and turbidrty on aquat1.c systems. The Targhee uses two types of 
water quality standards establIshed by Idaho and WyomLng state laws: specific 
crxterla (turbrdrty, water temperature) and general cr1terl.a for ma~nta~nlng 
unlmpared benefxlal uses. 

With respect to speclfx sediment crlterra, extensive data collection 
LS requxed during *terms and spring run-off, since turbidity varies with 
dLscharge and 1s not always related to suspended sediment quantltres. 
Previous, dated Forest turbldlty records indxate levels are below limrts set 
by the States. The Targhee conducts surveys to determine If beneficial uses 
are adversely impacted by management actlvltles. Fxherles surveys, lncludlng 
Wolman pebble counts and macro invertebrate data, have not shown sediment to 
be a signrfxant problem on the Targhee. RSM 

COMMENTS: The Plan ldentlfles sediment as the brggest pollutant but efforts 
to obliterate roads that are the primary source of this sediment IS 
lnsuffxlently ldentlfxed and commLtted to. 

1365 
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RESPONSE: Oblectlve #1 in PrescrLptlon 2.8.3 rncludes daectro" to inventory, 
evaluate, and schedule for restoratLon those roads, trails, and stream 
crossrngs that do not meet prescr~ptxx, goals. Implementatron and mo"Ltormg 
of Best Management Practuze* requxed by the States also address this concern 
as does ob]ectrve #1 under Aquatic Standards and Guidelines for the watershed 
mprovement needs rnventory. RSM 

CONNBNTS : Road density limrts or road obliteration requuzements should be 
proposed relatrve to watershed condltrons and aquatx systems; key watersheds 
where road densrtles mrght pose speclfx concerns to aquatic ecosystems and 
water quality should be ldentlfuzd. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Available information xndrcates road density L* less critical than 
road location. No clear evrdence LS available that supports the assumptlo" 
that a spec1fw road densrty in a watershed leads to adverse water quality 
unpacts. Substantial inform&lo" valrdates that roads within a. give" drstance 
Of a stream, based on such factors as slope steepness, slope stability and 
exrstrng vegetation, can lead to adverse water quality impacts. The Revzsed 
Plan focuses on roads within the AquatIc Influence Zone that have the greatest 
potential for delivering sedunent to water bodies. AIZ widths vary by 
subsectIon and allow the Targhee to examine different geomorphic areas on the 
Forest during site-specific analysis. 

Standards and Gurdelues, Best Management Practxes, Idaho Forest 
Practices Act, and srte-specific recommendations provide adequate protectron 
to watershed and aquatrc systems wlthout addrng additronal road obliteratun 
requirement*. RSM 

CONNENTS : Pruxltue watersheds for restoration and protectron, limits for 
additronal road construction. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Pruxltres for re*toratlon are determined through the watershed 
unprovement needs uwentory. Those watersheds posing the greatest threat to 
resource values are restored fust. Restoration work is monrtored to insure 
effectiveness and to determine If on-going maintenance L* requxed. Refer to 
Ob]ectlve #l 1" the Aquatx Standards and Guldellnes. 

Protectux needs are determined on a case-by-case baas, depending on 
a pro]ect's ob]ectlves. As part of the site-specrflc NEPA process, watershed 
resources and alternatives are evaluated, and Best Management Practice* and 
mltlgatlo" mea*ure* are developed to address site-specific needs. RSM 

Recreation 

col.Q.mNTs: OHV use, which can damage or reduce rrparian vegetation, ~111 lead 
to soil eroslo" l"crea*e which can negatively rmpact aquatic commun1tleS. 

1365 

RESPONSE: OHV use may cause damage to r1parlan areas, mainly through sol1 
compaction, puddlrng, and ruttrng. Hlgt, slit/clay ~011s are especially 
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sensitive during wet cycles. OHV impacts are prevalent in specific locations 
on the Targhee, rather than uniformly distrrbuted. 

The Revised Plan reproves management of OHV use, speclfrcally on 
steep upland slopes and in rlparlan areas. I" r1parw.n areas, camprng near 
streams IS limIted to designated drspersed sites (Prescr,ption 4.3). The 
Targhee will monrtor camping and OHV zmpacts to rlparlan soils and 
vegetation. Based on monitoring data, the Targhee wrll periodscally validate 
whether ob]ectlves in PrescrIptLo" 2.8.3 are berng met and adapt management 
accordrngly. RSM 

COMMENTS: OHV use can cause sol1 erosron and sedlmentatlon whrch leads to 
increases L" turbidity; and refueling/sprlls can lead to chemxal 
cO"taml"atlO" of water. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Most OHV rmpacts in r1par~1n areas result in 60x1 compactlo", 
puddling, and ruttrng whxh can lead to erosion. The primary concern 1s the 
loss of stabillzlng vegetation in areas where OHV use has rmpaxed sorl 
qua11ty. Vegetation helps the 6011 absorb water and acts as a buffer aganst 
surface run-off. Lack of adequate stream-side vegetatron 1s a prrmary cause 
Of er0*10*. Ut1lazation and mlnimum ground cover standards are rncluded in 
the revxed Plan. 

A new guidelIne was added in Prescriptlo" 2.8.3 that addresses 
possible risks to water quality from fuel storage and vehicle refueling. RSM 

COMNENTS : The Plan needs to fully address the issues of water quality 
degradatron resultrng from recreational and other uses on the Targhee. 
specifically, include thorough, strict, clear prov~~~ns to insure impacts to 
water quality do not occur. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan's goals and objectlves, standards and guIdelines 
serve as an umbrella for site-specific pro]ect work. Standards and guidelrnes 
provide the dxectlon and limitations for all pro]ect-related actlvitles. 
Water qualrty 1s best analyzed at the site-speclfx level based on 
srte-specific factor*. In some prolects, strxter standards than those found 
in the Revised Plan may be used, If srte-specifx conditions warrant. 
Regardless of the nature of the prolect, State water quality standards mu*t be 
met. This is generally achieved through srte-specifx mltlgation. RSM 

COMMENTS: No dxcusslon of ground water concerns, specifically to the Madrson 
lrmestone as a slgn1flcant aquifer. 

389 

RESPONSE: No evidence exists that management actlvLtxss proposed under any 
alternative would impact aquifers. Water quantity depends on natural 
preclpltatlon patterns and the amount of water being wrthdrawn from an aquifer 
for consumptive uses. Impacts to aquLf@r water quality are expected to be 
~"s1g"lfrca"t, in that burymg or ln]ectlng hazardous waste on National Forest 
land IS prohlblted. Where petroleum products or other hazardous materials are 
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stored, safe storage facL.lltles are requxed to prevent conta.mlnatLon of so~.l 
and water resource*. RSM 

COMMENTS : Base management decls1ons of sustainable actlvltles on protectrng 
watersheds and water quality. 

376 

RESPONSE: All planning actlvlties on the Forest requxe site-specific 
assessment of rmpacts to resources, Including water qualrty. All pro,ects 
must satisfy a variety of rules and regulations contained in State water 
quality standards during and after pro]ect implementation. RSM 

CONNENTS : Support reducing pressures of grazing bovines and motorized 
vehicles to restore waterways and keep them healthy. 

406 

RESPONSE: Standards and guidelines m the Revised Plan are desrgned to reduce 
rmpacts to streams. Also refer to specific standards and guidelines regarding 
grazing and motorized use. Implementation and monltorlng ~111 ldentrfy lf 
Revxed Plan drrectlon IS not meeting re*ource needs. Under adaptive 
management, remedlatlon ~~11 be taken. RSM 

CONMENTS : Targhee should continue to identify areas in need of restoration 
and use "atlve species wherever possible. Continue to sollclt help from 
Henry's Fork Foundation. 

1276 

RESPONSE: Watershed Improvement Need Inventories are currently being 
conducted across the Forest to identrfy and prioritize restoratron needs. A 
declslon to use native species would be made at the proxect level and would 
usually be preferred. Refer to Vegetation sectron of the Standards and 
Gurdellnes. The Forest ~~11 continue to work with the Henry's Fork 
Foundation. RSM/DM 

coNt.5mTs : Mayor emphasis should be placed on restoration in order to heal 
past errors along streams and wrthrn whole watersheds. 

620 

RESPONSE: Watershed Improvement Need Inventories, as outlined rn the 
Ob]ectxve under Aquatic Resources, are currently being conducted across the 
Forest to ldentlfy and prLor1tx.e restoration needs. The Revrsed Plan 
emphasizes a preventrve approach through appropriate Standards and 
Guldelrnes. RSM 

coNN!3NTs : Des=gnatlng lands as wilderness protects water qualrty. 
136 

RESPONSE: A variety of methods and tools are available to protect water 
quality other than deslgnatrng lands as wxlderness. All proposed management 
actlvltle* must adhere to Standards and Gurdelrnes in the Forest Plan and meet 
State and Federal water quality regulations. RSM 
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COMMENTS: Many actLvltLes can reduce stream flow and water clarity whxh 
threaten the r~parlan ecosystem. Actlvltles Include dlversrons for rrrLgatlon 
or channellzatlon, gravel washing operations, gradrng of drrt roads that cross 
streams and upland grazing. Past actlvltles on the Targhee may have rmpacted 
the western boreal toad, spotted frog, and predatory bxds. 

1365 
Oppose logging, roadlng, mlnlng, grazing due to impacts to sol1 

and water resource. 
276 

RESPONSE: Although the actrvitles noted have potentlal to reduce streamflow, 
water qualxty, or both, the Revrsed Plan contains many standards and 
guidelrnes that address these concerns. In addition, ate-specific mltlgat=on 
measure*, on a project-by-pro]ect basis, are developed as needed through the 
NEPA process to unsure stream channel and water quality protectlo" along with 
State Best Management Practrces. RSM 

COMMENTS : D&called watershed modeling should accompany the EIS. 
1364 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides general management drrectlon and sets 
mlnlmum acceptable levels (Standards and Guidellnes) to be used in proxect 
~mplementatlon. Detarled watershed modelrng LS more appropriate at the 
watershed or pro]ect level and LS not necessary to assess the impacts of the 
various programmatic alternatIves under consideration. Instead, "indxators" 
provide a valid lndicatlon of potential impacts under the various 
alternatxves. RSM 

COMMENTS : Revlsxon appears to be consistent with United States Bureau of 
Reclamation 1r-1 SupplyLng water and maintaining water qualrty. 

314 

RESPONSE: Your comment IS acknowledged. RSM 

coMNENTs : Concern over effects on private land and water quality If Forest 
Service cuts back on range. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Targhee adlusts grazing permits from time to time to ensure 
resources are not degraded. Proposed reductions I" permitted lIvestock use on 
the Targhee are not predrcted to affect water quality or land condition on 
private land. Impacts to land and water on private lands, as a result of 
grazx,g on those lands, 1s outslde the ]urisdlction of the Forest Servxe. 
RSM 

coMNsNTs: Targhee could learn from Lemhl Model Watershed Prolect wrth FS and 
BLM, regarding rlparlan habitat gains. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Targhee relies on information or frndlngs from a varrety of 
other sources. The Revised Plan rncorporates dIrectron and monrtoring 
protocols for rlparlan areas from pro]ects like the Lemhl Model Watershed 
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wo,ect. Future mOn1tor1ng ~111 determIne the success, of these protocols, and 
management ~111 be adlusted as necessary. RSM 

CONNENTS : Disagree that there wrll be no change in water yield by 
~lte~l-Glt~"e. 

413 

RESPONSE: The number of acres dIsturbed in a given watershed and the type of 
disturbance expected, predxt no change UI water yield by alternative. 
Srm~lar and more refined analysis occurs at the site-specific level as part of 
a proposed pro]ect's NEPA analysis before a project is Implemented. RSM 

COMMENTS : Forest must address and disclose predicted impacts and discuss how 
actlv=tles will affect other related resources, l.e-, Fish, Threatened and 
Endangered, sensitive species. 

643, 766 

RESPONSE: The FEIS discloses the dxrect, rndlrect, cumulative, and 
1rreverslble/1rretrrevable effects antlcrpated for each alternative under 
consideration. Effects on each resource are also disclosed in Chapter IV of 
the FEIS. Site-specrfic prolects ~111 rece~.ve site-sspecrfic analysrs JJ the 
NEPA process. RSM 

coNMEN!l!s : Our mountan streams are not as polluted as you would have us 
belleve. 

316 

RESPONSE: Although this may be the case in many areas, the Targhee lacks 
sufficient monrtorlng data to insure this LS, in fact, true. For that reason, 
the Revised Plan ~~reases monltorlng act1vltie.s. RSM 

COMMENTS : Sediment and turbldlty levels should also be indicators in addrtron 
to desrred vegetation conditron, especx.lly where harvest and roads are 
present. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Monrtorrng sediment dellvery to streams requires more time and 
resources (personnel and budget) to evaluate than vegetatron condition. FOJZ 
that reason, sediment monrtorlng targets Water Quality Lxnlted streams first, 
and then other areas where actlvltles have taken place and Best Management 
Practices have been applied. In locatrons where sediment monitoring is not 
feasible, vegetatron condltlon is used as a proxy rndlcator. This is the best 
method available to evaluate sediment dellvery at this time. RSM 

COMNENTS : Addltronal aquatrc studies, including the relationship between 
roads and sedrment, should be completed before the FEIS. (Reference made to 
Megahan and Kidd study) 

1367 

RESPONSE: The relatlonshlp between roads and sediment delrvery to streams 
continues to be researched by Megahan and others. All research flndrngs are 
slmrlar in that roads are sources of sediment to streams, and various measures 
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are needed to reduce the amount of sediment delivered. The Targhee used the 
Megahan studies, among others, to develop standards and guidelines for water 
qualrty and aquatrc systems and in plannrng roads at the pro)ect level. As 
researchers publssh new flndlngs or offer new management suggestrons based on 
their flndrngs, the Targhee will incorporate them during pro3ect 
rmplementatron actzvltles. RSM 

CONMENTS : Preparation and operation of ski slopes can lead to extensive 
sedlmentatxan. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Regardless of the nature of a proposed project, whether a trmber 
sale or skr hLl1 operation, sorl disturbance LS mitigated through applxatLon 
of Best Management Practxes or other appropriate measures to mlnlmlze soil 
erosion and reduce sediment delivery to water bodies. Refer to the FEIS - 
Grand Targhee Sk1 Area - as an example. RSM 

CONMENTS : Snow maklng can consume considerable volumes of water and produce 
severe dlstortlons In hydrologic cycles. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Snowmaking does use water; however the two ski areas on the Targhee 
do not have on-Forest permxts for withdrawrng water for snowmakIng. Grand 
Targhee Sk1 Area does not make snow. While Kelly Canyon makes snow for parts 
of the lower slopes, they do not apply snow to slopes located on the Forest. 
Water for Kelly Canyon snowmaking comes from a private water source. It 1s 
unlikely that severe dastortlons ln the hydrologrc cycle result from this 
actLvrty, smce It occurs m  a small area. RSM 

Specific Citations xn DREV 

COMMENTS : Page III-7 section only addresses streams that are presently 
Lmpacted and where water quality Improvements are desired. Modify to lndlcate 
water quality would be maintained or Improved to meet State standards. 

389 

RESPONSE: Goal #3 was changed to read: "Water quality LS maintained or 
Improved to meet water quality standards for the appropriate state (Idaho or 
Wyomrng) . m  RSM 

COMMENTS : Page III-7 DREV: GuidelInes 1 and 2 should be standards, under 
Munlc1pal Watersheds; Page III-7 Emergency In Guideline (G) 1 should have 
more specrfx provIsions; and page III-7 Avoid in Guldelrne 2 should be 
replaced with Prohibrt. 

1365 

RESPONSE: We dropped the standards and guldellnes for mun~clpal watersheds. 
The Targhee does not have munxlpal watersheds; instead the Forest has publx 
water systems. Draft management dIrection for public water systems was xssued 
recently by the WashIngton Office and the final dlrectlon ~~11 be in national 
or reglow.1 manuals or handbooks. The Revised Plan does not repeat manual and 
handbook dxectlon. RSM 
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COMMENTS : A few well placed rolling dips and light scar~f1catlon ~111 be 
effective In rehabllltatlon of disturbed areas. Targhee has done lots of this 
and don't support continued reference needrng to fix old timber roads. 

687 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. The Targhee wrll contrnue to employ 
these methods as determined by site-specific analysx. RSM/DM 

COMMENTS : Strengthen BMP's for roads that are left open, and obllteratlon 
should be consLdered as primary optron for road closures. 

1276 

RESPONSE: Idaho State Best Management Practrces for roads, and standards and 
guIdelInes 1n the Revxsed Plan, specrfically under prescrlptlon 2.8.3 for 
roads and trarls, provide protectIon to other resources from the xnpacts of 
roads. If other needs are ldentrfred for specific roads, lncludrng 
oblitera'cLon, they are handled on a case-by-case baas. RSM 

COMMENTS : Plan should develop standards for roads In rzparlan areas, 
management of the Targhee has neglected to protect rrparran areas. Rrparlan 
road densltles exceed 15 mi/sq. mile and Plan doesn't propose adequate remedy 
for thrs. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Refer to Prescrlptlon 2.8.3 for standards and guldelrnes for roads 
Ln the aquatrc rnfluence zone. Note that under the Ob]ectrves in thx 
prescrlptron, the Targhee ~1111 evaluate roads for resource concerns, ldentlfy 
where problems exist, and prescrrbe solutions. 

Road densrty ln riparlan areas 1s dlfflcult to calculate. Riparian 
areae are linear features and are llmxted ln lateral extent. Quantitatively, 
It 1s dlfflcult to define these areas in GIS on a forestwide scale. While 
road densltles In rlparran areas may be calculated from xxformatlon in the 
FEIS, the numbers should be "rewed cautiously. RSM 

coI. lMEwm : With 5,680 stream crossings OI? the Targhee, risk of large scale 
eroslon events 1s extremely lrkely. Plan falls to adequately address the 
serious threat to aquatrc systems posed by the existing stream crossings. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Stream orossrng data in the DEIS were Incorrect. After additIona 
analyszs and recalculation, the Targhee has 4,530 stream crosangs. 
Corrections also were made to the Lnformatlon about stream crossxngs rn each 
of the alternatives In the FEIS. RSM 

COMMENTS : Road decommissionrng requirements are Inadequate to protect aquatIc 
ecosystems. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Goals and oblectlves In the se&Ion for aquatic, rlparlan 
resources, and watersheds establish priorLtxs using the watershed improvement 
needs Inventory. Watersheds that have 30% or more hydrologic disturbances 
were given the highest prrorlty for assessment and restoration. See 
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PrescrIptIon 2.8.3 for directlo" on the inventory of roads, trails, and Stream 
crossings for rehab1lltatlon needs. Future prrorltres ~~11 be based on 
mon1tormg results. For example, water quality llmlted streams that are not 
meeting water quality standards for sediment would be a high prlorlty for 
watershed assessment and restoratvan. Road density llmlts for watershed 
protectlo" are not well-documented. Roads having the greatest direct xnpacts 
on streams are targeted for assessment. DM/RSM 

coNMEN!cs : Support effort to reduce summer cross-country OHV travel su-ice lt 
can be a mayor sedrment contributor. 

161, 1276 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. RSM 

COMMENTS: Page 111-7: Aquatx Guideline 2 should be a standard. 
1365 

RESPONSE: Requxed minimum flows, fish passage, and fish screens on new 
special use permrts are standards rn the Revised Plan. On exzstlng permits, 
values are protected through gurdelmes, allowing the Targhee to evaluate 
needs on existing pro]ects on a case-by-case baas. RSM 

COMMENTS : Forestwxle standards and guidelines - Ecologxal and Blod1versrty 
left out dxxxssron of the aquatic envxonment. 

1177 

RESPONSE: The aquatx envxonment LS discussed under the standards and 
gu~delxnes of Prescrlptron 2.8.3. New inform&Ion was added to this section 
descrlbrng how the Targhee wrll use "properly functioning condition" of plant 
communlt1es, streams, and watersheds to more effectrvely manage for desired 
condltrons. RSM/DD 

CONNENTS : Modify statement to vState and/or Forest specified instream flows" 
on III-7 since Wyomrng allows the State to acqurre Anstream flows. 

389 

RESPONSE: The statement 1s modrfled 1" the the Final Revrsed Plan. RSM 

coMMBNTs: Page III-35 Goals: Drsagree with efforts bang placed on West Dry 
Creek because only unnatural condltaon exxts below sheep station dIversion. 
Water seldom flows below dIversIon after 7-15. Should put efforts elsewhere. 

432 

RESPONSE: This focuses on West Dry Creek at the western edge of the Island 
Park Ranger Dlstrlct "ear Antelope Valley. The Targhee IS interested 1" the 
part of West Dry Creek upstream of this dlverslon. Approximately 10 mrles of 
stream L" this drainage LS on the Forest and may provide habitat for fish and 
other aquatrc organisms. RSM 

COMMENTS : Time frame for completing watershed xnprovement needs inventory IS 
too long. 

643 
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RESPONSE: The timeframe for completing watershed improvement needs 1s 
realxtrc, grven budget and personnel constraints. RSM 

CONMENTS : Page 111-76: Add addrtlonal BMPs to the Mmerals/Geology section of 
the Ellgrble Wild Rrver prescriptxan: "No pollutants, such as topsoil, slit, 
sand, gravel, solid wastes, slash, debris or chemrcals, should be stored or 
deposited wlthln the active floodplain, 1x1 areas immediately adlacent to 
riparran areas or in natural drainages, e.g., draws, land surface depressIons 
or other areas where overland flow could concentrate materials and carry 
pollutants directly into surface waters." 

389 

RESPONSE: A standard was added to address thrs concern. RSM 

CONMENTS : DREV III-95: Oblectlve 1 should be a standard, and modlfled to read 
'%a11 be scheduled for restoration or obllteratlon." 

1365 

RESPONSE: Although the Revxed Plan retains thrs as an Ob]ectLve, the wordrng 
was modified as suggested. RSM 

COtmENTS : Goals III-95 unclear what "where feasible" means. Please define. 
1177 

RESPONSE: "Where feasrble" assumes some systems are functLoning outsrde the 
range of variation. For example, some streams in the Tetons that experience 
frequent dxturbances from avalanches are consxdered unstable. Although they 
may be functioning hydrologxz.lly, they may not meet the general parameters 
established for streams on the Targhee. Another example 1s Irving Creek. The 
headwaters are in good condltron. As a result of a ran-on-snow event in 
1995, the channel downcut approximately five feet, and tributary draInages 
moved huge amounts of sedrment. This stream will likely function outside the 
range of varlatlon until It ad)usts to the new conditions or until a slmllar 
event takes place. RSM 

COMWBNTS : DREV 111-97: All three guldellnes should be standards under Fxe 
and Fuels. Replace avoId with prohibrt. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Refer to the deflnltlon of a "guldellne". Guidelines are actrons 
that are expected to be carrred out. Rationale for devlatlng from the 
guldellne 1s documented in the srte-speclfx NEPA pro]ect declslon. Because 
faes may threaten human life, property, or Forest resources, flexlbrllty 1s 
needed for suppressxon efforts while allowing for the protectIon of rrparran 
resources. RSM 

COMMENTS : Page III-97 Minerals: Final guldelrne should be a standard, and 
modlfred to "consxtent to the fullest extent possrble." 

1365 

RESPONSE: Refer to deflnltlon of a "guideline." Guldellnes are actions that 
are expected to be carried out. Rationale for devx&lng from the guldellne 1s 
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documented xn the ate-speclfx NEPA prolect deczsion. Plans of operatron are 
consistent with Standards and GuldelLnes. New wording in the guideline 
includes the language suggested in the comment. RSM 

CONMENTS : Page 111-98: All three guIdelines should be standards. The second 
standard should be modlfred (see letter); Page III-39 Roads and Trarls. 
Fxst guideline should be a standard. First sentence of second guideline 
should be a standard. Last two guidelines should be standards; and, Page 
III-99 Recreation First guidellne should be a standard. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Refer to the defrnltlon of a "guidelIne." Gurdelrnes are actions 
that are expected to be carrred out. Rationale for devlatlng from the 
gurdellne 1s documented 1" the site-specific NEPA pro)ect. declslon. The sorl 
guldellne 1s a Reglow.1 guideline for 60x1 qualrty. 

The second guldellne IS modified as suggested to read "Improve; 
seasonally close; close and relocate and stabilize; or obliterate roads and 
trails that have been Identlfled as posing a hrgh rrsk for causing unnaturally 
high levels of sediment Input Into fish spawning areas or are known to be 
doLng SO. Site-speclfx analysrs on a pro]ect-by-prolect basx ~111 determine 
the actron to be taken, based on travel management, terrain, the need for 
the road or trawl, the potential environmental Impacts, and resource 
pxxorltres." RSM 

COMMENT.5 : Make sure the state barn plan is xxorporated. Targhee needs to 
work closely with Ellen Berggzen, Idaho State Department of Water Resources, 
to integrate the Henry's Fork Basin Plan rnto the Revision. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Targhee coordinates wrth State agencies 1" water planning 
efforts, particularly in the development of the State bas1.n plan for the South 
Fork Snake River Basin. Efforts have included sharing lnformatron resources 
and perlodrc meetxxgs between agency personnel. The Targhee will also be a 
cooperator in updating the Henry's Fork Basin plan. 

The South Fork Basin Plan addresses an area that crosses 
~urxdrct~onal boundales and 1s greater 1" scope than the Targhee's Revised 
Plan. The Targhee ~1.11 consider recommendations from these efforts and adapt 
management 1f necessary. EF 

coMwsNTs : Targhee Isn't rn compliance with 36 CFR 219.27, and Forest needs a 
clear plan for meetrng requrrements (specifxally mentions sec. (a) 1, 4, and 
6). 

Meet the Forest Service plannrng regulatrons concernxxg mlnlmum 
speclfxc management requirements 1" accomplrshLng the goals and ob]ectlves In 
Forest Plans. 

Slgnifxant widespread damage to streambanks and riparian areas LS 
occurring as a drrect result of neglLgent management practxes, especially 
roadlng. There are 15.3 mrles per square mile of roads In rL.parlan areas on 
the Forest. Dedicate more attention to rlpar1e.n areas, show "a drastx 
reduction of road densltles" in these areas. 

1367 
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RESPONSE: Management of rlparian areas is governed pr;marLly by the goals, 
obJectIves, standards and guidelines in Prescription 2.8.3, for the AquatIc 
Influence Zone (AIZ). This prescriptron recognxes the Importance of these 
areas for blodlversLty and provLdes dLrectlon for protectIon and restoratlon. 
One of the goals speaks to mlnlmrzmg adverse effects to aquatIc and rlparlan 
dependent species from past, exrsting and proposed management actlvrtles. One 
ob]ectlve inventories and evaluates the condltlon of all exrsting roads, 
trails, culverts, fords and stream crossings wlthin these lands, and schedules 
restoratson actrvrtres in all areas that do not meet the goals of the 
prescrlptlon. 

The Revised Plan complies with these and other regulation 
requrrements and meets the protection and restoratron needs of riparian areas 
on the Targhee. EF 

COMMENTS : Need close monltorlng of water quality to allow better control and 
conservation of the ecosystem. 

11 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. Throughout the Revised Plan, these 
Ideas are incorporated, speclfrcally in the monitoring and evaluatron 
program. EF 

Water Oualitv Limited Streams (WOLS) 

COMMENTS : Include a. disclaimer that monLtoring to determine compliance with 
state standards ~~11 change as science and standards change. 

1177, 1362 

RESPONSE: A statement was added that changes to water qualrty standards and 
assessment procedures are 1Lkely to occur durrng the life of the Revrsed 
Plan. EF 

COMMENTS : For WQL streams to be dellsted, they must be monitored to determine 
rf benefrclal uses are fully supported. DEQ 1s approaching these requxements 
by comparing macrolnvertebrate and frsh (and potentially algal) communltles rn 
streams to reference condltxons as the primary measures. Secondarily, if data 
for parameters which have numerical standards are available, the data would be 
compared against these standards to determine whether these standards are met. 
(1.e. chemrcal or physxal lntegr1ty). 

1177, 1362 

RESPONSE: The lndlcators in the monltorlng plan verify whether stream reaches 
on the Forest meet the defrnltlon of a Water Quality Llmrted Stream. Other 
parameters, as determined by Idaho DEQ and/or EPA, may also be monitored. 
Given the State's emphasis on blologlcal communities, monitoring includes 
lnformatron on fxsheries. The Targhee J.S an active cooperator wrth the 
DlvLslon of Envxonmental Quality (DEQ) in continuously reflnlng monitoring 
protocols to provide accurate lnformatron to assess the water resource. EF 

COMMENTS: Idaho's beneflcral use reconnaissance program (BURP) protocols need 
to be included In the monltorlng. 

1177, 1362 
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RESPDNSE: BURP protocols were added to the Revised Plan. BURP protocols are 
a reconnaissance assessment method, and not mo"=torl"g L" the normal sense of 
making repeated vxzlts to a site to get trend and conditL.on data over tune. 
Instead, BURP 1s a "snapshot" of condlt1ons at one site at one uxatant 1" 
tune. BURP LS a point from which to rnltiate further, ln-depth monltorlng. 
RM 

cot.3MJmrs : WQL segments should be prloritlzed for mo"ltor=ng. 
1273b 

RESPObISE: Priorrtuss for monitoring WQL segments are set statewide by DEQ. 
0" the Targhee, prlorLtles are determined by resource specialists responsrble 
for Z.sseSsl"g WQL segments on the Targhee. Initial monltorlng showed that no 
segments appear to have slgniflcantly greater concerns than any other. 
Monltorlng of WQL streams segments was moved to a prrority 1 1" the Revised 
Pl.5.". RSM 

COMMENTS : The Forest 1s cut of complrance with several laws and regulatuxs 
concer"1ng Water Qualxty Llmlted Streams (WQLS) rf AlternatIve 3M were 
implemented. A provrsun from the NFNA regulation states: 

"Forest pla"n1"g shall provrde for... Compliance wrth requirements 
of the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinklng Water Act, and all substantive and 
procedural requrements of Federal, State, and local governmental bodres with 
respect to the provlslon of public water systems and the drsposal of waste 
water;... 

Streams on the WQLS list are 1" vlolatux on account of sedunent, 
and the Forest cannot pernut addlt1onal loadings of sediment into these 
waters. Disclose the unpacts of future activities on WQLSs, 1" the EIS. For 
those WQLSs where water quality standards have not been attuned, the Forest 
may not permlt any further degradation through actrvltres until total maxunum 
dally loads (TMDLs) have been developed. 

643, 644, 766, 1177, 1194, 1273b, 1362, 1364, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Targhee 1.s required to comply with all environmental 
regulations related to water quality. Best Management Practxes rmplemented 
on the Forest generally exceed the m~nunun requrements set by state 
agencies. Management aCtLvltles are adlusted or mitigated to avoid impacts to 
WQL streams. Pending court litigation and evolving lnterpretatlons of law may 
requre the Targhee to amend the Forest Plan in the future. 

The followrng streams on the Targhee were identified in 1994 as 
bang WQL streams: 

Stream name 
Antelope Creek 
McCoy Creek 
Tex Creek 
Brockma" Creek 
Corral Creek 
Sawn111 Creek 
Edre Creek 
Irvrng Creek 

Reach boundaries 
Hdwater to S.Fk. Snake River 
Palisades Res to Iowa Cr. 
Hdwater to Willow Creek 
Hdwater to Grays Lk. Outlet 
Hdwater to Brockman Creek 
Hdwater to Brockma" Creek 
Hdwater to Med. Lodge 
Hdwater to Med. Lodge 

Pollutant Prxority 
sediment 1OW 
none listed 1OW 
sediment low 
sediment, nutrients 10W 
sedrment, thermal low 
sediment, thermal 1OW 
sed, nuts, hab alt 1OW 
sed., nuts, hab alt 1OW 
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Warm Creek Hdwater to Med. Lodge nutrients, thermal 1OW 
Warm Sprl”TS cr. Entxe sediment, nutrients low 
Fritz Creek Hdwater to Med. Lodge nutrients, thermal 1OW 
Henry's Fork Buffalo R. to Rlverslde sedrment 1OW 
T&o" River Hdwater to Trarl Creek habitat alter&lo" 1OW 
Packsaddle Creek Hdwater to Teton River sedxnent, flow alt 1OW 
Horseshoe Creek Hdwater to T&con River flow alter&lo* 1OW 

The South Fork Snake River, from Palisades to Hexe, is also a 
lrsted WQL stream and flows adjacent to Forest lands. 

While other streams In the vicinity of the Targhee have been lrsted, 
the designated reaches are downstream of the Forest boundary. These streams 
Lnclude Camas Creek, Beaver Creek, and Medrclne Lodge Creek. Several listed 
streams that flow from the Teton Mountains have headwaters on the Forest and 
are located In Wyoming while on the Forest. These headwaters are in the 
Jededlah SmLth Wilderness and include Teton Creek, Leigh Creek, Darby Creek, 
FOX Creek. The fact that these streams are lrsted for reaches downstream of 
National Forest System lands suggests that the problems identifxd for the 
streams origInate on non-forest lands. 

The Clean Water Act delegates authority for establishment of WQL 
prlorltxs to the States. In the "DeclsLon Document for Idaho sec. 303(d) 
List" dated October 7, 1994, The Envrronmental Protectxon Agency affirms that 
rt 1s reasonable to allow the state to determine the relative importance of 
streams for establishment of TMDL's, because "implementation and enforcement of 
nonpornt source controls 1s exclusrvely withIn the province of the state," 
specrflcally nonpoint sources from actlvLtles such as Forest management. 

Senate El11 1284 requxes that water quality must fully support 
existrng benefrclal uses where there 1s no numeric water qualrty standard, or 
must meet the standard where one is established. The requrrement applres to 
all water bodies, lrsted and not listed. "Low" priority bodies (all streams on 
the Targhee are 1" thrs category) are those where limited data suggest that 
beneflclal uses are not fully supported, but rrsks to humans and aquatic life 
are minimal. For streams in this category, corrective actron is taken for 
"such changes 1" permitted dx=charges from point sources on the water body or 
to the best management practrces for nonpoint sources wrthrn the watershed 
deemed necessary to prohibit further xnpairment of the designated or exxstmg 
beneflcral uses." In this regard, these streams are not sub]ect to the 
development of TMDL's; they are sub]ect to monitoring of best management 
practrces to ensure their effectiveness and to monitoring desrgnated beneficial 
uses to ensure they are supported. The bill does not imply all management 
activrtles must cease in these watersheds. The Targhee is requxed to meet 
water quality standards and insure that best management practxes protect 
benefrclal uses. If mon1torLng identifies water bodies that are not meeting 
water quality standards, the source for water quality Lmparrment 1s found and 
corrected. 

The Targhee is validating WQL streams to determrne water quality 
concerns and cooperates with the Dlvrsron of Environmental Quality to develop 
suitable monltorlng and assessment methods, including the state-approved 
Beneficial Use Reconnassance Program protocols. Monitoring efforts and 
InformatIon are shared with other state and federal agencies, including DEQ and 
EPA. Identxfied water bodies have llmlted data. some speculatxon exists as to 
whether they even need to be llsted. Warm Creek 1s a case in point. It 1s 
lIsted because of thermal concerns, but has a warm spring as Its source that 
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provides a hrgher than acceptable temperature. Changrng management actlvltres 
to correct this naturally occurring condition is not feasible. 

The Targhee uses strngent management requrrements ln WQL 
watersheds. Baseline monrtorlng 1s occurru,g L,, at least one WQL watershed 
where new management actlvltles are planned in an effort to assess existrng 
fish populatuxs and frsh habitat condi'uons. Impacts to WQL streams are 
analyzed at on a site-speclfx level where best management practxes can be 
designed to address site-specific concerns and ~.ssues. RSM/EF 

DREV and Monitorino Chauter 

COMMENTS : More monitorng 1s necessary 2n r~parx~n areas due to the severely 
degraded condition they are 2n due to resource developments. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan's prescrrptlons, goals, objectives, standards and 
guldelmes, as well as the monitoring program, effectively address the health 
of rlparl..an areas. Prescrrption 2.8.3 for the aquatx influence zone (AIZ) 
rncludes a goal for enhancing the health and function of these areas. 
Ob]ectlves include inventory and evaluatron of all ensting roads, trails, 
culverts, fords and stream crossings wLthin three years of the Revised Plan's 
~mplementatlon date, with subsequent scheduling of rehabilrtatlon activities rn 
those areas not meetng prescription goals. Four monltorrng items address 
riparlan areas and are generally high prrority monltorng. EF 

COMMENTS : Need defuntron of Prlorlty 3 rn monrtorrng plan, and whether the 
rankng for 3 falls at the top or bottom of the range. Please clarify. 

, 1177, 1362 

RESPONSE: 
J 

onrtorlng of WQL streams is given a Priority 1 ratrng in the 
Revised P an. As described on Page V-Z, "Monltorlng and the Budget," 
priorltles for annual monitoring are based on annual budgets and program 
directIon and on the pruzxity of the rtem, in descending order from Forest 
Prlor1ty Group 1 to Forest Prlorlty Group 3. Priority 3 Ltems are funded last; 
however, normal operating procedures, such as 1mplementLng BMPs, are always 
required on srte-speclfx proiects. Monrtorng of BMPs on a forestwlde basis 
1s somewhat restricted. If BMPs have not been applred in some cases or if they 
were Ineffective, the Targhee would reevaluate the prlorlty of the BMP 
mon~torng rtem. RSM/EF 

COMMENTS : V-10 DREV Unclear what * * means. 
282 

V-10 suggests Forest doesn't intend to meet Its legal and ethrcal 
responslbllities with regards to water quality; compliance plan with Executive 
Order 12088 is lacking and note on V-10 lndlcates Forest wishes to be excused 
from this obllgatlon. 

J' 643 RESPONSE: The statement was Lntended to show the seriousness of the WQL issue 
and the task of developing TMDL's for remauung llsted streams if monitoring 1s 
neglected. The asterisk was used to draw the reader's attention to the 
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Targhee's obllgatlon to monrtorlng and the long-term costs of not meeting 
monltorlng obllgatlons. 

The Forest 1s complying with the Executrve Order 12088 1x1 
preventing, controllIng and abatIng pollution as a result of management 
activitLes. The Targhee cooperates with other agencres and consults regularly 
concerning techniques to prevent water quality deterloratlon. RSM 

General 

COMMENTS : State of Idaho and Targhee need to reinvigorate their land exchange 
program. rncludlng addressing lands outsxde the National Forest System. 

314 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has a" active land exchange program desIgned to 
consolidate National Forest System lands for more effective management. The 
Forest has no ]urlsdxtlon over private lands; these are outside the scope of 
the Revxed Plan. The Targhee and the Department of State Lands contrnue to 
look for mutually benefrcral and advantageous land exchanges that meet shared 
goals. RSM/AM/DD 

COMMENT.5 : V9 and 10 DREV Citations. WQL streams and BMP's are not included as 
goals m  AIZ Prescription. 

282, 643 

ASPONSE: A goal to dellst WQL streams is found L" fore&wide standards and 
guldelxnes r" the Aquatic section. Application and monitorrng of Best 
Management Practices 1s required under State law for most ac'c1vrt1es. Appendix 
A 1" the Revrsed Plan displays a list of documents that contain BMPs. RSM 

DREV and Monitorzns Chapter 

CONNENTS : Monltor1"g plan must be actLve to respond to Federal Clean Water 
Act. 

643 

ESPONSE: Targhee management activities must meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act, regardless of addrtLona1 dIrectIon found I" the Forest Plan. 
The Monitoring Plan, Chapter V, shows the minimum amount of monitoring required 
to meet legal obligations. The monitoring program 1s not all inclusive. 
AddItIonal monitorLng required by other state or federal agencies is not 
repeated I" the monltorlng program. RSM 

COMMENTS : The Revrsed Plan falls to provide a comprehensrve plan for watershed 
analysrs, restoratmn, monltorlng, and adaptive management; to Inventory, 
monitor and develop srte-speclflc plans for rLparlan management; and to tailor 
timber management to watershed needs as rdentxfred through these processes. 
Furthermore, the Revised Plan does not include details of the actions the 
Forest Intends to take relative to Water Quality Limited Stream Segments. 

643 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provrdes broad programmatic drrection and Standards 
and Guldel1nes which must be met durrng project level rmplementatlon. 
CornprehensIve watershed analysis dlrectron LS currently berng developed by the 
Intermountaln Regron. As thus Information becomes avaIlable, the Revsed Plan 
may be amended to incorporate new inform&lo" or drrect1on. 

The Targhee 1s cooperating with the State of Idaho to detaL1 actlons 
to be taken on WQL streams. Monrtorlng in the Revised Plan was developed to 
delxt WQL streams on the Targhee. Rangeland Monitoring Protocol, incorporated 
by reference Into the monitoring plan, provrdes various measures of riparian 
health that are used to determlne rf standards and guldellnes are effectLve. 

Watershed restoration 1s accomplished through the Watershed 
Improvement Needs inventory. Refer to Chapter V in the Revised Plan for a 
drscussxan of the monitoring strategy. Riparian area uwentory and monitorLng 
1s incorporated in the monltorxng plan by reference to rangeland and recreation 
monitorrng protocols. Site-speclflc analysis ~111 be completed to determine 
appropriate rlparran management. Timber management actrvitres are determined 
on a sate-specific basis and will be responsive to all Standards and Guldellnes 
in the Revised Plan. RSM 

DEIS Specific Cxtatxons 

COMMENTS : DEIS says channel stability ranges from fair to good. This is so 
vague, It is meaningless. Suggest including if conditions are related to 
grazing; identify problem areas; will revision reprove these; state how 
conclusions were developed; and cite references. 

1177, 1362 

RESPONSE: The Water SectLon of the FEIS provides a dxcuss1.o" of this 
~nformatron. Channel stablllty ratings and types and locatIons of impacts are 
also summarxzed. Standards, Guidelines and monltorrng are designed to improve 
resource conditions, partxularly in problem areas. RSM 

COMMENTS : summary Page 5 "a healthy rlparian area indicates..." LS not valid. 
Raw sewage released into a stream 1s an example of the statement's lack of 
valrdlty. 

282, 643 

RESPONSE: Your comment LS acknowledged. The statement was corrected in the 
Rewsed Plan. The qualrty of rnstream components cannot always be ]udged from 
the quality of riparlan areas. Monitoring act1vlt1es and xwentorxs ~111 
address lnstream characterlstrcs of water quality and f1s.h habitat as well as 
assessing the condltlon of rlparlan areas. RSM 

COMMENTS : Page 111-23: Appears to be a typo in temperatures. 
1362 

RESPONSE: Your comment LS acknowledged. A correction was made. RSM 

COMMENTS: Statement regarding "conclusions can't be drawn from Idaho DEQ 
samplrng of streams ln 1994" IS unclear (Page III-26 - DEIS, Caribou 
Subsectmn) . 

1177, 1362 
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RESPONSE: 
~t,me, 

DEQ sampled listed streams in 1994 usrng the BURP process. At this 
DEQ has not analyzed the data, nor are they able to state whether 

beneflclal uses are being supported rn the streams at this time. RSM 

coMMEN!cs : DEIS 111-27: Inaccurate cltatlon "48 miles from Medicine Lodge - 
Beaver/Camas hydrologic sinks to Thousand Sprngs area". Drstance is much 
further. 

1177 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. A correctxon now reads "approximately 
150 mr1es.. . " RSM 

COMMENTS : DEIS IV-17, frfth full paragraph, "Researchers have shown...". cite 
source of data descrrblng the effects of vegetation manrpulation on stream 
flow. 

1177 

RESPONSE: Please refer to the following literature: 
Cheng, J.D., 1989. Streamflow changes after clear-cut logging of a 

prne beetle-nfested watershed in southern British Columbia, Canada, Water 
Resources Research, v.25, no. 3. Page 449-456. 

King, J.G., 1989. Streamflow responses to road bullding and 
harvestmg: a comparxson with the Equivalent Clearcut Area procedure, Res. 
Pap. INT-401, Ogden, UT, U.S. Department of Agrxulture, Forest Service, 
Intermountau, Research Statux,. Page 13. 

Gottfrred, G.J., 1991. Moderate timber harvesting =ncreases water 
yrelds from an Arizona mixed corufer watershed, Water Resources Bulletin, AWPA, 
v. 27, no. 3. Page 537-547. 

Alexander, R.R. and R.K. Watkins, 1977. The Fraser Experrmental 
Forest, Colorado, USDA Forest Service, General Technrcal Report m-40. Page 
32. RSM 

COMMENTS : Unclear what tune we are working towards for a DFC which 1s more 
stable and productive watersheds. 

314 

RESPONSE : The Targhee is using a range of historic variation to evaluate the 
degree of change that has occurred in the past. It 1s not our u-0=ention to 
replxate a Forest appearance as rt may have existed at a given poxnt in time. 
Rather, the range of historic varlatxn is used to deterrnne a range of 
vegetation conditions that promotes forest sustalnablllty to insure that all 
components of the ecosystem remain Intact. DM 

CCJMMENTS : DEIS states mass wastrng 1s a prrnclpal concern in four out of seven 
subsections but adequate measures aren't taken to prevent this. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Identlfled mass wasting are listed as ecological concerns, 1n that 
they are due to natural condltlons, such as fu-e textured subsoils which have a 
moderate to high slumping potentral. They are not a result of management 
act~vltles. Inherent site condltrons are consrdered during management 
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activities. Although natural nstab~lity cannot be prevented, management 
actrvltes should not make it worse. RSM 

CONNENTS : Targhee National Forest may be in violation of SectLon 401 of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) by grantng grazing permits 1.n various draInages 
suffering from moderate to severe water degradatron problems. our 
lnterpretatlon of the CWA requires Forest Service to recezve certrficatron from 
the states prior to Lssulng granng permits. 

401 of the CWA does apply to water pollution from activ1tres such as 
grazing and the Interpretation of dlschatge cannot be limrted to pornt-source 
discharge alone. Consequently, we request that thrs issue and concern be 
addressed 1n the Final EIS. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Intermountau Region dxection requires the Targhee to contnue "to 
I**"* term grazing permits under exlstlng Agency regulations and polxres, 
until further notice." The ONDA vs. Thomas ca*e in Cregon and the Idaho 
COn*ervatLOn League vs. Caswell ca*e LII Idaho are currently pending. No final 
]udgment has been rssued in either ca*e. Based on decxions in these cases, 
the Targhee may be required to address activities that result in non-point 
pollution discharges. RSM 
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SAGEBRUSH 

Saqebrush as Biodrversitv Induxtor 

coNNENTs: Cover of big sagebrush 1s not an adequate indxator of brodlverslty 
on rangelands. Adopt a more dxect and ScLentrflcally supported measurement 
of species diversity; perhaps use native herbaceous perennials coupled with 
information on presence/abundance of exotic species. 

432, 489, 643 

RESPONSE: Cover 1s one of several indlcators that can be monitored. For 
trend comparrso"s L" herbaceous plant communitres, basal cover 1s generally 
consrdered the most stable. There are several monltorlng technques and 
vegetatlo" attributes, Lncludlng cover, that the Targhee uses to monitor 
rangelands. Refer to the followrng publxation for addltlonal detarls: 
Samplrng Vegetatlo" Attributes, Interagency Technxal Reference, 1996. WG 

coN?.lEms : Cite references to ]ustrfy your claim that biodiversity decreases 
as sagebrush rncreases and specrfically state the nature of the problems you 
are trying to address. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Some of the problems being addressed include: 1) increased rrsk of 
fires of higher severity/Intensity than historxally occurred; 2) loss of 
specres dlverslty; 3) loss of understory grasses due to sagebrush CompetLtion; 
4) disprove watershed conditions; and 5) alter patch sizes of same age 
sagebrush. 

References Include but are not 1Lmitedto: Wxward, A.H., 1991 
Management 1" the sagebrush Steppe. Special Report 880, June 1991, 
Agrxultural Experrment Station and Wlnward, A.H.,1992. From presentation at: 
Prescrrbed Fore for Resource Management Workshop, February 18-19, 1992. WG 

COMMENTS: Sagebrush habltat should have management IndLcator specres. 
1369 

RESPONSE: The Targhee did not develop management x,dlcator species for 
sagebrush habitat. ForestwIde standards and guldelrnes were developed for big 
sagebrush/grassland habltats as a "coarse filter" approach for mamtain~ng 
these habitats xn properly functlonlng condition. Management act1vltles that 
are proposed, planned, and rmplemented at the project level are sub>ect to 
site-speclfrc NEPA analysrs. Spec~.l habitat and species needs are consrdered 
and addressed rn the site-speclfx analyst of the protect area. The Targhee 
xntends to manage Forest ecosystems at properly functronrng condition. Four 
crlterla are evaluated in a Properly Functioning Condrtion assessment: 
structure, composltlon, disturbance regimes, and patterns. Each of these 
crlterla function within a range of natural varlabllity. Refer to draft 
document entitled Properly Functioning Condition Process - Draft 1996. 
Process Paper D provides an overview on speclfx specxs associated with 
sagebrush/grassland habitats. WG/MO 
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ImProve Veqetatlon Analvsis 

COMMENTS : Identify the existing seral distrxbutron of sage/grass before 
applying prescribed burns to 11,000 to 21,000 acres of mature sagebrush. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Using exlstlng rnformatlon from the distrxts, a" estxnated 11,000 
to 21,000 acres of sagebrush could be burned. These acres range from mid to 
late seral condrtlon. Site specrfic analysis includes seral drstributlon, 
canopy cover, understory species composltron, estimated effects and response 
of burnrng and 1s completed prior to Lmplementation of any project. WG 

COMMENTS : Complete a more comprehensive analysis of the factors that have 
contributed to encroachment 011 grasslands by Douglas-frr to a" increase L" the 
relative cover of big sagebrush on rangelands in this area. Include the role 
of lIvestock grazing and Its effect on CompetltLon from forbs and grasses that 
have contrrbuted to encroachment. 

489 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan serves as a" "umbrella" document for the 
envxonmental analysts of proposed prqects at the Forest level. The Revxed 
Plan LS not Intended to provide or analyze specifx "how to's" of prcqect 
Unpleme"tatro". Because of thLs, a more comprehensive analysts of the factors 
contrlbutlng to encroachment of Douglas-fir onto rangelands 1s not needed at 
the Forest Plan Revxzlon level. The role lIvestock grazing has played L" the 
encroachment of Douglas-frr onto rangelands was somewhat expanded between 
Draft and Final in Chapter III of the FEIS. WG 

COMMENTS : DLSCUSS the relationshxp of mature age class forest&lo" on 
shrubland/rangeland and l'cs effect on declining populatrons of sage grouse. 

695, 766, 1202, 1368 

RESPONSE: ForestwIde standards and guidelines for big sagebrush/grassland 
habltats provide for all species which use this habitat, including sage 
grouse. Process Paper D provides a" overview on specific species associated 
with these habitats. Future proJect level actlvltxs will consider sage 
grouse habltat needs on a site-specifx basx. Loss of the properly 
functlonrng sagebrush ecosystems because of forest encroachment onto 
rangelands was not Identlfled as a" lss~e on the Targhee. The publLcatio" 
from the Idaho Fish and Game--Idaho Sage Grouse Management 1996-2000, (Draft), 
June 1996, rdentlfies numerous issues that contrrbute to the decline of sage 
grouse 1" Idaho. Forestatro" on ShrublandJrangeland was not identlfled as an 
issue rn thrs document. WG 

coM?.lENTs : Consider a natural rnxx of sagebrush into a class of 75 percent from 
5 to 20 percent canopy cover, rather than 5 to 30 percent. If sagebrush is 
allowed to get too heavy, excessive fuel loads ~"crease the chance of damage 
to "atlve grasses and natural seed banks 1" the ~011. 

432 

RESPONSE: Concerns such as damage to "atlve grasses on a prqect level would 
dictate the amount and timing of acreage that would be treated, if any. The 
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deared canopy coverage percentages are based on research done by Dr. Alma 
Wrnward and Region 4's ecosystem PFC research. WG 

COMMENT.5 : State what level of sagebrush LS requrred to meet the desired 
vegetative condltlon. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Thx 1s best addressed at the landscape or pro]ect scale of 
analysrs because the desired vegetatrve condltrons for the diverse landscapes 
across the forest ~111 vary. WG 

Sasebrush Control Usins Fire 

CONMENTS : Discuss how grasslands and shrub steppe ecosystems have been 
altered by fire suppression, grazing and introduction of non-native species. 
Alter&lo" has been profound, and tied to dome&x livestock grazing. 

1364 

RESPONSE: Chapter III of the FEIS contains a dxcussion of these issues. WG 

col.ml!3NTs : There LS not adequate evaluation of the proposed sagebrush control 
efforts on wildlife, therefore, eluninate all plans to exercze sagebrush 
control. Sagebrush removal does not improve habltat, and it harms more 
wlldllfe than It helps. It also removes sol1 building capacrty and creates 
the potentLa1 for soil erosion (cites a J. Petersen reference). 

384, 643, 1369 

RESPONSE: There are no srte-specific sagebrush "control" projects identlfred 
m the Revrsed Plan. Using existing rnformation from the dxtrrcts, an 
estimated 11,000 to 21,000 acres of sagebrush could be available for burning. 
Site specrfic analysis at erther the landscape or pro]ect level, and including 
seral dlstrlbution, canopy cover, understory specres composition, effects on 
wrldllfe and watershed conditions, would be completed prior to implementation 
of any pro,ect. WG 

CONNENTS : No current research indrcates burnrng sagebrush represents 
vegetatLve Improvement; this LS being used to drsguLse that the Targhee 1s 
burning sagebrush to rncrease lIvestock forage. 

305, 1369 

RESPONSE: As ldentlfied I" Chapter IV of the FEIS, a" increase xn AUMs 1s not 
antlclpated from burning sagebrush. References include but are not limited 
to: Winward, A.H., 1991 Management in the Sagebrush Steppe. Special Report 
880, June 1991, Agrxultural Experiment Statlo" and Wlnward, A.H.,1992. From 
presentation at: Prescribed Fire for Resource Management Workshop, February 
18-19, 1992. WG 

COMMENTS : Clarify what research shows sagebrush burn cycles on the Targhee 
averaged 12-40 years. 

1369 
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RESPONSE: References Include but are not lrmrted to: WInward, A."., 1991 
Management 1" the Sagebrush Steppe. Special Report 880, June 1991, 
Agricultural Experiment StatLo" and Wlnward, A.H.,1992. From presentation at: 
Prescribed Frre for Resource Management Workshop, February 18-19, 1992. NG 
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SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBE 

The Shoshone-Bannock tribal members submitted the following comments regardug 
trrbal concerns and the Revxed Plan. 

1455 

Tribal Treatv Rishts 

COMMENTS : Consider alternatives whrch maintain establIshed treaty rights for 
tribal members to harvest fuewood, posts and poles for personal use. 

Drscuss and recognize Tribal Treaty rrghts to harvest fuxwood and 
wood products, or provide ]ustlflcat1on for not doing so. It 1s rmportant to 
continue thzs right with minrmal Lnterference (i.e., fee permit harvesting). 

Treaty rrghts cover more than just hunting and flshlng. Show 
evAdence that trrbal rights for gathering personal "se forest products have 
not been extingushed. 

Consider tribal need to use wood gathering 1" support of other 
rights, actrvitles, (e.g., corral poles used for promotrng agrarian 
11vellhood. firewood/poles utxlized when hunting or conductrng ceremonies). 

RESPONSE: This Final Revised Plan does not mfrlnge on the treaty rights of 
any tribal member. The ease with which tribal members can use the Forest for 
different purposes varies by alternative* that are discussed L" the FEIS. 

0" occa*lon, the tribes have asserted treaty rights for harvesting 
various timber products from the Forest. According to our Office of General 
COU"*el, no right to harvest timber on the Targhee has been recognx.ed in any 
court. The Swrm v. Bergland case, cited U-I the Tribal letter, concerns 
portlo"* of the Caribou that were ceded lands, and on whrch a right to harvest 
tuber was specifically reserved in the Agreement of 1898. That agreement 
does not reserve a right to harvest tzmber from the Targhee. The State v. 
Tinno case, cited 1" the Tribal letter, is related to fxhing rights, and does 
not address other Forest products such as post and poles. The Trrbe can 
submit legal brrefs rn support of their posltron to the Offrce of General 
Counsel (OGC) 1" Ogden, Utah. If OGC determines that provLdLng free forest 
products is appropriate at a later date, then the Foreet Supervisor wrll do 
so. Absent of any new legal Information, the Forest cannot recognize this 
clam because there 1s no adequate basrs for the clarmed right in the treaties 
or case law. JBR 

ACcx!SS 

coMMBNTs : Assess the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of exxting and 
proposed road closures on tribal rights actlvitres; describe in detail the 
nature and extent of prev~.ou* closures. 

RESPONSE: The information presented in the FEIS is sufficient to gain a good 
understandrng of road closures I." each alternative. No llmrts are placed on 
tribal access beyond lrmits for the general public. Reasonable access I.* 
provided to the Forest for hunting and fishzng actrvities as outlined in the 
Fort Brldger Treaty. JR/DP 

co&u.f!3NTs : Revise the access management strategy to provide reasonable acce** 
to Antelope Flats Rd. #771 and Keg SprLngs Rd. #D42 prior to and followng 
genera1 rifle season. 
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RESPONSE: Road P771 1s a popular, short, cut-off road between North and south 
Antelope Roads (both of whLch remaln open under the Revised Plan). Road #771 
LS closed to meet wildlLfe needs. The other open roads St111 provide adequate 
access to the area. Keg Springs Road 1s open under the Revised Plan. DP 

COMMENTS : The Revrsed Plan's seasonal closure of roads beginnIng prior to 
archery season should address the trrbal request to leave roads open from 
August 1st to the opening of the general rzfle season, because thrs 1s a 
critxal time for tribal resource use. Consider leaving roads open during 
this tune to determrne the effects on trrbal rrghts actzvitres from cumulatrve 
road closures. 

RESPONSE: The Forest consIdered this request. Some prescriptions permit more 
open roads pruxz to big game hunts, others do not. The Targhee recognues the 
need to rmprove wrldllfe condltrons while provrdlng adequate motorxed 
access. Regarding roads seasonally restrrcted, the Targhee changed the 
restriction date to October 1, lust prior to the big game rifle season. This 
dxectly responds to the tribe's concern regardrng restrxtxms which would 
begin rn August or September. Other roads are restricted year-round UJ the 
Final Revised Plan and will not be available for motorxed *cc**6 durLng the 
August/September peruad. JR/DP 

Monitorinq 

COMMENTS : Monitor cultural resource sl'ces on grazing allotments consistent 
with Natux-ml Programmatx Agreement. 

RESPONSE: A forestwide standard was added to address Tribal coordination and 
the procedure adopted addresses this concern. DP 

COMMENTS : Include provisrons to establish a consultation procedure and 
intergovernment agreement with the 'crlbes to guide future cooperative efforts. 
Include this process as mltlgatlon proposal for effects on tribal actrvrtres; 
include m the schedule of activity. 

RESPONSE: A forestwrde standard was added to address Tribal coordlnatlon, 
whxh, along wrth procedures established rn Forest Service Manuals and 
Handbooks, addresses any mitlgatlon needs. Because It LS a standard and 
always 1x1 effect on the Forest, lncludlng It rn a schedule of act1vltres 1s 
unnecessary. DP 

Manaqement Cooueratxon 

COMMENTS : Recognue tribes as co-managers along with other agencies rncludlng 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game as established by CFRs 1502.16(c); 40 CFRs 
1506,2(d). 

RBSPONSE: All CFRs remain in effect. In the rnterest of brevLty, the Forest 
does not duplrcate their language. The Targhee will continue to cooperate on 
matters of mutual Interest. JR/DP 
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COMMENTS : Conduct a soclo-economic analysts which describes the reservatxan 
as a duxreet economic unit. Refer to the Challis Resource Are* SLM Analysis 
currently in process. 

RESPONSE: The Targhee obtarned a copy of thus analysts and expanded the 
~nforma.txxI to the extent it was appropriate and available. DP 

col4MFNTs : Commit to developing a rnu~umun baseline level ana1ys1.s to be 
u-xorporated into each NEPA document prepared under the plan in the future to 
address TrLbal concerns at the site-specific prolect level; discuss this 
commitment rn a mitigation proposal; propose a schedule to work toward 
developing this procedure. 

RESPONSE: Existing direction for site-specifx NEPA documents 1s sufficient 
to address Tribal concerns. The level of analyst for each pro>ect should be 
commensurate with the significance of the effects and the issues involved. 

The Targhee agrees that trlba.1 consultation LS appropriate on 
proposed actions for site-specLfic pro]ects. Site-specifx analysts ~111 
address ~.ssues and conc*rns identified by the tribes. JR 

COMMENTS : Recognize Tribal Rights are a protected interest and not a 
prlvllege afforded the tribe by the Forest Service. 

RESPONSE: This is specifically addressed in Chapter III of the FEIS. DP 
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Plan Analvs~s and Development 

COMMENTS : Address snowmobrling use more adequately 1" the EIS; all 
alternatIves should address problems caused by snowmobiles 1" winter. “Se 
consIderable amount of avarlable scientific data showrng snowmobile Lmpacts 
developing standards and guidelines. Establish snowmobile season based on 
snowfall and temperature patterns to minimize negative impacts. 

Amount of snowmobile access L" all alternatives is acceptable; 
proposed snowmobile access LS a good compromrse; favor the rncreased 
snowmobIle use as stated m 3M; support the increase in number of groomed 
trS1lS. Allow additional trails to be constructed under a categorical 
excl"s~o". 

18, 22, 28, 30, 31, 35, 37, 39, 40, 44, 49, 50, 52, 53, 55, 182, 21 
266, 293, 310, 325, 618, 643, 1202, 1205, 1244, 1263, 1276, 1351, 
1360, 1365, 1367b 

in 

I 

RESPONSE: Addltlonal text LS added to the FEIS descrL.blng snowmobile use and 
trends, consequences, and pending guLdelines for management from the Greater 
Yellowstone Winter Visitor Use Management study which IS underway. These 
gurdellnes separate some user activities to resolve conflrcts. A restriction 
on cross-country snowmachine travel on additional areas of wrnter range 
prescrlpt1on was added to the Revised Plan. These areas include all winter 
range Inventorled with the Game and Fish Departments. 

The EIS shows the planned groomed or marked trails shown 1" the 
Transportatlo" Plan. Grooming IS done by the counties and ~111 depend upon 
their fundIng options. Plannedtralls were analyzed as part of the pendrng 
Greater Yellowstone Winter VisItor Use Management (GYWVUM) Assessment. AS 

COMMENTS : Modify Alternative 6 for winter recreation management and 
snowmobile use. Only Alternative 6 calls for a reduction m groomed 
snowmobile trails. Needs more analysis, discussion. 

643, 136733 

RESPONSE: Alternative 6 was not modified because more snowmachine use would 
not meet the goals and obJectives or design of this alternatrve. AS 

CGMMBNTS : Page I-4, last paragraph seems prejudicial because the Forest 1s 
not meeting 1985 Plan goals for snowmobiles, timber harvest, among other 
thLngs, but these are not discussed. 

413 

RESPONSE: There were no goals for snowmobile actlvlty 1" the 1985 Plan. I" 
fact snowmobiles were hardly mentIoned. The Revised Plan addresses snowmobile 
actrvity. AS 

User Conflicts 

COMMENTS : Address L" the EIS the impacts of increased use on marked or 
groomed trails and Impacts on users. Address conflicts between users (for 
Instance, cross-country skiers and snowmobiles); use land allocations to 
reduce conflicts between different winter recreatlo" users. DO not allow 
snowmobiles on exxt1ng trails that are used by cross-country skiers. 
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Restrlctlons and closures for snowmobile use will lead to improper 
behavxx/use in smaller areas; do not force snowmobilers to rrde ln more 
confined areas as It will lead to more accidents. Desrgnats snowmobile-free 
areas along plowed roads so skrers and snowshoers won't have to hear/smell 
snowmobiles. Reduce snowmobile use and improve winter recreation. 

354, 608, 679, 697, 1202, 1263, 1276, 1335, 1342, 1351, 1367, 1387, 
1395 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contains a forestwide winter recreatron standard 
that prohrbits snowmach~nes and dogsleds from usxng designated cross-country 
ski areas. The Final Revised Plan also contains a r~ew oblective directing the 
establrshment of a few non-motorized activity areas by the year 2000, in 
accordance with guIdelInes forthcoming from the pendxng Greater Yellowstons 
Winter Vlsltor Use Assessment. AS 

Safety 

COMMENTS : Establrsh and enforce speed llmlts; snowmachrne guides should have 
safety tralnlng before using Forest trails. Coordinate with Idaho Department 
of Parks and Recreation to establish a 1~1ear capacity for two-way snowmobIle 
tra11s. Coordinate with Idaho Parks and Recreation and local law enforcement 
to develop standards and guidelines for safety, speed limits, and private 
property protection. Requxe snowmobIle users to have a permit and be a 
certarn age. Prohlblt use of snowmobiles after dark. 

13, 65, 325, 623, 697, 1276, 1365 

RESPONSE: Safety tralnxag 1s an operational requirement of the outflttsr's 
special use permrts. NO requrrement LS needed in the Revised Plan. Speed 
llmlts are an administrative decision separate from the Revised Plan. Speed 
llmlts are being considered and may be established in the future. A mlnlm"m 
age requxement 1s a State or County legrslative action. Coordlnatlon with 
other agencies 1s ongoing and 1s not necessary to add to a Forest Plan. The 
Forest does not have a nlghttlme restriction since snowmachines are designed 
for such use and such a decision 1s admlnistratave and would not be Included 
m a Forest Plan. AS 

Monitorlnq, Enforcement, Fundinq 

COMMENTS : Institute cltxen monltorrng programs to enforce and educate people 
about the regulations. Provide funding to conduct a Forestwlde assessment on 
the Impacts of snowmobillng on flora and fauna; commit funding and personnel 
for Lmplementlng snowmobrle management strategies. Develop a comprehensive 
revxw of environmental and user Lmpacts of snowmobile use over the past ten 
years, using best science; develop baseline data, and continue to refer to 
science rn management decisions. Monitor the number of snowmobile trespasses; 
annually report monitoring of snowmobile use and make enforcement adjustments 
to correct abuses; monitor brg game winter habitat, bear management unrts, 
and Jededrah Smith Wilderness for encroachment by snowmobiles. Fund 
enforcement in winter range to protect moose; monitor snowmobile use as it 
increases because most big game are dispersed in wrnter; explarn where big 
game wrnter range snowmobile use "~11 be permItted; protect/maintain all 
winter range snowmach~ne access. Do not assume areas not included ln 
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restrictrae are too dlffxult for today's high performance machines; prohlblt 
snowmachlnes from hydroplanrng on rover. Enforce non-motorized wilderness 
restrlctlons to snowmobiles. 

FS-10, 161, 167, 179, 191, 215, 293, 307, 311, 319, 625a, 644, 659, 
697, 1245, 1277, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1330, 1360, 1365, 1393 

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan Includes considerable direction to protect and 
monitor impacts of snowmobile actxvity on wildlife. Monltorx,g and evaluation 
for the last lo-20 years xndrcates that snowmobilrng results in minimal 
impacts to flora or fauna or other resources. The Targhee "111 continue 
enforcing restrrctions such as the prohibition of snowmachlne use in 
wilderness. Cltrzen-reported monitoring information LS always welcome. No 
effort has been made to organize a specrfic citizen's monitoring group. A 
monxtorlng and evaluation action item 1.8 established to mon=tor SMUs and other 
restrLcted areas for snowmobile encroachment. AS 

COMMENTS : Revlee Jededlah Smrth monitoring plan to Include monltorlng over 
wxxer survrval of yearlings and to include the park. 

693 

RESPONSE: The Jedsdlah Smith Wilderness 1s closed to snowmobiles. Wyoming 
Fxsh and Game monitors wrnter survival of wildlife and includes the Park. AS 

COMMENTS : Need addrtronal funding sources if grooming of addltronal trails 
~111 happen. 

623, 734 

RESPONSE: The Targhee makes it clear 1x1 the EIS and Revised Plan that 
addltronal trail development 1s subject to County or other fundlng. AS 

Cooperative Manaqement 

COMMENTS : Use InformatIon from the "Report on Formal Comments on Current and 
Potential Adverse Impacts of Winter Recreation Use in Yellowstone Natronal 
Park." Develop an overall winter recreation management plan based on the 
Master Development Plan model used by alpine ski areas to mlnlmlze conflicts. 
Coordinate snowmobrle use wzth surrounding publx lands managers; include 
snowmobrle users in planning process. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreatron) 

413, 618, 1263, 1342, 1345, 136717 

RESPONSE: Addltlonal text LS added to the FEIS to describe snowmobile use and 
trends, consequences, and pending guidelines for management whrch may result 
from the pendrng Greater Yellowstone Winter Vrsitor Use Management study. The 
Targhee ~111 contznue to coordinate snowmobIle use with surrounding public 
land managers. Through public meetrngs and malllngs, users assist ln 
determlnrng the issues, desxed future conditrons, prescriptions and 
alternatIves. AS 

ImPacts 

COMMENTS : Impacts from snowmobiles that must be noted, evaluated, monitored, 
and mltlgated, using best available eclence and citations, Include: 
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contamrnatlon of soils from refuelrng, accidental spills, and on-trail 
maintenance; exhaust xmpacts on trout abrllty to swum upstream; water quality 
and hydrologic processes; sedlmentatlon and turbidity; lead contamination; 
rmpacts to aufwucks ccmmunltles; impacts on below surface vegetatron, browse 
plants, plant phenology, delay In snowmelt and vigor cherecteristlcs; spread 
of nox=oue weeds and exotxs; changes UI plant density and species 
composition, diminxhed yields of forage grass and other plants, and changes 
in wrldlrfe foraging patterns; changes in duratron end timrng of moisture 
release t0 plants; concsntratron of run-off et road edge causing increased 
erosxtn; blockage of run-off causrng muddy roads and trails; enow compactIon 
leading to reduced soil temperature, retarded mxrobial activity, changes in 
80x1 micro-structure and seed germination; destruction of vegetative cover; 
rmpacts on sub-nivean species; wildlife stress responses; elk and big horn 
sheep home range carrying capacity reduction; noise impacts on wildllfe such 
as nest abandonment and juvenile predation and mortality; loss of ptarmigan; 
grrzzly bear den abandonment; and impacts on sensitive areas such as old 
growth, threatened and endangered specres habLtat, semr-natural meadows and 
grasslands, alpine areas, and degraded range lend; and aesthetic rmpacts. 
(Numerous studies on snowmobile impacts cited.) 

1365 

RESPONSE : Many of these concerns are better addressed at project scale. 
Potentzal sorl impacts, although generally neglrglble, are also dependent on 
site factors such es snow depth, coarse fragments, texture, structure, 
presence or absence of down woody material, habItat type, slope, and/or 
aspect. Impacts of sol1 contaminatron are dlffxult to analyze and probably 
of small area extent. Monltorlng and evaluatron for the last lo-20 years 
lndxates that snowmachm~ng results in mlnlmal impacts to flora or fauna, 
with no need for noise or sm~sslons restrIctions at the present tams. This 1s 
better analyzed at pro)ect level if rt becomes a problem. AS 

Mitxsate Impacts 

COMMENTS : Prohibrt snowmobrles in areas where impacts are likely to be 
Significant; Use less ecologxally sensitive areas for snowmobiles; create a 
buffer zone around important habitat and around all Class I (Clean Air Act) 
areas; develop a zoning scheme for motorized and non-motorxzed corrIdora, 
wrthin ecological and biologrcal constraints, to allow continuous travel in 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Design trarls so protective cover between 
snowmobrles and wildllfe LS maxrmized; do not allow snowmobrles to stop In 
areas that may exacerbate wildlife stress responses. 
party size and length of stay; 

Impose restric$lons on 
prohlblt travel on steep slopes (z-25 ); greater 

than > 40". Develop a policy dealrng wLth exhaust emlssLons; establish 
emission and na=Se standards. Develop posltlve Incentives to reduce 
snowmobrle impacts, e.g., reduced fees to users whose snowmobiles meet 
emxslon and nOl%e standards. Impose seasonal restrrctlons on bag llmlts and 
prohLblt the transport of weapons on snowmobiles rf snowmobile-facllltated 
hunting mortality warrants. Develop an rnterpretatlon/education program to 
explain restrictions. Evaluate In terms of damage each user group 
(snowmobrles, ORVs etc) doss, then control access accord+ngly. 

61, 175, 266, 351, 410, 618, 655, 127333, 1365 
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RESPONSE: Many of these mitigations are addressed by the writer range 
prescr1ptrons, standards and guIdelInes in the Revised Plan. The pending 
Greater Yellowstone Winter Visitor Use Management GuidelInes will also address 
the zoning concept, emissions, and srmrlar concerns. usu-lg less ecologLcally 
sensltlve areas for snowmachines is accomplrshed through the application of 
prescrrpt1ons, standards and guidelines, and monltorlng dlrectron, The Forest 
has no evidence to support a need to create buffer zones and has not created 
any. The Wlnegar Hole and Jededlah Smith Wilderness provide a buffer to the 
Grand Teto" and Yellowstone NatIonal Park axsheds. Due to extremely low 
levels of concentration of users on the Forest, emission and noise 
restrlctlons appear unwarranted. An interpretatron/educat~on program ~111 
continue each year, with emphasrs during the date when the Travel Plan IS 
approved for implementation and when maps are ready for drstrlbution. There 
LS no Indwatlon of need for restrxtlons on party size and length of stay at 
this trme. Site-speclfrc declslons can be implemented in the future as 
needed. AS 

Does Not Cause Erosion 

CONNENTS : Snowmobrles do not cause erosion because of snowpack; the local 
farming commu"1ty is helped by wxnter vehicles because the resulting snowpack 
reduces ercas~o" and slows spring runoff. 

307, 311 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and consrdered. AS 

Economxc Imwcts 

coNNRNTs : Snowmoblllng provides economzc support to local communitxes and 
prohlbltlng snowmobiles rn certal" places or at certal" times ~111 negatively 
affect local economies. 

4, 72, 168, 220, 283, 395, 405, 413 

RESPONSE: The restrrctlons contained 1" the Revzzed Plan have n~nor, lrmlted 
potential for economy effects. The vast malority of snowmobile use potential 
1s unrestrxted, and many miles of additional trails are potentially available 
for marking and grooming. AS 

O%wose ClosutesIRestrictionsIChanse Dates 

coNNJzNTs : Oppose some or all snowmobile restrlctLo"s: 
F-C(13), F-F(6), F-I(4), F-M(S], F-N(7), F-0(4), 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 
13, 15, 17, 18, 26, 29, 32, 33, 34, 37, 38, 42, 46, 52, 53, 54, 55, 
56, 59, 66, 67, 63, 70, 71, 72, 89, 37, 38, 156, 160, 169, 181, 182, 
188, 198, 216, 220, 227, 234, 235, 258, 265, 267, 272, 277, 280, 285, 
286, 287, 289, 290, 300, 303, 310, 319, 323, 342, 351, 363, 367, 380, 
381, 385, 386, 388, 412, 413, 429, 430, 431, 437, 473, 470. 473, 474, 
476, 481, 495, 506, 515, 524, 529, 608, 626, 627a, 629, 635, 645, 668, 
669, 692, 695, 713, 715, 717, 718, 728, 723, 733, 734, 738, 767, 1176, 
1182, 1202, 1239, 1248, 1256, 1259, 1267, 1268, 1314, 1316, 1319, 
1320, 1333, 1355, 1358, 1359, 1366, 1378, 1389, 1392, 1456 
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oppose closures in Bear Management Umts because: not necessary 
because bears are hibernating; find better ways to protect bears leavrng den; 
don't put grrzzly bears 1" forest; insufficient scxnce to support 
restrictrons; in higher elevatxans because bears mrgrate to lower elevations; 
allow controlled use in BMUs; the OROMTRD used in BMW not supported by 
screntrfrc evrdence. 

F-M(5), F-N(7), 8, 9, 59, 66, 69, 70, 71, 89, 169, 188, 216, 220, 235, 
277, 285, 289, 629, 692, 717, 1202, 1316, 1358, 1389 

Wolves do mote damage to wildllfe than snowmobrlers. 
17 

Insuffxrent evidence wIldlife, deer, elk are bothered. 
7, 67 

Oppose restrictrons to protect Bald Eagles because they nest near 
human actlvlty, as at Kennedy Space Center. 

734 
Allow more access outside brg game winter ranges. 

645 
Oppose snowmobile restrictions in big game winter range because 

snow has melted by this trme and rt 1s a useless restrlctlon. 
272, 767, 1202 

Restrictrons prevent using excellent snow condltlons found 
off-tra11. 

413 
Restrictions are unenforceable- 

1316, 1320 
Oppose date restrictxms: 

F-C(13), F-I(4), F-M(5), F-N(7), 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 18, 53, 56, 59, 
66, 67, 69, 70, 71, 72, 89, 97, 160, 169, 188, 216, 220, 234, 235, 
265, 267, 272, 277, 285, 287, 289, 290, 303, 323, 363, 367, 380, 388, 
413, 437, 476, 481, 495, 506, 515, 524, 523, 608, 626, 629, 692, 695, 
713, 717, 718, 729, 767, 1176, 1202, 1267, 1268, 1316, 1333, 1355, 
1389, 1402 

Oppose date restrrctlons because: unenforceable; unreasonable; 
dates are arbitrary, do not consider snow condltxms; there is not enough snow 
before December 15 to go off trarl anyway; if there is not enough *now, people 
don't ride anyway; April/May are great snowmobrllng times; there 1s no record 
of snowmach~ne conflrct with grizzly bears; only if bears begln using area; 
bears aren't around until May, and if they ever are they go to lower 
elevations; there LS no research of effects on bears; snowmobiles don't chase 
bears; bears hibernate depending on temperature and *now depth, not dates; 
enjoy snowmoblling from November to May; far away from game wintering areas; 
bears are in hlbernatlon; 1s past hunting season; no bears In upper 
elevations; no scientrfx basis for dates, most bears are denned by November 
8.; select Alternative 2. 

F-M(5) I F-N(7),7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 18, 53, 56, 53, 66, 67, 69, 70, 71, 
83, 37, 160, 166, 169, 188, 216, 220, 234, 235, 258, 277, 283, 303, 
342, 363, 380, 413, 515, 629, 635, 692, 713, 717, 718, 734, 767, 1202, 
1267, 1268, 1316, 1333, 1355, 1389 

RESPONSE: All of the elk and deer winter range areas on the Forest are closed 
to cross-country snowmachrne use throughout the entire period. This is done 
to protect the wintering animals and help them conserve their energy. 
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For the Fall season, outside of elk and deer winter range, the 
Revised Plan allows cross-country snowmachrne travel beglnnlng Thanksglvmg 
day on all D1strlcts except Palisades. On the Palisades District, 
cross-country snowmach~ne travel ~111 be allowed beginnxng Dec. 15. Since the 
mean date for grxzly bear denning in the Greater Yellowstone Area IS Nov. 9, 
these cross-country snowmachlne dates allow grizzly bears adequate time to 
Inhabit potential dens. These cross-country snowmachine dates also prohibit 
bLg game hunters from using snowmach~nes to pursue big game anrmals for most 
of the general and controlled hunting seasons. On the north end of the 
Forest, there are a few late season controlled hunts after ThanksgivIng Day, 
therefore some hunters may pursue big game animals on snowmachlnes for these 
late season controlled hunts. 

For the sprrng season, outside of elk and deer winter range areas, 
cross-country snowmachine travel 1s allowed until June 1. Withln the grzzzly 
bear recovery zone, site-specifx area closures are allowed to resolve any 
conflicts between snowmach&ne use and grizzly bears whxh have come out of 
their dens. MO 

COMMENTS: Aprxl 1 1s far too early to open wrnter range because spring 1s 
time of greatest stress; date should depend on conditions and be established 
through consultation with state game biologists. 

643 
Restrxt cross-country snowmobile use after April 15 to protect 

bears emergrng from therr dens. 
1351 

Restrict snowmobiles to early winter months (January - March) 
because of stress to grizzly bears. 

61, 212, 305, 1322 

Restrict snowmobiles in BMUs between December 15 and April 1. 
731, 1276 

Support snowmobile closures between December 15 and April 1. 
610, 1276 

Allow snowmobiles only on exlstrng trals, outsIde proposed 
wilderness, between December 15 and April 1. 

395, 437, 731 
Restrrct snowmobdes m grizzly habitat for full winter season, not 

lust December 15 to Aprrl 1. 
171 

Restrxt snowmobiles in areas already degraded by overcuttzag. 
167 

Shorten the season two weeks on either end of the date rather than 
the month proposed. 

1402 
Establish a snowmobile season based on snowfall and temperature 

patterns, both general and site-speclfrc. 
1365 

If dates needed, open from November 15 to June 1. 
53, 629 

Extend snowmob~ling season to end of Aprrl. 
166 
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Set December 15 opening date for snowmobllrng in grizzly habitat. 
695 

DO not restrxt snowmobIles in early winter and late spring because 
bears ~111 not be in areas of sufficient snow, and where not suffrclent snow, 
snowmobiles ~111 not be, so point 1s moot. 

718 
Unclear rf snowmobile cross-country travel into BMUs from December 

15 - April 1 will f1.t with recent reports of non-dennlng grizzly bears in 
other areas. 

690 
Oppose closures, select Alternative 2. 

F-M(5), F-N(7), 56, 66, 67, 89, 37, 188, 216, 234, 235, 303, 342, 635 
Oppose closures/restrictions in: Lionhead, Island Park, Big Holes, 

Palisades, Italran Peaks, Diamond Peaks, Centennials, Two Top, Fish Creek, 
Sheep Mountain, Chxk Creek, Bechler Meadows, Pony and Canyon Creek area, Keg 
sprmgs, Snow Creek, Fall River Ridge, South Plateau, Black Bear Canyon, 
Centennral Valley, and/or corridor from Byrne's Siding to backcountry beyond 
Kelly Canyon. 

F-C(13), F-I(4), F-L(3), F-M(S), F-N(7), F-O(4), F-P(2), 2, 8, 9, 13, 
15, 66, 67, 72, 83, 97, 98, 160, 169, 188, 198, 216, 229, 234, 235, 
300, 303, 323, 342, 380, 381, 385, 386, 412, 413, 429, 437, 461, 463, 
466, 463, 473, 474, 476, 435, 515, 517, 524, 529, 608, 660, 720, 1202, 
1253 

Doubtful 1f snowmobiles that frequent area from the Centennials 
north to Cliff Lake-Wade Lake Bench area disturb bears in hlbernatlon. 

169 
Remove date restrxtlons on snowmobile use Ln Prescriptions 2.4, 

2.5, 3.2c, 3.2d, 3.2g, 5.4~. 
767 

Oppose restrictrons on cross-country snowmobiling. 
F-C(lJ), F-I(4), F-O(4), 181, 220, 267, 280, 290, 310, 323, 367, 381, 
385, 386, 412, 430, 473, 474, 476, 481, 495, 506, 608, 626, 669, 715, 
738, 1202, 1256, 1314, 1316, 1366, 1378, 1392 

RESPONSE: The summer travel plan takes effect yearly ln the spree as local 
condltrons become suItable to support wheeled vehicle traffx ore roads without 
damage. Snowmach~nes may use roads and trarls shown on the summer travel plan 
as open to motorized use. Cross-country snowmach~ne travel IS allowed only 
where the summer travel plan allows cross-country motorized travel after 
June 1. 

The winter travel plan takes effect yearly on ThanksgIvIng Day. 
SnowmachIne travel is allowed consistent with the winter travel plan map. 
Cross-country snowmach~ne travel 1s permItted from ThanksgIving Day through 
June 1 except on the Palisades Ranger District whrch permrts usage from 
December 15 through June 1. Cross-country snowmachrne travel is allowed in 
prescrlptlon area 5.1.4(c) (Big Bend Rrdge) from January 1 until April 30. 

Cross-country motorized use LS not allowed on elk and deer winter 
areas at any tune of the year. Nonmotorized cross-country use (walkrng, 
horses, etc.) 1s allowed from April 15 to Thanksgrvrng Day on all DlStrXtS 
except Palisades. On Palisades District, non-motorized cross-courxtry use is 
allowed from April 15 to December 15. MO 
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CONMENTS : Clarify season to allow spring snowmobrllng L" Kelly Canyon after 
ski hill closes. 

60, 1202 

RESPONSE: The Forest added a new Prescription 5.1.4(d) which allows 
SnowmobrlLng on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort 1s closed for the 
season. No cross-country snowmachux? use in the area is allowed. AS 

COMMENTS : Support some or all restrxtions on snowmobile use: they damage 
vegetation and ~011s; compact snow; damage sub-nrvean environment; dxturb 
wlldllfe; have offensive noise, sight, smell; they pollute; to protect 
wlldlrfe; allow only in certa.1" areas or at certaLn times; allow only on 
exrstzng roads and trals; restrict from Bear Management IJuts; do not allow 
in wilderness study areas; restrict in areas degraded by overcuttlng. 

F-B(4) t F-Gl(475). F-H(8), F-J(3), FS-10, 1, 3, 21, 31, 60, 61, 73, 
120, 143, 150, 157, 158, 161, 162, 165, 167, 168, 170, 171, 173, 174, 
175, 178, 179, 180, 185, 187, 189, 190, 192, 195, 201, 203, 206, 209, 
212, 213, 226, 227, 244, 252, 263, 273, 274, 276, 278, 285, 233, 305, 
317, 325, 328, 341, 351, 353, 354, 356, 359, 360, 373, 376, 389, 395, 
396, 400, 438, 441, 442, 443, 444, 448, 490, 516, 519, 527, 610, 611, 
615, 617, 622, 625a, 62733, 631, 632, 640, 643, 645, 651, 653, 655, 
662, 664, 669, 690, 635, 697. 725. 731, 739, 766, 1183, 1245, 1247, 
1270, 127333, 1276, 1277, 1313, 1314, 1322, 1327, 1330, 1331, 1351, 
1360, 1361, 1365, 1367b, 1381, 1387, 1388, 1393, 1395, 1399, 1458 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Winter Recreation Standards and Guidelines in the 
Revised Forest Plan (Chapter III-Part I) and the Accees tables for the various 
prescription areas (Revised Forest Plan Chapter III-Part 3). AS 

COMMENTS: Prohlblt snowmobile travel on steep slopes (more than 25 degrees) 
to mlnunxe avalanche risk and eroslo" risk. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Avalanche hazard depends on snow and weather condrtLons. Exposure 
and risk are up to the operator. The Targhee LS unaware of any erosion 
impacts occurring on steep slopes from snowmachine use. AS 

To Benefit Wildlife 

COMMENTS : Protect wlldllfe I" areas used by snowmobiles; m~nuuze snowmobIle 
impacts durrng period of peak wildlife mortalrty. There LS too much winter 
access; allow only I." higher elevations to protect wildlife at lower 
elevations; restrict to low ullpact areas. Close more areas, espec~lly in elk 
and deer winter range; reetrLct I" all areas identrfled by Idaho Fish and Game 
as winter range. Explain rationale of allowing cross-country snowmobde use 
on 66% of crucsal winter range when neither sclentlfic literature or largest 
snowmobile advocacy group supports it. AllowLng snowmachlne travel rn area 
allotted to other prescrIptlox in winter range may allow deer and elk to be 
harassed durlnq period of greatest stress. Lower prescriptlo" on motorued 
use HI elk and deer winter range because 42 mr./sq. tn. is too high. No 

XXIII-9 



SNO-0BILES 

Increase in snowmobile access because it Interferes wl'ch wildlife winter 
survival and creates historic precept even rf area proves to be rmportant 
habrtat; keep snowmobiles out of elk and moose habitat because the two don't 
a; add a standard to prohlbrt human presence m critrcal big game wrnter 
range from Dee 1 to April 30; require seasonal or year-round closures for all 
motorized vehicles I" important elk habitat, sensitive habltat, areas of 
"Co"cer"" , areas of Threatened and Endangered Species, areas of vegetatron, 
old growth, alpine areas and on degraded range land. Make all deer and elk 
winter range off limrts to snowmobiles. Prohibit same retrieval bv usinq 
snowmobiles. 

F-B(4), F-G-1(475), F-G-l-P, FS-10, 5, 31, 120, 143, 150, 161, 162, 
168, 170, 171, 174, 175, 178, 179, 185, 189, 203, 206, 212, 213, 227, 
274, 285, 233, 305, 319, 359, 376, 389, 610, 617, 625a, 643, 645, 669, 
690, 635, 697, 731, 766, 1183, 1245, 1247, 127323, 1277, 1322, 1361, 
1365, 1381, 1458 

RESPONSE: All of the elk and deer wlrxter range areas on the Forest are closed 
to cross-country snowmachrne use throughout the entIre perlad. Thrs LS done 
to protect the wintering animals and help them conserve their energy. 

For the Fall season, outsxXe of elk and deer winter range, the 
Revised Plan allows cross-country snowmachine travel begrnnlng Thanksqivrng 
Day on all Dlstrxts except Palisades- On the Palisades District, 
cross-country snowmachrne travel ~~11 be allowed beginning Dec. 15. Since the 
mean date for qrxz.ly bear dennlng in the Greater Yellowstone Area 1s Nov. 3, 
these cross-country snowmachine dates allow grxzzly bears adequate time to 
Inhabit potential dens. These cross-country snowmachine dates also prohrblt 
big game hunters from usrng snowmachrnes to pursue big game animals for most 
of the general and controlled huntrng seasons. On the north end of the 
Forest, there are a few late season controlled hunts after Thanksgivlnq Day, 
therefore some hunters may pursue big game animals on snowmachlnes for these 
late season controlled hunts. 

For the sprrng eeaeon, outside of elk and deer wrnter range areas, 
cross-country snowmachLne travel is allowed until June 1. WithIn the grizzly 
bear recovery zone, site-specific area closures are allowed to resolve any 
conflrcts between snowmachIne use and grizzly bears which have come out of 
thex dens. MO 

COMMENTS : Of greatest concern is the allowance of cross-country snowmachlnes 
travel wlthln winter ranges allocated to other prescriptions. This is the 
case for winter range that falls wlthln Management Prescription 5.3.l(a-b) 
Timber management, MP 5.3.5 Grrzzly Bear Habitat; MP 5.4(a, b, c) Deer and Elk 
summer range; MP 6.1(b) Range Management; MP 3.2(a-g) Semi-Prlmrtlve Motorized 
and MP 5.1.4(a-c) Trmber Management, where both winter and eummer 
cross-country motorrzed travel 1s allowed. Under these other Management 
Prescriptrons there 1s every reason to belreve that deer and elk will be 
harassed intentIonally or not durrng the perrod of greatest stress. 

643 
If the Forest belleves that the areas used as deer and elk winter 

range but not covered by MP 2.7(a-c) are not accessible to snowmachines, then 
there 1s no reason for not placing all of those areas Into MP 2.7(=-c). 

No letter # 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has forestwIde standard under winter recreation 
whxh restr‘lcts snowmachue use to designated routes ln all inventorled winter 
range. AS 

COMMENTS: Design trarls so that protective cover between snowmobilers and 
wxldlife LS maximized. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The trail layout of existng and planned snowmachine trarls and 
restriction of cross-country travel XI wrnter range areas addresses thus 
concern. AS 

Sear Habitat 

coNNNNTs: Restrict snowmobiles in bear habrtat: because It would be a mistake 
to cater to a llmlted number of users at the expense of bear habitat; support 
ban of snowmobiles rn bear management unrts; FremOnt County Com~ssnn agrees 
to no cross-country snowmobllng in Bl4"s. Restrrct snowmobIles 1n Island Park 
and Frsh Creek Areas because the rmportant LSSU~ 1s the grizzly bear and its 
habitat; protect bears emerging from dens; restrxt snowmoblling to early 
wuker months because of stress to grxzzly. 

61, 167, 168, 173, 212, 263, 305, 314, 395, 610, 731, 1276, 1322, 1351 

RESPONSE: The Targhee established a restrIction of cross-country snowmachlne 
travel prur to Thanksgivrng day (except for the Palisades Drstrxt whxh is 
Dec. 15) 1n order to benefit bear and elk management as well as other 
reeources. AS 

COMMENTS : Support closures/restrictions on cross-country snowmob~ling; permit 
snowmobiles only on existing roads and trails, make no new ones; use existing 
trarls/roads planned with other agencies and private land owners; so 
cross-country skrers don't have to see, smell, or hear them. Restrict 
cross-country snowmob~l~ng because of Impacts on vegetatron and wildlIfe; they 
are polluting; ensure they have enough trails so they don't have to access the 
entl.re forest; allow snowmobiles only on exz,ting trails, outside proposed 
wilderness between December 15 and April 1. 

1, 9, 61, 143, 158, 293, 305, 325, 354, 359, 373, 395, 437, 442, 610, 
631, 655, 690, 731, 734, 1202, 1276, 1331, 1360, 1365, 1387, 1395 

Oppose restrrct~ons on cross-country snowmobilmg. 
F-C(13), F-I(4), F-O(4), 181, 220, 267, 280, 290, 310, 323, 367, 381, 
385, 386, 412, 430, 473, 474, 476, 481, 495, 506, 608, 626, 669, 715, 
738, 1202, 1256, 1314, 1316, 1366, 1378, 1392 

Forest should adopt a forestvade standard prohibiting all 
cross-country use except for snowmobiles. 

695 

In Management Prescription 2.2.1(b) allow cross-country snowmachuxs 
travel between December 15 - April 1; III 2.2.1 do not allow cross-country 
snowmobile travel before December 15 or after April 1. 

643 
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RESPONSE: All of the elk and deer winter range areas on the Forest are closed 
to cross-country snowmachine use throughout the entrre perrod. This 1s done 
to protect the wrntering animals and help them conserve their energy. 

For the Fall season, outside of elk and deer "Inter range, the 
Revuxed Plan allows cross-country snowmachlne travel begInnIng Thanksglvlng 
Day on all Dx.trl~t~ except Palrsades. On the Palisades Dlstruzt, 
cross-country snowmachue travel "111 be allowed beginnIng Dec. 15- Since the 
mean date for grlzz3.y bear denning m the Greater Yellowstone Area LS NOV. 9, 
these cross-country snowmachlne dates allow grizzly bears adequate time to 
rnhabit potentlal dens. These cross-country snowmachine dates also prohibit 
big game hunters from using snowmachInes to pursue big game anrmals for most 
of the general and controlled hunting seasons. On the north end of the 
Forest, there are a few late season controlled hunts after Thanksgiving Day, 
therefore some hunters may pursue brg game animals on snowmachrnes for these 
late season controlled hunts. 

For the spring season, outside of elk and deer winter range areas, 
cross-country snowmachine travel is allowed until June 1. WIthIn the grizzly 
bear recovery zone, site-specrfx area closures are allowed to resolve any 
conflicts between snowmachine use and grizzly bears which have come out of 
thex dens. MO 

Wilderness, Wilderness Studv Areas, Roadless Areas 

coNMENTs : Do not allow snowmobiles 1x1 wilderness, wilderness study areas, 
and/or roadless areas: xt detracts from wilderness qualrty and sets hxtorx 
precedent; to protect wxldllfe; except in higher mountalns; 1s rncompatlble 
with the wilderness ethLc 

F-B(4), F-G-1(475), F-J(3), 3, 60, 73, 150, 157, 162, 165, 168, 170, 
174, 175, 179, 180, 185, 187, 189, 190, 192, 195, 201, 203, 206, 209, 
212, 213, 226, 244, 273, 274, 278, 280, 289, 351, 360, 376, 396, 400, 
438, 441, 444, 448, 490, 516, 615, 622, 627b, 632, 640, 651, 652, 653, 
659, 664, 690, 692, 695, 725, 738, 739, 1183, 1245, 1270, 1276, 1277, 
1314, 1327, 1330, 1360, 1365, 1388, 1393, 1458 

DO not allow snowmobrles I" wilderness study areas because: use' 
sets hx%orlc precedent and makes wilderness deslgnatron dlfflcult or 
lmpossrble. Wrlderness 1s uxompatible with motorued use; because they 
dxxupt wlldllfe and damage habitat. Limit to established routes with clear 
condltlon that such use "111 cease lf area 1s added to wilderness preservation 
system. There LS enough National Forest for them; must preserve same areas as 
smokeless and quiet, and allow solitude. 

F-B(4) I F-G1(475), F-H(8), F-J(3), 73, 157, 162, 165, 168, 170, 174, 
175, 179, 180, 201, 209, 226, 252, 273, 278, 280, 351, 622, 632, 662, 
1270, 1276, 1313, 1387, 1388, 1395 

Abolrsh snowmobiles and severely restrrct ORV use m order to 
protect the wilderness values of the roadless areas ln the Centennials, 
Palaxdes Roadless Area, and Big Holes. 

725 

RESPONSE: Snowmachlnes are not allowed ln wilderness. Snowmachlnes are 
generally allowed in roadless and recommended wilderness areas. The Wyommg 
Wilderness Act allows snowmobiles in Wilderness Study Areas. Snowmachrne use 
does not degrade wilderness potential and historical use can be managed. AS 
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CONKENTS : Oppose closures/restrictions in wilderness, wilderness study areas, 
and roadless areas: because not a threat except where big game range is a 
CO"CelT"; our company tests snowmobiles there; should not be banned but 
regulated; snowmoblllng doesn't hurt vegetatzon under the snow; the real 
threat IS logging and mmlng; because too restrictive. 

26, 29, 272, 280, 286, 367, 476, 627a. 663, 738, 1202 

RESPONSE: SnowmachInes are not currently banned from the Palisades Wrlderness 
Study Area. They are allowed by the Wyomrng Wrlderness Act. Other comments 
are noted and considered. Snowmobzllng rn designated wilderness areas 1s 
illegal as determined by Congress. AS 

COMNENTS : Address how the 1,516,OOO acres left open to snowmobillng compares 
z" annual snowfall, terra" quality, and regional accessibility to the 
roadless area land because our company tradrtionally field tests its products 
in roadless area land. 

627a 

RESPONSE: About one-half this area 1s roadless. Roadless areas typically 
have better snow, because they are L" the higher elevatron terr.xn; however, 
roadless terrain 1s also steeper, thus llmlting some access. All the area 
tends to be about equal I" terms of snowmachrne opportunity. AS 

coNMBNFs : Support unrestricted snowmobilrng in Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 
(Dark Green Rx). 

1202 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. AS 

COMMENTS: Recommend a new prescrIptron that manages areas as wilderness 1" 
summer and allows snomachlnes access m areas where big game winter range 1s 
not a concern (B1g Holes, Centennmls). 

669 

RESPONSE: Thrs would not be compatible with the Wilderness Act. AS 

Rlparlan 

COMMENTS : Exclude snowmobiles from all established riparran buffer *on** 
along the Henry'* Fork & Buffalo Rivers except where trails cross. 

1276 

RESPONSE: There 1s no need for restrzctlons here because they cross, and do 
not run along besrde the r=par~.a" areas. AS 

COMMENTS: Prohlblt snowmoblllng from 50-100 yards from Henry's Fork River 
from Big Springs to Forest boundary above Three Rivers, except at bridge 
crossrngs, to protect waterfowl and moose. 

637 

RESPONSE: such a general restrrctlon on so many miles of river 1s not 
workable and does not need to be addressed by this Plan. Srte-speafic 
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closure r*strIct=ons are Lmplemented as needed to address area* of resource 
rmpact. AS 

COMMENTS : Prohrbrt snowmobrle access to streams, wetland*, and r~par1an 
areas. 

273, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan prohibit* cross-country motorized access in two 
wetland areas: the Alpine wetland area and the west end of Island Park 
Reservorr. These two wetland areas are important waterfowl use areas. 

We have not identlfled the need to prohibit snowmachzne access to 
a11 streams, all wetlands and all riparian areas. If there are specifx areas 
which need protecting, like the two mentxoned above, we "111 do the 
srte-specific analysis necessary to provide the protectlo". MO 

COMMENTS : Close corrrdor along Henry's Fork to *nowmachInes under Aquatic 
influence Son*:5 Prescription 2.8.3. 

697 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted and consrdered but not implemented. Such a 
restrxtlon LS not necessary as little use occurs in these areas. AS 

Dubois Ranqer Districe D-l 

Clark Countrv - Non Supuort of Closures 

COMMENTS: Oppose groomed trarls m Clark County (Kilgore) because there need 
to be *ome areas left open to cross-country anowmobilmg. 

1366 

RESPONSE: No groomed trails are proposed. The proposed routes 1" Camas and 
Cottonwood Creeks shown in the Draft Winter Trarxzportation Map were deleted. 
Most of Clark County 1s open to cross-country snowmobiling. AS 

Italla" Peaks 

COMMENTS : Supports unrestricted snowmobillng rn Palisades and Italxn Peaks. 
300, 1202 

RESPONSE: These areas are unrestrzcted except for a wrnter range corridor 
along the south. AS 

COMMENTS: Does not support OR" use/roads to snowmachines in Italla" Peaks. 
161, 200, 336, 643, 695 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and consIdered. AS 

Diamond Peaks 

COMMENTS: supports unrestrxted snowmachlne use 1" Dramond Peaks. 
300 
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RESPONSE: No restrxtLons exist except 1" winter range corridor on the lower 
eastern edge. AS 

Island Park Ranger District D-2 

Lionhead 

COMMENTS : Supports restrrctions to snowmobiling in Lionhead. 
341 

RESPONSE: Snowmach~nes are allowed in this recommended "Llderness and 
potentLa1 wrlderness values of area ~~11 be maIntaIned. AS 

COMMENTS : Opposed restrictions to snowmoblling in Lionhead and Sheep 
Mountal". 

F-I(4), 523 

RESPONSE: Your comment* are noted and considered. AS 

Chick Creek 

COMMENTS : AgaLnst closures in Chick Creek. 
469 

RESPONSE: The December 1 date was changed to ThanksgivIng Day to allow 
earlier cross-country use. JH 

Bechlor Meadows 

COMMENTS : Against closures in Bechler Meadows. 
463 

RESPONSE: Part of Bechler Meadows 1s XI Yellowstone National Park. The 
December 1 date was changed to Thanksgiving Day to allow earlier cross-country 
use. JH 

Centennials 

COMMENTS : Would like to see snowmobile use in the Centennials. 
169, 437, 515. 660 

RESPONSE: Snowmoblling will contrnue in the Centennrals. AS 

cotmEN!J!s : Reduce snowmobile travel in the Centennials because of heavy 
Impacts to area. 

637 

RESPONSE: The FOr**t is unaware of any heavy impacts to the area and has no 
plan* to restrrct the area. AS 
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Black Mountain 

COMMBNTS : Aganst closures III Island Park (Black Mountan). 
2, 469, 517 

RESPONSE: Comments noted and consldered. AS 

Two Toe 

COMNENTS : Against closures xn Two Top. 
469 

RESPONSE: Vrsitors can cross-country snowmobile throughout this area after 
Thanksglvrng Day and until June 1. These date changes were made to Include 
the first heavy-use weekend, and the end of the snowmachine Season in the hxgh 
country. AS 

Yellowstone/Tarshae Boundary 

COMMENTS : Delete the trails adlacent to Yellowstone National Park on Map 12, 
winter motorized access, Alternative 3M because a buffer 1s needed to reduce 
snowmobile trespass in the Park. 

1351 

RESPONSE: The Snow Creek Butte Loop shown in the DEIS as a future marked 
snowmachine route 1s deleted from the FEIS and Revrsed Plan. This change 
reduces the potental for impact to Yellowstone NatIonal Park. The 15.2 
miles deleted 1s less than 5% of the proposed addrtxanal designated 
snowmachine trals and thus no change ln the analysis 1s needed. AS 

Q&!XleL-d 

COMMENTS : The Plan unreasonably restricts snowmobiling in the Island Park, 
TWO Top, Lronhead, Centennial and Keg Springs areas. 

F-N(7), F-M (5), 8, 9, 13, 15, 66, 67, 89, 97, 160, 188. 216, 229, 
234, 235, 300, 303, 342, 466, 515, 728 

Because the area is far away from any game wrnterlng area. 
F-M (5) 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has no restrictions for cross-country snowmob~l~ng 
after Thanksgiving Day on all Drstrlcts except Palisades (whrch will be 
Dec. 15). A spring closure date of June 1 will be in effect forestwide. This 
allows cross-country travel during the fuzst heavy-use weekend and the 
ma]orlty of the hrgh-country season. JH 

coMMENTs : Restrrct snowmobiles in Island Park and Fish Creek areas because 
the unportant issue LS the grizzly bear and rts habitat. 

395 

RESPONSE: Cross-country snowmobtlu,g 1s restricted until after Thanksglvlng 
Day through June 1, to allow for bear hxbernatxon and emergence from the den. 
AS 
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Ashton Ranser Distrrct D-3 

Fish Creek 

COMNENTS : The Plan unreasonably restrxts snowmob~llng in the Fish Creek, and 
Srmw Creek area. 

F-M(5), F-N (7). 8, 9, 13, 15, 66, 67, 72, 89, 97, 160, 188, 216, 234, 
235, 303, 728, 1253 

RESPONSE: Cross-country snowmobilL.ng 1s unrestricted after Thanksgrving Day 
and prux to June 1. JH 

Fall River Ridge 

COMMENTS : Open Fall River Rrdge for snowmachuung. 
461, 463 

RESPONSE: It is open after ThanksgIvIng Day and until June 1 to cross-country 
snowmachznu,g, except wlthln the cross-country ski trail area. JH 

cohmEN9!s : Uses the Fall Rover Rrdge and the area north of there to snowmobrle 
in the winter and early sprx,g. 

F-P(2) 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted. AS 

Palasades Distract D-4 

Biq Elk/Palisades Creek 

COMNRNTS : Oppose opening drainages UI Big Elk and Palisades Creek to 
snowmachlnes as stated in 3M. 

695, 766 

RESPONSE: The lower part of these dranages are wlthin Ldentifled big game 
winter range and as such ~~11 be closed to snowmachux use. No designated 
route 1s planned for these areas. BP 

Fall Creek 

COMNENTS : Implement the groomed trail route through the Fall Creek Winter 
Game prescrlption to connect to SkylIne Drive. 

1202 

RESPONSE: An alternative route LS rdentrfled I." the F1na.l Revised Plan which 
1s outside the winter range. The route is along the June Creek Road and ~111 
be groomed for snowmachxnes. BP 

COMMENTS : Make all elk and deer winter range off-limits to snow machines 
(regardless of whether you think it's accessible) - especrally south end 
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Beaverhead range benches and slopes of south fork of Snake, east Kelly Canyon, 
and west of Burns Creek near north end of Grandvlew. 

643 

RESPONSE: Wrnter range areas are rdentlfled and mapped in con]unctlon with 
the Idaho and Wyoming Fish and Game Departments. These areas are restrrcted 
to cross-country travel. Desrgnated routes allow access to areas behind the 
winter range. BP 

COMMENTS : Restruzt snowmachines use in Palisades area and the high 
Palisades. Make the Palisades a wilderness area because too many anunals are 
already dx0xrbed by the many snowmobiles. 

68, 356, 695, 725 

RESPONSE: Durrng the review of this area, no reasons were identifred to 
restrict snowmachxne use. One exception is in the lower Palisades area where 
wintering goats could be affected. After review, this was mitrgated by 
restricting access ora the lower part of the trail. The terraIn of the lower 
Palxades also 1rmLts or stops use in thrs area. The upper Palisades area was 
changed from current restrictions to match the Bridger-Teton side which allows 
snowmachuung. Snowmach~ne use will continue until wxlderness legxzlation 1s 
passed. The use would then be determined by Congress. Generally designated 
wilderness areas do not allow snowmachxnes or any type of mechanrzed/motorrzed 
uses. BP 

coMMENTs : Support unrestrxted snowmob~ling m Palisades and 1talL.m Peaks. 
300, 1202 

RESPONSE: These areas are unrestruzted except for a winter range corridor 
along the south. AS 

COMMENTS : Do not limit off-trail use in South Plateau, Black Bear Canyon, 
Centennral Valley and the southern part of the Targhee. 

380 

RESPONSE: Your comment was noted and considered. AS 

Kelly Canvon/Eawlev Gulch 

CONMENTS : Close road #218 to )unctlon of #217 (2 mxles) to snowmachlnes. 
F-L(3), 616, 617, 628b, 701, 736, 738, 1347 

RESPONSE: Road #218 IS opened as a designated rcute through the closure area 
from the Kelly Canyon Skr Hrll to the open area following closure of the skr 

hill. This was not stated in the Draft Plan Revlslon and 1s added for 
clarlficatlon to the Revrsed Plan. BP 
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COMMENTS : Close snowmachine use in Area J as shown on 1994 Travel Plan Map. 
F-L(3), 617, 701, 1347 

Supports closure In Kelly Canyon - Hawley Gulch area. 
F-D(51), F-L(3), F-M(5), 616, 617, 62813, 637, 670, 701, 732, 736, 738, 
1245, 1293, 1347, 1451 

RESPONSE: An error In mapplng the 3M Alternative showed this area being open 
to snowmachrnes. Under the Revised Plan, the current restrxtlon ~111 
continue. The designated route along Buckskin Morgan road ~111 continue. 
Prescrlptlon 5.1.4 (d) 1s added to the Frnal Revised Plan to address this 
closure. AS 

coMNsms : Alternatrves 2, 3, 3M. and 4 ellmlnate previous cross-country skier 
trails between Hawley Gulch and the divide by opening up to snowmachlne use. 
DO not open to snowmachlnes. 

F-L(3), F-M(5), 637, 738, 1245 

RESPONSE: The Forest added a new Prescription 5.1.4 (d) whrch allows 
snowmob~lrng on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort 1s closed for the 
season. The Buckskm-Morgan designated route ~111 continue. The rest of the 
area is closed to cross-country snowmachine travel. AS 

CONNENTS : Parking area at junction of #218 and #217 should be eliminated. 
F-D(51), F-L(3), 616, 628b, 670, 701, 732 

RESPONSE: The Forest added a new Prescription 5.1.4 (d) which allows 
snowmob~ling on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort is closed for the 
season. AS 

CONKENTS : Leave the snowmobile corridor from Byrne's Siding to the 
backcountry beyond Kelly canyon because this set up (establrshed In 1993) has 
been satLsfactory for both cross-country skiers and snowmobilers. 

F-L(3) 

RESPONSE: No change 1s made to this recently established corridor. 
AS 

CONNENTS : Prohlblt snowmobLles from Kelly Canyon because they are too noisy, 
pollute, riders are inconsiderate of others, and they destroy the beauty of 
the winter scene. 

1178, 1403, 1404, 1453 

RESPONSE: The Forest added a new Prescrrptlon 5.1.4 (d) whxh allows 
snowmobillng on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort 1s closed for the 
season. AS 
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CGNMENTS : Establish the snowmobxle destlnatlo" rest area at the head of 
Hawley Gulch not at the proposed location at the Lntersection of Forest roads 
on the Table Rock dlvrde above Kelly Canyon L" order to keep snowmobiles out 
of the area heavily used by skiers and r"oose and elk. 

1245 

RESPONSE : The Forest left the proposed parking locatron as shown I" the 
DEIS. Project specrfic analysis and NEPA documentation are necessary prior to 
constructron of the facility. The Hawley Gulch locatvan is considered a" 
alternative at thx trme. AS 

COMMENTS : Clarify season to allow spring snowmoblle use 1" Kelly Canyon after 
ski hill closes. 

60, 1202 

RESPONSE : The Forest added a new Prescription 5.1.4 (d) whrch allows 
snowmob~l1"g on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort 1s closed for the 
season. AS 

COMMENTS : Establish snowmobile traffic north and east of Hawley Gulch area 
heavlly used by skusrs. 

1245 

F.ESFONSE : The Revised Plan ~111 continue to manage thrs area for skung 
rather than snowmachrnes. The current travel management will be continued. 
AS 

COMMENTS : Restrxt snowmobilers from Kelly Canyon after the resort closes 
down L" the late winter. 

658 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows snowmachine use on the road after the sk2 
season I" the same way that the area has been managed hlstorxally. AS 

COMMENTS : Close area between Kelly Mountal" and Buckskin Morgan in the winter 
to snowmobrles to protect the big game. 

637 

RESPONSE : The Forest added a new Prescription 5.1.4 (d) whxh allows 
snowmobil+ng on the Kelly Canyon road only when the resort and the BuckskIn 
Morgan route LS closed for the season. The remarnder of the area is closed to 
cross-country snowmachlne travel. AS 

Teton Ranger Distract D-5 

General 

COMMENTS : support Closures of: Oliver Peak, Stateline & Mrskell Canyons, SW 
facing slope of Mosqurto Creek drainage to Mosqulte Creek, and Plummer Canyon. 

1395 
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RESPONSE: Oliver Peak, Statellne and MIkesell Canyons are located wlthln 
prescr~ptlo" 3.2(g). There are no designated snowmobile trails I" this area 
however cross-country snowmobA1ng 1s allowed. The area rece=ves a variety of 
winter uses lncludlng sklrng, hellcopter skring and snowmob~l~ng. 
Prescrrpt1on 3.2(g) allows for a variety of recreation opportunltLes including 
motorized and non-motorized uses. There are no plans for desrgnated 
snowmobxle routes I" the area. Mosquito Creek is located on the Bridger-T&on 
Natronal Forest. 

Plummer Canyon LS located on the Teton Basin Ranger DlstrLct and 1s 
shown as a small Isolated block of 3.2(g) in the Draft Forest Plan Revision 
and is nestled between the WAderness and a Winter Range Prescriptlo" 2.7(a). 
Both motorzed and nonmotorlzed cross-country winter use 1s allowed in the 
3.2(g) area and closed in the 2.7(a] area. MB 

COMMENTS : Limit snowmobile use XI crrtical winter range m the T&on Basin to 
open roads. 

171 

RESPONSE: we concur: Prescrlptlon 2.7 accomplishes this. Some other, smaller 
areas of crltrcal winter range located in other prescrrptlons were ldentifled 
since the Draft. These areas ~111 llm1t motorized and nonmotorxed 
cross-country wxnter travel to desrgnated routes but ~111 not be classified in 
the winter range prescrlptlon. MB 

COMMENTS : Close areas to snowmobrles on the northeast side of ID 33, east of 
the ID/WY State lx,e, including the Plummer Canyon area because snowmobiling 
1s lncompatlble with skiing. 

1395 

RESPONSE: See dx=cussion on Plummer Canyon above. The 2.7(a) portion of the 
Plummer Canyon area will lrmlt motorized and nonmotorized wxnter access to 
designated routes to reduce drsturbance of wintering wildlIfe. The 3.2(g) 
portron J.S wrde-open to all winter uses. 

The Forest has not specifically closed areas to snowmachrnes 
because of conflicts with sklmg. Separation of users 1s bang considered U-J 
the ongoIng Interagency planning effort by the pending Greater Yellowstone 
Winter Vlsltor Use Management Committee. The Revised Plan also directs the 
Forest to plan for some non-motorized recreatlo" use areas. MB 

Bis Holes 

COMMENTS : Would like to see snowmobile use 1.n the Big Holes (winter use 
only). 

660 

RESPONSE: The draft Forest Plan allows for this "se. The only restrxtions 
for winter use are the cross-country restrxtzans 1" the 2.7 Winter Range 
Prescrlptlon and several small areas ldentlfled as winter range outside of the 
2.7 Prescription (refer to winter range map). MB 
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COMMENTS : The Plan unreasonably restricts snowmobilrng in the Big Holes. 
F- -M(5), F-N(7) r 8, 9, 13, 15, 66, 67, 72, 89, 37, 160, 188, 216, 234, 

SNOWMOBILES 

235, 303, 728 

RESPONSE: The only restrrctlon 1s for cross-country winter travel through the 
crltlcal wrnter range areas. The Revised Plan has no additronal restrlctlons 
for snowmachlne use on the Palisades District. MB/BP 

COMMENTS : Prohlbrt cross-country snowmachxne use in big game hunt areas 
during open season (conflrcts in Palisades and Big holes Subsection). 

766, 1195, 1202 

RESPONSE: The summer travel plan takes effect yearly in the sprrng as local 
condrtrons become suitable to support wheeled vehicle traffic on roads wIthout 
damage. Snowmachines may use roads and trails shown on the summer travel plan 
as open to "otorlzed use. Cross-country snowmachlne travel is allowed only 
where the summer travel plan allows cross-country motorrzed travel after 
June 1. 

The winter travel plan takes effect yearly on Thanksglv~ng Day. 
Snowmachine travel 1s allowed consatent with the winter travel plan map. 
Cross-country snowmachrne travel 1s permitted from ThanksgivIng Day through 
June 1 except on the Palisades Ranger Drstrxt whxh permits usage from 
December 15 through June 1. Cross-country snowmach1ne travel 1s allowed I" 
prescription area 5.1.4(c) (Big Bend Ridge) from January 1 until Aprrl 30. 

Cross-country motorized use is not allowed on elk and deer winter 
areas at any time of the year. Nonmotorized cross-country use (walking, 
horses, etc.) is allowed from Aprrl 15 to Thanksgiving Day on all Districts 
except Palisades. On Palrsades District, non-motorwed cross-country use LS 
allowed from April 15 to December 15. MO 

Supuorts Closures - Jedediah Smith 

coMtmNTs: Protect Static Peak and Fox Creek dlvlde (within the Jededlah Smith 
Wilderness area) from snowmobile use. Enforce snowmobile closures L" the 
Jededlah Smith Wxlderness. Prosecute trespassers. 

191, 644, 659, 664, 1313, 1330, 1331 

RESPONSE: The Forest concurs. Snowmobiles use is illegal and lnapproprlate 
I" the Wilderness and Grand Teton Natlonal Park (GTNP) (Statrc Peak). Thrs 
rllegal activity is currently enforced and ~111 continue to be enforced as 
fundIng and personnel allow. A formal cooperative agreement with GTNP allows 
us to enforce each other's regulations. MB 

Pony and Canyon Creek 

cot.¶uENTs : Oppose closures L" Pony and Canyon Creek areas- 
342 

RESPONSE: Your comment is noted and considered. AS 
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Phvsxal Elements 

CONMENTS: Chapter IV does not provide dlscussron of the value of leaving dead 
and dyrng trees L" place to replenrsh the nutrient cyclrng of 60~1. so11 
nutrltlo" 16 basically glossed over. 

721 

RESPONSE: Forestwlde Standards and Guldellnes for Sol1 Quality (Chapter III 
of the Revzsed Plan) speak to woody resrdue requxements. A Table 1Lsts the 
domxxant forested habItat types and the woody residue requrrements needed to 
sustan long-term ate productivity. Requxements are based on research 
frndlngs by Russ Graham, research sllvxulturlst. A monltorrng item for "dead 
and down material for meeting soil and wildlIfe requirements on Forest," 
(Chapter V of the Revised Plan) ls a Forest Prlorrty Group 1 and will provide 
lnformatxon on long-term site productlvlty. Refer to Chapter III of the FEIS 
whxh ldentlfles subsections where past management mrght have affected 
long-term srte productlvlty through the removal of woody resrdue. DM 

coNMEms : Snow compactlo" leads to reductions in soil temperature (re: 
snowmachines). Snow-compacted, Induced soil temperature decreases retard 
mlcroblal actLvlty which can lead to severe reductions in sol1 fauna. These 
temperatures also negatively affect the sol1 surface micro-structure that can 
greatly reduce the seed qermrnatlo" sultabllrty of a site. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Snowmobiles) 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment I.S acknowledged. The effects of snow compactxon are 
more appropriately examined at the srte-specific level, because they depend on 
srte factors such as snow depth, coarse fragments, texture, structure, 
presence or absence of down woody material, habitat type, aspect, slope and so 
on. DM 

Eros10" Concern-Fire 

CONMENTS : Erosion I" the watersheds was caused by the Yellowstone fires I" 
1988. Watersheds were not heavily salvaged or clearcut due to steep slopes, 
watershed concerns, and low trmber value. However, nature's salvage, a" 
intense fire, resulted I" water repellent soils and erosion. One could easily 
argue that fuel reductron through pro-active management in these watersheds 
would have mlnlmlzed erosion from the Yellowstone fires. 

393 
Fuels management would decrease the rusk of wildfire to soils. 

127333 

RESPONSE: Fore and er~slo" hazards will be evaluated at the site-specific or 
landscape level. Refer to the FEIS, the Fire - Scale, Fire Risk and the Soils 
and Geology sections. DM 
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COMMENT.3 : Frlssell Condrtion Class is not an adequate method to measure 60~1 
displacement on campsItes. Would suggest a permanent calibrated stake method. 

1312 

RESPONSE: The use of the Frlssell Condition Class system is used only for 
drspersed campsLtes within wilderness, proposed wrlderness and roadless 
areas. For these areas, a correlation can be made between the Frlssell 
Condition Class and Sorl Quality Standards. On the remainder of the Forest 
the forestwlde standard or guldelrne that "no more than a total of 15% of an 
actlvlty area being ~.n a detrimentally drsturbed 6011 condition" (see 
glossary) will be used for monltorinq purposes. Soul displacement occurs when 
erther two rnches or one-half of the humus enriched top soil (A horizon), or 
both, are lost from an area of one square meter or larger. DM 

COMMENTS : The use of leaded gasoline in snowmobiles can lead to 6011 
contamrnation. RefuelLnq, accidental spills and on-trail maintenance of 
snowmobiles can lead to chemrcal contamrnation of 6011. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comment is acknowledged. Effects of these impacts tend to be 
site-specific and affect relatively small areas making forestwIde analysis 
dlfflcult. DM 

COMMENT.3 : Statement 1" DEIS IV-61 is wrong; it simply attempts to paint OHV 
use as excessively impacting to soil resource. 

1202 

RESPONSE: The FEIS states in Chapter IV, "Road construction, timber harvest, 
graz1nq, dispersed recreation and motorized recreation OHV's have the hxghest 
1Lkelrhood of producing lrreverslble damage to the 60x1 resource." The FEIS 
emphasxes that unmanased dispersed recreation and OHV use "111 be a mayor 
challenge based on increased demand. A increased number of exlstlng OHV 
trails are not adequately designed and maIntained for use and are contributing 
to resource damage. The Revrsed Plan includes an ob]ective to, "Provide a 
network of OHV trals whrle mznrmizlng the effects of OHV on soils." DM 

COMMENTS: DEIS IV-lo, last paragraph - This sectlo" uses Alternative 5 as 
basis for comparing soil dxturbance to other alternatives. Thrs is at odds 
with NEPA. 

413 

RESPONSE: NEPA requrres that effects be analyzed and disclosed to the public. 
There is nothing wlthxa the NEPA regulations that directs compar1scu-a 
spec1frcally to the No-ActIon Alternative. NEPA requlat1ons (1502.4 & 
1502.16) states, "it should present the envrronmental Impacts of the proposal 
and the alternatives 1" comparative form." DM 
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COMMENTS : Sorl scarlflcatron was a common practxe associated with 
SrlvLculture under 1985 Plan, a standard should be zncluded prohlbltrng this 
IX, the new plan. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, SAvuxlture) 

643 

RESPONSE: The type and amount of post harvest treatments are best assessed 
and analyzed at a site-specific level. Some scarrficatlon may be appropruxte 
to meet a pro]ect's ob]ectives. DM 

COMMENTS : Page III-66 and 111-70, all four sol1 and water guidelines should 
be standards. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Gurdelines provide appropriate duzectlon; however, suxe the soil 
and water guideluxss are relatively new they will be evaluated for 
effectrveness. Refer to the definition of gurdeline in the glossary. DM 

COMMENTS : Page 111-66, last gurdeline should also include provisions 
requring that any such work not cause negatrve environmental impacts, that 
the repaxed or reconstructed structures not cause negative envrronmental 
unpacts, and that any structure that does cause such impacts be removed. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The fuzst guldelue under Sol1 and Water, Chapter III addresses 
thx concern. DM 

CONMENTS : Page V-8, 30% may not be a real number and may have to be 
re-defued, because it 1s hard to tell if drsturbance is natural or man 
caused. (CROSS REFERENCE: Riparian, Hydrologx Functron) 

432 

RESPONSE: Refer to the defuutlon of hydrologrc dlsturbance rn the glossary 
section of the Revised Plan. Both man-caused and natural disturbances, such 
as fue, are considered ln this deflnrtron. DM 

cot.lM!mTs : Page V-8, many act~vituzs cause SOL]. drsturbance greater than 15 
percent. That number IS too restrlctlve and will lrmrt the flexrbilrty to 
manage the resource with different options or tools. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Riparian, Hydrologrc Function) 

432 

RESPONSE: The 15% threshold 1s a RegIonal Guideline to ldentlfy practaes 
that consistently exceed the 15% threshold. Evaluatron of these practrces 
~111 be made to improve techniques or find alternate solutions. DM 

COMMENTS : Page v-3, 65 percent ground cover is very high in some natural 
rangelands; most sedrmentation problems do not come from uplands. 

432 
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RESPONSE: The "Indicator" section also states: "an equrvalent percentage If 
the site cannot naturally attain the minrmum percentage mentioned above." If 
a sLt@ cannot attain the 65% ground cover naturally, then a different 
percentage requxement would be identified based on what lt can naturally 
attarn. DM 

COMMENTS : Page IV-11, the soiL disturbance threshold and soil quality 
standards and guldellnes must be enforced vigorously. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Agreed. This is the intent of varxous monrtoring Items on sol1 
quality in Chapter V of the Revised Plan. Both implementation and 
effectiveness monrtorrng are proposed. DM 

COMMENTS : Sol1 disturbance monrtorlng must also Include an evaluation of the 
adequacy of the 15 percent standard Ltself. The fine organx material 
monltorlng must include evaluation of the adequacy of 50 percent standard. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Annual rmplementatlon moratoring @valuates the adequacy of 
standards and guxdellnes applred on-the-ground and effectiveness monrtorlng 
evaluates whether standards and guIdelines achieved expected results. 
Possxble modlfxatlons may be recommended based on these flndzngs. DM 

COMMENTS : The ~011s section failed to address sol1 compaction as a loss of 
long term sol1 productrvrty and no drrectlon is grven for this. Also, there 
is no drrectron given for road development, or1 and gas development, or 
exploration occupancy on mass lnstabillty slopes. 

127333 

RESPONSE: Soil compactxxn 1s addressed in Regional So11 Quality Standards and 
Gurdellnes (FSH 2509.18). Regronal direction IS not repeated ln the Revrsed 
Plan. 011 and gas development is being addressed through a separate 
Envxonmental Impact Statement. Slope stability for mineral @ctLvlties 1s 
addressed In Chapter III of the Revxzd Plan. DM 

COMNENTS : GuldelLnes or standards for physical damage to sorl by OHV and 
logging are lacking. 

697 

RESPONSE: ForestwIde standards and guldellnes and Regional So11 Quality 
Standards and Gurdelines (FSH 2509.18) apply to all management activltles and 
are applied throughout actrvlty areas (See defLnitlon for activity area 1n the 
glossary sectIon of the Revised Plan). DM 

COMMENTS : Motorized users need to know what soil erosxan factors restrict OHV 
use on slopes of 25-40 percent; otherwlse they can't decrde rf that LS a 
reasonable constraint. AlSO, It would be difficult to implement without 
further 1nformatron. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Sorl; Access, P@rC@nt Slope) 

413 
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RESPONSE: So11 factors considered include such things as: sol1 texture, 
percent sand greater than . lmm, SOL1 organic matter content, so11 structure, 
sol1 permeablllty, clay mneralogy and coarse fragments in the surface soil 
layers. Trails that are properly designed for motorized "se can be 
constructed on steeper slopes. Sol1 concerns focus on slopes where 
cross-country travel and trails were not designed for motorized "se. DM 

COMMENTS : The U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service Biological Opinion on Plateau 
BMU states: "In newly harvested units, soil disturbance shall not exceed 20 
percent of Unit," (p. 35). Adopt thrs language for prescriptxn on page 
111-135. 

643 

RESPONSE: RegLonal direction for soil quality maintenance 1s more 
reStr1CtlYe. NO more than 15% of an activity area 1s allowed to be in a 
detrimentally disturbed condltlon (FSH 2509.18). DM 

Eros1011 Concern-General 

CONNENTS : Restrxt human dxturbances on steep slopes and easrly erodable 
SOllS. 

1367a 

RESPONSE: Steep slopes and erodible souls were considered when designating 
ASQ lands and restrxting cross-country OHV "se (refer to the standards and 
guldellnes under the Recreation section for OHV and under Trmber for logging 
systems). Slopes and souls are analyzed rn site-specrfic NEPA for all 
proposed prolects. DM 

COMMENTS: Opposed to all activities which might degrade soils; the local 
farmng community 1s helped by venter vehrcles because of the resultng packed 
snow which aids rn reduction of erosvan and prolonged sprrng run-off. 

276, 307, 311 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. The purpose of regronal and 
forestwlde standards and guldelnes for sol1 quality are to better protect the 
so11 resource. DM 

COMMENTS : Surface disturbing actlvLtles in areas with slopes greater than 40% 
are a special concern because of potential problems with sorl stability. 
Special technxal conslderat1on should be given to the proposed actzvrties in 
these areas, including coordlnatron with Wyoming Game and Fish. 

389 

RESPONSE: Refer to the standards and gurdelines under the Recreation section 
for OHV and under Timber for logging systems. Steep slopes and erodible ~0x1s 
were consIdered when deslgnatlng ASQ lands and restrictLng cross country OEiV 
use. Slope classes are also analyzed for all site-specific proposals. DM 
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coNr4ENTs : Should designate potentzal erosl~n areas and to place them off 
llmlts before eroslo" occurs. This should be addressed I" the standards and 
guidelines. 

330 

RESPONSE: Site-speclfrc analysts is the appropriate avenue for ldentrfylng 
and protectrng highly erosive areas. Steep slopes and erodible ~011s were 
consIdered when designating ASQ lands and restricting cross-country OHV use. 

Refer to the standards and gurdelines under Recreation section for OHV and 
under Timber for logging systems. DM 

Recreational Vehicles 

COMMENTS : Restrict horse use, pack animal use, mountain brkes, motorrzed 
vehxles such as snowmobrles, winter skiing, and bulldozers preparrng for 
wrnter skiing because they increase sol1 erosion and disturbance. 

175, 219, 307, 311, 1203, 1365 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. Refer to the standards and 
guidelines under the Recreation section for OHV. Effects of these uses are 
best evaluated at the ate-specific level. DM 

COMMENTS : ORV use should be restricted because it rncreases sorl erosro". 
293, 632 

RESPONSE: Sa.1 properties, such as slope, were used to restrict cross-country 
OHV use. Refer to Standards and Guidelrnes-OHV in Chapter III of Revised 
Plan. DM 

COMMENTS : Brg game retrieval by ATVs 1s a poor idea because of Increased 
WXlSl.0". 

293, 1365 

RESPONSE: The big game retrieval concept was dropped. DM 

COMMENT.9 : Snowmobrles do not cause erosion because of snowpack. 
307, 311 

RESPONSE: Erosion can result from snowmobile use I" the early or late season 
when snow packs may be marginal or Intermittent, but damage would be lrmlted 
L" extent. DM 

COMMENTS : The standards and guides on III-17 don't go far enough 1" 
preventrng soil eroslo". 

697 

RESPONSE: Forestwide and regIona sorl quality standards and guidelines 
apply and are sufficient to reduce risks to soil erosLo". DM 
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Recreational Vehxles - OHV Imuacts 

COMMENTS : Sol1 disturbances caused by OHVs can favor the establishment of 
weedy vegetatzo" (Bury 1980); OHV use can lead to a loss of surface organic 
horizons (Burden and Randerson 1972); OHV use can lead to mineral sorl 
compaction, resulting in an increase in the mechanrcal resistance of soil to 
root penetration which can in turn reduce emergence of seedlings (Iverson et 
al. 1981); soil compactron can lead to sol1 invertebrate declrnes (Bayfield 
1979; Chappell et al. 1971; Duffey 1975). 

OHV use leads to reductrons 1" soil mxrobe activity that xnpalrs 
decomposltlon processes (Seastedt 1984); OHV use has "egatlve effects on the 
germrnatum, establishment, growth, and reduction of plants (Harper et al. 
1965) j OHV use causes soil compaction which reduces the heterogeneity of soil 
surfaces and the density of favorable germznation sites (Harper et al. 1965); 
OHV use can lead to reductions 1" macro and total porosity that can in turn 
result in oxygen and water depletron (Monti and Mackrntosh 1979); OHV use can 
lead to reductions in lnflltrat1o" rates (James et al. 1979); OHV use can 
lead to increases in 601.1 erosion (Wilshire et al. 1978). 

OHV can lead to changes m soil moisture (Settergren and Cole 
1970); OHV use can lead to increase in drurnal and possibly a seasonal range 
of sol1 temperatures; the use of leaded gasoline in OHVS can lead to sol1 
contamlnatlon. Refueling, accidental spills and on-trarl maintenance can all 
lead to chemxal contamlnatlon of soil; OHV use can result U-I dram&x shifts 
I" species composition of soil fauna and mlcrofauna (Anderson 1978; Paul and 
Clark 1989; WalLwork 1970); as a consequence of these sorts of impacts, OHV 
use can result rn reduced vegetation vigor and productrvlty. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. Currently, approximately 62 
percent of the Targhee 1s open to cross-country travel. The Revxsed Plan 
lrmits summer cross-country to seven percent of the Targhee. Forestwide 
standards and guidelrnes provide mitlgatron for these effects. DM 

StreamsJRivarian 

coMMEms : I" riparran areas with increasing erosion problems, use boardwalks 
and culverts to linprove or malntaxn stabrlity. 

307, 311 

RESPONSE: This 1s more appropriately addressed at the site-specLfrc level. 
DM 

col.mEmTs: Protect rlpatian areas from any activity which would decrease cover 
and sorl stability and increase siltation in streams and rivers. 

335 

RESPONSE: Refer to Prescription 2.8.3 rn Chapter III of the Revised Plan. 
The purpose of this prescriptlo" LS to provLde protectvan to ripalan 
ecosystems. DM 
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Roads and Trails 

COMMENTS : Leave roads open not caus1"g eroslo" problems. 
219 

RBSPON.sE: Roads not causing erosion were considered I" the recommended 
travel network for various themes presented in each alternative- DM 

COMMBNTS : Take thx opportunity to design a trail network that eliminates use 
of fine-textured, erodrble soils L" the Brg Hole Mountains; buLld small 
bridges across some creeks. 

219, 1312 

RESPONSE : Design of trail networks I" the Brg Hole mountains LS more 
appropriately evaluated at the landscape or srte-speclfx level. Trail 
networks were desrgned to address themes m the various alternatives. DM 

COMMENTS : Issue of soil eros~~" was presented poorly and 1s rnlsleadrng to the 
public. 

307, 311 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. Soils sections in the Revised Plan 
are rewrltte" to help clear up poL"ts of confusion. DM 

COMMENTS : If the Forest Service would maIntar" their trarls and roads, 
eros~o" would not be a problem. 

307, 311 

RESPONSE: Annual budget allocatrons for road and trail maintenance 
fluctuate. Reduang the number of roads may lead to better and more 
co"sLste"t maL"tena"ce than I" the past. The Forest co"tlnueS to build 
partnershlps, such as "Adopt-a-Trail" and coop maintenance agreements with 
counties, to help marntarn transportatlo" networks. DM 

coNNBNTs : Road management 1s crucial to protect water quality and sol1 
stabrllty. 

1249 

RESPONSE: The 2.8.3 Aquatic Influence Zone Prescrrpt1on 18 designed to 
protect water qualrty and soil stability. DM 

COMMENTS : Permanent clos"res wl.11 actually increase erosron by concentratrng 
use. 

97 

RESPONSE: This may be true in certain locatxn?s. Overall problems should not 
~"crease and closures ~~11 also help reduce rmpacts by havrng fewer miles of 
roads to evaluate and marntaxn. Road maintenance dollars ~111 go farther L" 
maLntanlng a smaller road network. DM 
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CONMENTS : Rutting or displacement of soils on trails is caused by the design 
and maintenance of the trail, not the type of use on lt. 

629 

RESPONSE: While this may be true, the level or season of use a trail receives 
compounds rutting and sorl displacement. The Targhee considered these factors 
III deslgnlng trail networks to address themes in each of the alternatives. DM 

Timber 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber) 

COMMENTS : Statement on Page III-13 of DEIS is unclear. Assume that concerns 
about 6011 quality 1" relatLon to conifer encroachment are related to the 

hypothesis that sol16 ~111 become more acidic. ate data to support thrs 
hypothesx. 

489 

RESPONSE: Refer to Cryer, D.H., and J.E. Murray, 1992. "Aspen Regeneration 
and Sorls." Rawelands 14(4). Page 223-226. Ecological Unit Inventory of the 
Targhee Natronal Forest, Idaho. Interlm Report #4. July, 1996. DM 

CONNENTS : Until Forest Servxe has data to deflnltely demonstrate that 
Douglas-fir expansion is havrng detrxnental rmpacts on sorl quality, there 
should be no vegetation treatments based on those assumptLons. 

489 

RESPONSE: Refer to Cryer, D.H., and J.E. Murray. 1992. "Aspen Regeneration 
and Sorls." Ranaelands 14(4). Page 223-226. Ecological Unit Inventory of the 
Targhee Natlonal Forest, Idaho. Interim Report #4. July, 1996. 1914-1922. 
H1storrcal Vsgetatron Inventorlee. USDA Forest Service, Targhee National 
Forest, St. Anthony, Idaho. 

The intent LS not to wait until changes occur L" the sa.1, but to 
malntaln or return plant blodiverslty beLng lost as ecosystems simplify as-a 
result of removal or disruptron of disturbance regunes. DM 

COMMENTS : Harvest constraints to avoid erosion are excessive. (Page 111-25, 
DFPR), a requlrsment to stay on designated skid trails wrth sklddmg equipment 
during perlode of wet weather would be better to prevent rutting or 
compacting. 

90 

RESPONSE: Souls are susceptible to compaction. erosion and displacement when 
dry. Deagnated skid trails, that are properly located and laid out, greatly 
reduce the area of dx+turbance created by harvest operations. DesLgnated skLd 
trarls have been used effectrvely in all regions of the west to mantain sol1 
qua1rty. Timber sale contract provisions rncluds thrs requirement. DM 

coMNENTs : Aspen should only be skidded on dry or frozen soils. 
90 
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RESPONSE: Sklddlng requxements are addressed within the timber sale contract 
provlslons. Sklddrng is usually conducted when soil condltlons are favorable 
(that ls, dry or frozen condltlons) for this type of operatux~ and Its effect 
on sol1 quality. DM 

COMMENTS : Logging is the removal of valuable nutrient, fiber, and otganrc 
matter from the forest and its soils, in conjunction with the serious impacts 
from roading. 

150 

RESPONSE: The intent of the table in Chapter III of the Revised Plan 1s to 
present requrred m~nlmum levels of woody residue to be dispersed on the site 
during project rmplsmentatron. Minimum woody residue levels are based on 
research fIndIngs on representative habitat types. DM 

CONNSNTS : Intent to increase amount of woody debrrs on ground after harvest 
wrll benefit ~011s. 

625a 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. DM 

CONNENTS : Prohibit tunber logging in areas prone to landslxdes unless found 
by screntlfrc studies that harvest actlv1tles ~111 not degrade the ~011s or 
release sediment to streams. 

1367a 
Prohibit logging or mining on fragile sites pendIng conclusive 

demonstration through screntific study that soil can be protected and forest 
regeneration accomplished. 

1367a 

RESPONSE: In determlnlng timberland suitability, unsuitable acres were 
ldentlfled, specifically where irreversible damage could occur or where low 
site productlvlty exists (regeneration 1s doubtful). Intensive management 
actL"Ltles are not planned on 'these acres- DM 
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COMMENTS : Explarn the basis for the footnote (Page 111-23) in the lower table 
sta'ang that aspen counts toward stockrng levels in other forest types. 

643 

RESPONSE: Stocking guidelines in the past sometimes failed to count aspen 1" 
mlnlmum stocking levels. In the current Forest Plan, mLnimum stocking 16, 1" 
part, designed around the reestablishment of brg game hrdlng cover. Aspen 
does not contribute as much year-round bLg game hiding cover as conrfers and 
was not rncluded in hiding cover calculations. The Targhee has xnce 
established a cover value for aspen. (Elk Habitat Effectiveness and Elk 
Vulnerabrlity Process Papers, Revised Plan). Aspen was hrghllghted m  a 
footnote as a reminder to record Lts presence. Aspen has cover value and 1s 
an rmportant seral species 1" natural succession. JC/LB 

CONNENTS : Explain the basis for the aspen guideline and why you prcked the 
target successional stage dz.trlbutlon as ideal. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The rotation age of 60 years for Aspen 1s a guldelLne to help 
managers design entry cycles for areas where aspen 1s being managed as a 
commercral trmber specres. The NatIonal Forest Management Act requxes that 
all even-aged commercral stands scheduled for harvest during the plannrng 
period ~111 be at the culmlnatlon of mean annual increment of growth. sixty 
years is only an estimate of aspen culmlnatlon. (See 60-year cycle study by 
Schlers, Jones and Wlnoker 1985 and Schier and Campbell 1980). JC 

COMMENTS: Define the age class distribution you plan to manage for in aspen 
stands that are experlenclng conifer encroachment. 

127333 

RBSPONSE: A 60-year rotation 1s a reasonable guideline for sustainable aspen 
stands, however site-specific analysrs may conclude conifer encroachment 1s 
better for the health of the Forest in some areas. See previous response. AM 

Summrts Aspen Manacfement Goals 

COMMENTS: I support aspen component in Plan. Aspen has incredIble 
regenerative ablllties. 

719 

RESPONSE: Your comment LS acknowledged. Aspen's ability to regenerate 
rapidly 1s the result of an aggressive root system. JC/LB 

Improve D~scusslon of Aqe/Class Dlstributron for Aspen 

CONNENTS : Discuss the basis you ~111 use for determlnrng the appropriate 
dlstributlon of aspen age classes, and your strategy for mantain1ng a 
sustainable aspen resource. 

1368 
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RESPONSE: Appropriate distrlbutrons of age classes on a large scale can be 
drscussed as part of a mid-level analysLs such as in a landscape analysts. A 
landscape analysis looks at large areas of the forest and establishes the 
hrstorlc dlstrrbutlon of aspen commun~tLe.s. This 1s accomplxhed through 
on-site examinations, hLstoric records and tschnques such as stand 
backdating. Then, many important site specific resource concerns are 
evaluated at the prcqect level. This information influences the final 
recommended drstrlbution of age classes. For example, the distributron of age 
classes could be a function of how often a disturbance would be allowed to 
OCCUT, how large an area could be disturbed each time and what size classes 
are needed for other resources such as wildlife, watershed Integrity, vx.uals, 
and so forth. 

A prqect to reestablxh aspen commun~tres 1s then evaluated and 
disclosed as part of the NEPA process and a site-speclflc s~lvxcultural 
prescriptIon proposes how this is achieved over txme. 

The National Forest Management Act drrects Nat+onal Forests to grow 
commercial timber to a point called the "culminat~3n of mean annual increment" 
whrch means the point at which the tree growth slows and begins to decline. 
The Guldellne states that aspen should be grown to a mlnlmum age of 60 years 
whrch is based on the estimated culmrnation of mean annual increment. After 
60 years stands begrn to decline and their ability to regenerate after a 
drsturbance is reduced (Schier, Jones, and Wrnokur 1985 and Schler and 
Campbell 1980). Followrng this strategy. about every 60 years an aspen stand 
would have to be regenerated either by fire, grrdllng, felling, logging, root 
rIppIng or a combination of these practices. Thus 1s the basis for 
determinLng the approprrate dlstr1bution of aspen age classes and to marntaln 
a sustarnable aspen resource. A slmplistrc example 16, if 90 acres of aspen 
needed to be marntalned and you want three age classes, you enter a thzd of 
the stand every twenty years. The strategy for susta1nmg aspen must conelder 
numerous varrables on a site-specxfrc basis. Most situations would be more 
complex and the 60 year time period 1s designed as a guideline. JC/LB 

Aspen Manaqement Need More Analvsis 

COMMENTS: Assess the effects of aspen regeneratron in the Centennials and Its 
affect on wlldllfe values and habitat. Conclusions are drawn from 
site-specLfrc examinatron which does not conelder the ecosystem. 

161 
Provide an evaluatron of the proposed aspen management guldel1ne.s 

and ob]ectlves on wildlife. Include a dlscusswn of the rmpacts of aspen 
harvest on wildlrfe and on the structured rotation age. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Effects on wlldllfe are drscussed III Chapter IV of the FEIS, 
including impacts from planned activities. such as regeneration of aspen. 
Because the Revised Plan 1s programmatic rather than a srte-speclfx document, 
the effects are summarized on a forestwide basis. The effects of these 
actlvltles are evaluated 1" Chapter IV. For the purposes of the Targhee's 
Revised Forest Plan evaluatron of effects rn Chapter IV 1s suffxlent for 
wIldlIfe at the Forest scale. JC 
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coNMENTs: Reassess the logrc that VegetatLon occurring on the Forest, 
particularly the decline of aspen due to conifer encroachment, LS outside the 
Range of Natural Varlatlon and is in need of treatment. V~J?UXIS studlee 
disagree with this assumption. 

643 

RESPONSE: Studies, research, and historrc documents lndrcate seral aspen is 
raprdly declining on many areas of the Targhee and are outsrde, or 
soon-to-be-outsIde, thex range of natural varzabrllty due to replacement by 
conrfers. This IS also true 1x1 other areas of the Rocky Mountains. 
Researchers (Mueggler 1988) Indxate that throughout the West "...stands once 
domwwced by aspen are well along I" the process of replacement by conifers." 
Aspen studxs revlewd as part of the Revision process support these 
flndrngs. Field observatxons the last two years by the Targhee m the 
centennials, also substantiate these flndlngs. 

Not all forest types hlstorxally supported aspen. The hLgher 
elevations of the lodgepole pine type along the western boundary of 
Yellowstone Park, for example, had very few aspen. Hrstoric vegetation 
analysts In these areas xndlcates few aspens occurring historically, and that 
the current level of aspen LS likely wlthln the hlstorlc range of natural 
varlatlon. JC 

Succession in Aspen 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy RNV for aspen. Reevaluate succession conclusions regarding 
lodgepole pine, Doug-fir, and aspen that led the Forest to conclude that aspen 
IS outside RNV and thus 1s a reason for management intervention. Aspen 1s 
more abundant now than hrstorxally. 

489, 643 

RESPONSE: The Forest's flndlngs do not support a conclusion that aspen LS 
more abundant now than in the past. Fire suppression has virtually elrminated 
the primary disturbance regime responsible for perpetuating aspen which allows 
other shade-tolerant community types such as Douglas-fir to replace aspen. RR 

COMMENTS : Include livestock grazing impacts and fire suppression m your 
analysis that aspen 1s outside the RNV. 

695 

RESPONSE: Fire and fxe suppression are dIscussed in the FEIS in Chapters II 
and IV. Research shows that grazing LS not as signlflcant an effect (refer to 
Camas Creek Aspen Rquvenatlon Prqect NFMA/NEPA documents) in causing the 
loss of aspen as is conifer encroachment. Conifer encroachment 1s the result 
of removing or suppressIng the natural fire disturbance regime. Grazing 1s a 
factor 1.n reducing or alterLng fire patterns. DM 

c0NNENT.9 : Consrder historical aspen regeneration is a result of low ungulate 
numbers, climatic conditrons and extensive fires that favored aspen 
regeneration and that Doug-fir were commonly found in lower elevations over 
much of the last several thousand years. 

643 
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RESPONSE: The dxztribution of vegetatxm, and the processes that malntalned 
these dlstrrbutlons ~111 be defined through Properly Functioning Condltlon 
assessments as they are completed for varzous areas of the Forest. The 
dlrectlon to establish PFC's in each subsection is included in the forestwlde 
goals and oblectlves. 

Ungulate use, climate, and fire are factors considered in aspen 
studres. Refer to the NFMA/NEPA documents for the Camas Creek Aspen 
Rejuvenation Pro]ect on the Targhee National Forest as an example of analysis 
at a landscape and site-specific level. These documents provide informatron 
about aspen management in aspen-dominated parts of the Forest. DM 

Manage Aspen as a Wildlife Resource 

COMMENTS : Aspen is not a merchantable product on the Targhee and therefore 
cannot be consrdered in the ASQ and should be managed as a wlldlrfe resource. 

693 

RESPONSE: The Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) does not include fuelwood or 
other nonlndustrlal wood. The majority of aspen on the Targhee is 
nonindustrial and 1s not rncluded in the ASP for the Revised Plan. LB 

Reconsrder the Option to Lo9 Douslas-Fir to Maintain Aspen 

COMMENTS : Clarify why Douglas-fir are bang cut to encourage Aspen. This is 
a natural and healthy progressron. 

Consider planting aspen (as well as fx) in clearcuts and let aspen 
be replaced by frrs slowly and naturally. 

Prohibit the cutting of mature Douglas-fLr to make rc~om for quakrng 
.S.spe*. 

F-K(4), 58, 176, 656, 726 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows aspen regeneration pro,ects rn areas 
historically occupied by aspen to meet biodiversity ob]ectrves of malntalnrng 
a diverse dxtributlon of plant communities. Aspen developed across the 
Forest over many centuries and was perpetuated by perlodx lightning and 
human-caused fires. Without a cycle of disturbance, more shade-tolerant 
conrfers may replace aspen in a single generation (Br~nkman and Roe 1975, 
Mueggler 1985). 

Logging conifers 1s proposed to create fuel loading that IS more 
conducrve to prescrrbed fire or prescribed natural fire treatments. 
Unpredictable fires, lncludlng wi.ldfires, may result in the loss of habItat 
for threatened, endangered and sensitive specrss and crltrcal hlding cover for 
economIcally Lmportant species such as elk. 

Planting aspen in clearcuts may be an optlon in areas where aspen 
occurred hlstorxally. If the area has been clearcut and was hx?corically 
occupred by aspen, aspen responded to the clearcuttlng and regenerated. Thrs 
IS typrcally the case across the Forest. 

currently the range of natural varxatlon for forest types has not 
been established. HIstorical vegetation condltlons have been developed for 
two watersheds: 76,000 acre Camas Creek in the Centennial Mountains and the 
upper Henry's Fork. Envrronmental assessments ~~11 be developed for 
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pro]ect-level activltles not speclf~cally described in the FInal Revrsed Plan 
and ~1.11 concentrate on ~.ssues unique to the pro]ect. DS/JC 

Aspen Raseneratxon Impacted By Graz~nq 

COMNBNTS : Exclude lrvestock from regenerating aspen stands until saplrngs are 
well above the reach of those stock. Current guideline on Page III-21 LS 
Inadequate to protect regenerating aspen. 

Restrict livestock grazrng to protect young aspen shoots. 
489, 634 

RESPONSE: The need to protect aspen regeneration ~11 be evaluated on a 
pro]ect-by-pro]ect, site-specific basis. The need for protection LS a 
function of grazing levels, timing of grazing, d1strlbution of livestock, 
antxlpated number of aspen suckers, dx+cributlon and size of aspen 
regeneration sites, and so forth. More restrrctive protection may be needed, 
m  areas where livestock or wIldlife concentrate. These concerns wrll be 
identlfxed during site-specrfzc analysls with approprxate mltlgatron. JC 

Conxfer Encroachment on Asnen Caused by Chmatic Trends 

COMMENTS : Consxler other factors like regIona clrmatx trends toward warmer 
and wetter growing seasons since the end of the Little Ice Age as a possible 
cause for conrfer encroachment on some hrgh mountarn meadows. 

489 

RESPONSE: Cllmatlc trends over hundreds of years and how they relate to local 
changes In vegetation are hard to establish, controvers1a1, and are beyond the 
scope of the analye16 for the Final Revised Plan and EIS. Forest observations 
lndxate that conifer encroachment Into high mountan meadows 1.6 a slow 
process and takes a long time to complete. The absence of fires lgnitlng at 
lower elevatvzns and burning up into higher meadows allows this process to 
contmue. 

Shrub and herbaceous vegetation is appsarrng in alpine areas where 
tree encroachment appears to be limited because of defoliation and harsh 
winds. Subalpine areas contain open meadows with tree islands (transxtron 
zones) between forested and alpine plant assoc~atxux. These tree rslands are 
generally 200 years old when considering initial whItebark prne establxhment 
followed by subalpine fir growth. If these areas were established prior to 
the 1800's, warmer/wetter climate of the Little Ice Age did not influence 
their presence. LImited individual tree data In other high elevation forested 
areas show whItebark prne age from 165 to 395 years. It 1s doubtful that the 
Little Ice Age played a slgnrfxant role In vegetation development. X/JR 

Reconsrder Use Of Clearcuttxnq TO Treat Aswzn Stands 

COMMENTS: Reconsider the use of clearcuts In aspen stands to mlm~c fxe 
disturbance. Surnlng adds organic carbon and xr.xeases sorl pH allowing aspen 
to better compete with other vegetation. Clearcuts remove organx matter and 
lower pH. 

643 
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RESPONSE: Unless Forest ob]ectlves dictate otherwise, harvesting eLther 
leaves the tL.mber stand In an rmproved condltlon or prov=*rons are made for 
regeneratron. The Revised Forest Plan permlts all harvest methods, rncludLng 
even-aged systems and burnrng. Clearcutt~ng LS a viable method of 
regenerating a stand of trees and not an expedrent of logging. Clearcuttrng 
does not duplicate the role of fxe (rt does not increase ph or 6011 carbons 
to the degree fxe does) but clearcuttIng can approximate the role of fire. 
(Danxl, Helms, and Baker 1979). DS 

CONMENTS : Refrain from treating aspen stands until it is demonstrated through 
monltor1ng and research that such treatments like burnang and clearcuttxng are 
effective. 

489 

RESPONSE: Studies show that clearcutting in aspen stands usually results Ln 
profuse and rapid aspen suckering (regrowth of you+lg trees) (Crouch 1983; 
Crouch 1981; Bartos and Mueggler 1982; Baker 1925; Hxttenrauch 1976; Jones 
1975; Mueggler and Bartoe 1977; Sampson 1919; Smith et. al. 1972). 

In aspen stands seral to conifers, clearcutting is the method of 
chorce. Any other method puts the objective of aspen regeneration at risk. 
(Examples of Aspen Treatment, Succession, and Mallasement in Western Colorado 
1985). 

Numerous examples of successful aspen regeneration exrst on the 
Targhee. Regeneration 1s evident ln many clearcut areas speclfrcally along 
Highway 20. The potential to regenerate aspen through logging and other 
technrques 1s evident ln types other than lodgepole. 

Clearcutting and extensive removal of logging slash can reduce the 
organx maternal avaIlable on the site. Nutrients contained In a tree are In 
the small 1Lmbs and foliage. Standards and guidelines for retention of downed 
woody materral and logging slash to maintain site productivity over the long 
term are found Ln the Revrsed Forest Plan. 

The Forest wrll evaluate appropriate methods to achieve 
regeneration. Clearcutting may not always be used to regenerate aspen. Many 
other techniques exist, such as prescribed fire, aspen fellrng, girdlrng aspen 
and conifers, partral removal of conifers, and removal of small groups of 
conifers, among others. JC/DS 

CONMENTS : Test prior to Implementing aspen treatments. The paper by Cryer 
and Murray, 1992 1s only a hypothesrs. No data 1s presented and no studlee are 
cited to support Lt. 

489 

RESPONSE: Soil profiles, and therr associated chemistry and nutrient cycling 
processes occurrrng wlthin different type* of aspen stands, have been studled 
extensively (Jones and Debyle 1985, Morgan 1969, Morgan and Tew 1968, Hoff 
1957, Tew 1968, Lutz and Chandler 1946, Stoeckler 1961, Daubenmlre 1953, Troth 
et. al. 1976, Young and Carpenter 1967, Bartos and Debyle 1981, Daubenmxe and 
Prusso 1963, Hayward 1945, Potter and Krenetsky 1967, and others). Several 
studxes are documented in the Cryer and Murray (1990) artxle that deecrIb* 
changes L" 60x1 char*cterIstlcs and losses Ln organic matter when aspen stands 
are rnvaded by conifers (Blrkeland 1974, Brady 1974, Trsdale and NelSOn 1975, 
Boul, Hole and Mccraken 1973). These changes can result =n sorl 
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characterlstxs that make It drffxult for aspen to reestablish (Epstein 
1972). 

The high concentrations of litter created by forbs, grasses and 
aspen leaves and the rapid rate of litter decay assocrated with aspen stands 
ContrIbute to the ~0~1's characteristics (Bartos and Debyle 1981). I" 
northern New Mexico, Potter and Krenetsky found that grasses underneath aspen 
stands contributed greatly to the organx matter I" the soil beneath aspen 
improving sol1 water-holding capacity, percentage of base saturatlo", sol1 
structure, and permeablllty. 

Aspen ~011s differ from sorls found 1" adjacent conifer stands 
(Hoff 1957) L" that they are darker and contan considerably more organic 

matter. Aspen foliage has a higher nutrrent content than conifer folrage 
(Jones 1985; Daubenmlre 1953; Troth et. al. 1976; Young and carpenter 1967). 

ThLs, combined with the rapId decay in aspen stands, provides a quxk return 
of nutrients to the sorl (Bartos and Debyle 1981; Daubenmire and Prusso 1963; 
Hayward 1945). 

Soil pH 1s generally hrgher on aspen soils than in those areae 
domx,ated by con1fer.e (Jones and Debyle 1985, Morgan 1969). Jones (1985) 
documents that after several generations of aspen occupancy, a 6011 typical to 
aspen develops. Jones also notes that eve" after one generatron of conifer 
occupancy, the result is a leached, light colored upper sol1 horizon whxh 
~"creases soil acldlty makIng rt hard for aspen to compete with spruce-fir 
forests (Epstein 1972). 

In aspen stands are seral to conifers, clearcuttlng is the method 
of chorce. If the stand ob]ective ~6 to improve or lnitlate aspen 
regeneratron, clearcutting (mcludlng all the conifer stems) 1s the preferred 
method. Any other method, lncludrng fire, puts the ob]ectlve of aspen 
regeneratlo" at risk. (Examules of Aspen Treatment, Succession. and 
Manaqement I" Western Colorado 1985). Numerous examples of successful aspen 
regeneratvz" exist on the Targhee as a result of management treatment. JC 

Aspen Patch Cuts 

COMMENTS: ElLmlnate the statement, "patch cuts are used to provrde 
disturbance needed to regenerate aspen. w Patch cuts are used for many 
reasons. 

283 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. The Forest made this change. LB 

Use As,,en as Marketable Snecxes 

COMMENTS : Use aspen as marketable spec~.es at least 1" proportlo" to its 
wallabIlity. It is a quxker growng species with quicker regeneratron. 

625 

RESPONSE: The ma3or~ty of the aspen component on the Targhee does not produce 
crops of IndustrLal wood. Aspen is not included L" the 8.0 ASQ calculations. 
Aspen ~111 be treated where appropriate or needed and counted as part of the 
3.8 MMBF ASQ for product or firewood. LB 
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Monztor Aspen Treatments 

COMMNNTS : Include monltormg on the effectiveness of vegetation treatments 
related to aspen regeneration or upland rangelands as a high prlorlty. 

489 

RESPONSE: Monrtor=ng aspen regeneration is part of each Distrxt's annual 
program of work. Each time a Forest regeneratxm project 1s implemented, 
stocking surveys are scheduled. All areas required by the National Forest 
Management Act to be reforested wlthln the five year standard are tracked 
annually L" a data base. 

The frequency of surveys depends on the type of regeneration 
pro,ect. Planted areas are examined durrng the first, third and fxfth growrng 
season after plantLng. Areas of natural regeneration are examined the thxd 
and fifth year after cuttrng. JC 

Include Skiddinq Standards and Guidelines For Amen 

COMMENTS : Prohlbrt sklddlng or harvesting of aspen with ground based 
equipment 1" wet weather as thx causes serLous damage to root systems of the 
clones. Skrd only on frozen or dry 60~1. 

90 

RESPONSE: Standards are developed for each timber sale on a ate-specrfx 
basLs and implemented through contract provlslons. Many standards and 
specrflc contract provisions are included in every txnber sale contract. some 
of these include: CT6.3 Schedule of Operatrons, CT6.410 Fellrng and Bucking, 
CT6.411 DLrectxonal Fellrng, CT6.425 Tractor and Rubber Tired Skxdder Yardx,g, 
and CT6.61# Wetland Protectron. These provisions, among others, are designed 
to reduce sorl disturbance and compactron, especially during wet weather. 
JC/JR 

COMMENTS : Include standards and guIdelInes and other pertLnent information 
you ~~11 use to treat **pen plant communltles. Currently, there 1s no way-to 
analyze the scope of rmpacts based on rnformatLon in the Draft Forest Plan 
Revls1on. 

643, 766 

RESPONSE: Refer to subsectLon descriptions and dlrectlon to establxsh 
Properly Functxmxng Condltlon. Properly Funct1onrng Condltlon Assessments 
establrsh a range of condltrons under whxh aspen can function as a viable 
part of the ecosystem. A landscape analysis ~111 determine total areas, 
speclfx stands and *uccess~onal stages needed to maintain the aspen 
component. 

Standards and Guidelines in Chapter III of the Revised Plan address 
recommended silvicultural systems, rotation ages and minimum stocking for 
aspen. Planned acres and volumes of trmber sale activity are ldentrfled by 
watershed J." Chapter IV. The levels of harvest are rncluded in the impacts 
evaluated III Chapter IV of the Final EIS. 

Areas on non-ASQ lands have set maxxnum levels of harvest and are 
included in the evaluation of impacts. JC 
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Reflect Effects of Yellowstone Fires on Aspen Comuonent 

COMMENTS : DMCUSS the effects of Yellowstone fires on regxonal landscape 
patterns. The Targhee Forest has not consIdered fires UI the proposal to 
treat aspen stands to reduce conifer encroachments. 

643 

RESPONSE: H1stOrxc patterns and processes at the regional scale are beyond 
the scope of the analysis needed to assess the rmpacts of the Revised Plan and 
EIS. DIrectlo" 1s Included L" the Revised Plan to Identify Properly 
Functxanlng Condatlons at various landscape scales xn each subsectron under 
forestwlde goals and ob]ectlves. Identifying natural structure, composltlo", 
disturbance regxnes and patterns across the landscape will be part of 
assessing Properly Functroning Cond1tL.o". Patterns of fxes in the 
Yellowstone area wrll be consadered 1" this assessment. 

Drrectlon to use fxe where appropriate is included in the Revrsed 
Plan. Fore may be used to regenerate aspen but will be evaluated on a 
SLte-speclflc, case-by-case basx. Frre may not always be safe or the most 
effective method to use. JC 

Include As,,e" Restoration Harvests I" 3.7 "BF 

COMMENTS : Conxfers harvested to restore aspen should be part of the 3.7 
MMSFfASQ. To do otherwise offers unlrmrted cutting. 

Aspen IS not a merchantable product on the Targhee Natronal Forest 
and therefore cannot be consxdered 1" the Asp and should be managed as a 
wlldlrfe resource. 

658, 693, 1267 

RESPONSE: Aspen wrll not be included xn the 8.0 ASQ. Most of the aspen on 
the Targhee LS unmerchantable. Harvested aspen volume ~111 either fall under 
the firewood program If the acre* are suitable or under the unscheduled 
program lf acres are unsuitable. Where conifers are removed on suItable lands 
they ~111 be counted aganst ASQ. LB 

TIMBER - ALLOWABLE SALE QUANTITY 

General Comments and Ouestxons On Allowable Sale Ouantitv (ASQ) 

coMMEms : Drsplay exlstlng ASQ level. 
166, 1367 

RESPONSE: This LS displayed L" Table II-1 in the FEIS as potential yield. LB 

COMMENTS : Display the lo-year average sale volume m the Table on Page 11. 
166 

RESPONSE: The lo-year average sale volume is not a component used to compare 
alternatives 1" the Table on page II. It 1s dIscussed in Chapter III 
(Affected Envxonment) of the FEIS. LB 
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COMMENTS : Be specrfx regardzng when, where, and how much logging ~111 be 
permrtted so u-,dustry, recreatlonlsts, preservatLonlsts can predict Impact on 
their area of Interest, and drsplay the harvest. 

496, 625a, 669, 1269, 1330, 1392 

RESPONSE: The DEIS and DREV were srlent on potential locatxan of unscheduled 
acres. Proposed harvest acres, both ASQ and unharvested, are provided by 
watershed for each alternatIve. Site-specific effects are determined through 
a pro]ect-level EA or EIS when a trmber sale is proposed. LB 

col4M!3NTs : Is there really 7.5 MMBF left on the forest without goxxg Into 
roadless areas, old growth and sensitive areas? 

625a 

RESPONSE: Roadless areas account for approxrmately 8% of the sutable acres 
in the Revised Plan. Suitable acres account for 40% of the total forested 
acres on the Forest. Most sensitive areas are not included m the suitable 
base. LB 

COMMENTS : ASQ 1s very low. Can amendments on trmber yreld and access be made 
as needed over tune? 

314 

RESPONSE: Changes to the Revised Plan can occur over tune. Changes are 
generated through site-specific NEPA analysis which indicates the need for a 
plan amendment are part of a project declslon. L8 

co?aM?mTs : Green sales should be reduced commensurate with increase in salvage 
sales. 

1365 

RESPONSE: ASQ levels for all alternatives are revised. ASQ volume 1s 
generally considered green or "live" volume. The Revised Plan proposes to 
increase green sales as salvage sales decrease. Salvage efforts have largely 
been completed. LB/RR 

COMMENTS : Incorporate studies by Hen,um (Hen,um et al, 1994) and by Patten 
and Hansen (1995) Into the Revrsed Plan. 

690 

RESPONSE : Patten and Hansen (1995) are incorporated in the Biological 
Assesment for the Revised Plan and provide supportive rnformatlon regardng 
old growth on the Forest. Henjum, et.al. was not used as a source in these 
documents. LB 

Lone-Term Sustained-Yield Capability 

COMMENTS : Support an effective long-term sustained yield management approach 
that properly conserves a full spectrum of forest resources and reflects 
multiple-use respons~b~l~txxs. 

244, 408, 411, 490, 1203 
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RESPONSE: Long-Term Sustarned-Yield (LTSY) LS 22.0 MMBF. The ASQ LS 8.0 
MMBF. The difference between these amounts reflects the multiple-use 
responslbllxtres the Targhee LS required to meet. LB 

coNMEN!Ps: Provide documentable evidence that ASQ is sustainable and that rt 
~111 not reduce elk cover, increase road densxty, sorl erosIon or disturb 
watersheds above exxting levels. 

625a, 1365 

RESPONSE: LTSY LS approximately 22.0 MMBF. ASQ 1s 8.0 MMBF. Effects of 
implementing the proposed ASQ harvest level are discussed in Chapter IV of the 
FEIS. Whether the Targhee achieves this level depends upon site-speclfx 
analysis. Harvest activities could reduce elk cover, increase road density, 
sol1 erosion or disturb watersheds above exlstrng levels. LB 

COMMENTS : Move more of the 27 MMBF of sustaIned yield ahead to show e~me 
attempt at levelng out sales rnstead of boom-bust cycles. 

334, 1339 

RESPONSE: Long-Term Sustaned-Yreld is approximately 22.0 MMBF, not 27 MMBF. 
The Forest rncreased ASQ from 3.7 MMBF to 8.0 MMSF. Our analysis shows an ASQ 
of 8.0 MMBF 1s sustanable and provides a reasonable program level until 
regenerated lodgepole pne stands become commercially avadable. LB 

COMMENTS : Targhee has been a non-sustarnable tree farm for loggers far toa 
long. 

60 

RESPONSE: The Targhee intends to manage the Forest for the sustainability of 
all ecologrcal components. The proposed ASQ of 8.0 MMBF 1s s~gnif1cantly 
lower than the 22.0 MMBF for long-term sustained yreld. LB 

COMMENTS : Long Term Sustained Yield at 27 MMBF a year LS constraned by 
goshawk habltat. 

154 

RESPONSE: The LTSY for the Revzxed Plan is approximately 22.0 MMBF. Proposed 
ASQ 1s 8.0 MMBF. The drfference between these two figures reflects other 
multiple-use ob]ectlves, including goshawk needs. LB 

COMMENTS : Disclose and discuss the method and process of field valldatlon 
used to arrive at the LTSYs in Table IV-19. 

Discuss process used to reduce LTSY in Alternative 3 by 14.9 mmbf. 
Such a large reduction calls formulatxan of the model Lnto question. 

Discuss how FORPLAN results for LTSY were fxld validated. 
1389 

RESPONSE : On-the-ground trmber inventory data was used rn FORPLAN. LTSY 
calculations are derived from FORPLAN outputs. LTSY calculations are a 
measure of average annual growth of the forest on all of the suitable acres 
and fxld valldatxns are not useful. TWO fxld valldatlons were completed on 
the ASQ output generated by FORPLAN. Both indicated a reductxon of 
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approximately 35% from the FORPLAN output. The reduction reflects management 
prescrlptlons, ob]ectlves, standards and guldelrnes which could not be modeled 
in FORPLAN and that affected the ASQ estimate. LB/RR 

COMMENTS: Re-examine data and process for arrrvrng at LTSY and proposed ASQ. 
Re-examine constraints that could result in pulling more harvest 

volume into the frrst decade of the Plan. 
1389 

RESPONSE: The FORPLAN model was rerun between the Draft Plan and Revised 
Plan. The Targhee overconstrarned ASQ by only allowing 20% of the suitable 
base to be I" a created opening at one time. The correct constraint 1s 20% of 
total forested acre6 -- LTSY, whxh is a measure of the growth on suitable 
forested acres, was calculated at approximately 22.0 NMBF. The 
fxld-validated ASQ is 8.0 MMBF which 1s an increase over that shown in the 
DEIS. LB 

Alternatives and ASQ 

COMMENTS : Define how much of the ASQ in Alternatxve 2 and Alternative 3M are 
in a NIC component. 

228 

RESPONSE: The total NIC acres for roadless and steep slopes in these two 
alternatives are 92,845 and 45,074 respectively. It 1s not possible to 
determine an ASQ level in the.NIC component until site-speclfx analysis 1s 
completed. A srte-speclfrc analysis ~111 determrne where harvest will occur. 
LB 

COMMENTS : Don't blame motorized trails m roadless areas not even being 
consrdered for harvest as a reason for the declrne in the ASQ. 

228, 1202 

RESPONSE: Motorrzed trails in roadless areas are not Included in ASQ 
calculations. JR 

Alternatives and Economic Concerns 

CONNENTS : Any alternative that decreases ASQ ~~11 have a negatrve impact on 
fxcal health of surrounding communities. 

432 

RESPONSE: Any alternative that decreases ASQ may have a negatxve rmpact on 
the fx.ca.1 health of some surrounding communitLes. Because of the xVcerplay 
between Payment 1" Lieu of Taxes and the 25% Fund and recent changes ~II the 
formula used ln the Payments 1" Lieu of Taxes program, the negative impacts 
are mmlmal. The actual numbers are shown in the FEIS. DP 

CONMENTS : High percentage of NIC I" Alternatives l-5 lowers practical ASQ to 
the point that all alternatives are nearly equal. 40 CFR 1502.41 requires the 
Forest ServLce to explore and evaluate reasonable Alternatives. 

393 
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RESPONSE: The range of alternatlves LS reasonable. Based on publx comments, 
ASQ 1" the alternatrves is adlusted upward 0.0 - 12.9 MMBF compared to 0 - 5.9 
MMBF I" the DEIS. The percentage of NIC acres decreased as a result of 
removlnq aspen from the ASQ totals. NIC acres (slopes, roadless, and 
sensltlve areas) are St111 Included L" suitable acres. LB 

New AlternatIve Suqqestions 

CONMENTS : Consider a" alternatIve that has a larger ASQ to prevent or reduce 
the amount and impact of insect and disease damage. Waltlng until a" epldemlc 
starts 1s too late and increases the risk of wrldfrre. 

413 

RESPONSE: The number of acres proposed for harvest has doubled between Draft 
and Final. Assuming mature/at rrsk acres are prlorltlzed for harvest, the 
opportunities for reducing risk to insect and drsease damage have Increased. 
More treatment could occur L" future decades as stands grow back. RR/JR 

coNMEms : Consider a" alternative of 12 MMEF of live, with at least 30-50% 1" 
lodgepole pme. A harvest weighted toward Douglas-frr wrll not help local 
tunber industry. 413, 767, 1267 

RESPONSE: ASQ levels for Alternatives 1-5 were adlusted upward. The Revrsed 
Plan proposes a" ASQ of 8.0 MMBF. FORPLAN modeling rndicates lodgepole prne 
would make up approxrmately 25% with the rest coming from other species, 
lncludlng mrxed conifer types which Includes some lodgepole pme. D"r1"g the 
current planning period, lodgepole pine was extensively treated due to the 
mountaL" pine beetle epldemlc. S~ce most areas of lodgepole pine have been 
treated, the ma]orlty of harvests ~111 come from the mIxed conifer and 
Douglas-fx components. Harvest location 1s a function of silvlcultural need 
and multiple use ob]ectlves and 1s determined through srte-specrfx analysrs. 
LB 

CONMENTS : Evaluate a" alternative that maintains the exrstrng Southeast Idaho 
timber rndustry - 20 MMBF wthout an NIC component. 

393 

RESPONSE: Alternative 2 proposes a potential ASQ of 12.0 MMBF, 3.8 MMBF of 
fxewood/products and 2.0 MMBF of unscheduled harvest, for a total of 18.7 
MMBF. A NIC designation is required L" certain instances, such as for 
roadless areas, I" a.11 alternatzves. LB/JR 

COMMENTS : Analyze a" alternatIve that reflects economic impact of decrslons 
since 1985 and the closure of four lumber mills. Implementation of any of the 
exlstrng alternatives ~111 continue thrs impact. (CROSS REFERENCE: Economxs, 
Timber) 

393, 394 

RESPONSE: Timber harvest at the 1985 level 1s not sustainable. Alternatives 
that did not meet long-term sustaned yield requirements were dropped from 
further analysis. Information on decisions made from 1985-1995 are beyond the 
scope of this analysis. DP/JR 
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CONNENTS : Evaluate an alternative closer to the Long Term Sustaned Yreld 
capablllty. 

228 

RESPONSE: The LTSY of the Preferred Alternative 16 22.0 MMBF. Alternatrve 2 
proposes an ASQ of 12.9 MMBF, firewood/product of 3.8 MMBF, and 2.0 MMBF of 
unscheduled harvest potential for a potential harvest of 18.7 MMBF. LB/JR 

COMMENTS : Include EM acres/volume expected over the next ten years and 
calculate how successful regeneration might contrrbute to Long-Term 
Sustained-Yreld. 

154 

RESPONSE : The Forest provided an estimate of the maximum EM volume of 2.0 
MMBF/year from unsuLtable or non-ASQ acres. Growth in regeneration stands 
does contrIbute to Long-Term Sustained-Yield rn the models the Targhee used- 
LB 

coMMExcs : Increase the proposed 49% set asLde to 100%. Even 100% does not 
take care of local community needs. 

1349 

RESPONSE: The proposed set aside LS determined by regulatron and computed by 
analyzing all sales sold over the prior 5 year period. (It has to be agreed 
on with Small Business Administration). It cannot be increased or decreased 
arbLtrarily. BR 

AS0 Is TOO Low 

COMMENTS : ASQ LS too low. 
20, 29, 267, 283, 285, 290, 309, 310, 394, 445, 473, 474, 476, 1198 

RESPONSE : The Forest increased the ASQ from 3.7 MMBF in the Draft to 8.0 MMBF 
LD the Final. ASQ 1s the amount of allowable timber that 1s sold from a plan 
area 1" a decade. Each Forest Plan proposes an allowable sale quantity. The 
allowable quantity LS a celling, not a future sale level or target, and does 
not reflect all of the factors that may influence future sale levels. FORPLAN 
ASQ estimates are fxld-valrdated by resource professionals who are famlllar 
with on-the-ground condrtlons and the constraints XI management 
prescrrptions. Actual ASQ may be more or less than those stated. If actual 
ASQ LS higher than what was proposed, an amendment to the Plan 1s required 
with rnput and review by the publrc. LB/JR 

CONMENTS : TOO much of a drastic change from current dlrectxw. ASQ should be 
staged in small Increments and over longer periods of time. 

7 

RESPONSE : ASQ was re-analyzed between the Draft and Frnal Forest Plan and 
increased from 3.7 MMBF to 8.0. The five year average sale volume for 1992-96 
was 13.8 MMBF, lncludrng sawtlmber, firewood, and product volume. The three 
year average sale volume 1994-96 was 9.6 MMBF. The Final Revised Plan allows 
an ASQ of 8.0 MMBF and firewood/product harvest of 3.8 MMBF. Whrle this level 
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is less than the perrod 1985-94, it LS in lme wrth the past 3-5 year sale 
activity. Future decadal programs show a" ~"crease L" ASQ over trme. LB 

CONMENTS : Need to harvest dead and dyrng trees so Forest wrll flourish; 
eliminate fire hazard. 

12, 34, 272, 665, 709, 728, 1200, 1240, 1257, 1264, 1316, 1319, 1335 

RESPONSE: The Revued Plan permits timber harvest and prescribed fxe to 
regenerate stagnant stands. The Revised Plan also allows ~.nsects and disease 
to play a role 1" natural vegetat~o" successLo". LB/JR 

coNNENTs : Should not cut back on timber sales - trees are fall1"g over and 
gong to waste or ucreasing fxe danger. 

Allow as much cuttu-,g as possible to av0L.d huge stands of bug, 
r"St, and fire dead trees. 

391, 661 

RESPONSE: Timber harvest ~111 continue to be a tool used to meet forest 
vegetatuz" ob]ectlves. LB 

CONWENTS : Alternative 3M will result 1" the accumulation of older age classes 
susceptible to mountan pine beetles I" 40 to 50 years - eve" 20 mmbf ~1.11 not 
be sufflcuent. 

413 

RESPONSE: All alternatrves drsplay predicted outcomes of age classes. The 
Revrsed Plan provides duectron for the next decade and establishes goals for 
managing lodgepole pine density to reduce the risk of susceptible to bark 
beetles. The current decade ASQ is constrained by past harvest. Properly 
functLonlng condrtun assessments ~111 be completed for lodgepole pine to 
address long-term management that will guide management activitres. LB/RR/JR 

COMMENTS : The needs of the trmber resource should drive the ASQ. Elk, 
goshawk, grrzzly bear, song birds, road densities, water qualrty should not 
determIne ASQ. 

432 

RESPONSE: Management prescriptrons were established to provide balance 
between competing resources. The ASQ 1s derived from management 
prescriptions. The NatIonal Forest Management Act requires that all resources 
be consldered. JR 

COMMENTS: The quckest way to destroy the sustalnablllty of the environment 
LS to take away the tools needed to allow It to work and remal" healthy, 
diverse and full of vltallty. 

432 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan allows the use of a variety of tools and methods 
to sustain the forest environment. Monitoring, evaluation and adaptrve 
management ~111 determine If and when the Revised Plan needs to be amended. 
LB 
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COMMENTS : Log at a sustainable rate. We need to be able to get fx-ewood to 
burn. (CROSS REFERENCE: FIrewood) 

257, 649, 1315 

RESPONSE: An ASQ of 8.0 MMBF LS sustaInable based on a LTSY of 22.0 MMBF. 
The Revised Plan allows for fuelwood harvest. Future decades should show an 
xxrease in harvest opportun1tres as regenerated lodgepole pine stands reach 
commercral size. LB/RR 

CONNENTS : Makes no sense to harvest only 3.7 MMBF out of a sustamable 30 
MMBF. 

346, 380 

RESPONSE: The Long-Term Sustained-Yreld for the Revrsed Plan 1s 22.0 MMBF. 
Adlusted ASQ for the Revrsed Plan 1s 8.0 MMBF. The ASQ 1s less than LTSY 
because of the need to maintarn and improve other resources. LB/JR 

CONNENTS : Manage tLmber for better productrvity. Cut mature timber, clear 
non-producing thickets, remove firewood, and plant when necessary. 

439 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. Sllvxultural prescrlptlons are 
developed on a site-specrfx basis. Harvest levels are balanced with other 
resource needs. LB 

COMMENTS: Embarrassingly small volume of ASQ when you consider the extensive 
productive land base of 487,000 acre6 whrch are growrng at a rate of 54 mmbf a 
year and only 7% of this net annual growth is being proposed for harvest. 

1389 

RESPONSE: The Long-Term Sustained-Yield for the Revised Plan 1s approximately 
22.0 MMBF. The ASQ is 8.0 MMBF. Firewood/product volume is an additional 3.8 
MMBF. A net annual growth of 36% 1s proposed for harvest. ASQ increased from 
3.7 MMBF in the Draft to 8.0 MMBF in the Frnal. Harvest 1s reduced in this 
planning perrod, because of the intensity of past treatments. LB/JR 

coNNBxcs : Write in flexibility to the plan to increase the decade harvest 
above 37 MMBF if salvage, forest health or as ecosystem goals dxtate. 

90 

RESPONSE: If monrtorlng and evaluation determine a higher ASQ 1s appropriate 
and desrrable, the Plan will be amended. LB-/JR 

COMMENTS: Harvest more txnber, but do lt more profItably and efflclently 
wlthout damaging new growth. 

182 

RESPONSE: ASQ was Increased from 3.7 HMBF ux the Draft EIS ta a sustarnable 
8.0 MMBF 1" the Final EIS. Economrc effrc1ency, consistent wl.th meeting 
ecologIca and multrple use ob]ectives, 1s required by NEPA- RR 
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COMMENTS: Increase timber production while protecting over logged watersheds. 
285 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan directly addresses thrs concern. The ASQ in the 
FEIS was increased rn Altsrnatrves l-5. Increases in ASQ do not include 
regeneration harvest in Watersheds 9-13. LB/JR 

COMWENTS : Offer more post and pole sales as well as a few more timber sales. 
F-G2(2), 311 

RESPONSE: Site-specific analysrs determInes the IILLX of sawtimber and products 
offered on an annual basis. Stand needs, s1lvxultural analysx, supply and 
demand, and Desired Future Condltlon guide these decisions. LB 

Miscellaneous 

COMMENTS : Plan limits harvest activities to 11,430 acres for the decade. 
Land manager's optIons are constraxxd as new methods of providing ecologx 
diversity are developed. 

90 

RESPONSE: The new proposed ASQ of 8.0 MMBF/year allows harvest on 
approximately 20,520 acres over the decade. An addltlonal 2.0 MMBF/year could 
come from unscheduled harvest to meet other resource obJectives. LB/RR/JR 

CONNENTS : Use a "mature trees" only logging polxy with exceptIons for 
drsasters. 

428, 608 

RESPONSE: ASQ volume is mature trees. LB 

AS0 Is Too Bash 

COMMENTS : ASQ 1s too hrgh. 
42, 174, 266, 620, 668, 1365, 1368 

RESPONSE: ASQ IS the amount of allowable timber that can be sold from a plan 
area in a decade. Each Forest Plan establishes an allowable sale quantity. 
The allowable quantity 1s a cerlmg, not a future sale proJectron or target, 
and does not reflect all of the factors that may influence future sale 
levels. FORPLAN ASQ LS field-validated by resource professionals who are 
familiar with on-the-ground condltlons and the constraints in management 
prescrlpt1ons. If ASQ 1s increased, an amendment to the Forest P1a.n 1s 
requxed. An ASQ of 8.0 MMBF/year 1s sustainable and 1s well below projected 
Long-Term SustaIned Yreld of 22.0 MMBF. LB/JR 

COMMENTS: The ASQ should not exceed 37 mIllron board feet over the decade and 
the ASQ "111 be from areas of the forest that do not vlolate other guldellnes 
and standards. 

697 
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RESPONSE: ASQ in the preferred alternatrve 1s 8.0 MMBF/year or 80 MMBF for 
the decade. The Revised Plan provides drrectlon 1" the form of goals, 
ob)ectlves, standards, and guIdelInes that prevent harvest in unsurtable or 
sensrt1ve areas. LB/RR 

COMMENTS : The Revised Plan should focus on restoration in general or 
speclfxally fish and wlldllfe restoratlo". 

F-H(8), 11, 136, 239, 266, 325, 620, 651, 652 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan addresses ecosystem needs. Improved gudance for 
fish and wlldlLfe including restoratron are incorporated- LB 

Reduction Of Mountain Pine Beetle Requires Reduction In ASP 

COMMENTS : Recognltlon that pine bark beetle salvage is finished suggest a 
greatly reduced ASQ. 

527, 634, 668 

RESPONSE: All proposed ASQ levels are less than ASQ levels durrng the current 
planning period. The preferred alternatrve proposes a" ASQ of 8.0 MMBF/year 
below proJected LTSY of 22.0 MMBF. LB 

COMMENTS : Green timber sales were not balanced with extensive salvage of pine 
beetle trmber. Need change r" management enthusiasm. 

341 

RESPONSE: ASQ levels 1" each alternatLve reflect green volume. Salvage wrll 
be llmlted during thrs decade. LB/JR 

COMMENTS : Reduce harvest to unprove scenery. 
6, 215 

RESPONSE: Visual oblectlves are incorporated in each alternatIve. Harvest 15 
lower than 1" the prevuaus decade. LB 

ASQ Too Hurh If Maloritv Of Harvest Occurs I" Centennxals & Beaverhead Ranges 

coMMEr?Ts : ASQ I.S too hrgh rf the Forest carries out Its proposals to harvest, 
on average, half of the proposed volume from the Centennials Mountains and the 
Beaverhead Range. (CROSS REFERENCE: Centennials) 

643 

RESPONSE: Approzamately 35% of the proposed annual ASQ harvest 1s scheduled 
1" the Centennial Mountains and Beaverhead Range. Site-specrfrc analysis with 
public input ~111 be used to develop lndlvldual pro]ect proposals. Freld 
verlfxation indxates trmber harvest is feasrble m  these areas and will meet 
standards and guidelrnes 1" the Revised Plan. LB/RR/JR 

Prefer Current Harvest Levels No Actlon 

COMMENTS: We are satuzfied wrth the current harvest levels of the Forest. 
23, 738 
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RESPONSE: ASQ has changed from 3.7 MMBF 1" the Draft to 8.0 MMBF in the 
Final. LB 

Support For AS0 I" Cuff Prouosal 

COMMENTS : Support ASQ as described in the CUFF proposal in general or for 
economx reasons, recreation, forest health. 

288, 501, 1176, 1309 

RESPONSE: ASQ was re-analyzed between the Draft and the Final Revxed Plan. 
Alternative 2 approximates the CUFF proposal and 1s analyzed rn the FEIS. LB 

SuT)port For AS0 In Alternative 1 

COMMENTS : Support Alternative 1 because of economic benefits from recreation 
and t lmber . 

292 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees Alternative 1 would be more respons=ve to local 
economy concerns, as shown xn the FEIS, Chapter IV. The Targhee modified 
Alternative 3M, in part, to improve local economic condrtrons: however, 
Alternative 3M provides a more balanced response to the wide range of xsues 
facrng the Forest. DP 

Sunraort For AS0 Amount In Alternative 2 

COMMENT.9 : Correct Alternatlvs 2 to indicate timber harvest 1s allowed in the 
Plateau BMU (Page IV-34). (CROSS REFERENCE: Gr~zly Bear - Plateau BMU) 

413 

RESPONSE: Alternatrve 2 was corrected in the FEIS. LB 

COMMENTS : Support ASQ amounts in Alternative 2 for wildlrfe, forest health, 
and economx reasons. 

30, 34, 36, 46, 47, 50, 54, 90, 98, 272, 296, 309, 334, 462, 687, 
1335, 1378, 1390 

RESPONSE: ASQ level for Alternative 2 increased from approxrmately 6.0 MMBF 
to 12.9 MMBF between Draft and Final. Frrewood/post ASQ remans at 3.8 MMBF. 
LB 

Suxnxart For AS0 Amount In Alternative 3M - Wxth Exceptions 

COMMENTS : Support ASQ in Alternative 3M as long as it does not affect 
firewood cutting. (CROSS REFERENCE: Firewood) 

44, 49, 53 

RESPONSE: All alternatives allow the harvest of 3.8 MMBF of firewood across 
the Forest. Thrs volume is not included in ASQ prqections. LB/JR 

COMMENTS : Support harvest 1" Alternative 3M 1" general, for maximum 
susta~nab~llty forest recovery, science recommends this level, promotion of 
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forest health, improvement of environmental qualxty, reduction I" wlldllfe 
Impacts, multrple use orrented, economxs. 

F-B(4), F-J(3), 11, 27, 58, 143, 157, 159, 162, 165, 167, 173, 175, 
180, 181, 183, 185, 190, 192, 193, 200, 203, 209, 212, 213, 226, 252, 
278, 280, 335, 356, 357, 359, 360, 362, 368, 370, 377, 379, 390, 392, 
398, 400, 405, 407, 410, 424, 430, 438, 441, 448, 490, 491, 496, 519, 
622, 632, 640, 643, 644, 650, 652, 659, 662, 664, 666, 667, 690, 697, 
719, 725, 731, 1197, 1243, 1257, 1270, 1273b, 1276, 1313, 1327, 1328, 
1330, 1337, 1351, 1381. 1388, 1395, 1399, 1443 

RESPONSE: ASQ output for Alternatrve 3M rncreased from 3.7 to 8.0 MMBF. 
ForestwIde standards and guIdelInes for vegetatron address most of these 
concerns. LB/RR 

c!ot.¶tmNTs : Support ASP in Alternative 3M except for 4,700 acres proposed for 
harvest in the Centennral Mountain. (CROSS REFERENCE: Centennxals) 

1204, 1314, 1387 

RESPONSE: Approximately 35% of the proposed annual ASQ harvest 1s scheduled 
in the Centennial Mountains and Beaverhead Range. Site-speclfx analysx with 
public Input ~111 be used to develop individual progects proposals. All 
prolects must meet standards and gurdellnes. LB/JR 

SuDDott For AS0 Amount In Alternatxve 4 - With Exceptions 

COMMENTS Support for ASQ 1" Alternative 4 because of fish and wxldllfe, 
roadless set aslde. 

176, 308, 325 

RESPONSE: ASQ level for Alternative 4 increased from approximately 2.5 MMBF 
to 6.0 MMBF. LB 

COMMENTS : Support ASQ amount in Alternative 4 rf timber is sold to local 
companres. 

61 

RESPONSE: Sales are sold by competitive bid. Local Industry is xwlted to 
bid on sales. LB/JR 

Support for Alternative 6 

coMMBtms : Support for ASQ in Alternative 6 in general, for restoration, to 
protect headwaters, less Impact to wildlife, protect rlparian areas, 
wilderness. 

F-G-1(475), F-K(4), 207, 279, 317, 328, 382, 609, 631, 655, 739, 1275, 
1321, 1340, 1367, 1387 

RESPONSE: The Asp for Alternative 6 remans at zero and did not change 
between draft and fInal. LB 
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Suvport For 3MMBF ASQ 

coNNENTs : Support 3 MMBF ASQ because It takes waste practices/waste margl" 
~"to consrderatvan and thereby reduces ASQ. 

1324 

RESPONSE: The timber sale apprarsal process considers various defects that 
occur zn the trmber resource and I" harvest operations, regardless of the 
selected alternative. LB 

COMMENTS : The Final Plan should include a strict adherence to the speclfled 
ASQ of 3.7 MMBF per year and the specified 3.8 MMBF per year for other forest 
products. 

690 

RESPONSE: Re-analysis of ASQ between the Draft and Frnal Revised Plan 
increased from approxrmately 3.7 MMBF to 8.0 MMBF. Fuewood/forest product 
levels remain at 3.8 MMBF/year. LB 

COMMENTS : Local timber uterests need Smmbf to remain viable. 
154 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides 8.0 MMBF. LB 

coNNENTs : Llmrt loggrng to 5 MMBF for sound management. 
179 

RESPONSE: The ASQ for each alternative was recalculated. The Preferred 
alternative proposes a" ASQ of 8.0 MMBF, below the LTSY of 22.0 MMBF/year. LB 

COMMENTS : Goshawk constraint was only applxd to 487,000 SuItable acres 
rather than total Forest lands (1,219,741 acres) or tentative total Forest 
lands (703,100 acres). The 20% constrzunt was Intended to apply across the 
whole forest. A recalculation would xxrease ASQ to 5 MMBF. 

Ad)ust proposed ASQ upwards to 5 MMBF by revuzlng Goshawk 
constrarnt. (CROSS REFERENCE: WIldlife, Goshawk) 

154, 1258 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. The Targhee re-analyzed ASQ 
predxtrons and applxd the goshawk constraint against total forest acres. AS 
a result ASQ increased from 3.7 MMBF to 8.0 MMBF 1" the Revised Plan. LB 

Support for lOMl4SF ASQ 

CONNENTS : Ensure that the Forest retains expertise to put out quality timber 
sales; supports viable timber industry. 

283 
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RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan proposes ax, ASQ of 8.0 MMBF/year which 
should allow timber sale preparation and admlnistratlon expertrse to remaln on 
the forest. LB 

SupPort For 20-F nSQ 

col.lMEmcs : None of the exrstrng alternatives ~~11 support a vLable timber 
industry whrch affects local communities. 

692 

RESPONSE: Chapter III of the EIS protects that a viable timher industry would 
need 31.0 MMBF for survrval including farewood. Approximately 50% of this 
amount would come from the Targhee. The Revised Plan proposes 8.0 MMBF of 
sawtrmber and 3.8 MNBF from firewood and a potentLa1 of 2.0 MMBF from 
unscheduled timber harvest for a total of approximately 13.7 MMBF. 
Alternatives l-3 come close or exceed this level. LB/JR 

COMMENTS: A reasonable NEPA/NFMA analysrs to sustarn tlmber industry UI 
Southeast Idaho would provide 20 MMBF a year- 

393 

RESPONSE: The Long-Term Sustained-Yreld for the Targhee 1s 22.0 MMBF. Based 
on the prescriptzon mix and valrdation of ASQ, a 20.0 MMBF level can not be 
sustauzd L" this decade and would not be supported by NEPA/NFMA analysis. LB 

COMMENTS : Early ~.n the planning process, the Forest was looking at 20 
MMBF/year rncludug post, poles, firewood, and sawtrmber wrth half of the ASP 
to be sold 1" small class lodgepole. Stick to your agreement. 

1267 

RESPONSE: Early ASQ estimates were based on the best informatxon avarlable 
but did not represent an "agreement". Based 0x-1 our re-analysis, the Targhee 
ls proposing a potential harvest program of 13.7 MMBF under Alternatxve 3M 

(includes products). TO propose a 20.0 MMBF program under 3M would not meet 
other Lmportant resource needs associated with this alternatrve. Alternative 
2 proposes 18.7 MMBF. LB 

Support For 25-30 MMBF ASQ 

CONMENTS : Support for 25-30 MMBF for economics, scenery, reduce fire hazard, 
forest health. 

Support for 26-28 MMBF ASQ for economrcs. 
471, 476, 634, 1202, 1239 

RESPONSE: A" uxreased Asp of 25-30 MMBF would exceed the Long-Term 
Sustax,ed-Yield level of 22.0 MMBF and would benefLt these areas of concern 
only 1x1 the short term. Until previous harvest areas reach harvestable 
growth, a 20.0 MMBF level would not meet ObJectlves outlued r" the FEIS for 
other resources. LB/JR 
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COMMENTS : Support for 2 30 NNBF for sustarnabllity, economrcs, reduce fire 
frequency. 

98, 275, 413, 495, 503, 564, 702, 1202 

RESPONSE: LSTY 1s generally viewed as a cap. Changes ~.n ASQ that exceed LTSY 
predxtlons require a Forest Plan amendment. Thrs was the case in the current 
planning period when the Targhee departed from estrmated ASQ levels to reduce 
unpacts from insect and disease in lodgepole pine stands. The Long-Term 
Sustuned-Yield for The Revwed Plan is estrmated at 22.0 NNBF. None of the 
proposed alternatives exceed the LTSY. LB/JR 

CONNBNTS : Prohlbrt Logging: 1) ~.n the Centennials, 2) Brg Holes, 3) Teton 
Basl*, 4) Plateau Area, 5) Snake Rrver Range, 6) All roadless areas, 7) 
All aquatx/riparlan areas, 8) Old growth stands, 9) Grizzly bear, S,.t 1, 
10) Spotted frog habitat, 11) Winter range and calving areas, 12) 
Yellowstone ecosystem and surrounding corridors. 

F-G-1(475), F-H(S), F-J(3), F-K(4), 23, 203, 212, 278, 335, 389, 489, 
611, 625, 640, 643, 650, 655, 690, 695, 697, 739, 1194, 1239, 1243, 
1276, 1328, 1330, 1395 

RESPONSE: Management prescrlpt1ons that descrrbe permrtted activltles ln 
various areas on the Targhee are included m the Revxsed Plan. Although 
harvest may be permltted 1n some of these areas, sate-speclflc ana1ys1s 1s 
required. Standards and guidelines were designed to provrde adequate 
protection of resources. LB/CC/JR 

Wlldllfe Habitat Needs Should Be Tied TO Tuober Harvests 

COMMENTS : Associate wxldlife habltat needs with proposed ASQ. 
136, 1369 

RESPONSE: The ma)orlty of the management prescrlptlons are desxgned for 
resources other than tunber, but allow different levels of harvest to take 
place as long as the dlrectlon for the area 1s followed. Therefore, wildlife 
habItat needs are associated with ASQ. LB 

COMMENTS : On wildlife and ecosystem projects that include removing conifer, 
let 1'c be a wildllfe pro]ect instead of Lncluding it in the ASQ. 

1267 

RESPONSE: TO count as part of the proposed ASQ level of 8.0 MMBF, volume must 
come from suitable lands. If the project, regardless of its objectives, LS 
located on surtable land, any harvest would co"nt toward ASQ. If the pro]ect 
1s located on unsuitable land, any harvest would be counted aganst the 
Non-Interchangeable component that limits volume to 2.0 MMBF/year. LB 

COMMENTS: Don't stop logging, lust make sure new roads get closed and that 
some cover 1s left for game. 

336, 1333 

RESPONSE: All alternatIves in the Revised Plan allow logging. Roads and 
access wrll be managed according to the needs of the resource through 
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site-specifx analysis. Many exlstlng roads are scheduled for closure and 
road density standards have been establrshed. Elk caver standards were 
establIshed to ensure cover 1s provided for game. LB/JR 

Restore Desraded Wxldlife Habitat From Past Harvest Actrvrtres 

COMMENTS : Restore any habltat that has been degraded as a result of logging 
and road-bulldIng. 

396, 640, 651, 652, 665 

RESPONSE: Laws, regulations, and the Revxzed Plan's standards, gurdelrnes, 
goals, and oblectlves emphasize restoration of degraded habitat regardless of 
the actlvrty that created the problem. LB 

COMMENTS: Need to restore areas and get back to sustainable harvest of trees. 
60 

RESPONSE: All alternatives propose ASQ levels that are sustainable and lower 
than the Long-Term Sustarned-Yield of 22.0 MMBF. LB 

COMMENTS : Move toward protection of all plants and animals and the habitat 
that supports them. TOO much harvest has occurred 111 the past. 

620 

RESPONSE: Management prescrlptrons and standards and gurdelines m the 
Revxed Plan are deslgned to provrde adequate protection of all resources. 
Each alternative's proposed ASQ level 1s lower than the anticipated LTSY of 
22.0 MMBF. Site-specrfx NEPA analysis may determine n-are restrxtrve 
protection measures are necessary than those outlined zn the RevLsed Plan. LB 

TIMBER - BID GAME 

(CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Elk) 

coNMEN!cs : Improve analysx of the effects of harvest 0~1 wlldlife and Include 
the following: How was lt determmed, how many acres could be harvested to 
maintain wlldllfe species; assess existing wrldlife populations, source 
habltats and determine lf the habitats are adequate; evaluate impacts on brg 
game security in timber harvest areas; show the effect past logging roads has 
had on decllnlng big game populatxms, and exlstrng forest conditxans. 

244, 475, 643, 1369 

RESPONSE: Management rndlcator species were selected for the Revxed Plan. 
These species Lnclude all threatened, endangered, and sensrtlve specres on the 
Forest, plus other species. Habrtat requirements were identlfled, and 
appropriate standards and gurdellnes and management prescrrptlons were 
developed to malntaln suitable habItat condxtrons. The Revxed Plan's 
standards and guidelines and management prescrlptlons were rncorporated into 
the Forplan Model used In calculating ASQ. 

The AMS, DEIS, FEIS and Process Paper D assess the available 
population and habitat condltlons for each of the management lndxator 
species. 
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The Forest evaluated effects on big game security with two models: 
elk habrtat effectrveness (EHE) and elk vulnerability (EV). The Revised Plan 
reduces the amount of motorrzed access on the Forest, whrch xnproves both EHE 
and EV. The Forest also developed two Management PrescrlptLons (5.1.4 and 
5.4) whxh address security issues associated with timber harvestrng. 

The EHE and EV analysis Ln the FEIS discusses exlstlng condltlon, 
whrch incorporates all past timber harvests and all motorized access. MO 

COMMBNTS : Draft ImplIes elk depend on logging to create forage habltat whxh 
conflicts with studies documenting a loss of forage caused by regeneration 
logging practrces (stem exclusion phase). 

RESPONSE: Nowhere xn the Revrsed Plan LS there an lmplxation that elk depend 
on loggmg. MO 

COMMENTS : Reduce harvest so 100% of the Forest meets Fish and Game goals for 
elk security. 

625a 

RESPONSE: One of the goals for the Revrsed Plan 1s: "Provxde habItat to 
support the wildlife and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming." 
The Revised Plan reduces the timber harvest volume, but timber harvest 1s only 
one of many factors considered In meeting Fish and Game goals for elk 
security. Other factors, such as travel management, road density, and hunter 
density are also considered. 

Proposed changes In more restrxtlve snowmachrne travel, 
cross-country motorrzed travel, and a reduction in open road and open trail 
route density should result in improved habrtat effectiveness and lower elk 
vulnerabLllty. 

During the next decade, the number of forested acres proposed for 
tlmber harvesting 1s reduced from what occurred In the past decade. In the 
Revised Plan, about 30,500 forested acres are proposed for timber harvest or 
vegetatrve treatment (such as prescribed fire) during the first decade. Only 

2.5% of the total forested acres on the forest "~11 be affected by harvest 
actlvltles. A net Increase 1s predrcted ln cover as the previously harvested 
areas continue to grow and provide cover for elk and other wildlIfe. 

PredIcted Improvements In habitat condrtlons are only part of the 
answer. Some areas of the Forest have high hunter density. State Fish and 
Game agencies must also manage hunter densltles if goals are to be met. MO 

Goals For Wildlxfe DO Not Provrde For Other Multiple Uses 

COMMENTS: Goals for elk security are unsubstantiated and do not consider 
other multiple uses and resulting economic effects. Elk populations have 
rncreased over the last ten years and as long as numbers reman high, the 
argument for llmlted access and setting aside !iO-60% of the watershed for 
cover 1s a moot point. 

692 

RESPONSE: Goals for elk security are developed by State F1s.h and Game 
departments. The FEIS consLders other multiple uses and economic effects. 
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Elk populatuxs have Lncreased 1n many areas of the Forest, but declu-,es in 
elk use have occurred on portuxxs of the Forest whrch have experienced timber 
management or have high road densatles. The Idaho Department of Fvsh and Game 
lndxates that elk goals are not beLng met in Game Management Unlts 59, 59A, 
60, and 62A. The Revised Plan reduces motorrzed access and allows cover to 
increase in prevuausly harvested areas in support of State Fish and Game 
goals. MO 

Reconsider Timber Harvest On Wxnter Range 

COMMENTS : Speclfxally dxsclose habitat needs of wintering big game and 
proposals to unprove winter habltat qualrty. Cite scsentrfrc evidence to 
demonstrate a wlldllfe need for timber harvest on winter range or delete from 
the Plan. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Targhee cooperated with State Frsh and Game agencies to 
identify important elk and deer wintering areas on the Targhee. A wu,ter 
range management prescription was developed to provide habitat condrtions 
needed by wrnterlng big game animals. In these areas harvesting wrll only be 
allowed when site-specxflc analysis indicates winter habitat conditions ~~11 
be mxntalned or unproved. Any timber harvest occurring in elk and deer 
winter range prescription is not counted in the proposed 8.0 MMSFfyear. 
Timber harvestrng can improve winter range, especrally when trees have shaded 
out rmportant forage plants and reduced the amount of winter forage. MO 

Chanse Standards 

COMMENTS: Change last item under standards and gurdellnes for the management 
prescrLpt1on of Timber Management (Big Game Security Emphasis) to read as 
follows: "NO timber harvest activltxs or similar type of activity can occur 
wlthin a securrty area during the trme it 1s designated a security area. 
Securrty area designations ~~11 be at least ten years in duratron. New 
security areas will be desLgnated and protected at least 19 months prux to 
entry uxto a currently designated security area." 

643, 1401 

RESPONSE: From 1980 to 1992, the Targhee conducted an elk monrtoring pro]ect 
associated with several timber sales on the Dubois Ranger District. Results 
xndlcated elk use declined (but was not eluunated) in timber sale areas 
during years of road bullding and harvesting, but rncreased again after 
management actlvltres were completed. Elk and deer will use clearcuts, 
shelterwood, and seed tree cuts. The Targhee determined elk security was an 
urlportant issue. Habitat features that affect elk security are motorized 
access density, hunter density, and hiding cover. Hunter density IS regulated 
by the State Fish and Game departments. Motorized access and hlding cover are 
regulated by the Forest Service. Management Prescrrption 5.4 establrshes 
dIrectIon for low motorized access and maintenance of appropriate levels of 
hldug cover over tune- The prescrlpt1on provides dxectlon for marntainrng 
security areas ad]acent to timber harvesting actlvlty whuzh el1m~nates the 
need to desrgnate these areas for 10 years. MO 
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Prohrbit Harvest Actxvxtu?s In Elk Calvans And Summer Bahltat 

COMMENTS : Prohlblt logging In elk calvrng and big game summer habrtat. 
278 

RESPONSE: Elk calvrng and summer use occurs where timber harvestrng has and 
doss occur. The Targhee conducted long-term monitorLng on elk use In tunber 
sale areas on the Dubo1.s Ranger DLstrlct. 

Harvested areas are used by elk durrng calving periods and 
throughout the summer. Study results indicated elk use declined, but was not 
elunnated, during active management years of the logging, and returned to 
pre-logging levels after the harvest actlvitres. Elk use occur* In all stages 
of forest succession, from grass/forb and seedling stags to old growth stages. 

The Revised Plan allows for timber harvesting, but takes into 
account unportant habltat considerations for elk, including motorized awe** 
density and hldrng cover. The Revrsed Plan reduces motorLzed access density 
from exlstlng levels and allows hrdlng cover to lncrea*e as tree* ln 
prevxwsly logged areas to grow. Management Prescrlptuxs 5.1.4 and 5.4 allow 
timber harvesting, but requxe that only 20% of the forested acres to be ln a 
created opening at any point In time. Approximately 80% of forested acres Ln 
these management prescrIptions wrll provrde adequate cover for elk at any 
pornt m  time. The management prescrlptrons requue large blocks of cover 
(greater than 250 acres 1n size). MO/LB 

Include Ann-opriate Mitxmtion Measures 

CONNENTS : Consider appropriate mlt1gation measures to malntaln elk habItat 
effectrvsness and requre Fish and Game to manage elk populatuxs. 

393 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan reduces motorized access (reduces open roads and 
trails and eluunates summer cross-country motorized travel) on about 94% of 
the Targhee and reduces timber harvesting. These actions should unprovs elk 
habltat effectiveness in most areas. Stats Fish and Game departments are 
responsible for managrng elk populatrons. MO 

TIMBER - DESIRED FUT"RE CONDITION 

Alternative 3M 

COMMENTS : Ensure Alternative 3M meets rscommendat~ons on Page 3 (DEIS) and 
identify the most important pruxaty...wildlife, recreation, timber harvest, 
etc. (CROSS REFERENCE: Alternative*) 

625 
Explain why road closures and other items cannot meet DFC while 

St111 cutting trmber and provLdlng jobs. 
625 

RESPONSE: All alternatrves address the Purpose and Need and Desrred Future 
Conditions lncludlng sustainability. The Revised Plan responds to a variety 
of l*sues and concerns. The expected outcome of plan Implementation through 
site-speclfx prolects, is to move forest resource* toward a deared condition 
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described in the Revrsed Plan. In response to wrldllfe issues and concerns, 
the Targhee proposes to close more roads to motorized access and to close more 
areas to cross-country motorrzed use. All alternatives except Alternatrve 6 
propose tubber harvest. 

Resource prlorlt1es were replaced by Desrred Future Condltron 
statements. Informatxm on sustarnablity is presented in the EIS m each 
resource sectux and under the topx of Ecosystem Management. AS 

Timber Harvest 

COMMENTS f Be more spsciflc about how logging ~111 be used to achieve DFC. 
e.g., 1n overstocked Douglas-fir, smaller trees ~211 be harvested to create 
open, park-lrke structure of widely spaced old trees thought to exist prior to 
settlement. 

489 

RESPONSE: The DFC for Ecosystem Processes and Patterns states: "A mosaic of 
age classes and types of vegetation are sustarned through tLme and exist 
across the landscape." A Table in Chapter III of the Revised Plan displays 
tentatively sultable acres by species and age group. The table indicates that 
34% of the Douglas-fu group is Ln the mature category. Specific 
s~lv~cultural needs will be determined through site-specifuz analysrs and wrll 
reflect drrectron provided by management prescrlptlon. DFC statements are 
broad and long-term in nature and may not be realized during a lo-15 year 
planning cycle. The Targhee ~111 use properly functioning condltlon 
assessments to marntaln healthy ecosystems. (Refer to rxew standards and 
guidelines for Properly Functronrng Condltux). 

The "vegetation" section under biological elements was expanded to 
provide direction for using timber harvest to achieve desired condltrons In 
forest ecosystems and to meet a broad range of ecologrcal and multiple-use 
obJectives. LB/RR 

Roadless Areas 

COMMENTS: ElLmrnate TLmber Prescrlptlon 5.1.4 (b) and 5.3.5 from roadless 
areas. Timber harvest ellmlnates or reduces future wilderness preservatron 
options. 

695 

RESPONSE: The decision to allow timber management actlvlty in roadless areas 
1s a specific element of the Revised Plan to meet multrple-use ob]ectlves. 
Less than 0.2 of one percent of total roadless acres would be Impacted by the 
Revised Plan, and the DFC would be met. AS 

TIMBER - ECONOMICS 

Needs Additional AnalvsislChanqes 

comaENTs : Correlate the price of lumber and the proposed ASQ or lack of wood 
comrng off the Forest. 

602 
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RESPONSE: No correlation 1s made between the prrce of lumber bought and sold 
ln a natIona marketplace with the ASQ of the Targhee. The volume of timber 
provided by the Targhee LS rnslgnLf1cant relative to the prrce of lumber 1x1 a 
national market. DP 

coNlmN!fs : Discuss more abaut new burlding lnnovatrons in relatxonshrp to 
supply and demand for wood products (for example, vinyl sldlng, steel studs, 
joists) where the source IS to sustain lodgepole pine wood products (most can 
not be made from fir or aspen); and what the production of "eerv1ces" has to 
do with the production of natural resources. 

613, 697, 1339 

RESPONSE: These factors, (among others) are considered by prospective bidders 
competlnq for Tarqhee timber. The marketplace constantly develops new 
markets, competlnq materials, and applxations for tradrtional products lrke 
lumber. Expanded ducussion of the marketplace are unwarranted ln an EIS for 
an lndivrdual Natronal Forest Plan. DP 

COMMENTS : Reduce unnecessarily strict constraints on FORPLAN model. 
413 

RESPONSE: In response to this and other comments received on the question of 
timber harvest, the Targhee re-examined constraints on scheduled trmber 
harvest. Inltlal Forplan calculations incorrectly constrained ASQ, for 
goshawk conslderatlons. The constraint was calculated only on suitable acres 
and should have been calculated on total forested acree, regardless of 
sutabll1ty. As a result of correctly applying the qoshawk constraint to 
total forested acres, the Revised Plan shows an u~crease in ASQ from 3.7 
MMBF/year to 8.0 "MBF/year. DP/LW 

coNNsNTs : Table IV-13 skews the PNV analysrs in Alternatrve 6 toward 
undeveloped recreatLon whxh you admit is hard to predxt. 

393 

RESPONSE : Table IV-13 rn the DEIS showed rdentlca.1 recreation figures for all 
alternatives. DP 

coNNBNTs : Ensure that trmber pays Its way; don't operate et a fiscal loss, 
requxlnq public subsidy. Address the xx.ue of below-cost timber sales, 
especxally as Lt relates to salvage loggulq, since Rocky Mountau', salvage 
loqglng LS clearly not beneflclal to the U.S. taxpayer. 

F-G-P(l), 219, 279, 320, 336, 340 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service maintains a tracking system for reportrng 
costs, benefrts, recerpts and other information pertuent to the timber sale 
program on this and other forests. The costs assocrated with the trmber 
program have exceeded receipts and benefits. The Tarqhee does not expect any 
of the alternatives ~111 move the timber program into the black. This 1s 
largely the result of the costs associated with bulldxng roads and 
reforestation, coupled with comparatively low stumpaqe values and volumes per 
acre. The Revised Plan emphasizes reliance on natural reforestation and 
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s~lvrcultural systems that promote natural reforestatron and greater attention 
to cost effective road desrgn. 

The costs and benefits associated with the trmber program, and 
other Forest Programs, were considered in developing the Revrsed Plan. They 
were, not however, the primary concern. Rather, the Forest seeks to achieve 
the best balance of goods and services for people while ensuring the 
protection and sustainablllty of the resources. DP 

COMMENTS : Evaluate a new alternatzve that sustans current timber industry 
and personal use needs and shows the signLfaant economx impacts that have 
occurred as a result of a reduced ASP in the 1985 plan. 

394 

RESPONSE: The Targhee recalculated the timber harvest model so It met as many 
constraints as possible on lands whrch were not scheduled for timber harvest 
which caused substantral increases in the timber (ASQ) in every alternatIve 
wrth an ASQ. ASQ volumes drsplayed in some alternatives generally approxunate 
harvest levels from 1992-1995. 

During the time the 1985 Forest Plan has been rn effect, the level 
of tunber harvests has declrned sharply. The reduction in ASQ was not a 
result of Plan Revx~on and is not xncluded in this analysts. DP 

COMMENTS: There 1s only a drfference of 15 lobs, or l%, proJected between 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3M. This difference is too small to be a 
slgn1flcant factor in eupportlng a hrgher ASP. 

661 

RESPONSE: Even though the drfference is small, disclosure is requxred by 
law. DP 

Include Non-consumptive Uses in Timber Economx~s Rewrite 

CONMENTS : Re-write economic SectLon and show benefits of non-consumptive uses 
to local economy. 

643 

RESPONSE: The sections of the EIS dealing with economics were rewritten. The 
benefits of nonconsumptlve uses to the local economy are described there. DP 

COMMENTS: Support or qualify the Page S-7 statement that "a greater harvest 
of timber aids the local economy . . ." since thx applres to a consumptive 
rndustry and not to local recreatuxal business, much less regIona tourism 
l.ncomee - 

727 

RESPONSE: Wrthln the context of the Revised Plan, the statement 1s correct- 
PredIcted timber harvests are not expected to adversely affect recreatuzxn or 
other local or regIona busLnesses or personal income. DP 
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COMMENTS : Reconsider economx time frames since Dr. Tom Powers, llnlverslty of 
Montana, marntains that long-term economic Impact of resource explorLtrve 
lndustrres 1s likely to be negative, even for tLmber dependent communltles. 

727 

RESPONSE: The long-term economx Lmpacts of resource extractive industries 
may be negative or posltlve even for timber-dependent communltles. Trmber 
harvests proposed In the Revised Plan are not estimated to have long-term 
negative economic impacts. Growth in recreational actrvitles and recreatIona 
residences has occurred In the vxlnrty of past timber harvests. DP 

COMMENTS : Manage forest resources better even at the economxc expense of 
logging. If not, we lose more than economx! opportunity. 

168 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan emphasizes lower txnber harvests and more 
protectIon for basx resources such as so11 and water. JR 

COMMENTS : Recreation will bring more prosperity to the area than "111 
logging. 

F-G-P(l), 187, 190, 208 

RESPONSE: Recreation and logging are vlewed as compatrble uses In the Revised 
Plan. The Targhee does not exclude one to achieve the other. The Revzed 
Plan predxts that the overall level of prosperity will be greater wrth both 
uses than lf either one were excluded. DP 

COMMENTS : More fully discuss PILT payments to counties and the economic 
consequences of a reduced harvest level, but an increase In non-consumptrve 
uses. Write-up perpetuates common mlsconceptrons and LS biased against 
non-extractlve uses. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest updated and expanded the drscussion of Payments ln Lieu 
of Taxes In the FEIS in response to this and similar comments. DP 

Include Non-consumptive Uses in Timber Economics Rewrote 

COMMENTS : Include economx facts about low paying recreation seasonal lobs 
that can not replace 187 trmber lobs and the more predrctable levels of 
employee compensatron in trmber and livestock industries. 

228, 346 

RESPONSE: The FEIS presents lnformatron on both lob numbers and employee 
compensation to address thus concern. Overall levels of recreation are 
expected to be about the same in each alternative. The Targhee contains 
suffrcrent recreation capacrty to handle substantral xxreases ln almost all 
forms of recreation proposed In each alternative. Timber and livestock 
employment is expected to vary by alternatIve, because the amounts of trmber 
harvested and the level of lIvestock grazing varies by alternative. Employee 
compensation In timber and livestock ls not necessarily more predictable than 
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that associated with recreation. There is uncertainty in every sector of the 
economy. DP 

Discuss International Timber COmOany Impacts on Local/Reqional Economy 

COMMENTS : Discuss the role of multi-lnternatlonal corporations ln modern 
timber economy and make dIstinctIons between the needsjdeslres of rural 
communities and the goals of major corporations and assoaatrons. Elaborate 
on the diffxulty of supporting communities by profit requxements of 
corporate loggxng enterprises wrth headquarters in other regions. Include an 
analysis of the percent of revenue generated from timber sales that remain 
withln the local area versus the percent that leaves the rsgron in the form of 
profits. 

1364 

RESPONSE : Thrs 1s beyond the scope of a Forest Plan. EcOnOmlC effects are 
drsplayed on a local economic level by alternative. JR 

General Economic Issues 

COMNENTS : Provide small timber sales, post and pole, and all types of salvage 
sales to keep quallfled local loggers =n the area, for small business and 
local use only. 

64. 1240, 1313, 1330 

RESPONSE: Small timber sales are provided under the Revised Plan. DP 

TIMBER - GENERAL 

Manacle for More Than T~&er Harvests 

COMMENTS : Manage for the benefit of all forest values lncludmg wlldllfe, 
frsherres, and recreatzon because these are Important values and because 
managers are obligated to protect the resources. 

27.9, 1396 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides balanced management dxectlon for the 
benefit of all forest values. The management prescriptions apply dLfferent 
management rntensltles to various resources based on sultablllty and 
capablllty. LB 

COMMENTS : Educate loggers and farmers on the importance of sustanlng 
dLvsrslty because lndxcrlmlnate logging driven by economa need 1s 
devastating our forests. Manage by science, not local cultural preferences. 

179, 293, 507 

RESPONSE: The science of adaptive management is a focal point of the Revised 
Plan. Through trme, the Targhee wrll learn mire about the resources and the 
science that results in good stewardship. Logging and ranching operations 
have changed over time based on needs of the land and consumers. The Revised 
Plan reflects changed attitudes and rncreased knowledge but should not be 
vlewed as the ultrmate answer- Science continues to provrde lnformatlon 
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critical to good dsclslon-making. Fundamental EM principles xxorporate "best 
science" . LB/RR 

COMMENTS: oppose all logging, grazing and mlnlng because of impacts on all 
other resources especially wlderness. 

NO letter # 

RESPONSE: The Multrple-Use, Sustarned-Yield Act requxes the Targhee to 
manage Natronal Forest System lands for a variety of uses wrthln the 
capabIlity and sustalnabllity of the land. Timber harvests are prohrbrted In 
wilderness areas. Mining and grazrng are usually permrtted to some extent and 
are sub]ect to speclfrc laws and regulatrons regarding wlderness areas. LB 

CONMENTS : Restore fish and wrldllfe habitat degraded by past logging and 
roadlng. 

F-G-1(475) 

RESPONSE: The Targhee addresses habitat restoration through Watershed Needs 
Inventory. The xwentory ldentifres problems and prescrrbes remedial 
measures. The Revxed Plan proposes to reduce miles of open roads 
forestwrde. No new roads are proposed for any new created opening Ln decades 
1-3 In watersheds that were affected by lodgepole salvage harvesting 
actlvlt=es. RSM/MO 

COMMENTS : TransLtlon to alternative resources and recycling because the loss 
of trees LS a loss of recyclable minerals and nutrients and a loss of 
mxrohabitat. 

No Letter #, 1314 

RESPONSE: The Targhee supports recycling, both locally and natIonally. 
Standards and guldellnes ln the Rsvlsed Plan address the need to retan an 
adequate amount of down woody debris to ensure an ample and continuous supply 
of nutrients, minerals and mxrohabLtat to maintan forest productlvrty. LB 

coNMENls : Calculate net cooling effect on northern hemxphere as a 
consequence of proposed plan. Timber harvest will increase global warmmg. 

275 

RESPONSE: A calculation of this magnitude is beyond the scope of thxs 
analysis. Lrttle change in effect on global warmIng is antlclpated as a 
result of xnplementlng any of the seven alternatives. Timber harvest will 
only affect 1.56% of total Forest acres durLng the decade. LB 

COMNENTS : Reconsider an aggressive management approach that promotes 
harvests, salvage harvest, thlnnlng, prescribed fire without conslderxng 
wrldlife or the benefxlal aspect of fLre renewal. Reconsider the assumption 
that managed lands are more healthy than unmanaged. 

695, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan presents a balanced program of management 
act=vltles that should result in healthy ecosystems. None of the management 
prescrIptlone emphasize timber production over other resources. Although some 
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prescrlptlons permrt trmber harvest, generally this use 1s subordlnats wlthln 
the prescrlptron. Some prescrlptrons lrmrt tLmber harvest ln support of 
wIldlIfe needs. If managed properly, public lands can remam healthy and 
refillLent to natural and human-caused disturbances. LB 

COMNENTS : Explain on Page S-4 how the forest will manage conflxts between 
resources when forest health 1s not an issue. Conelder somethrng like, 
“Forest production within forest health limits IS managed to minlmxe 
conflrcts wrth non-consumptrve uses and is curtaled (with due regard to 
economx consider&Ions) rf conflicts cannot othervase be minimized." 

341 

RESPONSE: Management prescriptions are designed to resolve conflxt between 
uses. Goals, ob]ectlves, standards and guxdelines are developed for resources 
and reflect resource Importance in achieving prescrrptlon goals. LB 

Manage for Timber Harvests 

CONNENTS : Manage logging. Further reduction of loggrng & grazing do not 
produce long-term forest health. "No use" does not translate to "vase use". 

660, 1448b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan permrts timber harvests In areas that are suitable 
and capable of sustaining this type of management activity. Other dlrectlon 
provrded in standards, guidelInes and tImher contract provrsrons ensure trmber 
harvest LS completed in a managed and environmentally sound manner. RR 

COMMENTS : Explain why the Forest constrained timber harvest by trmber 
compartment and watershed rather than ecological subsection. 

228 

RESPONSE: Harvest 1s constrained by watershed because of potential cumulative 
effects from harvest 1" a grven watershed. Watersheds were the land unit used 
to assess cumulative effects on hydrology. RSM 

COMMENTS : Clarrfy the amount of timber and wilderness on the Forest and how 
much 1s in ASQ. 

314 

RESPONSE: Chapter III of the FEIS describes the current acres designated as 
wilderness. A Table In Chapter III of the FEIS displays the total forested 
suitable acres. The ASQ LS 8.0 NMBF/year. LB 

TIMBER - GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

w 

c!ol.mENTs: Develop goals that are reallstx and conelder Greater Yellowstone 
ecosystem, social and economx values of local commun1tres and the unque 
ecosystem of the Targhee National Forest. 

393 
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RESPONSE: The Forest goals are realrstlc, based on reso"rce needs, and 
recognize the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. Social and economic values of 
local communities were considered and disclosed ln the FEIS, Chapter III. LB 

coNNEN!cs: Consider big game security habitat UI trmber management goals. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wlldllfe, Elk; Txmber) 

389 

RESPONSE: The management prescrrptlons are a composite of the speclfx 
multxple-use dlrectlon applicable to all or part of a management area. While 
there 1s one prescription where tn!ber management 1s the prxnary purpose, past 
harvesting actlvlties limit extensrve management action. All of the 
prescrlptlons concentrate on resource objectives other than timber, although 
varying degrees of trmber actlvlties are allowed in each. 

The Revrsed Plan allows for future timber harvestng, but takes 
into account important habItat conslderatlons for elk ncludng motorized 
access density and hldrng cover. The Revised Plan reduces motorned access 
density from exxtng levels and allows hiding cover to increase as trees on 
past logged areas grow. Management Prescriptrons 5.1.4 and 5.4 allow timber 
harvestn,g, but llmlts to 20% the forested acres that can be 1n a created 
opening at any poLnt in time. Therefore, 80% of the forested acres in these 
management prescrlptrons ~111 provide cover for big game at any pornt m 
tulle. These management prescriptrons also requite management for large blocks 
of cover (greater than 250 acres in sac). LB/MO 

Objectives 

COMMENTS : Remove Item #2 in the Precommerclal Thrnnlng section. Fut"re 
resource products, other than saw timber, should be produced naturally. 

283 

RESPONSE: Post, pole, fIrewood, ornamentals, and such are products that 
develop naturally and are not usually managed. Thus objective prondes for 
specific areas with ecosystem, envnonmental, or sLlvxultura1 needs. As a 
result products that may not develop naturally could become available, LB 

COMMENTS : Add the followng as Objective 5 1x1 Chapter III on Page 123 and 
Objective 7 on Page 131: "Maintan or enhance inherent habitat values 
associated with fzzh, wildlife and vegetation of the area." This wrll assist 
rn obtalnlng goals and DFC. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines, UJ the Revised Plan, Chapter 
III address thrs concern. LB 

TIMBER - MISCELLANEOUS 

Prohibxt Txmber Barvest In Special Manasemant Areas 

CONNENTS : Prohibit trmber harvest UI specral management areas for the 
long-term mantenance of vegetation condltlons. Maximum dlverslty ~111 be 
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achieved wIthout timber harvest. (CROSS REFERENCE: EM, Dlverslty) 
1369 

RESPONSE: In general, timber harvest 1s excluded from special management 
areas except where needed to meet specrfic ob)ectlves. DP 

CONNENTS : Prohlblt timber harvest III eligible recreational river management 
areas. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wild and Scenic Rivers) 

1273b 

RESPONSE: According to the Wrld, Scenx, Recreation Rivers Act, timber 
harvest 1s allowed in recreatronal river management areas as long as standard 
timber harvest practxes are followed whrch protect the river environment and 
associated values (Forest Service Handbook). Resulting volume is not included 
1" calculations of the Asp. AS/JR 

Define Harvest Criterza For Ranqelands 

COMMENTS : Define crrterra for what trmber harvests on rangeland constitute 
habltat or wrldlrfe improvements and when optrmum condrtlons occur that 
requu?e txnber harvest. 

1369 

RESPONSE: These areas are outslde the sultable timber base and are llmrted to 
2.0 NMBF, or less, per year, forestwlde. 
reasori, 

Removal of timber products, for any 
requxes a srte-specific analysis that XdentlfLes consequences and 

advantages of the prcqect and condltrons under whxh the prqect may proceed. 
Recent timber harvest prqects demonstrate that timber can be harvested on the 
Targhee for the benefit! of other resources. A recent example of conifer 
removal to Improve resource condrtrons is the Environmental Assessment for 
Reestablishment of Aspen Plant Communities m the Camas Creek Watershed signed 
July 18, 1996. The Revrsed Plan provides drrectron for using trmber harvest 
to achieve a wrde variety of non-timber oblectives, such as removing 
encroaching conifers from rangelands. WG/RR 

COMMENTS: Address grazing impacts on Doug-fir having small stems 1n forests 
that are domrnated by non-lethal underburnIng. This consideration may 
influence management prescrrpt1on for restoration of Doug-fx where fxe 
suppressLon has disrupted fire cycles. 

Consrder various studles by Rummell, Madany, West, Zmuwmmn, and 
Neuenaschwander that Identified livestock grazing as the prlnclple factor in 
causxng forest overstockLng, not the exclusion of fxe. Other studres 
describe the complex xnteractions needed to provrde increased tree density 
once grazing has been Introduced. (CROSS REFERENCE: Range) 

1273b, 1365 

RESPONSE: Grazing does not mlmx natural disturbances and may effect these 
disturbances, such as helprng with the control of fire. Analysis of conifer 
expansion or encroachment LS better evaluated at the landscape or pro]ect 
level. Numerous factors such as srte condrtlons, fire suppression, Or 
management emphasx may contribute to the expansion or encroachment of 
conifers wrthln a given area. DM 
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Improve Monxtorins for Tlmbet 

COMMENTS : Incorporate a two step monrtor?ag process: Check sultabrllty 
assessments and volume pro-jections frequently for therr accuracy through 
regular monltor1ng; and where monltorLng shows that assessments and 
pro]ectlons fail to reflect the true productlvrty and sustainabilxty of the 
land base, adlust the ASQ promptly. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This process 1s already 1" place and described in 36CFR 219.10 (f) 
and 219.14 (a) and (c). LB 

COMMENTS : More information 1s necessary for landscape level research and more 
comprehensive monltorLng 1s needed for future forest planning. 

1194 

RESPONSE: Adaptive management 1s central to the Revised Plan. Management 
dxection can be changed as new information from monitoring, evaluatron, and 
research evolve through the amendment process under NFMA. LB 

COMMENTS : Include monltormg of the effectiveness of vegetation treatment 
(unscheduled harvests) related to aspen regeneration or upland rangelands as a 
high prxxity. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Aspen) 

489, 643 

RESPONSE: All vegetation treatments including unscheduled harvest are 
analyzed through site-specific NEPA analysis. Completed pro]ects are 
routinely reviewed to determine if NEPA directlo" was followed as a standard 
operating procedure. These actrvltres are monrtored regardless of our 
mo"ltor1"g plan. LB 

CONMENTS : Reassign a higher prrorlty of monrtorlng to the Blologxal 
Dlverslty Study and all timber items. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest reassessed prlorlty ratings on a number of monltorI.ng 
and evaluation items based on publx input. Several items were assigned a 
higher prlorrty UI the Final Revised Plan. The suggestion to raise the 
prL.orrty of this (brodlverslty) item was conxdered but not adopted. The 
Targhee in cooperation with academic and research communities, contrnues to 
search for appropriate monltorlng to assess the impacts of management 
activltles on blodlversity. EF 

coMMENTs : Include monitoring to evaluate the effects of removlng conifer from 
aspen and rlparian areas and effects of creating more patches I" late seral 
forests. If vegetation 1s removed, changes UI plant species (type and number) 
used by wildlife and the effects of these altered vegetatxa" types on other 
wlldlife species should be monitored. 

643, 690, 697 

RESPONSE: These types of monltor1ng are more site-spec1fx 1" nature. As 
prolects are Implemented, monztoring actlvltles wrll be rdentzfzed to assess 
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effectiveness. This type of monitoring 1s not displayed in the Forest-level 
monrtorlng program of the Revised Plan but wrll be included with sLte-spec!lfLc 
pro,ect analysrs. RR 

TIMBER - OLD GROWTH 

Note: The crtatlon Characteristics of Old Growth Forests m the Intermountarn 
Region, USDA Forest Servxe, 1993 1s referred to as Characterxtlcs of Old 
Growth GuLde. 

COMMENTS : QuestIon breakdown of age classes; show ages for each class, e.g. 
pole, mature. Clarrfy whether the class1flcatron included structural classes 
and ages. 

Clarify definition of late successional, display sxe and age class 
dLstrlbutlon of stands larger than pole; and to use the best avarlable science 
when determlnlng deflnltions, classes etc. 

489, 643, 644, 690, 1276, 1368, 1369 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Table m the Revised Plan for the revised deflnltlon 
of age classes. The Forest used the SIX successional stages found throughout 
s1lvxultural 11terature. most recently in Characterlstxs of Old Growth 
Guide. Late seral and clrmax species may be present rn young stands. ThLs 
can occur 1" any habItat type. DS 

Acw Class Delineation Portravs Inaccurate Existxm Conditzon Data 

COMMENTS : The portrayal of forest age classes in the DEIS creates the 
erroneous 1mpresslon that much of the forest is in an advanced age class, and 
this bears little resemblance to the areas on the forest that have been 
harvested heavily 1" the past. 

643, 695, 1277, 1368, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Forest 1s classifLed 79.6% mature. Of the 1,237,281 forested 
acres approxxmately 120,000 acres have been harvested and regenerated. 
Corrections to old growth were made in the Revrsed Plan. The subsection 
descrrptlons dxcuss differences between VXLOUS areas of the Forest. DS 

COMMENTS : The forestwIde percent of stands 1" the mature age class (78%) 1s 
too high for wantrng age class dlverslty. 

432 

RESPONSE: Sllvlculture technrques and other practices such as prescribed fxre 
~111 be used as tools to manage or manipulate vegetation for the purpose of 
achrevlng Forest Plan resource oblectlves. In some areas fire plans will be 
developed to facilitate ecological change. Even so, It ~111 be a long-term 
effort to restore historical age class dxtribution in many areas. See 
Ecologrcal Processes and Patterns, Chapter III, Revised Plan RevLsLon. DS 

Definition of Mature 1s Inadeauate 

COMMENTS : Define mature age class. 
228 
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RESPONSE: Plant communities evolve through a series of condrtlons, as they 
progress from seedlings to the final stage called climax. This gradual 
process 1s called succession. Mature stands have reached thex height growth 
when therr crowns start to widen, but other stand condLtro"s do not meet all 
old growth characterrstLcs. For example, climax (shade tolerant) tree specuss 
are evrdent I." the understory, but large snags and down woody materLals are 
ll"COMnO" . (Characteristics of Old Growth Guide). DS 

CONNENTS : Clarify the relatronshrp between mature age class and late 
successro"al (Page III-3 Plan). 

643 

RESPONSE: Mature stands have reached their herght growth when their crowns 
start to widen, but other stand condL'c1ons do not meet all old growth 
character1stlcs. Clxmax (shade tolerant) trees specres are evident 1" the 
understory, but large snags and down woody materials are uncommon. vegetation 
classlfled as mature is found in the later successional stages of a plant 
community. As mature trees age or fall down in the late successional stage, 
the early phase of old growth begus. (Characterxtlcs of Old Growth Guide). 
DS 

COMMENTS: Consider using the followLng ages for your deflnitlon of mature: 
spruce/fir and mued conifer at low elevations, 250-300; aspen on sites where 
aspen LS a seral species, 100 years; lodgepole prne at lower elevatrons, 150; 
lodgepole pine at hrgher elevations, 250. 

489 
The Forest deluxatlon of late successronal 1s arbitrary and not 

supported by scrence. 
489, 643, 766, 1249 

Use the Despaln study of Yellowstone Natuxx?.l Park for historic age 
ClSSSeS. 

489, 643, 731, 1276 

RESPONSEI The deflnitron of old growth characteristics by forest type is 
found 1" Characteristxs of Old Growth Guide. Refer to the Table L" the A 

Revised Plan for the deflrutlon of late successional stages by forest type. 
Clariflcatvans were added to old growth 1x1 the Revxed Plan. DS 

COMMENTS : Old growth defuitron of 20 years for ~uuper and mountan mahogany 
seems too short. Sixty to 80 years would be reasonable. 

489 

RESPONSE: The Forest lacks adequate data about ]uniper and mountal" mahogany. 
It was dropped from the Table that defines late successronal stages. DS 

COMMENTS : Develop a" old growth analysis displaying acreages and 
distrlbutux. 

389, 643, 690, 1273b. 1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest completed addLtiona1 analysis between the Draft and 
Final Revised Plan. Changes were made to the Revxed Plan. The Forest used - 
the best data avaIlable from Forest Stand Inventory and Landsat data. A task 
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group analyzed permanent forest snventory plots using the Regronal deflnltlons 
for old growth. DS 

coNMEms : Define old growth and relate Its value to blodrversrty. 
127313 

RESPONSE: Refer to the Biodiversrty SectLo" of the forestwide standard and 
guldelrnes for a discussion end drrectlon on blodrversLty. Table AA 
summarx.es the characteristics of old growth forests as described III 
Characterlstlcs of Old Growth Gurde. DS 

coMMEms : The Plan is lacking in its old growth management strategy because: 
no plan on how to replace old growth; no provisron to increase old growth 
habitat; no areas are designated as potential old growth. 

389, 643, 1194, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan was expanded and revised old growth lnformatlon to 
address these concerns. Refer to "Ecologrcal Processes end Patterns." DS 

coMlmNTs : Use R4 defxnltlon of old growth end conduct an analysts evaluating 
the effects of each alternative on old growth dependent specres and values. 

643, 1194, 1368, 1401 

RESPONSE: Chapter III of the Revised Plan outlines the standards and 
guidelines for malntarnlng or enhancing a drverse array of habitats and relate 
to the natural occurrence end dlstribuixon of plant communities. Using 

\permanent forest rnventory plots and the Regional deflnitlons for old growth, 
the Old Growth Task Group concluded the Forest contains approxrmately 8.7% of 
all acres m old growth acres. Specifx standards end guldellnes were added 
xn the Revised Plan to ensure that old growth wrll be maintalned. DS 

COMMENTS : Clarify how the plan distinguishes between 6" lodgepole and old 
growth. 

658 

RESPONSE: Plant communities evolve through a series of condltrons as they 
progress from bare ground to the flnal stage called climax. This gradual 
process 1s called succesxon. Stage 3 defines trees that are taller than 10 
feet, but are usually less then 8 inches in diameter. Old growth, stages 6 
end 7, 1s defined by the attrlbutes outlrned II-I Characteristics of Old Growth 
Gurde. Refer to guxdellnes 1" the Blodlversrty SectIon of the forestwlde 
standards and gurdellnes I" the Revrsed Plan. For lodgepole to be defined as 
old growth, according to the R4 Guldellnes, a stand must have et least 25 
trees/acre, be greater then 11 inches rn diameter at breast height, and at 
least 140 years old. DS 

col4MEmTs : Studies drspute your clam that the lack of old growth 1s due to 
ecological condrtlons whxh do not favor very old trees. 

643 

RESPONSE: For the most part, lodgepole pine on the Targhee plays a dominant 
seral role, while I" other areas of the Greeter Yellowstone Ecosystem, 
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lodgepole pine is in a persistent seral role and can even be a cl1ma.x species. 
The dominant seral role of lodgepole pine shows It occupies a site for 100 to 
200 years. In these stands, more shade tolerant species are present and wxll 
generally replace lodgepole prne 1" the absence of fire. In these 
cLrcumsta*ceS, old growth characteristics are usually not found, because stand 
density 1s usually too high to allow large tree that meet the characterrstlcs 
defined of old growth. (Characterlstxs of Old Growth Gurde). DS 

CONMENTS : Table on Page IV-1 for Alternative 2 appears incorrect as lt 
implIes 275,000 acres are scheduled, and If this 1s 1.7%, the total acres are 
much higher than the 1.8 m1111on acres on the Forest. 

1311 

RESPONSE: Table IV-1 displays 275,000 acres of forested lands 1" 
Prescrrptxans 5.1 and 5.1.3 that have a potential to be harvested over txne. 
However, not all stands are scheduled for harvest thx decade. This portion 
of the table was mxleadlng and was dropped from the Flna.1 BIS. LB 

CONNENTS : Your current vegetation map should include a finer classlfrcatwn 
of age classes. 

NO Letter # 

RESPONSE: The map drsplayed 1" the FEIS map package 1s a representation of 
the actual data. Because of scale limitations, It 1s rmposslble to dxplay 
the data at a more refined resolutron. The actual data was collected on areas 
as small as one acre and broken out by five age classes wIthIn eight species 
groups. LB 

Old Growth Analvsas 

COMMENTS: Complete an old growth analysis that includes the followmg: Large 
snags used as an lndxator of old growth; identify more thoroughly all old 
growth assocrated and dependent specres; analyze connectlvlty of exlstlng old 
growth stands; add standards and guidelines for forest carnivores; add a 
prescrIptIon for old growth; add standards and guidellnes for maintenance of 
old growth; determine how many acres are necessary to maintain 100 acres of 
old growth; discuss impacts on TES Species when old growth 1s lost. 

134, 389, 489, 643, 644, 1194, 1276, 1361, 1364, 1365, 1369, 1401 

RESPONSE: The Forest completed additional analysis between the Draft and 
F~.nal EISs. Changes were made to the Revised Plan to address these concerns. 
Table AA summarizes the characterxtxs of old growth, as described 1" 
Characterlstxs of Old Growth Gurde. Refer to Final Envxonmental Impact / 
Statement, Affected Envxonment, Chapter III, Flsherres - Scale: Hydrologx 
Unit, Wildlife Associated with Aquatic and Riparlan Habitats, and WIldlIfe 
Associate with Terrestrial Habrtats. DS 
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Goshawk 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wlldllfe, Goshawk) 

coNMENTs : Change the rotation ages 1.n goshawk PFAs and foraging areas to: 240 
for Douglas-fx, 140 for lodgepole. 

643 

RESPONSE: Goshawk Post Fledging Areas (PFAs) and fOKag1ng areas are large (2 
400 acres for PFAs and 2 5,400 acres for foraging areas) and most often 
contan a variety of forest types which may include aspen, lodgepole, 
Douglas-fir, mixed conrfer, and spruce-fir. The rotation ages in the 
forestwide standards and guidelInes are presented as ranges and cover all of 
the varxus forest types which may occur withxn PFAs and foraging areas. MO 

COMMENTS : 40% mature 1s below what 1s needed to mantain goshawk breeding 
pairs. Change to bO-80%. 

643, 1273b, 1370 

RESPONSE: The Targhee analyzed 28 goshawk territories on the Forest. 
Monitorrng records showed these territories successfully produced young. The 
range in mature to old growth forests in the PFAs was 28 to 100 percent. The 
range in mature to old growth forests in the foragL.ng terrrtorles was 34 to 
100 percent. Based on monltorlng results, the forestwIde guideline for 
marntalnmg > 40 percent mature to old growth forests III the PFAs and foraglng 
areas is wrthin the range. 

The forestwlde standards and guldellnes llmlt the amount of acres 
in an area that can be in the nonstocked/seedllng stage at any point in time. 
Standards and Gurdelrnes 1xnL.t how fast trmber harvesting can occur. 
Reductions rn mature and old growth harvest to mantan this > 40% level ~111 
take several decades to accomplxh. MO 

COMMENTS : Analyze the effect logging has on mature forests, foragrng habitat 
and increases in fragmentation (Cracker Bedford). 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The DEIS and the FEIS drsplay how mature forests "111 change over 
time as a result of proposed trmber harvestlng. On a forestwIde basrs, 
proposed timber harvesting durrng the first decade LB proposed on 2.5 percent 
of the forested acres. The Revxed Plan contarns new standards and guidelines 
for old growth and late successional forests. The FEIS contains addltlonal 
information about old growth and late successional forests on the Targhee. 
MO 

Miscellaneous 

coMMEms : Songbrrds, lncludlng those dependent on older forest should be 
addressed (CROSS REFERENCE: WlldlLfe, Speclflc Species). 

1369 

RESPONSE: No songbxd species were selected as management rndrcator species 
for the Revrsed Plan. However, the Analysts of the Management SltuatxOn and 
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Process Paper D provrde the following: 1) a list of all bird specres which 
may occur on or rmmedlately ad]acent to the Targhee; 2) a summary of the types 
of habltat these bxd species may use; and 3) the effects that proposed timber 
harvesting may have on these species. 

The Forest 1s currently cooperating in several studies to gather 
more Lnformatlon about songbIrds on the Forest and how management actlvltLes 
may affect them. MO 

Disturbance Inaccuracies 

COMMENTS : NO evidence to support EIS contentron that overstory removal and 
regeneration in mature stands will reduce fire and insect and disease 
hazards. Rather, intensive loggrng in mature stands would more likely 
exacerbate fire and insect and pathogen outbreak lntensitles and durations. 

The DEIS's flawed assumption belies the fact that "mature" forests 
are usually less susceptrble to stand replacrng fire than younger stands. 
Forest fragment&lo" and removal of older green trees, snags and down wood, 
can reduce the capacity for blologrca.1 pest control. 

1368 
Explain why large fires, Lnsects and disease are viewed as problem 

m “mature age class” when they are not going to be III the timber base. 
695 

RESPONSE: FLre has had a more profound effect on the character of the Forest 
than any other factor. As a KeSult of fire, lodgepole pine often exists in 
extensave, pure stands. The effects of fire, fuel accumulation, stand 
development, and insects and dxseases 1.n lodgepole pine are all part of a set 
of complex brologxal and physical relationships. One example LS the 
relat=onshlp between mountan pine beetle epidemrcs and fxe. Mortalrty from 
beetle epldemrcs creates large ]ackstraw fuel loadings some decades after the 
epldemlc (Ecology and Regeneration of Lodgepole Pme). These conditions are 
found =n the late successlone and old growth stages, not in younger stands. 

Amman (1978) listed the following stand characterrstrcs associated 
with epLdemxs: 1) trees more than 80 years old, 2) mean tree diameters over 
eLght Inches, 3) a substantial proportLon of trees over 12 rnches d.b.h. with 
phloem thxkness of 0.1 Inches or more, and 4) elevations where temperatures 
are optimum for brood development. 

Bark beetles present the most serLous Insect threat to lodgepole 
pine (Amman 1975). The mountain pine beetle is by far the most slgnifrcant 
insect pest of lodgepole pine (Amman 1978). The significance of the problem 
was thoroughly drscussed 1" a symposium held in 1978 m Pullman, Washrngton 
(Berryman et al. 1978). The eprdemics that periodxally occur in many 
lodgepole stands seriously affect the sustarned yLeld and regulatron of 
managed stands (Wellner 1978). DS 

COMMENTS : Would like to see the percent in mature/old growth reduced to 30% 
in lodgepole pane since mountan pine beetles generally prevent stands from 
reaching old growth. 40% ln other types 1s okay. 

413 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. Standards and gurdellnes in the 
Revxed Plan provide that: "In each prxxlpal watershed (38 watersheds I" 
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total), the comb1natlo" of old growth and late forested successional stage 
acres ~111 be 2 20% of the forested acres." DS 

COMMENTS : DEIS (Page 111-6) portrays a" overrldlng concern that mature age 
classes are more susceptrble to stand-replacing fires. If the Targhee I* to 
move toward ecosystem management that more closely emulates natural processes, 
managrng for a larger portlo" of mature forests would be appropriate. 

489 

RESPONSE: s I.* malntarned or enhanced by a diverse array of 
habitats that relate to the natural occurrence and dL*tributlon of plant 
commu"l.t~e*. Objectives outlined under Vegetation, Chapter III, Revised Plan 
state: By 2007, "identify Properly Functioning Condrtion (PFC) and systems at 
risk for forested landscapes." DS 

coMMEriTs : In subsectIon descrrptions, the Plan's deflnitlon of old growth 
concludes these types of mature stands are more susceptible to large fires and 
insects and disease. Silvicultural systems that promote mature and old growth 
stands increase the risk of Insect and disease eprdemics. Characterlstlcs of 
large diameter, low vigor attract insects and drsease. To reduce 
susceptibility to Insect* and disease is to convert to a younger age class, 
which thereby allows for more harvest of old growth. 

695 

RESPONSE: Fore has had a more profound effect on the character of the Forest 
than any other factor. AS a result of fire, lodgepole pine often exists r" 
extensive, pure stands. The effects of fire, fuel accumulation, stand 
development, and rnsects and drseases 1" lodgepole pine are all part of a set 
of complex biological and physical relatronships. A" example of these 
relatlonshlps is the one between mountain pine beetle epidemics and fire. 
Mortalrty from beetle epidemrcs creates large jackstraw fuel loadings some 
decades after the eprdemx (Ecology and Regenerat1o" of Lodgepole Pme). The 
Revrsed Plan allows fire to play more of a natural role than L" the past. 
Prescribed fire plans ~111 include ecosystem management oblectrves. DS 

Old Growth Should be Protected and Preserved 

comlEwJ!s: Older forests are a rare ecosystem component. CO"*erYatlO" efforts 
should focus on retaznrng as much of It as possrble. 

643 

RESPONSE: Bm is maLntalned or enhanced by managing for a "diverse" 
array of habltats related to the natural occurrence and dlstrlbutlo" of plant 
communities. The Forest ~11 maintain 2 20% of the forested acres >n a late 
successronal/old growth stage 1" each bIologica subsectlon. The Revised Plan 
was changed to reflect this dIrectlo". DS 

coMNENTs: Preserve all old growth L" a national Old Growth Preservatlo" 
system. 

276 
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RESPONSE: This consideration 1s outside the *cop* of this analys1.s and I* not 
wlthln the purview of the Forest Service. LB 

COMMENTS: Late s"ccess~ona1 old growth stands are crltlcal to man'canng 
ecosystem health in the Interior Columbia River Basin. Old growth for all 
forest types 15, on a reglow1 scale, far below hxztoric levels. 

643 
Need to quit loggrng and reading the remaxnng old growth because 

they are less plentiful and are rich ln biod1versity. 
695 

RESPONSE: The Frnal Revised Plan includes new standards and guIdelines to 
malntaln old growth and late successional stands. Based on the Targhee's 
analysis, the Forest has more late successional stands than hlstorrcally. The 
Targhee Landscape I Team's detailed study on the 76,000 acre Camas Creek 
watershed m the Centenxnal Mountains and Montana State University's study of 
hrstorlc vegetation patterns on the upper Henry's Fork watershed show a large 
increase ln mature acres from 1870 to present. DS 

COMMENTS : Given the length of time for regeneration of Douglas-fn, It should 
be consrdered a non-renewable resource which should be managed for its old 
growth value. 

1276 

RESPONSE: Regenerating Douglas-fir naturally is usually mote difficult than 
other specres, such as lodgepole p~-,e. By "sing proper "leave tree" spacing, 
shading, scarlflcatlon and tlmlng, regeneration can be successful. Artrflclz.1 
regeneration, such as bare root plantrng, has also been successful on the 
Forest. DS 

COMMENTS : We support the halting of all logging in remaining old growth areas 
on the forest. 

690 
I am aganst the harvesting of old growth. 

1371 

RESPONSE: Permanent regional plots show that approxrmately 8.7 percent of the 
Forest meets the old growth defrnrtion. In each prrnc~pal watershed, the 
combination of old growth and late successional acre* ~111 be > 20% of the 
forested acres. Where rt east*, at least half of this (10% of the forested 
acres) should meet old growth characteristics. Blodivers1ty 1s malntained or 
enhanced by managrng for a drverse array of habItat that relates to the 
natural occurrence and dLstrlb"tlon of plant communltles. Refer to goals 
under Vegetation in the Revised Plan (Chapter III-Part 1). DS 

Old Growth Should Be Barvested 

COMMENTS : Continue to convert mature age cla*se* to younger classes on a 
planned, sustainable basis; concerned that 20 MMBF per year ~111 not do that. 
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A change L" mature stands rangrng from 0 to 3.4% for the decade 
rndlcates you are not harvesting enough for forest health reasons. The Forest 
should be closer to S-10% for the decade. 

413 
I recommend 15-20% of forested acres remal" as old growth. 

719 
Prevent old growth from lust falling over and going to waste or 

becoming fire fodder. 
661 

RESPONSE: Permanent regronal plots show that approximately 8.7 percent of the 
Forest meets the old growth definition. In each pr~~clpal watershed, the 
comblnatlon of old growth and late successional acres ~111 be 2 20% of the 
forested acres. Where rt exxts, at least half of this (10% of the forested 
acres) should meet old growth characteristics. Biodiversity 1s maLntained or 

-enhanced by managing for "diverse" array of habitat related to the natural 
occurrence and dlstrlbution of plant commu"Ltres. Dlrectlon r" Chapter III, 
Revised Plan states, "Regenerate and maintain plant assocratro" wlthln the 
range of natural variabrllty for each ecological subsection and watershed." 
More harvest 1s predIcted to occur in future decades as watersheds recover. 
DS 

COMMENTS : Marnteaning at least 78% of the Forest in a "mature" age class 1" 
all alternatives indicates you are perpetuatrng the factors that almost 
guarantee another major catastrophe that wrll provrde a more balanced age 
class distribution. 

166 

RESPONSE: The ASQ was increased L" the Revrsed Plan for the first decade. A 
Properly Funct1onlng Condltlon (PFC) assessment wll evaluate long-term 
management optIons for lodgepole pine types. More harvest 1s predxted to 
occur in future decades as watersheds recover. Standards and guxdellnes, 
restrlctlons and mlt1gatlons contained m the Plan, are designed to achieve 
balance between needs and uses of the Forest. DS 

comlENTs : Harvest I" spruce-f1.r or Douglas-fir types should only occur when 
there 1s evidence the site ~111 naturally regenerate within the designated 
5-year perled. 

389 

RESPONSE : National Forest Management Act requites all stands harvested using 
regeneration methods will be regenerated withIn five years. The Revised Plan 
compl~?s with thrs Act. LB 

coNl.lENTs : Remove mature trees to keep forest healthy. Young tunber 1s great 
cover for wIldlIfe and will also help the economy. 

1390 

RESPONSE: Harvesting mature stands for forest health reasons 1s permrtted in 
the Revrsed Plan. Harvest 1s constrained to meet ob,ectlves for effective 
cover for wLldllfe. DS 
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Site-Speclfxc 

COMMENTS : Some stands on the Targhee Natronal Forest would conform to the 
Region's old growth definitions, but the Targhee failed to dellneate these. 
They are: South of the Snake River in the Caribou subsection; Raxey Creek UI 
the Palisades; rn and throughout the Palisades drarnage; 1" the Big Hole 
Mountains; 1" the unharvested areas of the Centennial Mountains. 

643 

RESPONSE: A task group analyzed permanent forest inventory plots usrng the 
RegIonal deflnltlons for old growth. Results lndrcate that 8.7% of the plots/ 
met all old growth characterlstxs. See Old Growth and Late S"ccess~o"a1 
Forests, Chapter III, Revised Plan. DS 

CONMENTS : Forest's numbers are grossly rnaccurate, specrfxally in the 
subsection descriptions for Island Park and the Madrson Plateau that claim 
more than 61% and 63% respectrvely are I." a "mature or older age class". Yet 
when that descrLptron, along wrth map 23 are compared to the landsat photos of 
the same areas, wIdespread clearcutting has occurred over the past 30 years 1" 
these same areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Targhee's analysis shows the existrng percent of old growth, 
late s"cces*~o"al, and mature timber are as follows: Island Park, 60.7%, and 
Madxzon Plateau, 63.3%. DS 

coNMENTs : The DEIS states there is a lack of age classes 1" subsections such 
as the Centennral Mountains and Big Hole Mountarns due to an overabundance of 
"mature" forest habrtat. Apparently the inventory data used as a basis for 
thrs clam normally only counts "mature" size trees for most plots. Thz? 
means that if all trees sizes were tallied, the Forest and public would see 
that these supposed "mature" stands contan a large age class dlversLty within 
them. The supposed lack of age class dlverslty is due to biased sampling and 
data analysis more than an actual lack of drversrty on-the-ground. 643 

RESPONSE: Stand Exam, Landsat, and Permanent Forest Inventory plots were used 
to determine age classes on the Targhee. All three methods take into account 
al1 age classes. Stand Exam and the Permanent Forest Inventory plots use both 
variable and fixed plots. DS 

TINBER - PRESCRIPTIONS 

Chanse Txmber Harvest Prescriutrons 

COMNBNTS : Address EM trmber harvest and road bulldrng m Prescrlptlon 2.6.1 
(a). This area serves as a critxal link for wildlife even though lands are 
not included J." the surtable base. 

643 

RESPONSE: EM timber harvest and road building can occur in Prescription 2.6.1 
(a) to maintain and Improve grizzly habItat. The type and level of harvest 1s 
s"b]ect to NEPA analysis and must follow all standard*, guldellnes, and 
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management prescriptxons. While harvest projects could occur in this 
prescrlpt1on the Revised Plan does not require harvest to take place. The EM 
harvest volume of 2.0 MMBF/year 1s not Included rn the ASQ. LB 

coNuENTs : Change the Hrg Game Security Emphasis Prescrlptlo": "No timber 
harvesting actlvlty or similar type of activity can occur wzthrn the security 
area during the time it 1s designated as a security area. security area 
designations ~111 be at least ten years in duratron. New security areas wrll 
be desrgnated and protected at least 18 months prior to entry into a currently 
designated security area." (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife) 

643, 1194 

RESPONSE: From 1980 to 1992, the Targhee conducted an elk monitoring prolect 
associated with several timber sales on the Dubors Ranger Dlstrrct. Results 
of thrs monitoring illustrated that elk use declxxed (but was not ellmlnated) 
in txnber sale area* during years of road building and harvesting, but 
increased *gal" after management activity was completed. Elk and deer will 
us* clearcuts, shelterwood, and seed tree cuts. The Targhee determined elk 
security was an important ISSUE. Habitat features that affect security are 
motorxed access density, hunter density, and hldlng cover. Hunter density 1s 
regulated by the State Fxsh and Game departments. Motorized access and hldrng 
cover are regulated by the Forest Service. Management Prescrrptron 5.4 
establishes dIrectIon for low motorized *ccess and maintenance of appropriate 
levels of hldlng cover over time. The prescription provLdes direction for 
marntaxlng securrty areas adjacent to timber harvestrng activity, which 
el1ml"ates the need to designate areas for at least 10 years. MO 

COMMENTS : Consider land wrth 60% cover and over for possible harvest. 693 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not restrict harvest of forested vegetation 
based on percent cover w2thi.n the stand. Harvest 1s based on s1lvicultural 
need and other management obJectives. LB 

coMt.lENTs : Revise Management Prescrlptron 5.1.3 (a-b) Timber Management as 
submitted by the Greater Yellowstone Coalition. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest reviewed changes submitted by Greater Yellowstone 
CoalLtion and decided to retain Prescr=ptlon 5.1.3 (a-b). The game retrieval 
provrs1on was dropped. LB 

CONNENTS : Add the two areas in the Caribou to the surtable base. One has 67% 
of Its slopes under 40% and the other has 75% of Its slopes under 40%. 

693, 767 

RESPONSE: The DEIS, Alternative 3M, showed the Black MountaLn area in the 5.4 
(c) Prescrlptlo" - a trmber based prescrlptzon. However, r" Alternative 2, 

thrs area was L" Prescrlpt1on 3.2 (f) Non-Txmber Base. The Black MountaL" 
area appears suitable for harvest. The FEIS shows It suItable for harvest in 
Alternatives 1 through 3, but not z" Alternatzves 3M through 6. The Fall 
Creek area does not contarn adequate contiguous stands of timber to )ustLfy 
placing 1t 1.n an ASQ prescription. 
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Road development and tL.mber harvest would cause slgnlfxant adverse 
effects on wlldlLfe winter range and unstable souls in these areas. The 
antzclpated consequences of ~nte"s2ve management are contrary to the Desired 
Future Condltlons and Need For Change outlined I" the Purpose and Need sectlo" 
of the DEIS, l.e., "need to balance timber harvest with wildlife needs," "need 
to meet goals for xnprovLng elk habrtat," and "a system of trails and support 
facllltles exist which are compatible with resource capabllltx=s." AS 

TIMBER - REGENERATION 

Chanqe Resenaration Discussion 

COMMENTS : Discuss past regeneration successes and failures and make 
regeneration the #1 priority because of past unsustainable harvest. 

625 
Disclose how many of the clearcuts L" lodgepole pine have 

regenerated satrsfactorily and how many have not. 
228, 1365 

RESPONSE: Of approximately 120,000 acres harvested under the clearcut 
method, less than 7,700 acres have not successfully regenerated as of 
September 1996. This backlog ~~11 be completed by 1999. About 80% of the 
harvested acres regenerated naturally while approximately 20% were planted. 
DS 

COMMENTS: What is a "naturalxed" specres? Quantify "reasonable txme" for 
SpecLfrc prqect actrv1ty. 

1446 

RESPONSE: "Naturalized" specxs are Introduced or alien (not native) species 
that have permanently established and are reproducing spontaneously (wxthout 
human fostering). "Reasonable time" varies by specific project and the 
ob]ectlves the prcqect 1s desrgned to meet. ES/RR 

COMMENTS : On Page 84, change the word "consider" to "use" to be consistent 
with other areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Targhee decided to retan the word nconsider" 1" the context of 
a Guideline (G). The word "use" would change the Guldellne to a standard. 
(S). WG 

COMMENTS: Improve sultablllty assessments to ~"crease the success of 
regeneratro" and adlust ASQ to prevent wholesale over cutting based solely on 
optlmxtrc estimates of the Forest's potential productlvrty. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Of approxxmately 120,000 acres harvested under the clearcut 
method, less than 7,700 acres have not successfully regenerated as of 
September 1996. This backlog will be completed by 1999. About 80% of the 
harvested acres regenerated naturally while approximately 20% were planted. 
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Appropriate techniques for natural regeneratxan and/or plantrng of Douglas-frr 
are rncluded rn the Revised Plan- DS 

COMMENTS : Regeneration should be rnitlated in cut-over areas. 
405 

RESPONSE: The Natlone. Forest Management Act at 219.27C3 requires that 
adequate restocking of harvested areas be accomplxhed wlthl" five years after 
final harvest. LB 

Reconsider vaxr DefinltKm of "Forested" 

COMMENTS : Reconsider the deflnltion that any area where regeneration has 
reached a certain density of trees seven feet or greater is considered 
"forested." Thrs creates the errcxxeous impressLon that most of the acres 
harvested over the last two decades have already succeeded to mature timber. 

643 

RESPONSE: "Forested" land by regulation 1s defined as "land with at least ten 
percent occupred by forest trees of any size, or formerly having had such tree 
cover and not currently developed for nonforest use." "sing th1.s defxxtlon, 
land could be bare and still be called "forested" if rt has at least 10% 
cover. 

The reference to tree height of seven feet or greater relates to 
wildlife hrdlng cover. It LS also used to establxh when "created openl"gs" 
move out of a "created open=ng" status. The trees seven feet and greater 
responds to hrdlng cover or when a "created opening" moves out of a "created 
ope"1"g" status. LB 

TIMBER - RIPARXAN/AQUATIC INFLUENCE ZONE 

Prohxblt Harvest in Rxparian/AIZ Areas 

COMMENTS : Prohibit timber harvest, including salvage logging in rlparlan and 
aquatx rnfluence zones, lncludlng headwaters, and wIthIn l/2 mrle of any 
stream or riparan area. Riparlan areas should be out of the sultable timber 
base. (CROSS REFERENCE: Rlparian) 

F-K(4) I 58, 175, 212, 335, 611, 650, 697, 1239, 127333, 1276 

RESPONSE : Chapter III, Final Revised Plan removes the AIZ from the suitable 
timber base. They are not part of the ASQ. 

Silvxultural prescriptions are only used L" the AIZ where needed 
to meet AIZ Management PrescriptIon Goals. Any srlvxcultural treatment 
proposal 1s evaluated on a site-specific level by an interdlscipllnary team. 
Further, as a mrnrmum, the Forest must meet the guidelxxss and rules found 1" 
the Idaho Forest Practices Act and Wyomrng Silviculture Best Management 
Practxes (speclflcally those dealing with stream protectlo"). DM 

COMMENTS : Logging "111 not benefit rlpar~an areas, conxfer encroachment areas 
or an aging forest. It does not make sense to provide buffer zones and then 
allow harvest 1" r~parlan areas. This 1s a warped view of ecosystem 
management and should be dropped. Cite research that supports the notxon that 
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logging reproves rrpar~an conditions. Clarify how Ob]ectlve 3 (fuelwood 
cutting) "111 restore ecologxal health and functxn. 

23, 282, 643, 690, 695, 766, 1276 

RESPONSE: SLlvxultural prescriptions are used only m the AIZ where needed 
to meet AIZ Management Prescrlptron Goals. S1lvrcultural prescr1ptxons are 
only one optlon to attain AIZ goals. All s1lvxultural treatment proposals 
are evaluated on a site-specifx level by an lnterdlscrpllnary team. one 
approprrate example where sllvicultural methods could be used IS in stands 
where overstorles (e.g. conifers) might be lnhrbiting understory species that 
are important 1" provrding channel stability (e.g. wrllows) and where 
prescrrbed fzre might be risky. Another example might be in seral aspen 
stands that are experxencing conifer encroachment, and a disturbance LS needed 
(e.g. prescrrbed fire or sllvicultural techniques or both) to perpetuate a 
diverse, productive aspen community. Further, at a minimum, the Forest must 
meet the guldellnes and rules found m the Idaho Forest Practrces Act and 
Wyoming Silv1culture Best Management Practices (specifxally those dealing 
with stream protectlo"). 

Fuelwood gathering 1s another optlon that could be used to meet AIZ 
goals. Site-speclfrc analysis would determine the appropriateness of this 
activity. Refer to the Timber section rn the Aquatx Influence Zone 
PrescriptUzul. Fuelwood cuttrng is restrxcted to commercial use only. DM 

COMMENTS : Include a statement that txnber harvest is another Impact to 
r~par~an areas and contributes to rrparian areas not meeting DVC. 1446 

RESPONSE: It IS not the intent of the FEIS to identify all causes 
contrLbuting to deteriorated riparian conditions. The Targhee agrees that 
lnapproprlate timber harvesting actlvrties may cause deterioration in 
SenSltLVe areas. 

When properly conducted to improve or marntain healthy riparian 
ecosystems, timber harvest can be beneficial. WG/RR 

COMMENTS : Detail your proposals for unscheduled timber harvest HI AIZs as to 
exactly what cxcumstances would lead you to propose salvage, fuelwood 
cutting, or other manipulatrans. No habItat manrpulatlons should be allowed 
"tiles.6 you can realx=txcally predict ramiflcatlons of these activities; it 
"111 be Interesting to see whether felled trees are left or whether heavy 
equrpment damages the area dragging logs away. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not identify the site-specific location of 
unscheduled harvest; rather it sets the maximum amount of volume (20 
MMBF/decade) that can be harvested under thx actLvrty. Site-specLfic 
analysis will determine lf an unscheduled harvest is needed to meet an area's 
management ob]ectxves. R1par1an resources are protected from adverse xnpacts 
in the AIZ through the application of standards and guLdelines. RSM 

COMMENTS : Prohlblt timber harvest including road bullding clearcuts in 
important amphlblan and spotted frog habrtat whrch include along intermittent 
stream COUrSeS, vernal pools, areas adjacent to this habItat, and areas that 
have not had trme for shrubs and trees to grow to provide shade for boreal 
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(western) toads. Harvest actlvlties that alter hydrologic characteristics, 
temperature, moisture and connectivity of occupied habitat may have a large 
effect and may result I" long-term losses. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Frogs, 
Toads, Amphlbrans) 

643, 1277 

RESPONSE: State regulatuzms 1" the Forest Practrces Act requure, "During and 
after forest practice operations, stream beds and streamslde vegetatlo" shall 
be protected to leave them in the most natural condition as possible to 
marntain water quality and aquatic habrtat" (Rule 030.07). In streams used by 
fish or for domestic water supplies, 75 percent of the current shade must be 
left (Rule 030.07 (c)ii). No scheduled tunber harvest may take place I" 
Aquatx Influence Zones, and any timber removal must benefit 
riparlan-dependent species, including amphrblans. The potential effects are 
analyzed at the project level, and the activity IS desrgned to avoid negative 
unpacts to the local microclImate. RSM 

Reconsider the Role of Txmber in Rioarlan Habitat 

coMNEwcs : Reconsider your ecosystem view 1" regards to the artiflclal 
separation of forest dynamxs from those of the aquatx/rlparlan system. FOT 
example, larger trees and snags are vrewed as somethIng to be eliminated from 
the system rather than a scwrce of continual renewal of large debris for fish 
habitat and aquatx blota. 

643 

RESPONSE: Refer to Wildlife Standards and Gurdellnes rn the Revised Plan, 
Chapter III; Descr1ptron of the AquatX Influence Zone; 0b)ectlve 3, Insect 
and Disease sectron (where salvage IS only permitted, "where needed to attan 
the Goals of this Management Prescriptran provldlng other Goals of th1.s 
Management Prescription [2.8.3] are not adversely affected"); Wrldllfe 
GurdelLne; and new addLtlona1 statements that were added, such as, "R~parun 
vegetatxan is maintarned or restored to . . . provrde an amount and 
dzztrlb"tLon of large woody debris characterrstlc of natural aquatic and 
rlparlan ecosystems." RSM 

COMMENTS : View trees and other upland vegetat~o" L" the rlparian zone (or 
lack of willows) in the context of causative agents at a broader landscape 
level than assuming these changes are negative or a" ecological concern. 

643 

RESPONSE: This concern 1s best handled wlth1.n the framework of a site 
speclflc, pro,ect level or landscape level analysis where ldentrfying 
ecologIca status of rrparla" areas and other ~.ssues are speclfrcally 
addressed. WG 

COMMENTS : ReconsLder that the lack of understory 1" spruce forest riparian 
areas may be affected by livestock grazL"g and recreatuan, not just shading. 

643 

RESPONSE: This issue was reconsidered and the FEIS 1s modlfred in Chapter 
III. WG 
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COMMENTS: Clarify why 6.7 MMBF ~111 have a" adverse effect on world class 
flsherles when past harvest of 85 MMBF has not hurt these flsherles. 

1267 

RESPONSE: The EIS stated that some adverse effects to fisherxs would result 
from Implementing the various alternatxves, speclfxally from tuber harvest, 
road constructron and use, livestock grazing, off-road vehrcle use, campxng 
along streams, and so forth. "Best management practrces" are used during 
timber management activltrss to reduce the risk of adverse effects. Although 
some adverse effects may still occur, they are generally at an acceptable 
level. 

Data shows that past timber harvest actlvrties, rncludrng road 
construction and use, have had an adverse effect on fIsherIe= habItat. Past 
timber harvest along streambanks removed much of the large wood needed for 
floodplan maintenance and fish habrtat. Road construction and use increased 
sedrment to streams, thereby reducing frsh habLtat quality UI some areas. The 
Final Revised Plan includes several measures which will reduce the cumulative 
effects of all management activities on fisheries habitat. DD 

Monitor Effects of T~mbar Harvest in Riparlan Area 

coMM8NTs : Collect data on and monitor the effects of forest practrces on 
aquatx, rrpar~a" zones. 

282, 643 

RBSPONSE: Please refer to monrtorrng stems: 1) Complrance with Polrcy of 15% 
DetrImental So11 Disturbance I" Actlvlty Areae (Chapter V); and 2) Monrtorrng 
of ApplicatLon of Beet Management Practrces related to Maintarn1ng and 
Improving Water Quality (Chapter V) in the Revrsed Plan. Each ate-speclfx 
NEPA document contains a monitoring sectron. DM 

COMMENTS : Tarlor timber management to watershed needs through a comprehensive 
plan for watershed analysts, restoration, monitoring and adaptive management 
to uwentory and develop site-specific plans for riparlan areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan meets these objectives. Watershed elements are 
used on several of the screens to determine the suitable timber base such as 
low productivLty sites, rrretr~evable and or irreversible damage, and so 
forth). Refer to: 1) Standards and GuldelLnes for Watershed - General; 2) 
Ob]ectlve 1 and 2 - Aquatic, Riparlan Resources, and Watersheds; 3) Aquatlc 
and R~parlan Ecosystems Goals and Ob]ectlves wthln the Subsectun 
Descrlpt1ons; 4) Ob]ectlve 1 Prescriptlo" 2.8.3 (Aquatlc Influence Zone); and 
5) Chapter V (Monitoring and Evaluation). DM 

Add Standards or Guxdellnes far Harvest Actlviixes 

COMMENTS : In order to protect amphibian habitat, create a gu1deluxs to avoid 
road construction or other management actlvitles that ~~11 separate ponds, 
vernal pools, or marshes from permanent streame; create a gurdellne to 
malntaln adequate slash plies; create a standard to prohlblt harvest along 
intermittent stream courses and around vernal pools; create a standard to 
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prohlblt harvest or clearcuts beside an area that has not had t ime for shrubs 
and treee to regrow and provide shade for amphlblans. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revxed Plan and State regulations in Forest Practices Act 
provide this protectron. "During and after forest practrce operatrons, stream 
beds and streamslde vegetation shall be protected to leave them in the most 
natural condition as possible to maintain water quality and aquatlc habrtat" 
(Rule 030.07). In those streams used by fish or for domestIc water supplxs, 
75 percent of the current shade must be left over Class I streams. (Rule 
030.07 (e)ll). No scheduled trmber harvest may occur in Aquatic Influence 
zones, and any timber removal must benefit rlparlan-dependent specres, 
Including amphlbrans. The potential effects are analyzed at the pro]ect 
level, and the actLvity 1.6 designed to avoid negative Impacts to the local 
mxrocl~mate. RSM 

COMNENTS : Impose stricter standards for riparian protection when an area is 
to be logged or grazed. 

204 

RESPONSE: Utlllzatron standards and other standards and guidelInes I" the 
Revised Plan ~111 achieve desired results. The standards and guidelines ~111 
provide for a moderate rate of recovery of degraded rrparlan and aquatrc 
systems with a moderately hrgh level of flsherxs habitat quality. W G  

coMMENTs : Include a standard for a 100 foot vegetatron buffer strrp, managed 
for lndxvldual tree removal only (selective harvest) for lakes, streams, 
wetlands, and impoundments. A wider buffer is necessary for areas wrth steep 
slopes and/or erosive sorls. 

F-K(4), 389 
Add a Standard that loggrng 1s prohibited or excluded from any area 

wlthln 300 feet of a water eouroe. 
664 

RESPONSE: The boundary wrdths used for the AIZ are suffxlent to protect 
aquatx and rlparlan resources, and yet allow for management of these areas, 
too. The widths exceed the "minimum stream ptotect~on zones" defined 1" the 
Idaho Forest Practlcee Act regulations, and were designed using PACFISH and 
INFISH guIdelInes and site-specific knowledge of each ecological subsection. 
The Forest considered using a single boundary width, but a single width does 
not address the ecological and physical differences that exLst acroee the 
Targhee. Adjusting boundary widths for channel stability and fish habitat, 
spec1fxally, is not possrble at this time as data is not avarlable 
everywhere. The widths used should address these Lssuee.. 

Regarding lakes and ponds: See Chapter III, Revised Plan. Lakes 
and ponds are included. RSM 

coMNENTs: Include a standard to prohrblt clearcuts of up to 50% of a timbered 
shoreline (lentlc or lotrc). 

389 
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RESPONSE: This 1s not allowed under the Idaho Forest Practices Act 
regulations. RSM 

CONNENTS : Expand and apply to the entlre AI2 the standard that no burnrng 
~111 occur wlthxn the bankfull channel. 

643 

RESPONSE: The guldellnes that llmlt mechanxed treatment of wood residue, 
lncludrng burning, wlthln the AIZ, should provide adequate stream protectlo". 
RSM 

TIMBER - ROADLESS 

Prohxblt Harvest 

col4MENTs : Prohlblt logging, mining and ORV use in remarnlng roadless areas. 
179, 204, 2.30 

RESPONSE: Roadless area deslgnatron does not preclude management acti.vAtles. 
Some actlvLtles can possibly be allowed without changing roadless 
characterrst~cs (lf impacts are mx~or). For example, aerial yarding or 
hellcopter logging can be done wlthout road construct~o" or changing roadless 
characteristxs. Mlnrng may also take place but may be sub]ect to addltlonal 
restrlctu3"s. ORV use may be allowed, as well, without ]eopardizing the 
quality of the roadless area. LB 

COMMENTS : Remove roadless areas from the sultable timber base (elrmx&=e 
Trmber PrescrlptLon 5.1.4 (b) and 5.3.5) and do not include any timber 
management prescrlptlon because timber harvest elrmlnates or reduces future 
wilderness options. 

643, 690, 695 

RESPONSE: There IS no policy or law prohlblting txnber harvest in roadless 
areas. The Revised Plan provides dlrectlon to manage suitable timber lands L" 
roadless areas. A complete analysrs through NEPA (EIS) must be completed at 
the ate-speclfrc level before harvest 1s allowed. LB/JR 

Allow 'J!imber Barvest 

coMMENTs : Ellmlnate the constraint that all roadless areas be 1" a 
non-rnterchangeable component (NIC) and change prescription in Alternative 2 
to allow harvest as part of the suitable timber base without NIC 
class1f1catro". 

413 
Allow sustaInable harvest in roadless areas with no NIC component 

unless it falls I" Situation 1 Bear Habitat. 
767 

RESPONSE: The 1995 Draft RPA Assessment dxects the Targhee to quantify the 
contrlbutron of Rare II areas to the max~~m amount of timber that can be sold 
1" a decade. Thrs amount is Ldentlfled as a non-rnterchangeable component 
(MC) of the ASQ L" the Revised Plan to prevent over-harvestrng I." roaded 
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areas, in the event roadless areas cannot be harvested. site-specrflc 
analysis is necessary for entry Into roadless areas- In the first round of 
the Forest Plan, much of the volume 1" roadless areas could not be harvested. 
LB/JR 

Better Describe Imnact Between Alternatives 

coNNENTs : Reduce lrnkage between the amount of wll&xzness and timber ASQ 1" 
all alternatives, l.e., more wilderness recommendation does not mean less ASP 
and state that recommendrng more wilderness will have a minor effect on ASQ 
under any of the alternatrves because only a small portlo" of tentatively 
suited tImberlands fall wthm the roadless areas. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: By deflnrtion Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) is: "The quantrty of 
tamber that may be sold from the area of suxtable land covered by the Forest 
Plan for a time period specified by the Plan"(FSH 1900). If additIona 
wilderness recommendatron removes acres of timber suitabrllty from the base, 
ASQ ~111 decrease. If additional wilderness recommendation comes from an area 
that was not considered suItable, then no change m As* is expected. LB 

TIMBER - ROADS 

Discouraqe New Roadbuildinq 

COMMENTS: DLscourage excessive logging and prohrbrt new road building because 
roads serve only a nanor percent of users; reduce roading and clearcuts. 

178, 179, 233, 325, 339, 411 

RESPONSE: Any logging 1" the future ~111 utilize exlstxng roads where 
possrble, and ~111 mlnimlze any new road bulldrng. LB 

COMMENTS : Reduce and close roads Immediately after harvest to prevent massive 
erosLon and landslides. Studres in Callfornra show that regardless of 
improved design and constructron, roads are strll a major reason for erosxan 
and landslides. 

1367 

RESPONSE: Roads are closed after timber harvest 1s completed unless there are 
other resource needs, such as planting new trees. Each prescrlptlon includes 
road densrty standards. Timber act1vltles must adhere to the standards and 
guldellnes of the prescription. Regardless of location, erosion and 
landslides are caused by many factors such as climatic and environmental 
factors such as lntenslty. duratron, and flashiness of storms; occurrence of 
ran-on-snow events; freeze-thaw cycles; and snow accumulatLon =n clearcuts 
and other clearings. Most road-caused erosronal problems are attributed to 
rmproper road and skid trarl desxgn, locatron and layout. LAB 
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Close Roads after Harvest 

c!oMMENTs : close Umber access roads after harvest to allow for new crop of 
trees to establxh. 

336 

RESPONSE: All single-purpose roads only used for timber harvest are closed 
at the completron of the timber sale. Some roads may remain open short-term 
to accomplzsh other resource work, such as tree planting. Road densrty 
standards set for each prescrlptlon area will be maintained. LB/LAB 

COMMENTS : Close roads where applicable to allow past loggrng excesses to 
heal. 

F-B(4) I 162, 278, 400, 1313 

RESPONSE: Roads are evaluated on a site-speclfx basis to determine If they 
are no longer needed for Forest admxastration or if they are causing resource 
damage. Through ate-specrflc analysts, a decisxn wrll be made on whether to 
keep the road open or close It. LB/LAB 

other Tmber Road Concerns 

comlENTs : Control historic logging roads from becoming open access and make 
tL.mber companies pay for them. 

650 

RESPONSE: Some road closure methods, such as tank trapprng and water barring, 
have not been effective on the Forest. These methods are usually successful 
for the first four or five years after management activities are completed. 
At that point, soils settle, and forest users are generally able to access 
these roads. Trmber companres are responsible for closing trmber roads once 
operations are completed. Enforcement of road closures LS a Forest 
responslbillty. LB/LAB 

COMMENTS : Ensure access to State Land Sections. 
314 

RESPONSE: Forest roads that access state and private lands, State or National 
Parks, or special facllitles or features will reman open. LAB 

TIMBER - SILVICULTURAL/BARVRST 

COMMENTS: Reduce inflammatory language designed to foster public hysteria 
regarding perceived forest health crisis. Consrder recovery time frames 
presented and reconsider aggressive loggrng approach preferred in the Plan. 

1364 

RESPONSE: The Targhee presents the Forest health issue professionally. FOX 
example, the Plan under Insects and Disease states, "Insects and disease are 
allowed to play thex natural role in ecosystem dynamxs to the extent 
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compatible with other resource oblectlves." The Forest recognizes many 
damagug agents such as mountain pine beetle, dwarf mLstletoe, and fire have 
been and are still a threat to forest health. Descrrptlons are rewrxtten to 
to place the amount of mature forest rn perspective. 

Durxng the last decade, due to the mountazn pine beetle epldemx, 
the Forest employed an aggressive loggrng approach, harvesting up to 80 
mrllron board feet/year of dead and dying lodgepole pine. As stated under 
Tubber Management, Chapter III, Revrsed Plan, "Silvicultural technLques will 
be used as a tool to manage or manrpulate vegetation for the purpose of 
achlevlng Forest Plan resource objectives. Emphasis will be placed on 
restoration of ecological function, structure and composition," and elsewhere 
in the Chapter, "Design t.un!zsr management pro3ects to simulate natural patch 
sizes, patch shapes, connectivity, and species composition and age class 
dlversrty". DS/LB 

coMMExTs : More timber harvestlng, especrally the dead stuff. 
285 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan increases the ASQ to 8.0 MMBF/Yr compared to 3.7 
MMBF/Yr m the Draft. Salvage ~111 be less than ln the past and focus 1s on 
long-term sustalnabllrty rather than salvage. JR 

COMMENTS : Reconsrder your management duectxm for logging when a section of 
the forest 1s desrgnated "mature" or "unhealthy". Removal of trees elrmlnates 
advantages of leavrng trees, such as recycling of natural materials in a 
healthy ecologx cycle, nurturLng of succeedrng generations of plants, no sol1 
disturbance by logging activities, no destructron of moisture-holding and 
cooling created by canopy. 

1337 

RESPONSE: Not all of the stands on the Forest wrll be logged even though they 
may be designated "mature" or "unhealthy." The Targhee is a multiple-use 
Forest. The Revised Plan provrdes an increase UI ASQ to 8.0 MMBF/Yr compared 
to 3.7 MMBF/Yr in the Draft. Salvage "111 be less than in the past and focus 
IS on long term sustarnab~l~ty rather than salvage. DS 

COMMENTS: Llmlt logging to five sustainable, low unpact methods. 
179 

RESPONSE: Methods used "111 be those which meet the oblectrves of the 
speclflc pro,ect wrth the least unpact. All methods must meet Forest Plan 
standards and guidelines for resource protection. The Revised Plan provides 
for slgnlfrcantly less clearcuttIng and more selection and shelterwood 
sllvlcultural methods. DS 

COMMENTS Allow certlfred s1lv1culturist to determrne appropriate silviculture 
treatment prolect-by-pro)ect on a site-speclfrc basis. Don’t limit 
sllvlculturlst tools in the Plan because there is a big difference m a 
sllvxulture system and srlvrculture cutting methods. 

283 
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RESPONSE: All sllvlcultural systems and harvest methods ~111 be determined 
through a s1te-spec1fx NEPA analysis by a certlfled s1lvlculturlst. The 
site-speclfrc NEPA analysis "111 duzclose which srlv1culture prescrrptron and 
harvest method LS appropriate. DS 

cm5MExTs : Log "mature trees" only. 
608 

RESPONSE: All sllvlcultural systems and/or methods will be determrned through 
site-specific NEPA analysis by a certlfled sllviculturist. To develop and 
manage uneven-aged stands, a desired number of trees of all age classes needs 
to be marntarned. In regeneratron cuts, such as shelterwood, all age classes 
need to be cut for desrred stocking level. During thinrung operations, small 
stems are removed. These are 3ust a few of the examples of when seedling, 
saplings, poles, thrifty mature, and mature timber wrll need to be removed. 
DS 

COMMENTS : Increase number of acres from 11,430 acres iden'ufusd for timber 
management over the next decade. Land managers' options could be severely 
llmlted as new ways to provrde ecological diversity are developed. Maintarn 
sulted land base to as many acres as possible to allow xaect and dxease 
treatment or fire and to allow maxunum flexibility rn lmplementrng ecosystem 
management. 

90 

RESPONSE: .%&ted land base 1s a reflection of management prescriptions on the 
tentatively surtable base and IS strictly fIxed by the prescrlptuxs. 
Flexlbillty exacts wIthIn the Revised Plan to unplement ecosystem management. 

After a reanalysx of the ASQ calculation, the ASQ increases from 
3.7 to 8.0 MMBF per year. The acres treated are estimated to be about 2,052 
per year or 20,520 during the decade. LB 

Srlvrcultural Treatments Need Chanqes 

COMMENTS: Clarify the deflnltion of silviculture system. It 1s a process. 
There are only two silvxultural systems - even aged and uneven aged 
management. 

283 

RESPONSE: The revised definitxan of srlvrcultural system includes the 
addrtlon: "... that results, even aged and uneven aged." DS 

COMMENTS : Examine a full range of cutting methods by each alternatrve. This 
would remedy current legal defuxencies and help public understanding. 

305, 1365 

RESPONSE: All cutting methods are avarlable for use Ln all alternatLves. 
Sllvuxlture prescrlptlons are site-speclflc or written for each treatment of 
a stand. The Final Revised Plan does not ldentlfy which stands will be 
treated or how. The Revised Plan gives general gudellnes as to which 
sllvxultural systems and methods may be used wlthin a given area. DS/LB 
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CONNENTS : Malntaln huckleberry and other berry-producing shrubs in timber 
harvest areas by llmltlng sAvlcultura1 practxes such as so11 scarlfxatlon 
that destroys shrubs and shrub rhrzomes. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan, while still allowrng clearcuttng as a 
harvest method, favors lrberation cuts m mature and over mature lodgepole 
pine stands with adequate regeneration. HOWeVer, when the understory has been 
infected by mistletoe, gall rust or other pathogens, clearcutting with 
scarrfxatlon for natural regeneration may be necessary. Areas of 
huckleberry and other shrubs that need protection ~~11 be identlfred xn the 
ndlvidual pro]ect's NEPA document and s1lvrcultural prescrrption on a 
case-by-case basrs. D8 

COMMENTS : Remove any reference to a supposed correlation between mature 
forest and elevated disturbance risks. There 1s no evidence that Intensive 
loggxng of mature stands reduces disturbance hazards. 

212, 1368 

RESPONSE: LLterature supports the characteristics associated with mountain 
pane beetle epidemics Amman (1978) listed the following stand characterlstxcs 
assocrated with moun'ca~n pine beetle epidemrcs: 1) trees more than 80 years 
old, 2) mean diameters over 8 Inches, 3) a substantial proportion of trees 
over 12 inches d.b.h. with phloem thxkness of 0.1 Inches ox- mire, and 4) 
elevations where temperatures are optimum for brood development. 

Ralph Thler, USDA Forest Servrce Entomologxst, developed the Douglas-fn 
Beetle Hazard Rating. HIS studies show that increases rn density, age, basal 
area, and diameter increase the potentxl outbreak ratng. Other studies of 
Insects and pathogens have shown the same results. DS 

COMNENTS : Under "Ecologrcal Processes, Insects and Drsease" discard the 
guldelne to control through sllviculture practices. Remove references that 
silvxultural techniques can restore ecologIca function, structure and 
compos1tlon. The purpose of cutting trees 1s to provide lumber. Pure 
srlvrculture does not take into account wildlife, visual, aesthetics, 
fisheries, recreation values, etc. 

697 

RESPONSE: Sllviculture 1s concerned wrth controllrng the establrshment, 
growth, composition, and quality of forest vegetatron (Daniel, et al. 1978). 
Cleary defined management obJectives that descrAbe what is to be achieved 1n 
any given forest cover and locality LS necessary. Each management oblectlve, 
then, must be Interpreted ln terms of the knd of stand structure that 1s most 
suitable. ObJectives vary between productIon of wood, water, wildlife, 
recreation, soils, and so on, and will obvnusly require forests of quite 
drfferent structure; that 15, the presence, absence, or relative abundance of 
11tter, grass, brush, reproduction, saplings, poles, mature trees, and 
overmature trees should vary in managed stands dependrnq on the particular 
management oblective. Furthermore, each ob]ectlve wsll influence the muture 
of species and age classes present and the extent to which veqetatlon 
components are layered or grouped, both vertically and horizontally in 
relatrvely urnform aggregations or mosaxs within a stand. 
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Complex ObJectives involvnq multiple-use commonly requxe a 
correspondngly complex and diverse structure wrth some loss in efflclency for 
any one partxular use. Sllvicultural strategy depends on the overall 
ob]ectLve of stand management. As oblectlves change, so will the 
sLlvxultura1 prescrIptron, since stands of drfferent structure ~111 probably 
be requxed. DS 

CONNENTS : Design sllvrcultural prescrrptxns to specifxally benefit smaller, 
locally owned logglnq cornpanes. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Economxs) 

204, 214, 1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: S1lvlcultural prescript1on.5, in themselves cannot be altered, 
because they are used to achieve specLfic management ob]ectrves. Ob]ectlves 
may llmlt flenbrllty in altering cuttlnq unit size or treatment methods. 
However, sale sne, tlmlng of when sales are sold, and the length of time a 
contractor has to complete a sale can often be modified to help smaller 
operators. The Forest has attempted to do thrs on many sales over the past 
several years. JC 

COMMENTS Consider horse and mule logging; permit horse logqlng in the winter. 
1314, 1316, 1392 

RESPONSE: Horse and mule logging is allowed on all timber sales on the 
Forest. The size of the sale and/or environmental ConstraLnts determrne the 
type of skidding equrpment used. DS 

coI.lmml!s : Use under thinning to remove fire ladders and reduce fuel loads. 
1364 

RESPONSE: The Revrsed Plan allows thrnning from below when appropriate. 
SUvxulture prescrrptLons are srte-specxflc or wrxtten for each treatment of 
a stand. The Revised Plan identifies which srlvlcultural systems and methods 
may be used on stands withrn a given prescrlptlon. DS 

COMMENTS : Logglnq may be an ineffectrve solution for the reductnn of severe 
fxes, because studres have shown (Wxlliams and Rothermel 1992) large woody 
fuels are not usually consumed by fires, and weather and clLmate conditions 
are more important factors 1.n fzes than veqetatlon. 

1273b 
Re-evaluate your conclusions that sllviculture treatment can 

mlnimlze the effects of drought, fire, Insects and dwease and other 

pathogens. Various studies indrcate scientifx evidence does not support thxa 
hypothesrs. 

643, 695 

RESPONSE: Silvxultural treatments such as harvestrng, thlnnlng, and 
prescrrbed fire can be used to create and restore forest condltlons that are 
wrthrn their historrc range of varlablllty and that are less susceptrble to 
Lnsects, dLseases, fire, drought, and other disturbance events. This IS well 
established u sclentlfx literature, though exceptKUxs can be documented. DS 
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Consider Selective Harvest Methods Only 

coNNmiTs : Encourage selectrve harvesting, hellcopter logging, or controlled 
burnlnq and eliminate clearcuttlng to use renewable txmber resource and 
mantan beauty of the area. Contentlo" that clearcuts m~rnlc the effects of 
fire has been refuted. 

317, 321, 353, 483, 634, 1276, 1314, 1316, 1365 
Adopt single tree selectlo" method for less destructron and 

long-term forest health. 
1243 

RESPONSE: unless objectives for nontrmber commodities dxtate otherwrse, 
harvesting should either leave the stand in an Improved condrtlon or 
provls=ons must be made for regeneration. All harvest methods and systems 
are considered when wrLtlng a sllvxultura.1 prescrlption. S1lv1c"lturally, 
clearcutt1nq LS a viable method of regenerating a stand of trees and not an 
expedient of logging. The Revised Pian provides for significantly less 
clearcutt1nq and more selectlo" and shelterwood loggxng. Clearcut harvestrng 
Imperfectly mlmxs wildfxe. Clearcuts with retention of ten to 20 percent 
standing and down lodgepole pine biomass more closely approxrmate wrldfxe 
effects (Koch 1996). Clearcuttlng under the standards and guldelLnes of the 
Revised Plan (requrrlng, snag retention, reserve trees, dead and down 
requirements, and so forth) differs from clearcuttlng in the past. DS 

Opposed to Salvaqe Harvestins/Use on Expermental Baas 

COMMENTS : Recommend an adaptrve approach for salvage harvest as an experiment 
on a llml'ced scale, monitored and evaluated to guide management in the future. 

1365 

RESPONSE: All sllvxultural actlv1tles, whether salvage loqglng or logging of 
green trees are monitored and evaluated. This 1s and has been a standard 
practxe of the Forest Servxe. Salvage logglnq during thx revxlon perrod 
will be on a llmlted scale as compared to the prevrous decade. LB 

COMMENTS : Salvage harvest 1s nothing more than an excuse to build more roads 
and cut more of the Forest under the pretense that a certain area of the 
forest 1s sublect to fire, disease or past questionable maturity and facing 
death. 

1314 
Salvage harvest 1s a bogus excuse for past excesses. 

664 

RESPONSE: Durrng the last decade, due to the mountain p~.ne beetle epldemrc, 
the Forest took an aggressrve logging approach, harvesting up to 80 MMBF/Yr of 
dead and dying lodgepole pine. As stated under Trmber Management, Chapter III 
Revised Plan, "S~lv~cultural techniques wrll be used as a tool to manage or 
manipulate vegetation for the purpose of achlevlnq Forest Plan resource 
ob]ectlves. Emphases ~~11 be placed on restoration of ecoloqlcal function, 
structure and composition" and elsewhere in the same Chapter, "Design trmber 
management projects to sLmulate the range of natural varration for patch 
sxzes, patch shapes, ConnectlvLty, and species composltlon and age class 
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diversity." Salvage 1oggLng durng this revx'lon period ~~11 be on a limIted 
basis as compared to the previous departure during the last decade. LB 

COMMENTS : Use natural methods rather than loggng. 
1337 

RESPONSE: Silvicultural systems and methods are essent1a.l to meet Forest 
Servxe obJectives establIshed by Congress. See "Natronal Goals Relevant to 
Land and Resource Management," Appendrx A, Revrsed Plan. LB 

COMMENTS : Address the issue of below-cost timber sales, especially as =t 
relates to salvage logging, since ~.n the Rocky Mountarns salvage loggrng 1s 
clearly not beneflclal to the U.S. taxpayer. The Targhee 1s a "case study" of 
the economic effects of salvage 1oggLng. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, 
Economics) 

1368 

RESPONSE: Costs are related to meetng a variety of ob)ectlves. The Forest 
1s managed to respond to the needs of a diverse constituency, subject to the 
body of exlstng laws and regulations. DP 

coNNEN!cs : Restrict salvage until more information is avaIlable on the effects 
of current management techniques. NO long-term plans should be made because 
we don't know. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Forest resource professionals are continually learning. All 
sllvxultural activrtrss are monitored and evaluated. The Targhee fmlshed an 
extremely large salvage program and had tremendous success ln regenerating 
thousands of acres of beetle killed lodgepole pine. Salvage ~111 continue 
over the next decade, but to a lesser extent than in the past. DS 

Clatifv Salvase Lossinq 

COMMENTS: Clarify salvage logging in terms of the number of trees and diameter 
to be left per acre after harvest and what ~111 be logged or not logged. 

317, 1324 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not give speclfx "how-to's" of pro)ect 
xnplementatwn. Implementatxon plans wrll be developed durL.ng the life of the 
Plan that ~111 provide this operational direction. These plans ~111 be 
adapted as new saentific principles and methods to improve resource 
management activrtrss become avalable. Each salvage operation will be 

proposed through ate-specrfrc NEPA analysis, and a silvlcultural prescription 
will determIne the number of trees, types of cuttng methods used, and so 
forth. Refer to Chapter III, Ecologxal Processes and Patterns, Blodlverslty, 
Dead and Down Materials. Also see Snag Requxements under Wildfire. DS 

commNTs : Disclose on a forestwlde level how many acres of dead timber reman 
with 2 mbf or more of dead per acre. 

228 
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RESPONSE: Using fuel modeling, less than 2% of the forested acres on the 
Targhee, rncludlng mature, pole, sapling, seedling and non-stocked acres, have 
less than five tons of dead fuel remaxnlng. Five tons equals approximately 
four cords or 2 MMBF. The Forest has 1,237,281 forested acres of which no 
less than 1,212,536 contain at least 2 MMBF of dead timber. This includes 
sound logs and logs in varying stages of decay. DS 

coNMENTs : DLSCUSS the Impact of heavy txnber harvest on native wildlxfe 
species m the lodgepole pine salvage areas. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Refer to Chapter III, Affected Environment, FEIS for a dlscuss1on 
on thrs topic. DS 

coMMEms : Disclose what IS known and unknown about the health of the forest 
and how forestwIde and project-level salvage decisions ~111 be made in the 
future. 

1365 

RESPONSE: A comprehensive review of the existing Plan is included in the 
Analysis of the Management Srtuation (ANS). This analysis: 1) describes the 
present Forest condltxn; 2) defnes progress made in implementing the Plan 
wLth respect to accomplishment of goals and ob]ectlves; and 3) shows how 
effective standards and guides are ln achieving the desxed future conditions 
described in the Plan. 

The Revised Plan does not give speclflc "how-to's" of prcqect 
implementation. Implement&Ion plans will be developed during the lxfe of the 
Plan that will provide this operatronal drrectlon. These plans ~111 be 
adapted as new sc1entlfx prrnclples and methods to improve resource 
management actlvitres become wallable. Each salvage operatnn ~111 be 
proposed under a site-specific NEPA document, and a sllvrcultural prescrrptron 
wrll deternnne the number of trees, types of cutting methods used, etc. DS 

Clearcuttins: Discuss and Clarxfp 

COMMENTS : Include a full and open discussion of the pros and cons of 
clearcutting versus natural processes and events. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for s1gn=fxantly less clearcuttng than 
the exrsting Plan. However, clearcuttng along with other silvxultural 
systems and methods are essential to meet Forest Service oblective establlshed 
by Congress. Refer to "Natronal Goals Relevant to Land and Resource 
Management", Appendix A, Revised Plan. 

The pros and cons of clearcutting can be compared to other srlvlcultural 
methods used to meet Forest Service obJectives. Outcomes of these objectIves 
can then be compared to natural processes and events. This comparrson is 
evaluated III Chapter III, Frnal Environmental Impact Statement, Affected 
Environment. DS 

CONNENTS : Find a balance between clearcutting and locking up the forest. 
649 
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RESPONSE: Durng the revision process, alternatives were developed, analyzed, 
and compared, and a preferred alternative selected. The Revxed Plan LS based 
on a balanced approach between use and protectron. DS 

CONNENTS : Identify goals for this management method and clarify why 
clearcuttlng is the most appropriate technique for these goals. 

389, 643 

RESPONSE: SLlvxultural techniques will be tools to manage or manrpulate 
vegetation for the purpose of achrevlng Revised Plan resource oblectlves. The 
choice of reproduction method, such as clearcut, is frequently a compromise 
between what LS biologlcally ideal and what LS economically and socially 
acceptable. DS 

COMMENTS: DISCUSS the relatlonshlp between water yield and timber harvest 
(clearcut equivalency) for each watershed. Some watersheds such as Packsaddle 
Creek have nearly all of their headwaters subjected to clearcuttlng. 

643 

RESPONSE: Total water yield on the Forest is about 1.4 million acre-feet. 
Management actlvltles have the potential to change the tlmlng and amount of 
water delrvered to stream channels whrch LS discussed by subsectron in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Chapter III. A discussIon on 
cumulative effects and whrch watersheds would be effected by alternatIve LS 
discussed in Chapter I", FEIS. An hydrologically drsturbed constraint 
restricts the number of acres in each watershed that can be in a created 
opening status. LB/DS 

COMMENTS : Define more clearly the cumula'nve impact of post-clearcut logging 
with Its associated road network. Plan LS deficient in the "reasonably 
foreseeable" choice of loggrng methods for lndlvidual prolects. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Chapter III, Final Envxonmental Impact Statement, Affected 
Envnonment addresses current condrtlons regardng past loggng and roads. 
Chapter IV describes the effect of alternatives. The F~n.z.1 Revised Plan 
serves as an "umbrella" for the envxonmental analysx for proposed prolects 
at the Forest and Ranger Drstrxt levels. Future environmental analyses, 
documented in EAs and EISs, will refer to the Plan, the accompanying EIS, and 
related documents wherever possible. Environmental assessments will be 
developed for prolect-level activities not specifically described in the Plan 
and ~~11 concentrate on issues urnque to the pro]ect. DS 

coNNENTs : Explain how you classlfred acres when a par'clal timber harvest 
ellmxwces cover, but still has more trees on It than a seed cut. Provide a 
classlfrcation for all habitat structures as per cover and forage rather than 
leaving a huge majority of acres ln an undefined category. Extensive 
shelterwood cuts require clarity about what cover category these open stands 
fall 1.n. 

1369 
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RESPONSE: A stand LS certrfied as stocked when there are 150 - 250+ 
trees/acre established, regardless of size, five years after a regeneration 
cut. Other oblectlves or guidellnes, such as hrdng cover (250 trees per 
acre, seven feet tall, capable of hldlng 90% of an elk at 200 feet) are met 
for reasons other than stocking certification. DS 

col4tmms : Patch srze 1s pertinent because of history of salvage logging on 
the Forest. (CROSS REFERENCE: EM, Patch Size) 

317 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides extensive guidance for patch size to 
m~rn~c hrstorical patch SLZ~S and shapes. Refer to Revised Plan, Chapter III: 
"Design timber management prqects to simulate the range of natural varLatlon 
for patch sizes, patch shapes, connectlvlty, and species composltlon and age 
class dlversrty." DS 

Clarifv Clearcut Patch Size 

coNNENTs : Explain that clearcut SLZ~ of 40 acres or less on 14% of the Forest 
does not mean clearcuts can be greater than 40% on the remarnlng 86% of the 
Forest and that the 40-acre clearcut unit size comes from research on elk 
dlstrlbutlon and movement and grxzzly bear telemetry work. 

625 
ate sclentlfx data to support Size of Harvest Unrts and Leave 

Block/Strips Standard. Light, wind, moisture regime, and vertical 
stratLflcat=on of vegetatron may be such that the area LS no longer a "created 
opening." 

1446 

RESPONSE: Created openrngs cannot exceed 20% of the forested acres wlthm a 
watershed. 

The 40-acre restrrctlon comes from the Natronal Forest Management 
Act. NFMA restrxts openings on the Targhee to 40 acres except where larger 
units will produce a more desirable comblnatron of net public benefits. Such 
exceptions shall be provided for in regnnal guides. 

Size llmlts exceeding those established . . ..are permitted on an 
rndlvrdual trmber sale bas1.s after a 60-day public notrce and review by the 
RegxnwJ Forester. Identlfrcatlon of created openrngs will be made on a 
site-speclfx basis. 

"The establxhed limit shall not apply to the size of areas 
harvested as a result of natural catastrophx conditrons such as fire, nsect 
and disease attack, or windstorm." LB 

COMMENTS : Include an analysts of fragmentation patterns and connectlvlty with 
patch size as more comprehensrve rndicators for Key Issue #l. 

643 

RESPONSE : D~%~cuss~on on fragmentation IS added in the FEIS. The Revised Plan 
provides several prescrrptlons, standards, and gurdellnes that lrmit the 
amount of early successional stage that can exist at one 'ame. This dnection 
should reduce cumulative Lmpacts. MO 
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COMMENTS : Drop the statement: "Patch cuts are used to provide the disturbance 
needed to regenerate aspen." Patch cuts are used for many reasons. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Timber, Aspen) 

283 

RESPONSE: We agree. This correctIon is made in the Revised Plan. LB 

COMNENTS : Tier timber management to the NFMA and Intermountaln Regional Guide 
which requxe RegLonal Forester and public approval of patch sizes of 40 acres 
or more. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Regronal Forester approval for openings z 40 acres is part of the 
normal procedures in pro]ect planning. LB 

Reduce Patch Sxze 

COMMENTS : Reduce patch size since you have no evidence to support stated 
Else; reduce to a maximum of twenty acres. 

61, 212 

RESPONSE: The deflnltlon of patch size is adjusted to l-20 acres in the 
glossary. LB 

COMNENTS : The argument for aggregating small clearcuts into larger ones 
overlooks adverse impacts of larger clearcuts on recreatron, visual qualrty, 
increased sorl erosion, and ecosystem degradatron. 

1365 
PervasLve use of many small clearcuts to reach timber targets can 

result in unacceptable habItat fragmantatlon. 
325, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan contalns dIrectron to manage ecosystems in 
properly functxnnng condition. This entails an evaluation of four crrterla: 
structure, composition, disturbance regimes, and patterns. Patch size, patch 
shape, patch dlstrlbutron and connectivity are measures of "patterns". The 
SLZ~ of clearcuts or patch SLZ~S for timber harvestrng are determined through 
the site-specific NEPA process. Impacts on recreation, visual quality, soils, 
and fragmentation as well as other resources are considered at this time. AM 

Clearcuttns - Standardize Clearcut Size 

COMMENTS : Standardize the maxLmum clearcut sne under the Preferred 
Alternative to adequately protect fish and wrldllfe resources. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The National Forest Management Act restricts the size of clearcuts 
to 40 acres unless site-speclflc analysis shows that larger openings would be 
environmentally sound. Some management prescriptions in the Revised Plan 
restrxt clearcuttlng to less than 40 acres or not at all. LB 
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COMMENTS : Make patch size speixfrc for the whole forest and include 
guldellnes on how far apart patches should be. 

305 

RESPONSE: The Forest believes that standard patch size lrmrts ablllty to 
malntaln diversity. Using new tools in landscape analyst and design, and new 
dIrectlo" to mlmlc historxal patch srze and shape IS rncluded in the Revrsed 
Plan. DS 

Clearcut Patch Size Can Adverselv Affect Wildlife 

COMMENTS : Marntarn adequate cover for wildlife and restrxt large openings 
for txnber harvest where you cut more trees than you can grow back. 

1443 

RESPONSE: The ma]orLty of management prescriptions that allow timber harvest 
are designed to benefit wlldllfe or other resources. Any harvest pro]ect wrll 
meet the ob]ectlves established LX? the prescr1ptlon. LB 

COMMENTS : Leave strips of a size large enough to provide cover for an adult 
elk and to wIthstand wrndthrow to protect mrgration corridors and habitat. 

625 

RESPONSE: We agree. The Revised Plan Includes dlrectron to provrde adequate 
wlldlife cover and protects habitat. See Elk and Summer Range Prescrlptxn? in 
the Revrsed Plan (Chapter III-Part 3). LB 

Clearcuttnw with Strxct Guidelines is Necessary 

CONMENTS : Include language that states clearcuttlng should be used only in 
settrngs and vegetative species where harm to natural envxonment ~1.11 be 
msignlficant and where other methods cannot achieve clearly defined multiple 
use objectives. 

1365 

RESPONSE : Harvest methods wrll meet the objectlves of the speclfrc pi-o]ect 
with the least Impact. All methods must meet forestwlde standards and 
guzdellnes for resource protection. The Plan provides for slgnlficantly less 
clearcuttlng and more selective and shelterwood logging. DS 

CONNENTS : Monrtor and evaluate the use of even aged management for any 
unexpected rmpacts and ensure management action is taken to mitigate those 
impacts in the future. 

1365 

RESPONSE: All harvest activltles are monItored as outlIned in the National 
Forest Management Act. The Revised Plan serves as an "umbrella" for the 
environmental analysis for proposed pro]ects at the Forest and Ranger Dlstr=ct 
Levels. DS 
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Prohxblt or Consxder Fewer Clearcuts 

coNNENTs : consider fewer clearcuts. 
F-K(4) 

Reduce clearcuttlng so there can be appropriate llmlts on both 
clearcuts and habltat fragment&lo". 

Develop plans that effectrvely implement the statutory presumptro" 
against the use of clearcuttmg. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Future envxonmental analyses, documented 1" envzronmental 
assessments (EAs) and EISs, wrll refer to the Plan, the accompanyrng EIS, and 
related documents wherever possible. Environmental site-speclfrc assessments 
~111 be developed for prolect-level activities not specifically described in 
the Plan and ~111 concentrate on issues unique to the prolect. 

Clearcuttrng can be a valuable silvicultural optzo". Overall, the 
Revised Plan reduces clearcutting because of the reduced treatment of 
lodgepole pine specres and includes additional dlrectio" that llmrts 
clearcutting I" some areas. DS/LB 

CONNENTS : Look beyond all eve" aged methods, includrng clearcuts, shelterwood 
and seed-tree cutting. Proposed plan perpetuates the applrcation and abuse of 
clearcuts. 

The use of even-aged management techniques 1s not acceptable. 
Harvestrng techniques must be guided by a stringent set of standards. 
Standards are sorely lackmg. 

1365 
Prohlblt clearcutting. A forest should be a forest. TNF has had 

too many clearcuts in the past. 
317 

Initiate newer, more envIronmentally sound, methods of cutting 
timber than clearcuttxng. 

1392 
Eliminate clearcuttlng to ensure long-term health of the forest as 

a first prUx1ty. 
F-K(4), 189, 318, 359, 399, 625, 656, 726, 1243, 1330, 1365 

RESPONSE: ClearcuttIng remains as a srlvlcultural option. Overall the 
Revised Plan reduces the use of clearcutt1ng because of the reduced treatment 
of lodgepole pine speczs and includes additIona dIrectLo" that limits 
clearcuttlng L" some areas. LB 

COMMENTS: Prohibit clearcuttrng to protect elk and grrzzly bear. 
244, 438, 519 

RESPONSE: Management prescrlptlons in the Revxed Plan are SpecLfx as to the 
extent clearcuttlng can or cannot be used r" elk and grizzly bear habitat. 
LB 

COMMENTS : Prohlblt the use of logging to mlmlc natural processes and fire 
disturbances. Elxnlnate clearcuts 1" favor of select cut methods only. 
Contentlo" that clearcuts mlmlc the effects of fire has been refuted. support 
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with cited 1Lterature the statement on Page I-4 (EISJ that clearcutt1ng can 
approximate the role of fire I" the regeneration of lodgepole. 

150, 489, 643, 1270, 1276, 1365, 1446 

RESPONSE: Harvest methods will meet the objectIves of the specific prqect 
with the least impact. All methods must meet forestwide standards and 
gurdellnes for resource protectlo". The Plan provides for slgniflcantly less 
clearcutting and more selection and shelterwood logging. The closest 
approxrmatlon to the extreme open situations created by clearcuttlng 1s a 
fire-killed stand (Daniel, Helms, and Baker 1979). Clearcut harvesting 
imperfectly ~UIWZS wxldfire (Koch 1996). DS 

coNNENTs : Discuss prescriptions to mimic fire disturbance (seed tree, 
shelterwood, select and clear cuts) and how they differ from the same kind of 
management that have previously falled on the Targhee Natronal Forest where 
clearcuts of Douglas-fir have regenerated to only brush and lodgepole pine. 

410 

RESPONSE: Of the approxxnately 120,000 acres harvested on the Targhee, less 
than 7,500 acres reman ""stocked as of September 1996. These remaln1ng acres 
are expected to be stocked by 1998. The ma,orxty of these acres are in 
lodgepole prne stands. None of the Forest's Douglas-fir stands have been 
clearcut I" the last decade, and no Douglas-frr clearcuts are planned. DS 

Clearcuttins - Continue To Allow 

COMMENTS : Retal" clearcutting silvlcultural tool that may be needed 1" the 
case of fire or Insect and disease. Continue to harvest in small clearcuts. 
Mature timber should be cut for wood products needed by Amerxan people. 

5, 283 

RESPONSE: Clearcuttrng remans a silvicultural tool. It ~111 be used in 
small clearcuts (40 acres or less) in mainly mature stands. LB 

Clearcuttmu - Reseneration 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber, Regeneration) 

colmENTs: Replant clearcuts. 
293, 377 

RESPONSE: Of the approxrmately 120,000 acres harvested on the Targhee 
National Forest, less than 7,500 acres remain unstacked as of September 1996. 

TIMBER - SILVICUL'l!URAL/EARVES'l! 

These remarning acres are scheduled to be stocked by 1998. Approximately 80% 
of all acres harvested regenerated naturally. The other 20% were planted. DS 

Succession 

COMMENT.5 : Studxss show that clearcuts do not approxxnate the role of fire in 
the regeneration process in lodgepole prne. Stands include many seedlxngs I" 
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the understory that provrde succession and regeneratron. 
643 

RESPONSE: The closest approxrmatlon to the extreme open situations created by 
clearcuttIng 1s a fire-killed stand (Daniel, Helms, and Baker 1979). Clearcut 
harvesting imperfectly m~~lcs wildfire. Clearcuts with retention of 10 to 20 
percent standrng and down lodgepole pine biomass more closely approximate 
wildflre effects (Koch 1996). Clearcutting under the standards and guidelLnes 
of the Revrsed Plan (such as, snag retention, reserve trees, dead and down 
requirements, etc.) differs from clearcuttLng XI the past. DS 

COMMENTS : Consider that the presence of conifer 1x1 lodgepole pine does not 
mean stands will move to Douglas-fir or spruce. Lodgepole pine is a climax 
specLes on many InfertIle sites where conditions do not favor other species. 
Where spruce and fir have become establIshed and canopy is more open, 
lodgepole prne regeneration 1s found I" many forest gaps. 

643 

RESPONSE: Refer to the forestwlde Ecological Unit Inventory which gurdes the 
Forest in the management of vegetative communities and ldentifles and maps 
P&central Natural Community. DM 

COMMENTS : Correct statement that mountal" pine beetle invasions in lodgepole 
pine stands allow more shade tolerant species to take over. Post-fire 
research shows that conifer species most likely to appear in lodgepole pine 
after canopy is opened 1s lodgepole pine. 

643 

RESPONSE: Your couunent 1s acknowledged. Thrs concern IS best evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis at either the landscape- or project-level, rather than at a 
forestwlde scale. DM 

CONNENTS : Consider that post lodgepole pine seedlrng densrtxes span four 
orders of magnitude, ranging from 80 to 1.9 millron seedlings per hectare. 
Densities are dependent on the proportions of serotlnous trees I" the pre-fire 
stand and on fxe severity. 

489 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. This concern 1s best evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis at the prolect-level scale, since it 1s dependent on 
site-specifx character~stxs or factors. DM 

COMMENTS: The Revised Plan does not elaborate what decision processes are to 
be used to ensure species complexes are marntained. 

384 

RESPONSE: Please refer to the Properly Functroning Condltlon section of the 
Revised Plan (Chapter III) where approximate project-specrfic NEPA analysis 
~111 yield the declslon for management actions to mantain species. DM 

CONNENTS : Consider the failure of lodgepole pine areas on xIfertlle, 
subalpLne sites to become adequately stocked as being wrthin the RNV. Several 
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area studies suggest these sites ~111 gradually fill I" over relatively long 
periods of time as Lndivrdual lodgepole pine are recruited from seeds from 
open-coned trees. 

489 

RESPONSE: National Forest Management Act, 1976, requxes units to be fully 
stocked wrthln five years after harvest. DS 

CONNENTS : DO not break down successional stages into "mature" and "Immature," 
rather follow Despain (1990) who uses five stages. To use only two stages LS 
a poor sclentlfrc basis on whrch to manage blodlversity for Forest dependent 
species. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the six successional stages found throughout 
silvxultural literature, most recently m Characterlstaxs of Old Growth 
Forests 1" the Intermountaln Region, USDA Forest Service, 1993. Late seral 
and clrmax specres may be present in young stands. Thrs can occur in any 
habitat type. See table under "Late Success1ow.l Stages by Forest Type" in 
Final Revrsed Plan. The Forest LS cooperating with Montana State Unlverslty 
to develop succession modeling. DS 

COMMENTS : Update plant succession dlscusslon on Page III-5 of the DEIS to 
include ideas presented by Lyon and Stxkney (1976). Description 1s archarc 
and research over the past several decades has shown this model seldom holds 
and It has been largely abandoned by plant ecologists. 

489 

RESPONSE: The descrxption of the general pattern of succession 1s adequate. 
The Forest used the su successional stages found throughout silvrcultural 
literature, most recently UI Characterlstxs of Old Growth Forests in the 
Intermountain Region, USDA Forest Service, 1993. Late seral and clrmax 
specres may be present Ln young stands. This can occur 1" any habitat type. 
See table under "Late Successional Stages by Forest Type" 1" Revised Plan. DS 

COMMENTS : Reflect recent studres regarding succession that state idealrzed 
progressxan rarely happens and is more directly related to specres present 
prior to dlsturbance and the mix of environmental condltlons (slope, soil, 
aspect, elevation and other factors) that characterxe the srte. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges that some rnherent unpredictabilrty exists 
in speclflc successional pathways, but the classic successlana model LS 
adequate for this analysis. RR 

coNMEN!cs : Consider lodgepole pine as much of a climax species as subalpine 
fLr or Engleman spruce, because as lodgepole canopy opens up, recruitment of 
new lodgepole pine occurs I" many of the gaps or "leave strips". 

Reconsider the assumptxx? that the presence of subalpine frr or 
Douglas-fsr in lodgepole pine stands ~111 succeed to a Douglas-fx or 
spruce-fx forest. Environmental condltwans may be such that two or more 
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species can co-exxt. Suspect this IS the case on the forested area on the 
west slope of Teton Range. 

489 

RESPONSE: A cllmatx climax IS found on deep loamy soils of gently undulating 
relief; an edaphx clrmax develops on the other soils and types of relief; and 
a topographx climax reflects compensatrng effects of aspect or different 
mxrocllmatx effect. 

Lodgepole pine plays a manor seral role when I" a component of 
stands wrth a mixed overstory cornpositron, and LS usually replaced by more 
tolerant assocLates I* 50 to 100 years. It is domrnant seral when it 1s the 
prlnclpal overstory component of stands with a vrgorous understory of more 
tolerant associates that will ultimately replace lodgepole pine in 100 to 200 
years. Where lodgepole pine stands are the result of catastrophic fxes, It 
can be a persistent seral because there is no seed source for the normal 
replacement species. Even though most of the lodgepole stands on the Targhee 
developed as a result of catastrophic fire, few, If any, reflect the 
condltlon of not having seed sources of more tolerant species. Where 
lodgepole pane 1s the only available specres capable of growing in a 
particular envxonment, such as in frost pockets, rt is a self perpetuatrng 
CllllIaX. 

Most of the lodgepole pine stands on the Targhee are considered 
serotLnous, but approximately 70% of the cones are non serotlnous which allows 
"gaps or leave strips" to become stocked. DS 

COMMENTS: Clarrfy that for sllvxultural purposes, stockrng 1s achieved when 
trees are two feet tall, not seven feet tall. Requxements may be different 
for wIldlIfe on visuals. 

413 

RESPONSE: A stand LS certified stocked when 150-250+ trees are established, 
regardless of size, five years after a regeneratxon cut. Other ob]ectlves or 
guldelrnes, such as hldlng cover (250 trees per acre, seven feet tall, capable 
of hldxng 90% of an elk at 200 feet) are met for reasons other than stocking 
certification. DS 

TIMBER - SITE-SPECIFIC 

LembilMediclne Lodse SubsectIon 

COMMENTS : Explain the cause of the presumed lack of tree species dlversLty 1" 
the Lemhi/Mediclne Lodge Subsection and whether the Forest Servxe expects an 
increase in dlverslty with more frequent fires or some sort of vegetation 
treatment. It's unlikely the area would support species that aren't there 
"CW. 

489 

RESPONSE: Douglas-fir commonly dominates many northern aspects of the drier 
mountain lands of southern Idaho and 1s typxal of the situation in the 
Medxlne Lodge area; the south slopes are sage/grasslands and the north slopes 
are Douglas-f1r. In the Lemhl Mountains, Douglas-fir occupies a narrow 
elevatlonal band that allows growrng condrtlons for this species, but not 
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others. Farther north in the Lemhl Range the elevatlonal band becomes wider. 
As moLsture xxreases, the number of tree species becomes more diverse. 
ProJects proposed I" this subsection will focus on lncreas=ng the dlversaty of 
age classes rather than lncreaslng species dlverslty. Forested systems in 
these areas have been dominated by successional pathways associated with dry 
Douglas-fir types and should remain dominated by these pathways. JC 

Jacknine Loo0 and Leigh Creek 

CONNENTS : Intensive timber harvests have occurred I." the JackpIne Loop and 
Lergh Creek areas, creating unnatural openings that span many hundreds of 
acres. Shrub slopes at lower elevatrons that are crltxal ungulate range are 
no longer bordered by good hrding and thermal cover due to timber harvest. 
Shrub slopes are often 1" proximity to new houses, roads, and actlvltles on 
ad)acent private lands. Roads and trails are present in almost all of the 
draInages in the Tetons. Teton Pass Road and the Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road may 
have a malor effect on landscape connectrvlty for large and small animals. 

643 

RESPONSE: The amount of timber harvest proposed in the Jackprne Loop area and 
Leigh Creek Watershed is 5.928 MMBF/decade, and consrdered an upper llmrt 
based on other constrants in the Revised Plan, such as the standard that more 
than 70 percent cover must be marntained I" the Jackpine Loop area. In the 
Leigh Creek Watershed, malntain=ng forested blocks greater than 250 acres IS a 
constraint that lrmlts timber harvest. During site-specrfx analysis, the 
disturbance of ad]acent lands becomes a factor as it relates to the 
landscape. Management prescrlptlons 1" the Teton Pass are not trmber 
prescriptions. Harvest 1s unlrkely, unless resource objectrves for the area 
cannot be met other&ax. A site-specifx analysis ~111 be completed before 
any project 1s implemented. Management prescrlptrons for these two areas 
establrsh maximum road densities. In these two areas, road densrtles ~111 be 
reduced from current levels. LD 

Tmber Harvest on the Palisades Rawer District 

CONMENTS : Harvest on the Palisades Ranger Dlstrxt in Wyoming should only 
occur after development of a comprehensrve cumulative impacts analysis that 
evaluates the rmpacts of old growth and wrldlrfe and reviews public access to 
areas that winter big game species. 

389 

RESPONSE: Any harvest proposal requrres site-specrfic analysx through the 
NEPA process. Site-specific analysis must address cumulative effects on all 
resources. LB 

Boot Jack Pass to Red Rock Pass 

COMMENTS : Elrm1nate further harvesting from this area and on the north side 
of Sawtell, Jefferson Peaks and ad]ornlng mountarns, because this is a mayor 
watershed to Henry's Lake that harbors big game. Harvest does not sustaLn 
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habrtat or free movement of wildlife and our property 1s next to the Forest 
and we want peace and quiet. 

1457 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan does not schedule any timber harvesting from Hope 
Creek to Red Rock Pass, the north side of Sawtell, and Jefferson Peaks. These 
areas are designated nonmotorized or semi-prrmrtlve motorized. This 
management prescrlptlon does not allow scheduled trmber harvestrng. The 
Revised Plan does allow a small amount of trmber harvestrng from Boot Jack 
Pass to Hope Creek. Trmber harvestrng must follow specLfx standards and 
guldellnes to malntaln grx'xly bear habrtat. MO 

cmlMENTs : If the Forest plans substantial management changes in Big Holes 
area, elaborate and dlsclose those plans and allow additional time for 
comment. The area in question 1s not labeled in regard to management 
prescrrpt1on on page III-SO. I would like to know the prescription number for 
the mile-wide area south and west of Drlggs on the east slope of the Big 
Holes. Prohlblt clearcutting UI this area. 

1186 

REx.PoNSE: The management prescrlptlon for this area is 5.1.3 (b). 
Clearcutting 1s not allowed XI this prescription. The intent of this 
prescriptlon J.S to provide fuels management ad]acent to an urban interface 
area. LD 

cmlMENTs : Fxre risks ln Big Holes area are the landowner's responsrb~l~ty. 
This area 1s xnportant for wlldllfe, and rich riparnn areas need to be 
protected and rquvenated from grazing. Creatrng new roads 1s expensive and 
provrdes more needless access to areas and could ]eopardne wIldlIfe 
security. Unsrghtly clearcuts would destroy the aesthetIcs and possibly 
devalue private property. Fnewood gatherrng 1s fine as long as no new roads 
are built. 

325 

RESPONSE: Clearcuts are not allowed in the 5.1.3 (b) Prescription applied to 
the Big Holes area. New roads would not be permitted Lf road density exceeds 
3 m~./sq.mi. The forestwIde standard and guIdelInes covering grazing rn 

rlparran areas and Prescrlpt1on 2.8.3 guLdance are designed for recovery of 
rlpar~an areas. LD/RSM 

Sheridan Creek - Table Mountam (Low Elevations1 

COMMENTS: Prescribed Timber Management (Big Game Emphasis) 1s a concern in 
that harvest ~111 reduce late seral conifer stands whxh are exceedingly rare 
throughout the US. Marntain representative examples of this habltat type 
wherever possible since old growth 1s Important for wolverx,e and goshawk, 
both of which are lndlcator species as well as Category 2 candidate specres 

xxv-75 



TIMBER - SITE-SPECIFIC 

and sensltlve specres. It also provides unparalleled security cover for elk 
and grxzly bear. 

1185 

RESPONSE: Table Mountain is designated a special management area (Management 
Prescrrptlon 2.1.1) III the Revrsed Plan. This management prescrIptron does 
not allow scheduled timber harvesting. 

The lower elevation area of Sherrdan Creek allows scheduled timber 
harvestrng. Timber harvesting must follow standards and gurdelrnes for 
Management Prescr~pt1on 5.1.4, for goshawk terrltorLes, and for old growth and 
late successional forests. Targhee analyses shows 70% of forested acres wrll 
be unharvested and rn a late succession or old growth conditron at the end of 
the first decade. MO 

Proposed Timber Sales 

CONMENTS : The following proposed tlmber sales will have a direct rmpact on 
resource management on adlacent BLM land: (WA = WATERSHED) 
WA 009A Island Park/Centennials WA 014 Big Bend Ridge 
WA 016 Falls River WA 019 T&on Creek 
WA 020 Leigh Creek WA 023/024 Canyon/Moddy Creek 
WA 025 Cams.6 Creek WA 026A Beaver Creek 

Timber harvest may render BLM ob]ectives useless due to Lndivrdual 
or cumulative impacts adversely affectng resources such as water quality, 
rlparian, brg game habxtat, raptor nesting, recreation. True ecosystem 
management analyzes the cumulative effects of timber harvest and OHV plans on 
BLM and Idaho Department of Public Lands. These areas have been rdentifxd by 
Idaho Fish and Game as crucial big game summer-fall habitat as well as secure 
mlgratron areas. This proposed harvest would fragment this important habrtat 
shared by the Forest Service and BLM. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Management actlvLtles adjacent to BLM administered lands will be 
coordinated with SLM. JR 

Island Park and Madzson Subsectxons 

COMMENTS : Correct the statement that says no harvest 1s planned ln Island 
Park and Madxon SubsectAons over the next ten years. This IS an error, 
specifically for Alternative 2. 

413 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. Harvest activities are permLtted ln 
both of these subsections. The statement was corrected ln the Revised Plan. 
LB 

CONNBNTS : Consider all forest types in percentages described on Page 111-37, 
Paragraph five. This 1s 46% for lodgepole pine only. It 1s 35% for al1 
forest types m thx subsection. Seems to defeat the purpose. These 
percentages are from Page III-10 of the DEIS. 

413 
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RESPONSE: The lnformatron was changed L" the Revrsed Plan to show that 35.1% 
of the forested acres are L" nonstocked, seedling sapling classes. LB 

Sand Creek 

COMMENTS : Changes m the demographics of the wx0zer~ng Sand Creek elk 
population are directly related to past txmber harvests. Forest cannot rely 
on the State of Idaho to modify huntL"g regulations to improve the herd. 
Reduced cover and high road densities are detrimental to a sustainable herd. 
Forest should strive to meet 100% of the state guidelines under any 
alternatrve selected. Timber harvest should still be achievable with a" 
increase rn permanent road closures and lnnovatrve cutting ""Its. If not, 
then timber should be reduced to a level compatible with thrs ob]ectlve. 

625 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan supports the goals of the State Fxh and Game 
departments. Motorized access and timber harvest&ng are reduced so that 
previously harvested areas can grow to meet cover ob]ectlves before add1trona.l 
tLmber harvesting LS done. About 91% of the Forest meets State Fish and Game 
thresholds for elk vulnerablllty. The remaning 3% contain areas with high 
hunter densrtres. MO 

Pack Saddle Creek 

COMMENTS: Drscuss the relatLo"shrp between water yield and trmber harvest 
(clearcut equivalency) for each watershed. Some watersheds such as Pack 
saddle Creek have nearly all of thelr headwaters sub]ected to clearcutt1ng. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Rrparran, AIZ - Tlmber) 

643 

RESPONSE: The headwater of Packsaddle Creek is assigned the 5.1.4 (b) 
Prescription. The proposed Asp for this area 1s 1.365 MMBF/decade which 1s 
based on the amount of timber that can be harvested and not vlolate the other 
standard and guldellnes that apply to this prescrlptlon. The most lrmltlng LS 
the standard that states no more than 20% of the acres wrll be I" a created 
opening at any point in time. This area has almost reached that point and 
therefore any new proposed clearcuts ~111 be carefully scrutlnlzed by the 
Forest 1" s1te-speclflc ana1ys1s. However, harvesting that does not generate 
a created opening l.e., select, could be done. LD/CC 

TIMBER - SNAG MANAGEMENT 

Clarlfv Direction on Snass, Dead, and Down Material 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlrfe, Snags/Cavity Nesters) 

COMMENTS: clarify the dIrection for guidelines on dead and down material on 
Page 111-4. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Habitat-type speclfac guldel1nes are desrgned to ensure adequate 
amounts of organic matter will be avaIlable to provrde for the maintenance of 
long-term forest (site) productxvity after vegetation manipulations. Woody 
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debris recommendations (R. Graham et al. 1994) were developed based on 
research of the Rocky Mountal" Forests using ectomycorrhxa as a broindxator 
of healthy productive forest ~0~1s. DM 

COMNENTS : Describe the role that the structure of woody debris has on 
wrldlrfe effectiveness and how wildlife effectiveness will be achieved in 
guidelines (III-6). If structure is not important, cite current science that 
this management assumption is based on. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Targhee assumes this question refers to the woody residue 
(debris) guidelines on Pages III-4 and III-5 of the Draft Plan (no woody 

residue guidelines are found on Page 111-6) regarding maintaining site 
productivity. The Targhee recognized guidelines in the Draft would not meet 
the needs for wildlife habitat. Additional guidelines were developed for dead 
and down material (debris) for wildlife habitat and are in the Revised Plan. 
The guidelines call for providing different decomposition classes and minimum 
sizes for the dead and down material to enhance forest structure. MO 

COMMENTS : Cite references that indicate logs are the only limiting habitat 
factor for wrldllfe associated with woody debris. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Snags and logs, associated with woody debris, are a" important 
factor in habitat requrrements for wildlife. They may or may not be a 
1Unrtrng factor, depending on site-specrfic conditions. For example, numerous 
snags may exrst in openings, but if a wildlife species needs snags on forested 
Sites, availablllty of forested sites is the limiting factor and not the 
number of snags. References for the analysis on cavity nesting species are 
provided in Process Paper D. MO 

COMMENTS : Explarn how you derived the number of green trees needed for 
replacement of snags. Include estimated mortality rates per given basal area 
of lodgepole pine and Douglas-frr. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Mortality rates a" green trees came from the prognoses model 
developed for the Revised Plan. Process Paper D discusses and drsplays the 
data for green tree replacement. MO 

CONNENTS : Explain how a threshold value of 25 green trees per acre for snag 
recruitment was determined. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Mortality rates on green trees came from the prognosis model 
developed for the Revrsed Plan. Process Paper D discusses and displays the 
data for green tree replacement. MO 

COMMENTS: Cite screntific reference regarding the statement that green tree 
replacement strategy ~11 mrtzgate rmpacts on cavrty nesters. 

1369 
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RESPONSE: This statement did not occur L" the DEIS and does not occur in the 
FEIS. The statement that does occur IS as follows: “As a result of the snag 
and green replacement tree requirements I" the management prescrrptlons, there 
1s no measurable dxfference L" biologrcal potential for primary cavity nesting 
species between the alternatives due to scheduled and unscheduled timber 
harvest actlvLt1es." MO 

CONNENTS : DLSCUSS ~~XUXUIJ snag potential and explarn why snag recruitment 
does/does not ~~rease along with the number of trees in the stand. cite 
current research or monrtorlng for thrs assessment. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D discusses and displays the analysis for prrmary 
cavity nesting species (snag) habltat. MO 

COMMENTS : DISCUSS how snags have been measured or ~111 be measured L" the 
future. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D discusses and displays the analyst for primary 
cavrty "estL"g species (snag) habitat. The monitoring plan drscusses how 
prxnary cavity nest1"g species (snag) habitat ~~11 be monitored. MO 

COMMENTS : Explaxn how the Forest has determined future snag densities, since 
there are no standards and thrs lnformatlon is needed to evaluate the impacts 
of each Alternative. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Specrfx dxrectlon for malntarning snag habLtat is stated HI each 
management prescrrption. Details of the analysrs used to evaluate the 
alternatrves 1s presented L" Process Paper D. MO 

COMMENTS : Explan how the Forest ascribed snags and replacement trees to the 
planned forest condLtions since there are no actual standards for snags and 
tree replacement. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Specifx directlo" for mantarning snag habitat is stated I" each 
management prescrlptro". MO 

COMMENTS : Analyze the viability impacts of existing snag levels on the 
Forest. Expla~ why mltlgatlon measures are not needed to correct the 
exz.tlng problems 1" past clearcuts without snags. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D de.plays the complete analysis for prrmary cavity 
nesting species habitat. In areas where lodgepole salvage has occurred, no 
timber harvest is proposed for one to three decades. Management prescriptrons 
that allow tunber harvesting have gurdellnes for maintainrng specrfx 
potential snag habxtat. MO 
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TIMBER - SNAG MANAGEMENT 

COMMENTS : CLte screntlflc reference for the downed log guldelrnes. Explal" 
the basis for 20 logs per acre and ldentlfy species for whrch these guldellnes 
were developed. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D drscusses the dead and downed materral gurdellnes, 
and references used in developing the guldellnes. The species whxch use dead 
and downed material for habitat were ldentlfxd I" the Analysts of the 
Management Situatron and are not repeated in the Revised Plan. MO 

COMNENTS : Cite sclentiflc references that are the basis for requxzlng only 
60% of an area to meet the down and dead wood guidelines and how thrs 
requirement ~11 @n@ure wildlrfe vzabllrty. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The dead and downed materal requrrements are applied to all 
activity areas. Even under natural conditions, dead and downed woody material 
1s not evenly distributed, and distribution changes over time with natural 
disturbances. The 60% standard recognizes this fact. Process Paper D 
discusses the dead and downed materLa1 guidelines and references used in 
developing the guidelines. The sp@c~.es whxh use dead and downed materral for 
habitat were ldentifled in the Analysis of the Management Situation and are 
not repeated I." the Revised Plan. MO 

Reduce the Number of Trees Per Acre Resuirement for Snaq Recruitment 

COMMENTS : Reduce the number of lrve trees per acre requirement for snags from 
25 live trees per acre to ten per acre. Twenty-five trees 1s 250% of the 
bIologica. need of ten dead snags per acre. Reduce the amount of woody debrrs 
by 50%. 

413, 767, 1267 

RESPONSE: The number of live trees requrrement is retaned in the Revised 
Plan because both snags and green trees decay or decompose over time. The‘ 
need to retan more green trees LS to mantain a consxkent number of snags 
over time. 

The dead and downed materxl requirements are based on a range of 
dead and downed material found in naturally occurrrng stands over trme. MO 

coNl.lENTs: Reduce to 20 logs per acre in each of the three decomposxtlon 
classes. SLXty logs per acre 1s @xc@sslv@. Thxs density does not occur 
naturally, especially in lodgepole prne types. 

413 

RESPONSE: The standard sets a total of 20 logs per acre, drstrlbuted L" 
decomposrtlon classes 1, 2, and 3. MO 

Increase the Amount of Trees Per Acre 

CONNENTS : Forest stands dominated by 5" or 9" trees do not provrde a" 
adequate abundance of functional snags. 

1365 
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TIMBER - SNAG MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE: This comment refers to the guldelrne for I-etarnlng live trees for 
future snag recruLtme*t. In this guIdeline, some smaller live trees (5' to 
9') are left, along wrth some larger lrve trees. As larger trees die and 
become snags, smaller live healthy trees continue to grow to replace larger, 
fallen trees. The Intent 1s to manage for continual replacement Over tLme by 
leaving a variety of tree sizes and ages. MO 

COMNENTS : Leave more snags and deadfall for habitat. 
359 

RESPONSE: The Targhee's analysts indicates that the number of snags and 
deadfall establlshed in the Revrsed Plan will provide habitat condrtrons 
wrthln the range of natural conditions in unmanaged stands. MO 

Use S"aw as Indicator of Old Growth 

COMMENTS: Use large snags associated with late successional forests and their 
relatlonshrp to brologlcal potential for woodpeckers as an indrcator of old 
growth. 

643 

RESPONSE: Old growth defxatLons include criteria for size and number of 
snags. However, woodpeckers on the Targhee are not restricted to old growth. 
Some species of woodpeckers use recently burned areas, and young forests, rf 
suitable snag habitat 1s wallable. MO 

TIMBER - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Add Skiddnq Requxements 

COMMENTS : Combine sklddAng constraint with a requxrement to rip these skid 
trarls Lf compaction occurs due to wet weather operations. Loosen skid 
constraints and requxre 6kL.d equipment to stay on designated skrd ttalls 
during wet weather. 

90 
Use specxfic skrd patterns. Felling trees toward a predetermined 

skid area (felling to the lead) may be appropriate rn certarn areas. In 
important fxsh habitat or where slopes are greater than 40% use winching logs 
dxectly out of sensLtlve area@ (end-lining). 

389 

RESPONSE: Where appropriate, dlrectlonal felling can be used to mltlgate 
adverse impacts. Site-specific NEPA analysis addresses the needs of the land 
area involved in the lndlvidual pro]ect. Timber Sale Contracts contain 
speclfrc requxzements for the purchaser and provrs~~ns that may require 
rlpplng of skzd trails and roads when requxed by the NEPA document. BR 

Add Standards 

CONNRNTS : sol16 - set standard to keep 60~1 dlsruptlon to a mlnlmum as a 
result of logging. 

697 
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TIMBER - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

RESPONSE: TLmber sale contracts under section BT6.6, Erosion Preventlo" and 
Control, (FS-2400-6T Page 125) address this concern. LB 

coNNEN!cs: Other Tree Species - Add a standard that all trees of other 
species (Douglas-fir, subalpLne fL.r, spruce, limber and whltebark pine, etc.) 
be preserved when harvest occurs in lodgepole pine. Blodrverslty - Add a 
standard that all trees under a certarn size class be protected to hasten 
regeneration and preserve biodiversity in logged areas. The desired stand 
structure should be deternaned site-specxfxally based on management 
obiectives. 

643 

RESPONSE: Such a. standard may not meet the silvrcultural need of 
site-specrfx stands or meet other resource objectIves L" the pro,ect area. 
Clearly defined management ob]ectrves determIne applicable sllvlculture 
treatment. Each management ob]ectzve influences the mature of speczs and 
age classes present. Silvlcultural applicatrons are designed to meet the 
management ob]ectlve and result 1" landscapes of various structure and 
composrtion that are responsive to the overall biodiversity needs of the 
Forest. DS 

COMMENTS: Big Game - Delineate standards that assure that blocks of txnber 
are a reasonable distance from open roads to protect big game. 

127313 

RESPONSE: Management Prescriptions 5.1.4 and 5.4 requae blocks of cover 
greater than 250 acres L" size be left for big game. The distribution of 
these blocks, and whether they are always greater than l/2 mrle from a" open 
road, ~111 depend on site-speclflc analysis. MO 

COMMENTS : Vrsuals - Page III-128 to III-129 - Develop Standards and 
Gurdellnes for srlvlcultural practices to assure that vrsual quality is 
malntalned and Improved. 

127333 

RESPONSE: Based on the site-specifx locatvx, and visual quality ob]ectlves 
established for that area, srlvrcultural treatments are developed to meet the 
criteria. No additional standards are necessary. LB 

COMMENTS: Establrsh a standard that no damaged or dxeased trees ~111 be 
removed, and specifically state exceptions to this standard. Let natural 
drsturbance play Its role 1" ecosystem dynamxs. 

695 

RESPONSE: Requirements for dead and down woody material and snag retention 
are found in both Wlldlrfe and Soils sections of the Revised Plan. 
Determrnatlon LS site-specrfrc based on the management prescription. DM 
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TIMBER - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Develop Standards and Guxdelanes for Salvase Harvestlnq 

COMMENTS : Develop standards and guldellnes for salvage harvest methods to 
avoid detrimental xnpacts to other forest resources. 

389 
Develop standards and guIdelInes for salvage harvest methods, 

especially 1" old growth and crucial security areas, to avoid txnber harvest 
levels that would have a detr~mentz.1 rmpact on other forest resources. 

643 

RESPONSE: Standard and guidelines were developed for timber act1vltles in 
general and apply to salvage logging. The Revrsed Plan serves as an umbrella 
for site-speclfrc environmental analysis at the Forest or District level. A"Y 
trmber harvest, whether salvage logging or removal of green volume, will be 
analyzed on a site-specific basis, and approprx&e mltlgatlon and monltorlng 
~111 be implemented to address site-specifx factors. Standards and 
guldel1nes serve as sideboards for all management activities. No additIona 
standards and guidelines are needed. LB 

CONNENTS : Use the standards and guldelrnes based on Beschta et. al. 1995: 
"Wlldflre and Salvage Logging: Recommendations for Ecologxally Sound 
Post-Fwe Salvage Logging and Other Post-Fxe Treatments on Federal Lands in 
the West." 

1. Prohlbrt salvage logging in sensltlve areas, whxh Include, but 
are not llmlted to: Severely burned areas: on erosive sites, or any site where 
accelerated erosion J.S possible; on fragile ~0~1s; on roadless areas; I" 
rrparlan areas; on steep slopes; and 1" watersheds with exrstlng serious 
sedlmentatron problems. 

2. Leave at least 50% standLng dead trees in each diameter class; 
leave all trees greater than 20 inches dbh or older than 150 years; leave all 
live trees: 

3. Prevent soil compaction and erosIon in areas determined 
suitable for salvage logging by prohLbLtLng conventronal types of ground-based 
yarding systems (tractors and skrdders) and using new equipment or techniques 
where it can be demonstrated that soil Integrity wrll be protected. 

1367a 

RESPONSE: Recommendations 1 and 3 are found in forestwlde standards and 
gurdellnes or III exlstlng laws and regulations. All three items, and 
especially item two, are by deflnltion "post-fxe treatments". The Forest LS 
not logging rn a fire area at the present; however, these recommendations 
would be considered after this type of disturbance and would be based on the 
site-specific area at that time. Salvage 1s limited in the next decade. LB 

Include Buffer Zones 

COMMENTS : Buffer zones along side of each standing body of water or have 
water course. Consider factors such as slope, stream channel stability and 
fish habxtat when determining approprrate buffer zone width. 

389 
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TIMBER - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

RESPONSE: These items are covered in Chapter III of Frnal Revised Plan. 
Refer to the AIZ prescrlptlons. LB 

Protect Steep Slcwea 

CONMENTS : Develop strict standards for harvest in the ASQ and non-ASQ 
prescrrptions that protect soil, water, wrldlife and other resources. For 
example, stricter standards are needed to regulate trmber harvest on steep 
slopes. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The standards and guidelrnes are provided in the Revised Plan, 
along with exxtlng laws and regulations, and establish constraints for 
management actlvltles. The Revised Plan serves as an umbrella for 
site-specifx envLronmenta1 analysis for proposal at the Forest and D~strlct 
level. Any trmber harvest proposals, whether for salvage or removal of green 
volume, wll be analyzed on a site-speclfw basis, and approprx&e mLtigatlon 
and monitorrng Implemented to address site-specific factors. Standards and 
gurdellnes 1" the Revised Plan serve as sideboards for all management 
activltles. NO addItiona standards and guidelines are needed. LB 

Add Standard for Coordinatzon with Other Aseacies 

CONNENTS : Add a standard requrrlng analysis of land management practices on 
BLM lands adJacent to proposed sales and interagency coordLnatlon wrth BLM to 
ensure management of the total ecosystem. [CROSS REFERENCE: Sorls, HD) 

1446 

RESPONSE: NO addltlonal standards and gurdelrnes were added to the Revised 
Plan. Site-speclfrc analysis requrres drsclosure of affected environment, 
rncludzng actlvitles on adjacent land. LB 

CONNENTS : On slopes greater than 40%, technical consideration should be given 
to protect soil stability and coordinatron with Wyomrng Game and Frsh 
personnel in Jackson for activities wrthin Wyoming. 

389 

RESPONSE: See Chapter III of the Frnal Revised Plan. This is currently 
standard operating procedure on all pro,ects. LB 

Clarafv Table on III-24 

CONNENTS : Clarify the table on Page III-24 to show whxh treatments are 
standards or guldellnes. Precommercial and commercial thlnnlng treatments may 
cause an accumulation of slash that rmpairs movement of big game and other 
terrestrLa.1 specres. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The entlre table IS designated as a guldellne 1" the Revised Plan. 
The table title read "Guldellne", but It is in a different format in the 
Revrsed Plan. LB 
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TIMBER - sTANDARDs AND GUIDEIJNBS 

Chanqe the Followins from Guidelines (0) to Standards tsl 

CGNNENTS : 1) Change gurdelrnes two on Page 111-25; 2) Page 111-124, (Tuber) 
the flne.1 gurdellne should be a standard; 3) Page 111-125, the first 
guldellnes should be standards requaing the maximum "Se of non-chemrcal 
methods; 4) Page 111-127, change this guLdeline to a standard; 5) Page 
111-128, change items two and three to standards; 6) Page 111-130, change the 
regeneration systems guLdelines to standards. 

1365 

RESPONSE: 1) Trmber sale contracts have clauses that requzre logging 
operakons be Shut down any trme the operatron causes/could cause adverse 
resource damage. 2) The Forest ~111 rely on natural regeneratron when 
analysis indxates its probability. National Forest Management Act requires 
establishment of regenerated stands by the end of the fifth year after 
harvest. 3) Thrs defeats the purpose of the prescribed silvlcultural 
treatment for the area and does not allow consideration of other resource 
values. 4) see previous response. 5) Items two and three are standards. 6) 
Based on the wording in the guldellne as written, it 1s meaningless to change 
to a standard. The Forest will rely on natural regeneration when analysx 
indicates Lts probability. NatIonal Forest Management Act requ~es 
establishment of regenerated stands by the end of the fifth year after 
harvest. LB 

Chancre/Correct the Followins Items 

CONNBNTS : Change Item E to a standard to be consrstent with Item C.2. 
1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan retains Item E as a guideline. Item E and C.2 are 
two separate Ltems that can be Implemented as proposed wrthout berng 
rnconsistent. WG 

CONNENTS : DFPR, Page 111-99, eliminate the entire Second item under tImher SO 
any changes to standards and guldelmes would requ~e an amendment. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Any prqect that recommends changes to standards and guldelxnes 1s 
analyzed xn a separate NEPA process, rncludrng publsc review, and is approved 
by the Regional Forester and Forest Supervisor in a decxaon document. LB/CC 

CONNBNTS : DFPR, Page 111-99, rewrite 4th item to read, "mechanized treatment 
of wood residue 1s eliminated." 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan retans this statement. On a ate-specific baxs, 
this tool may be appropriate. JR 

coNNENTs : Add the followng words to the last sentence: "Only where salvage 
~111 improve AIZ." 

1446 
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TIMBER - STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

RESPONSE: Prescrrptlon 2.8.3 states, "Emphasis is dxected at the application 
of ecological knowledge to restore and mar&an the health of these areas In 
ways that also produce desired resource values, products, protection, 
restoratLon, enhancement, Lnterpretation, and apprecratron of these areas." 
Based on th1.s dxectlon, any actlvlty In the AI2 1s accomplished wrth the 
intentlon of maintaining or improving the conditxan. LB 

col.lMEmcs : Remove the Standards and Guldelrnes section LoggLng System #2, 
since It LS already part of Tzmber Sale Contracts and admlnrstered by a 
certified sale administrator. 

203 

RESPONSE: Although there IS a contract clause about wet weather condltrons, 
standards and guIdelInes provide the *ale administrator with specrfx 
guldelrnes when resource damage occurs and when work should temporarily 
cease. LB 

COMMENTS : Page 111-122, 5.1 (b-c), change last paragraph to read, wBy permit, 
from live and dead trees, desrgnated . . ." There may be a need to harvest 
green trees, so why limit options? 

283 

RESPONSE: Your comment 1s acknowledged. The Revised Plan was changed to 
reflect thx recommendation. LB 

coNNNNTs : Change Guldellne 36 (sawt~mber) from trees that are 9" in diameter 
dbh to trees that are 7" dbh. 

283 

RESPONSE: This comment refers to the deflnltlon of sawtimber 1n the glossary 
and LS corrected 1.n the Revrsed Plan. LB 

TIMBER - UNSCHEDULED TIMBER HARVSST 

Include AS0 From Unscheduled Barvest In 7.5 MMBF Per Year 

COMMENTS: Include "unscheduled [EM) harvest" m 7.5 mmbfjyr. ASQ to remain 
wrthin "sustainable" lAmits. 

643, 658, 690, 693, 1194, 1381, 1401 
Remove from the plan or include in the overall 3.7 mmbf/year ASQ 

allowed by the plan. 
Include all EM harvest In the proposed ASQ of 3.7 MMEF. 

337, 644, 658 

RESPONSE : Unscheduled harvest 1s not counted In ASQ. Harvest volumes counted 
Ln ASQ come from suItable lands under a timber prescription. Unscheduled 
comes from forested lands in other than suItable-txnbec prescrlptlon lands. 
Unscheduled harvest is llmrted to a maximum of 2.0 MMBF per year ln the 
Revised Plan. This amount is In addition to Asp (8.0 MMBF) and firewood 
products (3.8 MMBF). The total of 13.8 MMBF potential IS below the LTSY level 
of 22.0 MMBF. LB 

XXV-86 



TIMBER - UNSCEEDULED TIMBER BARYEST 

Prohibit Unscheduled Harvests 

COMMENTS : Prohibit unscheduled harvests for any experrmental or ecosystem 
management purpose, especially on unswtable lands, because It is the 
mlsapplicatlon of ecosystem management; no rules or guidelInes for Its 
applxatron are presented; focus should be to restore wlldllfe habItat, 
riparlan areas and cloang roads to protect wlldlLfe, not on cuttLng trees and 
destroying wildlrfe habitat; logging does not mLmic fire; logging should be 
sustainable; it's a "devious plan" to allow harvests, especially in areas 
generally unsuitable for tlmbet production; you don't know the ramrficatlons; 
you don't have an accurate Range of Natural Varration; and you haven't had a 
review by the scientlfx communrty or publrc. 

F-G-1(475), F-H(S), F-J(3), F-K(4), 136, 161, 165, 167, 185, 196, 208, 
212, 226, 280, 332, 336, 400, 405, 410, 438, 441, 436, 622, 631, 634, 
636, 640, 643, 650, 652, 669, 690, 695, 766, 1194, 1197, 1203, 1241, 
1258, 1270, 1277, 1313, 1327, 1330, 1368 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows unscheduled harvests and sets a cap of 2.0 
MMBF/year. In order to meet ecosystem management principles for forest 
health, It may be necessary to treat forested lands that are not m  the 
suitable base. ASQ provLdes the Forest wrth the means to treat suitable lands 
within a timber prescriptron. Unscheduled harvest covers the remalnlng 
forested lands, regardless of what prescription is applied. The Revised Plan 
does not mandate harvesting the unscheduled component. If unscheduled 
harvesting occurs, zt 1s sub3ect to the same laws, regulations, goals, 
obJectives, standards and guides as ASQ harvest. Any proposal would use 
sllvlcultural prescriptrons for identifyrng the need for harvest, and 
projects would be sublect to site-specific NEPA analysis Including disclosure 
of effects and publ+c involvement. LB 

ClarifvlLimlt Unscheduled Timber Barvest 

COMMENTS : Clarify "experrmental", "unscheduled", or "EM" harvests 1.n regard 
to pro]ected volume outside the ASQ; how it ~111 rmprove wildlrfe and riparran 
condltrons; Impacts on MIS and other resources; and options for each 
prescription so that total impacts can be evaluated (Page III-70 and 72, 
Oblectlves 1 and 2). 

161, 165, 167, 185, 228, 335, 663, 719, 766, 1257, 1258, 1276, 1364, 
1365, 1368, 1369, 1371, 1446 

Show how Em harvest fits into EM goals and establrsh rules or 
guldelinesjcrrteria for unscheduled harvest. 

280, 389, 644, 695, 1368 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan sets a maxxnum volume of 2.0 NMBF per year on 
other than ASQ lands. The number of acres depends on the treatment 
prescribed. Unscheduled harvest could be designed to meet specific 
ecological ob]ectives, including wildllfe habrtat needs and would be subIect 
to all laws, regulatrons, goals, obJectives, standards and guides. The 
Revised Plan does not mandate the harvesting of the unscheduled component. 
Resource need must be shown, NEPA accomplzhed, and public revLew assured. 
Effects on wildlrfe ~111 be addressed In a srte-speclfrc NEPA analysis. LB 
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TIMBER - UNSCHEDULED TIMBER HARVEST 

COMMENTS : Set a" upper IxnitJvolumeJacreage on unscheduled tLmber harvest and 
analyze envrronmental consequences of estimated level of unscheduled quantity 
to meet NEPA requrrements. 

Consider a cap of l/2 to 1 MMBF a6 a maximum harvest for EM 
concerns. 

143, 1273b 

RESPONSE: An upper lrmit of 2.0 "MBF per year was set for unscheduled timber 
harvest I" the Revised Plan. Unscheduled timber harvest 1s sublect to NEPA. 
LB 

col.m!?Nrs : Ellmlnate stand maintenance logging, lncludx,g sanltatlon and 
salvage, in habrtat reserved for TES, m ceremomal areas sacred to Native 
Americans, wild and scenic viewsheds, and L" designated back country areas. 

1365 

RESPONSE: All vegetation treatments in these areas will be analyzed through 
the NEPA process and Include public partrcipatlon. The goals and oblectrves 
and standards and guidellnes in the Revised Plan address these concerns. LB 

CONNENTS : Show how Forest ~~11 use unscheduled harvests 1" Douglas-frr stands 
where patch sizes exceed presumed hlstorlcal patch size. 

643 

RESPONSE: Unscheduled harvest allows the Forest Serv~.ce to treat forested 
areas outside of surtable acres. Each project would be site-specific and may 
be on a different scale (subsection, watershed, subwatershed, etc.) LB 

Incorporate Publxc Review Process for Unscheduled Harvest 

COMMENTS : Incorporate a" adequate publrc revue.,, process for harvest outside 
the ASQ to ensure required publrc involvement. 

644, 1273b, 1276 

RESPONSE: All unscheduled harvest prolects are sublect to the came analyst 
and review as scheduled (ASP) harvest, mcludlng drsclosure of envrronmental 
effects and publrc rnvolvement. LB 

COMMENTS: Establish a working group of sclentzfx advisors outside the Forest 
Service to assist L" adaptive decisron-makmg required of ecosystem 
management. 

161, 1276 

RESPONSE: The Targhee 1e currently involved rn several cooperative efforts 
with various screntrsts and universities. On-going opportunities, such as the 
NEPA process, grants/agreements, and memorandums of understandIng, allow the 
Targhee to benefit from collaboration with the screntlflc communrty. 
LB/AM/JR 
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WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

General Issues 

COMMENTS : Support the 249 mdes of eligible sections designated for wrld and 
scenx status, includrng Henry's Fork and South Fork of the Snake Rover. 
These areas deserve protectron because: they are unique end are some of the 
most famous rivers in North Amet1ca; provrde a bans for future protectIon; 
protect rivers for children/grandchildren; streams and rivers located in the 
Targhee deserve additional protection; protect damaged streams and waterways 
by designating as Wild and Scenx vital; for human health, hlstorlcal 
slgnrficance, recreation, aesthetics and wildlIfe, specifically f1e.h rearing 
and spawning; end the economx benefits received from fisherman who would use 
the Wild and Scenx Rivers. Support legislation for protection of our fish 
and wildlife that use our rivers. Do not support any dam proposal because of 
the envxonmental damage to fish and wlldlrfe UI river. Went more wild & 
scenic deslgnatlon. 

F-B(4), F-H(B), F-J(3), F-K(4), 60, 136, 157, 159, 162, 168, 174, 175, 
178, 179, 180, 181, 185, 190, 195, 201, 203, 209, 212, 226, 244, 252, 
271, 273, 318, 356, 360, 368, 377, 379, 382, 391, 396, 398, 400, 405, 
408, 411, 424, 430, 433, 441, 443, 490, 491, 492, 494, 516, 518, 519, 
609, 621, 622, 626, 629, 630, 640, 650, 651, 652, 653, 655, 659, 666, 
690, 695, 697, 725, 726, 739, 1207, 1243, 1245, 1257, 1258, 1270, 
1273, 1275, 1277, 1327, 1381, 1383, 1388, 1392, 1393, 1395, 1443 

RESPONSE: The Forest agrees that many of the streams on the Targhee are 
unrque and should be studred for additional protectlo". The Revrsed Forest 
Plan recommends streams for sultabLlity studies. The design&Ion of streams 
16 determined by Congress based on recommendations of the suitabillty 
studies. The Wild and Scenx Rivers Act was established to preserve 
outstandlng resource values in unique quality streams. Damaged streams ~111 
receive recognition and protectlo" through the 2.8.1-3 aquatic Influence zone 
prescrlptrons. The Wild and Scenx Rovers Act protects the exAstlng resource 
value. In the Forest analysrs, McCoy Creek's 3.5 miles were determIned 
lnellglble based on a Jornt analysts wrth the Caribou National Forest. The 
Forest ended up wAth 245.5 mdes of ellgrble rn Final RevLsed Plan. AS 

COMMENTS : Oppose the 249 miles of eligible wild and scenx sectrons. 
368, 391 

RESPONSE: The Forest is required to study quallfymg streams and rovers under 
the dxection of the Wrld and Scenxc Act. Forest analysts lndxates that the 
listed streams were ellglble. Once ellglble, the law requxes protectron of 
the streams untrl surtablllty studres end recommendations to Congress are 
completed. AS 

Analvsis Process 

COMMENTS : Make elrglbrllty studies a priority and support the completion of 
these studies by 2002. 

1273a 

XXVI-1 



WILD AND SCENIC RIMRS 

RESPONSE: These surtablllty studies are a prlorrty and funding requests to 
perform them have been made for several years. No funding has been received. 
AlternatIve approaches for completing the studies are being explored. AS 

COMMENTS : Develop a single management presc?xptlon for all land, rncludlng 
r1"eL‘S, in the South Fork corridor using the Snake R&vet operations plan, 
lncorporatrng ELM grazing criteria: adjust boundarxs to restrict cattle; and 
address l**ue of trespass of cattle from the Targhee Natronal Forest 
trespassing on BLM lands. 

643, 766 

RESPONSE: The two prescriptlons for the South Fork address these concerns. 
Two prescrrptjons are necessary to cover the potential scenx and recreational 
segments of the river. Grazrng issues are addressed 1" both prescrrptlon 
gurdellnes. AS 

Prescriutlons 

CONNNNTS : The prescriptron for the South Fork of the Snake should incorporate 
prescriptions for all *cent and recreational rovers on the forest, m  
addrtxon to those addressed L" 2.9.1 and 2.9.2. 

1273a 

RESPONSE: The scenic and recreatronal river prescriptions used elsewhere on 
the forest form the basx bullding blocks for prescrrptron 2.9.1 and 2.9.2. 
The latter two prescrrptrons are specrfx to the South Fork; they can not 
reflect all of the language from the prescr=ptro"s used elsewhere on the 
forest. AS 

COMMENTS : Recommend a prescrlption for candidate rivers that addresses 
prohlbLtl"g water supply dams, ma,or dxverslons, flood control dams, levees 
and development of hydroelectrx facilities; prohibit new trails or roads in 
the river corrrdors; close no" system and exzstxng system roads; prohibit 
trmber harvest; allow salvage of Insect-infested timber only lf no adverse 
effect*; and allow drspersed recreation only if no adverse effect* are noted. 

1273a 

RESPONSE: The intent of the management directron and standards and 
guldellnes of each of the five Wild and Scenx River* prescriptions L* to 
provide xCcerLm protectlo" such as that listed above. AS 

coMf4!3N!cs: Present a" evaluatlo" of data on the xnpacts of ,et sklrng on 
"estlng bald eagles. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest consIdered the effects of Jet skllng. The llmrted 
amount of use at the present txne results in minor effects on bald eagles &n 
compar~so" to the large number of ,et boats and rafts. Restrlctlo" of use 1s 
generally the county's optro", due to the amount of private land ownershzp I" 
the area. AS 
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Other Asencies 

COMMENTS: Reevaluate the eligibility of the Henry's Fork and South Fork Snake 
because of the results in the State of Idaho Comprehensive Basin Plans. 
Ensure the Idaho Water Resource Board designations are incorporated in the 
plan. 

766, 1207, 1276 

RESPONSE: The planning analysis and decisions for the various Basin Studies 
will be developed in future suitability studies. Current decisions on 
eligibility fully considered the Idaho Water Resource Board analysis and state 
legislative actions. 

interests are protected by eligibility and prescription designation. The 
Forest added this reference to chapter 111 - Wild & Scenic Rivers. Refer to 
the Wild .5 Scenic Rivers Process Paper for details on proposed segments and 
classifications. The Forest has also added a sentence to Chapter IV to show 
that the proposed eligibility classification and management prescriptions will 
protect the values identified in State designations. AS 

COMMENTS: The Idaho Water Resource Board does not support federal wild and 
scenic designation currently designated or being recommended as State Natural 
or Recreational Rivers. 

While there is some difference in analysis systems values, State 

1207 

RESPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your concern. The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act requires the Forest to provide an analysis and protection of the resource 
values found to be eligLble. AS 

GoalsIObiectives 

COMMENTS: The definition for goals for Wild and Scenic Rivers should be to 
maintain free flowing and outstanding values, and not only show a reflection 
of the amount of development. Provide objectives that have adequate direction 
to protect their outstanding values Lncluding the following: no mineral, o i l  
or gas exploration should be allowed as directed by NEPA and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act; no new mining claims or mineral leases with 114 mile of wild 
rivers; and enforce the Wild and Scenic Act that prohibits management 
activities that threaten outstanding values, even when activities are 
conducted beyond 114 mile corridors especially as related to ORVs. Delete 
both objectives for recreational rivers because they protect off-road 
vehicles, not forest health. 

1273a 

RESPONSE: The prescription direction for each of these potential streams will 
maintain and protect the outstanding resource values. The prescription and 
manual and handbook policies provide direction in relation to all these 
concerns. Oil and gas leasing is allowed with conditions. The purpose of the 
ob~ectives is to maintain the outstanding resource values. If those are 
maintained, forest health is maintained. AS 
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Standards & Guides 

COMMENTS: Insert the objectives, standards and guidelines for wild, scenic, 
recreatronal rivers and visual quality after standards and guidelines for  
winter recreation. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Visual Quality Goal, Standards and Guidelines to follow Winter 
Recreation in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines Chapter of the RevLsed 
Forest Plan (Chapter 111-Part I). Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers are 
handled with the Management Prescription (Chapter 111-Part 3). AS 

DPPR 

COMMENTS: Change or add the following to the Revised Plan: ensure that cross 
country motorized use is prohibited in Wild and Scenic River areas; include 
interim standards and guidelines to assure protection of wild, scenic and 
recreational rivers; change current wordage in dispersed recreation and timber 
salvage to avoid adverse effects to rivers to ensure protection of candidate 
river values until suitability studies are completed; address management 
direction used from the Snake River Activity/Operations Plan 1991 including 
domestic livestock grazing. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access, Timber, Recreation, 
Range) 

494, 518, 626, 643, 766, 1203, 127313 

RESPONSE: Cross-country motorized use rs prohibited in these prescriptions. 
The prescriptions for these rivers provide the interim direction needed to 
protect the resource values until suitability studies are completed and 
recommendations can be made on designation. The Snake River is addressed with 
two prescriptions that correspond to the Activity/Operations Plan direction. 

COMMENTS: Recommend following revisions to DFPR in regard to Wild and Scenic 
Rivers: Page 3-75 through 3-86 - All eligible wild, scenic, and recreation 
rivers should be managed as though they had already obtained the appropriate 
designation; Pg. 3-75, Fire/Fuels - the guideline should be a standard; Pg. 
3-76, Land - the guideline should be a standard; Pg. 3-76, Soil and Water - 
both guidelines should be a standard; Pg. 3-76, Lands - the guideline should 
be a standard; Pg. 3-76 and 3-77, Minerals/Geology - Guidelines 1,6,7 and 10 
should be standards; Pg. 3-77, Fish and Other Aquatic Resources - the 
guideline should be a standard: Pg. 3-78, Recreation - the guidelines should 
be standards; Pg. 3-80, Fire/Fuels - the guideline should be a standard; Pg. 
3-80, Insects and Disease - the guideline should be a standard; Pg. 3-80, Soil 
and Water - the two guidelines should be standards; Pg. 3-84, Soil and Water - 
the second and third guidelines should be standards. The standard regarding 
reestablishing vegetation should state “Whenever possible” instead of the 
phrase “consider the use of . ” ;  Pg. 3-82, Range - the first two guidelmes 
should be standards; Pg. 3-85, the dispersed recreation guideline should be a 
standard. Cross-country snowmobile travel should not be allowed. The first 
Trails guideline should be a standard. The ROS guideline should be a standard 
mandating semi-primrtive motorized; Pg. 3-86, The Outfitter Guide guideline 
should be a standard. The Timber guideline should be a standard. 

1365 
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RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered, but no changes were made to 
the standards or guidelines. The direction as written is adequate to protect 
these streams until suitability studies are completed. Special changes can be 
made at the time suitability studies are completed, or when the individual 
river plans are written following designations. AS 

COMMENT: Pg. 3-78, Access - No motorized activity should be allowed, 
regardless of historic use patterns. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Motorized use is usually allowed at historic levels until 
designation through legislation or individual river planning determines 
motorized use is inappropriate. This is not a decision appropriate for a 
comprehensive plan and is best addressed on a site-specific basis. AS 

COMMENTS: Pg. 3-78, Timber - the second standard should include a provision 
requiring that the danger from fire or some other environmental phenomenon 
must be imminent in order to justify harvesting trees. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The guideline says, "will not be allowed except ..." The conditions 
outlined and the specific circumstances at the time of a future decision will 
control the outcome; therefore, no additional clarification is warranted at 
this time. AS 

COMMENTS: Pg. 3-81, Roads - Modify this standard to mandate the obliteration 
of roads that are likely to cause or are causing negative resource impacts. 
Pg. 3-82, Recreation - Modify the standard regarding the construction of 
trails to mandate the obliteration of roads that are likely to cause or are 
causing negative resource impacts. The ROS guideline should be a standard. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Changes to road use are determined by the suitability study and 
river management plan if the river is designated by Congress. This type of 
direction is not appropriate for a comprehensive revised plan and is best 
addressed in site specific analysis. AS 

COMMENTS: Page 3-84, Biological Elements - stocking of non-native species 
should be prohibited. 

RESPONSE: The Targhee allows it where it is pre-existing. AS 

Site-Specific 

COMMENTS: Recommend the following rivers and tributaries for wild and scenic 
designation: Targhee Creek; South Fork of Snake between Conant Valley and 
Burns Creek, including Palisades and Burns Creek; Teton Creek (North, South, 
Roaring Forks); Targhee Creek; Henry's Fork; Bitch Creek; Pine Creek; Darby 
Creek; Fall River; Trail Creek; Palisades Creek; Big Elk Creek; Bear Creek 
North Fork; Waterfall Canyon, including upper ends of Big Elk and Palisades; 
McCoy Creek, Warm River; Robinson Creek; Buffalo River; Little Dam River; 
Moose Creek; Deadman Creek; West/North Pine Creek; and Rainey Creek. The only 
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Wild, Scenic, or Recreational River identified by name in the DEIS is South 
Fork of the Snake. Clarify if 3M, or any alternative, would protect all other 
eligible segments. 

F-K(4), 276, 282, 448, 631, 632, 643, 655, 662, 664, 695, 726 

RESPONSE: The eligibility determination analysis is documented in the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Process Papers. Most of these streams are listed as 
eligible for suitability study and are protected by prescriptions until the 
suitability studies are completed. All eligible stream segments were listed 
in the appropriate prescription descriptions in the Final Plan. 

section of the South Fork of the Snake between Conant Valley and Burns Creek 
is eligible and is recommended in two segments: the upper as scenic, the lower 
as recreational. No outstanding resource values are determined to exist for 
Rainey Creek, therefore, it was not included as eligible for study. Burns 
Creek IS recommended for scenic classification. The Forest considered the 
entire stretch of upper Big Elk, Upper Palisades, and Waterfall Creek. Final 
suitability studies may adjust the length of these segments. All eligible 
segments will be protected by their prescription direction so that resource 
values will be maintained for potential designation if suitability studies so 
indicate. AS 

Targhee Creek is recommended for classification as wild. The 

Specific Comments 

COMMENTS: Provide maximum protection to Henry's Fork and South Fork - Snake 
River, Fall River, Bitch Creek, Trail Creek, Palisades Creek, Big Elk Creek, 
Bear Creek because they are threatened by hydro electric projects. 

664 

RESPONSE: All of these streams except Trail Creek were listed as eligible for 
Wild and Scenic Rivers suitability study. Therefore, they would receive the 
protection allowed under their proposed classifications, until suitability 
studies are completed. AS 

COMMENTS: Bear Creek and Burns should qualify as a Wild River 2.3 rather than 
a Scenic River 2.4. 

695 

RESPONSE: The final determination will be made during the suitability study. 
AS 

COMMENTS: Restore and protection of Yellowstone Cutthroat in Robinson Creek 
and Fall River. 

1258 

RESPONSE: Additional standards and guidelines, goals and objectives for 
cutthroat trout are added to the Revised Plan in order to study and protect 
them. AS 
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Alternatives 

COMMENTS: Do not treat all the Wild and Scenic segments the same in all 
alternatives because the Forest will not commit to the eligibility study. 
Targhee and Robinson Creeks should be deleted from eligibility classification 
in Alternative 2 because a decision by the National Marine Fisheries, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
direct that not all alternatives need to have a single comprehensive 
conservation strategy. 

413, 767 

RESPONSE: If a stream segment is determined eligible, it must be eligible in 
all alternatives until suitability studies are completed. This is necessary 
to protect resource values required by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. AS 

COMMENTS: Support proposal for Bitch Creek and recommend the Forest include 
Teton and Darby Creeks on Alternative 3M maps as in former DFC Alternative. 

RESPONSE: These streams have always been included in the Forest's eligibility 
table. See the Wild and Scenic Rivers process paper. Some display maps have 
not shown all segments due to other prescriptions which pre-empted displaying 
the Wild and Scenic River prescriptions. All eligible streams are now shown 
on the roadless map in the Final Revised Plan. AS 

Access Qeneral 

COMMENTS: Restrict and regulate motorized use in and around wild and scenic 
and recreational rivers: prohibit helicopter landing in wild and scenic 
corridors; exclude ]et skiing from South Fork of the Snake River; prohibit 
motorized use in wild and scenic rivers and but allow in recreational rivers; 
allow access to wild and scenic rivers as defined in South Fork of the Snake 
activity plan. 

136, 159, 180, 203, 273, 356, 494, 518, 630, 650, 652, 1270, 1388, 
1446 

RESPONSE: Helicopter landings are rare and are usually allowed only for 
administration activities such as fire fighting. Cross-country motorized use 
is prohibited within these prescriptions. Decisions on jet-skiing are 
made in the legislation, in the river plan after designation, or by County 
legislation as was done for the Henry's Fork. AS 

COMMENTS: Recommend interim management of Robinson Creek, Warm River and Pine 
Creek that would prohibit motorized boat use unless previously allowed. 

477 

RESPONSE: The Forest is unaware of any motorized use currently or 
historically occurring on these streams. The management direction in the 
various wild and scenic prescriptions should prevent any adverse effects on 
river values. AS 
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COMMENTS: Clarify motor blke restriction of OROMTRD 0.0 mi./sq.mile for 
eligible wild rivers. 

127313 

RESPONSE: 
motorized use within the 2.3 prescription area. AS 

This means there will be no designated travel routes open to 
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Supports Wilderness Desisnation 

COMMENTS: Support wilderness proposals because wilderness designation limits 
motorized access and resource extraction in those areas and such activities 
lead to degradation of riparian areas and wildlife habitat, negative visual 
impacts, noise and odor from motorized vehicles, water quality impacts, and 
general loss of ecosystem integrity. If allowed in roadless or wilderness 
study areas, motorized use becomes historic and sets a precedent for continued 
use. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

F-G-1(475), F-G-P(l), F-H(8), F-J(3), 34, 42, 150, 161, 162, 165, 168, 
171, 179, 189, 206, 213, 242, 273, 280, 331, 359, 377, 382, 392, 396, 
398, 400, 405, 424, 439, 444, 491, 516, 607, 609, 611, 613, 620, 622, 
627, 6 3 6 ,  640, 643, 644, 650, 653, 656, 666, 690, 725, 727, 731, 1185, 
1194, 1205, 1266, 1243, 1273b, 1275, 1276, 1327, 1365, 1382, 1395, 
1443, 1458. 

Support wilderness for wildlife, recreation, future, and economics. 
Keep options for future uses or future generations; preserve the habitat and 
opportunity for genetic exchange for various species including TES; keep 
opportunities for solitude, quiet, aesthetic and intrinsic values in pristine 
land. Preserve because humans cannot reconstruct the diversity of a land 
which took thousands of years to evolve in all its complex 
interrelationships. Politicians and industry have too much influence; 
revenues lost from resource extraction in wilderness areas will be offset by 
income from visitors; there are sufficient areas for sustainable logging even 
with more designated wilderness. (CROSS REFERENCE: Economics, Timber) 

F-G-1(475), 73, 136, 137, 156, 157, 158, 168, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 
180, 181, 189, 196, 201, 252, 276, 293, 318, 321, 328, 339, 340, 354, 
356, 357, 359, 373, 379, 382, 405, 453, 491, 527, 610, 613, 620, 627b, 
638, 640, 651, 668, 695, 730, 739, 1185, 1197, 1242, 1265, 1270, 1271, 
1327, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1348, 1364, 1364, 1367b, 1371, 1381, 1393 

RESPONSE: Support and rationale for wilderness recommendation and designation 
were noted and considered. These concerns were also identified and considered 
during the issue and desired future condition analysis for the EIS. AS 

COMMENTS: Want more wilderness areas than are being proposed, or more than 
any of the alternatives because the amount of wilderness area proposed is not 
adequate for wildlife, biodiversity, or refuge. Make all of Targhee National 
Forest wilderness. 

136, 276, 293, 620, 1273b, 1365 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and considered. Additional analysis of 
recommended wilderness is documented in the FEIS to more clearly show the 
basis for recommendations. As a result, a portion of the Diamond Peak 
roadless area is recommended for wilderness designation in the Revised Plan. 
Other modifications of alternatives to recommend more wilderness are 
discussed under responses in the Alternatives comments Section of Appendix A 
in the FEIS. An additional Alternative 5M with considerably more recommended 
wilderness is documented in Chapter I1 of the FEIS. After consideration, it 
was dismissed from detailed analysis. AS 
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COMMENTS: Support wilderness designations. 
F-B(4), F-G-1(475), F-G-P(l), F-G-P(3), F-G-P(4), F-G-P(5). F-H(8), 
F-J(3), F-K(4), 11, 32, 34, 39, 42. 45, 52, 62, 68, 73, 136, 143, 150, 
156, 157, 158, 161, 162, 163, 165, 168, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 
179, 180, 181, 184, 185, 189, 192, 193, 196, 201, 203, 204, 206, 209, 
210, 211, 212, 213, 219, 226, 227, 242, 252, 273, 276, 278, 280, 292, 
293, 305, 317, 318, 321, 328, 331, 339, 340, 354, 356, 357, 359, 361, 
362, 368, 370, 373, 376, 377, 379, 380, 382, 389, 392, 396, 398, 400, 
405, 410, 411, 424, 430, 439, 441, 443, 444, 453, 491, 492, 496, 516, 
519, 527, 607, 609, 610, 611, 613, 615, 620, 621, 622, 625a, 627b, 
631, 632, 636, 638, 640, 643, 644, 6 5 0 ,  651, 652, 653, 656, 658, 659, 
662, 664, 6 6 6 ,  668, 367, 668, 687, 690, 695, 697, 725, 727, 730, 731, 
736, 739, 1185, 1194, 1195, 1197, 1202, 1205, 1206, 1241, 1242, 1243, 
1257, 1265, 1266, 1269, 1270, 1271, 1273b, 1275, 1276, 1312, 1313, 
1314, 1325, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1348, 1360, 1361, 1364, 
1365, 1367b, 1368, 1371, 1374, 1381, 1382, 1392, 1393, 1395, 1401, 
1443, 1458 

RESPONSE: These support letters were noted and considered. AS 

SUDDOrts Wilderness - Alternatives 3M, 4 ,  5 ,  6 

COMMENTS: Favor amounts of wilderness in Alternative 3M or 4 because it 
represents a good balance. Favor wilderness proposals in Alternatives 5 or 6 
because more wilderness is recommended. Wants more wilderness than any of the 
alternatives. Support more wilderness because, once lost to development, 
wilderness can not be recreated; increasing populations place heavier demands 
on less and less wilderness; more wilderness is necessary to protect 
biodiversity, wildlife corridors, and habitat; and the American public 
consistently votes to preserve more wilderness. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Alternatives) 

F-G-P(4), F-K(4), 11, 32, 39, 52, 62, 143, 211, 227, 293, 305, 331, 
354, 356, 359, 389, 496, 609, 610, 625, 664, 668, 695, 1185, 1325, 
1348, 1365, 1374, 1395 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and considered. AdditLonal analysis of 
recommended wilderness is documented in the FEIS to more clearly show the 
basis for recommendations. As a result, a portion of the Diamond Peak 
roadless area is recommended for wilderness designation in the Revised Plan. 
An additional Alternative 5M with considerably more recommended wilderness is 
documented in Chapter I1 of the FEIS. After consideration, it was dismissed 
from detailed analysis. (For more discusslon about modifying alternatives to 
add more wilderness, see Alternatives.) AS 

Alternative 2 - Non Support 
COMMENTS: The statement that Targhee National Forest Alternative 2 commodity 
emphasis on Targhee Creek does not match with the Gallatin National Forest 
proposal does not consider the opposition, by such as Senator Burns, to making 
that area of Gallatin into a wilderness designation. 

413 
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RESPONSE: Both ASQ/non-wilderness and non-ASQ/wilderness options were 
considered in the various alternatives for Targhee Creek. The wilderness 
recommendation prescription was selected in the Preferred Alternative for 
reasons documented in the Roadless Process Paper and Appendix A of the FEIS. 
AS 

COMMENTS: If the land use proposal in Alternative 2 is inconsistent with 
wilderness proposals of the Targhee National Forest and Gallatin National 
Forest, this indicates Alternative 2 is flawed and the Targhee National Forest 
is failing to coordinate with surrounding land management agencies. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Alternative 2 was an alternative considered. It was not selected 
as the Preferred Alternative. AS 

Alternative 3M - Non Support 
COMMENTS: Modifying Alternative 3M to further restrict timber harvest and 
place in "no ASQ" all roadless areas not placed in wilderness, in order to 
better protect and move ahead to place in wilderness. 

643 

RESPONSE: This was considered in other alternatives but was not selected. AS 

Supports Wilderness - Specific Areas 
COMMENTS: Recommend Diamond Peak as wilderness because it: meets the 
requirements of wilderness; is a scenic area, notable for limestone natural 
arches and exposed folds of sedimentary rock; provides great wildlife habitat; 
offers geological, ecological, scientific, educational, and historical 
interest; and retains its primeval character in spite of livestock grazing. 

F-B(4), F-G-P(3), F-H(8), F-J(3), 157, 163, 165, 174, 175, 179, 180, 
181, 185, 192, 193, 203, 209, 210, 226, 273, 278, 359, 368, 377, 379, 
382, 392, 396, 398, 400, 405, 411, 424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 491, 492, 
496, 516, 519, 621, 622, 640, 643, 651, 652, 653, 664, 690, 695, 717, 
739, 1194, 1197, 1202, 1241, 1243, 1257, 1275, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 
1337, 1368, 1381, 1401, 1443 

Recommend all the Centennials because it is a crucial wildlife 
corridor of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and a scenic, pristine area. 

F-G-1(475), F-G-P(l), 136, 165, 174, 178, 179, 180, 193, 204, 209, 
212, 226, 362, 496, 613, 621, 644, 653, 695, 725, 1206, 1257, 1270, 
1327, 1331, 1392, 1458 

Recommend Mount Jefferson in the Centennials because of its beauty 
and grizzly bear habitat. It was considered for wilderness once before and 
should be again. 

F-B(4), F-GP(Z), F-H(8), F-J(13), 19, 136, 143, 157, 163, 165, 174, 
179, 180, 181, 185, 192, 193, 209, 210, 226, 273, 278, 359, 368, 377 
379, 382, 396, 398, 400, 405, 411, 424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 491, 492, 
496, 516, 621, 622, 640, 643, 651, 652, 6 5 3 ,  690, 695, 727, 739, 1194, 
1197, 1206, 1241, 1243, 1275, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1368, 
1381, 1382, 1395, 1401, 1443 
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Support Garn's Mountain as wilderness because it is a crucial 

F-B(4), F-G-P(3), F-H(8). F-J(3), 136, 157, 163, 165, 174, 179, 180, 
181, 185, 192, 193, 209, 210, 226, 273, 278, 359, 368, 377, 379, 382, 
396, 398, 400, 405, 411, 424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 491, 492, 496, 516, 
621, 622, 640, 643, 651, 652, 653, 690, 695, 722, 739, 1194, 1197, 
1206, 1241, 1243, 1275, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1368, 1381, 
1382, 1395, 1401, 1443 

wildlife habitat and represents the main watershed for the Snake River. 

Other areas supported for wilderness designation are: Garfield 
Mountain, Bell Mountain, Lemhi Mountains, Lionhead, Winegar Hole, Caribou Mt. 
area, Poker Peak, Bear Creek, Snake River area, west slope of the Tetons, and 
Jackpine Creek because these areas have outstanding geological, ecological, 
scientific, educational, and/or historical characteristics; and are important 
to wildlife. 

163, 204, 210, 212, 362, 376, 410, 643, 644, 658, 664, 687, 695, 725, 
727, 736, 1185, 1194, 1206, 1270, 1276, 1312, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1361, 
1365, 1368, 1395, 1401. 

Support for wilderness: Italian Peaks (one of the locations 
proposed by Alternative 3M as wilderness); all of the Palisades (not lust the 
two-thirds being recommended in alternative 3M); all the areas recommended in 
the 3M proposal, and the existing Jedediah Smith Wilderness area because these 
areas are crucial for wildlife and watershed, and the Forest must work to 
protect the outstanding values. 

F-B(4), F-G-P(3), F-H(8), F-J(3), 68, 136, 157, 161, 165, 174, 179, 
180, 185, 187, 193, 203, 204, 209, 210, 226, 273, 278, 331, 356, 359, 
361, 362, 368, 370, 376, 377, 379, 382, 396, 398, 400, 405, 410, 411, 
424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 491, 492, 496, 516, 519, 615, 621, 622, 632, 
640, 643, 651, 653, 658, 659, 662, 664, 687, 690, 695, 725, 727, 739, 
1185, 1194, 1197, 1202, 1206, 1241, 1243, 1257, 1275, 1312, 1314, 
1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 1337, 1360, 1368, 1381, 1382, 1392, 1395, 
1401, 1443. 

F-B(4), F-G-1(475), F-G-P(l), F-G-P(2), F-G-P(3), F-G-P(S), F-H(8), 
F-J(3), 68, 136, 143, 157, 161, 163, 165, 174, 175, 179, 180, 181, 
185, 192, 193, 203, 204, 209, 210, 212, 226, 273, 278, 292, 331, 356, 
359, 361, 362, 368, 370, 376, 377, 379, 380, 382, 396, 398, 400, 405, 
410, 411, 424, 430, 441, 443, 444, 491, 492, 496, 516, 519, 613, 615, 
621, 622, 640, 632, 643, 644, 651, 652, 653, 658, 662, 664, 687, 690, 
695, 725, 727, 736, 739, 1185, 1194, 1197, 1202, 1206, 1241, 1243, 
1257, 1270, 1275, 1276, 1312, 1314, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1331, 1337, 
1360, 1365, 1368, 1381, 1382, 1392, 1395, 1401, 1443, 1458 

Support wilderness designation - specific areas. 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered your comments. After a review and update of 
the wilderness characteristics in the Roadless Process Paper, the Forest added 
a large portion of the Diamond Peak area as recommended wilderness in the 
Preferred Alternative (3M) because this area's high wilderness characteristics 
rating is similar to the other wilderness areas recommended in the Revised 
Plan. No other changes were made in recommended wilderness prescription 
areas. This is because no other areas rated high enough on the updated 
wilderness characteristics rating except for Garns Mountain which was 
dedicated to a motorized use prescription rather than to recommended 
wilderness. AS 
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Prohibit Recreation in Wilderness 

COMMENTS: Eliminate/prohibit trailhead facilities from opportunity Class 1 
areas (wilderness). 

1312 

RESPONSE: Trailhead facilities are not included within the Class I areas, and 
the reference to constructed trailhead facilities was removed from the three 
wilderness prescriptions since facilities are not allowed within the 
wilderness. Developed trailheads are in Prescription 4.1. AS 

Ouuose Wilderness Desisnation 

COMMENTS: Oppose additional wilderness on the Targhee, or the entire concept 
of designated wilderness areas because: wilderness designation imposes 
restrictions on access; limits recreational use of motorized vehicles in 
wilderness ( O m s  and snowmobiles); possibly restricts mountain bikes, horses, 
and numbers of hikers; and restricting access in some areas will increase the 
demand, impacts, and conflicts on those areas that are unrestricted. 

F-C(13), F-I(4), F-0(4), 28, 29, 30, 34, 42, 50, 55, 63, 214, 270, 
280, 285, 286, 300, 314, 323, 353, 358, 366, 367, 380, 381, 385, 386, 
412, 413, 473, 474, 476, 495, 506, 521, 524, 529, 608, 614, 626, 627, 
638, 645, 664, 665, 702, 704, 738, 1183, 1332, 1375, 1385, 1447, 1454 

Restricting motorized access discriminates against those who are 
physically unable to hike or pack in. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

46, 488, 1332 

RESPONSE: It is true that if the areas recommended for wilderness 
consideration are designated wilderness by Congress that motorized uses in 
those areas are displaced to adjacent areas or the users might stop 
participating. This situation is discussed in the Cumulative Effects Analysis 
for summer access in Chapter IV of the FEIS. AS 

.lderness provides no management opt ions. 

RESPONSE: This is not correct. There are several options for management of 
range, wildlife, water, recreation, fire, and so forth. AS 

Allow Recreation in Wilderness 

COMMENTS: Oppose wilderness designations because wilderness imposes limits on 
recreationists and Forest management efforts. Manage wilderness as recreation 
areas; designate more land to accommodate recreation pressure in the back 
country; maintain roadless areas because they are vital to recreation. 

643, 665, 1377, 704, 291 

RESPONSE: It is true that wilderness designation results in the need for 
careful management of recreation use to prevent adverse effects on 
wilderness. However, these areas are sensitive to use impacts and must be 
managed regardless of the wilderness designation. Therefore there is little 
loss of recreation opportunity. AS 
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COMMENTS: Snowmobile use is not a major threat in wilderness areas and should 
be allowed. (CROSS REFERENCE: Snowmobiles) 

280, 476 

RESPONSE: This would be contrary to the Wilderness Act which prohibits any 
motorized use. AS 

E c o n o m i c  C o n c e r n s  

COMMENTS: Concerned about loss of economic opportunity due to potential 
wilderness designation including: limits on uses of timber, minerals, and 
other such forest resources; impacts on ranchers from grazing reductions; 
negative impacts on snowmobile and ATV sales and rentals; impacts on hut 
skiing and heliskiing operations; and revenues lost to local communities. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Economics) 

F-C(13), F-E(2), 12, 214, 281, 285, 405, 412, 521, 638, 665, 738 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered these factors in the estimation of effects on 
local economies. Some motorized use is permitted in recommended wilderness 
where it will not impair wilderness character. The Forest acknowledges 
possible shifts in the types of recreation opportunities and expanded the 
consequences section of the EIS to reflect this. Overall, recreation on the 
Forest is expected to remain an important factor in the local economies. DP 

COMMENTS: Provide information on how commercialfrecreational use (hut skiing 
operation) fits into future plans for proposed wilderness. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Recreation) 

191 

RESPONSE: Guided skiing operations would be allowed to continue. Facilities 
such as huts would not be allowed in the wilderness. AS 

COMMENTS: Additional wilderness designation creates negative economic impact 
on heliskiing business already impacted by 1984 Wyoming Wilderness Bill. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

281 

RESPONSE: The Forest has noted this potential in our documentation of 
consequences of recommended wilderness for the Palisades areas in Chapter IV 
of the FEIS. AS 

Predator C o n t r o l  

COMMEN!l'S: Concerned about predator control for livestock in wilderness. 
1354 

RESPONSE: According to the direction specified in the 1996 APHIS-ADC 
environmental assessment for predator damage in southern Idaho, predator 
control activities will be conducted on the Forest. The 1996 APHIS-ADC 
environmental assessment incorporates the existing Targhee National Forest 
direction. WG 
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COMMENTS: Reducing grazing due to wilderness would probably be illegal, 
according to 1980 "Colorado Grazing Guidelines". 

643 

RESPONSE: There is no proposal in the Revised Plan or FEIS to reduce grazing 
because of wilderness recommendations. AS 

Alreadv Enoush Wilderness 

COMMENTS: There is already enough or more than enough wiluerness in Idaho o r  
this area of the country; no one can use wilderness; s0c.d decisions should be 
made by and/or for local interests; environmentalists have too much 
influence. 

F-C(13), F-F(6), F-G-2(2), 1, 12, 20, 26, 43, 45, 205, 229, 251, 258, 
265, 270, 272, 287, 288, 291, 298, 300, 311, 346, 347, 348, 352, 358, 
371, 388, 413, 423, 431, 468, 470, 488. 501, 520, 607, 614, 642, 646, 
6 6 5 ,  661, 693, 720, 1200, 1239, 1317, 1332, 1335, 1448, 1454. 

RESPONSE: The wilderness recommendations in the Revised Plan are based on a 
review of wilderness characteristics and public concerns for roadless areas as 
expressed in the Desired Future Condition (DFC). Final determination of 
whether these areas are designated is determined by the public through their 
elected delegations. In the interim, management and recreational 
opportunities or resource conditions will remain essentially unchanged from 
existing conditions. AS 

OtherIBetter Manasement Plan 

COMMENTS: Use other management options, such as educating people how not to 
negatively impact the land. Use local people because they will protect their 
interests in the land. Control impacts through regulation, not wilderness 
designation. Oppose preserving areas for grizzly bears. Designating 
wilderness is pointless because areas are too small for wildlife or ecosystem 
protection. 

22, 32, 33, 34, 49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 248, 272, 277, 285, 298, 315, 
319, 324, 358, 363, 369, 375, 420, 432, 472, 512, 627a, 630, 638, 642 
665, 1190, 1240, 1261, 1335, 1341, 1378. 

RESPONSE: The wilderness recommendations in the Revised Plan are based on a 
review of wilderness characteristics and public concerns for roadless areas as 
expressed in the Desired Future Condition (DFC). Final determination of 
whether these areas are designated is determined by the public through their 
elected delegations. In the interim, management and recreational 
opportunities or resource conditions will remain essentially unchanged from 
existing conditions. AS 

COMMENTS: Guarantee wilderness viability for the future, and do not leave a 
legacy of irreversible damage because we are fortunate, in the U.S., to still 
have wild lands. 

252 
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RESPONSE: The wilderness plan proposed for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness will 
adequately protect the wilderness values. AS 

COMMENTS: oppose wilderness designations. 
F-C(13), F-E(2), F-F(6), F-G(2),F-I(4), F-0(4), 1, 2, 5, 6, 12, 20, 
21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 
42, 43, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 63, 165, 173, 182, 205, 
214, 229, 243, 248, 251, 258, 265, 270, 272, 277, 280, 281, 285, 286, 
287, 288, 291, 292, 293, 296, 298, 300, 307, 311, 314, 315, 319, 323, 
324, 344, 346, 347, 348, 352, 353, 356, 358, 363, 366, 367, 369, 371, 
373, 374, 375, 380, 381, 385, 386, 388, 391, 397, 405, 412, 413, 420, 
423, 431, 432, 445, 466, 468, 470, 472, 473, 474, 476, 480, 482, 488, 
495, 501, 506, 512, 513, 520, 521, 524, 528, 529, 607, 608, 610, 614, 
62533, 626, 1183, 630, 638, 642, 643, 645, 646, 648, 652, 653, 661, 
664, 665, 687, 693, 702, 704, 720, 738, 1182, 1187, 1190, 1198, 1200, 
1239, 1240, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1265, 1316, 1317, 1319, 1321, 1329, 
1332, 1335, 1341, 1354, 1363, 1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1385, 1447, 
1448a, 1448b, 1454, 1456 

RESPONSE: These comments were noted and considered. AS 

ODDoses Wilderness Alternatives 3M. or Suuports 1, 2 

COMMENTS: Support alternatives which recommend no additional wilderness, such 
as Alternatives 1 and 2. Favor Alternative 2 because this Alternative is 
supported, with some revisions, by Citizens for a User Friendly Forest (CUFF). 
Oppose Alternative 3M because it proposes too much wilderness. Recommend 
compromises between Alternatives 2 and 3M because such an alternative would 
allow more access, recommend no more wilderness, contribute more to economic 
development, and provide a better balance of uses. (CROSS REFERENCE: 
Alternatives) 

1, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30 ,  34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 
46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55, 165, 288, 292, 293, 296, 319, 352, 
358, 373, 375, 413, 445, 506, 610, 638, 648, 652, 653, 687, 737, 1202, 
1335 

RESPONSE: The Forest reviewed and considered these comments. The Revised 
Plan reflects a recommendation of areas that display the highest Wilderness 
characteristics and have the highest potential for consideration by Congress. 
Garns Mountain, which received a high rating, was not recommended because it 
was designated to a motorized use prescription. AS 

ODDoses Wilderness Designation - SDecific Areas 
COMMENTS: Do not recommend for wilderness: Palisades, the Big Hole Mountains, 
and Lionhead. 

28, 214, 307, 311, 482, 466, 470 

RESPONSE: Your comments were noted and considered. No changes were made from 
the DEIS for any of these three areas. Rationale for wilderness 
recommendations is displayed in the Roadless Process Paper. 
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Enforcement and Monitorins 

COMMENTS: Need monitoring and enforcement in wilderness; correct the lack of 
funding and personnel; keep motorized vehicles out of wilderness; and provide 
adequate signage. Use groups to monitor enforcement problems; change language 
in the Final Plan to ensure adequate enforcement and funding; provide heavy 
fines for offenders; divert funds from administration to enforcement. Educate 
people about wilderness use and issues of concern. Address conflicts where 
there is a shortage of areas for recreation. Revise page V-22 Jedediah Smith 
Wilderness Monitoring to include the Park. Indicate what level of monitoring 
should occur in the DEIS and how much TNF spent on monitoring in past 10 
years, and how much will occur next 10 years. Give monitoring a higher 
priority than Group 3 in the Plan; provide a detailed list of monitoring 
indicators rather than just the six mentioned. 

26, 137, 161, 170, 179, 191, 212, 377, 643, 699, 1277, 1312, 1330, 
1371, 1395 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan proposes adequate monitoring, enforcement, and 
funding for those activities to minimize these types of concerns. There are 
no guarantees but the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) process established 
for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness allows adjustments in management if needed 
in the future. The detailed indicators in Chapter V - Monitoring are the 
items developed by the task force. Many of these indicators will be easily 
observed as routine wilderness patrol and administration occur. These actions 
are given a Priority 3 for Forest Plan monitoring funding, but may get higher 
priority based on wilderness management funding. AS 

COMMENTS: One popular area for O W  use on the west slope of the Tetons is 
sandwiched between an area where motorized use is restricted on the Jedediah 
Smith Wilderness and crucial winter range. 

1277 

RESPONSE: You are correct. The prescription for this area was modified so 
that motorized use is restricted to designated routes from October 1 to 
December 30 and cross-country travel is allowed in the summer only. Although 
designated routes for snowmobiles will exist through the winter range, no 
significant adverse effects on wildlife are anticipated and the wilderness 
will be protected by boundary signing. AS 

COMMENTS: Revise Page V-22 Monitoring Item - Jedediah Smith Wilderness 
Monitoring Item 3 - to include the Park. 

699 

RESPONSE: The Forest Service does not review National Park Service 
regulations for appropriateness as stated in this area. Therefore, no change 
was made. AS 

COMMENTS: Explain in the DFPR monitoring plan whether the issues referred to 
by number are issues described in the environmental assessment. 

1277 
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RESPONSE: Yes, they are the same, and we added a note to the Table to 
indicate this. AS 

Recommended Revisions 

COMMENTS: Clarify and explain the additions or deletions, or changes to the 
Revised Plan or the DEIS regarding wilderness. Explain the DEIS or DFPR's 
basis for recommending some areas and not others; wilderness recommendations 
appear to be made with no identifiable analysis. 

196, 278, 392, 622, 643, 695, 1368 

RESPONSE: The Forest added documentation to the Roadless Area Process Paper 
Update (Appendix B of the FEIS) to display the rationale for why each roadless 
areas was or was not recommended for wilderness consideration. This 
documentation includes a text and wilderness characteristics rating table. 
Not all qualifying roadless areas are recommended for wilderness because the 
Desired Future Condition (DFC) in the purpose and need section of the EIS does 
not call for such classifications and because of other desired multiple-use 
ob~ectives. Only those roadless areas in the group having a rating equal to 
or higher than the group recommended in the Revised Plan were considered 
essential to meet the Desired Future Condition. 
AS 

COMMENTS: Clarify how wilderness can be designated if prior development or 
extractive uses have occurred; why it appears that managed lands are less 
likely to suffer forest health problems than unmanaged lands; what the 
direction is for wilderness ecological or physical elements; and what the 
Standards and Guidelines are for timber, ecological process, soil, water, 
etc., in wAlderness areas, or designated wilderness areas. 

388, 514, 643, 668 

RESPONSE: It is possible for minor disturbances (roads, pipelines) to exist 
in designated wilderness if they are not noticeable, according to the 
Wilderness Act. Perceptions about managed lands depend on the definition of 
"forest health." Generally, managed lands (timber) are more resistant to 
insects, diseases, and fire loss. The standards and guidelines section 
explains the wilderness direction. AS 

COMMENTS: Bar exotic pack animals (llamas) from wilderness. Consider summer 
residents when making wilderness proposals. Make some definitive decisions on 
wilderness so a book on hiking areas in Idaho will not require costly 
rewrites. Explain how hut skiing fits into wilderness designations. Explain 
how wilderness designations are not final because lands can be withdrawn from 
wilderness. 

191, 293, 343, 392, 432 

RESPONSE: Wilderness designations do not limit the type of pack animals or 
backcountry skiing. However, individual wilderness plans may require some 
restrictions on types of uses to protect the wilderness character. Structures 
such as huts are generally not allowed in Wilderness. 8ook writers are 
dependent on decisions about wilderness designations by Congress and not 
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decisions in forest plans. Wilderness designations are final, unless Congress 
reverses its decision. AS 

COMMENTS: Explain why alternatives with increased recommended wilderness have 
an inverse correlation with ASQ, even though there is more than enough timber 
to meet the ASQ even with more wilderness recommended. Oppose the reduction in 
timber harvest to accommodate more wilderness because it is unnecessary to do 
so.  

317, 643, 695  

RESPONSE: The recommendation of wilderness in several alternatives 
results in some reduction in ASQ although there is not a direct, inverse 
relationship. The EIS does not intend to suggest such a relationship and the 
Alternative Continuum in Chapter I1 of the EIS is updated to clarify this. 
AS 

COMMENTS: Give direction for any ecological or physical elements in this 
management area. Standards and guidelines should be given for timber, 
ecological processes, soil, water, etc. 

127333 

RESPONSE: Wilderness management is conducted through the Limits of Acceptable 
Change (LAC) process. Standards and guidelines are generally not needed for 
these because the Wilderness Act controls allowed effects. The Revised Plan 
contains goals and objectives within each of the three management categories 
(See Wilderness Process Paper) or in the wilderness prescriptions. The 
categories shown in the Wilderness Process Paper contain goals for vegetation, 
soils, aquatics and other resources. These, along with the prescription 
standards and guidelines, provide the direction for achieving Desired Future 
Conditions for wilderness resources. AS 

COMMENTS: Include buffers around all wilderness areas, all recommended or 
proposed for wilderness designation, around all Class I areas (Clean Air Act) 
on and off forest, and around other important habitat. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The concept of buffering wilderness or recommended wilderness is 
seldom discussed any longer. However, in most instances, we have tried not to 
put timber harvest or other significant development areas immediately adlacent 
to such areas. AS 

COMMENTS: Balance the boundaries of alternatives between wilderness and 
mult iple-use. 

325, 1277 

RESPONSE: The range of alternatives display a variety of "balanced" concepts 
for activity and resource allocations. The Revised Plan (Alternative 3M) best 
fits the balance indicated by the desired future conditions and public 
comments. AS 

COMMENTS: Refer to the wilderness management EA or task force in the DFPR (as 
it is an important document); and provide buffers around all wilderness areas, 
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all recommended or proposed wilderness, all Class I (Clean Air Act) areas on 
and off forest, and around other important habitat. 

325, 1277 

RESPONSE: The task force is referred to in Chapter IV of the FEIS as the 
Jedediah Smith Project Team. The text makes it clear that the wilderness 
prescriptions and management direction in the Revised Plan is a result of this 
team's efforts. Buffers are not intentionally included in the Revised Plan, 
but in some places, other prescriptions have a buffer effect on wilderness, 
roadless and other areas. AS 

COMMENTS: Recommend revisions. 
FS-4, 191, 196, 293, 317, 325, 341, 343, 354, 388, 389, 392, 410, 432, 
496, 514, 625, 632, 643, 695, 699, 727, 1202, 1273b. 1277, 1312, 1365, 
1395, 1456 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. AS 

COMMENTS: Close wilderness areas to all traffic including foot traffic; leave 
it completely alone. 

219 

RESPONSE: Such a restriction would be contrary to the Wilderness Act and 
intent of designation. We have not mplemented this proposal. AS 

COMMENTS: Add to Page 111-57, 1.1.6, Designated Wilderness Opportunity Class 
I, Goals: "Maintenance of a viable bighorn sheep population in the Jedediah 
smith Wilderness area is given highest priority and is dominant over other 
uses as a wilderness resource and viable population of native vertebrates." 

699 

RESPONSE: Although bighorn sheep are recognized as an important value, the 
wilderness plan does not emphasize bighorn sheep over other uses. The Revised 
Plan provides a variety of uses and resource values while maintaining 
wilderness values. AS 

COMMENTS: Page 111-58, 1.1.6, DREV: The word "great" in Goal 5 should be 
replaced with the word "significant". 

1365 

RESPONSE: No change is warranted. The wording was taken directly from the 
Draft Environmental Assessment for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness. AS. 

COMMENTS: Page 111-62, Recreation, DREV 1.1.7: The standards and guidelines 
for recreation should be identical to those of prescription 1.1.6. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The differences are because this is a difficult Opportunity Class 
with different goals and activity levels than Prescription 1.1.6. AS 
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COMMENTS: Correct discrepancies between draft wilderness EA and DFPR in 1.1.6 
prescriptions: 1) EA map, wilderness opportunity classes for Alternative 48 
(sic)(Alternative 3 M  Preferred Alternative) shows special restriction zones 
for several areas for open fires and livestock, which do not appear in DFPR; 
2) Overall goals for various ecological, public, and scientific use are in EA 
but not DFPR; 3 )  Several mitigations in relation to grizzly and sheep were in 
EA but not DFPR; 4) Several mitigation measures in relation to public use 
were in EA but not in DFPR. All constitute a step backward in describing and 
protecting Jedediah Smith. 

1277 

RESPONSE: These special restrictions are implemented by a legal order signed 
by the Forest Supervisor and do not need to be in the Revised Plan. All of 
the goals and direction contained in the Jedediah Smith EA (Process Paper) 
which is referred to in the FEIS were included in the three wilderness 
prescriptions. The riparian goals were not in the Draft Plan prescriptions, 
but were added to the Final Revised Plan. The mitigation measures were not 
brought forward into the Revised Plan because it contains mostly broad 
direction, and not how-to details. The LAC process is an adaptive process 
that will allow us to implement mitigation as needed on a case-by-case basis 
when conditions develop which significantly affect wilderness conditions. AS 

Effects of Recreation in Wilderness 

COMMENTS: Explain the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) system and whether it 
will allow additional recreational use and increase degradation in wilderness 
areas; include statistical data on the magnitude and trends of recreational 
activities on wilderness and non wilderness; address recreational impacts on 
wilderness and non wilderness; clarify how impacts will be mitigated. 

325, 699, 1365 

RESPONSE: The LAC system is described in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness 
process paper referred to in the EIS and is part of the Revised Plan. 
Acceptable change is determined by degree of change in the resource or social 
factor to be monitored as shown in the monitoring plan. As indicated in the 
wilderness consequences Section of the EIS, additional use expected to occur 
within the wilderness should result in, "Little cumulative impact or secondary 
effects." This is a result of the monitoring process that detects unwanted 
changes in biological, social or other factors. Mitigation occurs as a result 
of implementing corrective actions listed in the monitoring Plan in the EIS. 
AS 

COMMENTS: Opportunity Class I, Biological Elements, Fish and Aquatic 
Resources, (Page 111-59): The reference to "Fish stocking for recreational 
purposes is permitted with species native to wilderness," seems inappropriate 
because Fish Lake is the only water so managed and has been and will be 
stocked with brook trout as was "grand-fathered'' in the Wyoming Wilderness 
Act: recommend a change of wording to reflect states' right to stock. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Riparian, Fisheries) 

389 
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RESPONSE: The Forest Service has the responsibility to coordinate with State 
fish managers to ensure that fish stocking does not compromise Federal 
interests (such as compliance with the Endangered Species Act and Wilderness 
Act). This direction is in accordance with Forest Service Manuals 2640 and 
2323.3 and the agreement between Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, 
and the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies entitled 
"Policies and Guidelines for Fish and Wildlife Management in National Forests 
and Bureau of Land Management Wilderness". DD/AS/MO 

COMMENTS: Page 111-59, Biological Elements of Wilderness, DFPR 1.1.6; Page 
111-64, Wildlife, DFPR 1.1.8: A standard should be included in the fish 
section prohibiting the stocking of any non-native fish species. 

1365 

RESPONSE: A standard IS not necessary. This direction is contained in manual 
and handbook policies referenced in Appendix A of the Revised Plan. AS 

COMMENTS: Change recommendations for guidelines to standards; be more 
definitive or use more prescriptive language within the DFPR section on 
wilderness. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Refer to Standards and Guidelines Section of the Revised Plan. 
Only minor clarification and wording adjustments are made to the wilderness 
standards and guidelines. AS 

COMMENTS: Page 111-57, Opportunity Class I Designated Wilderness Goals: 
Explain how, "Maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species" and 
"No measurable downward trend in plant species composition and plant 
diversity" are determined. Support these ob~ectives, though it may require 
more resources and time than Targhee National Forest has. Follow up with 
clearly stated and publicly known management actions that are realistic to 
achieve. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Monitoring management indicator species allows the forest to 
determine if Goal # 1 - "The maintenance of the natural diversity ...." is 
being met. Goal # 3 - "There is no measurable downward trend in plant 
species composition ...." can also be monitored. The direction in the Targhee 
National Forest Range Monitoring Protocol requires monitoring of grazing 
allotments located within and outside wilderness areas. Resources are 
adequate to accomplish the needed monitoring if continued funding is received 
from Congress. AS/WG/MO 

COMMENTS: Reduce encroachment of ever present ORVs. 
165 

RESPONSE: This was done extensively with 93% of the Forest now closed to 
cross-country summer OHV travel. 
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COMMENTS: Management plans for wilderness should include desire conditions 
and standards for outfitter services, the standards should include outfitter 
compliance with Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Guide PolLcy. 

1312 

RESPONSE: The Jedediah Smith Wilderness Plan contains the desired conditions 
for all users. Operating Plans for outfitter and guides are designed to 
comply with the direction of the wilderness management plans. The GYAOP 
direction is applied during the development and administration of all 
operating plans. AS 

CooDeration and Other Asencies 

COMMENTS: Cooperate and coordinate with local, state, and other federal 
agencies, land managers, or political groups. Work with local, state, and 
federal agencies or leaders in developing adequate wilderness recommendations. 
Include a goal to restrict air space over Jedediah Smith Wilderness and Grand 
Teton National Park in cooperation with the park service. 

314, 431, 627a, 1240, 1365, 1395 

RESPONSE: It is Forest Service policy to cooperate in all planning 
recommendations. During the public scoping and analysis process, no other 
agencies indicated concerns about which areas were recommended for future 
wilderness consideration by Congress. Therefore, the Forest conducted an 
analysis of wilderness characteristics and included it in the the Roadless 
Process Paper in the FEIS. As a result of this analysis and the comments on 
the DEIS, a large portion of the Diamond Peak area is recommended wilderness 
in the Revised Plan. Other options for more or less recommended wilderness 
were considered in the various alternatives to reflect public interests. Air 
space restrictions are the responsibility of the Federal Aviation 
Administration. The forest may coordinate with local aviation groups to 
reduce potential impacts to falcon aeries and wilderness. AS 

Wilderness Study Areas 

COMMENTS: Oblect to emergency burned area rehabilitation in WSAS as 
unnecessary; and object to timber cutting for fire, insect, or disease 
problems. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Activities in Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) must not, by 
regulation, degrade the wilderness character of the study area. All 
management actions must be planned to accommodate study designation. The 
Revised Plan does not provide any direction that would result in activities or 
conditions contrary to the regulations. AS 

COMMENT: List all WSAs as actual wilderness. 
179 

Provide different designations that would protect WSAs from 
possible logging and mining. 

179, 220, 280 
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RESPONSE: Listing all WSAs as wilderness is misleading and inappropriate. 
Such designation occurs through congressional legislation. AS 

COMMENTS: Keep all motorized activity out of WSAs and roadless areas because 
allowing motorized use will make future wilderness designation difficult. 
Snowmobile use is a major threat in WSAs. Close all trails to OHV use in 
Italian Peaks WSA because they are degrading the wilderness characteristics. 
Close Indian Creek in Palisades to summer OHV use. Increase law enforcement. 
Provide a joint management strategy with the Beaverhead National Forest for 
enforcing ORV regulations. What does "already exist" mean in statement: 
"Roads allowed to the extent they already exist" -- does this mean these are 
open or closed roads or loop roads? If the roads are sources of sediment, 
are there plans to obliterate them? 

150, 161, 220, 280, 314, 1361 

RESPONSE: Motorized use is often allowed in WSAS and roadless areas 
nationwide. The Forest is directed to prohibit such activity where it would 
degrade wilderness character. When trails are sufficient to support motorized 
use without trail or resource damage in WSA and roadless areas, the use is 
usually allowed to continue. AS 

COMMENTS: Change these guidelines to standards: allow no motorized activity; 
mandate all management for recreation in a primitive classification; allow 
only existing official and legal roads to remain, and obliterate the rest. 
Add a provision that requires a reduction in the number of camps if studies or 
other researchfmonitoring suggests that reduction would be desuable 
ecologically or biologically. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Minor wording changes to the standards and guidelines are made for 
clarification. Other changes as suggested are unwarranted. Motorized travel 
is allowed in the Palisades WSA by the 1984 Act. A primitive classification 
is not required, even in designated wilderness. Management of any roads in 
the WSA is also directly controlled by the Acts. The Wilderness Act and 
Forest Service policy (Appendix A) address concerns about possible reduction 
in number of camps in WSAs if adverse impacts are occurring to potential 
wilderness character. AS 

COMMENTS: Add the entire Palisades WSA to wilderness proposals. 
161 

RESPONSE: The Roadless Process Paper Update (Appendix B) explains that this 
was not done because of a decision to allow motorized use to continue in the 
northwestern part of the area, and because of the difficulty to identify and 
mangage a boundary In that area. AS 

COMMENTS: Palisades Wilderness Study Area should be wilderness as habitat for 
grizzly bear and wolves. 

1314 
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RESPONSE: Wilderness designation would not necessarily ignore the habitat for 
bear and wolf. Severe restrictions on recreation use in that area would be 
the only action that could improve habitat. AS 

Roadless Areas 
ProtectIDesiqnate As Wilderness 

COMMENTS: Recommend all roadless areas for wilderness. Protect all roadless 
areas. Do not manage roadless areas for extractive uses. Keep these areas 
unroaded for wildlife, watershed protection, social and aesthetic values, 
future generations, or future wilderness. Roadless areas are crucial for 
biodiversity as well as human uses. Analysis of roadless areas for wilderness 
designation was cursory and inadequate; described only four of 16 areas, 
stating only that others "did not exhibit sufficient wilderness qualities; and 
violated provisions of NEPA, NFMA (16 USC 1604 (e), 36 CFR 219.17, and 60 Fed. 
Reg 18931 S219.14(b). Clarify the process or basis by which certain areas are 
recommended for wilderness while others are not. The alternative with the 
highest amount of wilderness recommended has only about 53% of roadless areas. 

F-G-1(475), F-G-2(2), F-H(8), F-J(3), 61, 136, 150, 157, 162, 163, 
174, 175, 176, 181, 184, 185, 189, 193, 204, 2 0 6 ,  210, 212, 213, 2 2 6 ,  
280, 317, 341, 354, 356, 357, 377, 379, 396, 400, 405, 409, 411, 424, 
441, 443, 610, 613, 621, 6 2 2 ,  643, 651, 690, 695, 697, 731, 739, 766, 
1194, 1241, 1243, 1270, 1273b. 1275, 1327, 1328, 1330, 1365, 1367b, 
1368, 1381, 1382, 1383, 1395, 1443 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered your comments. Additional analysis of 
recommended wilderness is documented in the FEIS to show the basis for 
recommendations. The Forest added documentation to the Roadless Area Process 
Paper Update (Appendix B of the FEIS) to display the rationale for why each 
roadless areas was or was not recommended for wilderness consideration. This 
documentation includes text and a wilderness characteristics rating table. 
Not all qualifying roadless areas are recommended for wilderness because the 
Desired Future Condition in the purpose and need section of the EIS does not 
call for such classifications. Only those roadless areas in the group having 
a rating equal to or higher than the group recommended in the 1984 Plan are 
considered essential to meet the DFC. AS 

Recommended chanqeslcortections to DEIS on Roadless Areas 

COMMENTS: Move the AMs summary about roadless areas from the Social Component 
to an Ecological Component. 

695 

RESPONSE: Roadless and wilderness areas are listed under social component 
because much of the use in these areas i s  recreational and designation is 
often political. Although the Forest recognizes the importance of the 
ecological component, most management direction involves social activity. AS 

COMMENTS: Adopt the language describing roadless characteristics in DFPR Page 
11-2, which reads, "Roadless characteristics are preserved in existing 
roadless areas and proposed wilderness" and include this description in the 
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DEIS Page 1-12 and S-4. Change this description to Ecosystem ProcessjDFC 
rather than Forest Use and Occupation/DFC. 

695 

RESPONSE: The Forest adopted your wording suggestion and added a reference 
to the Roadless Process paper where the characteristics are listed for each 
roadless area. AS 

COMMENTS: Need more discussion, analysis of fact that only Alt 6 in DEIS 
calls for reduction in groomed trails and O W  access; request additional 
analysis that wilderness designation reduces winter forage availability. 

643, 1368 

RESPONSE: The reduction in motorized access is fully analyzed and occurs in 
Alternatives 3, 3M, 4, 5 and 6. There is no indication in the EIS or Revised 
Plan that wilderness designation reduces winter forage availability. AS 

COMMENTS: Discuss impacts of the DFPR on roadless areas proposed for 
inclusion in the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. No ground 
disturbing activities should occur in these areas before designation. 

1364 

RESPONSE: The EIS addresses the potential for ground disturbing activities 
that impact roadless areas. The areas disturbed would be less than two-tenths 
of one percent of all roadless areas on the forest. AS 

COMMENTS: Provide specific provision for achieving roadless area DFC. Adlust 
management prescriptions accordingly. 

643 

RESPONSE: The roadless characteristics will be preserved as suggested in the 
Desired Future Condition (DFC) of the Revised Plan and biodiversity attributes 
will not be affected. AS 

Roadless - Specific Areas 
COMMENTS: Analyze Diamond Peak and Mount Jefferson for wilderness 
characteristics as both would qualify; roadless character of the Lemhi 
subsection should be protected; revise Plan to reduce motorized use. 

392, 643, 1184, 1185 

RESPONSE: The Forest considered your comments. After a review and update of 
the wilderness characteristics in additional analysis the Forest added a large 
portion of the Diamond Peak area as recommended wilderness in the Revised Plan 
because this area's high wilderness characteristics rating is similar to the 
other wilderness areas recommended in the Revised Plan. No other changes were 
made in recommended wilderness prescription areas. This is because no other 
areas rated high enough on the updated wilderness characteristics rating 
except for Garns MouRtain which was dedicated to a motorized use prescription 
rather than recommended wilderness. AS 
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COMMENTS: Map for Alternative 5 shows Garn's Mountain roadless area as part 
of recommended wilderness, but discussion does not mention it; and the map for 
Alternative 6 shows Garn's Mountain, Bear Creek, and Poker Peak as recommended 
wilderness but discussion doesn't mention them. 

695 

RESPONSE: The EIS text is corrected to match the map displays by adding 
reference to all areas mapped as recommended wilderness. AS 

Roadless - Numerical Inconsistencies 
COMMENTS: Correct inconsistencies in the amount of roadless area listed by 
different documents. The 1993 inventory shows 873,000 acres, while the DEIS 
and Executive Summary give 841,000; the Process Paper for roadless areas 
suggests that 53,700 acres have been lost to road construction since 1983 and 
four roadless areas have been deleted from inventory; there are 872,000 acres 
of roadless, not 841,000; the preliminary DEIS reports 879,000 acres, the 
process paper reports 871,000 acres, the DEIS reports 841,000 acres, and 3M 
reports protecting 772,000 as roadless. 

643, 695, 766, 1368 

RESPONSE: The final inventory acreages are added to the rating of the 
Wilderness Characteristic Factors Table in the Roadless Process Paper. There 
are fewer acres (841,000) in this table than in the original inventory table 
of 872,676. This reduction is due to improved accuracy from computer 
digitizing and represents a 3.5% correction. 3M Alternative roadless acres 
are less than 841,000 acres total inventoried because management prescripcions 
in the alternative will not necessarily protect all roadless characteristics. 
The Forest added text to the FEIS under the roadless heading in Chapters I11 
and IV to address this. AS 

COMMENTS: Inventory figure of 93 thousand acres in Bear Creek R.A. is 
incorrect. 

695 

RESPONSE: The final computer calculation shows the area to be 97,775 acres. 
AS 

Roadless A r e a  Manasement 

COMMENTS: The Forest proposals seem contradictory to DFC as stated in DEIS, 
"Roadless characteristics are preserved in existing roadless and those 
proposed; and that a comprehensive analysis of key indicators of biodiversity 
would clearly demonstrate critical importance of roadless areas for species 
sensitive to human disturbance." Do not focus discussion of roadless area 
management to maintaining roadlessness in opposition to opening them up to 
motorized and resource extraction; rather focus on values public receives from 
roadless areas at little or no cost, e.g., clean air, water. 

643, 766 
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RESPONSE: Less than two-tenths of one percent of the roadless areas are 
potentially impacted by ground disturbing activities. Therefore the roadless 
characteristics are preserved as suggested in the Desired Future Condition of 
the Revised Plan and biodiversity attributes are not affected. AS 

COMMENTS: Since most summer motorized trail recreation occurs in roadless 
areas, manage recreation facilities as such. The DEIS equates trails with 
roads (Island Park Plateau), which is wrong. 

1202 

RESPONSE: Most of the motorized trail opportunities within roadless areas 
are maintained. AS 

COMMENTS: Manage roadless areas as roadless and control usage through 
regulation, not by designation as wilderness, because multiple use should 
include areas maintained for all uses; no roadless areas. 

285, 627a, 1277 

ReSPONSE: The Forest acknowledges your comments. AS 

COMMENTS: Explain how the Forest can protect/mitigate against fires to 
maintain DFC, even though DEIS acknowledges that "these ecosystems are 
susceptible to fires of higher intensity/severity" and such fires result in 
soil damage. 

228 

RESPONSE: Ongoing studies mentioned in the Revised Plan will provide 
additional insight as to how to manage fire and use harvest methods that 
closely simulate ecosystem patterns of patch size and other natural 
processes. AS 

COMMENTS: Nothing in NFMA, Section 219.17 requires that roadless areas be in 
a non-interchangeable component (NIC); therefore, in Alternative 2 ,  allow all 
roadless areas that have a timber harvest prescription to be a part of the 
suitable timber base. (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber) 

413 

RESPONSE: The 1995 Draft RPA Assessment requires that the Forest quantify the 
contribution of Rare I1 areas to the maximum amount of timber that can be sold 
in a decade. This amount is identified as a non-interchangeable component 
(NIC) of the ASQ in the Revised Plan to prevent over harvesting in roaded 
areas in the event roadless areas cannot be harvested. Site-specific analysis 
is necessary for entry into roadless areas. In the first round of the Forest 
Plan, much of the volume in roadless areas could not be harvested. AS/LB/JR 

COMMENTS: Provide specific provisions for achieving Roadless Area DFC. 
Adjust management prescriptions accordingly. 

643 

RESPONSE: The roadless characteristics will be preserved as suggested in the 
Desired Future Condition (DFC) of the Revised Plan and biodiversity attributes 
will not be affected. AS 
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COMMENTS: Comply with RPA program that requires the ASQ for roaded and RARE 
I1 roadless areas tracked and reported separately in the Forest Plan. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Timber) 

1368 

RESPONSE: It will be tracked in the NIC component. LB/AS 

COMMENTS: The number of acres retained as roadless are a better indicator 
than the number of acres recommended for wilderness in Issue #6. 

No Letter Number 

RESPONSE: Acres retained as roadless were not used as a key indicator because 
there is little change between alternatives for this indicator as shown on 
Table 11-1 of the FEIS. The most significant difference in alternative 
comparison indicators that effect roadless areas is the number of acres 
recommended as wilderness. This was selected f o r  the comparison, because it 
provides a significant difference in the level of protection of roadless 
values. 
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SDotted Fro9 Habitat 

COMMENTS: The forestwide objective (DFPR 111-15) for spotted frog habitat 
(maintain riparian vegetation in desired vegetation condition) does not 
provide clear direction for maintaining habitat for amphibians because DVC is 
not rigorously defined. Please clarify. 

643, 1277, 1369 JJ R 

RESPONSE: The definition for DVC is found in the Glossary of the Revised 
Plan. Site-specific determination of DVC will be made at the time of specific 
project proposals. RR 

COMMENTS: It is not clear that Alternative 3M will protect the spotted frogs' 
habitat's key components. Human modifications negatively affect habitat 
quality for spotted frogs. 

1277 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines--such as, Properly Functioning 
Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, including a 
spotted frog goal; Aquatic Influence Zone management prescription--provide 
direction which will protect frog habitat. The effects confirming adequate 
protection and maintenance of spotted frog habltat are disclosed in Chapter IV 
of the FEIS. RR 

Boreal/Western Toad Habitat 

COMMENTS: Support leaving more forest debris to benefit boreal toads because 
radiotelemetry studies show that some toads use slash piles extensively. 

1343 
Maintain or protect shrub cover in forested habitat for western 

toads. Shrub cover is a significant component of toad habitat, especially in 
dry to normal weather conditions. 

1204 

RESPONSE: The Revision includes direction to manage for natural levels of 
shrub cover. This will increase shrub cover in many areas which will benefit 
a variety of plant and animal species. DD 

Protect Amphibian Breedinq Sites 

COMMENTS: Protect all known amphibian breeding sites from direct or indirect 
negative impacts of timber, grazing, road-building, mining or recreation. 

1277 

- RFSPONSE: While specific breeding sites are not identified in this 
programmatic analysis, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines--such as, Properly 
Functioning Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, 
including a spotted frog goal; Aquatic Influence Zone management 
prescription--provide direction which will protect amphibian habitat. The 
effects confirming adequate protection and maintenance of habitat are 
disclosed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 
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COMMENTS: Do not permit fish kills or pesticides or herbicides at possible 
amphibian breeding areas and other aquatic habitat that may be used for 
wintering or foraging. 

1277 

RESPONSE: State wildlife agencies may make proposals for using pesticides in 
preparation for restocking watercourses with desirable fish species. These 
will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, with coordination between the 
Forest Service and the agency. All pesticide or herbicide use is subject to 
compliance with EPA safety, use and disposal requirements, particularly near 
water bodies. RR 

Amphibian Buffer Zones 

COMMENTS: Requirements for buffers on all streams and water types will 
improve riparian area conditions for most amphibians species. 

643, 1343 

RESPONSE: This is one of the intents of the aquatic influence zone management 
prescription. DD 

COMMENTS: Do not believe this statement on Page IV-91 of DEIS is 
lustifiable: "We doubt there is much of a measurable difference in effect due 
to different buffer widths." 

1277 

RESPONSE: At this time we do not know of any scientific study that would 
change our effects analysis on spotted frogs. MO 

Reduce Access to Protect Amuhibians 

COMMENTS: Reduce motorized access to decrease anuran (lacking a tail) 
mortality caused by motorized vehicles; seasonally wet seeps and marshes 
should not be crossed by roads or trails if alternate routes are possible. 

643, 1277, 1343 

RESPONSE: The access and aquatic influence zone direction provides adequate 
protection. RR 

COMMENTS: Do not allow stocking of fish in previously fishless waters that 
are occupied by amphibians. 

1277 

RESPONSE: The States of Idaho and Wyoming have the legal authority to stock 
fish in the waters of their state. They consider the protection of native 
species in their stocking policies. DD 

Grazinq Imuacts on Amphibians 

COMMENTS: DEIS implies grazing is of no concern, but in frogltoad breeding 
areas, trampled stream banks, degraded riparian vegetation and livestock 
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wetlands and pond edges all have negative effects on 
reproduce and persist in an area. 

congregations in seasonal 
frogs or their ability to 

1277 
Prevent sheep grazing in or near critical breeding sites of boreal 

toads during and soon after the period of metamorphosis. 
1343 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines--such as, Production of 
Commodity Resources, Properly Functioning Condition, and Fisheries, Water and 
Riparian Resources sections; and Aquatic Influence Zone management 
prescription--provide direction which will protect frog and toad habitat. The 
effects confirming adequate protection and maintenance of frog habitat are 
disclosed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain changes in the grazing program that will restore and 
recover the western boreal toad on the Forest. 

1365 
Management recommendations for western toads should include the 

following: Protect riparian habitat, create buffers around riparian areas, 
keep livestock away from riparian areas and amphibian breeding sites. 

1204, 1277 

RESPONSE: Changes in specific grazing systems is a site-specific 
determination during allotment management planning or administration. 
Forestwide and management prescription direction protecting riparian and 
aquatic resources is adequate to maintain effective habitat for the boreal 
toad. RR 

Timber Harvest Imuacts on Amuhibians 

COMMENTS: Disagree with claims that timber harvest within AIZs will have, 
"site-specific, short term impacts on spotted frog populations and habitat" 
because timber harvesting that alters hydro character, temperature, moisture, 
and connectivity results in loss of breed sites, winter areas, moist summer 
forage areas and movement corridors. Do not allow any timber harvesting in 
riparian influence zones which are spotted frog habitat. 

643, 1277, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised P l a n  does not permit scheduled timber harvest within 
the aquatic influence zone. However, small scale timber harvest is permitted 
only if specifically needed and designed to maintain or improve aquatic or 
riparian ecosystems. No such timber sales are planned or anticipated. DD 

COMMENTS: Expand habitat features beyond the needs of birds and mammals. 
Address needs of smaller, more sensitive species such as amphibians, for 
example, how timber harvest affects amphibians (Chen et. a1 1993). 

1204 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines-such as, Properly Functioning 
Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, including a 
spotted frog goal; Aquatic Influence Zone management prescription--provide 
direction which will protect amphibian habitat. The effects confirming 
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adequate protection and maintenance of spotted frog habitat are disclosed in 
Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 

COMMENTS: Logging does not mimic fire as a process and creates a very 
different ecological situation for amphibians. 

643, 1343 

RESPONSE: We acknowledge that logging does not replicate all of the 
ecological effects of natural fire. The Revised Plan mcludes direction to 
increase the use of prescribed and natural fire where desirable effects are 
expected. DD 

COMMENTS: Consider that landscape pattern of logging activities has a 
considerable impact on toad movements and habitat. A clearcut area with no 
regrowth of trees or shrubs seriously decreases the quality of habitat. 

643, 1204, 1343 

RESPONSE: Under ecosystem management and properly functioning condition, most 
harvest activities will be considered in a landscape context, with evaluation 
of effects on wildlife species. Depending on the objectives, the effects of 
clearcutting without adequate restocking can create undesirable habitat 
condition. RR 

COMMENTS: Address the findings of researcher Paul Bartelt (1995) that 
amphibian decline is related to habitat alteration at historic sites through 
evaporation loss in clearcuts, the movement of sheep through toadlet nursery 
areas and the destruction of overhead covering where toads locate. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest's management approach is to maintain, on a landscape 
basis, quality riparian wetland and upland habitats that will provide for a 
variety of species over time. There will be natural and management 
disturbances but the overall intent is to maintain habitat conditions for all 
other species. MO 

Amphibian Management 

COMMENTS: Provide more substantive changes in the management of potential 
toad habitat in riparian/wetland areas so that the species does not completely 
disappear from the Forest: write an accountable and enforceable conservation 
management plan for boreal toad and other amphibians that are in decline. 

1343, 1365 

RESPONSE: The Revision includes substantive changes in the management of 
Forest riparian/wetland areas. This will benefit a variety of plant and 
animal species which use these areas. A conservation management plan is not 
considered necessary. The Revised Plan allows further action, should new 
information or changed conditions occur. DD/RR 
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COMMENTS: Manage for the fact that toad populations decline sharply if a 
metapopulation structure is lost or fragmented by either natural or man-caused 
events. 

1277 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines-such as, Properly Functioning 
Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, including a 
spotted frog goal; and Aquatic Influence Zone management prescription--provide 
direction which will protect frog habitat. The effects confirming adequate 
protection and maintenance of frog habitat are disclosed in Chapter I V  of the 
F E I S .  RR 

COMMENTS: Justify statement: "all alternatives are expected to maintain the 
current spotted frog distribution on the Forest." 

1277 

RESPONSE: No data in literature suggests spotted frogs are dependent upon a 
particular forested condition. The AIZ Management Prescription 1s used as a 
coarse filter to maintain aquatic and riparian habitats in properly 
functioning conditions. This prescription will benefit spotted frogs. MO/AM 

Use Scientific Studies 

COMMENTS: Forest needs to use the herpetological research already done to 
assess trends, develop management guidelines and monitoring (Peterson et al. 
1992; Groves and Peterson 1993; Clark et al. 1993; Clark and Peterson 1994; 
Patla and Peterson 1994; Bartelt and Peterson 1994, and in prep; Koch and 
Peterson 1995). Include the information and analyses from the Upper Columbia 
River Basin Assessment for amphibians so that you do not neglect an 
appropriate ecosystem management. 

643 
The Plan needs to deal with research showing declines on the Forest 

of the northern leopard frog and the boreal or western toads, especially since 
the Forest has a few of the remaining known breeding sites for the boreal. 

643, 1343 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the above cited research in the development of 
forestwide standards, guidelines and management prescriptions for riparian and 
wetland habitats. The Forest's approach is to maintain, on a landscape basis, 
quality riparian wetland and upland habitats that will provide for a variety 
of species over time. MO 

Survev/Monitor Amuhibian Sites 

COMMENTS: Establish a schedule of amphibian surveys and monitoring of spotted 
frog breeding sites. Cover representative areas in all subsections across the 
Forest and extend each year. 

1277 

RESPONSE: Monitoring of spotted frog habitat is included in Chapter V of the 
Revised Plan. RR 
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COMMENTS: The amphibian surveying/monitoring effort is inadequate to 
determine the status of populations and how they are reacting to management 
decisions. Resurvey (every 5 years) historical sites for the northern leopard 
frog and the leopard frog to help understand their declines; survey data does 
not suggest declines of tiger salamanders or boreal chorus frogs. 

1343 
Provide needed, critical, long-term monitoring for all amphibians 

based on available scientific information. Emphasue inventory and monitoring 
of breeding sites of all amphibians and protection of the few known breeding 
sites of the rare western boreal toad; use the results of ISU research as a 
starting point. 

643, 1277 
Site-specific project analysis should consider the possibility 

that breeding pools may be isolated or fragmented from other suitable 
habitat. Analysis projects should include searches for ephemeral pools and 
intermittent or ephemeral drainages that may not show up on aerial photos or 
maps. These sites should be protected if suspected of being occupied or used 
by spotted frogs or western toads. 

1277 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines--such as, Properly Functioning 
Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, including a 
spotted frog goal; Aquatic Influence Zone management prescription--provide 
direction which will protect frog habitat. The effects confirming adequate 
protection and maintenance of Management Indicator Species spotted frog 
habitat are disclosed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 

Amphibians as Manasement Indicator Species 

COMMENTS: The spotted frog is the most common amphibian on the forest and 
should not be the only species of concern used as a management indicator, 
because amphibians are especially sensitive to environmental change in aquatic 
and riparian systems (DEIS 111-31). 

643 
Incorporate western boreal toads as indicator species. They are 

more vulnerable to impacts of land management activities because they are 
affected in both riparian and upland habitats. 

206 

RESPONSE: The Forest used the spotted frog because it was listed as a 
regional sensitive species and therefore became a Management Indicator 
Species. Boreal toads were not listed. AS we learn more information about 
boreal toads, we will include this in site-specific planning. MO 

Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Explain why there are no standards and guidelines for the spotted 
frog . 

1369 
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Page 111-15 - Standards and Guidelines - Spotted Frog Habitat. 

Objective should read: "Maintain riparian vegetation in late seral or 
potential natural community condition." 

1446 
Develop objectives for amphibian habitat protection including the 

following: pesticides, herbicides, placement of trails and roads, stocking of 
fish, recreational base, livestock use and timber harvest. 

643 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines--such as, Properly Functioning 
Condition and Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources sections, including a 
spotted frog goal; Aquatic Influence Zone management prescription--provide 
direction which will protect frog habitat. The effects confirming adequate 
protection and maintenance of MIS spotted frog habitat are disclosed in 
Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 

Site specific 

COMMENTS: The Lodge Creek spotted frogs' breeding sites are two small pools 
in Island Park that are spatially separated from permanent streams and are 
vitally important. The first area is located in lodgepole forest 200 meters 
from the headwater springs of Lodge Creek. The second has been separated from 
Lodge Creek by highway construction which has caused negative impacts on this 
population. The frogs do not migrate in mass, but individually. 

1277 
Recent surveys show spotted frogs are comon/abundant in Island 

Park but rare/non-existent in Big Holes/Palisades district. 
1277, 1343 

RESPONSE: Thank you for this information. These are site-specific concerns 
and should be addressed during analysis of project proposals. RR 

WILDLIFE - ANALYSIS 
Environmental Analvsis of Wildlife 

Impacts is Inadeauate 

COMMENTS: Environmental analysis of wildlife impacts are grossly inadequate; 
analysis fails to meet the legal requirements of NEPA or APA, and fails to 
ensure the viability requirements of NFMA. Analysis of wildlife impacts 
should include: current science; effects of past impacts of logging/roading on 
habitat potentials for wildlife; cumulative effects; wildlife standards so the 
Forest can predict habitat conditions for the next ten years; professionalism 
and science quality. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Analysis of the Management Situation (1992) and Process Paper D 
contain much of what you request. The DEIS contained a summary of this 
information and referred to these other documents for more information. The 
FEIS will contain more information about each management indicator species, 
but it will still be a summary, and the Analysis of the Management Situation 
and Process Paper D will still be referenced in the FEIS. The analysis is 

XXVI 11-7 



WILDLIFE - ANALYSIS 
based on the best information available, sound science, and fully complies 
with all laws and regulations. MO 

COMMENTS: The Plan should include the following: monitoring and evaluating 
program, recreational impacts on wildlife, OHV impacts on wildlife, access 
habitats and populations of indicator species, reasonable frequency of 
measurements, predetermined degree of change, and interrelated set of impact 
indicators. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has a monitoring item for each management 
indicator species (MIS). Each monitoring item includes the following 
parameters: type of monitoring, priority, where applied, the indicator being 
monitored, the method, expected precision and reliability, tolerance or 
variability indicating action, frequency of monitoring, lead responsibility 
and estimated annual cost. 

Recreational impacts on wildlife MIS are analyzed as appropriate 
for each individual MIS. The analysis includes measuring recreational 
activity in a variety of ways, including motorized use on roads and trails, 
cross-country OHV use, dispersed recreation activity, campsites, and so forth. 

populations of each MIS. MO 

COMMENTS: The Plan needs to address public issues: evaluation of habitat 
fragmentation created by roads and harvest units; no plans to manage wildlife 
for the above reason; old growth and the species dependent on it; firewood 
harvest in potential wildlife habitat; management of sensitive species beyond 
goshawk and owls; forest songbirds, especially those dependent on denser, old 
forest habitat, at lower elevations. 

The FEIS provides a summary of known information about the 

1369 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and Process Paper D contain additional information about 
fragmentation. Process Paper D contains a review of the effects of timber 
harvesting on neotropical migratory birds. The Revised Plan contains new 
management direction for old growth and late successional forests. All 
sensitive species which occur on the Forest are analyzed in the FEIS. There 
are numerous forestwide standards and guidelines and management prescriptions 
which provide for the habitat requirements of wildlife species, but they are 
not necessarily identified by species name. For example, the forestwide 
standards and guidelines for old growth and late successional forest, combined 
with the management prescription standards and guidelines for limiting the 
amount of forested acres that can be in a nonstocked or seedling stage at 
point in time provide for the maintenance of late successional and old growth 
forest for numerous wildlife species. MO 

DFPR Fails to Analvze Existina Conditions 

COMMENTS: The DFPR is seriously flawed due to the lack of a thorough analysis 
of Forest conditions (all resources). A principle area lacking in analysis is 
for wildlife, relating existing conditions and habitat effectiveness to 
implementation of the DFPR. All appeals over the past decade have been 
wildlife related. To avoid perpetuating the cycle of 
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"planning/appealing/revising" the DFPR should 1) make clear, existing 
conditions forestwide, 2 )  identifying causative factors to explain these 
conditions, (for example, number of roads and degree of fragmentation which 
resulted from the Forest's departure from sustained yield logging), 3 )  address 
habitat needs for a wide variety of species, and 4)  make clear that standards, 
guidelines and prescriptions will accommodate those resources into the future. 

643 

RESPONSE: 1) The FEIS and Process Paper D describe the existing condition for 
each MIS, 2 )  The FEIS and Process Paper D describe the habitat components 
which are most important and influenced by Forest Service management 
activities, 3) The Revised Plan and FEIS specifically address the habitat 
needs of the MIS and the AMs and Process Paper D provide additional 
information about other wildlife species on the Forest; and 4 )  Analysis in the 
FEIS includes the effects of incorporating and implementing all of the 
forestwide standards and guidelines and the management prescriptions. MO 

Survevs/Inventorres 

COMMENTS: Recommend mandatory surveys for  important wildlife and habitats 
prior to any project or activity; suggest standards and guidelines requiring 
surveys. 

389, 766 

RESPONSE: Each project or activity is unique, and the necessary surveys 
required for each prolect or activity is unique. Therefore, it is not 
possible to establish mandatory surveys for prolects or activities in the 
Revised Plan. The necessary surveys will be identified when pro-~ects or 
actLvities are proposed. MO 

COMMENTS: Need a terrestrial biological assessment and a species inventory. 
1368 

RESPONSE: A list of all wildlife species which potentially occur on or 
adlacent to the Forest was provided in the Analysis of the Management 
Situation (completed in 1992) and in Process Paper D. The FEIS provides an 
assessment of populations and habitat conditions for the terrestrial wildlife 
species selected as MIS. MO 

Standards and Guidelanes 

COMMENTS: Plan has too many arbitrary standards that have little biological 
or scientific merit for wildlife. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Every Standard and Guideline in the Revised Plan was reviewed 
again. They are based on the best available science and management 
information. MO 
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Lanquaqe 

COMMENTS: Define "limited" access, because the word is too ambiguous. 
389 

RESPONSE: We agree that words like "limited" are ambiguous. That is why 
access information is displayed in tables and figures in quantitative terms, 
like miles of roads and trails and density of roads and trails. MO 

COMMENTS: Require the Plan to more strongly guarantee the integrity of 
wildlife. 

252 

RESPONSE: Compared to the existing condition, the Revised Plan reduces 
motorized access, reduces the amount of timber harvesting, maintains or 
improves riparian habitats, provides for more late successional and old growth 
forests in every watershed, provides better direction for important habitat 
components such as snags and downed woody debris, provides improved winter 
range conditions for deer and elk, and provides more protection for important 
site-specific areas, such as nest sites for all of the endangered and 
threatened and sensitive bird species. Analysis in the FEIS for the MIS 
demonstrates that suitable habitat will be maintained for viable populations 
of wildlife, and this habitat will be well-distributed across the Forest. MO 

Monitorinq 

COMMENTS: Monitor biodiversity before treatments, not just after treatments, 
so that you can have proactive planning. 

1368 

RESPONSE: Biological diversity can be defined as the diversity of genes, 
species, communities, ecosystems, and the interactions of all of these. It is 
not possible to monitor everything that fits under the term biodiversity. 
Therefore, the Revised Plan identifies the important monitoring items which 
are to be done when the Forest Plan is implemented. Each monitoring item 
includes the following parameters: type of monitoring, priority, where 
applied, the indicator being monitored, the method, expected precision and 
reliability, tolerance or variability indicating action, frequency of 
monitoring, lead responsibility, and estimated annual cost. MO 

COMMENTS: Add this statement to the plan: Develop monitoring partnerships 
with state wildlife agencies, state recreation agencies, possibly recreation 
user-groups, and Grand Teton National Park. 

699 

RESPONSE: Cooperating with other agencies and user groups has become a 
standard way of doing business for the Targhee and the other agencies and user 
groups. The Forest Service has numerous Memorandum of Understanding with 
other agencies and user groups to facilitate partnerships and cooperative 
relations. Therefore, it is not necessary to add such a statement to the 
Revised Plan. MO 
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COMMENTS: Revise the Jedediah Smith Monitoring Plan to include monitoring of 
winter survival of yearlings of bighorn sheep populations in the Teton 
Mountain Range and include the Grand Teton National Park. 

699 

RESPONSE: Monitoring wildlife populations, especially those that are hunted, 
is the primary responsibility of the State Fish and Game Departments. In this 
case, that is the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. In the past, the Targhee 
cooperated with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and Grand Teton National 
Park on research and monitoring of the bighorn sheep population in the Teton 
Mountain Range. We will continue to work with these agencies. MO 

COMMENTS: "Important habitat or ecological values" are broad terms, and the 
commenter does not define them. For monitoring to be effective, items need to 
be well defined. Therefore, these recommended changes were not made in the 
Revised Plan. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Add the words "and in areas with important habitat or ecological 
values" to the monitoring item for conflicts between all forms of recreation 
and wildlife. MO 

Education 

COMMENTS: Regain public support for Fish and Game, hunting, fishing and 
outdoor recreation activities. 

250 

RESPONSE: Your comments are acknowledged. We continually seek to involve the 
public in project planning and foster support for management activities. 
MO/RR 

COMMENTS: Regarding Developed Recreation Sites: Support watchable wildlife 
provisions in objectives because informing public of areas to enjoy wildlife 

in native habitats encourages public support for habitat needs. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

1446 

RESPONSE: One of several national wildlife program emphasis areas is 
"watchable wildlife." It is not necessary to restate the goals and objectives 
of these national programs in the Revised Plan. MO 

WILDLIFE - BIGHORN SHEEP 
Needs More Protection 

COMMENTS: The few management guidelines the Forest has for bighorn sheep are 
untimely and madequate to ensure future populations. The Forest needs to 
follow agencies like Wyoming Game and Fish, and the Grand Teton National Park 
and give bighorn sheep more consideration. 

699, 1247 
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Protection efforts are needed, because bighorn populations lost 

lower elevation and winter range due to development, poaching, plant 
successional and fire suppression, and recreation; there is genetic isolation 
and inbreeding (especially in the Teton Range). 

25 ,  389, 699, 1247, 1381 
The Forest Plan does not meet NFUA/FS regulations for maintaining 

populations of native vertebrate species, especially bighorn sheep, which is 
required by NSP (1988, 5.5) and is a goal of Wyoming Game and Fish with their 
objectives of 125 animals. 

699 

RESPONSE: The public raised four main issues related to bighorn sheep. These 
four issues and the response are: 

1. Loss or abandonment of former low-elevation winter range due to 
human disturbance (e.g., developments, poaching, recreational activities) and 
vegetation succession from alteration of the natural fire regime. 

not being used for a variety of factors. However, The Forest knows of no 
analysis/evaluation about the feasibility of restoring use to former low 
elevation winter ranges. 

permanent developments. 

areas is now occupied by mountain goats (the result of transplants conducted 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game). It is our understanding that 
mountain goats use the same habitats, are more aggressive, and will out 
compete bighorn sheep. 

conditions which would be necessary to restore appropriate vegetation 
conditions. The Teton bighorn sheep working group documented that "natural 
fire regimes" were often the result of native Americans and early trappers. 
It is unlikely these fire regimes can be restored today. The Teton Basin 
Ranger District has tried since the mid-1980s to do a spring prescribed burn 
in Darby Creek. They have tried slashing the brush to create more dry fuel; 
they have put a cat line around it to allow for more severe burning 
conditions; and they have used both diesel fuel and a helitorch to burn the 
area, but with no success. 

the year 2007, complete a fire management plan for the entire west slope of 
the Tetons which would include opportunities for improving bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

disperse into suitable unused habitat. Even to get bighorns to use new areas 
that are in proximity to each other usually requires transplanting them. 

domestic sheep. 

the transmission of disease between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep. In 
addition, the Revised Plan provides some new management direction. The 
following summarizes what the Forest has already done, plus the new management 
direction in the Revised Plan. 

There is no argument that former low elevation winter ranges are 

Some of the winter ranges are probably permanently lost due to 

Historical bighorn range in the Palisades and Big Hole Mountains 

The Forest knows of no analysis or evaluation of the burning 

In the Revised Plan, the Targhee added an objective as follows: By 

Bighorn sheep occupy traditional use areas, and often do not 

2. Potential disease transmission from, and competition with, 

The Forest has already implemented protection measures to reduce 

What the Forest has already done: 
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WILDLIFE - BIGHORN SHEEP 
On the west slope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres of bighorn sheep 

habitat do not have domestic sheep grazing at this time. These 45,700 acres 
include all of the areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are 
not grazed on the west slope during the seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact 
with bighorn sheep is likely to occur. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is very low, there is no forage competition, and there is no 
displacement. 

Therefore, the potential for disease transfer is zero, there is no forage 
competition, and there is no displacement. 

the area currently occupied by bighorn sheep. There are some winter and 
summer domestic sheep allotments currently in use in areas adjacent fo the 
currently occupied bighorn sheep areas. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is very low, there is no forage competition, and there is no 
displacement. 

out domestic sheep grazing on the west slope of the Tetons on an opportunity 
basis; phase out winter domestic sheep grazing in the Medicine Lodge 
Subsection; evaluate additional opportunities for adjusting domestic sheep 
grazing while the phase out program is in progress; and allow no conversions 
from cattle allotments to domestic sheep allotments within bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

inbreeding. 

the west slope of the Tetons. The Teton Range bighorn sheep population is 
among a small number of bighorn sheep populations that are endemic and have 
not been augmented with animals from other bighorn sheep populations. 
However, genetic research on this population indicates the Teton Range bighorn 
sheep had the lowest heterozygosity of 12 herds in Wyoming which were analyzed 
for genetic variability. Additional genetic analysis is currently being 
done. 

The concern for genetic isolation and related consequences of 
inbreeding appears to be diametrically opposed to the scientific value of an 
endemic population. At this time, the Forest does not know what will be 
needed to resolve this dilemma. 

activities. 

wilderness, proposed wilderness and semi-primitive backcountry areas. These 
areas already have limited access. There are some concerns about potential 
adverse effects of recreation activity, but none of the concerns have 
substantive documentation to support the claim that recreation activity is 
adversely affecting bighorn sheep populations. The Revised Plan has an added 
oblective to work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a 
credible research prolect on the effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the 
west slope of the Tetons. 

agencies. This includes the permitting of hunting by the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department. MO 

In the Lionhead area, there is no domestic sheep grazing. 

In the Medicine Lodge area, there is no domestic sheep grazing in 

New management direction contained in the Revised Plan is: Phase 

3. Likely genetic isolation and related consequences of 

This issue was raised primarily for the bighorn sheep population on 

4.  Displacement from seasonal ranges due to recreational 

Bighorn sheep habitat on the Forest is within designated 

Recreational activities are evaluated and coordinated between all 
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WILDLIFE - BIGHORN SHEEP 
COMMENTS: Plan does not describe the environmental consequences of any of the 
alternatives relative to bighorn sheep which is required by NEPA, Forest 
Service Handbook, Forest Service Manual 1950 and 2602 plus NFMA and USFS 
regulations (36 CFR 219). 

699 

RESPONSE: Laws and regulations and policy for Forest planning require the 
selection of management indicator species (MIS). It is neither required, nor 
is it possible to select every wildlife species as a MIS. The Forest 
conducted several workshops to identify and select the MIS for the Revised 
Plan. Bighorn sheep were not selected as a MIS because they have not 
responded to management efforts in the past and populations and habitat 
conditions would be the same in all alternatives. The Forest is not violating 
any laws, regulations or policy by not selecting bighorn sheep as a MIS. MO 

Protection Measures 

COMMENTS: Limit access to bighorn sheep habitat by restricting recreation and 
prohibiting new trails and campsites in bighorn sheep habitat; develop 
standards for travel constraints in bighorn sheep habitat; develop goals and 
objectives for maintaining a viable sheep population. 

389, 699, 1247, 1347 

RESPONSE: Bighorn sheep habitat on the Forest is within designated 
wilderness, proposed wilderness and semi-primitive backcountry areas. These 
areas already have limited access. Concerns about possible or potential 
adverse effects of recreation activity have not provided substantive 
documentation to support the claim that recreation activity is adversely 
affecting bighorn sheep populations. The Revised Plan has an added objective 
to work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a credible 
research project on the effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the west 
slope of the Tetons. 

to sustain a viable population of bighorn sheep. However, there are other 
factors outside the management authority of the Forest Service which may 
affect population viability, such as traditional bighorn sheep behavioral 
traits which have some populations wintering on high elevation winter ranges 
with limited carrying capacity and severe wintering conditions. There are 
also concerns about genetic inbreeding, which may require some population 
manipulation which is outside the authority of the Forest Service. MO 

COMMENTS: Support management strategies outlined by suminski (1991). 
Emphasize implementation of management strategies 1, 2, 3 ,  4, 5 ,  7, 8, 10. 

Habitat currently exists and will continue to exist in the future 

. 389 

RESPONSE: These management strategies deal with concerns about grazing 
domestic sheep within or close to bighorn sheep habitat. The concerns include 
potential for disease transfer, competition for forage and displacement. What 
the Forest has already done: 

habitat do not have domestic sheep grazing at this time. These 45,700 acres 
include all of the areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are 

On the west slope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres of bighorn sheep 
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WILDLIFE - BIGHORN SHEEP 
not grazed on the west slope during the seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact 
with bighorn sheep is likely to occur. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is low, there is no forage competition and there is no displacement. 

Therefore, the potential for disease transfer is zero, there is no forage 
competition and there is no displacement. 

the area currently occupied by bighorn sheep. There are some winter and 
summer domestic sheep allotments currently in use in areas adjacent to the 
currently occupied bighorn sheep areas. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is very low, there is no forage competition and there is no 
displacement. 

out domestic sheep grazing on the west slope of the Tetons; Phase out winter 
domestic sheep grazing in the Medicine Lodge Subsection; evaluate additional 
opportunities for adjusting domestic sheep grazing while the phase out program 
is in progress; and allow no conversions from cattle allotments to domestic 
sheep allotments within bighorn sheep habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Consider bighorn sheep as an indicator species. 

In the Lionhead area, there is no domestic sheep grazing. 

In the Medicine Lodge area, there is no domestic sheep grazing in 

New management direction contained in the Revised Plan is: Phase 

389 

RESPONSE: Laws and regulations and policy for Forest planning require the 
selection of management indicator species (MIS). It is neither required, nor 
is it possible to have every wildlife species selected as a MIS. The Forest 
conducted several workshops to identify and select the MIS for the Revised 
Plan. Bighorn sheep were not selected as a MIS for the Revised Plan because 
they have not responded to management efforts in the past and populations and 
habitat conditions would be the same in all alternatives. The Forest did not 
violate any laws or regulations or policy by not selecting bighorn sheep as a 
MIS. MO 

COMMENTS: Include bighorn sheep during scoping or grazing allotment reviews. 
1247 

RESPONSE: This was done in the past, and will be done in the future, on 
grazing allotments that have bighorn sheep concerns. The Revised Plan 
provides the following management direction related to domestic sheep grazing 
and bighorn sheep habitat: Phase out domestic sheep grazing on the west slope 
of the Tetons; phase out winter sheep grazing in the Medicine Lodge 
Subsection; evaluate additional opportunities for adjusting domestic sheep 
grazing while the phase out program is in progress; and allow no conversions 
from cattle to domestic sheep within bighorn sheep habitat. MO 

Protection Measure - Winter 
COMMENTS: Add management goals to protect bighorn sheep habitat in winter. 
Restrict recreation (including travel, new campsites and outfitter and guide 
special use permits) in bighorn sheep winter range and other key habitat; make 
a forestwide standard protecting crucial bighorn sheep winter range that 
includes recreation and travel restraints. 

FS-9, F-G-l(475). 389, 1247, 1249, 1312 
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RESPONSE: Bighorn sheep habitat on the Forest is within designated 
wilderness, proposed wilderness, and semi-primitive backcountry areas. These 
areas already have limited access. There are concerns about possible adverse 
effects of recreation activity, but none of the concerns have substantive 
documentation to support the claim that recreation activity is adversely 
affecting bighorn sheep populations. The Revised Plan has an added objective 
to work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a credible 
research project on the effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the west 
slope of the Tetons. MO 

COMMENTS: Reference Wyoming Game and Fish license approach to bighorn sheep 
as premier big game animals, recognize their bighorn sheep plans, and 
coordinate with them to include all winter range. 

1247 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has, and will continue in the future, to coordinate 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department in the management of bighorn sheep. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Provide a guideline to assist State agencies for transplant into 
historic winter ranges, especially after domestic sheep are removed from an 
area. 

1247 

RESPONSE: It is Forest Service policy to coordinate with the State Fish and 
Game Departments on proposed transplants for all wildlife species. Since this 
is policy, the Targhee will not create a guideline specific for bighorn sheep 
transplants for the Revised Plan. MO 

Non-Support Protection Measures 

COMMENTS: "Bighorn sheep winter range should be closed to all human 
activities between December 1 and April 30" as should elk and deer winter 
range and also apply to MP 2.7(a-b). This should be added and made a 
Standard. 

699 

RESPONSE: Bighorn sheep winter ranges are distributed in several areas of the 
Forest, including the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Area, the Lionhead Proposed 
Wilderness Area, in the Medicine Lodge area and the Lemhi Mountains, a portion 
of which is proposed wilderness. At the present time, human use in these 
areas is limited or non-existent. However, because of concerns about 
recreation impacts on bighorn sheep, an ob~ective is added to the Revised Plan 
to work with the Intermountain Research Station on a research project to 
assess the existing and potential impacts from recreation use on bighorn 
sheep. MO 

COMMENTS: Bighorn sheep is not a threatened and endangered species. It is a 
big game animal whose numbers are on the increase across the west. 

1363 
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RESPONSE: You are correct that bighorn sheep are not a threatened or 
endangered species. The Targhee is unfamiliar with the population numbers 
throughout the west, but the bighorn sheep population on the Forest is 
estimated to be 225 animals, and there has been no population increase for the 
past 15 years. MO 

Interaction with Domestic Sheeu 

COMMENTS: Separate domestic sheep from bighorn sheep. Specific sites of 
conflict include the headwaters of Game and Moose Creeks, Mail Cabin Creek, 
Fox Creek Divide, Fred's Mountain, Rendezvous Mountain, Jedediah Smith 
Wilderness, and the Teton Range. Domestic sheep transmit disease to bighorn 
sheep which is the most serious threat to bighorn sheep survival. The two 
species compete for forage. Develop buffer strips between domestic and 
bighorn sheep populations with suggested widths ranging from 2 to 3 to 9 
miles; and separate domestic from bighorn sheep in a standard. 

FS-9, 212, 293, 389, 690, 699, 1247, 1277, 1312, 1331, 1381, 1387 
Reflect ecosystem management emphasis with regards to the impacts 

of domestic sheep grazing on bighorn sheep populations (especially in the 
Teton Range) because numerous studies cite this is a concern (cites Citizens 
Task Force Work Group and memorandum from Wyoming Game and Fish to the Targhee 
National Forest, 1989, 1994, 1995). 

699 
Research has established that bighorn sheep carry their own strain 

of pasteurella and are capable of die-offs without contact with domestic sheep 
(e.g. bighorn sheep die-off in Hells Canyon past winter); oppose Targhee's 
radical proposal to reduce sheep grazing by 20% AUMs (especially in Districts 
2 and 3) in order to "improve" grizzly bear and bighorn sheep habitat. 

1363 

RESPONSE: These comments deal with concerns about grazing domestic sheep 
within or close to bighorn sheep habitat. The following documents what the 
Forest has already done about these concerns and new management direction 
contained in the Revised Plan. What the Forest has already done: 

On the west slope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres of bighorn sheep 
habitat do not have domestic sheep grazing at this time. These 45,700 acres 
include all of the areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are 
not grazed on the west slope during the seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact 
with bighorn sheep is likely to occur. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is low, there is no forage competition and there is no displacement. 

Therefore, the potential for disease transfer is zero, there is no forage 
competition and there is no displacement. 

the area currently occupied by bighorn sheep. There are some winter and 
summer domestic sheep allotments currently in use in areas adjacent to the 
currently occupied bighorn sheep areas. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is very low, there is no forage competition and there is no 
displacement. There is no need for a 3 to 9 mile buffer between domestic and 
bighorn sheep at this time. 

domestic sheep grazing on the west slope of the Tetons; phase out winter 

In the Lionhead area, there is no domestic sheep grazing. 

In the Medicine Lodge area, there is no domestic sheep grazing in 

New management direction contained in the Forest Plan is: Phase out 
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domestic sheep grazing in the Medicine Lodge Subsection; evaluate additional 
opportunities for adjusting domestic sheep grazing while the phase out program 
is in progress; and allow no conversions from cattle allotments to domestic 
sheep allotments within bighorn sheep habitat. MO 

Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Incorporate bighorn sheep management into forestwide goals, 
oblectives, standards and guidelines. Recommend the following changes to 
DFPR, Chapter 3 ,  Standards and Guidelines: 

standards and guidelines specific to the Targhee, recognize bighorn sheep as a 
species of special concern that requires special management attention on the 
Targhee. 

precarious status of bighorn sheep in the Teton Range which is summarized in 
the Strategic Plan. 

species, as is required by the National Forest Management Act of 1976(16 USC 
1600) and USFS regulations for implementing this act (36 CFR 219). 

crucial bighorn sheep winter habitat from use by domestic sheep and cattle and 
include constraints on human activities on bighorn sheep winter range between 
December 1 and April 30. 

Standards and Guidelines - Winter Recreation Include a forestwide 
standard that seasonally prohibits all human activities on crucial bighorn 
sheep between December 1 and April 30. 

to include eliminating potential disease transmission between domestic sheep 
and bighorn sheep populations on the Targhee. 

Teton Ranse Subsection, Standards and Guidelines Add a specific 
section for wildlife which includes a standard to implement the Teton Range 
Bighorn Sheep Working Group's Strategic Plan. 

Introduction, 6th paraaraph If an effort is being made to make 

New Information Mention the new information regarding the 

Wildlife Goals Maintain viable populations of native wildlife 

Wildlife Section Include forestwide standards for protecting 

Production of Natural Resources. Ranse, Goal 2 Expand this goal 

699 

RESPONSE: For the Revised Plan, the Targhee added the following management 
direction for bighorn sheep habitat: 1) phase out domestic sheep grazing on 
the west slope of the Tetons; 2) phase out winter sheep grazing in the 
Medicine Lodge Subsection; 3 )  work with the Intermountain Research Station to 
establish a credible research project on the effects of recreation on bighorn 
sheep on the west slope of the Tetons; 4) evaluate additional opportunities 
for adjusting domestic sheep grazing while the phase out program is in 
progress; 5 )  complete a fire management plan by the year 2007 for the entire 
west slope of the Tetons which would include opportunities for improving 
bighorn sheep habitat; 6) and allow no conversions from cattle allotments to 
domestic sheep allotments within bighorn sheep habitat. MO 

Monitorinq 

COMMENTS: Chapter IV Implementation Schedule for the Jedediah Smith 
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Wilderness Area Revise monitoring item to: Develop (or continue) monitoring 
plan with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and Grand Teton National Park. 

699 

RESPONSE: A monitoring item is added for bighorn sheep to the Revised Plan. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Chapter V Monitorins Item - Amount of authorized motorized use 
includino uermitted same retrieval on closed roads and trails. to determine if 
a route or area is effectivelv oDen Under "Where Applies", here and on pages 
V-23 and V-25, "elk and deer habitat values" should be changed to "big game 
habitat values" 

No Letter # 

RESPONSE: Thank you. The wording is changed as you suggested. MO 

Chanses to DEIS 

COMMENTS: Address bighorn sheep protection more strongly in the DEIS. 

That Vary Sliahtlv In All Alternatives Add bighorn sheep as a species of 
special concern, since sustaining the viability of the population should be 
management direction under all the alternatives proposed and analyzed in the 
DEIS. 

and Subsection, 2nd Paraaravh Mention here that changes in vegetation due to 
alteration of the natural fire regime may have reduced the amount of winter 
habitat for bighorn sheep in the Teton Range sufficiently to adversely effect 
the population. 

sheep in the Teton Range in the species discussed here and list them in Table 
111-12 under either "General Forested and Non-forested Habitats" or "Special 
and Unique Habitats," with inclusion of a footnote that specifies the bighorn 
sheep population in the Teton Range. Discuss this population at the same 
level of detail for the other species and briefly summarize the precarious 
status of the population and the probable reasons for this; describe the 
environmental consequences of bighorn sheep in the Teton Range in this 
sectLon. 

Chapter 2 - Alternative: Add Issue Indicators That Are The Same Or 

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment Fire - Scale: Veaetative Communitv 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Habitats Include Bighorn 

699 

RESPONSE: Due to requests for more information on bighorn sheep, the Targhee 
added a summary about bighorn sheep to the FEIS. However, bighorn sheep are 
not designated a Management Indicator Species. MO 

COMMENTS: Elk and Deer Winter Ranoe - Scale: Forestwide Refer to "Big Game 
Winter Range", use "elk and deer" only when these species are specifically 
referred to. 

699 

RESPONSE: The analysis in both the DEIS and the FEIS is specific to elk and 
deer winter, not all big game winter range. Therefore, making the change to 
big game winter range would not be correct. MO 
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COMMENTS: Livestock Grazing: The DEIS should have pointed out that historic 
and continuing use of bighorn sheep habitats in the Teton Range by domestic 
sheep may adversely impact the bighorn sheep population due to transmission of 
diseases and parasites and competition for forage. 

699 

RESPONSE: On the west slope of the Tetons, 45,700 acres of bighorn sheep 
habitat do not have domestic sheep grazing at this time. These 45,700 acres 
include all of the areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are 
not grazed on the west slope during the seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact 
with bighorn sheep is likely to occur. Therefore, the potential for disease 
transfer is low, there is no forage competition and there is no displacement. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Chapter 4 - Environmental Conseuuences Fire Discuss in this 
section the environmental consequences of the effect on vegetation patterns 
and bighorn sheep habitat in the Teton Range due to the differences among the 
alternatives in the proposed use of prescribed fire. One goal of fire 
management in the Teton Range Subsection should be to restore bighorn sheep 
habitat, particularly winter habitat, that has been degraded due to alteration 
of the natural fire regime. 

699 

RESPONSE: There is virtually no difference between the alternatives in the 
proposed use of prescribed fire in the Teton Range. The Targhee added an 
objective to, by the year 2007, complete a fire management plan for the entire 
west slope of the Tetons which would include opportunities for improving 
bighorn sheep habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Elk and Deer Winter Ranue: Address the consequences for bighorn 
sheep winter range in the Teton Range. 

699 

RESPONSE: The Targhee added a brief summary of bighorn sheep information to 
the FEIS. MO 

Desiqnated Wilderness Prescriution 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 1.1.8 

COMMENTS: Bighorn sheep require more emphasis in the Designated Wilderness 
Management Prescriptions. Include bighorn sheep as one of the species in all 
opportunity classes and give them priority over all other wilderness uses. 

FS-9, 389 
Include a goal and expand upon the ob~ective to maintain habitat 

for a viable bighorn sheep population; and allow no displacement of bighorn 
sheep. 

FS-9, 389, 1247 
Manauement Prescriptions for Desisnated Wilderness The 1985 Plan 

states, "Regulate recreation use in key bighorn sheep areas. Close key areas 
to camping" in the management direction for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Area 
(1985 Plan, Page 415, item E, under Element C - Wildlife and Fish). This 
direction is not included in the Draft Plan Revision. In all likelihood, the 
potential conflict between recreational users and bighorn sheep has not 
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lessened and may have increased. In addition, if key bighorn sheep areas were 
to be closed to camping to counter impacts from recreationists, as directed in 
the 1985 Plan, these key areas should be closed to domestic sheep grazing, 
which has a greater potential for adversely affecting the Size and viability 
of the bighorn sheep population than does recreational use. 

1.1.6 Designated Wilderness - Opportunity Class I, Goals Add the 
following goal: Maintenance of a viable bighorn sheep population in the 
Jedediah Smith Wilderness Area is given highest priority and is dominant over 
other uses. The rationale is that the bighorn sheep population IS a 
wilderness resource which the Targhee is mandated to maintain according to the 
Wilderness Act of 1964 (PL 88-577)(FSM 2323.31) and further, the Targhee is 
required to maintain viable populations of native vertebrate species according 
to the National Forest Management Act (16 USC 1600) and USFS regulation for 
implementing the Act (36 CFR 219). 

following goals to your Plan: In the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Area, 
maintenance of a viable bighorn sheep population is given highest priority and 
is dominant over other uses. The rationale is as described for MP 1.1.6. 

1.1.8 Desisnated Wilderness - OPPortunity Class 111, Goals, 1st 
Sentence This needs to be revised to state: The maintenance of the natural 
diversity of wildlife species is given high priority but does not dominate 
other uses except where measures are needed to recover Threatened and 
Endangered species and to sustain a viable population of bighorn sheep. 

Jedediah Smith Wilderness Area, maintenance of a viable bighorn sheep 
population is given htghest priority and is dominant over other uses. This 
should be made a goal and the rationale is as described above for MP 1.1.6. 

1.1.7 Desisnated Wilderness - ODPortunitv Class 11. Goals Add the 

1.1.8 Desisnated Wilderness - Opportunity Class 111. Goals In the 

699 

RESPONSE: All of the above comments refer to the wilderness management 
prescriptions used in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness in Alternative 3M. The 
following summarizes what the Forest has already done for bighorn sheep in the 
Jedediah Smith Wilderness, and new management direction contained in the 
Revised Plan for bighorn sheep in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness. 

What the Forest has already done in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness: 
Forty-five thousand, seven hundred acres of bighorn sheep habitat do not have 
domestic sheep grazing at this time. These 45,700 acres include all of the 
areas currently used by bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are not grazed in the 
Wilderness during the seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact with blghorn sheep 
is likely to occur (the bighorn sheep breeding season and the spring green up 
season). Therefore, the potential for disease transfer LS low, there is no 
forage competition and there 1s no displacement. 

New management direction contained in the Revised Plan for the 
Jedediah Smith Wilderness: Phase out domestic sheep grazing on the entire west 
slope of the Tetons, which includes all of the Jedediah Smith Wilderness; 
evaluate additional opportunities for adjusting domestic sheep grazing while 
the phase out program is in progress; and allow no conversions from cattle 
allotments to domestic sheep allotments within bighorn sheep habitat. 

west slope of the Tetons which would include opportunities for improving 
bighorn sheep habitat. 

By the year 2007, complete a fire management plan for the entire 
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An objective is added to the Revised Plan to work with the 

Intermountain Research Station to establish a credible research project on the 
effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the west slope of the Tetons. 

states: "The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given 
the highest priority and is dominant over other uses. There is no great 
alteration of wildlife behavior or use of crucial habitat by wildlife as a 
result of human activities." (This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other 
wildlife species.) 

An objective for Prescription 1.1.6 is added to the Revised Plan 
and states: "Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and 
habitat. " 

states: "The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given 
high priority. There is no displacement of wildlife during critical periods 
(winter and birthing), and only temporary displacement during noncritical 
periods." (This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other wildlife species.) 

An objective for Prescription 1.1.7 is added to the Revised Plan 
and states: "Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and 
habitat. '' 

states: "The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given 
high priority but does not dominate other uses except where measures are 
needed to recover threatened and endangered (T&E) species. Temporary 
displacement of non-T&E species may occur except on crucial ranges but there 
is no permanent displacement. Some habituation of species may be evident." 
(This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other wildlife species). 

An objective for Prescription 1.1.8 is added to the Revised Plan 
and states: 'Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and 
habitat. " 

sustain a viable population of bighorn sheep. There are many other factors 
affecting the viability of bighorn sheep in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness, 
such as genetic inbreeding and behavioral traits of using traditional limited 
wintering areas and not pioneering to other suitable areas. The Forest will 
continue to work with other agencies to solve these problems for this bighorn 
sheep population. MO 

COMMENTS: Give bighorn sheep their own management prescription; show 
historical range. 

A goal for Prescription 1.1.6 is added to the Revised Plan and 

A goal for Prescription 1.1.7 is added to the Revised Plan and 

A goal for Prescription 1.1.8 is added to the Revised Plan and 

This management direction provides habitat conditions necessary to 

FS-9, 389, 1247 

RESPONSE: Suitable bighorn sheep habitat is provided by numerous management 
prescriptions; therefore they do not need their own management prescription. 

Information on historical range is provided in Process Paper D. MO 

COMMENTS: 1.1.6 Desianated Wilderness - Ouuortunitv Class I - Obiective 3 
Monitor lamb survival by surveying for yearlings (indicating lamb survival 
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after first winter). Objective 5 in the DFPR contradicts Page 111-47 which is 
described as an opportunity; Page 58 is stated more definitely. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Population management and monitoring are primarily responsibilities 
of the State Fish and Game departments. Therefore, the Forest did not 
incorporate details of population monitoring in the Revised Plan. The Forest 
will continue to cooperate with the State Fish and Game agencies in their 
management and monitoring of populations. 

Page 111-47 of the Draft Plan. This discrepancy is corrected. MO 
Thank you for showing us the discrepancy between Ob3ective 5 and 

Elk and Deer Ranse Prescriptions 

COMMENTS: 2.7(a-bl Elk and Deer Winter Ranse. Descriution Revise the title 
for this management prescription to "Big Game Winter Range", or "ungulate 
winter range" and bighorn sheep as well as elk, deer, moose, and antelope 
should be referred to in the description. 

quality big game winter range." Throughout this management prescription, "big 
game" should be used instead of "elk and deer." Critical bighorn sheep winter 
range is in Teton, Darby, Fox, and Phillips Canyons, on Rendezvous Mountain, 
in the Bitch Creek drainage, and along the Targhee/Park divide north to Survey 
Peak. 

2.7(a-b) Elk and Deer Winter Ranse, Goal Change this to "Provide 

699 

RESPONSE: This prescription is specific to elk and deer winter ranges on the 
Forest. Moose winter almost everywhere on the Forest, from sagebrush desert 
to alpine forest and everything in between. Suitable winter habitat 
conditions for moose are provided in all management prescriptions. Bighorn 
sheep winter on high elevation ridges in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness, and 
therefore these areas are within the wilderness management prescriptions. 
Antelope winter ranges are almost entirely off the Targhee National Forest. 
MO 

COMMENTS: 5.4La,b,c.\ Elk and Deer Summer Ranse Change the title to "Big 
Game Summer Range", especially since the term "big game" is used elsewhere 
throughout the management prescription. 

699 

RESPONSE: This management prescrLption is developed primarily for elk 
security while also allowing for other multiple uses. The habitat conditions 

provided by this prescription are suitable for a variety of other wildlife 
species, including other big game animals like moose and deer. MO 

Site Specific 
D-1 CODDer Mountain 

COMMENTS: Address bighorn sheep population in the DFPR and EIS; include an 
ob~ective to sustain the viability of this population. 

699 
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RESPONSE: Copper Mountain is in the Medicine Lodge Subsection. The Targhee 
added information about bighorn sheep in the Medicine Lodge Subsection to the 
FEIS. The Revised Plan also contains goals and objectives for bighorn sheep 
habitat. The goals and objectives in the Revised Plan provide suitable 
habitat to sustain a viable population of bighorn sheep. MO 

D-2 Lionhead 

COMMENTS: Address bighorn sheep population in the DFPR. 
699 

RESPONSE: Information is added about bighorn sheep in the Lionhead area to 
the FEIS. The Revised Plan also contains goals and objectives for bighorn 
sheep habitat. MO 

D-5 - 
COMMENTS: Do not allow domestic sheep and protect the bighorn sheep habitat 
in Fox Creek Divide, Game Creek, Moose Creek, Mail Cabin Creek, Fred’s 
Mountain, Jedediah Smith Wilderness, and Teton Range. 

293, 699, 1331, 1381, 1387 
Do not allow domestic sheep on the Teton Range because of the 

potential threat of disease to the Teton Range population. 
699, 1381 

Develop a standard which eliminates the potential for overlap 
between domestic and bighorn sheep on the Teton Range. 

699 
Cooperate and coordinate with the USFS, the Grand Teton National 

Park and Wyoming Game and Fish to manage the problem of domestic sheep grazing 
on bighorn sheep population in the Teton Range. 

699 
Establish a 3 mile buffer zone in the Teton Range because it would 

eliminate all domestic sheep allotments from the entire Subsection (other 
areas may require anywhere from 3-20 mile buffers). 

699 
Regarding Chauter 3 ,  Standards and Guidelines, Range The Draft 

Plan as originally distributed included #2 Guidelines which required 
elimination of domestic sheep grazing in the entire Teton Range Subsection. 
This was appropriate. However, in a memorandum of March 20, 1996, the Targhee 
deleted both of these guidelines as subsectionwide guidelines and transferred 
and weakened management direction for dealing with the issue of domestic sheep 
grazing in the Teton Range Subsection to only some of the specific MPs (1.1.6, 
1.1.7, 1.1.8, 2.6.5, and 5.3.5), which cover about 73% of the Teton Range 
Subsection. 

699 
The Final Plan should include an aggressive strategy to eliminate 

domestic sheep use of these areas and should include the following 
strengthened standards--not just guidelines--as a Teton Range Subsection-wide 
standard. An alternative is to include the standard in each of the MPs that 
occur in the Teton Range Subsection and specify that the standard applies Only 
to the Teton Range Subsection: By the end of 1998 eliminate sheep use and 
trailing on currently occupied, historic, and potential bighorn sheep habitat 
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and within a buffer zone of these habitats which is at least 3 miles wide and, 
depending on local conditions and management options, up to 20 miles wide. ( S )  

699 
Develop protocol for monitoring and evaluating the elimination of 

domestic sheep grazing on currently occupied, historic, and potential bighorn 
sheep habitats in the Teton Range Subsection. Should be added to section 
Monitoring and Evaluating Strateav for Range. 

699 

RESPONSE: 
grazing in the Teton Range Subsection. The Forest has already implemented 
protection measures to reduce the transmission of disease between domestic 
sheep and bighorn sheep in the Teton Range Subsection. In addition, the 
Revised Plan provides some new management direction. The following summarizes 
what the Forest has already done, plus the new management direction in the 
Revised Plan. 

45,700 acres of bighorn sheep habitat do not have domestic sheep grazing at 
this time. These 45,700 acres include all of the areas currently used by 
bighorn sheep. Domestic sheep are not grazed on the west slope during the 
seasons when "nose-to-nose" contact with bighorn sheep is likely to occur (the 
breeding season and the spring green up season). Therefore, the potential for 
disease transfer is very low, there is no forage competition and there is no 
displacement. 

slope of the Tetons is as follows: Phase out domestic sheep grazing on the 
entire west slope of the Tetons; evaluate additional opportunities for 
adlusting domestic sheep grazing while the phase out program is in progress; 
and allow no conversions from cattle allotments to domestic sheep allotments 
within bighorn sheep habitat. By the year 2007, complete a fire management 
plan for the entire west slope of the Tetons which would include opportunities 
for improving bighorn sheep habitat. 

The Revised Plan has an added oblective to work with the 
Intermountain Research Station to establish a credible research prolect on the 
effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the west slope of the Tetons. 

maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given the highest 
priority and is dominant over other uses. There is no great alteration of 
wildlife behavior or use of crucial habitat by wildlife as a result of human 
activities." (This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other wildlife 
species. ) 

An oblective for Prescription 1.1.6 in the Revised Plan states: 
"Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and habitat." 

maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given high 
priority. There is no displacement of wildlife during critical periods 
(winter and birthing), and only temporary displacement during noncritical 
periods." (This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other wildlife species.) 

An objective for Prescription 1.1.7 in the Revised Plan states: 
"Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and habitat." 

The above comments deal with the concern about domestic sheep 

What the Forest has already done: On the west slope of the Tetons, 

New management direction contained in the Forest Plan for the west 

A goal for Prescription 1.1.6 in the Revised Plan states: "The 

A goal for Prescription 1.1.7 in the Revised Plan states: "The 
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A goal for Prescription 1.1.8 in the Revised Plan states: "The 

maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given high 
priority but does not dominate other uses except where measures are needed to 
recover threatened and endangered species. Temporary displacement of 
non-threatened and endangered species may occur except on crucial ranges but 
there is no permanent displacement. Some habituation of species may be 
evident." (This goal includes bighorn sheep and all other wildlife species). 

An objective for Prescription 1.1.8 in the Revised Plan states: 
"Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department in the management of the bighorn sheep population and habitat." 

sustain a viable population of bighorn sheep. There are many other factors 
affecting the viability of bighorn sheep on the west slope of the Tetons, such 
as genetic inbreeding and behavioral traits of using traditional limited 
wintering areas and not pioneering to other suitable areas. The Forest will 
continue to work with other agencies to solve these problems for this bighorn 
sheep population. MO 

This management direction provides habitat conditions necessary to 

Teton Canyon 

COMMENTS: Address historic bighorn sheep winter range recreation, and travel 
constraints in Fox Canyon, Darby Canyon, Phillips Canyon, Bitch Creek and 
Rendezvous Mountain. 

389, 699, 1247 

RESPONSE: There is no argument that former low elevation winter ranges are 
not being used for a variety of factors. However, the Forest knows of no 
analysis/evaluation about the feasibility of restoring use to these former low 
elevation winter ranges. Some of the winter ranges are probably permanently 
lost due to permanent developments. Bighorn sheep use traditional use areas, 
and often do not disperse into suitable unused habitat. Even to get bighorns 
to use new areas that are in proximity to each other usually requires 
transplanting them. 

Most of the currently occupied bighorn sheep habitat on the west 
slope of the Tetons is within designated wilderness. There is no motorized 
access allowed in designated wilderness. Some historical bighorn sheep 
habitat occurs at lower elevations outside of the wilderness. There are seven 
principal watersheds on the west slope of the Tetons, and the Revised Plan 
reduces the OROMTRD in six of these watersheds. The OROMTRD in all watersheds 
is less than . 5  miles per square mile with the Revised Plan. None of the 
concerns about possible or potential adverse effects of recreation activity, 
have substantive documentation to support the claim that recreation activity 
is adversely affecting bighorn sheep populations. The Revised Plan has an 
objective to work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a 
credible research project on the effects of recreation on bighorn sheep on the 
west slope of the Tetons. Recreational activities are evaluated and 
coordinated between all of the agencies. This includes the current permitting 
of hunting by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. MO 
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Teton Range Population - Protect 

COMMENTS: The population group of bighorn sheep on the Teton Range Subsection 
deserves attention because of its scientific value; it has not been augmented 
with animals from other bighorn sheep populations. 

699 

RESPONSE: The Teton Range bighorn sheep population is among a small number of 
bighorn sheep populations that are endemic and have not been augmented with 
animals from other bighorn sheep populations. If their genetics are unique 
from other bighorn populations, then there may be some scientific value. 

However, genetic research on this population indicates the Teton 
Range bighorn sheep had the lowest heterozygosity of 12 herds in Wyoming which 
were analyzed for genetic variability. Additional genetic analysis is 
currently being done. This low genetic heterozygosity may be the result of or 
result in inbreeding problems within the population. 

diametrically opposed to the potential problems associated with inbreeding. 
At this time, the Forest does not know what is needed to resolve this dilemma. 

Teton Ranse Powlation - Interaction with Mountain Goats 

The scientific value of an endemic population appears to be 

COMMENTS: Monitor the status of mountain goats in Teton Range. 
699 

RESPONSE: Monitoring animal populations i s  primarily the responsibility of 
the State Fish and Game departments. In the past, the Targhee cooperated with 
the State agencies on reporting mountain goats in the Teton Range, and we will 
continue to do this. Since this is not one of the Forest's primary 
responsibilities, it is not added as a monitoring item in the Revised Plan. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Synthesize and evaluate information on the interrelationships 
between bighorn sheep and mountain goats as they pertain to ecological 
conditions on the Teton Range. Based on this information, determine 
alternative actions and a preferred course of action for dealing with the 
possibility that mountain goats may be established in the Teton Range. 

699 

RESPONSE: Mountain goats are not native to the Teton Range and the adjacent 
Big Hole and Palisades mountains. Mountain goats were introduced into the Big 
Hole and Palisades areas of the Forest by the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game. The introductions have been successful, and the mountain goats have 
been expanding from their original release sites. A few years ago, several 
mountain goats were reported in the Teton Range, but the Targhee knows of no 
recent sightings. Mountain goats use the same habitats, are more aggressive, 
and out compete bighorn sheep. State Fish and Game departments are 
responsible for managing wildlife populations. Therefore, any course of 
action for dealing with mountain goats on National Forest in the Teton Range 
would be the responsibility of the State agencies. MO 
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Teton Ranse PoDulation - Monitor 

COMMENTS: Increase monitoring of the sex and age structure and trend of the 
population; its seasonal distribution; and the availability, condition, and 
use of its currently occupied, historic and potential habitat. Determine the 
population's seasonal distribution, movements and causes of mortality by means 
of coordinated ground and aerial surveys and radio-telemetry monitoring. 

699 

RESPONSE: Monitoring animal populations is primarily the responsibility of 
the State Fish and Game departments. In the past, the Targhee cooperated with 
the State agencies on population monitoring in the Teton Range and will 
continue to do so. Since this is not one of the Forest's primary 
responsibilities, it is not added as a monitoring item in the Revised Plan. 
The Revised Plan does contain goals and objectives for managing bighorn sheep 
habitat. MO 

WILDLIFE - CORRIDORS 
Qeneral 

COMMENTS: Secure and protect wildlife migration corridors to give wildlife 
including grizzly bear, moose, elk and riparian species a chance for 
survival. (CROSS REFERENCE: Grizzly Bear; Centennials) 

F-G1(475), 150, 162, 174, 175, 189, 203, 206, 280, 325, 622, 690, 1348 
Delineate wildlife corridors to link the Greater Yellowstone 

Ecosystem and other large ecosystems in central Idaho and northern Montana to 
prevent loss and fragmentation of habitat which is important to many species, 
especially grizzly bear. (CROSS REFERENCE: Grizzly Bear; Centennials) 

175, 278, 280, 622, 1273b, 1348 
Clarify how core areas and buffers will remain connected to the 

Park and to areas west along the Continental Divide. 
1273b 

Include the Targhee as an important linkage area in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem to ensure that Yellowstone rs not an "island" 
geographically isolated from other areas in the Northern Rockies; make the 
Targhee a buffer in order to protect Grand Teton ecosystems. 

167, 1273b, 1396 
Develop standards and guidelines and ob~ectives for wildlife 

corridor management areas; develop standards and guidelines for wildlife 
protection. 

127333 
Reconsider references to "connectivity" because this "connectivity 

habitat block" management scenario is a popularized notion designed to 
establish millions of acres of wilderness and is not reputable. 

1202 

genetic interchange. 
Provide corridors for secure travel wrthin the Forest and for 

175, 1273b, 1348 

RESPONSE: Our response to these comments will address each species mentioned, 
and a broad overview of wildlife corridors in general. 
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Grizzly Bear: The 1993 Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan identified the 

need to assess the potential of linkage zones (corridors) between the 
different grizzly bear recovery areas. At this time, little is known about 
the potential for linkage zones. For the Targhee, the linkage zone assessment 
for the Centennial Mountains has not been done. While the assessments are 
being done, the Recovery Plan suggests the following management 
considerations: 

"Future land management activities within these areas may be 
critical to maintaining their utility as linkage zones. It is essential that 
existing options for carnivore movement between existing ecosystems be 
maintained while the evaluation of linkage zones is underway. Management 
strategies that limit human-induced mortality and address access management 
will facilitate the maintenance of the potential of these zones during the 
five-year evaluation period. On public lands, management prescriptions 
similar to big game summer range prescriptions that address access management 
would likely conserve any existing potential of these areas for linkage until 
completion of the 5-year evaluation process." 

other grizzly ecosystems is not likely to be realized in the near future 
because of the distance to other ecosystems and the intervening human 
development and alteration of landscape. Therefore, the recovery plan 
recommends that one grizzly be placed into the ecosystem from an outside 
population every 10 years as an effort to maintain the genetic health of the 
population. 'I 

reducing motorized access throughout the Centennial Mountains, and using 
management prescriptions which improve or maintain big game habitat. 

Moose and Elk: These two big game species are "habitat 
generalists," which means they use a wide variety of habitats throughout the 
year. They migrate from summer ranges to winter ranges, crossing a wide 
variety of vegetation types from mature forest to sagebrush desert. They 
cross a variety of roads, from backcountry gravel roads to state and federal 
highways. Therefore specific corridor requirements are not needed for these 
species. The Revised Plan improves habitat conditions throughout the Forest 
for these species by: reducing the number of miles of open roads and open 
motorized trails; closing 93% of the forest to summer cross-country motorized 
travel; reducing timber harvesting from what has occurred in the past which 
results in more hiding cover in the future. These improved habitat conditions 
will continue to allow for the distribution and migration of these species 
throughout the Forest. 

Prescription (2.8.3) provides a high level of aquatic protection and maintains 
ecological functions and processes necessary for the restoration and 
maintenance of habitat for aquatic and riparian dependent organisms. This 
management prescription provides continuous suitable riparian habitat for the 
distribution and movement of riparian dependent species. 

Wildlife Corridors in General: Generally corridors are used to 
maintain connectivity among formerly contiguous wildlands, not to connect 
naturally isolated units. On the Targhee, all of the ecological subsections 
are still contiguous with adjacent areas. Therefore, the intent of the 
Revised Plan is to maintain or improve the existing connectivity between 
contiguous ecological subsections by management actions such as: reducing 

Connectivity between the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem and 

The Revised Plan incorporates these management considerations by 

Riparian Species: The Aquatic Influence Zone Management 
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motorized access on roads and trails and cross-country; maintaining old growth 
and late successional forests distributed throughout the Forest; limiting the 
amount of nonstocked and seedling forest successional stages which can exist 
at any point in time; providing for snags and downed woody debris distributed 
throughout the Forest; maintaining nonforested habitats (such as 
sagebrush/grasslands) in properly functioning conditions; maintaining riparian 
habitats with the aquatic influence zone management prescription; maintaining 
or restoring fire dependent habitats by allowing prescribed fire; and 
disallowing timber harvest for one to three decades in areas of the forest 
where the previous lodgepole pine salvage program occurred, thereby allowing 
cover to increase as trees in previously harvested areas grow to sapling and 
pole successional stages. MO 

Effects of Timber Harvest on Corridors 

COMMENTS: Make roadless wildlife corridors free from logging. 
212, 280, 325, 396, 398, 400, 405, 409, 411, 424, 441, 489, 519, 621, 
650, 697, 1348, 1382 

Show how timber harvest disrupts species ability to move between 
habitat blocks and how this affects populations. 

228 

RESPONSE: Different wildlife species respond differently to timber harvesting 
activities. Therefore, effects of timber harvesting on corridors needs to be 
species specific. For many wildlife species, corridors do not always need to 
be free from logging or other vegetation changes (due to natural disturbances 
such as fire). What is important is that the overall habitat conditions are 
suitable for specific wildlife species to reside in or move through. 
Corridors should have limited motorized access, and the amount and 
distribution of forest successional stages that provide suitable habitat for 
wildlLfe species. MO 

Site SDecific - D-3 
Ashton - Flaw Ranch Road 

COMMENTS: Ashton - Flagg Ranch Road may have a major effect on landscape 
connectivity for large and small animals. 

643 

RESPONSE: This is a gravel surface road which has been in existence for 
several decades. All big game animals easily cross the road. Grizzly bear 
research shows that grizzly bears have crossed the road. Small mammals are 
often seen running across the road, particularly at night. Bird species 
easily fly across the road. The Forest is unaware of this road creating any 
landscape connectivity problems. MO 

Site Svecific - D-5 
Teton Pass 
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COMMENTS: Teton Pass road may have a major effect on landscape connectivity 
for large and small animals. 

643 

RESPONSE: This road is a State Highway. The Forest has no data about the 
effects of this highway on landscape connectivity for large and small animals, 
and the Forest does not have management authority for this highway. MO 

Jackpine LOOP and Leish Creek 

COMMENTS: It is unlikely connectivity exists at levels greater than 
historical levels at lower elevations because of intensive timber harvest in 
the 3ackpine Loop and Leigh Creek area; shrub slopes adjacent to houses, road 
and activities; and roads/trails in almost all of the drainages in the 
Tetons. 

643 

RESPONSE: We agree that connectivity levels are not greater than historical 
levels. The Revised Plan will improve connectivity in this area by reducing 
open road and open trail route densities along the entire west slope of the 
Tetons. Also, previously harvested areas will continue to improve in cover as 
trees grow to sapling and pole sizes. MO 

WILDLIFE - ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
support 

This subcategory addresses Ecosystem Management issues from a wildlife 
perspective. For more information cross-reference the Ecosystem Management 
category. 

COMMENTS: Pases 111-123 and 131, Obiectives: Add the following as Objective 5 
on Page 123 and Objective 7 on Page 131: "Maintain or enhance inherent habitat 
values associated with fish, wildlife and vegetation of the area." This will 
assist the Forest Service in obtaining the goals and desired future conditions 
proffered in ecosystem management objectives being implemented on the Forest. 

1446 

RESPONSE: This recommendation is for the following two Management 
Prescriptions: 5.1 - Timber Management and 5.2.2 - Visual Quality 
Maintenance. Forestwide goals, objectives, standards and guidelines apply to 
these management prescriptions, and these include ecosystem management goals, 
objectives and standards and guidelines. Also, the Aquatic Influence Zone 
Management Prescription (2.8.3) applies within these two management 
prescriptions. Therefore, the Forest did not use this recommendation. MO 

Non Su~port 

COMMENTS: Your Alternative 3M has some scary long-term surprises for 
biodiversity such as smaller patches, reduced seral stages, older age classes 
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and those impacts on wildlife such as the great gray owl that feed on gophers 
in clearcuts. 

413 

RESPONSE: The limits on patch sizes for vegetation treatments is based on the 
guidelines developed for specific wildlife species based on current 
knowledge. Patch size limitations are purposefully made "guidelines" to 
accommodate future analysis which will occur when specific prolects are 
proposed. Any deviation from the guidelines must be fully justified and 
documented. 

the standards and guidelines developed for specific wildlife species based on 
current knowledge. Future analysis will occur when specific projects are 
proposed. A n y  deviation from a standard will require a Forest Plan 
amendment. A n y  deviation from a guideline must be fully justified and 
documented. 

We agree that great gray owls feed on gophers in clearcuts. 
However, they are also present in forested areas which have no clearcuts. MO 

The amount of future seral stages and older age classes is based on 

Toxicants 

COMMENTS: Using toxicants to kill wildlife contradicts ecosystem approach of 
land management. Restrict the use of toxicants (including M-44s). 

389 

RESPONSE: M-44s and other toxicants to kill wildlife are not allowed on the 
Targhee. MO 

Monitorrnq 

COMMENTS: Move the biodiversity item (DFPR V-13) concerning biodiversity 
assessment to Priority Group 1 with a time line included in the Implementation 
Schedule of Chapter IV. A l s o  provide additional descriptions of components, 
methodologies, and where and when monitoring will occur. 

643 

RESPONSE: Many monitoring items in Chapter V of the Revised Plan are 
components of biodiversity. The monitoring items identified as priority 1 
will have the greatest effect on maintaining or improving biodiversity on the 
Forest. The above biodiversity monitoring item deals more with mathematical 
modeling and theory and therefore is not given a priority 1 rating. MO 

Use Better Science 

COMMENTS: Recommend ecosystem managqment either be fully disclosed and 
justified by scientific evidence or delete it from the Plan until sufficient 
information is provided for wildlife needs. 

766 

RESPONSE: It is impossible to fully disclose everything about ecosystem 
management because not everything is known about ecosystem management. 
However, ecosystem management is Forest Service Policy, as quoted from Chief 
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F. Dale Robertson (1992): "The Forest Service is committed to using an 
ecological approach in the future management of the National Forests and 
Grasslands .... By ecosystem management, we mean an ecological approach will be 
used to achieve the multiple use management of our National Forests and 
Grasslands. It means that we must blend the needs of people and environmental 
values in such a way that the National Forest and Grasslands represent 
diverse, healthy, productive and sustainable ecosystems." MO 

COMMENTS: The reference to "unscheduled" timber harvests to achieve ecosystem 
management goals is alarming. No habitat manipulations (such as logging in 
riparian areas or aspen stands, or sagebrush burning) under the rubric of 
ecosystem management should be carried out unless or until reliable data is 
available to predict results; acquire more information pertaining to 
historical landscape level patterns. 

643 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and Revised Plan specify how much unscheduled timber 
harvests will be permitted. Forestwide goals, objectives, standards and 
guidelines provide the management direction for future unscheduled timber 
harvests and any other habitat manipulations. Additional site-specific 
analysis will occur prior to implementing any timber harvesting or other 
habitat manipulations. MO 

COMMENTS: The Revised Plan should provide detailed strategies for collecting 
and analyzing a broader range of species and communities because the Forest 
should complete biodiversity assessments at all hierarchical levels. The 
Forest mistakenly assumes that by attending to ungulates, TES species, and 
management indicators other species will be "captured" as well. 

643 

RESPONSE: The forestwide, subsection, and management prescription goals, 
objectives, standards and guidelines include management direction for many 
habitats not specifically covered by the MIS. The following are a few 
examples: sagebrush/grassland, dead and downed woody habitat, old growth and 
late forested successional stages, and plant species diversity. 

Selection of MIS followed National Forest Management Act 
Regulations. MIS may or may not represent other species, but were never 
intended to represent all species. 

Assessments being done for the Upper Columbia River Basin 
Assessment will provLde additional information at larger landscape scales than 
covered by the analysis in the Targhee Forest Plan. MO 

COMMENTS: Wildlife analysis work paper was flawed because it had no 
evaluation of habitat conditions for the vast majority of species endemic to 
TNF and creates problems for rare, sensitive and locally endemic species not 
listed under ESA but which might be adversely affected by management 
activities. Add some species management guides or other coarse filter 
approaches such as patch size thresholds for assessing likelihood of 
maintaining viable, well distributed populations of native species. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Wildlife, Analysis Process) 

1368 
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RESPONSE: Selection of MIS followed National Forest Management Act 
Regulations. All of the MIS are endemic species to the Targhee National 
Forest. MIS may or may not represent other species, but were never intended 
to represent all species. 

objectives, standards and guidelines include management direction for many 
habitats not specifically covered by the MIS. The following are a few 
examples: sagebrush/grassland, dead and downed woody habitat, old growth and 
late forested successional stages, and plant species diversity. 

about bighorn sheep and neotropical migratory birds. 

provide additional information at larger landscape scales than covered by the 
analysis in the Targhee Forest Plan. MO 

The forestwide, subsection, and management prescription goals, 

Due to public comments, the FEIS contains additional information 

Assessments for the Upper Columbia River Basin Assessment will 

Patch Size 

COMMENTS: Note that animal species and populations evolved, like vegetation, 
as a result of very large vegetation patches. 

228 

RESPONSE: The limits on patch sizes for vegetation treatments is based on the 
guidelines developed for specific wildlife species based on current 
knowledge. Patch size limitations are purposefully made "guidelines" to 
accommodate future analysis which will occur when specific projects are 
proposed. Any deviation from the guidelines must be fully justified and 
documented. MO 

COMMENTS: Patch size as an indicator is not sufficient to ensure 
representation of all habitat types in ages and distributions that approximate 
the range of natural variability and fails to address population declines of 
some species (Indicator for Key Issue 1 in DEIS). 

643 

RESPONSE: We agree that patch size is not the only indicator that should be 
evaluated. The FEIS is changed to clarify that patch size is not the only 
indicator that will be evaluated for future vegetation management projects. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Specify the desired mosaic of age classes, including what 
constitutes an age class (dbh L age), canopy closure needs, desired 
combination, how desired condition is based on wildlife needs and current 
science and the desired patch size of each age class within the mosaic. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The desired mosaic of age classes is specified in different 
management prescriptions (such as 5.1.4 and 5 . 4 ) ,  and also specific forestwide 
standards and guidelines, such as for the goshawk. 

What constitutes an age class is defined in the vegetation database 
developed for the Revised Plan, and in the forestwide standards and guidelines 
for old growth and late successional forest. 
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Canopy closure needs are met by achieving the minimum stocking 

requirements established in the forestwide standards and guidelines. 
Desired patch sizes are specified in different management 

prescriptions and also specific forestwide standards and guidelines. 
The FEIS and Process Paper D provide a listing of the scientific 

literature used to develop the Revised Plan. MO 

Predators of Insect Pests 

COMMENTS: Management techniques intended to control fire (salvage, thinning, 
and logging) which removes dead wood may exacerbate insect problems by 
removing predators or habitat for predators (insect-eating birds and predatory 
or parasitic insect species). Sources: (Torgerson 1994; B u l l  1994; Perry 
1988). (CROSS REFERENCE: Timber; Insects and Disease) 

643 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines and management prescription 
standards and guidelines provide direction for maintaining snag habitat 
capability and downed and dead woody habitat for insect-eating birds and other 
predatory or parasitic insect species. MO 

Sustainability 

COMMENTS: Sustain habitat and conditions necessary f o r  free movement of 
wildlife because it is vital to the survival of all. 

173 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan reduces the amount of motorized access, reduces 
the amount of timber harvesting from what occurred in the past, allows hiding 
cover to increase in previously harvested areas, maintains and improves 
riparian habitats, maintains old growth and late successional forests 
well-distributed throughout the Forest, all of which maintains or improves 
wildlife habitat and allows free movement of wildlife. MO 

COMMENTS: Concentrate on ensuring sustainable levels of wildlife, fish, 
recreation, and forest products. 

174 

RESPONSE: The DEIS and FEIS analysis documents that suitable habitat will 
sustain wildlife and fish populations. Recreation use is expected to continue 
to increase. The level of forest products to be harvested in the future is 
calculated as a long-term sustained yield. MO 

Viable Populations 

COMMENTS: Add information about the current status of wildlife and 
demonstrate how you currently, or in the future, maintain viable populations 
of native species; support a healthy wildlife population. 

1369, 1459 
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RESPONSE: The FEIS provides additional information about populations of the 
MIS. The FEIS analysis displays a sustainable habitat across the Forest that 
maintains well-distributed, viable populations. MO 

COMMENTS: Since wildlife viability is ensured by maintaining the RNV - but 
currently we cannot define RNV - explain how you will ensure viability of all 
native species. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The concept of the Range of Natural Variability (RNV) includes the 
fact that there was a range in the quantity, quality and distribution of 
habitats over time. Although the Targhee does not have the information (and 
may never have the information) to know the full RliV across the Forest, the 
Targhee has the ability to maintain all of the habitat components well 
distributed across the Forest, and to avoid going to extremes in any one 
direction. The FEIS provides additional information about populations of the 
MIS. The analysis in the FEIS displays a sustainable habitat across the 
Forest that maintains well-distributed viable populations. MO 

COMMENTS: Population objectives for wildlife for the respective states should 
become forestwide goals. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has a goal which states: "Provide habitat to 
support the wildlife and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming.'' 
The Forest Service has the primary responsibility to provide suitable habitat 
conditions for wildlrfe species. The States have the primary responsLbility 
to manage wildlife populations. The goal as written in the Revised Plan 
accurately states the Forest's responsibilities. MO 

WILDLIFE - GAME RETRIEVAL 
All substantive comments received on this issue receive the same response, so 
the comments are lumped together. 

COMMENTS: Support proposal to allow hunters to retrieve their game using a 
motorized vehicle. Allow hunters to retrieve game at any time, any season, to 
use any existing roads and not have to wait for a ranger or leave guns 
behind. Allow motorized game retrieval between the hours on noon - 5:OO p.m. 

Oppose motorized game retrieval for reasons of economics, fairness 
and access. The Forest defeats the purpose and success of closures and 
restrictions when it allows motorized game retrieval in areas where roads are 
closed and cross-country travel is prohibited the rest of the year. Motorized 
game retrieval encourages the creation of non system roads and off-road 
vehicles in roadless areas. It is neither reasonable to permit individual 
access behind closures that effectively restrict the general public, nor is it 
reasonable to distribute keys to everyone. 

272, 646, 1202, 1239, 1247 

F-H(8), F - K ( 4 ) ,  FS-4, FS-5, FS- 9, FS-10, 143, 153, 157, 167, 170, 174, 
178, 181, 209, 215, 226, 250, 252, 274, 278, 280, 293, 314, 356, 376, 
377, 379, 389, 392, 396, 400, 438, 441, 444, 491, 621, 622, 632, 634, 
637, 643, 644, 651, 652, 655, 656, 658, 666, 667, 669, 680, 690, 695, 
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719, 731, 766, 1194, 1243, 1247, 1273b, 1275, 1333, 1365, 1381, 1387, 
1388, 1392, 1393, 1395, 1401, 1446 

Encountering motorized vehicles off-road destroys the hunting 
experience and creates conflicts with those hunters who prefer the "old 
fashioned way" eighty-five percent of the 3,300 Idaho elk and deer hunters 
surveyed agree that off-road vehicles are the main factor affecting hunting 
quality (McLaughlin 1989). (CROSS RFFERENCE: Wildlife, Elk; Hunting) 

FS-9, FS-10, 143, 179, 215, 356, 392, 396, 645a. 669, 690, 731, 766, 
333, 1387, 1393 

Object to motorized game retrieval because of the difficulty 
imposed on the Forest Service and Idaho Fish and Game personnel to enforce, 
administer, monitor and fund the program; causes public relations problems. 

FS-9, FS-10, 143, 167, 174, 176, 280, 376, 392, 438, 444, 622, 634, 
637, 645a. 669, 680, 690, 695, 719, 731, 766, 1312, 1333, 1337, 1387, 
1393, 1395, 1446 

Object to motorized game retrieval because of impacts to big game, 
elk security and to habitat including winter range; prohibit motorized game 
retrieval in Management Prescriptions 2.7(a-b) and 5.4(a-c). 

170, 215, 280, 389, 444, 643, 645a. 658, 669, 690, 695, 731, 1247, 
1273b, 1333, 1337, 1365, 1393, 1427, 1446 

Explain if there is any way to track unauthorvzed use, how elk 
effectiveness lost by game retrieval will be monitored and what monitoring 
will indicate. 

1273b 
Oppose this issue because it causes undesirable impacts to the 

resource (especially in or near riparian areas) such as damaging vegetation, 
soi ls  and water through erosion and litter. 

FS-4, 293, 1395 
Game retrieval is a significant variable in predicting elk 

vulnerability and this provision is not included in the study that formed the 
foundation of the elk vulnerability model. 

643, 766 
Game retrieval was not developed by the interagency/trrbal elk work 

group during the past 4 years which violates the Targhee National Forest 
agreement that analyszs and proposals for elk habitat management would be 
jointly developed. 

766 
The Plan may need to be amended because game retrieval is included 

in it. 
FS-5 

If game retrieval is allowed, it is imperative to allow for an 
equivalent amount of road closure in areas not open to retrieval to keep the 
OROMTRLl/TMARD within management Standards; authorized use should be put into a 
formula for use on "temporarily" open roads. 

1273b, 1361 
Try motorized game retrieval on a trial basis, possibly for 2 

years, and monitor damage to the resource, vegetation loss from new routes 
and the effect on elk vulnerability and security; discontinue motorized game 
retrieval if negative impacts are discovered. 

FS-3, FS-5, FS-9, 643, 766, 1312 
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If game retrieval is allowed, reduce the amount of open area, 
restrict it to designated routes, and do not allow hill climbing over 40-50% 
slopes. 

FS-3, 644, 645a 
Require hunters to get advance passes with retrieval rules before 

hunting season. 
FS-3 

RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan no longer includes the game retrieval 
provision. Game retrieval was dropped after considering the above comments 
and for reasons such as difficulties in enforcement, administration and 
monitoring; potential decrease in elk security; the appearance of special 
treatment for hunters with All Terrain Vehicles; and potential damage to 
resources such as soil, water and fisheries. CC 

WILDLIFE - GOSHAWK 
General 

COMMENTS: Plan properly reflects the needs of the big four ESA species as 
well as the more sensitive, non-listed species: cutthroat trout and goshawks. 

314 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. DD 

COMMENTS: Provide greater habitat protection for northern goshawks. 
697 

RESPONSE: The Revision provides adequate protection for this species. If new 
information gathered through monitoring or research suggests greater 
protection is necessary, a change in management will be initiated. Monitoring 
and research will continue to assess this changed management. DD 

COMMENTS: The Forest has got to pull its weight and not become a sanctuary 
for grizzlies and goshawks. (CROSS REFERENCE: Grizzly Bear) 

1202 

RESPONSE: The Revision provides for sustainable ecosystems and a reasonable 
level of use while protecting threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. 
DD 

Improve Analvsis 

COMMENTS: Include goshawk as a key issue since Standard and Guidelines and 
change in patch size are a major factor in the significant change from the 
historic range of variability. 

228 

RESPONSE: There were over 70 issues and concerns identified during the 
planning process. These were grouped into seven key issues to simplify 
analysis. Generally, concerns over goshawk habitat, patterns (patch size 1s a 
measure of pattern), and historic range of variability are addressed in Key 
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Issue 1: Sustainability, Fire and Natural Disturbances and Key Issue 7: Timber 
Management. In addition, goshawks were selected as a management indicator 
species during development of the Revision, and Forestwide standards and 
guidelines for all goshawk territories are included in the Revised Plan. DD 

COMMENTS: Consider neighboring goshawk populations in Yellowstone National 
Park and discuss effects of massive fires in 1988 on goshawks and their nest 
sites. 

275 

RESPONSE: During this analysis, the Forest contacted all adjacent Parks and 
National Forests to see if they had territories adlacent to the Targhee. 
These are documented in Process Paper D. The FEIS discusses territories on 
adjacent lands. Personal communication with Yellowstone National Park 
biologists indicated that they are not monitoring goshawks and no reports or 
accounts have been published. There are no published accounts of effects of 
the 1988 fires on goshawks and their nests. This information is not essential 
for analysis of effects nor to a reasoned choice among the alternatives. Our 
intent is to maintain goshawk territories on the Targhee to allow interchange 
by goshawks with habitat on adlacent lands. RR/MO 

COMMENTS: Explain why you incorporated only a few specifics from the SW 
Guidelines and not others. It appears the Forest has been arbitrary, 
opportunistic and without scientific merit. 

643, 1369, 1370 

RESPONSE: We incorporated those portions of the SW Guidelines that are 
relevant to habitat conditions on the Targhee. Some portions were derived 
from research conducted on the Forest or in areas with similar ecosystems. DD 

COMMENTS: Discuss current status of goshawks on the Forest. Disclose the 
number of historic goshawk territories still occupied and their nesting status 
and reproductive success; discuss how proposed standards and guidelines will 
address goshawk trends and define the various age classes and habitat types 
the Forest plans to maintain. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Goshawk habitat requirements and productivity are discussed in 
Chapter I11 of the FEIS. The effects of implementing the standards and 
guidelines are discussed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. DD 

COMMENTS: Cite scientific basis for the assumption that goshawk habitat will 
remain at existing levels with the implementation of guidelines. Guidelines 
are not enforceable, there is no evidence they are adequate, and current 
population numbers are unknown; disclose if current goshawk population has 
been severely reduced by harvest activities, in that populations may only be 
marginally viable or remain viable with recruitment from other habitats. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The 1Lterature and analysis used in developing the forestwide 
goshawk standards and guidelines are presented in Process Paper D. 
the goshawk management direction are standards, and some are guidelines. 

Some of 

XXVI 11-39 



WILDLIFE - GOSHAWK 
Guidelines are preferred or advisable courses of action that are generally 
expected to be carried out. Any deviation in guidelines must be documented. 
Guidelines allow some flexibility to respond to changing site conditions or 
changed management circumstances. We agree that total goshawk population 
numbers are unknown, and we would add that they will never be known. What we 
need to know over time is the trend in goshawk populations. In a recent 
review of northern goshawk and forest management, the Wildlife Society stated 
there was no evidence to indicate that northern goshawk populations are 
declining, threatened or endangered anywhere within its range, and there was 
no evidence of a long-term decline in goshawk breeding populations. The 
management direction in the Revised Plan is to maintain suitable habitat 
conditions in all documented historic territories, existing territories, and 
any new territories found in the future. MO 

COMMENTS: Use science acquired from the Targhee or similar lodgepole forests 
when making decisions on goshawks. 

1267 

RESPONSE: All available scientific information from the Targhee and similar 
ecosystems were considered. The Forest will continue to monitor and sponsor 
research on the effects of forest management activities on goshawks and make 
adjustments, if necessary. DD 

COMMENTS: Conduct goshawk surveys for any activity which may disturb species 
to better protect goshawks and their nesting areas. 

389 

RESPONSE: This is standard procedure. The potential effects to goshawks, and 
other sensitive species present in the area, are then documented in a 
Biological Evaluation. DD 

Improve Monitorins for Goshawk 

COMMENTS: Make goshawk, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon a high priority for 
monitoring. 

58 

RESPONSE: These species are a high priority for monitoring in the Revision. 
DD 

COMMENTS: Include data and observations on nest abandonment during timber 
harvest activities and return rate to next area after timber harvest. Monitor 
productivity of goshawks and productivity variations between managed and 
unmanaged lands. 

No Letter # 

RESPONSE: This type of information is lacking on the Forest. We currently 
sponsor research aimed at documenting this and other relationships to timber 
harvest activities. DD 
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Specifically Define Goshawk Habitat 

COMMENTS: Specifically identify (using appropriate data on cover type, canopy 
cover, elevation and aspect from unknown nesting ares [AGNH]) what portion of 
non-suitable forest land contains suitable nesting habitat for goshawk and 
calculate a potential population based on these calculations. 

1370 

RESPONSE: Goshawks are a habitat generalist; they occupy most forest types in 
North America; and they use a variety of stand and landscape conditions. 
Analysis as you suggest would simply indicate that most of the forested 
landscapes on the Forest contain suitable nesting habitat. A calculation of 
potential population does not provide any useful information for management. 
What we need to know over time is the trend in goshawk populations. In a 
recent review of northern goshawk and forest management, the Wildlife Society 
stated there was no evidence to indicate that northern goshawk populations are 
declining, threatened or endangered anywhere within its range, and there was 
no evidence of a long-term decline in goshawk breeding populations. The 
management direction in the Revised Plan is to maintain suitable habitat 
conditions in all documented historic territories, existing territories, and 
any new territorLes found in the future. MO 

COMMENTS: Discuss long-term changes to goshawk habitat if dead lodgepole pine 
stands are not managed. Short-term habitat may be okay, but long-term habitat 
changes will continue to occur naturally. 

283 

RESPONSE: We acknowledge that goshawk use within the lodgepole pine ecosystem 
varies over time as the character of the stands change in response to tree 
age, insect attack, and fire. See Chapter IV of the FEIS for a discussion of 
the effects of implementing various alternatives, including the selected 
alternative. LID 

COMMENTS: Include canopy closure criteria for FA categories. 
1369 

RESPONSE: The foraging area ( F A )  is about 5,400 acres in size, and will 
contain a variety of forested successional stages with a wide range of canopy 
closures. The mature to old growth component will consist of natural stands 
within the range or natural stocking levels and associated canopy closure. 
The natural stocking levels and associated canopy closure is suitable for the 
goshawk within the foraging area. MO 

COMMENTS: Identify and define existing goshawk territories clearly and 
unequivocally so public can monitor forest management. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Site-specific information for threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species is considered sensitive information and is not made available to the 
general public. MO 
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Address the Imvacts of Habitat Constraints on Other Resources 

COMMENTS: Re-examine the prominence you have given to habitat constraints. 
All alternatives include an extensive network of goshawk habitat that 
constrains other activities; analyze the effects of restraints on social and 
economic conditions. 

393, 432, 1389 

RESPONSE: The effects of managing for a specified amount of goshawk habitat 
is described in Chapter Ib of the FEIS. 
in Chapter 111-Part 1 of the Revision will be monitored over time and adjusted 
as necessary. DD 

COMMENTS: Re-evaluate h&itat constraints related to sensitive species. Only 
four Idaho species remain on the ESA Candidate List and the goshawk is not one 
of them; this species has never been listed as a threatened and endangered 
species. Goshawks are doing quite well on the Targhee National Forest. 

The goshawk standards and guidelines 

432, 1339, 1389 

RESPONSE: The goshawk standards and guidelines in Chapter 111-Part 1 of the 
Revision will be monitored over time and adjusted as necessary. The intent of 
protecting sensitive species is to prevent the need for Federal listing. DD 

COMMENTS: Reconsider oblective to manage for all active historic nesting 
territories. Standards and guidelines to meet this objective restrict timber 
management and there is no evidence that conditions described in the standards 
and guidelines existed historically or that these conditions are necessary to 
maintain this sensitive species. 

393 

RESPONSE: This objective reflects agency policy for goshawk management. The 
goshawk standards and guidelines in Chapter 111-Part 1 of the Revision will be 
monitored over time and adjusted as necessary. DD 

Protect New Goshawk Territories 

COMMENTS: Discuss how new territories will be protected under the proposed 
standards and guidelines, specifically how the forest will complete adequate 
surveys within proposed Timber Sale Areas and how prime nesting habitat will 
be protected even if no surveys can be completed. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revision sets management direction to protect all active and 
historic nesting territories. The details of how this will be implemented on 
the ground will be determined at a later date. DD 

COMMENTS: Manage current and new territories using SW Guidelines until at 
least 50-60 consistently used territories have been identified. 

643 
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RESPONSE: The selected method is to protect all active and historic nesting 
habitats. The goshawk standards and guidelines in Chapter 111-Part 1 of the 
Revision will be monitored over time and adjusted as necessary. DD 

COMMENTS: Incorporate contingency plans which allow for modification of a 
sale area if a raptor nest is located during or after harvest. 

No Letter # 

RESPONSE: We will follow our policy and regulations pertaining to modifying 
timber sale contracts and other types of contracts when necessary to protect 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. MO 

COMMENTS: Consider innovative timber sale layout to provide better protection 
for goshawk. 

NO Letter # 

RESPONSE: We are doing so. We are also considering ways to adjust the timing 
of timber sale activities to reduce disturbance to nesting goshawks. DD 

COMMENTS: Apply standards and guidelines to all new territories that are 
found during the next planning period. Please state this clearly. 

1370 

RESPONSE: The Revision states "manage for all active and historic nesting 
territories". DD 

COMMENTS: Re-examine plans to limit goshawk management to identified historic 
and existing nests. This represents only 16% of the Forest. Explain 
rationale for why the Forest only needs to manage 16% of the Forest to 
maintain this species. 

1369 

RESPONSE: It is Region 4 policy to conduct goshawk surveys prior to timber 
harvesting activities. Therefore, as new territories are found, they will be 
added to the area of the Forest where goshawk standards and guidelines apply. 
In addition, all of the forested acres within the following management 
prescriptions will contribute to suitable habitat for goshawks: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 
1.1.8, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6.la, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, 2.8.3, 3.1.1, 
3.1.2, 3.2. MO 

Reserve Patches of Mature Trees 

COMMENTS: Reserve remaining large patches of mature trees (200-600 acres) in 
post harvest areas with more than 50% mature trees already harvested. Locate 
these reserves in Island Park, Jackpine Loop and west side of Big Hole 
Mountains. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revision calls for "reserving" at least 20% of the forested 
acres within each principle watershed as old growth and late seral stages. 
Patch size should be at least 300 acres. DD 

XXVI II-43 



WILDLIFE - GOSIiA?TK 

COMMENTS: Drop the following Territories listed in Table 9.1 from managed 
territories: D03-02, DO3-03, 003-04, D03-05, D04-03, D05-01, 005-02, D05-05, 
005-06, D05-08. Instead create reserves in the Island Park, Jackpine Loop and 
Big Hole Mountains in the remaining larger, unfragmented, high canopy cover, 
intact stands of timber. 

1370 

RESPONSE: These are historic territories that once supported goshawks, and we 
desire to return them to habitat conditions to again support goshawks. If the 
reserve areas that you request contain goshawk territories, then the goshawk 
standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan will apply to them to maintain 
suitable goshawk habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Incorporate reserves across unsurveyed areas of the forest where no 
nests have been identified, but where new timber harvests have been proposed. 
Base these reserves on SW guidelines in potential habitat in lower elevation 
mature forests in a systematic way across the landscape. 

643 

RESPONSE: It is Region 4 policy to conduct goshawk surveys prior to timber 
harvesting activities. Therefore, as new territories are found, they will be 
added to the area of the Forest where goshawk standards and guidelines apply. 
In addition, all of the forested acres within the following management 
prescriptions will contribute to suitable habitat for goshawks: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 
1.1.8, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6.la, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, 2.8.3, 3.1.1, 
3.1.2, 3.2. MO 

COMMENTS: Leave large secure patches of good nesting habitat at known sites 
and plan for such patches throughout the forest to ensure long-term viability 
and reduce potential nest abandonment. 

1370 

RESPONSE: The goshawk standards and guidelines in Chapter 111-Part 1 of the 
Revision adequately protect known nesting habitat. other management direction 
involving non-timber emphasis areas; guidelines for snags, dead and down 
trees; livestock grazing; and vegetation in the Revised Plan allow for 
suitable habitat conditions for goshawk across the Forest. DD 

COMMENTS: Various studies (Patla & Trost 1996) have shown that the goshawk is 
highly dependent upon older forest stands with high basal area. Logging will 
impact goshawks through loss of nesting and foraging habitat, and increase 
habitat fragmentation, which will cause the goshawk to quit breeding in 
areas. The DEIS failed to analyze cumulative effects of logging of mature 
forests wsthin foraging areas of goshawks. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: We are sponsoring research on the Forest by Patla and TrOSt to 
determine the effects (positive and negative) of logging within nesting and 
foraging habitat. This and similar research can provide the basis for 
monitoring and amending, if necessary, Forestwide goshawk standards and 
guidelines in the future. DD 
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Manage for Older Aqe Class Stands 

COMMENTS: Manage for older age class stands if you are sincere about 
conserving goshawk habitat. Data indicate goshawk select for taller, denser 
stands of mature trees set farther back from the forest's edge. The goshawk 
is a "mature" forest "specialist" in terms of nesting habitat preference. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan requires that 200 acres of mature to old growth 
forest be maintained for goshawk nesting areas in every identified goshawk 
territory. Around these 200 acres, there is to be an additional 400 acre 
post-fledging family area managed for specific habitat conditions suitable for 
the goshawk. Around the post-fledging family area, there is a 5,400 acre 
foraging area managed for specific habitat conditions suitable for the 
goshawk. This management direction will maintain suitable goshawk habitat. 
MO 

COMMENTS: Consider a moratorium on cutting any old-growth trees greater than 
30" dbh within PFAs. These trees provide lookout/communication perches and 
replacement may take generations. 

1370 

RESPONSE: The goshawk standards and guidelines require that 40 percent of the 
PFA be maintained in mature to old growth status. This 40 percent is adequate 
to provide lookout/communication perches. MO 

COMMENTS: Strengthen goshawk guidelines so that goshawk habitat is protected 
in such a way to maintain well functioning mature forest ecosystems. Data 
collected and analyzed on the Forest make it appear that certain age classes 
are over represented and the Forest lacks biodiversity. Extending rotation 
ages and making much smaller openings is the only way timber management could 
possibly increase diversity in a way that would benefit native forest species 
and keep ecosystem processes intact. 

1370 

RESPONSE: This is a broad comment that does not define biodiversity, rotation 
ages, and opening sizes; therefore, it is difficult to know exactly what is 
being suggested. The natural biodiversity of the lodgepole pine forests 
includes large natural disturbances (large patch sizes) from a combination of 
insects and fires. These large natural disturbances in lodgepole pine also 
resulted in large fluctuations in the abundance and distribution of some 
species over time. Aspen has significantly declined in many portions of the 
Forest because conifers are replacing aspen. If aspen is an important 
component of biodiversity, then there needs to be more frequent fire and/or 
shorter rotation ages. The natural biodiversity of Douglas-fir forests may 
have included more frequent understory fires and smaller openings. At the 
present time, 79 percent of the forested acres are classified as being mature 
to old growth. There are more mature and old growth acres than existed 100 
years ago. The Revised Plan proposes to harvest only 2 . 5  percent of the 
existing mature to old growth acres during the next 10 years. Timber 
harvesting will meet all of the standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan, 
including standards and guidelines for goshawks. Mature to old growth forests 
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are going to exist in all watersheds under the Revised Plan. This will 
provide suitable goshawk habitat. MO 

Increase Nest Areas 

COMMENTS: Manage for nest areas of 180 acres minimum as well as equally sized 
replacement nest areas, since the goshawk nests on the Forest are found within 
large contiguous stands of maturrng forests, not isolated small patches of 
trees. Consider established goshawk territories with highest occupancy rates 
as nest clusters, not lust a single nest. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Forestwide goshawk standards and guidelines require maintaining 
nest areas that are at least 200 acres in size in all goshawk territories. 
These 200 acres include suitable alternate nest sites. MO 

COMMENTS: Strengthen guideline language for managing nesting areas as 
contiguous areas. Studies show traditional goshawk nest areas contain a 
number of alternate host trees within a large patch of mature forest. 

Conduct studies on whether 30-acre nest area is adequate. 
1370 

No Letter # 

RESPONSE: We are sponsoring research on the Forest by Patla and Trost to 
determine the effects (positive and negative) of logging within nesting and 
foraging habitat. This and similar research can provide the basis for 
monitoring and amending, if necessary, Forestwide goshawk standards and 
guidelines in the future. DD 

COMMENTS: Provide a 300-foot buffer as a minimum along first and second order 
streams to allow for adequate goshawk foraging and nesting opportunities in 
riparian areas. 

1370 

RESPONSE: The Forestwide goshawk standards and guidelines, combined with the 
aquatic influence zone prescription, should provide adequate foraging and 
nesting opportunities for goshawks in riparian areas. DD 

Reduce Nest Areas 

COMMENTS: Consider reducing the size of nest acres from 30 to 20 acres. 
Studies indicate 20 acres is sufficient. 

283 

RESPONSE: Goshawk monitoring on the Forest shows that highest occupancy rates 
occur in large mature to late successional forest stands. Therefore, the 
goshawk standards and guidelines require at least a 200 acre nest area to be 
maintained in goshawk territories. MO 

COMMENTS: Reduce buffer size to 30 acres around nest sites until evidence 
indicates goshawk habitat is being destroyed in Idaho. 

275 

XXVIII-46 



WILDLIFE - GOSHAWK 

RESPONSE: We have used the results of goshawk monitoring on the Forest, plus 
a review of scientific literature on the goshawk, to develop goshawk standards 
and guidelines which will maintain suitable goshawk habitat. A 30 acre buffer 
around nest sites is inadequate. MO 

Increase Maximum Created ODeninqs 

COMMENTS: Discuss the effects of limiting patch size to less than 40 acres to 
meet goshawk needs on other planned resources activities like prescribed fire. 

283 

RESPONSE: The 40 acre limit only applies to prescrLbed fire within goshawk 
territories. If prescribed fire in a goshawk territory is a stand replacing 
fire which creates an opening, it should be less than 40 acres in size. If 
the prescribed fire in a goshawk territory is an understory burn that does not 
create an opening, it can be larger. MO 

COMMENTS: Consider patches larger than 112 to 40 acres for standard. 
Proposed standard flies in the face of historic patterns. Goshawk guidelines 
should not be more important that overall ecosystem condition. 

283, 413 

RESPONSE: We acknowledge that in some forest types, especially lodgepole pine 
forests, historic natural disturbances resulted in larger patch sizes than 40 
acres. We do not know of any scientific documentation of how goshawk 
populations responded to those large natural disturbances. Since the goshawk 
is currently listed a a sensitive species, we have selected smaller patch 
sizes to maintain suitable goshawk habitat until more credible information is 
obtained. MO 

Reduce Maximum Created Opening Acres 

COMMENTS: Reduce 40-acre openings to 1-2 acres in size. 40-acre PFAs 
decrease prey abundance and allow for open country raptors to mover closer to 
nest sites. 

1370 

RESPONSE: There is currently a lot of debate about what size of created 
openings are accepkable for maintaining suitable goshawk habitat. We know 
that in some forest types, especially lodgepole pine forests, historic natural 
disturbances resulted in larger patch sizes than 40 acres. We do not know of 
any scientific documentation of how goshawk populations responded to those 
large natural disturbances. There is scientific literature which documents 
goshawks using forested landscapes with larger created openings than lust 1-2 
acres in size. For the Revised Plan, we selected a guideline that creates 
openings less than or equal to 40 acres. Monitoring and new research may help 
us refine this management direction in the future. MO 

Increase Size Class Distribution Percentase 

COMMENTS: Increase PFA and FA forested acres to 60-80% mature/overmature 
cover with 80% considered highest quality for goshawk breeding pairs. SW 
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guidelines call for 60% mature with specified canopy cover minimums. Minimum 
standard of 40% is below the minimum needed to maintain goshawk breeding 
pairs. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Southwest Guidelines call for 20% mature and 20% old forest, 
for a total of 40%. We have reviewed the ages of different forest types on 
the Forest, and we have looked at some historical vegetation patterns in 
several watersheds. Eased on this analysis the Revised Plan standards and 
guidelines provide suitable goshawk habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Cite reference to lustify patch sizes in Table on Page 111-14. A 
40-acre opening makes no sense and contradicts research that indicates canopy 
cover should range from 50-90% in the PFA. The PFA should remain unmanaged 
and undisturbed. 

643, 1369 

RESPONSE: Responses to comments on patch sizes are given in previous 
responses. Review of scientific literature does not suggest that the PFA 
needs to be undisturbed. Canopy cover in the mature to old growth portions of 
the PFA will be the natural levels that exist in mature and old growth 
forests, which should be what the goshawk has been using. MO 

COMMENTS: Increase minimum mature cover to 60% for FAs and 70% for WAS. The 
40% minimum cover left in a post-harvest area would most often be of lower 
quality. The best nesting foraging habitat is usually harvested forest 
(stands with high basal area and canopy cover on moderate slopes.) 

1370 

RESPONSE: Review of scientific literature does not support the need to have 
60% mature forest for FA'S and 70% for PFA's. If we increased mature cover to 
60% and 70% as you suggest, we would be striving to maintain older aged 
forests which, according to our data, have not existed naturally on the 
Targhee for the last 100+ years. O u r  data does not suggest that thLs is 
needed to maintain suitable goshawk habitat on the Forest. MO 

Decrease Size Class Distribution Percentase 

COMMENTS: Change goshawk constraint to the total of non-stocked seedling and 
saplings shall be less than 45% of the forested area; the area of 
mature/overmature shall be no more than 30%. SW guidelines do not indicate 
that goshawk are dependent upon non-stocked seedling and saplings for 
survival. If 30% or more of a forested area is always in a mature or 
overmature condition, the species should be provided for. This will also give 
allocation model more flexibility. 

413 
Consider no more than 45% of analysis area may be in a non-stocked 

seedling/sapling condition; at least 30% must be in a maturelold growth class. 
767 

RESPONSE: Our review of literature suggests that goshawks will use 
non-stocked, seedling and sapling areas for foraging habitat. The important 
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management consideration over time is to maintain a constant supply of forest 
successional stages. Our analysis shows that the percent distribution of 
successional stages in the goshawk standards and guidelines w i l l  provide for 
the constant supply of successional stages for suitable goshawk habitat. MO 

RESPONSE: Same as previous comment and response. MO 

Increase FA Acres 

COMMENTS: Consider increasing buffer zone patches to 3,000 to 10,000 acres 
over 20/30 years. Historically fires created patches this Size and larger and 
the goshawk survived. Larger patches will reduce “cookie cutter“ effect on 
the rest of the Forest. 

413 

RESPONSE: In the lodgepole pine forests, natural disturbances created larger 
patch sizes. We do not know of any scientific literature that documents how 
goshawk populations responded to these large disturbances. Until monitoring 
o r  research provides us with more information, we are using the best available 
information for the sizes of goshawk territories. MO 

Reduce FA Acres 

COMMENTS: Protect goshawks where they are known to be in trouble. Setting 
aside 6,000 acres per nest in Idaho cannot be justified until it is shown 
their population is declining here; consider negative effects of 6,000 acre 
buffer on biodiversity, food sources for goshawks when you eliminate small 
clearcuts that maximize biodiversity. 

275  

RESPONSE: Until monitoring or research provides us with more information, we 
are using what we consider is the best available information for the sizes of 
goshawk territories. MO 

Address Rotation Aues 

COMMENTS: Change suggested rotation ages in PFAs and FAs from 60 to 240 years 
to 140 years for lodgepole pine, and 240 years for Douglas-fir. 

643 
Consider minimum rotation ages within PFAs of 120 years for 

lodgepole pine and 180 years for Douglas-fir to insure adequate number of 
mature nesting and roosting trees. 

1370 

RESPONSE: Aspen is an important component of many goshawk territories. To 
maintain aspen forests so they are not replaced with conifers, rotation ages 
of 60 years are needed. Data from permanent forest inventory plots shows that 
lodgepole pine forests seldom reach 140 years of age on the Targhee, and most 
of the Douglas-fir forests are less than 240 years of age. The goshawk 
standards and guidelines are applicable to the forest conditions on the 
Targhee. MO 
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COMMENTS: Adopt forestwide rotation ages so that at least two thirds of the 
lower elevations forest (below 8000 feet) remains in a maturelold growth 
condition over time. This would be easier to manage than numerous individual 
nests and ensure viability of other species. Individual nests should be 
protected until such a system is well established. 

1370 

RESPONSE: It is Region 4 policy to conduct goshawk surveys prior to timber 
harvesting activities. Therefore, as new territories are found, they will be 
added to the area of the Forest where goshawk standards and guidelines apply. 
In addition, all of the forested acres within the following management 
prescriptions contribute to suitable habitat for goshawks: 1.1.6, 1.1.7, 
1.1.8, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 ,  2.5, 2.6.la, 2.6.2, 2.6.5, 2.8.3, 3.1.1, 
3.1.2, 3.2. Also, the total amount of timber harvesting proposed in the 
Revised Plan amounts to 2 .5% of the total forested acres for the 1st decade; 
therefore, about 77% of the total forested acres wrll still be in mature to 
old growth age classes at the end of the 1st decade. MO 

Address Management Activitvlblanaqement Season 

COMMENTS: Prohibit management activities within the nest areas without a 
thorough review by a District biologist. 

643 

RESPONSE: Management activities in the 200 acre nest area will require site 
specific analysis and will include the involvement of appropriate professional 
Staff. MO 

COMMENTS: Restrict thinning activities in PFAs and FAS unless objectives are 
clearly stated. 

1370 

RESPONSE: Thinning activities will be evaluated on a site specifx basis, and 
must occur during the season allowed in the goshawk S&G's. MO 

COMMENTS: Consider time of year of management activities, especially during 
nesting periods. 

NO Letter # 

RESPONSE: The goshawk Standards and Guidelines state the time of year when 
management activities can occur. MO 

COMMENTS: Define what you mean by a management season from October to 
February. 

9 

RESPONSE: This is the time of year when management activities, such as timber 
harvesting or thinning can occur. MO 

COMMENTS: Consider no management season within goshawk areas and change 
Standards and Guidelines that allow "non-uniform" thinning. High canopy cover 
is one of the most important features of goshawk habitat, and there is no data 
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to indicate thinning or other types of management improve the quality of nest 
area habitat. 

643 

RESPONSE: Scientific literature shows that management activities can occur 
within goshawk territories. Management activities, including thinning, will 
require site-specific analysis and will involve appropriate professional 
staff. MO 

oven Road Denaitv Should Be Zero in PFAs 

COMMENTS: Maintain open road density at zero, except for clearly defined 
situations, i.e. road existed prior to discovery of goshawk territory; allow 
nu new roads in PFAs unless a thorough review is made by a biologist. 

1370 
Change prescription in DFPR Chapter 3 from: "Where possible, open 

road density should be zero in the nest areas and post-fledging family areas" 
to following wording: "Will be zero in the nest areas and post-fledging family 
areas. 

127313 
Prohibit construction of new roads and obliterate roads that cause 

detrimental impacts to goshawks and other sensitive, threatened and 
endangered, and management indicator species. 

1365 

RESPONSE: There is no scientific literature documenting adverse effects of 
roads on goshawk populations. Active goshawk territories contain roads. The 
road guidelines for goshawks are based on this information. MO 

Standards and Guidelines 

COMMeNTS: Explain why the number of goshawk territories and the management 
season are listed as standards in Table 9 .4  and all other categories are 
defined as guidelines. All guidelines should be changed to standards for 
consistent management. 

1370 

RESPONSE: Guidelines are preferred or advisable courses of action that are 
generally expected to be carried out. Any deviation in guidelines must be 
documented. Guidelines allow some flexibility to respond to changing site 
conditions or changed management circumstances. MO 

COMMENTS: Change goshawk open road density guidelines to standards. 
695 

RESPONSE: There is no scientific literature documenting adverse effects of 
roads on goshawk populations. Active goshawk territories contain roads. We 
developed the road guidelines for goshawks based on this information. 
Guidelines are preferred or advisable courses of action that are generally 
expected to be carried out. Any deviation in guidelines must be documented. 
Guidelines allow some flexibility to respond to changing site conditions or 
changed management circumstances. MO 
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COMMENTS: Apply guidelines to intact areas where mature forested stands have 
not yet been fragmented even if goshawk nests are not found. The intent is to 
prevent excessive habitat loss and fragmentation that occurred in the past in 
mature forests. This will not only protect goshawks but also most other 
forest dependent species. 

1370 

RESPONSE: The scientific literature shows that suitable goshawk habitat can 
be provided in managed forests when consideration is grven to maintaining the 
necessary amounts of forest successional stages and other habitat conditrons 
necessary for goshawks. The goshawk standards and guidelines in the Revised 
Plan will provide suitable habitat in all goshawk territories. MO 

W1LDLIF"E - HABITAT 

P r o t e c t  Habitat 

COMMENTS: Protect/preserve wildlife habitat; protecting wildlife and habitat 
will help the economy because many visitors come here f o r  wildlife viewing or 
hunting. Protect wildlife for hunting and from machines and poachers. 
Protecting wildlife habitat will also protect wilderness and riparian areas or 
will provide a healthy ecosystem. Concerned about fragmentation of wildlife 
habitat and biological or migration corridors. 

F-G2(2), 21, 37, 136, 157, 158, 165, 168, 173, 178, 180, 192, 195, 
203, 206, 215, 226, 2 5 2 ,  271, 280, 318, 325, 328, 360, 379, 438, 519, 
527, 621, 631, 638, 640, 643, 6 5 0 ,  662, 667, 730, 1273b, 1328, 1383, 
1393 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan places special emphasis on managing ecosystems in 
properly functioning condition, conserving biodiversity, and protecting 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and their habitats. Standards 
and guidelines provide the basis for accomplishing this drrection. The 
Revised Plan provides for a reasonable level of resource use while sustaining 
healthy ecosystems. DD 

COMMENTS: Make the Targhee a reserve for fish, wildlife, and plant species; 
restrict hunting, logging, roads, OHVs and/or snowmobiles to protect habitat 
and use controlled burning to improve habitat. Conduct adequate research and 
monitoring of current management activities to establish baseline information, 
then develop appropriate objectives, standards and guidelines. Proposed 
management activities must be fully discussed, monitored for effectiveness, 
based in sound science, and science must be adequately cited. 

F-G-1(475), F-H(8), 179, 280, 328, 357, 396, 620, 640, 643, 651, 652, 
665. 697, 1369, 1383, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for a reasonable level of resource use 
while sustaining healthy ecosystems. It places special emphasis on increasing 
the amount of prescribed and natural fire allowed in managing ecosystems. It 
contains an extensive monitoring plan which allows management activities to be 
rapidly adjusted to achieve desired results. The Forest will continue to 
collaborate with research scientists to improve management of ecosystems. DD 
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COMMENTS: Support Idaho Department of Fish and Game's proposals for wildlife 
protection. Certain guidelines for wildlife security should be standards. 
Support ecosystem management to protect habitat. Security areas should be at 
least 250 acres, retained for no less than 10 years and distributed so they 
function as a network rather than isolated islands. 

FS-9, 157, 168, 179, 201, 209, 280, 360, 659, 690, 766, 1195, 1365, 
1388, 1392, 1401, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan places special emphasis on managing ecosystems in 
properly functioning condition, conserving biodiversity, and protecting 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and their habitats. It includes 
goals to reduce elk vulnerability and increase grizzly bear security. 
Direction also includes provision for big game security areas. Historic patch 
sizes and vegetation patterns are considered in all vegetation management 
activities to address the effects of fragmentation. The Forest added a 
section to the FEIS on neotropical birds. This section summarizes what is 
known about fragmentation in the Rocky Mountains. RR/DD/MO. 

Access 

COMMENTS: Roads and access are critical concerns for wildlife. Recommend 
providing more cover near roads and trails, developing noise buffers and 
designing and controlling road and trail systems to make noise sources 
predictable. The road density of <3.0 mi/sq.mi. in timber management areas is 
too high for wildlife needs. DO not present road management as a wildlife 
issue because this strategy creates public animosity toward those species you 
want to protect. Clarify why road density is the basis for nearly all 
wildlife management, and present rationale and references to show how 
guidelines will provide optimum management for wildlife and habitat. Address 
habitat fragmentation. 

1249, 127333, 1361, 1365, 1368, 1369 

RESPONSE: Your recommendations for increasing cover near roads can best be 
evaluated on a site-specific basis. For example, in some cases, increased 
cover near roads has increased vehicle/wildlife collisions. Road density 
standards were established to reduce disturbance and mortality to wildlife; to 
protect fisheries, water quality, and soils while allowing for timber 
management, livestock management, access to private lands, and recreational 
use. The Revised Plan contains direction to manage ecosystems in properly 
functioning condicion. This includes striving to maintain natural landscape 
patterns of connectivity. Management activities which fragment the natural 
connectivity of the landscape would be used sparingly and only to create 
specific conditions, such as a fire break. DD 

COMMENTS: Support road closures and restrictions for sensitive areas, big 
game summer and winter range and on cross-country and/or OHV travel for 
wildlife protection. Restore habitat degraded by logging and roading. 
Restrict ORVs during hunting season or year-round because restricting access 
will help other hunters as well as wildlife security. ORV use should be 
banned in sensitive habitats, wetland and riparian areas, old growth, alpine 
areas above timberline, and degraded rangeland, and remote areas because these 
areas are important for wildlife and our own peace of mind. 
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F-F(6), F-G1(475), F-H(8), F - J ( 3 ) ,  37, 150, 157, 162, 165, 168, 174, 
179, 180, 181, 187, 190, 201, 203, 206, 215, 226, 252, 277, 278, 280, 
305, 325, 328, 357, 360, 389, 396, 400, 405, 611, 620, 621, 622, 640, 
643, 644, 650, 651, 652, 656, 665, 6 6 6 ,  690, 739, 1183, 1195, 1247, 
1275, 1313, 1327, 1388, 1448, 1458 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan substantially reduces road densities to: protect 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and their habitats; reduce elk 
vulnerability; increase grizzly bear security; protect and restore degraded 
soils and habitats; protect ecologically unique habitats; and allow for a 
non-motorized recreational experience. Summer cross-country motorized access 
is reduced from 93% to 7% of the Forest. Each management prescription 
includes access standards designed to meet roals. DDjMO 

COMMENTS: ORVs impact wildlife: they destroy vegetation which negatively 
affect food and cover, resulting in decreased populations; destroy structural 
variability and reduce small mammal populations; reduce reptile numbers, 
diversity, biodiversity and species richness; destroys migratory bird and game 
populations through loss of food and cover, nesting and bedding areas and 
harassment; causes noise impacts to rodents; increases air pollution; creates 
haze and emission effects on insects and birds; negatively impacts feeding, 
spatial use patterns and leads to decreased reproduction. 

1365 

RESPONSE: These impacts, and others, were considered in the development of 
the travel and access management portion of the Revised Plan. The Revised 
Plan allows for a reasonable level of access while minimizing adverse impacts 
to wildlife and other resources. DD 

COMMENTS: Provide a specific definition for "limited access" in big game 
security areas. 

389 

RESPONSE: Specific access standards are defined in each individual management 
prescription and displayed on detailed access tables. MO 

COMMENTS: Make a comprehensive scientific review of environmental and user 
impacts over the past 10 years, and based on the findings, develop monitoring 
and evaluation for OHVs. Defer any management decision that could negatively 
impact wildlife until such a study is completed. Provide funding for flora 
and fauna inventory and assessment of OHV impacts. Establish baseline data. 
Prohibit OHVS in the following areas: roadless areas; wilderness study areas; 
wilderness; crucial seasonal habitat; areas noted as important habitat by any 
state Natural Heritage Program, areas for threatened, endangered, or sensitive 
species; riparian areas except where designated; and areas where noise impacts 
are likely to be significant. Expand oblective on page 111-18 to minimize O W  
impacts on riparian, aquatic, critical and crucral habitat. Impose and enforce 
speed limits, party size, length of stay and minimum distances for approaching 
wildlife. (CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

1365 
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RESPONSE: The Revised Plan addresses all of your concerns. The Revised Plan 
analysis identified much of this during the Analysis of the Management 
situation and Affected Environment. Deferring management actions is not 
necessary. Enough information exists to make prudent decisions about suitable 
management practices and environmental protection and a reasoned choice among 
alternatives, in compliance with all laws, regulations, Executive Orders, and 
agency policy and guidance. The Access Standards and Guidelines of the 
Revised Plan provide for effective protection of wildlife habitat, riparian 
areas, TES habitat, and roadless areas. As to some of the particulars in your 
comments, the Forest Service doesn't enforce speed limits; the Plan does not 
repeat manual directions about group sizes (other than the limits placed in 
the Jedediah Smith Wilderness) or length of stay requirements. The Revised 
Plan did not add minimal distances for approaching wildlife or noise impacts. 
Additional restrictions may be appropriate if identified during site-specific 
analysis of project proposals. RR 

0DDose Access Restrictions 

COMMENTS: Oppose access restrictions for wildlife protection. Allow 
Prescription road densities in bird post-fledging areas because once birds are 
able to fly, they can avoid road activity. Prove that road density is a 
significant factor in carnivore habitat management. There is no scientific 
evidence to equate the impact of single-track trails on wildlife with roads; 
it is extrapolation only. The notion that motorized use negatively affects 
wildlife is merely an excuse to deprive the public of legitimate use of their 
lands. Trail bikers care for the land and wildlife. With the exception of 
grizzly bears, open road densities have little or no effect on wildlife. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Access) 

270, 288, 291, 306, 313, 344, 367, 371, 381, 386, 389, 413, 528, 1179, 
1375, 1369, 1449 

RESPONSE: The negative impacts of motorized use on wildlife are well 
established 111 the scientific research. The Revised Plan is a balanced 
attempt at protecting critical wildlife habitat, reducing elk vulnerability, 
and still providing public access to the Forest. RR 

Specific Species 

COMMENTS: Provide greater protection of grizzly and elk habitat, elk 
migration corridors and calving areas, and all wildlife species including mule 
deer, wolves, goshawk, eagles, moose, mountain goats, bighorn sheep and 
mountain lions. Road density impacts should be evaluated for all wildlife 
including neotropical migrants/songbirds, wolverine, marten and lynx. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Wildlife, Specific Species) 

25, 203, 206, 280, 387, 643, 697, 698, 766, 1367, 1368, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan greatly improves protection of grizzly bear and 
elk habitat, elk migration corridors and calving areas, and other wildlife 
habitats. Impacts to all wildlife species, soils, water quality, fisheries, 
and other resources were considered along with public demand for a reasonable 
level of access during development of the Revision. DD 
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WILDLIFE - HABITAT 
Recreation Impacts 

COMMENTS: Expand OHV recreation ob~ectives to minimize impacts on riparian, 
aquatic, critical, crucial and important seasonal wildlife habitat. Complete 
the following management activities: establish minimum approach distances to 
wildlife for recreational users; maintain natural vegetation and habitat 
structure in campgrounds; rehabilitate and revegetate abandoned campgrounds; 
maintain a buffer around developed recreation sites; close areas, seasonally 
or permanently, to small aircraft, glider planes and hang gliders; do not 
promote recreational use of caves and protect cave ecosystems; and restrict 
boating because boating can cause displacement, nest failures and feeding 
disruptions. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation) 

1365, 1446 

RESPONSE: Your comments were considered but not all were adopted. Some of 
these items are already part of the Revised Plan direction. The Revised Plan 
"Access" and wildlife, Properly Functioning Condition, and Aquatic Influence 
Zone (AIZ) standards and guidelines provide for effective protection of 
wildlife habitat, riparian areas, cave ecosystems, and TES habitat. 
Restricting non-agency aircraft is outside the scope and authority of the 
Forest Service. The Forest Service manages campgrounds for public safety and 
visitor use and other resources and considerations are secondary to this 
management emphasis. The Forest has no abandoned developed campgrounds and 
dispersed campgrounds will be rehabilitated where resource needs dictate. 
Additional restrictions may be considered if identified during site-specific 
analysis of project proposals. RR/MO 

Request ExDlanation/Clariflcation 

COMMENTS: Request scientific evidence to support this statement in the DEIS: 
"optimum habitat exists when 5040% of a watershed is in hiding cover." 
Classify all habitat structures per cover and forage. Explain which cover 
category pertains to open stands. Clarify which scientific reference defines 
thermal cover as 45% canopy cover. In order to comply with IGBC standards, 
road density standards must be implemented within 1 year and completed within 
3 years. Waiting 10 years would throw project into next plan revision. 

228, 1369, 1446 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D provides detailed analysis and scientific 
references for hiding and thermal cover. The Revised Plan has an objective to 
achieve all the road density standards in the BMUs within 3 years. MO 

COMMENTS: Provide more direct and scientific supported measurement of species 
diversity in sagebrush/grasslands, on management standards for willow in 
riparian areas, and for birds and mammals dependent on sagebrush. 

643, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has Forestwide standards and guidelines for 
sagebrush/grassland ecosystems. Process Paper D provides the scientific 
support for the Forestwide standards and guidelines. Rrparian standards and 
guidelines and Prescription 2.8.3 provide for sustaining healthy willow 
habitats. MO 
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WILDLIFE - HABITAT 
c"l's: Question management to preserve "open" areas for species requiring 
early successional habitats. (CROSS REFERENCE: EM, General; EM, RNV; Timber, 
Old Growth) 

643 

RESPONSE: The overall intent of the Revised Plan is to manage landscapes for 
Properly Functioning Condition, including maintenance of open areas. MO 

WILDLIFE - MISCELLANEOUS 
Protect Wildlife 

COMMENTS: Protect wildlife for future generations and restore degraded fish 
and wildlife habitats. 

201, 391, 424, 615 

RESPONSE: The Revision is intended to achieve these goals, as well as goals 
involving resource use. DD 

Manaqement Decision 

COMMENTS: Use science to guide management and support biologists to manage 
our resources since they know better than John Q. Public; stick to science and 
carry out mandated projects to protect wildlife, even if it reduces access. 

250, 643 

RESPONSE: We used the best science available to us in development of the 
Revision. Overall, access was greatly reduced across the forest to improve 
conditions for wildlife, water quality, fisheries, soils, and scenic beauty. 
DD 

COMMENTS: Use "common sense" and listen to the public when managing wildlife 
because Fish and Wildlife poisoned 3,000 seagulls to save nests for plovers, 
but allowed beach to be open to ORV users who destroyed nests anyway. 

640 

RESPONSE: Public input played a vital role in development of the Revised 
Plan. We feel it represents a balanced approach to resource management. DD 

COMMENTS: Consider impacts of wildlife management decisions upon summer home 
residents because these people help ensure that wildlife are not molested. 

343 

RESPONSE: We listened to summer home residents, as well as residents along 
the urban interface, and accommodated their needs (such as for maintenance of 
visual quality, protectron from wildfire, access, and so on) where practical. 
DD 

COMMENTS: Disagree that human use negatively impacts wildlife because we have 
more elk, moose, deer and bear than we did 30-40 years ago and grizzly bear 
are not afraid of humans. 

1200 
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WILDLIFE - MISCELLANEOUS 
RESPONSE: Some types of human activities may be harmful to some species of 
wildlife, while other types of use may benefit other species of wildlife. 
Many of these relationships are described in the FEIS. The number of elk, 
moose, deer, and bear are greatly controlled by habitat motorized access, and 
the amount of and type of hunting mortality. DD 

Economics 

COMMENTS: Maintain a rich variety of habitat for wildlife and birds to help 
support Idaho tourism, largest industries and the economy. 

185, 318, 527 

RESPONSE: A primary wildlife goal of the Revised Plan, as stated in Chapter 
111-Part 1, is to maintain or enhance wildlife biodiversity by managing for a 
diverse array of habitats and distribution of plant communities. DD 

COMMENTS: Develop management for environmental assessments and analyze the 
effect on people and the economy. 

314 

RESPONSE: Forest activities are subject to the National Environmental Policy 
Act when the Forest analyzes the possible effects of management actions on the 
resource. Normally these analyses include social and economic effects. DP 

COMMENTS: Big game hunting is a valuable resource. 
766 

RESPONSE: Big game hunting is valuable on a social and economic level. 
People look forward to hunting with family and friends on an annual basis. 
For many it is their single defining social event, or even a reason for 
locating into a certain area. It also brings money into the local economies, 
not just through the recreational activity itself, but by serving as a means 
to attract people to the area, which in turn can lead to the purchase of 
property. DP 

WILDLIFE - STANDARDS & GUIDELINES/LAWS/REGTlLATIONS 

Should Address M o r e  Issues 

COMMENTS: Include and enforce all the standards that address the concerns of 
ours regarding wildlife. 

1365 

RESPONSE: We reviewed a l l  the concerns staced in your comments, in the 
context of all public comments received. Some recommendations were adopted. 
Others are adequately addressed by the standards which were initially proposed 
in the Draft Revised Plan. Still others were not adopted because the 
direction in the Plan was adequate, or the concern expressed was not 
sufficient to warrant specific Plan direction. RR 

COMMENTS: Change 5.4 a-c guidelmes to standards. 
1365 
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WILDLIFE - STANDARDS & GUIDELINES/LAWS/REGULATIONS 

RESPONSE: Standards were identified and adopted where a specific practice or 
condition was viewed as necessary to fully meet the intent of environmental 
protection and cannot be effective except by the specified course of action. 
Other direction was established as guidelines where a certain course is 
advisable but where alternative courses of action may be permissible and still 
meet the intent of the prescription emphasis. Establishing all direction as 
standards is not necessary and could actually be detrimental to achieving 
desired outcomes because broad programmatic direction at the Plan level often 
is not sensitive to the inevitable variations, nuances, and complexity at the 
site-specific prolect level. RR 

COMMENTS: Include standards and guidelines for thermal cover, corridors, 
opening sizes and elk habitat effectiveness (EHE) parameters to ensure 
adequate protection. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: Standards and guidelines were incorporated into the Revised Plan 
for opening size and open road density. These parameters are part of EHE 
determination. Research does not indicate that thermal cover is critical for 
winter range because elk winter Ln various cover conditions--in areas with 
dense thermal cover--such as timber, and with virtually no thermal cover, such 
as sagebrush. Research has not shown that travel corridors for elk are 
essential because elk migrate across a broad range of cover conditions. RR 

COMMENTS: Develop more specific, measurable oblectives for species selected 
in forestwide standards and guidelines test, and monitor some of the numerous 
management practices even from other regions. 

1249 

RESPONSE: The objectives and the methods identified in the Revised Plan are 
sufficient to meet resource management needs. Management practices from this 
and other regions are reviewed which may have value to improving management on 
the Targhee. RR 

COMMENTS: Regarding standards and guidelines about wildlife goals (DFPR, 
Chapter 111): explain how the "natural occurrence and distribution of plant 
communities" is determined. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Historical maps and inventory data are used to identify natural 
ranges of plant community occurrence. Current inventory, habitat type, land 
type association, ecological unit inventory data may be used. State and other 
agency, research and academic sources or records, and scientific literature 
provide information. Professronal judgement and understanding of ecological 
and successional processes provide insight into occurrence and distribution. 
Personal anecdotal and field observation, and occurrence of relic individuals 
of seral species play a role. Other sources are used as available. RR 

XXVII 1-59 



WILDLIFE - STANDARDS & GUIDELINES/LAWS/REGIJLATIONS 

All Species 

COMMENTS: Establish comprehensive wildlife standards and guidelines for all 
species including carnivores and their habitat. Explain why some species were 
presented in forestwide standards and guidelines and others were not. 

1249, 1361, 1365,  1446 

RESPONSE: Establishing comprehensive standards and guidelines (S&Gs) for all 
species is not necessary to maintain viable populations or effective habitat. 
The Revised Plan uses an ecological approach to managing forest landscapes 
which can capture most requirements for habitat generalists. Some species are 
listed as threatened or endangered and require more specific protection and 
maintenance of individuals or habitat. The grizzly bear, peregrine falcon, 
and bald eagle have very specific and extensive standards and guidelines to 
ensure the Targhee management practices support recovery objectives. Other 
unlisted species may be classified as sensitive within Region 4 and have 
specific standards and guidelines that will foster their stabilization and 
recovery. Still others are identified as Management Indicator Species (MIS) 
which represents other species which depend on the same habitat type. RR 

COMMENTS: Retain standards to use indicator species to assess habitat and 
species diversity because without standards, habitat management will become 
inconsistent. 

389 

RESPONSE: These were retained. RR 

Strensthen Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Make changes in wording to make the protection language stronger or 
more precise. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Some parts of the Revised Plan were modified to provide more 
explicit protection, such as for native trout. Overall, the language adopted 
in the Revised Plan is sufficient to meet needs for protection or mitigation. 
RR 

COMMENTS: In many cases the Plan erroneously lists as "guidelines" those 
binding, measurable guides; and lists as "standards" general, non-binding 
directions. Measuring and monitoring of fish and wildlife resources depends 
on detailed, accurate standards. 

1446 

RESPONSE: We tried to clean up any ambiguity which may lead to confusion. 
The key is - if the language, however broad, is a standard (S), then the 
direction must be followed. Deviations require a Plan amendment. Guidelines 
(G) may permit deviation and the rationale must be documented. Some direction 
for certain practices does not lend itself to simple, explicit descriptions 
with no nuance. RR 
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WILDLIFE - STANDARDS & GUIDELINES/LAWS/REGULRTIONS 

ComDliance with Laws 

COMMENTS: Targhee National Forest must comply with the National Forest 
Management Act and guidance supplied by the Forest Service Manual as well as 
the Endangered Species Act, in protecting fish and wildlife, and should be 
included in reasons for revising the Plan. 

1446 

RESPONSE: We agree. RR 

COMMENTS: Both the ESA and NFMA are flexible as long as concern and 
appropriate management of endangered species are included in the Plan, thus 
the word "stringent" should be deleted from DEIS Page 1-9, Issue 4, and after 
the words "Endangered Species Act" add "and NFMA. I' 

1446 

RESPONSE: This change was adopted. RR 

Re-Write Manaqement Prescription 5.1.3(a-b) 

COMMENTS: Revise Management Prescription 5.1.3(a-b): Timber Management (no 
clearcutting, urban interface, wildlife and recreation protection, limited 
fuels management) as follows: 

wildlife habitat especially habitat for threatened and endangered listed 
species, forestwide sensitive species and big game species including moose and 
mountain goats: Protect valuable recreation resources: Provide limited timber 
management with no clearcutting and to: Educate the public on the danger of 
wildfire and its consequences when choosing bo live in or adjacent to 
wildlands. Fuels management is allowed if it does not impact the above 
mentioned wildlife values. 

allowing some timber harvest that may help minimize fuel risks. 

apply. Additional direction for this prescription is listed below. 

prescribed fire may not be used for any purpose. ( S )  Insects and Dsease 
Insects and disease are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem 
processes. (S) 

for T&E listed species, forestwide sensitive species and big game species 
including moose and mountain goats will be protected. Wildlife habitat will 
existfevolve with natural ecological processes. No wildlife habitat 
improvements will be allowed. ( S )  Maintain snag habitat at 260% of the 
biological potential for all cavity nesters. ( S )  

cross-country snowmachine travel is permitted. 

ROS - Recreation is managed to provide a combination of semi-primitive 
nonmotorized to roaded natural opportunities. ( G )  VQO - Retention ( S ) .  

Description: The purpose of this prescription is to: Protect 

Goal: Protect valuable wildlife and recreation values while 

Standards and Guidelines: Forestwide Standards and Guidelines 

Ecological Processes: Fire/Fuels Same as 5.l(a-b) except 

Biological Elements: Wildlife Wildlife habitat, especially habitat 

Forest Use and Occupation: Access I S 1  The same as 5.1 except no 

Recreation: Trails - No new motorized trails will be allowed. ( S )  
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WILDLIFE - STANDARDS & GUIDELINES/LnWS/REG~~IONS 

Production of Natural Resources: Timber No clearcutting, snag 
retention, protection of trees for wildlife and scenic purposes. 

643 

RESPONSE: This proposal was not adopted. The Forestwide Standards and 
Guidelines apply to this prescription and provide adequate protection of 
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive species. The emphasis is to provide 
fuels hazard reduction in areas of human development and activity within and 
adjacent to the Forest, principally around Island Park and along the South 
Fork Snake River and Palisades Reservoir. Harvest would be done with 
consideration of visual effects and human activity in the area, therefore 
there would be no clearcutting. Your proposed alternative wording does not 
meet this intent nor does it recognize the amount of current human development 
already affecting wildlire resources or natural ecological processes. RR 

WILDLIFE - SITE-SPECIFIC 
Italian Peaks 

COMMENTS: Use the elk and deer prescription wherever there is winter range. 
Italian Peaks, Bear Creek and the central part of Garfield Mountain have the 
wrong prescription; it is a range prescription rather than elk and deer and is 
detrimental to wildlife. 

695 

RESPONSE: The winter range prescription was applied to all areas identified 
by the Idaho Fish and Game as "crucial". Because these areas are most 
important during the winter, the winter range prescription was applied instead 
of the elk summer range prescription. The goal of the elk summer range 
prescription 5.4 is to "provide elk security areas" and to "use silvicultural 
techniques which prevent ... insect and disease epidemics ..." This is not the 
best approach to an area used by animals for winter range. 

for "Recommended/Proposed Wilderness". The area east and south of Italian 
Peaks is in the range prescription because management of the rangeland 
vegetation is the primary concern, not providing elk security areas. A part 
of the Medicine Lodge area is in the elk and deer winter range prescription. 
CP 

COMMENTS: Do not allow cross-country motorized travel or game retrieval in 
5.4 a-c. 

The Italian Peaks proposed wilderness is in the 1.3 prescription 

1365 

RESPONSE: The game retrieval proposal was dropped for all areas. 
Cross-country motorized travel is not allowed on the Dubois Ranger District in 
the Revised Plan. CP 

Mount Jefferson 

COMMENTS: Protect Mount Jefferson as wilderness so that in the future, great 
grandchildren can enloy wildlife in the area. 

613 
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WILDLIFE - SITE-SPECIFIC 
RESPONSE: Mount Jefferson was not recommended for wilderness. This area was 
analyzed for wilderness potential in the FEIS along with all the roadless 
areas. The area did not score high enough to be recommended for wilderness. 
Furthermore, the area was not recommended by the 1990 BLM EIS. This analysis 
is documented in the Roadless Areas Appendix. In the Revised Plan, the 
management prescription for the Mount Jefferson area is nonmotorized with an 
emphasis on semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation use. This prescription 
provides protection to wildlife habitat. AS/Ak 

Henry's Lake Mountains 

COMMENTS: Upgrade to a prescription that provides better habitat security for 
grizzly bear and other wildlife. Suggest non-motorized, grizzly bear habitat 
(Sit.2) or grizzly bear habitat (no ASP, cross-country, or sheep). (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Grizzly Bear) 

1185, 1348 

RESPONSE: Henry's Lake Mountains are geographically located between Targhee 
Creek basin and the Moose Creek Plateau on the Targhee National Forest. In 
the Revised Plan, the prescriptions for this area are 1.3 Recommended/Proposed 
Wilderness in the Targhee Creek Basin, 2.6.1 (a) Grizzly Bear Habitat (No ASQ, 
No Cross-country, No Sheep) in the vicinity of Mt. Two Top and 5.3.5 Grizzly 
Bear Habitat (NIC for ASQ, No Cross-country, Phase Out Sheep) between Mt. Two 
Top and the Moose Creek Plateau. AK 

COMMENTS: Prescription needs to address winter use by non-motorized and 
motorized recreation in high elevation areas like this because of impacts on 
wolverine ecology and natal dens (see Copeland's research). 

1348 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has an oblective to analyze the potential 
wolverine sites and field check for actual wolverine use. Idaho Fish and Game 
wants identified boulder sites closed. This concern would be addressed in a 
site-specific analysis. AK 

Bootiack Pass/Sa~ell/Jefferson 

COMMENTS: Do not allow timber cutting in Bootjack Pass to Red Rock Pass and 
on north side of Sawtell, Jefferson Peaks, and adloining mountains because 
this area is a narrow strip that harbors Idaho's small elk herd as well as 
other big game animals and such activities do not sustain habitat or free 
movement for wildlife on a narrow strip; these and other activities in the 
summer cabin area are disruptive to the environment. 

1457 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, one prescription for this area is 3.1.2, 
nonmotorized, which is not in the suitable timber base and does not contribute 
toward the ASP. The other prescription is 5.3.5 Grizzly Bear Habitat and is 
included in the suitable timber base, but these lands are considered a 
Non-Interchangeable Component (NIC). Timber harvest proposals would have to 
meet standards and guidelines that promote the enhancement of grizzly bear and 
other wildlife habitat in the area. AX 
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WILDLIFE - SITE-SPECIFIC 
Jackvine Creek - Bitch Creek 

COMMENTS: Support the roadless area east of Jackpine Creek and south of Bitch 
Creek. Keep the 2.6.5 Prescription to protect its high quality habitat for 
bears, elk, and mature forest species (marten, forest accipiters). 

1277 

RESPONSE: The management for this area in the Revised Plan satisfies your 
concern. Ax 

Snake River and Palisades 

COMMENTS: Protect the South Fork Snake River/Palisades Reservoir from timber 
harvest and any road construction to protect valuable wildlife habitat. 

766 
Keep the same prescriptions as in the current plan in Palisades 

Reservoir. Limit timber harvest to 100 acres and only allow temporary roads. 
Keep wording, "treated acres must either be beneficial or neutral to wildlife 
habitat." Give priority to wildlife in these areas. 

FS-11 

RESPONSE: Wildlife is a priority in most of the area. The Revised Plan 
identifies lands which are suitable for timber harvest and these lands are 
placed in a timber prescription. Harvesting timber outside of the timber 
prescriptions can only be done to benefit other resources values including 
wildlife habitat. The South Fork of the Snake River (within at least 
one-fourth mile) and the Palisades Backcountry are not within a timber 
prescription. Forestwide and individual prescription standards and guidelines 
for the South Fork and Palisades Backcountry protect wildlife values. Values 
for the river corridor are maintained so that it remains eligible for wild and 
scenic river status. 

Timber harvest is planned i n  the urban interface prescriptions 
along the east and southwest shores of Palisades Reservoir to reduce fuel 
loading near homes on private lands, which are increasing in the area, as well 
as near summer homes permitted on National Forest land at Calamity, Alpine and 
Hoffman. 

Because these areas also have important tree habitat for eagles and 
other wildlife, a new guideline was added to emphasize management of old 
growth Douglas-fir, spruce and cottonwood within one mile of the reservoir or 
river. 

purpose would only be allowed up to a limit of 3 miles per square mile in the 
urban interface prescription areas (5.1.3.b), up to 2 miles per square mile in 
the big game winter range prescription (2.7.a), and up to 1 mile per square 
mile in the semi-primitive motorized (3.2.d) along the river and reservoir. 
BP/BA 

COMMENTS: Protect winter moose habitat along the South Fork Snake River and 
adjacent to Palisades Reservoir. 

Road construction of permanent roads for timber harvest or any 

766 
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WILDLIFE - SITE-SPECIFIC 
RESPONSE: No specific standards, guidelines or prescriptions were identified 
for protecting winter moose habitat only because moose do not congregate in 
one area and are spread out throughout the Forest. However, many moose winter 
within identified big game winter range of elk and deer. The Revised Plan now 
includes winter range protection along Palisades Reservoir and the South Fork 
of the Snake River below the dam, providing the same protections for wintering 
moose. The changes that expanded big game winter range protections were done 
in cooperation with the Idaho and Wyoming Game and Fish Departments. These 
protections are shown on the Forest Travel map. BA 

COMMENTS: Protect crucial deer habitat along the South Fork Snake River and 
adlacent to Palisades Reservoir. 

766 
Snake River Canyon to the state line needs to be recognized as big 

game winter range. 
389 

RESPONSE: The area along the South Fork of the Snake River is in the big game 
winter range prescription (2.7.a) downstream from Swan Valley, providing a 
great amount of protection during the snow season from human activLty except 
on designated routes. For Palisades Reservoir and the river below the dam in 
Swan Valley, additional protections were added to the winter range, in 
cooperation with the Idaho and Wyoming Game and Fish Departments. These 
protections are shown on the Forest Travel map. BA 

COMMENTS: Support your biodiversity effort to regenerate cottonwood along the 
South Fork Snake River. 

695 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support recognizing the importance of the 
cottonwoods along the South Fork. The plan has standards and goals for 
cottonwood regeneration. We are continuing to use the BLM/FS South Fork 
Activities and Operation Plan of 1991 as the management direction for  the 
South Fork of the Snake River in the Revised Plan. BA 

COMMENTS: Recognize the area from the Snake River Canyon to the state line as 
big game winter range. 

389 
Alternative 3M does not adequately protect "crucial" elk winter 

range areas along the South Fork Snake River and adjacent to Palisades 
Reservoir. 

766 

RESPONSE: Working with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, the Forest added 
this area as winter range in the Revised Plan. The area has designated routes 
f o r  over-the-snow vehicles and other human activities. BA 

AlDine 

COMMENTS: Recognize elk winter range from Alpine northward to Swan Valley 
per Wyoming Game and Fish. The area needs winter range protection. 

FS-10 
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WILDLIFE - SITE-SPECIFIC 
RESPONSE: The Revised Plan added big game winter range protection during the 
snow season from human activity to the area in Idaho and Wyoming from Alpine 
to Swan Valley, in cooperation with the Idaho and Wyoming Game and Fish 
Departments. These protections are shown on the Forest travel map. BPfBA 

COMMENTS: Antelope drainage is not winter range and was shown as one whereas 
Alpine is winter range (and is not shown as one). 

FS-1 

RESPONSE: The Antelope drainage was removed from the winter range 
prescription and replaced with a range management prescription (6.1.b). In 
cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, protection to the 
Alpine big game winter range was added. Designated routes for human activity 
are allowed. These routes and protections are shown on the Forest travel map. 
BA 

COMMENTS: The area in Wyoming needs a comprehensive cumulative impacts 
analysis that evaluates impacts to old growth and wildlife, and especially to 
winter big game species (with emphasis on crucial areas). Palisades standards 
and guidelines need to protect crucial mule deer and elk winter ranges. 

389 

RESPONSE: In cooperation with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, the 
Forest added protections to the winter range here. These protections are 
shown on the Forest travel map. Some designated routes are identified for 
human activity. A comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis is not needed for 
travel in this winter range. 

the Wyoming prescription areas are small or localized. The prescriptions are: 
Wilderness Study Area (1.2), Eligible Wild River (2.3), Semi-primitive 
Motorized (3.2.d. 3.2g). Timber Management/Urban Interface Fuels (5.1.3.b), 
and Visual Quality Maintenance ( 5 . 2 . 2 ) .  

to change habitat and they represent a localized acreage near Alpine. In the 
Final Revised Plan, a new guideline was added to emphasize old growth 
Douglas-fir, spruce and cottonwood trees within one mile of the Palisades 
Reservoir or the Snake River. This protection overlaps two prescription 
areas. The summer time motorized trail density standards for these areas are: 
3 miles per square mile in 5.1.3.b and 1 mile per square mile in area 3.2.d. 
Additional roads or motorized trails in road construction of permanent roads 
for timber harvest or any purpose would only be allowed up to a limit of 3 
miles per square mile in the urban interface prescription areas (5.1.3.b), up 
to 2 miles per square miles in the big game winter range prescription (2.7.a), 
up to 1 mile per square mile in the semi-primitive motorized (3.2.d), and 1.25 
miles per square miles in the elk summer range ASP prescription standard would 
be on a temporary basis. Any cumulative effects from logging, vegetation 
manipulation or roading activity would be analyzed in a site-specific 
environmental assessment. BA/BP 

The future impacts that might occur to old growth and wildlife in 

Of these, the 3.2 and 5.1.3 prescriptions have the most potential 
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Bald Mountain Roadless Area (near Bear Mountain in Caribou Section) 

COMMENTS: Support the area for elk and deer winter range. 
695 

RESPONSE: The Bald Mountain roadless area is administered by the Soda springs 
Ranger District on the Caribou National Forest and is not covered by the 
Targhee's Revised Plan. All winter range for deer and elk is protected on the 
Targhee. BP 

Blq Holes 

COMMENTS: Deer are not bothered in Big Holes by motorcycle use; deer do not 
stop grazing and look when bikes stop unless we leave the bikes. 

97 

RESPONSE: Research has shown that wildlife can be disturbed by motorized 
travel. Semi-primitive motorized access prescription 3.2 (9) assigns a 
portion of the Big Holes to provide motorized use on designated roads and 
trails. This provides wildlife with large areas free from disturbance by 
summer cross-country motorized human activities. M05 

COMMENTS: Temporarily close some trails in the area where heavy use is 
causing erosion, let it rejuvenate and then reopen the area. There is no need 
for permanent closures. 

97 

RESPONSE: The Forest is closing some trails permanently where resource damage' 
is due to poor trail design and location. Trails that have erosion or 
resource problems but are being kept in the trail system will be rehabilitated 
or have sections rerouted to eliminate resource damage or potential damage. 
RS 

COMMENTS: Regulate O W  travel in the Big Holes so that elk populations might 
increase. 

215 

RESPONSE: Semi-primitive motorized access prescription 3.2 (9) provides 
motorized use on designated roads and trails. This provides wildlife with 
large areas free from disturbance by cross-country motorized human activities. 
M05 

COMMENTS: Close roads in the Big Holes for elk security. 
356 

311 

215 

Do not close roads in Big Hole Mountains to provide elk security. 

Big Holes look to be an ideal elk natural habitat area. 

RESPONSE: The Big Holes do contain ideal elk habitat. Roads in the Big Holes 
were designated open or restricted in the Revised Plan to provide access 
opportunities for the public, allow resource management planning, and provide 
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security areas for wildlife, including elk. Travel routes and restrictions 
are reflected on the Travel Plan Map in the Record of Decision. M05 

COMMENTS: Do not harvest timber along Big Hole Mountains corridor because it 
would affect moose and elk. 

325 

RESPONSE: The eastern edge of the Big Holes in the FEIS was changed from 
prescription 7.1 to prescription 5.1.3. The emphasis of prescription 5.1.3 is 
management of fuels to minimize fire hazard to urban facilities by thinning 
forested stands and removal of deadwood. No clearcutting is allowed. Impacts 
to big game from future project proposals will be evaluated through a 
site-specific analysis during the NEPA process. Identified big game winter 
ranges are managed to provide quality habitat for elk and deer. Prescribed 
fire may be used to improve and increase wildlife habitat. M05 

COMMENTS: Grizzlies are doing quite well here; there are too many grizzly 
bears and mountain lions. 

307, 311 

RESPONSE: Grizzly bears are expanding their range in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. No grizzly bears are known to exist in the Big Holes. Mountain 
lion sightings occur on the Forest. Mountain Lion populations are managed by 
the States of Idaho and Wyoming. M05 

COMMENTS: Address the possibility of fire in residential areas adlacent or 
within forested areas, especially Big Holes. 

325 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan allows fuels management along the east face of the 
Big Holes, under Timber Management prescription 5.1.3 (b). This prescription 
does not allow clearcutting. Vegetation will be managed to minimize fire risk 
around urban facilities by thinning forested stands and deadwood removal. RS 

Teton Ranqe Subsection 

COMMENTS: Include and protect moose winter range in the following areas: 
From Wyoming State Highway 22 north to Teton Canyon in Management Prescription 
3.2; from north and south Leigh Creek to Badger Creek in Management 
Prescription 5.4, and north of Badger Creek in Management PrescriptLon 5.3.5. 
Include a wildlife oblective, standards and guidelines to improve moose winter 
range in the Teton Range Subsection. Moose winter ranges have been overlooked 
in Teton Subsection (Page, 111-47); include standards and guidelines. 

389 

RESPONSE: Unlike deer and elk, moose are less restricted elevationally by 
snow depth and are widely scattered over the winter landscape. Prescriptions, 
standards and guidelines were not developed specifically for wintering moose. 
The Forest will adaptively manage moose across its range by adhering to upland 
and riparian browse utilization standards, prescribed fire and selective 
vegetative management techniques. M05 
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Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

COMMENTS: Restore degraded fish and wildlife habitats. 
195 

RESPONSE: Forestwide Goals for Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources, 
Wildlife and Vegetation emphasize maintaining diverse ecosystems and habitats, 
and restoration of degraded areas to a properly functioning condition. These 
goals are supported by an array of standards and guidelines. I n  addition, 
standards and guidelines for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness under prescriptions 
1.16, 1.17 and 1.18 identify the amount of degradation allowed from no 
measurable (1.1.6) to no measurable degradation cumulatively over 3 years 
(1.1.8). If these thresholds are reached within each prescription area, 
restoration and area management will change. RS 

Mill Creek Area 

COMMENTS: Avoid any activity which might degrade the vegetation, soils and 
critical winter range habitat for deer and elk in Mill Creek Area (near 
Targhee Ski Hill). 

329 

RESPONSE: The Mill Creek area is within Prescription 2 . 7  that emphasizes 
resource conditions that provide quality elk and deer winter habitat. 
Management activities are at levels that are compatible with maintaining or 
improving winter range and do not contribute to degradation of the 
prescription area. Recreation, cattle grazing, vegetation management (Non-ASQ 
timber and fire) and wildlife habitat improvement are planned activities 
within the Prescription. Activities are sublect to Prescription 2.7 standards 
and guidelines, and Forestwide standards and guidelines for: Biological 
Elements (Fisheries, Water, Riparian Resources, Vegetation, Wildlife), 
Physical Elements (Soils), Forest Use and Occupation (Recreation), Production 
of Commodity Resources (Range upland and riparian forage utilization), and 
Timber Management. RS 

WILDLIFE - SMALL MAMMALS 

Manage Non-Game Species 

COMMENTS: Need to include management for non-game species such as bats 
(especially as they relate to insects, snag and cave management -- some bats 
were recently added to the Fish and Wildlife sensitive species list); flying 
squirrels; bird habitat; fisher and wolverine; rodentia in general, since they 
are important parts of the food pyramids of medium sized birds and mammals. 

384, 389, 643, 731 

RESPONSE: The Revision includes direction to maintain or enhance biodiversity 
and to manage ecosystems in properly functioning condition. This requires 
managing for an array of habitat conditions across the Forest. Many standards 
and guidelines were developed which provide for the habitat needs of all 
non-game species. Specifically, the Revision has direction to develop 
management plans for any caves, mine shafts, or other suitable habitats where 
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spotted and Western big-eared bats are found. It also stipulates the amount 
of snags and logs needed to provide wildlife habitat and for site 
productivity. DD 

COMMENTS: Determine population data for non-game species including the types 
of species, their location and health. Without this data it’s difficult, if 
not impossible, to assess potential impacts, biodiversity, gradient diversity 
and variability across the landscape. 

1368 

RESPONSE: It is not possible to determine population levels, location, and 
health of all non-game species inhabiting the Forest. However, we do 
collaborate with researchers and other interested publics to monitor the 
population trend and distribution of many species of non-game wildlife. Most 
of our effort is focussed on those species which are threatened, endangered, 
or sensitive to management activities. DD 

COMMENTS: Targhee National Forest does not meet NFMA, Forest Service 
regulations (36 CFR 219) requirement to maintain viable populations of native 
vertebrate species. 

645, 699 

RESPONSE: Various analyses, literature reviews, and consultations with other 
agencies has led us to the conclusion that the Revision will maintain and 
promote viable populations of these species. Summaries of those findings are 
contained Ln the various wildlife segments of the FEIS. DP 

COMMENTS: Analyze existing/planned habitat conditions for small mammals, 
especially where associated with range or old growth; create standards for 
small mammal habitat on grazing allotments. 

384, 389, 1369 

RESPONSE: Habitat conditions for small mammals were analyzed during the 
planning process. Many standards and guidelines were developed which provide 
for the habitat needs of small mammals inhabiting all areas of the Forest, 
including grazing allotments and areas of old growth forest. DD 

COMMENTS: Consult with coordinating agencies and reintroduce extirpated 
species. Make this a guideline. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest often coordinates with other agencies to recover 
dwindling or extirpated species. The policy direction and legal authority to 
enter into these conservation efforts is already in place. Therefore, a 
guideline is not necessary. DD 

COMMENTS: DEIS must address habitat needs and conditions for old growth 
dependent species so that it can assess habitat conditions for carnivores; 
need to consider roads, elevation and vegetation that also define carnivore 
habitat. 

1361 
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RESPONSE: The Forest added new analysis, information and management direction 
for old growth in the Revised Plan and FEIS. Forest carnivores are a 
management indicator species and we analyzed habitat components deemed 
important for their consideration. MO 

COMMENTS: Explain if Process Paper D ' s  list of mature and older forest acres 
by watershed are all available for carnivores and explain when the acreage 
data was collected. 

1361 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D ' s  list of mature and older forested acres by 
watershed is available for carnivores. The vegetation acreage data is 
collected from the ranger districts from September, 1991. MO 

COMMENTS: In workrng to protect certain "charismatic" large mammals and 
birds, we trust that you will also protect less entertarning, but probably 
more important species. 

1393 

RESPONSE: The Revision contains a goal to maintain or enhance wildlife 
biodiversity by managing f o r  a diverse array of habitats and distribution of 
plant communities. This goal will be achieved though the application of 
several standards and guidelines which protect species and habitats. DD 

Protect Management Indicator species 

COMMENTS: Evaluate the effects of pest and fire management practices on MIS 
and discuss access and human dispersal effects on MIS species. 

1365 

populatLons. 
1369 

Provide data on MIS so you can estimate the existing conditions of 

RESPONSE: A description of all MIS is presented in Chapter I11 of the FEIS. 
The effects of all proposed activities on MIS are described in Chapter IV of 
the FEIS. DD 

COMMENTS: Prohibit construction of new roads and obliterate any roads that 
are causing detrimental impacts to goshawks, sensitrve species, threatened and 
endangered specres or any species used as a management indicator. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest completed an assessment of all roads and trails to 
consider: value to the public, damage to soils and other resources, 
disturbance to wildlrfe, threat of mortality to certain species, and 
administrative needs of the agency. This assessment provided the basis for 
deciding which roads will be left open, closed, obliterated, or restricted. 
Construction of new roads will be evaluated on a site-specific basis. DD 
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Make Manaqement Indicator Suecles Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Develop management standards for management indicator species even 
though this is not a major public issue. Management standards are needed when 
the level of timber harvest is so high; without standards, habitat management 
will become inconsistent. 

389, 1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Revision contains standards and guidelines for several 
management indicator species. DD 

COMMENTS: Evaluate the amount, quality and quantity of MIS habitat and animal 
population trends in each alternative and make this a guideline. 

1365 

RESPONSE: MIS habitat and population trend is described in Chapter I11 of the 
FEIS. MIS habitat will be conserved through the application of the standards 
and guidelines described in the selected alternative. DD 

Consider Additional Management Indicator Species 

COMMENTS: Consider mammals as wildlife management indicators for aquatic and 
riparian habitats. Beaver, mink and otter are important indicators of aquatic 
and riparian habitat conditions and provide different information than the 
birds and amphibians currently proposed as indicators. Consider at least two 
small mammals (e.g., water vole, snowshoe hare, western jumping mouse; or 
vagrant shrew) as indicators of riparian health. 

282, 389, 643 

RESPONSE: We did consider selecting mammals as MIS for aquatic and riparian 
habitats but found bald eagle, trumpeter swan, spotted frog, common loon, 
harlequin duck, and cutthroat trout to be suitable. DD 

COMMENTS: Your list of wildlife management indicator species (DEIS, Chapters 
3 & 4) is incomplete until you include any small mammal species. Include the 
snowshoe hare as indicator of forest successional stages since its presence or 
absence is also an indicator of the potential for the existence of lynx and 
fisher. The red-backed vole and northern flying squirrel are indicators of 
the condition of conifer habitats. 

389 

RESPONSE: The 16 management indicator species selected to represent other 
species within forested habitats are adequate. The Forest uses other 
techniques, such as aerial photography and habitat measurements, to determine 
forest successional stages and condition of conifer habitats. DD 

COMMENTS: Incorporate the notion of representativeness for Management 
Indicator Species. There is growing criticism of exclusively relying on 
indicator species. 

1365 
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RESPONSE: We acknowledge the debate about the use of the Management Indicator 
Species, however, our planning regulations require their use and we followed 
those regulations. MO 

WILDLIFE - SNAGS, CAVITY NESTERS 
snaq/Cavitv Nestinq Habitat Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Change the guidelines for snags for cavity nesting habitat to 
standards. 

695 

RESPONSE: Guidelines are used because they increase our ability to match 
snag levels to the natural potential of each unique site. Standards do not 
allow the flexibility needed to account for site variability. DD 

COMMENTS: Need a second guideline for the snag/cavity nesting habitat. It 
should read: "consider cavity nest species and protection measures for 
retained wildlife trees in cutting units when designating fuelwood areas and 
sales, both commercial and personal use charge areas." 

FS-9, FS-10 

RESPONSE: The guidelines for cavity nesting habitat apply to specific 
management prescriptions. Any vegetation management activities, including 
commercial and personal use fuelwood, within a management prescription must 
take into account the specific guidelines in that management prescription area 
for maintaining cavity nesting habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Include other factors besides dead trees when determining the 
habitat needs of cavity nesters; include structure of forest stand, including 
basal area, dead and downed material, patch size and connectivity; consider 
the effects that future natural disturbances may have on cavity nesting 
species. 

1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: All of these factors were considered. The Revision includes 
direction to manage forests in properly functioning condition. This includes 
assessing stand structure (which includes basal area), composition, 
disturbance regime, and patterns (which includes patch size and 
connectivity). Chapter I11 of the Revision describes the Forestwide 
guidelines for the management of dead and down material which are aimed at 
providing for both site productivity and wildlife habitat needs. DD 

COMMENTS: Snags/cavity nesting should be done on a subsection basis, not 
watershed basis. 

413 

RESPONSE: Most snag/cavity nesting habitat needs assessments are conducted on 
a watershed basis or management prescription area basis. This scale was 
chosen because it helps maintain snag habitat well distributed across the 
Forest. MO 
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Create Snag Standards 

COMMENTS: Create snag standards so that the Forest can determine future snag 
densities in order to evaluate impacts of each alternative; include minimum 
height and dbh. Do not call any dead tree a snag. 

1369 

RESPONSE: We have done so. The definitions of the various types of snags are 
found in the Revision glossary. DD 

Qeneral Habitat Standards and Guidelines 

COMMENTS: Leave more snags and dead fall for wildlife to use. 
359 

RESPONSE: The direction in Chapter 111 of the Revision increases the amount 
of snags and dead fall which will be retained in timber harvest areas. DD 

COMMENTS: Cite the science and basis for requiring only 60% of an area (20 
logs per acre) to meet dead and down wood guidelines and how this ensures 
wildlife viability; explain why logs are considered for a guideline and other 
woody debris are not. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Dead and downed wood (logs) are not evenly distributed, even under 
natural conditions. We need to take into account uneven distributions, 
without having to haul logs into an area that does not have any. The science 
and literature on which we based the dead and down wood guidelines are 
presented in Process Paper D. MO 

COMMENTS: Change the following from a guideline to a standard: Maintain snag 
habitat at >60% of the biological potential for woodpeckers. 

643 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. A guideline is 
an appropriate measure. Guidelines are appropriate where variability occurs 
at the implementation level or desired goals or conditions can be achieved by 
more than one approach. A guideline provides for some site-specific 
flexibility while still meeting the essential intent. RR 

COMMENTS: Page 111-134, Wildlife (5.3.5) - Create a standard requiring the 
maintenance of snag potential at >40% of the biological potential for 
woodpeckers. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. Management 
prescription 5.3.5 (grizzly bear habitat) has a guideline for maintaining snag 
habitat at 260 percent of biological potential. We chose the higher level 
because snags eventually become dead and downed logs, and dead and downed logs 
are important grizzly bear habitat components. MO 
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COMMENTS: Determine the viability impacts of existing snag levels in order to 
come up with mitigation measures to correct existing problems. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The analysis of snag habitat included a detailed analysis of more 
than 400 permanent forest inventory plots distributed across the Forest. This 
analysis is presented in detail in Process Paper D. Species viability 
analysis included information from the Upper Columbia River Basin Project and 
the detailed analysis done on the Forest. This is presented in Process Paper 
D. MO 

ExDlain science 

COMMENTS: Explain the science and basis for how the structure of woody debris 
plays a role in wildlife effectiveness and how this will be achieved in the 
Guideline for Wildlife, General Habitat, Chapter 111. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The science and literature on which we based the dead and down wood 
guidelines are presented in Process Paper D. MO 

COMMENTS: Cite all references used to incorporate snag guidelines and 
demonstrate what research validates them as a useful tool in your wildlife 
management strategy. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The references used in development of the Revision are listed in 
the references section at the end of the document and in Process Paper D. DD 

COMMENTS: Explain how the biological potential of your analysis has been 
validated in order to use it as a guideline for management; explain how/if 
this approach worked in the past, if it maintained historical densities of 
cavity nesters and the reasoning for continuing this approach. Explain, with 
scientific reference, how the green tree replacement strategy will fully 
mitigate impacts on cavity nesters, especially the adequacy of 25 trees per 
acre; evaluate the implication of 41% biological potential for cavity nesters 
and what this means for viability. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The science, literature and analysis on which we based the primary 
cavity nesting species guidelines are presented in Process Paper D. 
Documentation on historical densities of cavity nesting species does not 
exist. Validation of the guidelines proposed in the Revised Plan will occur 
through monitoring of population trends of primary cavity nesting species and 
monitoring snag densities. MO 

COMMENTS: Reference the Live Trees Chart in chapter 111: Use the 40-60% 
biological potential for snags in foraging areas because the emphasis in 
foraging areas is food, not nesting potential. Snags are more important for 
nesting, not foraging. 

413 
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RESPONSE: The application of the biological potential and snag recruitment 
will be made during site-specific analysis of project proposals. RR 

COMMENTS: Only need 10 trees per acre recruitment snags for 100% biological 
potential. Twenty-five live trees per acre is excessive. 

413 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was not adopted. To maintain snag levels over 
time, 25 live trees per acre, with a range of ages and sizes, are needed as 
replacement trees for future snags. MO 

COMMENTS: Establish snag and green tree replacement requirements within 
prescriptions that emphasize public safety and protection of facilities. 

1365 

RESPONSE: A standard was added to ensure public, contractor, and employee 
safety in selecting trees for snag recruitment. Snag and green tree 
replacement requirements can be achieved while protecting public safety and 
protecting facilities. The "requirements" are Forestwide "guidelines", which 
allow for deviation if necessary on a site-specific basis. Deviations will be 
documented with a clear rationale as to the intent of the deviation. DD/RR 

COMMENTS: Develop standards for snags or replacement trees so that the Forest 
can know what to ascribe the planned Forest condition. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Guidelines for snags and replacement trees are presented in Chapter 
111-Part 1 of the Revision. DD 

WILDLIFE - SPECIFIC SPECIES 
Antelope 

COMMENTS: Create forestwide standards and guidelines for antelope winter 
range. 

1249 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. Very little 
antelope winter range occurs on the Forest. Most is off-Forest and not 
meaningfully affected by Forest activities. RR 

Bald Eaqle - General 
COMMENTS: Protect bald eagles and their habitat from human activity. 

265, 697 

RESPONSE: It is our policy to protect bald eagles and their habitat from 
human activity. This is accomplished through development and implementation 
of bald eagle management plans, standard operating procedures, standards and 
guidelines in the Revision, and monitoring. DD 
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COMMENTS: Although the bald eagle has been re-classified as threatened, 
continue recovery. 

1446 

RESPONSE: We will continue recovery efforts until delisting. Then our 
management emphasis will shift toward maintenance of healthy habitats and 
monitoring. DD 

Bald Eaqle - Roads 
COMMENTS: Clarify in EIS that the construction of temporary roads, especially 
in bald eagle habitat, is not included in new road construction. 

1446 

RESPONSE: This will be a site-specific consideration when site-specific 
prolects are proposed in bald eagle habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Standard B should be changed to, "no new roads in zone 1 or zone 
2." 

Standards and guidelines item 1A for bald eagles should read: "Road closures 
will be located and designed to effectively control human use." 

1365 

1446 

RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but no t  adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is based on the recovery goals for the eagle. The Forest is 
meeting or exceeding goals for recovery. Additional direction is not 
necessary to provide for effective protection of bald eagles. RR 

Bald Easle - Old Growth 

COMMENTS: Explain how you can have bald eagle old growth habitat without 
insect and disease. 

1369 

RESPONSE: All healthy old growth habitats have endemic levels of insects and 
disease. This is normal and is usually sustained over relatively long periods 
of time. Lodgepole pine ecosystems are the exception in that the old growth 
stage is not sustainable for relatively long periods. The Revised Plan 
provides for this and prescribes no extraordinary measure to eliminate 
pathological activity, except some limited actions in developed campgrounds, 
for example. DD/RR 

Bald Easle - Manasement Plan 
COMMENTS: Include as a standard for bald eagle habitat: "Nest management 
plans for all existing bald eagle nests will be completed as soon as 
possible. Future nest sites will have management plans completed within two 
years of discovery. 

1446 
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RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction provides for effective protection of bald eagles. RR 

COMMENTS: Acknowledge the recovery goals and oblectives outlined in Pacific 
Northwest Recovery Plan as the guiding bald eagle management protocol. 
Chapter V, Monitoring Item summary, Bio Elements, Wildlife: include the 
completion of bald eagle nest site management plans and give priority 1 
status. 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and Process Paper D discuss the goals and oblectives of 
the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan. The Forest developed forestwide 
standards and guidelines that are responsive to the bald eagle recovery plan. 
Currently bald eagles in the Greater Yellowstone Area exceed the goals and 
ob~ectives of the recovery plan. MO 

COMMENTS: Incorporate reference to activity plan in South Fork Snake River 
Activity/Operations Plan prepared by BLM and Forest Service. 

1446 

RESPONSE: This is referenced in Chapter IV of the FEIS. RR 

Bald Eaqle - CorrectionlDefinitions 
COMMENTS: Correct paragraph 2 in bald eagle nesting habitat, where it lists 
1992 Forest Service report with 1995 data. 

1446 

RESPONSE: This was corrected in the FEIS. RR 

COMMENTS: Define "adverse impacts" by livestock use near bald eagle nests. 
389 

RESPONSE: This would include activity near the nest site which risks 
disturbing nesting eagles. Some examples include livestock persistently 
congregatrng near the nest or human activity necessary to manage livestock or 
an allotment which occurs near an active nest. RR 

COMMENTS: Chapter 3 ,  Bald Eagle Habitat: For consistency with NFMA, ESA and 
other bald eagle management standards: #A should be a standard to be 
consistent with #I; #B (second part) should be changed to a standard; #C and 
#J were listed as standards in the preliminary draft biological assessment (BA 
pages 15 and 18) but have been changed to guidelines here and in the current 
draft BA. Both items are under the control of the Forest Service and should 
be listed as standards to protect the species and its habitat; and #L should 
be a standard to be consistent with #M, wildlife management actions on the 
Forest. 

1446 

RESPONSE: For the Greater Yellowstone area, the bald eagle has exceeded all 
the goals and ob~ectives of the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan. Forestwide 
standards and gurdelines are the same that we have operated under for the past 
12 years which has led to success. Therefore, no changes were warranted. 
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Bald Easle - Establish Stronger Protection 

COMMENTS: Human activity should be prohibited, not just minimized in bald 
eagle nesting zones and use areas. 

389 
Need a more protective measure than "avoid" in bald eagle standards 

and guidelines. Use the same protective measure in Zone I1 relative to 
recreation site development because that is within the Forest Service's 
control. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Prohibiting human activity within bald eagle nesting zones is not 
practical and may not be necessary in most cases. Controlling the type, 
duration, timing, and distance of the activity is more practical d d  effective 
in protecting bald eagle nesting success. DD 

COMMENTS: Chapter 3, Bald Eagle Habitat: Add standards restricting human 
entry and development within bald eagle zones 1 and 2 and within at least 114 
mile radius of existing/new nests. 

1446 

RESPONSE: If this was done, fishing, boating and other recreation activities 
would be nearly eliminated on the South Fork and Henry's Fork of the Snake 
River. In the Greater Yellowstone area, the bald eagle population has 
exceeded all the goals and objectives of the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery 
Plan. Forestwide standards and guidelines are the same that we have operated 
under for the past 12 years, with great success. Therefore the Forest did not 
elect to proceed with any serious, drastic measures. MO 

COMMENTS: Develop a guideline to educate recreationists (e.g., floaters, 
hikers, campers, ATV users, etc.) about Zone 1 areas. 

1446 

RESPONSE: A guideline was not added as suggested. The Forest recognizes that 
public education is important to continued success of the bald eagle and we 
will take opportunities to do so in the future. MO 

COMMENTS: Chapter 3, Bald Eagle Habitat, Standards and Guidelines: Add a 
guideline to protect alternate and potential nest sites from timber harvest, 
roads and permanent recreation developments. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forestwide standards and guidelines apply to all existing and 
newly occupied nest zones in primary use areas. MO 

COMMENTS: Standards and Guidelines, #G: Bald eagle populations are doing well 
in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE), but in the rest of the Pacific 
Northwest they are not meeting recovery standards. Concern for nesting 
success should be reflected in all forestwide standards. 

1446 
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RESPONSE: The standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan will continue the 
success achieved so far on the Targhee and this is reflected in the Revised 
Plan direction. RR 

COMMENTS: Because the bald eagle is threatened, use standards rather than 
guidelines in this portion of the document. 

Change guidelines to standards and the word "discouraged" to "prohibited". 
1446 

1365 

RESPONSE: Standards are used where total (unconditional) compliance is 
necessary to achieve a desired condition or goal and where we have absolute 
control over the outcome. There are many instances where standards would not 
be practical but guidelines would achieve the desired condition or goal. DD 

COMMENTS: Explain that potential impacts to eagles and other threatened and 
endangered species (T&E) require ESA section 7 consultation with Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Since this is a standard operating procedure, it is not reiterated 
in the Revision. National direction and established policy which exists in 
other official documents, such as Manuals, Handbooks, Executive Orders, and so 
forth, are not repeated in the Revised Plan but still will be adhered to. 
This official direction is referenced in Appendix A, National Goals Relevant 
to Land and Resource Management, Wildlife and Fish (FSM 2600), of the Revised 
Plan. DD/RR 

COMMENTS: Guideline A and C should be a standard. State how activities will 
be restricted to protect bald eagle habitat. 

1365 

RESPONSE: ThLs was not changed. The language, "minimize", connotes a 
guideline. The practical effect of implementing this direction would be the 
same if it were established as a Standard. RR 

COMMENTS: Add a standard to monitor the effectiveness of bald eagle standards 
and guidelines. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Forest monitors bald eagle habitat and compliance with 
standards and guidelines in the normal course of duties. A standard is not 
necessary. Monitoring bald eagle nesting population and the relationship to 
habitat changes 1s a Priority 1 monitoring item in Chapter V of the Revised 
Plan. This is sufficient to determine the effectiveness on the Plan direction 
for Bald eagles. DD/RR 

COMMENTS: Change D to a standard and add, "prohibit new developed recreation 
sites or facilities in Zones 1 and 2 and to obliterate developed sites or 
facilities should they have a negative impact on bald eagles." Change L to a 
standard and include provisions for monitoring and evaluation. 

1365 
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RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but not adopted. The 
direction as stated provides adequate protection for bald eagles. If 
monitoring determines that these actions are not effective or if recovery 
ob]ectives are not being met then further action could be taken in the future 
with a Plan amendment. RR 

Bald Easle - Do Not Establish Stronser Protection 
COMMENTS: If eagles establish new nest sites in areas already receiving human 
use, do not restrict the use since it is unnecessarily restrictive and lacks 
common sense. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has a bald eagle guideline 1 (g) that addresses 
your comment. MO 

COMMENTS: Do not over-restrict human activities in bald eagle habitat. 
Remove direction to minimize all human activity from February 1 to August 1 in 
Zones I and I1 because they are unnecessary. Bald eagles n e s t  quite happily 
in areas occupied by humans (e.g., NASA's space shuttle launch site is next to 
eagle nests). Provide education to ensure compatibility between humans and 
eagles. 

734 

RESPONSE: The direction as stated meets adequate protection needs of bald 
eagles yet still provides for human activity. The Forest will comply with the 
Endangered Species Act and the Revised Plan when managing bald eagle habitat. 
Research has found that individual eagles have individual tolerances to human 
activity. This is taken into account when managing human disturbance within 
bald eagle habitat. We agree that increased education would improve 
compatibility of humans and bald eagles. DD/RR 

- Bats 

COMMENTS: Include bat habitat prescriptions and management, particularly as 
they relate to caves, abandoned mines and human activities (especially timber) 
in or near known bat habitats. 

384, 389, 766 
Do not mark caves or encourage this type of recreation because it 

causes a decline in the number of sensitive wildlife populations. Protect 
caves by making the guidelines standards. Restrict heavy equipment in or near 
thin-roofed caves if there is a potential for damage; retain vegetation in or 
near caves to protect the microenvironment; fell trees away from caves in 
areas where harvest is permitted. 

1365 
Standard for bat management should prohibit heavy equipment above 

any cave or abandoned mine known or suspected to be bat habitat; identify 
season of bat use and apply seasonal restrictions; provide a buffer zone of 
500-foot radius around all bat roosts; and minimize human disturbances. 

766 
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Chapter 111, Objective, spotted bat and Western big-eared bat 

habitat: Recommend consideration of other aspects of bat ecology and 
emphasize roosting and foraging areas in the final plan. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has standards and guidelines to protect bat 
habitat associated with caves and Forestwide standards and guidelines that 
maintain late successional forested habitat that will provide suitable bat 
habitat across the Forest. Site-specific analysis will be done when any 
activity occurs near caves or mines. Refer to the Standards and Guidelines 
for caves in the Revised Plan (Chapter 111, Part 1). Guidelines (see the 
glossary for a complete definition) are generally expected to be carried out. 
Deviation from a guideline requires documented rationale. MO/AS 

COMMENTS: Targhee National Forest should work cooperatively with State 
wildlife agencies for  surveys, long term monitoring and developing 
prescriptions for bats. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Targhee works cooperatively with State agencies in areas of 
common interest. RR 

Beavers 

COMMENTS: Reintroduce beavers to Yellowstone (ecosystem) because their dams 
would keep more water in the Forest, which would provide more fish for bears 
and fisherman, and water runoff would be more gradual instead of causing 
erosion. 

468 
Attach a time line to the implementation schedule for AIZs in 

Chapter IV for beaver reintroduction as well and provide more detailed plans 
in Chapter 3, 2.8.3 Aquatic Influence Zone, objectives. 

643 

RESPONSE: This i s  a Plan implementation concern. The reintroduction of 
wildlife species is the responsibility of the States of Idaho and Wyoming and 
the Forest cannot schedule it as one of its activities. Reintroductions are 
evaluated by the States on a case-by-case basis to ensure that private 
property and public interests are protected. We support reintroductions under 
these conditions. DD/RR 

COMMENTS: The Forest needs more than just one reference (Objective 4) to 
beaver. 

282 

RESPONSE: The objective cited was changed to a goal since it was not time 
specific. The direction for aquatic resources in prescription 2.8.3 provides 
f o r  beaver habitat, where they are present, or where the State may want to 
reintroduce them. RR 
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Birds 

3 ,  including songbirds, by prc ecting c der xest 
habitat from fragmentation and develop management prescriptions for the 
following avian species dependent on the forest: northern goshawk, boreal 
owl, great gray owl, northern pygmy owl, northern saw-whet owl, Lewis' 
woodpecker, three-toed woodpecker, Williamson's sapsucker, and black-backed 
woodpecker. 

318, 389, 1369 

RESPONSE: The direction in the Revised Plan provides for maintaining 
effective habitat for these species through its wildlife [general habitat, 
goshawk, boreal owl, great grey owl, etc.), snag/cavity nesting habitat, 
properly functioning condition, and vegetation goals, ob~ectives, standards 
and guidelines. This means that fragmentation will be avoided. RR/DD 

Black Bear 

COMMENTS: Oppose management f o r  black bear security because it closes access 
for hunters and others; oppose bear habitat issue because it is misleading to 
the public. 

46, 311 

RESPONSE: Access considerations in the Revised Plan are related to a wide 
variety of wildlife species, such as elk, grizzly bears, wolves, deer and 
other fur bearers, not just black bears. The grizzly bear habitat issue is of 
national concern because the grizzly bear is listed as an endangered species 
under the Threatened and Endangered Species Act. MO 

COMMENTS: Need black bear education program guidelines. 
FS-9 

RESPONSE: This is an implementation concern. The Revised Plan allows for 
Forest efforts to educate the public on bears. RR 

COMMENTS: Require bear-proof dumpsters in developed campgrounds. 
FS-9 

RESPONSE: These are required in grizzly bear habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: Change guideline prohibiting black bear baiting in grizzly bear 
habitat to a standard. 

695 

RESPONSE: Prohibition of black bear baiting in grizzly bear habitat is a 
separate special order which is separate from the Revised Plan. MO 

Deet 

COMMENTS: Clarify why the amount of winter range for deer is less than the 
present amount. 

389 
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RESPONSE: The Forest incorporated all the Idaho Fish and Game identification 
of winter range into the Revised Plan. RR 

COMMENTS: Incorporate crucial deer winter range prescriptions into the Plan. 
389 

Create forestwide standards and guidelines for mule deer winter 
range. 

1249 

RESPONSE: Crucial winter range for elk and deer is included as a specific 
management prescription or is included in other prescriptions such as 
wilderness which provide adequate protection. The Forest added Forestwide 
standards that close all crucial winter range to cross-country snowmachine 
use. MO 

COMMENTS: Include goals and objectives in the allotment management plan for 
the number of AUMs needed to sustain deer on their Summer and winter range. 

1206 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. Direction in 
allotment management plans are plan implementation concerns and would be 
addressed in site-specific allotment analysis. The direction for livestock 
forage utilization includes use by wildlife. RR 

COMMENTS: Secure deer habitat. 
25, 766 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan maintains and restores deer habitat. DD 

COMMENTS: Secure goat habitat. 
25 

Provide management direction for mountain goats. Include the Idaho 
and Wyoming State wildlife management agencies' goals, objectives and 
implementation process for mountain goats in Idaho and Wyoming. 

389 

RESPONSE: All mountain goat habitat is within Wilderness, proposed 
wilderness, or backcountry management prescriptions. There is no difference 
between the prescriptions between the alternatives. Those prescriptions 
provide adequate protection for mountain goat habitat. MO 

COMMENTS: Address conflicts between mountain goat and domestic sheep such as 
displacement and potential for disease transmission from sheep to goats. 
Address specific conflict between domestic sheep and mountain goats in Neely 
Cove, head of Canyon Creek, Waterfall Canyon, Little Horn, Hell's Hole and the 
ridge between the headwaters of Waterfall Canyon and Little Elk Creek. 

766 

RESPONSE: There is no documentation of disease problems between domestic 
sheep and mountain goats. Our data indicates that displacement by domestic 
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sheep is not a problem. The Palisades Ranger District is working with state 
fish and game departments to address site-specific conflicts. More 
information is in Process Paper D. MO 

Harlequin Duck 

COMMENTS: Change the guideline for Harlequin duck habitat back to a standard 
as written in the preliminary draft BA. Standards are more consistent with 
Forest Service commitment to manage for viable populations under NFMA and 36 
CFR 219.19. 

695, 1446 

RESPONSE: A guideline is the appropriate measure. A standard would "prevent" 
establishing new trails, new roads, or new recreation facilities within 300 
feet of any stream reach... regardless of the potential to negatively affect 
harlequin duck breeding activity. A standard would also prevent relocating an 
existing trail, road, or facility, even if the new location would reduce 
disturbance. DD 

COMMENTS: Expand Harlequin duck habitat guideline to include all riparian 
zones and habitat, and tie it to more than a single species because this 
modification will benefit watershed and water quality, as well as the species. 

1446 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. See preceding 
response. The Revised Plan direction for Harlequin ducks is sufficient to 
provide effective habitat. This would be redundant to the Forestwide S&Gs for 
fisheries, water, and aquatic resources, and Management Prescription 2.8.3 for 
Aquatic Influence Zone which provide adequate direction beneficial to the duck 
and for maintaining and improving watershed integrity and water quality. RR 

Haw)ls 

COMMENTS: Enforce access restrictions to protect hawks. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Goshawk) 

265 

RESPONSE: Access restrictions will be enforced to protect a variety of 
resources. DD 

Common L o o n  

COMMENTS: Develop a management prescription for the common loon because the 
existing breeding habitat on the Targhee National Forest is important to the 
continued nesting success of this small population. 

389 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction for common loon is sufficient to provide effective habitat. RR 
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COMMENTS: Coordinate all management decisions, including the development of a 
management prescription, about the Fish Creek common loon habitat with Wyoming 

wildlife and fisheries personnel. Continue to allow angler access because 
Wyoming wildlife biologists report current public use in this area does not 
appear to have impacted loons. 

389 

RESPONSE: This is an implementation concern. Any proposals for management 
activities which involve common loon or other wildlife habitat will be 
coordinated with the respective State wildlife agency. Decisions about angler 
access are outside the scope of this analysis. RR 

Moose 

COMMENTS: Protect moose habitat by restricting ORVs and prohibiting new 
roads. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Site Specific) 

Address moose winter range; create forestwide standards and guides for moose 
winter range and habitat and add language for moose to the winter range 
prescriptions. 

Coordinate with Wyoming Game and Fish to manage moose winter range. 

FS-9, 2 5 ,  62, 697, 766, 1331 

F-G-1-P, FS-9, 389, 1247, 1249 

1249 

RESPONSE: It is standard procedure to coordinate with the respective State 
wildlife agency on any proposals that may affect wildlife. The other 
recommendations were considered but not adopted. The Revised Plan direction 
is sufficient to provide effective moose habitat. Moose are generally not 
displaced by human activity. The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for 
fisheries, water, and aquatic resources; access management; properly 
functioning condition; vegetation; and Management Prescription 2.8.3 for 
Aquatic Influence Zone provide adequate direction beneficial to the moose. RR 

COMMENTS: Provide more moose hunting permits. 
285 

RESPONSE: The number, type, and location of available moose permits is 
controlled by the States of Idaho and Wyoming and is not within the authority 
of the Forest Service. DD/RR 

Owl - Buffers 
COMMENTS: Cite the science and basis for requiring a 20-acre buffer, greater 
than 40 percent forested and 1/2 mile strychnine buffer to protect habitat and 
existing owls; explain how this ensures protection. Cite the science and 
basis for requiring a 30-acre buffer to protect habitat and existing 
flammulated and boreal owls; explain how this ensures their protection. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and Process Paper D cite the scientific references used 
and discuss the rationale for management for Forest owls. 
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COMMENTS: Change the standard to "not manipulate vegetation within 20-30 acre 
areas around all active and historic nest sites," since it is not clear 
whether or not it forbids prescribed fire and grazing. Need a standard or 
guide to specify what management activities are allowed. 

FS-9 

RESPONSE: The standard refers to mechanical removal or manipulation of 
vegetation within the nest area, not grazing or prescribed fire. RR 

COMMENTS: Standards and guidelines, Great Gray Owl Habitat: Increase the 
radius for use of strychnine poison for gopher control to 1 mile around all 
the great gray owl nest sites. 

Expand Standard 3 which says, "Don't allow use of strychnine poison to control 
pocket gophers within buffer around all active great gray owl nests," to 
include the 10 guidelines for  gopher treatment within great gray owl activity 
areas. 

1446 

FS-9 

RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is sufficient to provide effective habitat for great gray 
owls. The Plan permits application of these guidelines if site-specific 
analysis at the project level determines that it is necessary. RR 

Owl - Habitat 
COMMENTS: Provide management prescriptions for boreal, great gray, Northern 
pygmy, and Northern saw-whet owls since these species are dependent on 
forested habitat for population viability. 

389 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines provide the appropriate method 
to manage these habitats. DD 

COMMENTS: Provide an analysis on existing/planned owl habitat. 
1369 

RESPONSE: This information is found in Process Paper D. It is also discussed 
in the FEIS, Chapter 111, Affected Environment. "Planned" owl habitat is not 
part of the Revised Plan, however, maintenance of existing habitat is provided 
in the Revised Plan direction. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain the analysis used and conclusion to, "only protect nest 
sites if located." Analyze existing and potential impacts on owls. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The existing situation is discussed in FEIS, CHapter 111, Affected 
Environment. Impacts are disclosed in Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, 
of the FEIS. Analysis documentation is found in Process Paper D. RR 
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COMMENTS: Explain the term "late age classes" in the owl habitat guidelines 
as it relates to forest age, basal area, canopy closure, tree species and 
elevat ion. 

1369 

RESPONSE: "Late age classes" is synonymous with "late successional stages" 
found in the Glossary. Basal area, canopy closure, tree species or elevation 
are specific details that would be addressed at the site-specific level during 
project environmental analysis. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain the reason for only protecting flammulated owl nest sites 
and not the surrounding habitat (since it all affects the owl). 

1369 

RESPONSE: The 30-acres encompass the entire home range for flammulated owls. 
The limited extent of manipulation of forest vegetation in the Revised Plan's 
decade is not expected to cause unacceptable impacts to owls. MO 

COMMENTS: Explain/calculate the probability that owl nests will be located 
since this is the key factor in managing boreal and flammulated owls. 

1369 

RESPONSE: There is no calculated probability that owl nests will be located 
during prolect level planning, other than there is no certainty nor any 
expectation that all nests, without exception, will be discovered. This 
information is not essential to evaluating the effects of the proposed action 
or a reasoned choice among alternatives. Application of the standards are 
expected to maintain or restore existing owl habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: Provide vegetation management after owls (flanunulated, boreal and 
great gray) leave the nest in the fall the same as for goshawk. 

413 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan's management direction for nest sites and 
territories applies year round. MO 

Peregrine Falcons 

COMMENTS: Protect all known peregrine falcons nest sitesjcliffs from human 
activity. 

389 

RESPONSE : This is standard procedure under ESA. RR 

COMMENTS: Protect timber sales and mineral extraction within defined buffers 
for known peregrine falcon nest sites. This should be a standard, not a 
guideline. 

For peregrine guidelines #1: Add shooting ranges due to the disturbance 
389 
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caused by the Treasure Mountain Boy Scout Camp shooting range in Teton 
Canyon. Delete aircraft since the Forest Service has no jurisdiction over 
these. 

FS-4 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. We have no 
data suggesting that the shooting range is adversely affecting peregrine 
falcons. The Revised Plan direction is sufficient to protect peregrine 
falcons. Actions noted refer to agency actions--such as agency aircraft, 
equipment, or facilities--or third parties operating under a Forest Service 
authorized permit or contract. RR 

COMMENTS: Peregrine standard: Replace herbicides and insecticides with 
pesticides and develop dates on restrictions. 

FS-4 

RESPONSE: This is not necessary to provide adequate protection for the 
falcon. Dates and other restrictions can be specified during project level 
analysis decision making. RR 

COMMENTS: Peregrine guideline 1 should be a standard and it should clearly 
specify a review process for proposed projects. 

1365 

RESPONSE: A guideline is adequate and any review process is an implementation 
issue determined through project level analysis. RR 

COMMENTS: First item related to peregrine falcon habitat in Chapter 3 was a 
standard in the preliminary draft BA but was changed to a guideline here and 
in the current draft BA which is inconsistent with Forest Service 
responsibilities under Section 7(a)(2) of ESA. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Peregrine falcons use a wide variety of habitats for foraging. 
Since the use of DDT has been stopped, falcon populations have increased in a 
wide variety of habitats. The guideline is appropriate given the wide variety 
of habitats and conditions which can be and are being used by peregrine 
falcons. MO 

COMMENTS: Regarding Designated Wilderness Prescriptions 1.1.7 and 1.1.8: 
Items affecting listed peregrine falcon should be standards. Forest Service 
control over location of campsites and trails is consistent with 
responsibilities under Section 7(2)(2) FSM 2670 and NFMA 36 CFR to protect 
species and habitat without adverse effects by public forest uses. 

1446 

RESPONSE: A guideline is the appropriate measure. Guidelines are appropriate 
where variability occurs at the implementation level or desired goals or 
conditions can be achieved by more than one approach. Guidelines do not mean 
that compliance with them is discretionary and can be ignored. Variance from 
a Plan guideline requires documentation in the decision authorizing it. A 
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guideline provides for some site specific flexibility while still meeting the 
practical intent. RR 

Raptors - Standards and Guidelines 
COMMENTS: Raptor Nest Sites: Action should be listed as a standard for 
consistency with Forest Service policy and sensitive species protection; add a 
guideline to protect potential raptor nest sites for sensitive/listed species. 

Change the guidelines for raptor nest sites to standards. 

The raptor nest site protection should be a minimum distance; this 

1446 

695 

should be a standard, not a goal. 
1273b 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for nest site protection of sensitive 
species in Forestwide standards and guidelines. The broader guideline for 
Raptor Nest Sites (other than Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species) 
was dropped from the Revised Plan because the intent is to manage landscapes 
in their properly functioning ecological condition, which would provide 
adequate habitat for all species. RR 

COMMENTS: General Habitat: Include protective measures for more than the 
nests of raptors. Provide management guidelines that protect foraging and 
post-fledgling habitat. Suggest what silviculture practices would or would 
not be allowed. 

1249 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. Threatened, 
Endangered and Sensitive Species raptors receive specific direction for 
habitat management which meets their recovery needs. For other species, the 
overall Revised Plan direction to manage for properly functioning condition, 
in ecological context, with emphasis on forest health, biological diversity, 
vegetation structure and composition which maintains plant and animal 
communities is expected to adequately meet general habitat needs. RR 

Ravtors - General Protection 
COMMENTS: Cite the science and basis for the 2-tree-height buffer to protect 
nesting raptors, and explain how this ensures protection. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This guideline for Raptor Nest Sites (other than Threatened, 
Endangered and Sensitive Species) was dropped from the Revised Plan because 
the intent is to manage landscapes in their properly functioning ecological 
condition, which would provide adequate habitat f o r  all species. RR 

Red Sauirrel 

COMMENTS: Consider the red squirrel's sensitivity to fragmentation and 
identify existing and planned habitat conditions. 

1369 
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RESPONSE: Existing habitat is described in Chapter I11 of the FEIS, Affected 
Environment. "Planned" habitat is not proposed in the Revised Plan, other 
than that which will be maintained by implementation of the Revised Plan 
direction for wildlife, ecosystem management, forest health and properly 
functioning condition. RR 

Sage Grouse - Treatments to Sagebrush Eabitat 
COMMENTS: To reverse declining trend of sage grouse, follow habitat treatment 
standards (Draft ID Sage Grouse Management Plan 1996-2000) which includes 
vegetation manipulation, grazing management, fire management and 
rehabilitation. Use caution for any treatments to sagebrush habitat until the 
causes for the significant decline in sage grouse can be determined. Any 
treatment needs to consLder significant habitat reductions and fragmentation. 

766 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines were developed for 
sagebrushJgrassland ecosystems on the Forest. These are based on the ecology 
and properly functioning conditions for sagebrushJgrassland ecosystems. They 
will provide for suitable sage grouse habitat with conditions that 
historically existed within the sagebrush/grassland ecosystem. MO 

COMMENTS: In low precipitation areas less than 11 inches, prohibit habitat 
treatment for 5 years. In high precLpitation areas more than 11 inches, allow 
treatments only if sagebrush canopy cover is greater than 25%. Allow 
treatment only if area is less than 500 acres and more than 1.6 miles from 
existing treatments with less than 15% sagebrush canopy cover. 

766 

RESPONSE: These are site-specific implementation concern, to be conducted in 
the context of a Revised Plan guideline for sagebrush/grassland habitats. RR 

COMMENTS: Prevent a reduction in average sagebrush canopy in herbicide or 
mechanically treated areas to less than 15% canopy cover in winter, brooding, 
or nesting habitat. 

766 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is adequate to provide effective habitat for sage grouse. More 
detailed specifications will be provided during prolect level analysis. RR 

Sage Grouse - Manage Livestock 
COMMENTS: Manage livestock for a healthy understory of perennial grasses and 
forbs and for a fall stubble height of greater than or equal to 7 inches. 
Manage livestock to produce a fall stubble height of greater than or equal to 
4 inches in brood rearing ares. 

766 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for managing for a healthy understory of 
grasses and forbs. The upland and riparian utilization standards provide for 
adequate stubble height, respectively, to provide for healthy range 
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ecosystems. If prolect level analysis identifies a need for more stubble 
height to meet sage grouse habitat needs, this specification can be 
implemented in the prolect decision. RR 

Saae G r o u s e  - General 
COMMENTS: Use sage grouse as indicator species for other wildlife species 
dependent on sagebrush-grasslands. 

766 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. Management 
Indicator Species (MIS) were established in a series of three workshops in 
1991-92, with Idaho and Wyoming fish and game departments, and in coordination 
with adjacent Forests’ Management Indicator Species lists. Some additions 
were made throughout the revision process. Sage grouse was not selected as an 
MIS. More detailed information is provided in Process Paper D. The 
sagebrush/grassland community type will be managed to maintain a healthy 
ecological condition which would provide for adequate habitat for dependent 
species. RR 

COMMENTS: Include in FEIS and FPR some oblectives, standards and guidelines 
to maintainjenhance sage grouse habitat because sage grouse populations have 
declined in the Lemhi-Medicine Lodge and Centennial subsections. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Forestwide standards and guidelines apply and are sufficient to 
provide adequate habitat for sage grouse at the subsection scale. RR 

Trumueter Swan - Habitat 
COMMENTS: Evaluate each trumpeter swan territory individually; summarize its 
production history over past decades, identify specific factors interfering 
with cygnet production, and correct those factors where possible. Develop 
swan habitat plans that are not elaborate, about five pages per site, and 
address past history of occupation and cygnet production, physical/chemical 
data, potentials and vulnerabilities, and actions to enhance and ensure 
long-term value to the population. 

669 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is adequate to provide effective habitat for trumpeter swan. 
Additional specifications may be made during a site-specific analysis, if it 
is determined that it is necessary for swan habitat needs. The Revised Plan 
permLts these types of management actions if warranted to provide for swan 
habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain the biological basis for recommending habitat for 10 pairs 
of trumpeter swans and not 20-30. 

1369 

RESPONSE: This is described in Process Paper D. RR 
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COMMENTS: Make Objective 2 (protect emergent vegetation) a standard and 
guideline. 

669 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is adequate to provide effective habitat for trumpeter swans. 
RR 

Trumpeter Swan - N e s t i n s  sites 

COMMENTS: Trumpeter Swans, Standards and Guidelines: Develop individual nest 
site plans for all active and historic territories. Plans should ensure 
proper guidelines are applied. 

1249 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan permits this type of activity if site-specific analysis determines it is 
necessary for maintaining or improving swan habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain why there are no grazing standards for swan nesting areas; 
nesting cannot be managed without considering grazing. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Guideline A provides direction for controlling grazing which may 
affect swan productivity. RR 

COMMENTS: Explain why there are no standards for disturbance of swan nesting. 
1369 

RESPONSE: There are standards and guidelines to limit this type of impact. 
These are adequate for protecting swans during the nesting period. RR 

Human Access to Trumpeter Swan Habltat 

COMMENTS: Prohibit ORV and human access in swan and waterfowl winter range 
wetland areas from December 1 to March 31 and provide an additional 
restriction to prohibit motorized access from November 1 - August 31 in 
trumpeter swan and waterfowl habitat to include protecting their nesting and 
brooding periods. Need educationfsigns about impacts of humans/motorized 
access in swan wetlands. 

389 

RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction provides for mitigating human disturbance. The specific means 
to do so are highly variable, but can be equally effective. This detail is 
more appropriate for site-specific analysis and determination. RR 

Trumpeter Swan - Manaqement Plans 
COMMENTS: Develop new objectives similar to plan for loons .  Specific plans 
are needed to ensure that each territory remains suitable in the decade ahead. 

669 
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Define "active management" and what actions are necessary to 

maintain suitable water depths for swans in lakes and ponds (e.g., dredging). 
1365 

RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but not adopted. New 
objectives are not necessary to adequately provide for swan habitat. Specific 
plans and 'necessary' actions are site-specific determinations to be 
identified at the prolect level. Generally, 'active management' means any 
agency proposed action in response to a need for manipulating conditions 
influencing swan habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: Ensure that activities do not increase sediment loads in the 
streams; reduce sediment loads to protect trumpeter swan nesting habitat 
(which also produces numerous other environmental benefits to the Forest). 

1365 

RESPONSE: These are site-specific considerations for specific proposed 
actions. Forestwide aquatic resources Standards and Guidelines apply. For 
areas within the aquatic influence zone--management prescription 2.8.3--that 
direction applies. The Revised Plan i s  designed to minimize or prevent 
sediment delivery to any water bodylivery 

Palisades Wetland Area 

COMMENTS: Provide management direction for ORV travel and human access in 
trumpeter swan and waterfowl winter areas of the Palisades wetland area. 
Currently there is no analysis or consideration. 

389 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction is adequate to provide effective habitat for trumpeter swans. 
RR 

Wolves 

COMMENTS: Oppose wolf protection efforts because tax dollars are used for 
wolf habitat; wolves feed on elk and disrupt their populations; and fear that 
wolves attack backpackers and cross-country skiers. 

6, 285, 397, 468 
Support wolf protection measures and protect wolf habitat. 

697 

RESPONSE: The Forest will comply with the Endangered species Act (ESA) and 
consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service on matters relating to gray wolf 
and all listed species. The Revised Plan provides for multiple use 
opportunity while meeting ob~ectives for wolf recovery in the Greater 
Yellowstone area. This includes coordination with permittees, the recreating 
public, and others to avoid or minimize conflicts with wolves. RR 

COMMENTS: Establish travel corridors and linkage zones for wolves. 
1365 
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RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The wolf is an 
nonessential experimental population. The wolf reintroduction FEIS did not 
consider establishment of corridors or linkage zones essential for wolf 
recovery. RR 

COMMENTS: Change wording in the EIS - Environmental Consequences and Affected 
Environment chapters-to allow full protection for naturally migrated wolves on 
the Targhee. 

1273b 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The FEIS 
discloses the documentation of the environmental analysis of the proposed 
programmatic action and its alternatives, and their environmental effects, but 
does not establish direction for the Forest. This is only done in the Revised 
Plan upon signature of the Record of Decision. Revised Plan direction is 
consistent with direction under ESA for management of wolves on the Targhee. 
RR 

Human Imuacts on Wolves 

COMMENTS: Impose land use restrictions for any area in which human activity 
might negatively impact wolves, including all active den sites regardless of 
how many breeding pairs are present in a recovery area. Consider wolf road 
densities. Roads used by recreationists have numerous wildlife impacts (Rost 
& Bailey 1974). Road densities greater than 0.61 km/square km adversely 
affect the suitability of potential wolf habitat because roads provide access 
to humans who hunt or accidently kill them (Thiel 1985, Jensen et al. 1986, 
Mech et al. 1988, DeVos 1949). 

1365 

RESPONSE: These recommendations were considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan direction provides adequate direction for wolf management. RR 

Wolves - Pouulation Control 
COMMENTS: "Experimental population" means any population (including any 
offspring arising solely therefrom) authorized by the Secretary for 
release..." and you need an objective to protect wolves not included in 
"experimental" population under the ESA. 

127333 
Explain why there will be no standards and guidelines for wolves 

once their populations are maintained. 
1369 

RESPONSE: The FEIS for the Reintroduction of Gray Wolves stated that all 
wolves found in the wild at the time of the first release of wolves would be 
designated a nonessential experimental population. therefore, all wolves are 
now included in the rules and management direction developed by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service for the wolf reintroduction. The Revised Plan 
incorporates the rules and management direction developed by the USFWS. In 
the final rule published in the Federal Register, November 2 2 ,  1994, the USFWS 
stated that the gray wolf reintroduction does not conflict with existing or 
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anticipated Federal agency actions or traditional public uses of park lands, 
wilderness areas, or surrounding lands. The USFWS also stated that there are 
no conflicts envisioned with any current or anticipated management actions of 
the Forest Service. MO 

COMMENTS: Define how conflicts between wolves and livestock will be solved 
while still maintaining a viable wolf population. 

1369 

RESPONSE The direction in the Revised Plan for gray wolf management defines 
this. Additional detail is a site-specific consideration and will be 
determined at the appropriate time to resolve conflicts. RR 

COMMENTS: Gray Wolf Habitat - Standard 3: Indicate that the removal or 
resolution of attractants must precede any control action. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Determination of the problem status of wolves includes 
identification of any attractant that may be drawing wolves to livestock. No 
change was made to this direction. RR 

COMMENTS: Gray Wolf Habitat - Standard 2 :  Identify more clearly what can 
occur (when grazing permit holders are allowed to harass adult wolves). 

1365 

RESPONSE: This is a site-specific determination that will be made at the time 
a permit is issued or modified, and incorporated into the terms and conditions 
of the permit. RR 

COMMENTS: Gray Wolf Habitat, Standard 4: Last sentence about livestock 
depredation by female with pups is out of context (page 60257 Federal 
Register, V 59 N.224). Should read: "prior to the establishment of six 
breeding pairs, depredating females and their pups will be captured and 
released at or near the site of capture, one time prior to October 1. If 
depredations continue, or if SIX packs are present, females and their pups 
will be removed." 

1446 

RESPONSE: This was corrected in the Final Revised Plan. RR 

WILDLIFE - THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

COMMENTS: With only four species remaining on the sensitive species list for 
Idaho, there should be substantial relief from constraints in the Final Plan. 
Reevaluate the role of sensitive species and reduce restrictions because there 
are fewer candidate species. Sixty-one percent of people in the United States 
agree that threatened and endangered species should be protected, even if such 
protection results in negative impacts on humans. The Plan reflects the needs 
of four ESA species: bald eagle, grizzly, gray wolf and peregrine falcon; as 
well as non-listed native cutthroat trout and goshawk. Clarify the fourth 
paragraph, page 111-63, 1.1.8, how campsites will facilitate recovery of 
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threatened and endangered species, because there seems to be no connection 
between these points. 

314, 1364, 1389, 1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan must meet the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Act and the Forest Service Sensitive Species Policy. we consulted with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service on these aspects of the Revised Plan. There are 
presently 24 species (12 animal and 12 plant) on the Forest that are Forest 
Service Region 4 Sensitive. There are presently 5 species (4 animal and 1 
plant) listed as threatened or endangered. The Revised Plan provides 
effective protection for species of concern, while still providing for 
multiple use opportunities. Developed campsite facilities can concentrate use 
away from threatened or endangered species habitat or facilities such as 
bear-proof food boxes can reduce conflict possibilities. MO/AS/RR 

RecommendatxOnsfSuqaestions 

COMMENTS: Add the statement, "preventing new listing of threatened or 
endangered species" to the sentence on Ecological Component on Page 11-2 
ClarLfy that designation of species demanding special management is not 
optional. Change definition to include all species of plants and animals that 
require special consideration, this should not be a Forest or Regional 
decision. Restrict logging, snowmobiles, and open roadsjtrails to better 
protect threatened and endangered species habitat. 

179, 325, 389, 1365 

RESPONSE: Since the preventLon of new listings of threatened or endangered 
species is agency policy, it need not be restated in the Revision. The 
Revision includes several broad-scale conservation measures designed to 
protect threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. In addition, further 
analysis of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species is conducted during 
the planning of on-the-ground activities. These analyses identify specific 
measures which can be used to best protect species and their habitats. DD 

COMMENTS: Define the term "viability" as a population essentially certain to 
persist (99% chance of persistence for at least 1000 years), and is 
well-distributed in current range. If population viability is in doubt, 
extend range as necessary. Give priority to habitat needs of all threatened 
and endangered species, including in Aquatic Influence Zones. Map or 
determine distribution, status and trend of all threatened and endangered 
species specific prescriptions, standards, guidelines and recovery 
objectives. Meet all legal and biological requirements. Gather and evaluate 
data on effects of past management plan; research current status, distribution 
and threats. 

389, 1273b, 1365, 1368, 1369 

RESPONSE: A "viable population'' is defined in the Revision as the number of 
individuals of a species sufficient to ensure the long-term existence of the 
species in natural, self-sustaining populations adequately distributed 
throughout their range. The Revised Plan places special management emphasis 
on the recovery of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species as well as 
the maintenance and restoration of aquatic influence zones. Chapter 111 of 
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the FEIS describes the current status, distribution, and threats of all 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species while Chapter IV evaluates the 
past and possible future effects on these species. DD 

COMMENTS: The Endangered Species Act may be violated if toxicants are used in 
areas that are or may be inhabited by threatened or endangered species. 
Develop a method for monitoring sensitive species and their habitat in order 
to meet statutory requirements of NFMA. Develop management practices to 
ensure sensitive species do not become threatened o r  endangered. Guidelines 
are provided for only two owl species and the goshawk; monitoring proposals 
are provided for only grizzly and goshawk. 

389, 127313, 1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The use of toxicants is largely controlled through the application 
of best management practices (BMP's) and Manual and Handbook guidance and is, 
therefore, not reiterated in the Revised Plan. A thorough on-site evaluation 
of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species is always conducted prior to 
the use of toxicants. It is agency policy to monitor all management indicator 
and sensitive species. Your concerns are covered in the Revised Plan and FEIS 
and Process Paper D. Monitoring plans were developed for all the Management 
Indicator Species. See species specific responses in Appendix A. DD/MO 

COMMENTS: Produce better science, more standards and guidelines, o r  
quantifiable objectives for indicator or sensitive species. Monitor and 
evaluate impacts of the past 10 years; monitor old growth habitat. Require 
wildlife surveys for sensitive species. Make a goal to support existing 
populations and distribution of non-game birds and mammals listed as species 
of special concern. Meet legal and biological requirements of forest 
carnivores. Provide standards and procedures for selection of sensitive 
species. 

389. 1273b, 1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The FEIS includes more scientific findings and analysis of 
management indicator and sensitive species than did the draft. The Revision 
includes new goals, oblectives, standards, guidelines, and monitoring 
requirements directed at improving management indicator and sensitive 
species. Impacts of the past 10 years are documented in the Analysis of the 
Management Situation (AMs) and in Chapter IV of the FEIS. Sensitive species 
are selected by the Regional Forester through a process unrelated to the 
Revision. The selection process is being reviewed by the Regional Forester 
and may be revised in the future. DD 

SDecific species 

COMMENTS: Protect wolverines, wolverine natal dens, and reproduction areas 
from skiiers, snowmobiles and snowshoers, particularly in higher elevations 
(above 8000 feet). Little is known about wolverine habitat and habits, which 
has resulted in little management attention. The Targhee may provide a 
critical link between Montana, Central Idaho and Wyoming wolverine 
populations, and this link should be protected. Provide an 8km buffer around 
predicted wolverine habitat from January 1 to May 31. 

FS-3, 766, 1185, 1348 
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RESPONSE: Chapter V of the Revised Plan contains a priority 1 monitoring item 
to monitor population trends of marten, fisher, and wolverine and their 
relationships to habitat changes. We added two new ob3ectives for wolverines 
to the Revised Plan: within two years, a GIS inventory will be completed to 
identify potential wolverine natal den sites, and within four years, the 
Forest will survey these potential den sites to document wolverine presence. 
The Revision does not require buffers around predicted habitat. DD 

COMMENTS: Provide recovery ob3ectives and strategies; determination of 
distribution, status and trend; management priorities; and monitoring plans 
for lynx, fisher, and wolverine as is required by Forest Service management 
plan. Consult lynx and wolverine Draft Conservation Strategies. Develop road 
density thresholds relative to habitat segments of wolverine, martin, lynx and 
neotropical migrant songbirds. Discuss management ob3ectives for fisher, 
marten and wolverine rather than lust grizzly bear, wolf and goshawk. 

389, 410, 643, 1273b, 1361, 1365, 1368 

RESPONSE: Process Paper D and the FEIS discuss the habitat needs for lynx, 
fisher, and wolverine and neotropical migratory songbirds. Two wolverine 
objectives were added the Revised Plan. MO 

COMMENTS: Provide prescriptions, standards and guidelines, research, 
evaluation and protection of pine martens, trumpeter swans, great gray owls, 
cavity nest birds, bald eagles, peregrine falcons, spotted frog, Harlequin 
duck, goshawk, lynx, marten, fisher and wolverine. Although some of these 
species have been removed from federal candidate lists, they should be 
maintained on forest lists as indicators of forestwide health and habitat. 
Protect and monitor old growth habitat. Restrict winter recreational 
activities in crucial breeding or denning areas. 

389, 643, 127313, 1365, 1368, 1446 

RESPONSE: Chapter I11 of the Revision includes specific management direction 
for trumpeter swan, great gray owl, cavity nesting species, bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, spotted frog, harlequin duck, goshawk, wolverine, and other 
sensitive or management indicator species. Chapter V includes a priority 1 
monitoring item to monitor population trends of marten, fLsher, and wolverine 
and to determine their relationships to habitat changes. Chapter I11 of the 
Revision contains standards and guidelines to direct the management of old 
growth and late seral forest stages. The Revision does not restrict winter 
recreational activities within breeding or denning areas. DD 

WILDLIFE - TIMBER 
Manase for Wildlife not Timber Harvests 

COMMENTS: Use Forest Service Survey (issued by Jack W. Thomas) that shows 
most Americans want forests managed for recreation and wildlife protection, 
not lumber and commercial products. (CROSS REFERENCE: Recreation; 
Miscellaneous) 

1364 
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RESPONSE: The Forest Service operates within the direction of various laws, 
regulations, executive orders, and other policy instruments. "Multiple Use" 
is an established maxim in these policy shaping authorities. The Revised Plan 
provides for recreation opportunity, effective wildlife habitat, and 
production of forest resources, including wood products, in a balanced manner. 
m. 

COMMENTS: Explain the reasons for determining how many and what acres can be 
harvested while still maintaining native species of wildlife. (CROSS 
REFERENCE: Timber; Wildlife) 

1369 

RESPONSE: Some of the standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan are used 
to determine how much harvest can occur and where. Examples are guidelines 
for primary cavity nesting species and goshawk management. A goal of the 
Revised Plan is to maintain or enhance wildlife biodiversity. 

This is a site-specific implementation question when individual 
projects are proposed. For the Revised Plan, the process used to identify 
suitable acres and sustainable harvest levels is described in detail in 
Process Papers B, "FORPLAN Analysis", and C, "Tentatively Suitable Timber 
Analysis." The effects of the selected level of harvest by alternative are 
described in Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS. The 
rationale for selecting the harvest level in the preferred alternative 3M is 
described in the Record of Decision. RR/CC 

Curtail Timber Harvests when Negative Imuacts to Wildlife are the Result 

COMMENTS: Assess existing native wildlife populations, source habitats, 
suitability of habitats and allow timber harvest only if further timber 
reductions are deemed appropriate in light of this information. 

1369 

RESPONSE: In the FEIS, chapter 111 populations data are stated for grizzly 
bear, gray wolf, primary cavity nesters, boreal owl, great gray owl and 
flammulated owl. Goshawks have been monitored on the Forest for a number of 
years. During site-specific analysis, surveys are typically completed for 
various wildlife species which may occur in the specific analysis area. . 

This is an implementation issue for specific project proposals. 
Analysis of the affected environment is conducted when these types of proposed 
actions are made and may involve some or all of these items. The Forestwide 
and specific Management Prescription Standards and Guidelines provide 
direction for mitigating adverse impacts to wildlife in site-specific project 
proposals. RR/CC 

COMMENTS: Restrict timber harvesting in areas where it would have the most 
negative impact on fish and wildlife. 

239 

RESPONSE: Many areas in the Revised Plan are not included in the suitable 
timber bases. Some of these include the aquatic influence zones, grizzly bear 
core areas, and recommended Wilderness. 
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Limitations on timber harvest are provided where unacceptable 

adverse impacts to wildlife resources would occur. The forestwide and 
specific Management Prescription Standards and Guidelines provide direction 
for mitigating adverse impacts to wildlife in site-specific prolect proposals. 
m/cc 

COMMENTS: Individual or cumulative impacts from some timber harvests may 
adversely affect BLM management objectives for water quality, riparian, big 
game habitat, raptor nesting and recreation activities. Analyze these 
possible effects. Areas identified by Department of Fish and Game as summer 
and fall crucial habitat and migration habitat may be fragmented by timber 
harvest schedule. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Forest analyzed and realized the past, present and future 
cumulative effects of timber harvesting. We considered other agencies' 
ob3ectives. The Revised Plan meets water quality, riparian, big game habitat 
raptor nesting and recreation activities needs through forestwide standards, 
guidelines, goals, oblectives and prescriptions. The Forest added standards 
and guides for sensitive raptor species and new prescriptions which will 
result in more cover being retained over time. 

including BLM, are considered during assessments. Where anticipated impacts 
are identified, coordination with BLM may occur to minimize adverse cumulative 
effects. RR/CC 

During a site-specific analysis, adlacent land ownerships, 

Address Barvests Desisned to Improve Wildlife Habitat 

COMMENTS: oppose cutting more trees to improve elk and grizzly habitat 
because it is ridiculous, in lieu of safe corridors between ecosystems. 

51 

RESPONSE: Your comment is noted. m 

COMMENTS: Provide information about how past "heavy" timber harvest has 
impacted native wildlife species, especially in the lodgepole pine salvage 
areas, and how it has not/will not significantly impact wildlife viability. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Timber) 

1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan estimates less than three percent of the forested 
acres will have vegetation management in the next decade. As discussed in the 
FEIS, the proposed treatments are expected to provide for viable populations 
of wildlife species. 

Discussion of past timber harvest can be found in the Analysis of 
Management Situation and the FEIS, chapter 111, Affected Environment. The 
cumulative effects of past timber harvest in the lodgepole can be found in the 
FEIS, Chapter IV. RR/CC 

COMMENTS: Define which range timber harvests constitute wildlife improvements 
and show how you will determine when optimum conditions require timber harvest 
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on these rangelands. Define your criteria for initiating timber harvests. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Specific types of timber harvest will be analyzed during 
implementation of the Revised Plan. Timber harvest could be initiated after 
an assessment is done which determines ecosystems are not functioning properly 
or that the existing condition of an ecosystems is not in a desired condition 
based on goals and objectives outlined in the Revised Plan. 

These considerations are more related to a site-specific proposal 
which may involve different variables that cannot be enumerated in a Forest 
Plan's programmatic analysis. The Properly Functioning Condition section of 
Chapter 111, Revised Forest Plan, describes the broad goals and oblectives 
where these types of proposals may be appropriate. The Vegetation section of 
the same chapter describes oblectives for treating landscapes to achieve a 
variety of desirable conditions. RR/CC 

COMMENTS: Standards and Guidelines - Size of Harvest Units and Leave 
Blocksfstrips: To benefit wildlife, adopt an ecological approach to 
silviculture standards and guidelines. Cite scientific data to demonstrate 
light, wind and moisture regime. Vertical stratification of vegetation may be 
such that an area is no longer a "created opening". Standardize maximum 
clearcut size. 

1446 

RESPONSE: Chapter I11 of the Revised Forest Plan Ecological Processes and 
Patterns, describes the direction for managing Forest resources in an 
ecological context. Local environmental variables such as light, wind, and 
moisture are site-specific in nature and outside the scope of this 
programmatic analysis. Clearcut size is stipulated by Forestwide standards 
and guidelines and, where noted, in specific Management Prescriptions. RR 

Leave Timber for Wildlife Habitat 

COMMENTS: Prohibit burning of slash after logging. Slash is an important 
habitat for toads, chipmunks, martens and other wildlife species. 

1204 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan's goal is to have appropriate fuel loading which 
will meet wildlife needs and fire oblectives. Post logging treatments are 
determined in a site-specific analysis and different alternatives to burning 
may be considered, depending on what the objective is. 

wildlife habitat and long-term soil productivity, within reasonable fuel 
loading risk. Burning of activity fuels is permitted within these guidelines. 

The Revised Plan provides down-woody debris requirements for 

RR/cc 

COMMENTS: Do not cut 7.5 MMBF of unsuitable timber over the next 10 years 
because "unsuitable" timber is necessary to preserve wildlife habitat/species 
and it is destructive to the environment. 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan limits the amount of volume that would be removed 
from lands not included in the suitable timber base to twenty million board 

167 
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feet per decade. The Revised Plan allows up to a maximum of 20 MMBF harvest 
from unsuitable lands. This is not an oblective, however, but a ceiling to 
disclose a maximum level, which was not identified in the Draft Plan and DEIS. 
There are no plans presently to harvest to that level. The purpose of such 
harvests would be to enhance or maintain a desired ecological condition, such 
as aspen regeneration where aspen is being eliminated by conifer succession, 
not wood production. In most cases, the intended effect would be to improve 
biodiversity and wildlife habitat. RR/CC 

Protect Wildlife in Timber Management Prescrivtrons 

COMMENTS: Either provide habitat for all wildlife, including old growth, or 
call it timber management; it is misleading to call these areas big game 
summer habitatlwildlife areas when they could be completely harvested within 
30-40 years. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Many standards and guidelines in the Revised Plan restrict areas 
from being completely harvested. Included are guidelines for old growth 
habitat, hydrologic disturbance, and percent of an analysis area in a mature 
age class. 

providing effective wildlife habitat. Where management prescriptions, such as 
5.4 or 5.3.5, emphasize wildlife habitat, harvest must be consistent with 
maintaining or enhancing wildlife habitat. The Targhee is moving from an 
emphasis on timber management to vegetation management for a broader array of 
objectives. Chapter 111, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Vegetation, 
describes the goals and objectives of vegetation management through timber 
harvest. RR/CC 

COMMENTS: Include wildlife standards in all timber emphasis areas o r  explain 
the reason for creating these "wildlife sacrifice areas." Significant impacts 
are inevitable on big game security, old growth species and species affected 
by habitat fragmentation. 

When done appropriately, timber harvest is not inconsistent with 

1365, 1369 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan has wildlife standards and guidelines in the 
Forestwide section and in the management prescription section. If a specific 
prescription area does not have wildlife standards and guidelines, then the 
Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. 

Plan. Wildlife standards and guidelines are provided in Forestwide and 
Management Prescription direction which permit or emphasize timber harvest. 
Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, describes the effects of implementing 
the selected Alternative 3M. The Revised Plan meets the goals of the Recovery 
Plans for threatened and endangered species, such as grizzly bear, bald eagle, 
and peregrine falcon, meets ninety-one percent of the State goals for elk 
vulnerability, and provides for maintenance of old growth and late 
successional forest. Habitat fragmentation from past harvest practices will 
be a consideration in any future proposals to manipulate vegetation. RR/CC 

There are no "wildlife sacrifice" areas proposed in the Revised 
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COMMENTS: The Plan needs a wildlife standard in timber management areas that 
will protect habitat for wildlife dependent upon older forest habitat in 
large, unfragmented blocks. 

1369 

RESPONSE: A set of forestwide guidelines was added to the Revised Plan for 
maintenance of old growth and late seral forest stages in Chapter I11 of the 
Revised Plan. CC 

COMMENTS: Evaluate the impacts of big game security in timber management 
areas and show minimum acceptable levels for big game security. Show all 
significant impacts. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, describes the effects of 
implementing the selected alternative 3M on elk vulnerability. RR 

COMMENTS: Raise the minimum security standard needed to hold big game in a 
big game emphasis area above 30%. because one 250 acre security patch for an 
entire management area of thousands of acres is not enough. 

1369 

RESPONSE: This change was not made. The proposed standard actually provides 
for more than one 2 5 0  acre block and is sufficient to provide security for big 
game. cc 

COMMENTS: Evaluate the impact of roads on wildlife in timber management 
areas. Add standards. Show expected wildlife use and population impacts. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Viability of various wildlife species is discussed in the FEIS. 
Open motorized roads and trails are used to evaluate impacts to wildlife using 
the elk habitat effectiveness model and the elk vulnerability model. These 
effects are displayed in Chapter IV of the FEIS. 

limits to maintain elk security and reduce grizzly bear vulnerability. 
Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, describes the effects of implementing 
the selected alternative 3M on wildlife. RR/CC 

COMMENTS: The last item under the standards and guidelines for the Management 
Prescription Timber Management (Big Game Security Emphasis) should be changed 
to read as follows: No timber harvesting activity or similar type of 
disturbance activity can occur within the security area during the time it is 
designated as a security area. Security area designations will be at least 10 
years in duration. New security areas will be designated and protected at 
least 18 months prior to entry into a currently designated security areas. 
( S )  

The Revised Plan includes standards for motorized open road density 

643 

RESPONSE: This change was not adopted. The standard as presently worded is 
sufficient to meet the intent of providing adequate security for big game. 
RR/cc 
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Address Habitat Fragmentation Caused bv Timber Harvests 

COMMENTS: Evaluate the impacts of existing fragmentation caused by timber 
harvest and road-building and explain how the Preferred Alternative will 
change fragmentation patterns. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Impacts of road building and timber harvesting are discussed in the 
FEIS. All alternatives that were considered in detail discuss impacts on 
connectivity (inverse of fragmentation), wildlife habitat, old growth and late 
seral stages etc. CC 

COMMENTS: Address edge effects in regards to quality of remaining habitat and 
include changes in forest microclimate, reduced reproduction success of forest 
songbirds, and the proliferation of shade-tolerant weedy plant species. 
Fragmentation leads to the decline of remaining habitat due to edge effects. 

1365 

RESPONSE: Due to your comments, the Forest added a section on neotropical 
migratory birds and the effects of timber harvesting in the FEIS. This 
section discusses what is currently known about effects of Forest 
fragmentation and edge on songbirds in the Rocky Mountains. The Revised Plan 
recognizes the need to consider natural patch sizes and historic vegetation 
patterns when we do vegetation management. Refer to Process Paper D for more 
information. See the section on Noxious weeds in Appendix A for a response to 
your concern about weedy plant species. MO 

Aqe Class Diversite 

COMMENTS: Define why a variety of successional stages is a management 
obiective and why it is needed to maintain species of all native wildlife and 
connectivity. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The objective of managing for an array of successional stages is to 
improve the overall biodiversity in sections of the Targhee. Mixes of 
successional stages and the maintenance of key species (such as aspen) makes 
the ecosystem more resistant to perturbations and more resilient when 
perturbations occur (keeps the systems from becoming simplified). Refer to 
the Properly Functioning Condition section of the Revised Plan under 
"Ecological Processes and Patterns", Chapter 111. An array of ecological 
indices (such as patch size, patch shape, connectivity, diversity) are being 
considered at the Forest's landscape level analysis and are being evaluated 
when considering management options. The intent of the Revised Plan is to 
introduce some of these key concepts and to lay the foundation for finer 
levels of analysis that are or will be occurring on the Forest. DM 

COMMENTS: Old growth for virtually all forest types is, on a regional scale, 
far below historic levels, thus the appropriate application of RNV is 
dependent on scale. 

643 
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RESPONSE: Your comment is noted. Scale is an important consideration in any 
analysis, including RNV. A set of forestwide guidelines was added to the 
Revised Plan for maintenance of old growth and late seral forest stages in 
Chapter 111 of the Revised Plan. RR 

COMMENTS: Conservation should focus on older forests rather than increasing 
age class diversity across the Targhee National Forest and providing open 
habitats (e.g., DFPR, Page 111-129; DFPR, Page 111-33; DFPR, Page 111-41) 
because over the past century logging has replaced old growth with early 
habitat over vast areas throughout the Interior Columbia River Basin. 

643 

RESPONSE: The Targhee has a large proportion of forest age classes in late 
successional, mature condition. The proposed level of vegetation manipulation 
in these age classes is still quite small and will not substantially reduce 
this amount of late successional forest. A set of forestwide guidelines was 
added to the Revised Plan for maintenance of old growth and late seral forest 
stages in Chapter I11 of the Revised Plan. RR 

Old G r o w t h  Habitat 

COMMENTS: Measure viability of late successional forest by distribution, 
patch size and connectivity for wildlife habitats. 

1369 

RESPONSE: Discussion of these variables can be found in Chapter IV, 
Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS. RR 

COMMENTS: Demonstrate that the guidelines for sensitive species in older 
forest habitat are not arbitrary; describe your sources and explain why the 
new guidelines are so different from current recommendations. 

1369 

RESPONSE: The FEIS and Process Paper D document literature sources and the 
analysis used for sensitive species and older Forest habitats. MO 

COMMENTS: For species dependent on older forest habitat, consider a 
long-range habitat strategy that is not dependent upon the Forest's ability to 
locate nests. 

1369 

RESPONSE: A set of forestwide guidelines was added to the Revised Plan for 
maintenance of old growth and late seral forest stages in Chapter I11 of the 
Revised Plan. These will provide adequate habitat for old growth dependent 
species. The Forest Plan represents a programmatic long-term strategy to 
provide for these resources. RR 

COMMENTS: Standards, guidelines and prescriptions do not adequately deal with 
objectives for managing old growth habitat for pine martens, great gray owls, 
or cavity nesting birds. (CROSS REFERENCE: Wildlife, Snags/Cavity Nesters) 

389 
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RESPONSE: A set of forestwide guidelines was added to the Revised Plan for 
maintenance of old growth and late seral forest stages in Chapter I11 of the 
Revised Plan. The Plan also provides standards and guidelines for habitat 
maintenance for these species. RR 

COMMENTS: Monitor the golden-crowned kinglet, pine marten, boreal owl, brown 
creeper, red crossbill and northern three-toed woodpecker. They could be 
affected by the harvest of old growth. 

1365 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides for monitoring the boreal owl, pine 
marten and northern three-toed woodpecker: all are Management Indicator 
Species (MIS). The boreal owl and northern three-toed woodpecker are also R-4 
Sensitive species. The others are not proposed to be monitored presently. 
Should the need arise to conduct monitoring of one or more of these species, 
the Revised Plan provides for doing so. It is not necessary to monitor all 
species to provide adequate habitat. RR 

COMMENTS: The Revised Plan makes no provisions to increase old growth habitat 
without undergoing a forest plan amendment. This seems inconsistent with the 
flexibility that the timber and range programs have to enlarge a timber sale 
area or increase the stocking levels of livestock with only minor National 
Environmental Policy Act documentation. The same guidelines should also apply 
to increasing old growth acreage. 

389 

RESPONSE: The Forest presents additional information in the FEIS about the 
amounts and distribution of old growth and late successional Forest habitat. 
The Revised Plan would only alter the amount of late successional forested 
acres by 2.5%. Therefore, almost all the forested late successional acres 
will move into the old growth in the first decade. MO 

COMMENTS: No objectives are specifically tied to maintaining old growth 
vegetative diversity. 

389 

RESPONSE: A set of forestwide guidelines was added to the Revised Plan for 
maintenance of old growth and late seral forest stages in Chapter 111. 
Forestwide goal statements provide for biodiversity of habitats and plant 
communities, which include old growth; vegetation goals include biological 
diversity of plant comunities and maintenance of vegetation structure, 
composition and distribution across landscapes, again, including old growth. 
RR 

COMMENTS: The Forest would lose far more than it would gain from harvesting 
timber on the corridor in the Big Holes because this area is important for 
wildlife; timber cutting would increase chances of fire; unsightly clearcuts 
will destroy the aesthetics of this area and devalue home owners' property. 

325 

RESPONSE: The level of potential harvest in this area is limited and can only 
be done consistent with protection and maintenance of other valuable 
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resources, such as wildlife, recreation, visual quality or wilderness 
character. Most of the Big Holes are in a semi-primitive motorized or 
recommended wilderness category. A small proportion is timber management for 
big game security emphasis. Any proposed harvest in the vicinity of private 
lands, should it occur, would include mitigating visual impacts and would be 
primarily focused on fuels hazard reduction in the urban-wildland interface or 
on wildlife habitat improvement. RR 

WILDLIFE - WINTER RANGE 
Protect Winter Ranqe 

COMMENTS: Protect, maintain, and enhance wildlife (big game) winter range 
including "crucial", "critical", "lower", "winter feeding", and "potential" 
winter range. Protect winter range protected to improve the quality of 
hunting and to carry out proposals of Idaho Fish and Game and Wyoming Game L 
Fish. 

FS-1, F-G-1-P, F-G-1(475), 136, 150, 157, 161, 162, 174, 175, 179, 
180, 185, 189, 193, 203, 206, 209, 226, 252, 278, 280, 387, 645, 659, 
669, 690, 695, 697, 766, 1245, 1247, 1270, 1388 

RESPONSE: The Forest worked with Idaho and Wyoming Fish and Game Departments 
to identify the critical or crucial elk and deer winter range areas on the 
Forest. By protecting elk and deer winter range, many other wildlife critical 
winter range areas are also protected. In the Revised Plan, all elk and deer 
winter range areas are closed to cross-country snowmachine use. In some 
places, the elk and deer winter range areas fall within other management 
prescriptions, such as wilderness, proposed wilderness, wild and scenic and 
recreational rivers, and grizzly bear habitat. Even though they are within 
other management prescriptions, the habitat components that make them winter 
range areas are protected. MO 

Manase Access to Winter Range 

COMMENTS: Limit access for cross-country skiing, downhill skiing, and dog 
sledding to corridors where impacts to wintering big game are minimized. 
(CROSS REFERENCE: Snowmobiles) 

F-G-1-P, 150, 161, 162, 174, 227, 293, 389, 645, 669, 695, 697, 1247 
Close winter range to any motorized vehicles, except on designated 

routes, from late fall until spring. 
219, 293, 1312, 1395 

Keep motor vehicles out of certain areas to protect the animals 
when their energy reserves are low in the winter. 

179, 185, 697 
Close access to winter areas, but do not institute complete 

closures. 
66 

game winter areas. 
By December 15 the hunting seasons are over and people are far from 

289 
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Science clearly shows that protection from disturbance in winter is 
a crucial factor to individual survival and recruitment rates. 

766 

RESPONSE: In the Revised Plan, all elk and deer winter ranges are closed to 
cross-country snowmachine travel to protect wintering big game animals during 
a time of the year when they need to conserve as much energy as possible. 
Working with the Idaho and Wyoming Fish and Game agencies, the Forest 
identified the crucial mid-to-late natural elk and deer winter ranges on the 
Forest. Crucial winter ranges are those areas which determine a population's 
ability to maintain itself at a certain level over the long term. MO/AM 

COMMENTS: Address horn hunting in big game winter range. 
293, 697 

RESPONSE: We have no data which indicates that horn hunting on big game 
winter ranges on the Forest is at a level that is causing detrimental impacts 
to big game populations. Even though horn hunting is at a very low level on 
the Forest, horn hunters will have to abide by the Revised Plan standards 
which close all elk and deer winter ranges to cross-country snowmachine travel 
during the winter season. Also, horn hunters will not be able to travel on 
foot or horseback on winter ranges with the 2 . 7  (a) management prescription 
during the winter season. MO 

COMMENTS: Regarding the topic of Recreation/Goal-Winter Recreation, minimize 
winter recreation use in habitats for all threatened & endangered species, 
candidate, and sensitive species in addition to big game; reference & 
incorporate Teton Basin Ranser District Teton Front Winter Recreation Plan 
into big game winter habitat objectives. 

1446 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan provides direction for protection of winter range 
through access management in 2.7  management prescription standards and 
guidelines and Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for Threatened, Endangered 
and Sensitive species. RR 

Monitor Access to Winter Range 

COMMENTS: Worthwhile to establish a standard and a monitoring plan for total 
use (both wildlife and livestock) in many areas. 

643 

RESPONSE: The forage utilization guidelines in the Revised Plan include both 
livestock and wildlife utilization. MO 

COMMENTS: Change monitoring frequency for the wildlife/recreation conflicts 
to weekly in 20% of winter range. 

1365 

RESPONSE: This recommendation was considered but not adopted. The Revised 
Plan monitoring item is adequate to identify trends and effectiveness of Plan 
direction for mitigating recreation and wildlife conflicts; precision and 
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reliability are 50-75%. The intent is to provide a realistic monitoring 
program that reflects priorities. RR 

MaDsIPrescrxDtions 

COMMENTS: Map winter range using scientific data. 
FS-4 

Map the entire Idaho Fish and Game proposal in Prescription 2.7 (a 
and b). 

161, 617, 690, 766, 1194 

FS-1, FG-1-P, 161, 1247 
Protect all big game range defined by Wyoming Game & Fish. 

Clarify on travel maps that closures apply to all roads/trails - 
not 3ust system roads. 

643 
Consider increasing winter range because wildlife numbers are 

increasing and there is not adequate predator pressure or winter range to 
support the increase. 

432 
Include deer, elk, and moose winter range and to a higher level 

that was indicated in Forest Service memo 2/18/92. 
389 

Since the Forest agrees that winter range is the determining factor 
in populations' ability to maintain itself over the long term, explain why the 
proposed prescription winter range 2.7 is even smaller than the areas mapped 
under current LMP. 

766 
Incorporate crucial elk, moose, L deer winter range prescriptions 

into the Plans (areas managed under a winter range prescription in the 
previous plan). 

389 
Use the elk and deer prescription wherever there is winter range 

Since you say winter range is so important. Italian Peaks and Bear Creek have 
a range prescriptLon rather than an elk and deer prescription. 

643 
Include all crucial deer and elk winter range on Map 24 within 

Management Prescription 2.7 (a-c). 
643, 1401 

RESPONSE: We worked with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, and the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department to identify the crucial elk and deer winter 
range areas on the Forest. This was not an easy task because winters are 
highly variable, and animals are distributed differently in different years 

depending on winter severity. 

winter range management prescriptions (2.7 a or 2.7 b) because some of these 
winter range areas are in management prescriptions such as wilderness, 
proposed wilderness, or grizzly bear habitat, and these other management 
prescriptions provide protection and management direction which is compatible 
with the needs of winter range. All of the crucial elk and deer winter ranges 

Not all of the crucial elk and deer winter ranges were given the 
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are closed to cross-country snowmachine use during the winter period, 
regardless of which management prescription they are within. 

At this time, moose winter range prescriptions are not considered 
necessary because of the wide range of habitats used by wintering moose and 
their adaptability to human disturbance. MO 

Qualitv of Winter Reuse Vesetation 

COMMENTS: Improve the condition of big game winter range and protect from 
degradation from overgrazing by sheep and other domestic livestock, conversion 
of agricultural land, growing communities and traffic. 

293, 389, 643, 1365 

RESPONSE: The forage utilization standards in the Revised Plan include the 
needs of wildlife. If forage utilization standards are exceeded, domestic 
livestock grazing is adjusted to meet the needs of wildlife. Conversion of 
agricultural land and growing communities are outside the control of the 
Forest Service. The Revised Plan prohibits cross-country use and restricts 
traffic in winter range areas to designated routes only. MO 

COMMENTS: Disclose the needs of wintering big game and the proposals to 
improve winter habitat quality; clarify what is meant by "vegetation 
management. 'I 

643, 766 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan closes all elk and deer winter ranges to 
cross-country travel to protect wintering big game animals during a time of 
the year when they need to conserve as much energy as possible. Crucial 
winter range areas determine a population's ability to maintain itself at a 
certain level over the long term. 

primarily to promote the health of forest vegetation for multiple-use 
purposes. For winter range, vegetation management would promote the health of 
vegetation that provides shelter and food. MO/AM 

COMMENTS: The objective to manage for RNV can be misapplied because the 
Forest only has a very preliminary understanding of what the RNV is (DFPR 
111-92 third paragraph under the Winter Range description). 

The glossary defines vegetation management as activities designed 

643 

RESPONSE: The Revised Plan describes the principles and objectives of 
Properly Functioning Condition which incorporates RNV but uses other criteria 
for Ldentifying ecological systems at r i s k  or in PFC. The concept of RNV 
originates in the scientific record and, although a relatively new concept, 
shows merit as one tool for implementing ecosystem based management. The 
specifics of identifying and applying RNV will be determined after adoption of 
the Revised Plan. RR/AM 

COMMENTS: We recommend the Forest abides by its earlier acknowledgement of 
ecosystem processes (e.g. insects, fire, disease) so that artificial 
"vegetation management' projects will not be required (DFPR 111-92 to 111-93) 

643 
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RESPONSE: The Final Revised Plan continues to acknowledge the role of natural 
ecosystem processes. Human demands on ecosystem also introduces a complex set 
of effects that interferes with the natural processes. Human induced 
disturbance does not perfectly replicate natural disturbance processes and we 
do not contend that it does. However, artificially designed disturbance can 
achieve desired social, ecological, and economic effects while ecologically 
approximating natural disturbance, with mitigation for risk to undesirable 
adverse effects. Humans will continue to affect ecosystems. The Revised Plan 
provides for this in a manner consistent with maintaining sustainable 
ecosystems. RR/m 

Analvsis Flaw 

COMMENTS: Condition of shrubs on winter range needs better data in percent 
utilization of browse species, effects of fire suppression, and effects of 
livestock grazing in the DEIS because State and Federal biologists have 
documented poor shrub conditions on winter range. 

643 

RESPONSE: Current and continued monitoring and data collection about the 
condition of shrubs on winter range will determine if they are at-risk or 
meeting the Properly Functioning Condition. At-risk areas will receive 
priority for restoration within the framework of a site-specific pro~ect level 
or landscape level environmental analysis. The Targhee has other data showing 
condition and trends, utilization, and actual use utilization for domestic 
livestock. The grazing utilization standard in the Revised Plan applies to 
all utilization on plants, regardless of animal species and speaks to maximum 
allowable use. Regardless of what animal species utilized the plants as 
forage, livestock will be removed once the desired utilization level is 
achieved. RR 

COMMENTS: Data that are not current and not generated by statistically 
reliable methods should have its limitation noted in the narrative. DEIS 
111-42 gives statistics for winter range meeting DVC with no reference to 
source. 

643 

RESPONSE: We used the most current and reliable data available. RR 

Road Densitv 

COMMENTS: Explain why you selected two (2) miles per section of open road in 
big game winter range and why that will promote wildlife habitat. 

1369 
The OROMTRD of less than or equal to 2 . 0  mile per square mile is 

too high for the elk and deer winter range prescription. The density standard 
should be set no higher than 1.0 mile per square mile. (DFPR 111-93). 

643 

RESPONSE: The OROMTRD standard applies to the nonwinter period, and therefore 
does not affect wintering big game animals. During the winter period, 
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snowmachine use is restricted to designated routes to protect wintering 
wildlife. MO 

Standards & Guidelanes 

COMMENTS: Need Standards and Guidelines and change Prescription 2.7 for big 
game winter range that includes moose & bighorn sheep in addition to elk & 
deer. 

1247 
Change the name "Elk and Deer Winter Range" to "Big Game Winter 

Range" unless the designation refers only to elk and deer. 
699 

Provide guidelines for management and mitigation for timber 
harvest on crucial big game winter range. 

389 
Develop standards and guidelines to enforce minimizing winter 

recreation impacts on wintering wildlife, especially by outfitters and guides. 
389 

Add a standard to prohibit human presence in critical big game 
winter range that prohibits human presence from Dec. 1 to April 30. 

1247 
April 1 is far too early to open winter range because spring is 

the period of greatest stress. Timing should depend on winter conditions and 
established through consultation with state game biologists (DFPR 111-93). 

643 

RESPONSE: Moose and bighorn sheep are not included in the 2.7 prescription. 
Moose do not winter in any particular spot nor in herds like the deer and elk 
and their "winter range" is the entire Forest. Bighorn sheep have winter 
range in roadless or designated Wilderness areas where motorized use is 
prohibited and/or inaccessible. 

the important elk and deer wintering areas on the forest. The Targhee 
developed a winter range management prescription to provide the habitat 
conditions needed by wintering big game animals. The Revised Plan allows 
timber harvesting only when site-specific analysis indicates it will maintain 
or improve winter habitat conditions. Any timber harvesting which may occur 
in the elk and deer winter range prescription is not part of the ASQ. One 
example of how timber harvesting can improve winter range is when trees have 
shaded out important forage plants and reduced the amount of winter forage 
available for big game. 

Outfitters and guides must meet the same restrictions that the 
general public must meet in winter range. Winter range is closed to 
cross-country use and may be entered and exited only on designated trails. 
Designated trails are placed, with the assistance of fish and game agencies, 
in locations where impacts are minimal, such as on the periphery. 

The winter travel plan remains in effect until June 1 (except for 
prescription area 5.1.4(c), Big Bend Ridge, which ends April 30). This means 
there is no cross-country travel allowed in winter range areas until June 1. 
After June 1, the summer travel plan goes into effect. MO/AM 

The Forest worked with the State Fish and Game agencies to identify 
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Site Specific D-5 

Palisades District 

COMMENTS: EIS and Standards and Guidelines should identify and protect 
crucial winter ranges, specifically on the Palisades District because absence 
of protection for mule deer and elk crucial winter ranges is of great concern 
here. 

389 

RESPONSE: The District staff met with the Idaho and Wyoming fish and game 
agencies to determine the crucial winter ranges of elk and deer in the 
Palisades. Additional areas were added to the Final Revised Plan. These 
areas are protected by the winter range prescription or by another 
prescription that includes winter range restrictions, such as wild and scenic 
rivers or recommended wilderness prescriptions. AM 

COMMENTS: Evaluate public access to big game winter range in the Palisades 
District as part of an impact analysis for timber harvest. 

389 

RESPONSE: Such an analysis would occur on a site-specific, NEPA project basis 
and is not included in a programmatic Forest Plan. The Revised Plan allows 
timber harvest in big game winter range after site-specific analysis shows it 
would benefit big game habitat; such a harvest is not part of the ASQ. AM 
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LETTERS from OTHER DEPARTMENTS and AGENCIES 
at LOCAL, S'PATE and NATIONAL LEVELS 
and LETTERS from ELECTED OFFICILS 

LETTER NAME 
NUMBER 

1274 

1279 

1446 

699 

1351 

1455 

1398 

389 

1177 

1362 
629a 

1207 

1352 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
Richard Parkin 

Department of Energy 
Robert Beraud 

US Dept. Interior-Portland office 
Preston sleeger 

US Department of Interior-Grand Teton National Park 
Jack Nickels 

US Department of Interior-Yellowstone National Park 
Michael Finley 

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
shaun Robertson 

USDA-US Sheep Experiment Station 
Harvey Blackburn 

State of Wyoming 
John Magagna 

State of Idaho, Department of Health L Welfare, Division of 
Environmental Quality 
Christopher Mebane 

State of Idaho, Department Parks and Recreation 

State of Idaho, Department of Water Resources 

State of Idaho, DeDartment of Fish and Game 

Chuck Welles 

Bill Graham 
- 

1195.1181 Cal Groen and John Heimer 
766 

3 

1389 

1448 

688 

1447b 

1456 

689 

691 

723 

692 

1244 

State of Idaho, Department of Fish and Game 
Don Wright 

US Congress, House Representatives 
Michael crapo 

United States Senate 
Larry Craig 

State of Idaho, House of Representatives 
Lenore Barrett 

State of Idaho, Idaho State Senate 
Robert R. Lee 

State of Idaho, House of Representatives 
Golden Linford 

State of Idaho, House of Representatives 
Max Mortenson 

State of Idaho, House of Representatives 
Diana Richman 

Clark County Commissioners 
Charles Vadnais, et a1 

City of Island Park, Planning L Zoning 
Dr. Mahlon Hiestand 

Madison County Commissioners 
Gerald Lee Jeppesen et a1 

City of Irwin 
Philip Blomquist 
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STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROT€CflON AGENCY 
REGION 10 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF BCO-088 

C a r o l  Cwhing 
Forest Planner 
PO Box 203 
st Anthony, Idaho 83445 

Re Targhee National Forest, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Fore3t Plan Reviaion 

The U S  Environmental Pxotectlon Agency (EPA) ha8 received 
the  Targhee Natibnal Fore3t Draft: Environmental. Impact: Statement 
( E I S ]  and Forest Plan Revision for revfew in accordance with our 
r ~ s p o n a i b i l i t i e s  under the National Environmental Fohcy A c t  and 
under Section 309 o f  the Clean Air A c t *  

EPA Region 10 ha@ used a Bcreening tool to conduct a l i m i t e d  
review of the draft aupplemental EI$ Evaluating managetnmt 
atratagies for the Targhse National Foreat Baaed upun t h e  
Ecreen, we do not fOreBee having any envzronmental objections to  
the proposed project* Therefore, we will not be conducting a 
detailed revlsw of the  draft E I S  

F 

June 25,1996 

DEIS 

1 

2 

3 

4 
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W ' T . .  July 12, 1996 . 
ER 9610150 

Jerry 8. Reeee, Forest Supervrsar 
Targhee National Forest 
P.D. BOX 208 
St. Anthony, Idaho 83445 

_. __ . 
Dear Iv. Reese: 

The Department Of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement ( D E W  for the Revised Plan 
(Plan) for the Tarqhee National Forest (Forest), Bonneville, 
Butte. Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemhi, Nadison, and Teton 
counties, Idaho and Lincoln and Teton Counties, Wyoming. The 
Fish and Wildlife service (servica) previously commented on the 
preliminary draft Of the DEIS and the Draft Forest Plan Revision 
(Plan) on November 14, 1995. Because the DEIS and the Plan 
addresses only two of the Service's concerns, many of the 
Serv~ce's previous comments are repeated in these comments. 
followlng comments are provided far your use and information when 
preparing the Final Envrronmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and 
Final Forest Plan Revision. 

The 

Q E U E W  CDlMENTB 

The efforts Of the Targhee National Forest to address the needs 
Of fish and wildlife resources, particularly with respect to 
species listed as threatened and endangered under the Endangered 
species Act of 1973 (ESA), is commendable. Compliance with the 
ESA 1- essential: nevertheless, other environmental laws. such as 
the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the guidance 
provided In the Forest Servlce Manual (FSM), are equally 
important for protecting fish and wildllfe species on the Forest 
and should be included as central reasons for revising the Plan. 
Further. the ESA should be used as a planning tool to accompllsh 
the planning needs and purposes of the NFMA and the FSH. 

The Department 15 concerned about language in the Plan regarding 
speclee protection under the ESA and domestic animal graZing 
The summary sections Of the DEIS and the Plan should be carefully 
evaluated and modified in the FEIS to address this concern For 
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example, the preferred alternative in the DEI5 states sheep 
grazing will be phased out  on an opportuhity basLs over much of 
the Forest for grizzly bear protection, This langunqE could 
mfluence the public to became polarized against protection for 
the grizzly bear. Forest Service regulations, such as the NFMA 
and the FSM, ~ h o u l d  be referenced when Justifying recommendations 
for t h e  Forest planning decrsiona involving species protection 
and changes III domest~c a n u "  grazing allotments, 

The D E I S  and the Plan do not  include IIcoret1 and %ecurztyti area 
designations far thE Henry% Lake Bear Management Unit (IBMU) or a 
C % e c ~ r ~ t y l m  area for the Bechler-Teton BMU+ In order to comply 
w i t h  previous biological ophions  and the exzsting Interagency 
Grizzly Rear Committee (IGBC) Management Guidelines (Guldellnes) 
the Service recommended in previous letters the Forest include 
these types of designations in the final Plan These 
des~gnatlons should also  be included in the FEIL 

Fish and wildlife resources seem to be appropriately treated in 
the standards and guidelines seetion of t h e  Plan. However, zn 
many cases ~uguide1ine81~ known as general, "binding directions, 
are designated f o r  an action when a "standardg1, which is a 
binding, measurable guide for management on the F o r e ~ t ,  may be 
more appropriate Management and momtoring of these resources 
for the next IU to 15 years on the Forest are closely t i e d  to the  
standards and guidelines, Thus, the F E E  should included 
detailed, accurate standards for fish and w i l d l i f e  resources. 

The Forest% detailed treatment of standards and guidelines for 
the  aquatic and rzparian resources is commendable. We have seen 
significant progress by the Forest s i n c e  1985 in addressing the 
needs of these  essential habitat  areas fo r  f i s h  and wildlife. 
Many of the guxdelxnes for aquatic resources should be changed to 
standards SO the  protectLon of these resources can be insured 
{see spec1f le comments) m 

The section an Standards and Guidelines for Wildlife doe3 not 
clearly sta te  general goals apply to all of the  specxes, L;Lstmg 
of additional goals in subsequent sections e n a b l e s  the  reader to 
come to understand there are additional concerns for a speczes. 
A similar observation w a s  made wzth respect to the sect"  on 
Goals and Q b p c t i v e s .  Goals and Objectives should be formulated 
for each species and far each of the other items listed in the 
Standards and Guidelines s e c t m n  that  do not have specific Goals 
and Obgectives statements, The FETS should c lar i fy  this issue 
i n  the introduction+ 

3 

movement m an ecosyst~m, clearcutting o f  a 1odgEpnle pine 
forest# or other forest types does not duplicate the role of 
fire. This statement should e~ther be yemoved or clarified. 

faqe. L - 9 -  - Key.Issue 4, 
nstrzngentm gurdeLines, As long as h s t e d  spec~es  are mcluded 
in the plannmg process and managed accordmgly, in cooperation 
with other activities, the  ESA C B ~  be flexible. HFHh has just 
strxngent requrements for maintaining wlldllfe populations as 
t h e  ESA, The ESA aims for the recovery of listed species and the  
ecosystems upon which they depend, 
in this paragraph by deleting the word %tringentql and, after the  
words Endangered Species A c t ,  adding nand NFMA+ql 

The ESA does not necessarily contain 

These points should be made 

statements, C N A l l  the alternatures comply with State  and Federal 
l a w t q  (page 11-31 and %I1 alternatives meet baseline State and 
Federal Standards... 1) (page 11-15] are misleading and should be 
removed. All of the alternatives do not comply wi th  all State 
and Federal laws, For example, there are no designated 11~ore21 or 
C1securityn areas for the Henry% Lake BMu; there i s  no %ecuritytI 
area designated f o r  the Bechler-Teton BMU. The prescriptions for 
these areas provide a moderate amount of protectLon but do not 
afford the area the same degree of security as do the  W x e M 1  and 
"securityH areas f o r  the Plateau B m +  oh page 11-9, 4 ,  Grizzly 
Bear Management, the DEIS 5aysJ  NO timber harvest would be 
scheduled in the #core# or 'secure' areasm 
and llsecurityum areas are not designated, tim.ber harvest can take 
place zn a BMU under varwus scenarxos Lnchding ecosystem 
management= The IGBC Guidelines were in effect durrng t h e  early 
1980 @ s + The G u d e l i n e s  were not adhered to then and quoting them 
a5 the standard now likely w i l l  n o t  prov~de a level of security 
for the grizzly bear beyond that o f  the  198QFs, Vehicle access 
1s only m e  of the IGBC Guide1ines t h a t  heed to be m e t  ih the 
Plan. 

Therafnre, ~f FCc~re44 

P a q e  11-9, Gr1,ZZlY Bear Maqaqement mere are no llcoreiq ur 
% x m ~ r e ~ ~  areas, as defined in the January 2 7 ,  1994, Grizzly Bear 
Management Direction far the Plateau Bear Management Unit 
(Strategy) and the February 2 2 ,  1994, Biological Opxnion on the 
Strategy, in the  Henry% Lake  BM3, and no %ecureCC area an the 
Bechler-Teton BMU1 Timber harvest and other activities can takE 
place in these BMUs since there are no n ~ ~ r e I 1  or %ecureC1 areas. 
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These components should be addressed x n  the FEIS 

4 

Second nar aqraaQ The Service suggests additional 

This would better emphasize t h e  ecosystem 
examples be articulated xn the d i s c ~ s s m n ,  not lust grizzly bears 
and open roads+ 
management approach being proposed 

~ _- 
icatoss The category, W i  cutthroat stream withimin, Vr 

stubble height at HGL'l, shows the secmnd worse mileage, We 
a3sume there 16 a mistake here. 
can not reach a11 of the stated rxparian and water quality goals 
if it results In #ewer stream mrles with 611 stubble than t h e  
ens tmg leve l  of management, 

The preferred alternative likely 

I F .  e of VarfabiJitv This section says the Forest 
Service is In the m l p T ~ ~ e s s 4 q  of compiling data t o  hetter 
understand the range o f  variabilxty, 
quantifiable h f o m a t m n  upon which to base dee i smns ,  the Forest 
service should withhold implementing decisions until all a€ the 
infomatian and proposed process methodulogy have been reviewed 
by the  scientific and public communities. Untxl a l l  of t h e  
infarmatian 3.8 avaxlable, the Farest Service has developed the 
appropriate management strategies, and the proces8 has heen 
through public cQmment, t h i a  management methodology should n o t  be 
included a8 a part o f  the  Plan. 

oversimplified. 
model of ~ m " l t y  change have not beerr incorporated 
suggests there are forces that, if a p p l h d  a= prasented, may 
change the existing sta te  o€ a community. 
transition+ Therefore, re-applying slzular forces on a community 
type may not necessarily yield the previous state, This section 
should be expanded to include current thinking and knowledge of 
communxty ecology and dynamics. 

Lacking complete and 

Y *-- _ .  ;SuCce$Sioq The discussion of succession i s  
Current theories on the s t a t e  and transition 

The model 

This 1s known as 

p a e  4 xxI-8+ ,, Ih. sects and DLseasg Insects and disease are viewed 
primarily from a detrimental psrspective, 
are regarded arr pes t s ,  however, a greater number are important to 
healthy ecosystems 
complete presentation o f  these types of organisms. 

A number of Insects 

The discussion should provide a more 

agrees wlth the statement that riparian areas v i s i b l y  reflect the 
quality and SUCCESS of 
watersheds+ We recommend t h e  Forest revaew the document tu 
ensure t h i s  thinking is carried through ta ather issues related 
to the needs o f  fish and wildlife speciesm 

management actLvities m tributary 
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15 included as a biolagicaf element, when it is real ly  a physical 
element (hydralqy is a phyaical sc ience) ,  Correct or explain to 
the reader the reason@) for the characterization, 

Parre 111 -23 + IMedi LOBSe me "i paragraph rtndicates 
no standards for nutrients, nor any char direct ion as to what 
farms of nftrwen and phosphorus are to be monitured, so 
recm"mndatzohs from researchers were used+ The Servaee suggests 
specific studies be referenced in the document to allow t h e  
reader to further uhderstand why these  criteria were chosen, 

-1 d 2~ The dzseussinn 
about lnfluenee zones should be expanded to include how the 
i n f h m u x s  of topography, geology, location, and season can also 
m d z f y  the area, 
specific infamatmn+ The entire watershed and climate also  have 
influence and control over hkes ,  res8r~Oxfs, pondsr perennial 
and intermittent streams and wetlands (as defined i n  the 
glossary}, The second sentence should be rewritten to read, V h e  
entire watershed and climate znfluence the + The third 
sentence should read, %akes, reservoirs, ponds, perennialt and 

Standards arer therefore, developed from sLte 

LntermLttent streams, and wetlands provLde u n ~ g u e , , , ,  S I  

removed the  t m p & e r  swana spatted frog (in eastern Idaho), 
Harlequin duck, wolverine, North American lynx, and Northern 
goshawk from the Federal candidate species list+ 
Forest Service maintam these species as sensitxve farest 
~ p c ~ e s .  They are important indicators of forest wide habLtat 
conditions. 

We suggest the 

Even though the bald eagle has been reclassifled as threatened, 
recovery efforts st111 need to be implemented and carried out+ 
The Forest Service should ensure that its a c t i v i t i e s  do n o t  
directly, indxrectly, or cumulatively contribute to a downward 
trend in the status of this epec~es. A l l  data and references 
included in the Plan should be the m o s t  up to date a v u l a b l e ,  
The second paragraph under Bald Eagle Nesting Habrtat lists a 
1992 Forest Service report and data from 1995, 
corrected in the FEIS, 

This should be 

It is unclear what IS meant by an Paae 111-36 Seqmd. parauraah, 
ecological conditmn, 
qualitatively defined in the attached glossary* 

The phrase should be quantitatively or 

bxious weeds In terms of + c k -er is t iq  s o f  n Paqe J s p 3 7  --- harac 
ecosystem-based management, unless the plant species 1s non- 
natxve to the area, a l l  plants are part a€ a f u l l y  functioning 
ecosystt" If, however, the Forest 1s referring to specific 
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of 

age IV-15. - m a s t  aph Timber harvest is another Impact to 
the r ipar ian area t ha t  shou1d be included a5 a reason for 
n p a r i a n  acres not meeting the DVC (desired vegetative 
condLtmn) 

paqe .rv-iG* w ater zndka  tarq Although stubble height 
measurements when applied properly are an Excellent tool ,  there 
can be problems inheren t  to using stubble height as a monitoring 
method, Some prablema are: 1) which plant species are being 
measured for stubble helght and 2)  is this criterion allowing far 
perpetuation of undesirable plant sspecxes - espec ia l ly  Kentucky 
bluegrass. 
ather key factors provide better information and more channel 
stability and habitat. These factors are: 1) percent o f  bank 
cavered wlth a deep, bindrng roo t  mass and 21 percent of tree and 
shrub regeneration along the stmam bank, 

Especially a~ It pertain to fisheries habitatt t w o  

core area standards because of past  management activities, 
Hawever, the Forest Service is working to meet those standards 
and this s e c t ~ m  should reflect this goal, 

DRAFT PORE8T PLAN - SPECIFIC CO-B 

aqe I X  m The Service concurs with the statement that habitat  
effectiveness for big game and particularly grizzly bear has been 
reduced through increases in road d e n s i t y  ahd reductLon o f  cover, 
In the  context o f  true ecosystem management, road management 
applies to many other TCSQU~CES, not lust the grizzly hear or bag 
game. This discussion should be expanded in the FEIS, 

ESA have not changed s ince the  Plan was put i n to  effect in 1985, 
H o w e v e r ,  the understanding of the hnbLta.t: needs o€ the species 
has changed substantially& m e t i n g  the needs of the listEd 
spec ies ,  in particular the grizzly bear, has substantially 

informatron, accumulated over the last  ten years, provrdes new 
Ansight and dzrectxan regarding effective management of aeee~3 ,  
vegetation manipulathn, and human a c t i v i t i e s  i n  grizzly bear 
habitat+1g Including the above wording w i l l  alleviate the need 
for a detazled discussion of why alternative 1 does not fully 
comply with the 1985 Farest Plan or the Guidehnes direction for 
tmber management UI Situation 1 and 2 grizzly bear habitat, 

changed management on a large p o r t i o n  of the Forest. New 
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Regum 4 of t h e  Forest Service did not have a sensitive species 
list or direction for dealing with sensitive species in 1985 when 
t h e  current Plan was signed, The Service 1s o f  the opinion that 
s ince  sighing of the Plan in 1985, significant additional 
i n f o m a t i o n  has led to refinement o f  forest management 
techniques, including sensitive species life history and habitat 
needs, 
and where and when appropriate, as new information becomes 
available, such mfomation will be incorporated, thus leading to 
continued improvement of natural resource management on the 
Forest 

It is our rurderstand~ng t h a t  the Plan i s  to be f l e x i b l e  

Paqe-  111-2 DefxnitJons sf Standards" and Guidelines The 
standards should contain sufficient information to allow for 
adequate management, The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 
should be developed to reflect a conservative nppruach until 
infamation i s  available tha t  would allow for changes in 
management, 
standardized, they are nm-committal, optmnal,  and may not 
f u l f i l l  Forest Service responsibilities as defined in the FSM 
swztion 2670 on Bmlogical D~versity and Threatened and 
Endangered Species, 36 CFR $219+19 guidelines for viable 
populations, or sections 7(a)  (1) and (2 )  of the ESA. The Service 
recommends many o f  the  Guidelines listed in Chapter 111 be 
changed to Standards, 
endangered and threatened species Consultatmns, 
such standards would be important to achieving the ecosystem- 
based management alternative 3-H 13 seeking to meet. 

The majority of the Gude l ines  have not  been 

ThLs would be essential when discussing 
Additionally, 

Introducexon. 1 a s t  Baraqraph r eaatins to emersencv events 
of a l l  potential events should be presented to give the  reader a 
better perspective of what constitutes an emergency. As stated, 
thE list appears to only include events related to law 
enforcement, search and rescue, and fire, 

A list 

P a q e  111-6, . .  L a s t  paraaraph O t h e r  %atural causesrr such as high 
water runoff and floods would be more l i k e l y  to cause changes in 

I 
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recreation UE= in habitats fot a l l  threatened and endangered 
species, candidate, and sensitive species a8 well as big game. 

w Informatmn, education, and sanitation 
standards have been se t  for areas within t h e  recovery zone fur 
grizzly bears by the Forest Service, based on IGBC Guidelines, 
Theae should be presented ~n t h i a  sectxon as an owraI5 goal or 
in t h e  Dispersed Recreation or Developed Facilities sectfon, 
similar information was requested to be mcludad in the 
Forestwide Standards and Guidelines beginning OII page 111-118 
The O b p c t i v s s  and Standard and Guidehne for wild, Scenic, and: 
Recreation R h ~ x s  and Visual  Quality are out of order They 
should be inserted after the Standards and Guidelines for Winter 
Recreation, 

Expand this obpctzve to minzmize also t h e  effects of O W  use on 
r l p a n a n c  aquatic, critical and crucial w i l d h f e  habitat,  
Develop motorized recreation management standards and guidelines 
to exclude use w i t h i n  crucial seasonal wildlife habitat ,  

pase PIT - 20 Qbiectzyes Under Objactlve 3 ,  change the  Roman 
numerals to ordinal numbers €or consistent format+ 

social and economic values of the local cormpunztles and of the 
llvescock industry, Explain how t h e s e  okqectives can bs achieved 
while maintaining the grazing opportun1tk.s on the forest+ 
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areas I -sired vegetation conditions could be established at an 
unhealthy level without key n a t ~ v e  ~ p e c l e s  being ldentzfied a6 
indicators of healthy systemsc 

Uhder Obpctive #1, it may be inherently difficult to manage for 
m ~ d -  ur late-seral rzparzan C U m u n i t h S ,  since these dynamict 
shifting channel systems are continually undergoing changes. 
Natural flooiiing, meandering and erosive processes wxll annually 
provide for early-seral vegetation establishment. The ecological 
statue of riparian habitat  may be more beneficial to the  
ecosystem by remaining in an early seral stage rather t h a n  moving 
to a mzd-  or late-ser-a1 stage. 

Add an objective to recruit and re-establish riparian-wetland 
Vegetative comunities back i n t o  these riparian zones 

only to natxve and desLrable non-native, hydric vegetation- 
grazing undesirable s p e c i e s  without  such standards may pErpetuate 
unhealthy, unstable riparian zones, 

II, .GEhEral) Timber c u t  under %cosystem managementtn Page 111 2aq f 
does not appear to be part of the allowable sa le  quantity (ASQ) 
as it should. 
real sustaznable cut i s  described a8 part of "ecosystem 
management" 
explain to the reader the general magnitude of ecusystem 
management cut as Lt relates to the allowable cut, 

c lar i fy  hEre 50 one does n o t  conclude that  the  

Identify astfm8tes of cuts outside the ASQ to 

a ~ e  nr-22- c+  3 This should be rewritten to read, WD not 
convert from a cattle allotment to a sheep allotment with~n 
bighorn sheep habitat  
cons~stent w L t h  Foreat ~ e s v i c e  direction €or management of 3MUs 
on the farest, 

in a grizzly bear BMUP T h ~ s  w ~ l l  be 

~~~ 

 USE^ to determine desxred vegetative conditions for site-specxfie 
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as a member of the ID Team, 

Item E should be changed to a Standard, This w i l l  be consistent 
W l t h  item c-2, 

Pase . . . I I I  - rr, 23  I 25 The table shown on page 111-24 does not indicate 
which treatments are standards and whxh are Guidelines; this 
should be clarrfled since the  table LB presented under the  
Standards and Guidelines heading. In pre-commercial and 
commercial thinning, alash may accumulate to the extent that 
movement of big game and other terrestrial species fs impazred+ 

stand ards and Gu~delln eS-Size of H , a p e s t  ~ n j c t s  .and 1;eave 
BlockslStrip s The Service haE concerns about thzs Standard 
because of the far reaching effects timber harveat ha3 had on 

ecologzcal approach to silvicultural Standards and Guidelims i n  
the Plan  is necessary to meet fish and wildlife needs on the 
Forest, Sclentlfic data to support the adoption of this Standard 
should be cited i n  the Plan, The scientific data w i l l  assist l n  
demonstrating t h a t  l i g h t ,  wind, moxsture regme, and vertical 
stratification o f  vegetation in an area may be such that the area 
is no longer a Wraated openingrj+ Maximum clearcut s i z e  and 
dimensions must be standardized under the preferred alternative 
to adequately protect f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  resources. 

fish and wildlife species on the Forest prior to 1 9 9 L  An 

- This saction l a c k  oblectives, standards, and 
guidel+neB with which to maintam or enhanee big game habitat and 
sage grouse hab l taL  Since the ELS designates w ~ n t e r  range for 
t h i s  area, and sage grouse populations have drastzcally declined, 
management gulddznes  far sage grouse habitat  are obviously 
needed 

Add specifxc goals and o b p c t i v e s  for maintenance of existing 
surtabh wlldllfe habitat conditions and improvement af presently 
poor wildlife habitat  areas. For obpct ives  to be achievable, it 
is critical to know current area specific habitat  conditions 
agamst which future accomplishments can be measured, 

Describe €or each geographic subsectxon a d e a r  and definite t i m e  
frame within which to atta in  its lqdesired future conditiorPL 

Add the following streams to t h ~ s  oblectave; Pass Creek; Warm 
Springs Creek; DivLde Creek; and West Fork Irving Creek. 

BLiM r ipar ian  inventorhs  on these streams show riparian health 
and/or channel stability problems. Unless riparian conditions 
are Ampraved throughout the landscape, the Targhee Natxonal 
Forest will not be able to meet many of its overall goals related 

to biodiversity, threatened and endangered species, wildlife, 
s o ~ l r r ~  aquatuz, and rlparaan protectionc 

ges 111 + 2 6  - 55 There are numerous mconsistencies throughout 
th35 sectxon, The Figures list prescr lp tbns  (Rx) and the 
attendant acres for prescriptions in a Table but many of the  
prescriptions are not  l i s t e d  on the map or are listed on the  map 
but not  in the Table, The Desired Future Condxtzons do not list 
similar statements in the standards and Guidehms  section for 
Goals and Ubpctives, These two sections should support each 
other There are no n e ~ r ~ i 2  or rFsecurityil areas shown for the 
Henryls Lake BMU or %ecurityia area for the Bechler-Teton BMU+ 
Page 111-42  lists a prescription l+ lA for 10,664 acres, but 
there 1s no PreScrlptlon 1 m l - I  ShOWII. Where do these 10,664 
acres belong? This e n t i r e  section should bs reviewed and the 
information adlusted to reflect consistency with t h e  maps, tables  
and narrative t h a t  will be presented in the FEIS, 

Paqe 111-35 Goals and 0biec.ti.ves This 5ectmn lacks 
obpctives,  standards, and guidelines w i t h  which to m a i n t a i n  or 
enhance big game habitat and sage grouse habi tat  Since the  EIS 
designates winter range f o r  this area and sage grouse populations 
have dras tmal ly  declined, management quidehnes for sage grouse 
habitat should be developed and included m the F E E ,  

Paqe 111-35 Goals and Oblecg-ZvedAauatic - and Rmar Ian Ecosystem 
Add the following streams to this objective: E a s t  Fork Irvlng 
Creek; Dry Creek; Middle creek; West Fork Indian Creek; E a s t  Fork 
Indian Creek; and Middle and E a s t  Forks Dry Creeks 

B M  riparian inventories on these streams show riparian health 
and/or channel stability problems, Unless riparian condihons 
are improved throughout the landscape, the Targhee National 
Farest will n o t  be able to m e e t  their overall goals related to 
biodiversity, threatened and endangered species, wildlife, soils, 
aquaticc and riparian protection. 

these subsections to include standards requiring management a€ 
forest lands along the South Furk Shake River to be in accordance 
with the Guidelines in the Snake River/Actwity and Operations 
Plan prepared jointly by ELM and Forest Service, Incorporate by 
reference this activity plan in to  this sect ion o f  the document, 

Discuss and incorporate by reference the Teton Basin ranger 
Districtas (Driggs) Teton F r o n t  Winter Recreation Plan and it 
crucial big game winter  h a b i t a t  o b p c t i v e s  or ORV restrictions 
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-11- I 12X .  .and -.a3 I.# Add the  following as Objective 
number 5 on page 123 and Objective 7 on page 131t Waintaia ur 
enhance inherent habitat values associated with f i s h ,  wildlife, 
and vegetation uf the area. This will assist the Forest Service 
in obtaining the goals and desked future cbndikxms proffered zn 
ecosystem management o b p c t i v e s  bemg implemented oh t h e  Forest. 

- Grizzly Bear habitat w i t h i n  the recovery zone but 
outside the security area and core area - Biologxcal Elements - 
Wildlife  - The prescriptions for a c t i v i t y  areas are 
appropriately stated, however# the analysis area for EA purposes 
should be stated a6 a Standard instead of a Guidehne,  

U s e  and QGCUD at ion., Access The Service 
supports the Standards sa t  ~n the Table on page 111-134 for cross 
Country and Road and Trail use. Temporary roads should be 
included as a part of TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route 
Density) and ORWYJ3D (Open Road and Open 'Motorized Trarl Route 
D e n s i t y ) ,  Road density standards should be m e t  and calculated on 
an activity area baais. 

closures should be included as an o b p c t i v e  to be consistent with 
the recommended changes an gaqes 111-11 and 16, 

age v-3z e t  e m S~" arv - Bxnloq1 cql E 1 m w " s .  W f l d l i f  e 
CampletIan of bald eagle n e s t  site management plans should be 
ineluded and given priority 1 status, 

a6 high a priority as Hydrolagic Disturbance in Watersheds. All 
specms of wildlzfe benefit from aquatic habitat t D e s  during 
some portion of their life history The Servxce recommends the 
monitoring program emulate a puked monitoring format for 
watershed and stream restoration. 

Poads and T r a i l  *-C cess Road Closure effectiveness should receive 
as high a priority as Grizzly B e a r  Habitat Improvement, s ince 
these two activities are interrelated ana will bE mutually 
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In m m e  cases ember harvest nay render BLH management objectives 
useless due to individual or cumulative impacts adversely 
affecting res~urces such as water quality, riparian, big game 
habitat ,  raptor nestzng, secreatzon ( e + g ,  hunting, fishing, 
camping, hiking, True ecosystem management would 
involve analyzing the cumulative effects of timber harvest and 
OHV plans on E m  land and that  administered by the Idaho 
Department of Public Lands, The areas in which the above- 
mentioned harvests would occur have been kdentified by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game as crucial habitat for big game 
smer-fall habztat as well as secure migration amas+ These 
areas are ~rucial today because there has been minzmal harvest in 
the past* Thas proposed timber harvest schadule would fragment 
crucial b i g  game habitat, raptor nesting habitat, riparian areas, 
and recreation ac th i t i e s  shared by the Forest Service and B U L  

Add a standard reqUIrhg: 13 analysis of the  land management 
practices on BLM Lands adjacent to the propsecl sales; ana 
interagency caordinatxon w i t h  E3LH to ensure management of the 
to ta l  ecosystem. 

2 )  

how under Shrlnkig budgets and s ta f f  the  Forest i s  praposmg to 
momtor and enfaree these extensive standards and guidelines. 
A 3 1  monitoring and enforcement plans should include a Forest 
Service manpower work load a n a l p i s ,  

1, Hazardous Materials lawsd rules and regulations as they 
affect discovery of Lllegal  dump sites, transportation 
across Forest roadsr and incrdents, spills and accidents; 
and 

2, Idaho Abandonad Mine Inventory Program as x t  addresses 
abandoned mine inventories and assessment for hazards. 
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Thank you far the  opportunity to comment on t h e  draft  Forest Plan  
Revision and DEIS, We look forward to reviewmg t h e  next s e r ~ e s  
of emrironmmtal documents for the Forest Plan  re~lslon. For 
questions on land and natural remurce comments, please xefer 
then to KL Joe Kraayenbrmk, A c t i n g  Manager of the B u d s  Idaho 

propet  contact at the above number, If you have any guestions 
Concerning fiah and w L 1 d h f e  reaaurces, please contact Mr+ Hike 
Donahao of the Service#s Eastern Idaho Fie ld  Office at (208)  233- 

Falls District Offace at ( 2 0 8 )  2 5 4 ~ 1 7 5 2 5 ~  Mr. D ~ I I ~ L S  H o y ~ m  IS the 

8550 

sincerely, 

-7-  
Preston Sleeger 
Acting Regional Environmental O f f x e r  

United States Department of  the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

GRAND TETON NATIONAL PARK -- 
w- 
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United States Department of the Interior 

L7619 (YELL) 

Dear Mr: Reese: 

Thank you for providing Yellowstone National Park the opportonlty 
to review t h e  Tnrghee Natianal Forest, Draft Forest Plan Revlslon 
and acebmpanying Draft Fmvironmental Impact Statement ( E I S ) ,  We offer the following collments. 

The draft Forest Plan Revision ca l l8  fur addLtiona1 marked or 
groomed trail3 t h a t  lead snomobilera near t h e  boundary of 
Yellowstone National Park. We believe t h a t  two of these t r a i l s  
will encourage trespass activity into the park by s n o m ~ b i h r s ~  
One trail 1s a loop trail tha t  brings snwmobilera close to the 
park boundary; the other trail dead ends at the park boundary, 
We strongly urge t h a t  both of these trails be deleted from the 
f i n a l  plan, 
Winter Motorized Access, Alternative 3 - M ,  indicating the trails 
we are referring t o m  
motorized use be prohibited on the forest lands adjacent to the 
park ~n the area shown on another enclosed map (also a portion of 
Map 12, WLnter Motmazed Accesst Alternature 3-M), Such a buffer 
would further reduce trespass snowmobiling 

We have enclosed a copy of a p ~ r t ~ o n  of Map 1 Z f  

Furthermore, we urge tha t  cross-country 

the park, 

The draft Forest Plan Revision and E I S  do not dhzuss the Targhee 
National Forest‘s participation (ainee 1944) in the Greater 
Yellowstone Coordinating  omitt tee's Interagency winter V L s I t o r  
U s e  Management Planning effort, 
recomenda.t:xons w x l l  not be ready before the completion of the 
Forest Plan REVlsiOh, but we recommand tha t  you include a 
discussmn indkatzng  how the wrnter vis i tor  w e  planning &fort 
may be integrated wxkh the revLssd plan, 

W e  recognzze t h a t  the tea&s 

We support the  proposal to restrU2t crosa-country Oversnow 
motorized travel after April Sm 
provide added protectxm for grizzly bears emerging from their 
dens in the spring. 

We believe this proposal will 
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We support your recommendathm for wilderness designations. 
Wilderness d e s u p a t m n  for areas adjacent to Yellowstone would 
benefit wildlife that move between the park and forest by 
muwrnzmg the loss of habitat  resulting from motorized access+ 

Noxious weeds are listed in the draft E I S  (page 11-21 among 
" ~ G U B  indicators tihat are the saue or vary slightly i n  a l l  
alternatives.  
noxious weeds have t h e  potential to significantly adversely 
af-€ect park tesources, Our thoughts on t h i a  issue are contained 
in a latter dated February 7, 1994, eommenthg on the Targhee 
National Forest's Noxious Weed an8 Poisanous Plant Control 
Pzogram (copy en~l~sed) . 

We are extremely interested ln t h x s  i s s u e  as 

P P  ichae Ffnley 
- 

Superintendent 

enclosures ( 3 )  

June 257 1996 

supew15oT1s o€fice 
P O  Box208 
St Anthony, ID 83445 

RE D W  FOREST P U N  REVISION AND ENVIRONM€NTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT FOR THE TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST 

SWF&/M 
Enc 

p q  files Y 

'I' 
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I .  INTRODUCTION 

Tribal members have legal righw to hunt9 fish, gather and otherwise use the unoccupied lands 
of the United States. Thus, the appjimrion of any land management action has the potential 
for impermissible Interference with h e  exercise of such Treaty rights. As such, the T i h $  are 
very concerned about potential impam to fisb and wildlife. habitat. and other natural and 
mltural resources from various land uses and activities. 

The proposed Forest Plan revision represents a significant oppnunity to address Tribal 
c ~ n c e m s  regarding resource use and protection OII the Tar@- National Forest. The Tribes 
provide the following mmmen~ to be indudd  within the public record related to the 
proposed P m j m  and to tx u d  wilhin the evaluation process. 

11. COMMENTS 

- 1  5 Stat. 673, July 3,  1868. 

Funhemore, the Forest has faitd to pmvide any justification for not sswssing T ~ b a I  
harvesting needs in the Forest Plan or the m-asans for applying a str ict  pmhibition on 4 
produns gathering by Indians. Not onlv a. is  this approach inconsistent with basic NEPA and 
trust respnsibilitv s principks. but is  inmnsisient with the analpis in other pans af the 
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proposed Forest Plan' 

In addman to prowding wood p d u m  to the Tnks, the Targhee Forest IS also Important for 
providrng habitat for big game s p e s  hunted by Tnbal memkrs The Forest must recognize 
that Tnbal hunting IS maintatned by the Tnbd government, through the assurancr of a 
hawest oppanunity as well a5 mqh"t ing  habitadspes pmtmmn and management 
programs as an important contemprary Cem"ra1 and subsistence actmty of the Tnks 
The Forest Plan implies that these actinties are impomnt from a h15tOnCal perspective but 
negkcts to emphasize the conwmpomry ~mpomnce  

Under recent management, the Forest h a 5  effmidy cloxd (thmugh mad C ~ O S U ~ ~ S )  m n y  
areas of the Forest that were mtenssvely used by the Tnbes, c s p a l l y  for hunting and 
gathang The Tnks understand that many of these closures were ~mplcmented as 
mirigation for an extensive timkr harvesting program, hawever, this harvesting program has 
been effectuated at the expense of Tribal hunting As expressed to the Forest prmously, 
Tnbal hunting IS a cruml Wway and a direct Ilnk exists between the hawest opponunrties 
on the Forest and the Reservation socmemnomic condition 

We acknmIedge that road closures wII assist wth minmimng a resident big game herd on 

The Trrks werr a pnnap1e party rn the Southeastem Idaho dfom 10 rategrate grazing 
management wth cultural resource protectron efforts We appreaare the Forest *S attention 
to these efforts by propsing amrwv mmplranm wth the pending StatdR+4 agreement and 
the national p ~ ~ m m a t i c  a g m " t  H o m e r ,  ME calI to the FmesCs attention, the 
agreement standards for monrtonng mItuml sites on pazing allotments 

In order to assess the potentia1 mugatwe k n e h  of the Forest's x l d  altematrve we 
request that the Forest identify which sites wll be sela~ed for monitonng, the monitoring 
procedure that wII be used, and the scheduk for monitonng 

As an outgrowth of the Forest Plan rmsion, acmmpand wth other rqyonal effom the 
Tnbes and Forest Servlce have fostmd new prrnuples for cmperauue management and 
consultation efforts The President ( h u g h  Mtmorandum Apnl29, 19941, and the Forest 
Service (through r e "  pohv dimion)  have pmwdd a foundation, HI addition to =sung 
law and plq, which reinfo- the n d  to develop future p~~nerskips and relationships 

A uucial component of an effmwe workmg relauonship is an efliuent consultation 
procedure that meets the needs of both parties Funher mny site specific ISSUCS regarding 
Treaty ngiits and Tnbal issues can only be idenufid and mnsidered under the project level 
analysis performed by the Forest smf1 Since the lnwrmounmrn k g i o n  lacks such a detailed 
procedure in the Forest Service Manual, the T n k  request that the Forest Include ~ ~ O W S ~ O I I S  

i i  
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The Tnbes sperrifimlly requested a s"economc analysis which describes the Resewation as 
a dimme emnomc umt Whi le  the ptrfication for this request w a s  d m b e d  to the Forest 
in prmrous correspondence the Tnbes again d l  to the Forest's attention Northem 

encourage the Forest to contact the Challis b u r r r e  A r a  of the Bureau of Land 
Management which is in the process of mndumng a smular anaIysis, for reference mtenals 
if needed 

"ne c T n k  v, Hodel, et & ' in support of our wcm"nd.ation In additton, we 

The Tnks apprmate the Forest's m p r t l o n  of Tnbal reserved nghts wrthin the Forest Plan 
?'he above comments detail additional analysts that we mntend IS necessary to apppnately 
a s e s  the potential e f f m  of poposed Plan commitments on nghts and trust assets Since 
Treaty nghts are a protected pmprty interest' and are of particularly hlgh value to the Tnbal 
members and gowmment, we request that the Forest pravrde additional emphasis toward the 

'No CV 82 l16BLG (D MOII~  May 28 19SS) 

111 CONCLUSION 
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SUBJECT* 

TO+ 

FROM, 

STATE OF WOMENG 
OFFICE OF THE G O m O R  

Jsrry 6, lbesoF Forest Supt3wmr 
Targhee National Forest 
PdO Box 208 
SL Anthony, ID 83445 

Dear Mr Reese 

June 4, 1996 

5;: 

4 
d 
d 

On behalf of the Stata of Wyoming, please be advised that we have reviswed 
the Draft Emironmental Impact Statement and the Draft Forest Plan Revtsion for the 
Targhae National Fomst In a e c ~ r d a n e ~  with our own commmt pmod given to all 
affected state agencies, t have attached comments from the Game and Ftsh 
Department, the State Historrcal Preservation Office and the  stat^ Geological Suwey 
for your reviaw t trust you wilt give them due consideration as they rake slgnlficant 
Issues which should bB addressed 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and I took forward to your responw 
as well 8s the progress of these studies 

p i m  Magagna 
Director of Federal Land Policy 

JM jh 
Enclosures 
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WOMING' 
WE AND FISH DEFMTMENT 

May 15,19% 
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May 15,1996 

WER 7371 
Targke bhtiorcl51 Forest 
Pmft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Draft Reviscd Forest Plm 
Targhee National Forest 
SIN 961015 

WYOMWG STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
OFFICE OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY 
A m i !  JULIE HAMILTON 
HERSCHLER BUILDING 3W 
CHEYENNE, WY 82002 

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the draft 

Forest Wc offer the fdIowing cammenfi 

DRAFT FOREST PLAN REYISION 

3 ab D e w  The draft management prescnptlom estabhsh standads and 
guidelines which limit the density of open roads and tr;uls Road densities vary by 
prescnption and to some degree are based on secmty habitat needs for wildlife, 
especially elk However, many areas in Wyoming on the Ashton Rang= Distnct and the 
nonhem prtion o f  the Tetm EWI Ranger District &ady exceed the standards for open 
toad density We believe two miles or less of roads per s q m  mile, w ~ t h  more restnctIve 
standards dependent on specific: pmscnptrons, s h d d  be &equate to accomplish Forest 
Sewice objectives WiIdllfr: security mas adjacent to timber hamest activities should be 
3t least 3 4  times larger than the timber sak area 

4 a& There IS a lack of specific, quantifiable standards throughout both 
documents for all resources Standards g o v m  management of Targhec National f o r m  
resources Many objectives are listed as guidelines or optiond management A forest 
plnn that 1s heavily reliant on guidelines and deemphasizs standards wd1 not provide 
managers the needed direction to address probIems as they m~e, rmplement "I 
resource management decisions 
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8 w e e  Bibnrn Sheen Teton Range bighorn sheep exhibit many 
c h ~ r ~ m 5 ~ 1 c s  of a low quality populatmn (Whitfield and K d e r  I984) Low quality 
p~pulat lons  rmdt fmm poor forage availability and habitat conditions (Gerst 1971) The 
continued existence of this genetuxilly isdated bigham sheep herd is uncertain, and we 
support management strategres (Suminski 1991) directed at maintenance and perpetuat~an 
of this population 

I l l i s  blghom sheep herd is threatened by a number of factors, rncluding a) 
potcatrnl comperitrm with and disease transmission from, domestic sheep grazing on 
national forest lands, b) loss or abandonment of former low-elevation winter ranges due 
to dwdopment fire suppression poaching and other human disturbances c) likely 
genetic rsdation and related consequences o f  inbreeding, and d) habitat displacement due 
to rccrmfioncst activrtics 
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23 rflgdhhuitlofl h u h &  The Wyoming Game & Fish 

are adequate to protect important habibts and areas susceptible to overgraung We 
bellwe qualified Forest Service personnel shodd perrodically monitor all slacked ranges 
to determine forage utilrzatrm and to record damage to npanan cornmunitles and other 
sensitive habrtats We suggest the Forest Senice dm mamtarn wntten documentation of 
compliance for each allotment management plan Upon completion of the new forest 
plan, an updated dlotment management plan should be prepared for each dIotment that 
will continue to be grazed by domatw  stock Also, all cntena designated under 
allotment management: planning should be designated as standards, not guideIines We 
recommend wording on pages i11-20-1I1~22 be changed to read that: data will be collected 
not should be collected, dong npanan areas, to monitor huestock trampling and 
distrrbut:icm 

D e p W e n t  does not belleve the foreS+wdc forage Iatlan standxds and guldeIific$ 

24 t l V B  The revised plan should incorporate wildhfe 
oblectlvcs of the S t ~ s  of Wyommg and Idaho State objectives arc not based upon 
managrng habrtat to accommodate only 'hummum viable populaiims '' A "minimum 
viable populatIon'' is merely that needed to mantan genctrc diversity A population kept 
at that I e ~ l  would n d m  support sport huntmg nor offer sufficient viewng 
opportunities to satisfy the nmconsumptive public Population objectives of the 
respect~w states should become forest-wide gods 

25 Id Grnw~h We do not understand why old growth p~scnpt:ions managed 
or unmmaged, were not delineated in the Wyoming portion of the Tarchee + Natrond 
Forest Omission of d d  growth management from preferreb Alternative 3-M is 
inappropmte The National Forest Management Act requires no conversions of forest 
cover types yet restocking of spruce-fir aad DougIas fir types is of-ten difficult to nearlv 
rmpossible Therefore, convers~o~~  to lodgepole pine are mewtable If oId growth IS 
reduced or lost, how wdl the new plan propose to replace it9 Timber harvest in spruce-fir 
QT Douglas fir types should only occur when there as evidence the site will naturally 
regenerate within the designated 5 year period Also, standards and gurdehnes as well as 
specific goals for maintenance of old growth should be deveIoped and m h r c e d  

We recommend the Targhee btronal Forest also conduct an accumtc inventow o f  
old growth tlmber on the Forest by watershed or timber management unit and Identify 
provisions for detemrning how large an area (wamshed diversity unit cutting unit) 
must be marntained in order to accommodate 100 acres of old growth For example will 
5,000 or 500 contiguous awes be required to maintain 100 acres of oId growth? One 
hundred acres of d d  growth wthin a specified area appears Insufficient to maintain oId 
growth habitat functions and dependent wildlife species Much of the language in thrs 
revssion 1s unclear regarding old growth management Specific management criteria 
should be developed 

28 W B s a r H a b U  In p~scnptmn area 2 6 to 2 6 5, grizzly bear hnbltat 
S ~ ~ W ~ I O I I  1, the Fc" Service has designated the suitable timber base a$ part of the 
allowable sale quotient If the Forest Service is interested in recovery of the gn771y bear 
on the Twghee National Fmst, these areas should be considered for exclus~on from the 
suitable umber base and allowable sale quotient 

30 h e s t o c k  M a , n e c n t  Livestock g m n g  in areas where the god  IS €0 
protect big g m e  secmty habrtat can be incompatible due to the impacts of domestic 
animals on these habitat types It IS essentiai that management ofhvestock on important 
big g a m  ranges assures the maintenance or improvement of habitat conditions for 
w 1 Id 1 1 fe 
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31 ater Ikve lnnmts  f i r  Livestock W3ter developments shouId be 
prohibited rn areas that wll dramaticalIy affect the quality and quantity of forage for 
wildlife and which would adversely impact the dismbotlon of big game 

32 M-ment S t m  In each prescnptmn are% range management 
forest-wide forage utilization standards apply However, the revised plan does not define 
these ~Lmdards The  Forest S"X ShmId list h s e  standads, especially for high value 
wldhfe habitats andlor areas susceptible to domestic Iiue$tock overgrang 

33 cowstem M m e m e Q t  Puce# 
Addrtional standards should be implemented through the allotment management plan 
Integrated ecosystem management process We recamnend the following addrtmm 

a 
cover on all rangelands and shrublands to provide wildlife habitat 

Management shouId maintain or improve edge, edge contrast9 food, and 

b 
marntam or improve key forage species in grass, forbs and shrub communities 
should be prescribed 

On scamnaliy Important brg game rangev management techniques that wfI 

c On mixed grasdforbkhmb mge, a desired forb and shrub composition 
shodd be identified by the Forest S ~ I V I C ~  wiIdlife biologist and used to assist in 
devehplng an integrated mge/wIIdlife condition cIass objective On mixed 
rage,  3 forb component: should compnse at least 10 percent, with a shrub 
component at least 30 percent of mixed vegebtmn cover 

d Confl~cts between livestock grawng and habitat conservatmn need to be 
Identified for all ~~pman, aquatic and wetland habitats Methods for conflict 

35 - ddfe survevq We recommend mandatory surveys for Important wIdlife 
and habitats p m r  to m y  project or activity that cmdd significantly disrupt these important 
wildlife spmes or their habitats We suggest forest-wIde standards and guidelines 
require surveys to locate raptor nests, threatened and endangered species, candidate 
s p e c ~ s ,  State priority specits, caves, wetlmds, etc 

36 itlve..Snecies I The only sensitive species for which measurable standards 
d d m d  1s the gwhmwk The Targhee National Forest standards, guidelines, and 

prescriptions do not adequatelv deal with objectwes for managing old growth habitat for 
p e  martens p a t  gray owls, or cavity nesting birds, or habitats ior bald e~gles 
pcrcgme h h n s  or trumpeter swans Wc suggest adding a god to provide Iinbitat to 

sclpport txisting populations mi dimbutinn ut nomame c birds and mammah Iihicd JS 

possible, human activity should be pmhhikd i f  nest success i s  a goal AdditionalIy 
h ~ o r r c  lwds of  Iivestclck use arc pemtted nem bald eagk nests as long as no adbeme 
Impacts occur related to th~s activity "Adwne rmpacts" should be defined to avoid my 
misunderstanding o f  what consntutes arr dvezse impact 

stipulation should dm be a standard, not a guideline 

on the Targhee Natrmal Forest In adoptmg a new management system based on 
enhancing broIogica1 diversity, using toxicants on National Forest; System lands to kill 
wildlife would be a cmmdmon to the ecosyst.em approach of land managm" 
Furthermore, in areas h a t  are or may be occupied by g n d y  bears or other threatened or 
endangered species the use of toxjcants on the Targhee Nahonal Forest may violate the 
Endangered Species Act 

I I  
I 

40 Livestock Pastures The Forest Service has designated as a standard that all 
administratwe sites wilI compIy wth forest-wide standards and guidelines for 111 tsroch 
pastures However no other hestock pastures are required to meet this compliance The 
Forest Service should clan@ this  dmrepmcy, and justifl management of select Iwestoch 
pastures by guidelines rather than standards 

?l wtock Cfinversi~ns Livestock conversions shouId be consrdered only 
afier a cumulative impacts analysis 1s completed to determine what Impacb such a 
conversi011~1lI have on wiIdlife, range resources, vegeuhon comunitles, watershed 
function, recreation (1 e hunting, hiking, etc ) and sod maintenance and stabilirv 

wildlife Emphasis shodd be placed on Improvements that benefit both 1w"I 
distribution and wildlife 

43 e3 Goal statements on page 111-20 imply 
wildlife is not a basic natural resource found on the Targhee " m a l  Form The 
Wyoming Game & Fish Department strongly drsagrees with this implication Many 
native wildlife species have evolved and coewred for thousands of wars w t h m   he 
Targhee Forest Wddlife is one of the bastc resources We behew forme b praducrlun Lor 
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b a m  natural resources, including wildlife, should be considered before other 
consumptive uses 

44 a Most maximum utilization levels in Table 1 (p 
111-2 1) appear overestimated We are m3wue o f  m y  scientific literature supporting 
utdmtion Icvels at 40Yd4" stubble height for grasses and 50%/3'* stubble height for 
herbaceous upland spccics for season-long and rotation grawng of  msatrsfactory ranges 
In many cases, upland ranges in mmtisfactory condition do not recover to satisfactory 
condrtmn after several years of compkte rest T h e  preponderance of current scientific 
literature recommends much more comervative utilization levels Utilization 
recommendations for sagebruh grassIands, coniferous forests, and mountam s h b s  
range from 3040% (Holechek 1988) Root growth IS significantly reduced at Ievels 
exceeding 50% leaf removal: and 60% leaf volume removal results in 50% root growth 
stoppage (Dietz 2989) Pretz (1989) reports 20 to 50% of the total root system of grasses 
is lost m u a l l y  These roofs must be replaced if the plant 1s to remain healthy and 
productive Uthation rates in Table 1 are consistently 5 to f 0% higher than levels 
recommended in the scientific literature This table should be modified unless the Forest 
can provide a scientific basis (literature, etc 1 for the recommended utilization levels 
Application of genenc utilrzation Icvels to all s h b s  is innppropnate While many 
S ~ ~ C K S  of s h b s  ~m wlthsmb 5040% Utilimtlon (1 e wdhws, mbbitbmhcs), Others 
(i  e antelope bitterbrush, sagebrush, mountain mahogmy) shonld not receive mare than 
20-25% use 

45 a n n e  I Jrlz;ltlcrn Ripman rangeland maxrmum utilization levels 
identified III the reviscd pian (p 111-21) me excesswe according to current scientific 
literature 7 k  Forest Service Intemountain Research Statron publication by Clary and 
Wcbstcr (1  989) provides an excellent revrew of recommendations for grazing 
intcmomtain ripman areas and should be consulted for devdoping standards and 
guidelines Clary and Webster recommend that "residual stubble or regrowth should be 
at least 4 to 6 inches in height 10 provide sufficient herbaceous vigor maintenance, bank 
protection, and sediment entrapment" Moreover- these ut ihtmn guides are based on 
''use m pastures in good to high ecdogical status" Degraded upman weas may require 
complete rest to initrate the recovery process The required rest penod may rmge from 1 
to 15 yeas Knopf and C w o n  (1982) concluded that I O  to 12 years was not sufhlent 
time for a npanan wdlow community to recover from a history of excessive grazing 
Others recommend 3 5 4 %  ut1Iizatron on excellent condition meadows a d  down to 20- 
30% on meadows in poor condition (Ratllff et a1 1987, Platts 1982) Meyers (1989) 
reported additional stubble height, such as 6 inches or more, may be necessary to protect 
rrparian ecosystem functrons 

46 a n t m e a  M-t PI- Gods for allotment management pIming 
state the Forest Sewice wshes to "Achieve or mantan  tangeland in satisfactory 
condition whrch is  defined as 1) having a ra~urce value rating of 50 or above for 
vegetation " A resource value mtmg of  50 places a mgdand site rn "far" condiiion 
Thrs designation results in a "Satisfkctory" condition from a Forest; Service range 
management perspective The Wyoming Game ik Fish Department docs not consider 
"faif and %atisfactmy'' as cquvdent range condmns for wIdlife habitat+ We 
recm"md gods for resource value rating scores should be greater than 50, whlch would 
place ra@arrds ~n Good or Excellent condition mtmgs 

47 i o o t  P h w  The dlotment management p l m l n g  
sectron appears farly intensive and inclusive However, grven current budget md 
personnel restnctrons, it is unlikely the Forest Service can implement dlotment 
management p l m n g  at the levels prescribed in the revised plan on d1 dfotments To 
compensate, utka t ron  Ievels may be used to evaluate range condinon As previously 
~ ~ S C U S S ~ ~ ,  ME M~HE the proposed utihzation ievels tm high and are not supported 
by scientific literature Utilimtmn levels should be more conservative and specific 
relative to vegetative species md Iocation 

48 We recommend more emphasis be given to 
maintamrrg or improving resowe value ratings for mgeImds and less on utihmtion 
levels, u d m  the Forest Service makes utilization levels more specific relative to species 
and site Resource value ratmgs compare current range condrtions to potentia1 natural 
vegetation This IS consistent with the ecological approach to resource management 
which thc Forest Service is t&ng 

49 1~ a d  Frielrs Ma-ent We recommend the foITowing be incorporated 
rnto standards and guidelines for fire and fuels management 

a CBange the goal to "To provide well-planned and executed fire management 
programs that mimic natura1 fire regimes are eficrent, and are re~pons~ve to land 
and ~ S O W C ~  management goah and objectives" 

b 
" p ~ p ~ e  and make ava~lablc to the public informational and educational 
mtenals addressing fire behavior; effects, md natural role in ecosystem 
management' 

Add to the standards and gurdehnes Infomation and education section 
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habitat for populrttlon viability These species mludc,  but are not limited to northem 
goshawk, boreal owl! great gray owl, northern pygmy-0~1~ nohem saw-whet owlp 
Lewis’ woodpecker, three-toed woodpecker, W 1 I I I amson’s sapsucker, and black-backed 
woodpecker A management prescription should also be deuehpcd f i r  the common loon 
because exrstmg breeding habitat whin the Targhee National Forest i s  impo-t to the 
continued nesting success of this small population Any management prescrrptions for 
the common loon within Wyoming should be coordinated wth wlldlife and fishenes 
pcrsomel in OUT Jackson regional office, and nonqyme personnel JII our Lander regional 
office 

51 i c d  Comnonent f TO the sentence “Native plant and animal 
species are favored and habitats are mmaged with h e  goal of deI15ting threatened and 
endangered”, we suggest adding “and preventrng new listing of thnatened and 
endangered specrcs ” 

52 Caves.-Sliuubrdl~ a ~ d  ~ w k l ~ ~ ~ s  (n H I  =,5) Abandoned mmes are a significant 
component of bat habitat Uver one-half of 1 18 underground featum surveyed in 

Wyoming occupied by bats were abandoned mines (Pnday and L u w  1996) If 
abandoned m m s  occur on the Targhee National Forest, they should be protected as bat 
habitat and given the same management consrderatmn as caves All underground features 
on the Targhce N a t ”  Forest should be considered habitat for Tomsend’s big-eared 
bat and other Wyoming Game and Fish Department bat species of  spectal concern until 
surveys haw been conducted We suggest the Forest S e w ~ c e  standards and guldeIlnes for 
bat management include the following provisions 

a) 
ather uses of he3vy equipment should be prohrbited above m y  c a w  or abandoned 
mme bown or suspected to be bat habitat unt11 season of bat use IS well 
documented Seasonal restnctians should be npphed as n e c e s s q  where caves or 
abandoned mines are known to be occupied by bats 

Subsecwm 1 Due to potential disturbance, Iogging, road constmctlon and 

b) Subsection 2 Direction and mount of mr flow are significmt components 
of bat habitat and are afkcted by standing timber near cave or abandoned mlne 
entrances We recommend a buffer zone for tlmber harvests with a minimum o f  
500 feet honmntd radius around all bat roosis 

c )  
impacts an populations Dishrbmce c m  be dmct (vandalism 
drsturbmce), or mdmct(wa1king though an occupied cave or abandoned mlne), 
resulting in roost abandonment or death of wmtmng bats We recommend 
logging roads be piarmed to avoid improving access to caves and abandoned 
mines used by baIs during my season of the year 

Human disturbance to roosting bat colonies can have significant negative 
mtefitlond 

e) The Tar@= NaUod Forest should recopze management activities m w  
impact bat habitat other than caves and abandoned mines For example snags 
may be an unportant component of habitat for forest dwellmg species including 
Tomsad’s blg-emed bat 

53 c e G 1  m 1.6) Roads should be dosed and/or 
use restricted to meet the guidelines of the Interagency G n d y  Be= Committee gnzzlu w 

beadmotonzed access management recmn”mndat~~m All potential off highway vehicle 
use should be incorporated in the maiysis of mad density 10 dttennm impacts on habitat 
secunty and effict~veness, Including the p r ~ p ~ ~ ~ d  usc III the Wyoming portion of the 
Eshd Park Msrdrson Plateau and Tetm Range Subsecttons The Madison Plateau and 
Teton Range Subsections should be managed to meet the g d s  for g n d y  bear habitat 
security A moratorium on new road construction should be considered III Management 
Situatmn i and II g n d y  bear habitat 

54 1IdetTEss WE support the goals  objective^, standards and guidelines for 
designated wldemess opportunity classes 1 II, and III wtIdemess study areas wild 
nvers and scenic nvws except as noted in our aquatic comments In addition phasing 
out any domestic sheep g m n g  adjacent to wldemess areas will reduce the hkdihood of 
conflicts with gnzzly bears that might primmIy we the recovery zone This would help 
protec1 resident g t ~ ~ ~ l i e s  whin the zone 

55 + n 111 I 91) The Forest Service states disposal 
of Iwcstock carcasses includes burying greater than 2 ft under the ground This will do 
nothing to prevent a grizzly from obtainmg the carcass and posslbly coming mto conflict 
with other hestock in the area Removai of the carcasses or complete incrneratim is the 
only alternative that wdI prevent a bear from using the CXCEES G r ~ ~ n g  pemr;ts shodd 
mclude specific Imguagc to assure gudebnes for mrmmiung g n d y  bear-livestoch 
conflicts rrre met 
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educational workshop 1989 May 8-1 1 BrIImgs, Mt US Dept of Intenor BLM I 17- 
120 
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Upon ~ w e w  of the most recent VMSIO~ of this document, we became aware that 
most all of our previous aquatic commenh were not addressed Hence, we are 
resubmitting them here 

k nI-4. FjsJ Y * Neither the text nor the table indicate the 
type fish considered for this classificatm Although most of the fish-bemng stresuns on 
the F o r d  contain only trout, several cmiain only nongame fish species As wn~en, the 
table suggests this category includes all stream wth any species of fish Mile we have 
no problems wrth this grouping, some readers may be misIed or conhed and think this 
Includes d y  strr=ams supporting trout We suggest a footnote be added io  the cabit? to 
c l m f y  thrs 

e. Subsectinn ? It is unclear in both the text and table 
how the Dewed Vegetation Condition for the Tetm Range subsection was determined 
considering Aquatic Habitat Condition a d  Trend and Vegetatrm Seral Stage and Trend 
are listed as unknown We suggest the document be modified to either explain how the 
numbers were obtained or changed to m unknown status 
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Both of the elements of this sectwn make reference to "Forest-specified Instream 
flows" Because Wyoming has enacted legislation that allows the state to acquire 
instream ff ows, we suggest these elements be modified to say "State a ~ ~ d / c ~ r  Forest- 
specified instream flows" 

suggest the fdowing best management practices be included in the final document 

a) Buffer zones of urrdistutbed vegeiatron shouId be left nlmg each side of standing 
waters and wacer courses to minimize sedimentation and dircct fish liabltrtt 

ras -  The reference that "Fish stocking for recreational purposes IS 

permined ~ t h  specrcs native to the Wldemw I' seems inappmpnate Fish L& 13 the 
only wtwm marraged in Opportuty Class I and7 as such, hiis been and wll continue to 
be stocked ~ t h  brook trout to provide a recreational fisheq This is  a "grandcfathered" 
activity with enactment ofttre Wyoming WiIdemess Act (1984) and we have no plans to 
cease stockrng this water in the near future, and WIII stock species we deem most 
appropnatc We recommend the present verbiage be modified to more accurately reflect 
states' nghB to stock fish in waters contamed in thrs jmsdictron 

tiom v We support the general goal of ecosystem management w 
portrayed m h s  document In this regard, we believe all perennral streams, whether fish 
bemlng or not, would have the same appmxin~at~ sediment cmying capacity a d  should 
have the proteclive buffer requirements 
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Ms Julle H;tm~lto~~ 
May i 5 *  1994 
Page 19 1 WER 7371 

Thank you for the opportuty to comment 

(,t' DIRECTOR 

JBTC;rs 
CC Wi ldhfe, Fish Divisions 

usrws 

RE: Comments on Draft Forest Plan Revtsron and Draft Environmental bpart  Statement 

De" R a s e  

General Comment on both dotiiments TheForestLeadershp and IntmhsaphqTeamS 
have done g a d  jobs of summanzing and presenting a tremendous mount of informatm m a 
generally accessible and understandable manner Altematwes were clearly bescrrbcd, the 
consequences of different actions, ami the balancing of issues were presented ck&y 
and agency participatron opportlrnit~es through distnbutm ofthe plw malImgs, ads, and the 
puB11c meetmgs were thorough 

pubh 

Comments OII the Draft Environmental Impact Statcmnt (DEB): 

General cqmment EISs often contam separate volumes to present data and a detded d y s i s  of 
key ~ssues Tnformatron on ecolagtcal processed pattams and nparran and water indicators, was 
mi presented and summarized so that I could mdependady remw the data and draw my own 
con~lus i~ns  Instead, in many areas only the project teams' c~nclusion~ were presented (e g 
aquatic connectivity, riparian condition, water quality) Etther the data relied upon for devdopmg 
these dtematwes should be added to the final EIS as a separate volume, or3 if it is  rqrsrted 
elsewhere, it should be cited HI the final EIS 
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Specific comments (by page numbers) 

"1 Affected envrrmment A fundamental inadequacy of ths envlromentid apm statmat 1s 
the omssion of maps or figures to compare the B a t e d  envrroment to the proposed a " s  At 
reaSt a few key maps showing the distribution of key indicators on the forest in a fo"t that 1s 

readdy comparable to the (exdent)  maps of the draft forest plan revrs~on are needed The 
ecosystem approach promoted in these documents i 5  based m part on d y s s s  of rmpomt 
wsystem processes and patterns The patterns r&d upon are generdy spabd patterns Spud 
domation has to be spatially dlustrated, tabular presentations do not present the e s s d  
mfiimation The many tables eompanng totaI acres of vegetatwe  cove^, 
m s  in desired or impaired conditions are incomprehensible wthout some d l u s t "  of the 
dismbution and Iocat~on of these indicators Since these tables appear haw been gmcmtd 
from a geographcal information system type database, I presume that th~s  pad Informatmn 1s 

also reasonably available 

zones, n p ~  

At the minimum, the following should be illustrated wth enough detd to rea~o&Iy compare the 
effects of the proposed action to the affected enwronment If  the ~nfiimtloa can be kgbly 

"23 Typo Temperatuns listed are rn "C, not O F  

Eb24-25 Madison Plateau This sectmn desmbes water quahty problems but I could not lwte 
any discussion of how the proposed action wll affect these conditrons "Standards and gulddmw 
wdl not be abIe to mitigate impacts acceptable levels Current mnditrms do not reflect water&& 
objectives Turbidity increases, sometimes stgnrficantly [JII Moose Creek], dlvrrrg and &a 
"storms " However, the Mer drsr=u;sstons of th~s area do not address how these water qwhty 
problems wll be addressed page (5  3 5 on Map IO for the prefmed dtermtnre 3-M) 

III-26, Thrd fuI1 paragraph "Idaho DEQ sampled several streams m 1994 
be drawn fiom thar data, however " What IS that statement supposd to man? Does it mean 
k t  the Interdiscrplinary team could not conclude mythng f bm  a sa of raw data pomb 
considered out of  context? It reads like m unnecessary 5wpe These streams were sampld 85 
part of DEQ's Beneficial Use Recc"ssance Project (BURP) These data have not yet b a  
mtqretsd  and reported out by DEQ The results of the first three years (1996E996) of the 

Condusiom cannot 

2 3 
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I If 
that, or 

can provide a reduced and Interpreted data set to you m tune for the FEE, repoe 

Comments on the &art Forest Plan Revision (Dl?PR) 

III-132 Area 5 3 5 The discussion of this area does not address how water quality problem on 
the Madison Plateau will be addressed (see earlier cement an EIS) 

assunng filly support of  designated beneficid uses, 

4 Developing pollutrm control stratepes for both point sources and nonpomt 
sources f i r  reducing t h e  sources of  pdution, and, 

4 5 
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any other Items 

- PA RKS& RECREATION 

Smcerel y, 

'DearMr kese 

6 

IDAHO DEPARTMENT - 

1st Admny, ID 83445 
e 
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Tar@= Fmst Plan Response 
3une 20, 1996 
Page 4 

Taqghce Forest I" €bponse 
June20, 19% 
Page 5 
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State of Idaho 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Jerry8 Reese 
Forest Supew~sor 
Targhee National Forest 
Post Office BOX 208 
St Anfhony, Idaho 83445 

June 1996 

We have reviewed the Draft Forest Plan and supporting documentation for the 
Targhee National Forest The amount of effott and time devoted to rts preparation IS 

apparent We are submitting the followrng comments concerning water resource 
management within the Forest 

The Idaho W3ter Resource Board completed 8 plan far the Henrys Fork bastn in 
1992 Through this effort the Board designated several streams within the Targhee as 
Natural or Recreations! Rivers Tbese designations prohibit certain stream channel 
alteration activities below the high water mark We urge you to ensure that the Henrys 
Fork Plan, and the state river protection designat", are recognized in the Forest Plan 

The Water Resource Board IS currently preparing a camprehemwe state wafer 
plan for the South Fork Snake planning area A draft plan IS expected in September 
1996 This plan will likely designate additmhal stream reaches for protection as state 
Natural or Recreational Rivers 

I 

I 

We note that the Draft Fore5t Plan recommends Wild and Scenic suitability studies 
for the South Fork Snake, Fall River, Henrys Fork and Warm River These rivers ate 
ether currently desrgnatedl or are bang ~emmmended for designation as state Natural 
or Recreational Rivers through the Water Res~urce Board's planning prmess The 
Board does not support federal vvild and Scenic River designations on streams that are 
already designated under the state system 

I 

v-39 



Thank you for the opportunity fo comment We have enclosed a copy of tbe 
Campr&msivB State Watm Plan Henrys Fork Basin for your files 

Bill Graham, Chief 
Water Planning Bureau 

PO 3ox208 

1 ~ 2 7 ,  19% 
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Mr JenyReesc 
June 27, 1996 
Page 2 

Mr Jerry Reese 
June27, 1996 
Page 3 

I suggest the foibwmE language 

The objective statement should reference an admmstratrve process whereby research =turd 
area needs w i t h  the region and on the Fomr are recogmed and whereby new canhdate 
areas Idennfied to fill these “is are evaluated Tlm statement should be added as a h r d  
objective for the management prescnptm As an example of how th~s mght read, I offer the 
forlowmg language 
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Mr J q  Ree5e 
June 27, 1996 
Page 4 

Mi Jerry Reese 
Ju.1~27, 1996 
Page 5 

Draft EN 

Swrely,  A 

CG SR alb 
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1 c  c c  

UPPER SNAKE REGION 
15 15 Lincoln Road 

Idaho Falls Idaho 83401 2198 

June 25, 1996 

Mr J0rryReese 
For0st Supervisor 
Targhm National Forest 
P O  B o x 2 0 8  
St Anthony, ID 83445 

Subject Targhee Forest Draft Plan Rsuision (DFPR) csnd Draft Environmmtal Impact 
Statement IDEtS) 

Dear Jew 

The Idaho D0partment of Ffsh and Game (IDFG) commends the Targhee National 
Forest (TNF or Forest1 an your persevwanca in d0stgning proposed remadies for 
probl~ms an the Forest and re-drrectrng Fomt actiwtms to accommodate changes 
that have occurred since adoption of the current Land Managmm" Plan 

We commend thn TNF's goals to improve riparian cmditrons, establish a 
comprehensive access managemant plan, protect roadless 3ma5, provrde habitat t o  
support T & E and sensitive spmes, conduct timber harvest within sustainable 
h d s ,  and provide mreatrmal opportunities on the Fore5t 

We appreciate tho Farest's acknowledgment that big game hunting is a valuable 
Forest resourca and the TNF E responsible to  provide habitat to support the fish 
and wildlife goals of the State of Idaho 

Many TNF proposals in the Draft Plan Rwisim a m  ~xcellent, and could contribute 
to this Forest's recovew from more than two decades of road building and logging 
abov0 sustarned yIdd In previous letters and in thO comments provided below# we 
have iden~ified Plan Rwision def cemncies that we believe may prevent attainment of 
the Forest's goals and obpchvas Thm Idaho Department of Fish and Game has the 
statutory mandate to  preserva, proiect, perpetuate, and manags the fish and 
wildlrfe resources of the Stata of Idaho It is under that authority and responsibility 
that w0 offer these comments It 1s our intention to assist you with meeting the 
goats of the forest Service 3nd the State of Idaho 

These 3re the foundmon of wpfrcrt Formt Sewim gurdancs for management on the 
ground over the mxt IO to 15 years, We consider standards and guiddrners to be 
the primary product of more than 5 yaom of plenning, 

Standards en the DFPR will require TNF ~~mpl ianes  unless the Man 15 amended We 
'view standards as a disclosed commrtmlent to the pubfrc for the f O  to 15 year plan 
psnod. The DFPR proposes to address many cncccal management needs wlth 
guld01rnes, which may bB waived under 3 wide range of cmumstancas We beJiwe 
a vast mqmty of the guidelines in  the^ DFPR should be changed to stmdsrds, to 
convey the cnmmitmsnt of the Forest S ~ m c 0  to ~mplement the intended 
management dtrectron 

We recommend that standards and gwddines be clearly wmen to explicitly convey 
to the public the Forest's rntendsd management, Them are an unbehevsble number 
of O X G ~ ~ ~ I O J I S  ~rrtten into standards and guidelines They BTB fillad with phrases 
such as "should", 'gsneraIIy", 'usually", 'strive to  maintain", % 
practical to  do sok, 'if possibls", 'If feasible", "rcnkm otherwise spscifiad in the 
mana00mmt direct"# etc, These phrases clearly endrcate mther 8 lack of Fomst 
commitment to implement the standard or guideline, or a lack of belief that 
wmplrance 3s faasibta 

becomes 

Equally troubtmg are the largo number of rmpmtant standards and guiddmas that 
imply a specific action will be taken, but include in the statement such phrases as 
'whom ground v~nfiad", "where there 1s potential for damage", 'where daza 
showsw# 0tc This language IS clearly rncluded to prowide an exception for 
compliance whenever there IS a lack of data to  dm"strate the need for 
CompIianca Given tha lack of budgetary and monitoring a5suranm to meet these 
types of raquwements within standards and gwdslrnss, r t  appears likely th3t thB 
tmpliod action may not occur, These types of standards and guiddmas are a 
meaningful drschm~re to tho public of intended Forest management only if there ls 
w"m3 of funding to collect thO nec~saary information for the Forat  to act, 
consistent wrth the edentrfied ianguage, 

The DFPR also contacns 3 IargB number af dmdards and gwdatinas that more 
dosely meet the Fomst SEWVICB dafinition of goals or objectives There are also 3 
large number of objectives thnt are neithw maasursbla, nor followed by standards 
and gwdelines that provide assurance thle proposed objectw0 will be met 

I 

I 

1 2 
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W0 suggest the Forest Senme never again us0 3 general ptanrrrng process similar to 
that used for this Plan I3svisim VU0 bdiew 8 productive Forest plannmg process 
that utilszes the best available SCCB~CB, while tncorporatrng public input# would b0 to 
conduct tho following actiwfies in r;RrmoIoBical ordm 

3: 
would bn dmt3 m cooper~tcon wrth state and federat fish and wildlrfe 
3g#ncl BS, Indian tribes, and othw appropriate agencies 

CompIste a scientific analysis of the current management situation This 

2 Conduct public scopmg to determine n a ~ d s  for management changes and 
recommendations for additional analyses and information sumrnari~s 

3 Complete scientific analyses of alternative methods to aehreve the 
recommended changes [desired future condition] on the Forest Thls would 
bo done in ~ ~ ~ p ~ r a t i o n  wrth state and federal wrldlife agencces, Indian tribes, 
and other appmpriata sgi"ass Legal constraints on all alternatives would 
be identified 

4 Pr0sent scientifically-based eltematives for Forest managament to  the 
public Thw would address public desims for management dimcticm wEfhin 
the range of legal canstraints 

The activities recommendQd sbwe were vigtmusly requested throughout the TNF 
Plan Revision process by the agencies 
~stablrshod from the beginning an aduarsanal atmmphsrs m which pubhc meatings 
became dominated by discussions of whether or not many federal laws and 
natmwide Fare5t S0m1ee pol~cies would be applied to TNF managm" For tho 
first 2 to 3 years of this planning, the TNF committnd to simply Itstening to tho 
public, during the time when a~encres and tho pubitc ware imploring the TNF to 
provide semntiftc mformation and side-boards (e  ge# IBgaT constraints1 to positively 
focus, and limit, the public debt0  The result of this strategy was that after nearly 
4 years of Citizans Inwolvament Group debate, about half of thB draft Forest-widB 
standards and Quiddines wore deleted from the Plan 

the public Contrary to this, t h O  TNF 

During the first 4 years of pfanning, ag0ncy r~pr~ssntatives were informed by the 
TNF that we hdd the same status as individual citizens, daspite the fact w0 
rapr~s~ntmd large constitumcres ( s i a t ~ s  of Idaho, Wyomlng, or Unitad States) that 
had provided us lagal mandates to achiave Partreuhly frustrating to stat0 and 
federal agencies was being told the goals and objectives we were mandated to 
achtove on Forest S~WICB land would be rmplementod on the TNF only if wo could 
obtain ~onsensus from the div~rse individuals in t h O  Citizms Involwemmt Group In 

This process has b0m vary disappoint~ng to the agencies as well m thn public 
HOWBYBC, one of our greatmst eoncems IS the apparant tack of effectwe 
~ o n s u h t ~ ~ n  and coordinatcon between-tha planning team and TNF District 
biologists, It don3 not appear the significant fiald4~vel knowFsdus of Distmt 
biologists has baan Ineorporatsd Into the DFPR or DEB We racommend the Farast 
Sawice evaluate the TNF p l a n ~ ~ ~ g  process pnor to rmsrng plans on other for&ts 

I]+ SPECIHC COMMENTS 

A+ Big Game Managemsnt 

The current TNF Land Management Plan dmgnatsd elk 3s an indicator a p m e s  for 
monrionng emdeicm and trend of general forest~d habitat It should be noted this 
indicator species 16 assumed to represent other species sensitive to human 
disturbanm and affetctad by general for0sted habrtat 

We recommend t h ~  fmt  eeologrcal component (DFPR It-3) be restated as mfWanage 
to improve elk security Eoth elk vutnembrhty and elk habitat df0ctruen~ss should 
be addressed Two key dements of elkhunting managemmt am overlookmi 
several times m the DFPR and DElS 1) tho fact that h e s t  management affects 
hunter density and distribution, by affecting animal numbers and distribution and 
thB quality of the hunting ~xper imce~  end 2} the mportance of managing for 
sufficiently high levds of elk habitat ef f~ct iven~55 such that big game ramam on 
Forest fands and 3ra therefore availabh to tho hunting public of Idaho, rather than 
b m g  driven into refuge arms {such as Yeltowstone Natronal Park and Hamman 
State P3rk) or across state bardm to more secure habitet 

An example of these impacts occurred from th0 1980's to the premnt when most 
of the elkr deer, and hunters abandoned the lodgepole salvage are3 Sunriving big 
game moved either into refug~s or mors stxura habitat dsswhera Ttw hrghsst 
hunter densities on the F o m t  now occur m th portrons of the l s h d  Park 
subsection that have adequam access r0strrctcons and elk seeunty COVB~ 

3 
Sav0rat times in the DFPR and DEE, reference IS mad0 to  ?he elk 
usually to  essefi that 9t* is at an all-trme bigh In numerous Iet tm,  mmtings, and 

4 
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WB a h  note that the DEE does not report our r a d i w t e l ~ m ~ t ~  study, whlch 
estimated that the p~rtion of thet 7" east of highway 20 and north of Robinson 
Creek, which previously summerd about 30% of th0 Sand C m k  elk h B d ,  was 
supporting only 1 to 2% of that hard by the t" we began appealing timber sales 
In I991 

The Plan R0vr~ion need for change dat ive  to 0lk 1s thBt avaih3bf0 infomation 
indicated numbers of elk summemg on th0 Forest were daereasing, t h O  proportcon 
of tha population summering in rafugss was increasing, and vuinerabhty of bulls to  
hunting harv0st was so high that to mtm the bidagical and public desire abpctrvas 
for the population raquimd implom~nting spikeonly r0gulatlons 

The above information 1s on file 3t the TkF S L I ~ ~ T V J S O ~ %  office Regardless, after 
5 + years of mterag~ncy eoordtnatmn on this subjectF the preliminary DElS 
environmental consequaneos s m t ~ o n  statad "From infomation that the Forest has 
b0en able to analyz0, the current summer elk populations an the Forest 3re at 
record all-tme highs cc To our knowledge, othw than contributmg to our study 
(whrch showed a radically reduced summer population en the study 3re~)c the Forest 
collected no data on summer populations, and no data are presented JII these 
documents to suppofi the statemlent Even rf tf w0m true, it ignores the greater 
impmtsncs of herd composition and the population bsing welt-distribumd 

It 15 shallow and misleading to s u m m a m ~  tho elk srtuatcon on the TNF only in terms 
of winter population size off the F o r m  A credible evaluation af big game 8trd 
hunting requims analysis of habitat quahty and population size and spaccal and 
temporal drstrrbutron of animals, hard composition, uulnsrabil~ty to Rawest, 
productivity, caIf/fawn SUWiVB!, quality of the huntrng experience, and amount of 
hunting opportunrty 

The elk hunting objectives presented in the DElS (I1141 should be completed by 
adding the following after the respact~ve bulkcaw rat10 

wm 40% of bulls branch-antlered, and # For Rmdy Access unrts c 

mamtain the percentage of yearling bulki in the antlered segment of the 
hawa5t at or below 50% and tho percentage of mature bulk [having at least 
6 points on one antler) at or above 10% 

with 50% of bulls brmch-antlaredt and maintain For Front Range unfis e + C  

the percentage of yearling bulls in tho antlmd segmant of the harvest at or 
h t o w  35% and tbo pBrcentage of matwo bulls (having at least 6 points on 
on0 3nttarl at or above 20%,- 

+ #  

We 3re intansdy dismayed that the TNF has refused to propshy deprct the wry 
object~es tbe TNF agread 30 incorporate en the Pian+ Th~se ~ b ~ s c t ~ v e s  B ~ B  

by letters and maetcngs during the 1992 to 1995 planning penod, by letter of 
November 7 5, 1995 [reuiew of prelimmaw DFPR and DEE to identify m a p  
problems), and by personal contact dunng spnng, 1996 The TNF's obvious 
reiuctanee to  correct ih0 documents makes us distrustful We are formd to 
speculate that B lmp-hole E baing crafted so the TNF can argu0 at a latar date that 
BCCBSS restnctr~ns are not necessary and/or permitted game ratriava! (see below) 1s 
not affecting elk vulnerability W0 consider the TNF fahre  to accurately state the 
agreed-upan elk obpctrv~15 to  bB a breach of faith, and ct reduced our ability to 
support the DFPR prefamd alternative dunng the publie rev i~w  period 

publhed t ~ 1  the CDFG 5 - y ~ a r  Elk Plan, We also ProvtdBd the ObjBCtlvBs to TNF 

We strongly recommend deleting the game retrieval guideline from all managament 
prescriptions 

During coordinabon m0etrngs over tha last 4 yeam, thO TNF agreed that anafys~s 
and proposals for elk habitat management would be jointly dewloped by an 
intoragency / tribal elk work group The For~st  aIso agreed to adopt the elk 
objectives of the State of Idaho Nerthw wep nor the teamc agreed to propose 
permitted game retrieval The ISSUB WBS drscusssd cn msatings and workshopst 

5 6 
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and WB conveyed the following to the Fortwtr while exptaining our oppasrtron to the 
gama retrieval proposal 

4 Eighty-frvo percmt of 3,300 Idaho elk and deer hunters srrrvoyed repomd 
that eneountarrng motorized vehicies off roads dBtracted from thew hunting 
~xperience, and the highast ranked factor affect~ng hunt quality was 
ancountering motorized vehrclas off roads (McLaughhn et al, t 989) Them 
frndings wore tbe same when anelyzsd at both the statewide and regional 
[aastwn Idaho1 levd 

5 Considmng archary antelope and spring black bear sa~sons, bin gama 
hunting occurs over 3 lO-month pwiodr dunng whtch TNF offic0s would 
bawe to b0 open to dispense permrts during svenrngs and waokends, to avoid 
wasto of game, 

6 The game mtrieval axemptmn would create a major new admrntstratiue 
and ~nformment burdm for the TNF, and "IUS enforcement and public 
relations problems far IDFG 

7 There IS no msonable or acceptable method to parma individual accass 
behind elosurea th3t aff actively restrict general public a m m ,  Assuming 
keys to gatas would not be distributed to pePmtt holders, options discussed 
to data by the TNF include a) installing n ~ w  gates with openings 50 mheS 
wide, presumably to be paased through only by permitted off-highway 
vehicles, and bl inaructlng permit haldnrs to pioneer rou t~s  around otherwise 
affective elosuras Elthw way# dBmand for closed road maintenance 
(downed tog removal, etc 1 wiif mcrmse, and enforcement problems will 
1ncreas0* 

8 Other state wildlife agencies and Forests are dissatlsfred with the afhcts 
of game ratrmvsl. 

During publie meetengs, the TNF statad that p~rmrtted game retnwal would be 
proposad as an experiment to b~ ctosely monitorad A specific monrtoring pian is 
nather proposed tn tha Plan nor apparently planned for in future budgets The only 

Elk Win- = 

The TNF agreed on a ddir1e8tion of crucial mida to latewinter ranga for elk and 
deer This IS deprcted on DFPR map noc 24 Tfie TNF aeknawlsdges th8se C T U C I ~  

winter ranges 3r8 the areas considered 10 ba the determining factor in B 

population's ability to maintain nsdf at a eortain lev01 over tha long term [DFPR Ill- 
921 

Available seeantifcc literature and profsssimal oprn~sn claarly indicates that 
protmtwn from disturbance durrng wmtw [pnmanly motonzed disturbance] IS a 
critical factor aff acting mdividual survival and raeruitmmt rates HOWBVB~, DElS 
table IV-6 indicates that altematiwe 3-M would p w "  cross-county sntlwmachrne 
us8 on 66% of the crucial winter ranga, while also p~mrtttng dmnnatsd motorized 
rout0s through all winter rangm 

The area proposed for winter range prascriptron 2 7 as even smaller than tbB ar0a 
mapped by thm TNF as crucial winter rang0 under the current b n d  Management 
Plan 

TNF resflarch clearly indicates that snowmmbim w e  ES dramat~caliy rnereasing (5 
to  10% per ysar) on the Forast, and it is aeknowledg~d in the DEIS that encreasing 
devalapment on adjaemt pnvata lands will ineraase t h ~  impofianca of TNF lands for 
winter range. ThereforeF protection from motorized drsturbance will become wan 
morn m ~ i d  for mrnrmixing big game depredations on privata propaw during winter 
and for maintaining current m e  of the publac's deer, elkF and moose h d s  

Given the above, we do not understand the ratjonal0 for the TNF's proposal to 
permit cross-country snowmachina usti on 66% of crucial winter rangB' erthw from 
a bldogIcaI or recrm3tional perspmive, 

7 
8 
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We recommend that all d the delineated crucial deer and elk winter range be 
protected from cross-country anowmachtne use 

b Winter Range Habitat: 

The DFFR and DEIS make s ~ v ~ r a f  references to improving habitat for big game on 
wmtep rang0s through timber bawmt prescriptions H o w e v ~ ~  speeiftc habitat 
needs of wintering big game are not disclosed, nor art3 the proposals t4 suppnsedly 
improve winter habrtat quality We recommend this aspect of eeosystam 
managsmmt either be fully disclosed and justfmd by scient~fic ewdencs, ar it bO 
deleted from the plan until suffjccent mfnmation is ava~labh to demomtrm a 
wildlrfe need far timber hatvast on winter r3nga 

Perhaps very narrow strips of fuel removal are justrfied adlacant to summer homes 
However# the South Fork / Palisades Resewmr 3 r m  is some of the best wildlife 
habitat rt"ining an the TNF WO recommand it ba protected from 0xtensive 
timber harvest and any mad construction [mluding temporary roads), to protect 
valuable wildlife habittit We recommend protection of a buffar str~p extendmu one 
mile from the water's edge, giving emphasis to protection of old-growth Douglas- 
ftrR Engiwm" spruce, and cottonwoods 

We recommend adding B wcldlifo standard to maintain 3n elk habrtat effectiveness 
IEHE) value of at least 0 6 cn each subwatmhed l3pprox. 2,000 to &OD0 acres], 
This would provtde an assmttal threshold indicator for elk and other wildlife speclies 
that require sBcurity cover and are s0nsflrwe to  human dtsturbanes dunnu summer, 
Although moderately good to excellent elk summ0r habitat gonerally has €HE values 

The 3ecsss goal IDFfW lfl-lf3] is not el~ar,  What E meant by 'emphasized"? Does 
thw Imply mad d m m  standards would be dwmphasrzed in all other areas? We 
recommmd addtng %g gama summar rangs' and Hbifi game winter rang# to any 
list prmntizing or smphasizmg rmpiemsntatrort of motonzed access targeis, 

W0 recommend including a standard to implmw" the motahzed access plan 
immedmtsly upon signing of the record of decision, by a p p r ~ i n g  and publrshmg the 
n ~ w  travel plen for mch dfstnct 

We recommend rmplemantmg constnr~tion of effective matonzed road and trail 
cl~sures on the ground within m e  year of the record of decrsm, and mmpletlng 
tmpfemmtatron wrttun thrm years of that date+ 

W0 rwmnmend tha acc0ss program bo adequately fundBd in annual budgsta As 
correctly stated in t h ~  DFPR Needs for Changs, 'The aeeeletated tcmber harvest 
over the past decade ha8 creat0d many roads, and clearcutting in the lodgepole 
pine component has rsduesd c o w ,  Ths combmation resulted in high vulnerabilrty 

re It is apparent that tho purposo of revised motonzed access aandards for elk * + +  + 

E to mitigate for past mading and logging on the Forest Therefore, we 
recommend funding and implsmsntmg thB aemss plan as a p p c t  that stands on 
its awn WB do not believe it 1s appropn3ta 1) to pian that implsmmtabon of this 
program will occur only (or mostly) as psrt of nnw timber sales in the future, or 2) 
to consider that implementatrm of this program {which is mitigation for 
tmpaets) will be mrbgation for future impacts of new tcmber sahs 

I I  

' 1 1  
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Access Standards and Guidelines: 

Conflicts batween mountain goas and domastae sheep have not been adequately 
addressed in the DFPR or OElS We aro concerned about I ]  the long-t~rm ~mpacts 
of the Palisades mountain goat herds being displaced to winter ranga by domestic 
s h ~ p  during summer months, and 22 the pot~nttai for dismsa transmission from 
domastic sheep to mountain goats 

Miuh cirque basins ara prime summer habitat for goats, which respond to grazing 
disturbance from sheep by moving onto poor condition winter range far sooner than 
under natural cmdi t im~  The most tmpmtant basin5 where mnflrcts hawe occurred 

Neeley Cove, the heads of Canyon Creek, Waterfall Canyon, Lttle Hom, and 
Hell's Hole, and the rrdge b~twaen the haads of Waterfall Canyon and Ut10 Elk 
Crmk 

When domestic sheep and mountain gnats sham habitat, there is 3 thmt  of 
disaasa transmisston from the sheep to the mounfarn goats Although we are not 
aware of significant levels of d iseas~ in the goats at this timet oth0r herds h a w  
suffered dra-offs, and the threat of a stmilar sittiatran mists rn the Paiisades arm 

FGmale wolverines dan f" late Fobwary to sariy March, Idaho wolvennas denned 

tunnels and chambm associatad with big-boulder talus Ft"lm may mom the 
kits several trmes prmr to wmnmg, whrch oeeurs when kits am 9 to1 0 weeks old 
The Idaho study found females sensmve to human a c t i ~ ~ t y  near the dens In 2 
cases, human disturbsncm near maternal dms resulted in den abandonrmnt by 
females and krts S~ns~tiwty to buman presence n0ar dons has also been 
documented in wolv~nne studies in Finhd IPulliainsn 1968) and " W a y  
(Myybergat 19681 Fem& off5pnn~ normally remain near their natal m a  at 
reproductive matumtion, establtshrng their home range near that of their mothar 

III h ~ g h - d ~ a t " ~  subalpme cirque b3$lnS, I ~ ~ a t t n g  the den ban~ath the SIWW fin the 

The subafpim errqua h a m s  SelnctBd by Idaho wdvennos for dsnning habitat am 
ohen preferred winter racrmtion srtes for backcountry skmg and mawmachining 
Human activttees in these habitats durcng the dsnning and krt reartng perrod 
drsptacas wolverines into suboptw" dsnning sttes, which may dacrease 
reproductive st~ccess and ht SUWJVSI, Persistent or traditional winter reereatmnal 
use of denning habitnt will remove habitat from potential use bv wolv~r in~s,  
theraby restricting norma! population maintmanee and growtb processes 

Sites s0tected for natal and maternal dms by central Idaho wolusrrnes warm specifrc 
to 4 habitat cnterra: 

1 
rdenttf res the d m" at i o n bBt we B n mid -el ewati D nail m 0 ntsno GO ni f BTOUS 

forest, prtmanly spruce-firilodgepole p r n ~  forest, and subalpine-alpine 
habitats Although this elevattonal demarcation may vaw throughout the 
wdverme's regional distrrbutmn, if 1s Iikdy applicable wrthrn tha Targhee 
National Forest) 

Dens were scfuated above 8,000 feei in elovation (This cnterion 
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The wolv~rinm ea edmtified 3s B managsmmt mdccator spocces ~n 4 of 7 subunits 
deserjbed tn t h O  DEI& The TNF may provide 3 critical link between Montana, 
central Idaho, and Wyoming w d ~ n n ~  populations, Protecti~n of denning hab~tat 
may be critical for marntanance of this link and the heatth of the wolvenns 
population throughout the ecosystem, Increasad popularrty of wtnter racr0atmnal 
activitm will result in higher human densities within tradrttanal winter sports arem 
Toehndogical rmprovamsnts in winter spolts aquipmant will enable recreatinnists to 
trevel f arthw ~ n t o  backcountry envrrmmmts HiHoneal w~nt0r r e ~ r e a t ~ ~ n  may haw 
elrmrnated potential wdvenne danning habitat from availability to parturient female 
wol VB ri n 05 

2 Provde 3 buffer zone of 5QCbfoot racfaus armund dl bat roosts, JII d e r  to 
not adversely impact drretctmn and mount  of air flow neer CBVB mouths 

We do not b e l 1 ~ 0  the forest-wide forage utdrzation standards and guidelines are 
adsquats to protect important h3bttaia and areas auseGphblo to ovnrgraring We 
are not aware of any sctentrfic Irtwature, nor is any presentad ~n tho DFPR or DEE, 
that supports t h  lev& proposed in Alternative 3=M Utrlrratmn rates in Table I are 
5 to 10% highw than recommended rn the scierrtrfic Iitamture We recommend 
0 1 t h ~  reducing proposed utilization to Iwds supported by scienwfic literature, or 
prowding sitespecific svidence that the p r o p o d  levels wL[l meat water qualw, 
watershed, ffshenes, and sagebrush-grassland ecosystem objectives 

We recommend mandata~y surwys far important wildlife and habrtats prior to any 
propct or actwtty that could cause a aienifieant impact We r m m " d  8 forest- 
wide standard to rsqurre surveys to locate raptor nests, threatened and endangered 
sp~cr05, candidate species, sensitive species, stat0 species of spocral ~ o n c ~ ~ r n ,  
caves, w ot lands, atC 

WB recommend that all abandoned mines on thB TNF be protected as bat babrtat 
and given the same management considerations 0s n3tural c3ues We recommend 
that standards for bat management enclud0 the followrng provisions 

1 DUB to potential disturbance, prohibit the use of heavy mquipmmt above 
any c a w  or abandoned mine known or suspactd to be b3t habitat Identify 

W O  do not believe thmm standards, and tbe associated monitoring plan, will result 
in mmtrng the stated desired future condimon of nparianhquatcc areas Improving 
ripartan areas and fesheries habitat JS prsssnted 3s one of the mast important needs 
far change to achieve the Forest's Desired Future Condition In most rrpanan 
sltuatms# far grentar ripanan wgetatwn IS present autside the hydrrc gremlins 
[HGL) than IS present between thB line and tha water's edge When sediments am 
transported during htgh-water ~ e n t s ,  the antire ripanan arm is cmtical for flood 
velocity reduction and sadimant filtrattan, not JUS the %dt of npaflan v a g ~ ~ t i ~ n  
found closest to tho water% edge' (Glossary deflnrtton of HGL1, We understand 
the TNF's working dofinition for HGL arm 1s the strip of VagBtaQon S t h e  width of 
a rt35earchefs foot adjacent to open water& 

Seiantlfic literature does not support the eontention that B 4" remdual stubbh 
height at t b  water's edge and a %inch stubble height in dl of the riponan area 
except at the water's edge ES suffccient to provide srther maintenance or 
improwmmt of degraded riparian habitat Although the standard 1s proposed t o  be 
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For the protection and ptwpetuatian of cutthroat trout on tha TNF, we reemmend a 
minimum 6 inch stubble height for existing and potential cutthroat trout habitat, 
and for stmams that affect cutthroat trout habitat cn a watarshed 

We disagree with the TNF considering stubble hmght to b0 the only indrcator of 
riparian health affected by grazing In additton $0 an objectwe to establish 8 stream 
bank ~tabilrty standard IDFPR W Z 1  1, othw ~ndrcators such as plant d0nsity, plant 
composition, and litter should ba used with standards assigned to each Critmon 

DFFR range obpctiw number 4 states that 3 stream bank stabrhty standard will be 
BstabIrshed within 5 ye3m It IS noteworthy that the Forest Planning Team Rad this 
s a m ~  objective 6 years agoc with a plan to  haw it eomphted for the Forest Plan 
Rwisron Stream bank m m a g m "  and monitoring plans have &mdy been 
davdoped on other Forests in the region We recommend the TNF adapt one of 
those systams within a mom aggfessiue time-frame such as 2 years 

Wn also recommand that npanan arm "tonng bO assigned to tho Prtority 3 
group, to msuro that stat0d grazcng stondads art3 met, 

We r e c c m " d  the TNF at least pmposo to I] set a maximum distance that 
vehicles am allowed to travel crossccotmtry from opm roads and tratis [other 
For0sts set B 300-fad " m u m ] ,  and 2) prohibit motonzed vehicle crossings of 
streams and wdlands othw than on system roads and trails (sat3 Salmon NF travel 
plan re5trictionsl, 

In additm to the AIL, our comments and m~~mmendatians for stream and wetland 
protection also apply to pmscnptions 4 3, 5 I 3b1, 5 1 4(a and 
5,2 2* 

52 3 ,  and 
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The Forest IS cormct tn noting tbnt strmm segments listad a5 water quality limtted 
under sectltm 303(d] of tba Watw A d  (CWA) ~ I I U ~  have SPBGIEI~ BMP's and 
pollutant IrmIfS establtshnd" [DEIS I[[-22) However, ct IS unclear in the DFPR and 
DEE how the Forest Intends to meat ct8 legal ahligatione under the fadera1 Clean 
Water Act, Stat0 of Idaho Water Clualcty Standards, and NFMA requiwmants rn 
managing watw quality 41m1tad segmmts [Wals ) .  The NFMA requires the Formst 
Serv~ce to comply with s t a f ~  and federal water quality mquirwhsnts NFMA 
regulattons dimct for0st plans to provcde for "compfrance wth requirements of the 
Clean Watm Actf the Safe Drinking Water Act# and all substantive procedural 
raquirlemmts of Federal, State and Cor=sJ government b ~ d t e s ~  (36 CFaR section 
219 23[dlI 

Stem of Idaha water qualmy eodn prowdm that "existing beneficial uses of the 
waters of the state wll be protected" (IDAPA 16&01 02050, 02 c+) Funhermom 
the state's water quahty standards prohibit sediment transport and deposition in 
"quantities that impair beneficial U S B S + ~  Virtually all of the WQLSs an the Forerst 
are on tho 303[d) Iist b ~ ~ a u s e  of sadimant In hght of tharr exrstrng dagraded 
status, it appears t h O  Forest Sewcce may not permrt additional loadings of 
pohtants (prfimanly sediment) to these streams 

The State Basin Plan for thB Henrys Fork w3s completed in 1992, and will be 
reviewd wlfhin 3 year It appears appropnata that Forest Sensice wild and s~encc 
river planning should take inso eons1der3t1un tha Comprehensive Easm Plans of the 
state of Idaho, 
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of dl ellgrble segments until the suitability studies are completed, 

We recommand the Plan Revision clearly ensure the South Fork ts managed in 
camplianco w~th fish and wildlife and habttat pravt~ions of the I991 Snak0 River 
Activrty/Oparations Plan We recommend the TNF respond to prowisrons of the 
Actrvity/Operations Plan and rfiduce graang/ripanan habitat conflicts on Forest 
Sensrce land, w~!l  8s preventing trespass grazing on BLM land 

Currently existing roadless areas provide cnrcral habrtat for rare species and species 
ssnsitiw to  human disturbance They prowide a critical contribution to maintenaneB 
of biodiversity on the Forest Existing roadless arm31 provide important habitat that, 
If protectad. could eontnbLEfB to meeting desrred future conditions for 6 of the 
Forest's 7 #key indtcators" rdantified as the purpose and n0ed for a Forest Plan 
rw~s~on Patch SIZB (these amas provid0 the hug0 patch SILBB that occur net~rdly), 
Riparian, Elk S~curtiy, Grizzly Bmrt Access, and Roadlass Area Managm",  

The roadless area analysis and pr0smtat~on IS unclear and confusrng The 
praliminary DEE r0ported 879,000 acres of roadbs amas exist on the For0st The 
TNF roadless area process paper report0d the axrstance of 871,000 acres of 
roadless areas Then the DEB raported 8411000 a m s  for 0xistmg roadless 
Alternative 3-M IS depicted rn Table 11-1 as pmtmting only 772,000 acres as 
roadless arms+ Due to the changing numbers, it IS unclear whethw th0 TNF 
proposss to rsduc0 roadless acreage on the Targhes by 69,000 or 107,000 acres 
Regardlass, the TNF's proposal appears contradictory to tb0 desired futur0 
condition stat~d in thB DEIS 'Roadless charactmstics Bra preserved in sxlsting 
roadless and ProPosad Wi IdBrnQd (DFPR 11-21 

We recommend this roadless manaserment indicator b0 more clearly depicted by 
pmenting acmages and maps showrng existing d~lineated roadless meas and 
roadless amas proposed rn the prefamd alternatiwo, 

We bdiew a compmhansiva analysis of the kOy indicators of biodiversity would 
clearly demonstret~ the crrticai cmportaneB of roadless amas for the marntenance of 
fish and wildlife species that WEI rare andlor sensittwe to human disturbance 
Scientcfic literature indicates the mast crucial component of bmdiversrty IS number 
of spactes prosant wItb at h a s t  B viable population sfza Most thraatmed, 
andang~md, care, and sensibv~ spec10s of the rntermountnm west depend on 
extensiu~ blocks of habitat relatiwly free from human disiurbance For many of 
those sp0c1es, their f uturs suwival depmds on protectron of linkage habitat 
between those blocks of habitat 

a Wetlands, 

We meommend the TNF ~BVIBW this publicationt and include rn the Pian Revisian 
standards that wrll fully prot0ct the unique values of the identcfcad significant sites 

b Old-growth Forest. 

We are unaware of any cradible scientific awdencB that justifie6 the TNF grouping 
into one age-chss the broad range af rmaf~ra" to dd-growtht ~~speeially 
considering the Fomst's broad dafinition of %wture" forest In fact, thaw IS 

abundant scientific literature demmstratmg the uniquQ fish, wildlrfs, 4nd acasystsm 
waIuos of gmuine old-growth forast ldanttftcaion, and planned protectinn, of old- 
growth farad on the TNF appaars to bO crucial under any analysts d hiodavsratty on 
the Forest, 
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In ordw to ~ .BWB~SB the declinin~ trend for sage grouse, we meommend the 
following habitat treatment standards [Draft Idaho Sags Grous0 Management Plan 
1996-20001, 

Vegatation manipulation (frra, hwbicrda, and mechanical treatments) 

Allow tmatmsnts only If < 500 acres and > 1 6 mile8 from existing 
treatments with < 15% CC 

Fire management and fwe mhabilm" 

Mako protectmn of Importam sage grouse habitat a pnomy for wildfrre 
supprt3ssion 

Managemant indicators art3 displayed and analped throughout the DECS with 
logging effacts based soldy on scheduled t"0r hewest on suitd lands There 1s 
no quantitative disclosure of, or Iimgs tot logging and other projects that am 
sxpected to occur 33 'unschBduled' projects and/or on unsuitad lands Tha 
Forest% study of range of natural variability is not comphte for a e  sagabrush* 
grassland ecosystem, yet the DEE states to the n0arest acre the projects planned 
for the nBxf dacade, Wby no sN"w tmatment of the forested component of 
acosystem management? There is ahady  OM wmten ecosystem management 
proposal to tog [in tbe n0x-t decade) 7 2 millton board fwt of trratur0 Douglas-fir and 
mixed eonifamus flarest, dmctly affmztmg 2,876 acres, on odp 3 of 5 
subwatersheds rn the Camas Cr0ek watershed (only o m  of 45 watersheds on the 
Foresf) The TNF has stBted these aspan enhancement trmtmmts need to ba vary 
large in scala, partly in order to continua ~ivestoek grazing HI the treatmant WBBS 

The DElS (Alt 3-MI analyms 37 million board feat of schedule&timbm harvest on 
an 8st1mated 1 1,430 a ~ r m  OVBT the mxt dmada, The DElS does not dwlose or 
analyra the fact that ths TNF intends to Conduct ?timber harve~it on WIS of 
thousands of acm3 
managernant 

thB name of aspen enhancement and other ecosystem 

T o  improve spmg bresdina habitat, manage for B hsalthy und0rstmy of The DFPR Biodrversity Objective No, 5 1s to treat aspen plant communities, but no 
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We recommand that acosystem managemant imlirinu timber harvest not be 
included 86 pafi of the Plan RBV~SIWI UIII~! the TNF landscape / range of natural 
wlabr1it-y analysis cs completed and rawawed by t h e  screntrfic community, the TNF 
has d~valoped appraprcats management strategpes, and the process has been 
subJectad to thorough pubhc review and comment 

We have raviewed the ecosystam managamant S B ~ I O ~  of t h m  June 20, t 996 letter 
from the Greater Yellowstone C~alrtion (GYC) to you renardmg the Draft Plan 
R ~ i a i ~ n  and DEIS Ttw analysis and summary of 3cmbfic Irtmtura and other 
information presented in thaw esctim on Applying Ecosystem Management to tha 
Forest Plan Ravis~on appears to bo accurate and refflective of our opinions on the 
subject Their analysis {and assmated rmmmmandtat”) incorporated the 
optnictns af numerous research and management professmnels from both outside 
end within thB Forest Sewice We agre0 wFfh the concerns expressed and support 
the recc”endatmz3 presented in the Applying Ecosystem Management to the 
F o r m  Plan Revision section of GYC’s comment Ietter 

These s0ctiorrs are cntrcal for 1) indicating wheiher action items in the Plan 
Revisrwn wilt be Implmmented, and 2) conducting an analysis of TNF managamant 
impacts on Forest resource8 A determin8tion that the Pian Revlscon wdl not caum 
srgnrfieant envirmmsntd impacts ahnuld require a s s m m c ~  that 1 1 planned fish, 
wildhfa, and habrta anhancm” projects wiil be conducted, and 2) authomed 
actions thBt may adverasly affect natural rewurceis will be eff ectivdy monitomd. 

Tba proposed plan doas adequately provide that ~ S S U P ~ ~ C B  Given the 
uncertainty of future budgets, w0 recommend 3 stated percsntage of funding bs 
allocated to the TNF programs Itcmbor, ranga, fish and wildlifed m~reation, ate,) If 
equitably alloc=atad, the programs could ba implammtd 3t rates that compl~msnt 
each other This could prevent Iimrked budgets from b w g  usBd to fund some 
programs at high tevsls while sacrificrng necessary monitoring and mitipition for thO 

traditmnally undBr funded programs of fish, wildlife, soils, and watersheds 

K Attitudes, kliefs, and Values 

We will havs considerable dlff iculty working sffectivdy with the Targhse National 
Forest until readjustment of the attitude of Plan Revision authors conweyed by the 
following statement in the DEE, p IV-50 ‘As the numbers assigned to the 
alternatives ~ n c r ~ t ~ s e ,  tha alternatives move consistently toward 
accommodation of those who f e d  the Forest’s ~BSOU~CBS should bB used for the 
benefit of humans This clearly conveys the authors’ opinrons that 1) the Targhae 
Forest doos not consider fish, wifdhfe, huntrng, fishing, water quality, outfitting, 
recreation, visual aesthetics, etc to be Forast r~sources and 2 )  anyone who 
benefits from those is not human 

Less 

In fact, mcmt  public opinion surveys by both the State of Idaho and the U S 
Forest Sewsce indicate a iargs majority of Idahoans and Americans support the 
protection of fish# wildlife, and habitat, and th0 recreational oppmtun~ty those 
natural resources provide 

In closing, w0  hop^ you wiI1 utiIrm our comments durrng formulation of the final 
Pian and EIS if the Targhes Forest requires any additional informatron or 
clarifrcatrm to implement our recommendations, my staff and I are available to 
answ~r quostions or provrd0 the necessary ass~sfance IAerature references am 
available on request 

D m  E Wright 
Regional Superv~sor 
Upper Snake Region 

DW RM 

cc Natural Resoure~s Policy Bureau 
USFWS, Pocatdla 
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July 3 ,  1996 

Jerry Keese , Forest Supervz~ar 
Targhee National Forest 
p 0 Box 2 0 8  
St Anthony, ID 83445 

Thank you fm t h e  opportunity to comment on the draft  
Environmental Impact Statement and draft management plan revlsx~n 
f o r  the Targhee Natmnal Forest I apprecxate the time you have 
taken to brief my a t a f f  and provide infarmatson that I # v e  
requeBted 

The Targhee Forest Plan revision XB very important to Idahoans 
and othera  who w e  the forest and to the local communities which 
depend on goods and ~ ~ r v i c e s  flowing f r o m  the foreBt The draft 
plan signal8 a t "  mapr changes in philosophy which have caused 
many c o n a t x t u e n t ~  to contact me AH 1 have indicated to you, I 
am concerned about cer ta in  provmmns contained in Alternative 
3Mr the preferred alternative in t he  DEI& 

Obviously, there are many athar aspects of the propoaed plan 
which I find suitable and in accord with my  view^ about national 
farest management I commend you and the planning team far your 
effort in reaching thia Btage of the  planning process 

Based on my co~nrnent~ which follow, I am m k m g  that you seriausly 
consider making critical changm before adopting a final foreat 
plan I cannot support Alternatxve 3M a~ currently formulated 
1 atrongly Bupport Alternative 2 ,  aa modified by Citizen8 for a 
Uwx-Frlendly Forest Following are the conereme I: have with the 
DEIS in general, and Alternative 3M ~n particular 

h a b i t a t  
pairs identxfied This species has never been listed as 
threatened or endangered under the  Endangered Species A c t  
Moreover, the  U S Fish & Wxldlik Service haB even dropped it 
from the  ESA candidate list In €act, USF&W recently pared i t 3  
candidate list in Idaho by 107 plant and animal species 

The Goshawk 28  doing q u i t e  we11 on the Targhee with 4 9  

Baaed on the USF&W decismn, I suggest t he  Targhee NF reevaluate  
the role of ~ e n s ~ t ~ v e  species i n  I ~ B  forest plan rev131on 
Infomatron you sen t  me indicatea the plan revision placed a 
strong reliance on the fact that: the candidate List on the  
Targhee NF increased from 12 to 4 7  13peczes n n c e  t h e  current 
foreat plan waa adopted. That 18 the reason given for proposing 

~ 

new and more restrictive standardst, guzdel~nes and constraint8 
fox  (former) candidate species l i k e  the goshawk Reason follows 
t h a t  restrictions on other nat ronal  forest uaes could be  greatly 
reduced, now that the number of candidate spec~es are even fewer 
than when t he  cu r r en t  plan w a ~  prepared 

The Forest Service haB made a practice of d a s s i f y i n g  candidate 
speclee as aenaitzve apecies for purpoaes of t h e  National  ores st 
Management A c t  NOW that there remain only 4 Idaho species on 
the candidate list, and the goahawk 18 not one of  them, f suggest 
you re-examine the  prominence you have given to habitat 
constraint8 related to sensitive speczee, 
a l t e m a t z v e ~  inelude an exteneive network of goshawk habitat 
which constra1.n~ other actwi t lee ,  1 would expect to see 
substantLa1 relief from constraints in the  final forest plan 
based on a rE-avaluatmn of the goahawk 

Smce a l l  DEIS 

I believe t h e  30 percent cap placed 0x1 watershed disturbance 18 
too reetrxctwe in several respects In your model, any f o r e a t  
stand which has been harvested and regenerated triggers the cap 
until t he  young trees reach a s i z e  of 4 - 5  inches  x n  diameter 
[ l a t e  aaphng stage] Thia approximates a 20 year recovery 
period in your aaaumptiona 

My understanding of watershed recovery IS t h a t  the preponderance 
of effects, such as runoff and sedzmentatmn, can be expected to 
have dissipated within about 10 yeara after regeneration 18 
established 
especially in t he  relatively dry and gentle terrain in lodgepole 
pzne forests 

Your criteria may be unnecessarily restrictive, 

There i~ something unsettling about leaving unmanaged for a 
decade 7 0  percent of your lodgepole pine stands, a l l  of which are 
at or nearing maturxty We can predict: wzth some certainty that 
much of the untouched lodgepole fores t  will deteriorate and burn 
while the  hydrologic disturbance constraint holds  management 1 x 1  

recommend t h a t  added flexibxlity f o r  vegetative management and 
timber harvest be built i n t o  your plan, particularly LII lodgepole 

abeyance I don't find tha t  an acceptable alternative I 

types 

A l s o ,  I wonder whether your DEIS haa properly a a ~ e a s e d  t h e  risks 
and costs of fighting wildfire which might: have been prevented 
through vegetative management 
disturbance from wildfire must be examined in t h e  same l i g h t  as 

The risk of hydrologic 
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the r i s k  from txmber harveBt 
difference may be t h a t  hamesting creates p b 3  and xncame whxle 
suppressmg f i r e  creates a huge drain on t h e  federal and a t a t e  
treasuries 

If the risks are similar, then the 

If limit: motorized access and thereby control hunting pressure 
it were applied only during t h e  hunting seasan, I: could at least 
understand the rationale 

)rowever, it appears that Alternative 3M proposes tm apply it 
year-round, CauBIng a tremendous reductLon ~n motorized 
recreation opportunities 
OW traila would decline d r a s t x a l l y  
and two-track roads to be closed nunbers 02s 
would not be the first ~ 1 o a ~ r e a  on the Targhee NF Over a 
thousand m x k s  of roads and tralla have already been gated and 
closed under the existing plan 
devastating to motorized recreation users 

The mileage of offzcial and unofflclal 

Bear in mind these 
The milea of system roads 

The cumulative effect would be 

The need for these  reductions LS not  rmmedLately obv~ous The 
Analysis of t h e  Management Situation documents zncreaaed deer, 
e l k  and bear populatlona 
factor far these species, and e l k ,  in particular,  are at ox near 
record 1evela Winter habitat 18 a critical factor far elk, and 
it IS dealt with an other  provisions of Akernatlve 3M 

Summer habitat LB not  a 12mztIng 

1 suggest that: the e l k  vulnerab ih ty  model be apphed as a 
temporary measure only during the elk huntxng aeason 
ather times of the year cannot be justified# at least: not at the  
same standard of a maximum one mile of roadltrall per square 
m 1 1 e  This added f l e x i b i h t y  would f i t  t h e  circumstances to a 
greater degree and would relieve t h e  Forest S e r ~ ~ c e  of the need 
to make e x t e n ~ ~ v e  tra11 and road closures except where 8c" other 
problem, such aa severe erasion, ia documented and cannot be 
repalred 

Its use at 

Plateau Bear. Manasement Unit- IBMU) 
After havinq examined a number of 1 ~ 3 u e s  related to t he  Plateau 
BMU over t h e  past f e w  years, I h a w  come to the conclusmn t h a t  
it IB m c h  poor grizzly habitat that it should never have been 
included as part of t h e  grizzly recovery zone 
dropped since it 1s ignored by the bears and a source of 

11 should be 

ContlAUlng Strife for my ConHtltUents 

On a scale of 0 to 1 reflecting the quality of grizzly bear 
habitat, the Plateau BMU rates only OB - by far  the lowest 
r a t i n g  of any BMU 
illogical land allocation by proposmg extraordLnary land use 
r e a t r x t i o n s  to see whether, in the next t e n  to fhfteen years, 
grizzlies can be lured into using t h e  P la teau  BMU 

NOW# A l t e r n a t w e  3M worsens an already 

A 1  t exnative 

3M calls for new, protectad core areas wlthm the  Plateau BMU as 
an enticement to t h e  bears 
dxscouraged, motorized trails and mads are closed, timber 
harvest 1s n r t u a l l y  elimmated, several sheep grazing allotments 
are cancelled and spring c r o s ~ - c a u n t q  s n ~ m ~ b x h n g  XB 

A t  the same time, human use LE 

All t h i s  mayhem LEI proposed as a ten to fifteen year exper~ment 
to 3 ~ e  i f  a female grizzly wtth cubs can be tempted t o  use t h z s  
sub-par habztat The Plateau BMU 13 not needed The grizzly 
populatzon 1s doing well enough throughout t h e  rest of t h e  
recovery zone to warrant d e h s t ~ n g  None of these proposals in 
the Plateau BMU should be enacted in the final plan 
an example of the over-reachzng land use regulatmns which will 
be necessary to obtam clearanm from the USF&W, then 1 am afraxd 
my position against further grizzly introduction sln Idaho will 
harden congiderably 
separate le t te r  to USFW 

If t h i s  1s 

1 w i l l .  c m m " c a t e  my poaz tmn  1x1 a 

Seasona 1 Cross -.C-ountrv Travel Snowmobile. Closure 
The proposed n e w  snowmobde croas-countq d o s u r e  i n  a l l  bear 
management units from April 1 to December 15 each year 1s not 
necessary and should not be included in t h e  € m a l  plan Thia 
proposal LB a classic example of over-regulation to achieve an 
obi ect~ve The objective as to protect g r i z z l y  leaving their 
dens far lower elevatzons LA the sprxng 

The cross-country closure would cover 431,000 acres of prime 
spring riding terrain 
this type of recreation opportunity as needed to ~ e r v e  a growzng 
constituency in the future, but an the other  hand, the agency 
incrementally elminates such apportunltxes wlth proposals h k e  
this, and proposals far wilderness additions 

On the one hand, the Forest Sen ice  cites 

As I understand i t t  there are very few known grLzzly denning 
sites anywhere on the Targhee NF, and there  has never been a 
recorded cam of anm"bxle conflict with a bear 
bears leaving dens could be accompl~shed with much more site- 
specific and time-specific measures rather than t h e  wholesale 
prohabition which is proposed 

Protection of 

propcrsikg an M Q  of only 3 7 m i l l m n  board feet of timber harvest 
from 487,000 acres of suztable farest land 1n the preferred 
alternative This LEI an embarraaalngly a m d l  volume from auch an 
extens~ve and productive land base 

This suitable farest land base currently holds L 6 billIan board 
f ee t  of merchantable tmber whxh rs grawlng at: t h e  rate of 54 

Y e t ,  t he  Targhee NF proposes to harvest only 3 7 MMBF per year 
MMBF per year - only 7 percent of t h e  ne t  annual growth on 

3 
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merchantable trees 

The public has become much more concerned about sustaznable 
fo res t ry  in recent yeara, and rightfully ao Table IV-19 reveals 
t h a t  the Long Tern Sustained Yield (LTSY) capacity of t h e  
suitable lands ~n the preferred alternative is 27 6 MMBF Even 
that figure LEI only half of actual n e t  growth, and it seems 
suspiciously LOW glvm the net growth data However, even then, 
t h e  ASQ 18 not calculated on t h i s  LTSY figure The LTSY's in 
Table I F 1 9  were d l  substantially reduced by a method of f i e l d  
validation whxh 13 no t  revealed ~n t h e  DEIS The LTSY for  
Alternative 3M was reduced to 14 9 MMBF by a process which ie not 
documented in the DEIS and no t  available for comment by the 
public Subsequently, the ASQ'a in Table IV-21 were built from 
t h e  lower LTSY figures 

The data and  h m  it ha3 been uaed to calculate M Q  raise serious 
quea t 1 ons G i v e n  t h e  sta~ding volume and t h e  m l x d  growth rate 
(which doesn't even account fo r  growth on young timber stands),  
it appear3 the LTSY should be higher Beyond that, it is not 
clear how t he  FORPLAN results fo r  LTSY were f~eld-validated 
Some downward adjustment of ASQ XB appropriate to account for an- 
ground conditions which aren't reflected in t he  model, but a 50 
percent reductxon as we aee accurrlng 1x1 t h e  preferred 
alternative Beems excese~ve Such a large adgustment calls m t o  
quest~orr fomulataon of the model in the E z m t  place 

The Targhee NF should be able ta support a far  larger annual 
ti'mber harvest on a sustainable bas is  than is documented in the  
DEIS 
for arriving at LTSY and the proposed ASQ 

1 am asking t h a t  you re-examine your data and your process 

SeLting those matters aside, tfmber harvest on the  Targhee NF 
would n o t  even reach the  LTSY level until t h e  sixth decade in 
Alternative 3M In Alternative 2 t h e  LTSY would not be reached 
unt1.1 t he  n i n t h  decade Obviously, t h e  ASQ has been severely 

It 
13 m y  sincere hope t h a t  a re-examination of t h e  constraints, as I 
have suggested abovet would point  t h e  way toward a higher and 
more credible t i m b e r  output in t h i s  plan period That end could 
be partly met: by p u l h n g  more harvest vdums i n t o  the  first 
decade of the plan 30 as to create a smoother t r a n s ~ t m n  toward 
LTSY in future decades 

capped by t h e  vari0~3 constraints d~scussed in my comments 

Cor]lrtlunitv Needs 
In my view, insufficient attentLon ha3 been paid in t h e  DEI$ to 
the economic needs of t h e  local cc"unit:y and to t h e  possibility 
of o f f e r i n g  a timber sale program which would s u s t a ~ n  t h e  local 
foreBt products indus t ry  at i t s  current  level (about 20 MMBF) 
The preferred alternative w ~ l l  supply only 21 percent of the 
local demand for forest products, though i t  has the potentLal to 

do far more It appears that one constraint 16 piled on another, 
and when a l l  1s sa id  and done, only a tiny amount o€ tLmber 
harvest 18 found to be permieBiblt, irrespectrve of t h e  very 
clear and forceful statement of needs being voiced by several 
counties and t h e  communities which are inseparable from t h e  
Targhee Nataonal Foreat 

The voxces of these governments and citizens were heard through 
the unusual step they took to place a ballot initiative in local 
elections amountrng to a referendum on forest plan a l t e rna twes  
That referendum soundly r q e c t e d  the  preferred alternatlve and 
endorsed Alternative 2 
on land management matters are likely to result from a broad- 

In t h i s  case, the  local based C ~ ~ S P ~ S U S  of  local  participante 
citizens and communities have spoken, and I hope the Targhee NF 
has listened and w i l l  act accordingly ~n the final plan revision 

It LEI my opinion that the best decasaons 

Finally, X note that a ~ e l e c t i a ~  criterion designed to meet the 
needs of t h e  l o c a l  ~ 0 m m m 1 t 1 e s  appears nowhere among the 
priorities used to select the  preferred a1ternatLve Instead, 
the moat important Criterion ~n t h e  8electlOn was assigned to 
"Ecological procea~ and patterns aB meamred by patch a i z e  
limztatrona Only an inszdler would understand what t hzs  means 
Perhaps in the aelaction of t h e  final forest plan, the needs of 
people could be given more prominence 

,Summary 
In summary, I've related a number of my concerns and 1 ask that 
you conszder them in drafting your final documents The revision 
o f  the fo res t  plan 1s a complex undertaking with many legitimate 
forces at play, and I commend you and the Forest Planning Team 
f o r  your e ~ ~ n c e r e  ef for ts  to follow the ~ c i e n c e ,  and yet, reach an 
appropriate balance where you have dimretion to do BO 

This public comment: perzod on t h e  DEIS 16 t h e  appropriate time to 
question application of the science and make needed changea ~n 
the flow of products and opportunities which t h e  draft plan 
proposes I a m  pleased to be able to offer my v m w g  and 
comments, and if any questions arrae, I would be happy to discuss 
them further with you 

United S h e s  Senator 
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HEALTH 8 WELFARE 

Idaho State Senate 
State Capird Butldrng 
PO Box83720 

A Q ,  

Borse Idaho 83720 0081 

June 2 5 #  I996 

H r  Jerry Reese 
Forest Supervisor 
Targhee National Fore3t 
Box 208 
St Anthony# Idaha 8 3 4 4 5  

D e a r  Hr R ~ E I M I  
--‘-------- 

Thank you for  t h e  opportunity  to comment on the draft Targhee 
Foreat Plan A t  the 0utseC 1 want to exprem3 m y  opposftion to the 
F m m t  S e r v i c ~ ’ ~  preferred Alternat ive  3H and give my support to 
the CUFF A l t e r n a t i v e  2 ,  Details of ray position followm 

P f r s t ,  l e t  mE ~ a y  t h a t  am a State Senator from District 27, XT 
represent the people of Madison County and s i x  precincts f n  Frelaont 
County i n c l u d i n g  I s l a n d  Park. In the May 28th Primary election a 
nonbinding referendum w a ~  on t h e  b a l l o t  g i v i n g  ~ ~ t e r a  an 
opportunity Co choose between Alternative 3H and the CUFF 
Al ternat ive  2 The voters in District 27 chose CUFF Al ternat ive  2 
by a 3-1 margin an d i d  the voterB in t h e  other  countfee 1 urge 
you to follow the will of t h e  p e o p l e  fn thia very important matter 
i n s t e a d  of bowing to preesurt tram special i n t e r e s t  groups such ars 
t h e  Y d h w ~ t o n e  C a a l f t i o n +  

I belleve t h e  referendum aays to the P o r e ~ t  Service t h a t  t h e  
people a n  pretty well p l e a a t d  with p a s t  aanagement of the Targhee 
Hatianal F o r e ~ t +  The b u g - k i l h d  h d g e p d e  p i n e  n c d d  to be 
harves ted ,  the number8 of elk have h c r ~ a a e d  d r a m t i c a l l y ,  prime 
t r o u t  firrhlng atreams have been protec ted  by the S t a t e ,  enow 
machining and o ther  recreational o p p o r t u n i t i e s  have been  great ly  
improved and t r o u t  fishing in the  rcgion’m rivers and  streams 13 
unsurpa88ed CountieB have b a n e f i t t e d  from Forest Service  
payments 

by 12%000 acren, The people went le88 government control in their 
lives n o t  nom regulations1 

Xt has  b a m  enid, and I’ve heard you agree, that the Targhet 
Forest Plan Alternntiven are baing dr iven  by gr i zz ly  bear recovery 
goals, But  those  g o a h  rake  little senme along the west boundary 
of Yellowstone Park becaum utudim ehaw it i~ not good grizzly 

have b e m  vary  few gr izz ly  bear sightlngs i n  t h e  Plateau BHH I n  
Yellowstone Park even though t imber h a r v e ~ t A n g ,  grazing, m o w  
machining and ORV UBE are p r o h i b i t e d ,  Why then 8hould g r i z z l y  bear 
rcmvcry drdvc t h e  planning promsa? X can t e l l  you chis, t h e  
Idaho Legislatute and most of the citizens of Idaho are opposed to 
g r i z z l y  bear  rtlntroduction in central Idaho and they  are equal ly  
opposed to their in troduct ion  i n t o  t h e  Island Park m e a  

bear habitat and few bear have been obacsvad in t h e  & m a +  There 

F f n a l l y ,  you Bhould know that althangh the  Idaho Leginlature 
cannot nubrpit a r e m l u l f o n  to you by June 2 7 ,  1396, there will 
l i k e l y  be forthcoming in early 1997 I can aneurt you t h a t  
such a t e m h t i o n  will support a Tarphet Forent Plan t h a t  c l o a e l y  
follows t h e  CUFF A l t t r n a t l v t  2 Plan. 

dbbtmc R, Lee 
S t a g e  Senator, Dis tr ic t  27 

But the propmed Targhee F o r e 3 t  Plan Alternat ive  3M places 
~ e v e r e  r s ~ t r i c t f o n ~  an the u ~ e  o f  the TarghEe National Formt by 
t h e  public by reducing timber harvest  far below a s u s t a i n a b l e  yield 
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COMMlTTEES 

House of Representatives 
State of Idaho 
July  19p 1996 

House of Representatives 
State of Idaho 

4 1447 I3 L&rA, G l A v  
M r .  Jerry Reese 
Forest Supervisor, Targhee N+F+ 
P.0, Box 208 
S t ,  Anthony, ID 83445 

I 

July 12, 1996 I 

i L c D e a r  Jerry: 
M r  Jerry Reese 
Forest Supemfsor, Targhee N P 
F 0 Box 208 
St Anthony, ID 83445 

fi Over the past few weeks 1 have received a considerable number of 

these letter express strong opposition= 
letters relative to the Ib3M Targhee Forest Plan Revision+ All of 

Dear Jerry 

I have been hearing from m y  of my constztuenta and others 
expressing fruatratum, deep concern and down right anger aver the 

C O U T S ~  are hearrng from these same f o l k s  plua m y  others 
pre€erred alternative 3 M Farest Plan being proposed You of 

1 wall not rehearse the reasons of concern ~n this letter as you no 
ddubt have them memorized from a l l  you have been hearxng and 
reading 

The County CommLssxmmS recommend a similar plan  to t h e  "CUFF 
rtone that harvest about 20 PlWF per year, leaves Alternative + 

grazing at the e x i s t i n g  level, leaves mast of the areas open to 
summer cxoss-cowhy mOtorrzed use t h a t  are open now, and one that 
does not restrict cross-country snowmobile use after  April 1, We 
also Object to more areas recommended as wllder-nsss!  We have 4 
mil l ion  acres of widezness in Idaho, more than any other state  
besides Alaska and California, and there are 6 m ~ l l ~ o n  acres of 
designated wilderness in the Greater Y d 1 0 ~ s t o n e  Reglan, That 1s 
enough m I t  

Let: me just: my, that s p ~ t e  af t h e  constraints that you are 
operating under, such a6 the Grizzly Bear issue,  t h e  3 M plan seems 
to go way beyond the mark and 1 hope you will adopt a plan closer 
to the CUFF Alternative 2 

S i n p r e l y ,  I I  

I I  

I s t r o n g l y  believe, as did the Founding Fathers ,  t h a t  the further 
government is from the people  (emther in distance of  xdeology)# t h e  
more absured are its regulations and decrees. 

Golden C Linford 
27 
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RE Comments on th0 Fmst Plan Revidon 5 

Nonregulatbry SbatBgiBS B 
' T ~ B  City of IdandPark should wMk whh Fremont County, tfw Twghee National 
Forest, and the Idaho Department of Lands to promote pubk acqulddon of 
envirmmmtally sensitive lands vla exchange for natlmal bes t  OT stat0 lands 
that can appropriately be managed as private forest or grdng lands, or 
developed [Fremcxlt County CMnprehendve Plan I paw 30 of prapodJ 
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Pa90 2 of 2 

MADISON COUNTY 

JERRYB REESE 
FURXST SUPERVISOR 
TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST 
PO BOX208 
ST ANTHoNY,DMO 83495 

Dear Jerry "m 

3 

I 

Dmng the P n m q  Electron, the Madison County Commrssron conducted a straw 
poll 011 two altematlues, the resuits of h s  poll were 

CLFF(CI~EXRS for a User Fnaidly Forest) ALTERNATIVE 2 2442 
TARWEE FOREST ALTERNATIVE 3M 783 
BalIots where the voters declmed to participate 487 

A copy of flus b a h t  is attached to tlus comment letter 

We believe that the mess3ge from this poll is very dear9 that the residents of  
Madison County are defmtely UI favor of more access, tmber cutting, p a n g ,  and 
accessability to the Targlm Farest 
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effect on our commuruty as a whole With the revrsions of Range hhagement Plans over the last 20 years the Range on 

Secunty for elk IS a key mdcator m the Targhee Plan The Forest Service essentially 
agreed 10 meet the gods of the Idaho Fish and Game Department wfhout the 
consideration of other multiple uses and the resulting economc effect We feel that 
ageerng to meet the gods of a slnglegency wthout consideratiun of multiple uses 1s 

a wolation of the Forest S a "  multiple-use mandate T b s  agreement has resulted 
in a dramatic reduction m the ASQ as we11 as access We believe that these goals 
are unsubstantiated due to the increase m the elk populabon over the last 10 years 
The number of elk counted on the wurter range m 1996 i s  more that what the mter  
range can support m a typical heavy snow year The Elk numbers have mcreased 
substantially 1 ~ 1  those years when cover was at a nununun As Iong its the numbers 
of elk reinam hgh the argument for h t e d  access and 50 to 60% of the water shed 
set aside for cover IS a mute pomtl 

The mdrcator for p d y  bear management uses  pen road and mortenzed tml 
route densitres as the basis for elunrnatrng d1 of these f o m  of access 
We believe that the agreement 0x1 management IS counter to the best avdable 

scientific ewdence (htetvenors Reply to PlmtlfW and Federal Defendants', Wmted 
States Distnct Court, Case No 93-303-E-WLR) 

@y bear recovery m the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 

B W s  by humans wth f i r e m s  

and cover habitat to prevent the MI recovery gods ofthe G n d y  Bear Recovery 
Plan as set forth by the Interagency G d y  Bear Study Team 

4 The use of the Plateau by the p z y  bear is questionable even under the 
terms of the settlement and the Piateau management strategy 

5 Research has shown that when the p d y  comes out ofhrbematmn that 

1 The Ban of commercial tlmber harvesting wI1 not accomplish the god of 

2 The major cause of mortality to the G d y  Bear poplatmn is access to 

3 Commerml tlmber hmcstmg does not by itself reduce the amount of food 

there 1s little if any food in the upper elewtmns T€us forces the bear to lower 
elevations where there is a vegetation base Lmtmg access to these upper 
devations for snowmobilers where the bear can not emt IS not wmanted 

reducbons m Grapng =e unwanted and are soIely the pchcal agenda of self- 
s e m g  p-es We beheve that there should be no f h h r  reductm 

We believe that the Economic Analysis E madequate 
consideratum the effect of the decisions that have been made smce 1985, the closure 
of four major s a m h  and loss of almost aIl bmber cuttmg jobs 'In thmr analysis 
they refer to the mcrease h tm" to make up for the 105s of these job, but the 
seven proposals severely huts the access to the forest for all mcxtenzed 
tmsportatm If people dont have access to recreate they WLLl take those towst 
dollars someplace else 

doesn+t take mto 

The residents of Msrdmn County have made it clear that they belreve that the 

that the DEE and the Dr& Forest Plan has been prepare for Pohticd purposes, 
bowmg to those who beaten to sue, qpomg the best a d a b l e  science 

Therefore we as corrrm~ss~oners of Madison County request that an altematwe be 
considered that is based upon science, considers the Unique ecosystem of the 
Targhee N a b o d  Forest, and !splays the economc consequences of the other 
seven alternatives We m o g w e  that a supplemental Enwonmental Impact 
Statement wll be necessary for cmsideratmn of t h s  altemauve But we believe €hat 
flus wl1 be best for dl of those that are mvolved m the process 

G E W  LEE JEPPESEN(CHAIRMAN) n 
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CHAPTER I 
FOREST PLAN REVISION INTRODUCTION a PURPOSE OF THE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (FOREST PLAN REVISION) 

This Revised Forest Plan (Revision, or Plan) guides all natural resource management activities and 
establishes management standards for the Targhee National Forest (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Forest") The Revision embodies the provisions of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act (RPA) as amended by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), Endangered Spe- 
cies Act (ESA), and other guiding documents The forestwide standards and guidelines, subsection 
direction and management prescriptions state the Revision's management direction, however, the project 
outputs, services, and rates of implementation are dependent on the annual budgeting process 

The Forest Plan will be revised every 10-15 years, or sooner should conditions or demands significantly 
change 

Development of the Revision occurs within the overall framework of both National and Regional Plan- 
ning The Revision and accompanying Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are "tiered to the Inter- 
mountain Regional Guide Regional planning is a two-way street that helps convey direction from Na- 
tional to the Forest level, and helps transmit information from the Forest to the National level The 
Regional Guide establishes standards and guidelines, and resolves Regional issues 

During the Revision process, alternatives were developed, analyzed, compared, and a preferred alter- 
native selected This Revision is based on the "selected alternative" displayed in the accompanying 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) The planning process and analysis procedures used in devel- 
oping this Revised Plan, as well as the other management alternatives that were considered, are de- 
scribed or referenced in the EIS In the development of the alternatives, estimates were made based on 
broad averages, as to the various activities and resulting outputs of implementing that alternative These 
estimates were used to compare alternatives and to arrive at the preferred alternative Actual outputs 
may vary slightly from those displayed in the preferred alternative, however, the intent of the preferred 
alternative will be met 

Revised Forest Plan direction serves as an "umbrella" for the environmental analysis for proposed 
projects at the Forest and Ranger District levels Future environmental analyses for those projects will 
refer to this Plan, the accompanying EIS, and related documents wherever possible (the travel plan will 
be implemented by a separate decision based on the EIS associated with this Plan) Analysis and 
decision documents will be developed for project level activities not specifically described in this Plan 
and will concentrate on issues unique to the project 

Landscape or watershed analysis is one means of implementing Revised Forest Plan direction It is not 
a process independent of the Plan, but fits under the Plan "umbrella" This process evaluates ecologi- 
cal, social, and economic conditions-present and historical-at a geographic scale between the entire 
Targhee National Forest and a much smaller individual project area It generally assesses conditions at 
a watershed (such as Camas Creek) or subsection (such as Centennial Mountains) scale This assess- 
ment precedes analysis and decision-making on individual project proposals in the landscape analysis 
area Subsequent site-specific project analyses use the broader scale analysis to set the context for the 
proposed activities and their anticipated results 
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Most projects will not be preceded by a landscape analysis because it is an intense analysis process 
However, landscape analysis may be helpful for 

- identifying and evaluating ecosystems in properly functioning condition and systems at risk, 
- providing baseline data and information for project planning, 
- understanding the role of historical processes and patterns within which current management 
actions can take place, 
- identifying priorities for project proposals, 
- predicting cumulative environmental effects beyond the project area, and, 
- integrating individual project outcomes into the larger ecological landscape 

The Revision does not give specific "how-to's'' for project implementation Many implementation plans 
will be developed during the life of the plan that will provide this operational direction These plans will be 
adapted as new scientific principles and methods become available to improve resource management 
activities The Revision contains detailed guidance for implementing travel management plan maps for 
all Districts on the Forest Afire management plan for the Jedediah Smith Wilderness will be completed 
shortly which outlines operational direction for that portion of the Forest 

The Revision replaces previous resource management plans Upon final approval of the Revision, all 
Forest activities, including budget proposals, will conform to it All permits, contracts, and other uses of 
Forest lands must also conform with the Revision Some existing permits and leases are already com- 
mitted In this case, existing contracts will remain in effect until they can be adjusted to accommodate 
Revision direction 

REVISION STRUCTURE 

The Revision provides the long-term direction for managing the Forest When implemented it will achieve 
the desired condition for the Forest 

The Revised Forest Plan is organized into five chapters and one appendix 

Chapter I Forest Plan Revision Introduction 
Discusses the general purpose of the Plan, the relationship of the Plan to other documents, 
and the Plan structure Includes a brief description of the Forest 

Chapter II Summary of the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) 
Summarizes the key information contained in the AMS and describes the need to revise the 
original Targhee National Forest Land Management Plan Presents the Desired Future 
Condition for the Forest 

Chapter 111 Management Direction 
Presents the forestwide management direction, descriptions and direction for ecological 
subsections, and lists the management prescriptions Collectively these represent direction for 
management of the Forest 

Chapter IV Implementation of the Plan 
Displays the timber activity schedule contemplated to meet the Desired Future Conditions 
(DFC) set forth in the €IS 
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Chapter V Monitoring and Evaluation 
Shows how the Forest will monitor compliance with. and performance of, critical standards and 
guidelines in the Revision In this sense it is a part of a larger range of project level monitoring 
activities which take place on the Forest 

Appendix A 
National Direction Relevant to Land and Resource Management 

Appendix B 
U S Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion 

Literature Cited, References 

Glossary 
Defines technical terms used throughout the document 

LOCATION OF THE FOREST 

The Forest contains approximately 1,789,000 acres of National Forest System land located in south- 
east Idaho and western Wyoming Parts of the Forest lie in the Idaho counties of Bonneville, Butte, 
Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemhi, Madison, Teton, and the Wyoming counties of Lincoln and Teton 
The Forest is bordered on the east by Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and the Bridger- 
Teton National Forest, on the south by the Caribou National Forest, on the west by the Challis and 
Salmon National Forests, and on the north by the Beaverhead and Gallatin National Forests Figures 
1-1 and 1-2 display the location of the Forest on a National and local scale 

The Forest has five administrative Districts 

District 

Dubois D-1 
Island Park D-2 
Ashton D-3 
Palisades D-4 
Teton Basin D-5 

The Forest Supervisor's office is located in St Anthony, Idaho 

NettAaes 

449,416 
285,712 
347,l 30 
442,447 
264,341 
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CHAPTER II 
SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT SITUATION 0 

Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the key information contained in the Analysis of the Management Situation 
(AMS) and describes the need to revise the Targhee National Forest Land Management Plan 

Purpose of Preparing an AMS 

As part of the Revision process an AMS was completed in 1992 (USDA Forest Service, Targhee Na- 
tional Forest, 1992) A comprehensive review of the existing Plan identified changed conditions and 
new information, including new public issues and changed public attitudes and awareness, which af- 
fected the appropriateness of continuing with the management direction in the Plan The AMS is on file 
at theTarghee Supervisor's Office This analysis 1) described the present Forest condition, 2) defined 
the progress that has been made in implementing the Plan with respect to accomplishment of goals and 
objectives set forth in the Plan, and 3) showed how effective standards and guides were in achieving the 
desired future conditions described in the Plan Process papers provide additional information These 
are listed in the literature cited section of this document 

Primary Emphasis of the Plan 

A primary goal of the existing Plan was to harvest and reforest the thousands of acres of lodgepole pine 
that had been killed or damaged by the mountain pine beetle To achieve this goal, species/product mix 
objectives were established Concerning species mix, about ten percent of the acres harvested were to 
be Douglas-fir and about 90 percent lodgepole pine Another objective was to provide a product mix that 
was 40 percent sawtimber and 60 percent other products, such as posts, poles and firewood A third 
objective limited the percent or number of acres within each Management Area that would be harvested 

Results of Monitoring 

Monitoring indicated the volume of timber actually harvested, for both lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir, 
was near planned levels This volume was taken from 58 percent of the acres originally considered for 
harvest 

It was expected that the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) would be reached while operating within stan- 
dards and guidelines The Forest began to experience difficulty in achieving this level of outputs within 
these constraints Agency direction states that ASQ will be adjusted if standards and guidelines cannot 
be met 

The species mix objective was achieved, with the total harvest consisting of 11 percent Douglas-fir and 
89 percent lodgepole pine The product mix objective was not met The product mix was 76 percent 
sawtimber and 24 percent other products This exceeded the 20 percent variance set forth in the Plan 

Habitat effectiveness for big game and grizzly bear was reduced through increases in road density and 
reduction of forest cover Some degraded riparian habitats showed improvement as a result of imple- 
menting the standards and guidelines in the original Plan 0 

. 
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The number of plant and animal species on the Forest listed as threatened or endangered has in- 
creased by one with the recent discovery on the Forest of the Ute ladies'-tresses, a threatened species 

on the Forest and there is a need to address long-term management needs for these species The 
number of plant and animal species on the Forest which are listed as sensitive by the Intermountain 
Region of the Forest Service has increased as more information on occurrence and habitat needs has 
become available 

- 
w of orchid Bald eagles (threatened) and peregrine falcons (endangered) have reached recovery levels 

Public Interaction and DFC 

Social needs and desires have changed This is evidenced by the comments received in scoping for 
individual projects, public meetings, and the number of administrative appeals and lawsuits that chal- 
lenged the application of Forest management The proposals most frequently challenged after 1991 
were timber harvests Issues centered on impacts to wildlife and, to a lesser extent, recreation and 
scenic values 

The original Forest Plan was designed by focusing primarily on capabilities of the land to produce 
commodities such as timber or livestock forage The advent of ecosystem management (EM) requires 
that the Forest be managed for sustainability of all ecosystem components, some of which were not 
adequately addressed in the original Plan 

Public comments and ideas received through scoping identified new public expectations as to what 
uses and benefits the Forest should provide The new Desired Future Condition (DFC) which emerged 
could not be achieved under the original Plan direction It is described below 

Desired Future Condition for Ecosystem Processes and Patterns 

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 
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 

Desired Future Condition for Biological and Physical Resources 

Riparian zones (aquatic influence zones) are healthy and productive Aquatic systems are allowed to 
function naturally while protecting flows for downstream consumptive uses Riparian area integrity 
contributes to productive fisheries and excellent water quality Native plant and animal species are 
favored over undesirable nonnative species and sustained populations of all native and desirable spe- 
cies thrive Habitat conditions contribute toward the recovery of threatened, endangered and sensitive 
species 

Desired Future Condition for Forest Use and Occupation 

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 provide high levels of 
satisfaction Year-round human access is managed to provide both motorized and nonmotorized recre- 
ation 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 

11-2 



Desired Future Condition for Production of Commodity Resources 

Commodity production, such as timber, firewood, mining, livestock forage, or outfitting and guide ser- 
vices 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 tools used to achieve desired ecological vegetation conditions Forest prod- 
ucts are provided to sustain social and economic values and needs of the local communities within limits 
which maintain ecosystem health 

New Information 

Another reason for embarking on the Revision was the need to review and incorporate new knowledge 
and techniques to improve sustainability of ecosystems Recent studies and publications indicate, for 
example, that road density plays a more crucial role in habitat management for elk and grizzly bears 
than was assumed in the original Plan Much work has been done to develop standards for nesting and 
foraging habitat for goshawks and other raptors EM efforts analyzing fish habitat in the Upper Colum- 
bia River Basin have suggested new ways of managing fisheries and aquatic ecosystems These 
findings and other information have been reviewed for their applicability to habitat management on the 
Forest and incorporated where appropriate 

Need for Change 

The original Targhee Forest Plan, approved in 1985, emphasized an extensive salvage and reforesta- 
tion program of dead lodgepole killed by a massive mountain pine beetle epidemic over the previous 30 
years This rate of salvage caused, in effect, a departure from a sustained yield of timber harvest and 
could not be continued beyond the first decade (1985-1995) in an environmentally sound manner Moni- 
toring of activities during this time showed it was increasingly difficult to meet the standards and guide- 
lines in the 1985 Plan New information on resource needs and various management practices became 
evident during this time, and by 1990 it was apparent that a full revision was needed More specific 
needs for change are as follows 

*The salvage program has ended Use of the many roads built during salvage operations by increasing 
numbers of people is causing unwanted effects to wildlife, riparian areas, and soil productivity 

-The need to review and incorporate new knowledge and techniques continues, especially in wildlife 
habitat management For example, recent studies indicate motorized road and trail densities play a 
crucial role in availability of suitable habitat for elk and grizzly bears Standards for management 
activities near nesting and foraging habitat for goshawks and other raptors are needed to protect 
these crucial areas Results of studies analyzing fish habitat in the Upper Columbia River Basin are 
pointing out new ways to manage fisheries Some of these findings have widespread implications 
that the revision process was intended to address 

- Although much of the lodgepole pine component on the Forest has been salvaged, there is still a 
need to use timber harvest as a tool to reach ecosystem objectives, supply a variety of timber 
products for local use, deter other epidemics like the mountain pine beetle outbreak, and manage 
the potential for a devastating wildfire, like the Yellowstone Wildfires of 1988 
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CHAPTER 111 - INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides management direction for the Forest for the next 10 to 15 years This direction - - 
takes several forms and is applied at three geographic levels 

Desired Future Conditions (DFCs) are broad target conditions envisioned for the Forest or various 
resources at some point in the future They may or may not be totally achieved during the life of the 
Revised Plan, but they serve to indicate the direction in which management should proceed 

Goal - a concise statement that describes a DFC which normally is expressed in broad, general terms 
that are timeless, in that there is no specific date by which each goal is to be achieved 

Objective - a concise, typically time-specific statement of a condition, outcome, or purpose Objec- 
tives are often measurable planned results that respond to goals 

Standard - a condition of land, normally a maximum or minimum condition, that is measurable A 
standard can also be expressed as a constraint on management activities or practices Standards are 
established on a forestwide, subsection, and management prescription area basis to promote achieve- 
ment of the DFC and objectives Deviation from compliance with a standard requires a Forest Plan 
amendment (except for emergency situations as explained below) (USDA Forest Service, 1993) 

Guideline - a preferred or advisable course of action that is generally expected to be carried out 
Deviation from compliance with a guideline does not require a Forest Plan amendment, but the rationale 
for such a deviation shall be documented in the project decision document Guidelines are established 
on a forestwide, subsection, and management prescription area basis to promote achievement of the 
desired future condition and objectives in an operationally flexible manner that responds to such varia- 
tions as changing site conditions or changed management circumstances (USDA Forest Service, 
1993) 

If the wording of an item appears to conflict with its label, the label shall prevail ("E" for standard, "G" for 
guideline) 

Direction in the form of goals, objectives, standards and guidelines is prescribed at three different 
geographic levels in the Revised Plan This direction is described in the following three parts of this 
chapter 

Part 1 -- Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. Direction is provided for individual and collective 
resources This applies forestwide unless otherwise stated in subsequent parts of the chapter 
Forestwide direction is organized into five components which are consistent with descriptions in the 
Final EIS for this Revised Plan These components are Ecological Processes and Patterns, Biological 
Elements, Physical Elements, Forest Use and Occupation, and Production of Commodity Resources 

Part 2 -- Subsection Direction. This part of the chapter describes the Forest in terms of seven 
large geographic units, or ecological subsections This provides a locational perspective to overall 
management direction Conditions in each subsection are briefly described and broad DFCs are 
presented These are followed by goals, objectives, standards and guidelines as applicable 

Part 3 -- Management Prescriptions. An array of different management regimes are presented 
here which have been applied to various parts of the Forest to address specific management needs 
or public desires The 45 prescriptions are organized in categories and presented in a sequence 
allowing progressively more active management Prescriptions beginning with a "1" provide direction 
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for areas managed as wilderness, wilderness study areas or recommended wilderness, while series 
"8" prescriptions give direction for areas managed for concentrated development such as ski areas 
or utility corridors All prescriptions are organized according to the five components used in the Final 
EIS and forestwide direction 

In the event of conflicting direction for a given area of the Forest, the direction stated under the 
applicable prescription shall prevail, with few exceptions Where prescription direction is superseded 
by Forestwide or subsection direction, this is explicitly stated in those parts of the chapter 
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INTRODUCTION 

The forestwide standards and guidelines are organized by ecological groupings, as shown in the table of 
contents The standards and guidelines in this section of the document are common to the entire 
Forest Forestwide goals and (in some cases) objectives are provided for each resource area and/or 
activity Following the goals and objectives, the specific standards and guidelines are presented A 
standard is identified with an (S), and a guideline is identified with a (G) A diligent effort has been made 
to make these goals and objectives, and standards and guidelines specific to the Forest This set of 
standards and guidelines is the result of many suggested changes made by our publics and employees 

The existing body of national direction for managing a National Forest remains in effect The standards 
and guidelines presented herein provide direction more specific to the needs of the Targhee A sum- 
mary of national program and regional policy and goals can be found in Appendix A The direction from 
the references cited in Appendix A is incorporated herein as additional forestwide direction 

If an emergency event occurs on the Forest, deviation from these standards and guidelines may occur 
in order to protect human life, property values and structures, and forest resources Activities in re- 
sponse to emergency events include such things as law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire 

- 

ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES AND PATTERNS 

Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) 

JGoals - PFC 

0 1 Ecosystems and their components are maintained in properly functioning condition dynamic and 
resilient to disturbances to structure, composition, and processes at appropriate landscape scales 
Ecosystems are not at risk for disturbances that have the potential to degrade them beyond the point 
of resiliency and sustainability 

2 Ecological systems at risk are identified and prioritized for management action 

3 In assessing properly functioning condition, the biological and physical, social, and economic 
components of ecosystems are considered 

4 Management strategies are used to maintain or restore ecological integrity, productivity and 
sustainability over time 

,+Biodiversity is maintained or enhanced by managing as much as possible for a diverse array of 
habitats tied to natural occurrence and distribution of plant communities 

6 Adaptive management strategies are used to gain understanding during project implementation 
and make adjustments to maintain and restore properly functioning condition 

' 

/Objective - PFC 

1 Within three years, complete a PFC assessment within a selected subsection 

Standards and Guidelines - PFC 

1 During landscape or watershed analyses, identify ecosystems in properly functioning condition 
and those at risk (G) 
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2 Where appropriate, during project planning and implementation, identify and prioritize systems at 
risk for corrective treatment or action (G) 

Insects and Disease 

Goal 

0 

Insects and disease are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem dynamics to the extent 
compatible with other resource objectives 

Fire 

Goals/ 

1 Identify the historic role of fire and restore fire as an ecological process, where appropriate to 
achieve multiple-use and ecosystem management objectives 

2. Prescribed fire and managed natural fire is used to achieve desirable soil and habitat characteristics, 
improve forest health, and create or maintain diversity in vegetative structure, composition, and 
patterns as described in PFC analysis 

3 Suppress fire in a safe, cost effective manner where necessary to protect human life and safety, 
developments, structures, and sensitive resource values 

4 Fuel accumulations are reduced and managed within their historic range 

a 
1 By 2007, develop at least one fire management plan for a priority area within each of the seven 
subsections 

2 By 2005, initiate a program to burn a minimum 2,000 acres annually for habitat improvement, fuels 
management, and forest health, consistent with approved fire management plans 

Standards and Guidelines 

When feasible and appropriate, use prescribed burning to dispose of slash in order to return the 
inorganic and organic chemicals in the foliage and small woody material to the soil, to reduce fire 
hazard and to provide seed beds for natural regeneration (G) 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Soils 

Goal 

Long-term soil productivity is sustained by retaining fine organic matter and woody residue on activity 
areas 

Standards and Guidelines - Soil Quality (applicable only to current activity areas)/Forested 

0 Ecosystems - 
1 Fine Organic Matter Generally strive to maintain fine organic matter over at least 50 percent of 
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the area The p r e f e r e n c e  is f o r  f i n e  organic matter to be undisturbed, but i f  disturbed, it should be o f  
s u f f i c i e n t  quantity and quality to avoid d e t r i m e n t a l  nutrient cycle de f i c i t s  If the soil and potential 

adjust minimum amounts to re f l ec t  potential so i l  and vegetation capability (G) 

2 Woody Residue Requirements f o r  Materials three inches in Diameter or larger Sustain site 
productivity by providing the f o l l o w i n g  minimum amounts of woody residue dispersed on the site (G) 

natural community are not capable o f  producing fine organic matter over 50 percent o f  the area, - 

5-10 

10-15 

15-20 

WOODY RESIDUE REQUIREMENT FOR WOODY MATERIALS 
>= 3 INCHES IN DIAMETER 

Douglas-frlninebark (PsmeIPhma) Alpine ilrlplne grass (AblalCaru) 
Douglas-f~dmounlain maple (PsmelAcgl) Alpine f~rlheanleal amica (AbldArco) 
Douglas-Iirlblue huckleberry (PsmeNagI) Whilebark plnelross sedge (PialICaro) 
Douglas-firlgrouse whorileberry (PsmeNasc) Lodgepole pineblue huckleberry (PicoNagl) 
Oougias-fdcommon snowberry (PsmelSyal) Lodgepole pinelgrouse whorileberry (PicoNasc) 
OOuglas-f~r/whlle spirea (PsmelSpbe) Lodgepole pinelwhile spirea (PlcoISpbe) 
Douglas-Iirlpine grass (PsmelCaru) Lodgepole pinelpine grass (PicolCaru) 
Alpine firlwhile spirea (AblalSpbe) Lodgepole pinelelk sedge (PicolCage) 

Oougias-firlmounta\n sweetroot (PsmelOsch) Alpine fldmounlain arnica (AbldAria) 
Engelman sprucelsaflleaved sedge (PleniCadi) Alpine firlcommon snowberry (AblalSyal) 
Alpine fidninebark (AblaPhma) Alpine firlweslern meadow-rue (Ablalrhoc) 
Alpine firlblue huckleberry (AblaNagl) Alpine lrloregon grape (Ablemere) 
Alpine firlgrouse whonleberly (Ablal Vasc) 

Engelman sprucelsweelscenled bedstraw Alpine firlbaneberry (AlbalAcru) 
(PienIGalr) Alpine brlmounlain Sweelrooi (AbldOsch) 

Wwdy Residue 

Requlremenl 1 (tonslacre) 11 I Forest Habilal Type 

Limber p#nelcurl-ieaf mounlain mahogany (PIVCele) Douglas-tirlmounlain snowberry (PsmeISyor) I 3-5 I Oouqlas-lirlcommon iuniper (PsmdJuco) Lodgepole pinelheartleaf arnica (PincoIArco) I 

3 During site preparation treatments, strive to avoid disturbing concentrated areas o f  soil wood (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Slope Stability for Mineral Activities 

1 In areas of high mass instability, that have been ground ver i f i ed ,  occupancy shall not be allowed 
(S) 

2 In areas i d e n t i f i e d  as having moderate ins tab i l i t y ,  and that are ground ver i f ied,  occupancy may be 
allowed provided it can be shown the project design can prevent unacceptable resource damage 
(G) 

Caves 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 Restrict logging, road construction, and other uses o f  heavy equipment above or in the vicinity o f  
a cave with a thin roo f ,  or the course of such a cave, If there is a potential f o r  damage (G) 

2 Retain vegetation in the vicinity o f  a cave or cave course if  it is required to protect the cave's 
microenvironment (habitat, climate, vegetation, etc ) (G) 
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3 Fell trees away from the cave and its course if timber harvesting is permitted in the vicinity of a 
cave (G) 

4 Cave entrances will not be altered or used as disposal sites for slash or other refuse and no action 
will be taken to prevent or hinder ingress or egress of cave-dependent wildlife Gating of cave 
entrances will be allowed as long as physical alteration of the entrance is not needed to construct the 
gate Wilderness values will also be considered prior to installing such structures (S) 

5 Management activities will not be permitted within any area draining into a cave if they are likely to 
affect the cave ecosystem through sedimentation, soil sterilization, the addition of nutrients or other 
chemicals (including pesticides, herbicides, andfertilizers) or by changing thecave's natural hydrology 
6) 
6 Do not allow alteration of natural surface drainage into or away from caves (S) 

Lands 

Goals 

1 A well planned system of reliable and technically feasible energy corridors are provided to serve 
existing and future regional and local energy needs, compatible with other resource needs and 
objectives These corridors may be either designated (prescription 8 1) or nondesignated (other 
prescriptions) 

2 The National Forest System lands set aside for utility corridors are minimized to reduce fragmentation 
and minimize acres allocated for that use 

Remove utility facilities located in avoidance or exclusion areas as it becomes practical to do so 

Standards and Guidelines 

Allow for essential access for repair and malntenance of facilities within energy corridors (S) 

Avoid parallel corridors Consolidate facilities within existing energy corridors where feasible (G) 

Bury new lines and upgrades/replacements when feasible (G) 

Proponents of new facilities within existing corridors, and new corridor routes, must demonstrate 
clearly that the proposal is in the public interest, and that no other reasonable alternative exists to 
public land routing (G) 

Minerals 

Goal 

Implement leasing decisions including identification of lands available for leasing made in the Forest 
Oil and Gas Leasing EIS and its associated Record of Decision 

Standards and Guidelines - Locatable and Mineral Materials 

1 Common Minerals Give pnority to use of currently developed common mineral (natural gravel 
and hard rock) material sources over undeveloped sources Exceptions should be made when existing 
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-- 
sources are unable to economically supply the quality and quantity of material needed or when 
conflicts with other resource uses are found to be unacceptable (G) 

2 The Forest is open to exploration and development and production of locatable, leasable, and 
mineral material resources unless otherwise specified in the management prescriptions (S) 

3 Oil and gas pipelines and other related utilities should share utility corridors except as needed to 
meet other resource objectives (G) 

- 
BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Fisheries, Water, and Riparian Resources 

Goals 

1 Maintain or improve water quality to meet water quality standards for the States of Idaho and 
Wyoming 

2 Water quality will improve on stream segments on the Forest identified by the States of Idaho and 
Wyoming as having water quality concerns and they are removed from the Water Quality Limited list 

3 Maintain or restore water quality, to a degree that provides for stable and productive riparian and 
aquatic ecosystems 

4 Maintain or restore stream channel integrity, channel processes, and the sediment regime (including 
the elements of timing, volume, and character of sediment input and transport) under which the 
riparian and aquatic ecosystems naturally developed 

5 Maintain or restore instream flows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats, the stability 
and effective function of stream channels, and the ability to route discharges 

6 Maintain or restore the natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and 
wetlands 

7 Maintain or restore the diversity and productivity of native and desirable nonnative plant communities 
in riparian zones. 

8 Maintain or restore riparian vegetation to 

A Provide an amount and distribution of large woody debris characteristic of natural aquatic and 
riparian ecosystems, 

B Provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation within the riparian and aquatic zones, 

C Help achieve rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration characteristic of 
those under which the communities developed naturally 

9 Maintain or restore aquatic habitats necessary to support overall biodiversity, including unique 
genetic fish stocks such as native cutthroat trout that evolved within the specific geo-climatic regions 

10 Maintain or restore habitat to support populations of well-distributed native and desired nonnative 
plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability of riparian-dependent 
communities 
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11 Wherever possible, secure water rights for maintenance of riparian and aquatic habitat, under 
State appropriative law, State reserved rights (in Wyoming), and Federal reserved rights 

12 Focus maintenance and restoration efforts, where needed, within inventoried hydrologically 
disturbed watersheds 

13 Participate in cooperative river basin planning efforts Coordinate management activities to be 
consistent with the results of these efforts including the Henry's Fork Basin Plan and the South Fork 
Snake Basin Plan 

Objectives 

1 By 2007, complete watershed improvement needs backlog in the LemhilMedicine Lodge, Big Hole 
Mountains, and Caribou Range Mountains Subsections Verify watershed improvement needs 
identified in the Teton Basin Study Inventory watershed improvement needs on the Centennial 
Mountains, Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus, and Teton Range Subsections 

2 Within two years after the ROD is signed, coordinate with the States of Idaho and Wyoming to 1) 
reassess the health of native cutthroat trout populations within the Lemhi/Medicine Lodge, Centennial 
Mountains, Island Park, Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus, and Teton Range Subsections, 2) use this 
information to further define species recovery needs and opportunities and to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the Native Trout Watersheds, and 3) determine which subwatersheds (drainages) within Native 
Trout Watersheds are vital to native cutthroat trout recovery The designated Native Trout Watersheds 
on the Forest are Elk Creek (003), Palisades Creek (004), Rainey Creek (005), Pine Creek (006), 
Heise (007), Henry's Fork Headwaters (OOE), Robinson Creek (013), Trail Creek (017), Mahogany 
Creek (022), Moody Creek (024), Bitch Creek (032), Burns-Pat Canyon (035), McCoy-Jensen Creeks 
(036), Elk-Bear Creeks (037), Fall Creek (038), Prichard Creek (039), and Brockman Creek (040) 

3 Within four years after the ROD is signed, coordinate with the States of Idaho and Wyoming to 1) 
reassess the health of native cutthroat trout populations within the Big Hole Mountains and Caribou 
Range Mountains Subsections, 2) use this information to further define species recovery needs and 
opportunities, and 3) determine which subwatersheds (drainages) within designated Native Trout 
Watersheds are nonessential to native cutthroat trout recovery 

4 Coordinate with sub-basin assessments for implementation of State water quality standards (Total 
Maximum Daily Loads, TMDLs) 

Standard and Guideline - Watershed, General 

Not more than 30 percent of any of the principal watersheds and their subwatersheds should be in a 
hydrologically disturbed condition at any one time (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Fisheries and Other Aquatic Resources 

1 New special use permits or new Forest Service projects involving instream facilities (exclusive of 
facilities retrofitted to existing dams) must maintain minimum instream flows as specified by the 
Forest or State and, on fish-bearing streams provide for fish passage and include screening devices 
to prevent accidental loss of fish (S) 

2 When reauthorizing existing special use permits or existing Forest Service projects involving 
instream facilities (exclusive of facilities retrofitted to existing dams), where feasible, provide for 
minimum instream flows as specified by the Forest or State and, on fish-bearing streams, where 
feasible, provide for fish passage and include screening devices to prevent accidental loss of fish 
(G) 
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For guidelines 3, 4, and 5, refer to the following discussion and Table - - The following table describes expected values for specific habitat features which are reflective of 
good fisheries habitat conditions and are also indicators of ecosystem health It is intended to guide 
management of native cutthroat trout habitats Although individual habitat features will be measured 
at the stream reach scale, the criteria for meeting the expected values apply at the watershed scale, 
generally for third- to sixth-order streams These expected values are based on the best available 
information including INFISH They are intended as a starting point and can be refined later, based 
on field analysis or literature review, to better reflect conditions that are attainable in a particular 
watershed or stream reach 

Habitat Feature 

Pool Frequency 
(ail systems) 

I EXPECTED VALUES FOR HEALTHY NATIVE FISH HABITAT CONDITIONS AT THE WATERSHED SCALE 

Expected Value 

At least 1 pool per length of stream equal to 5-7 times the channel width 

Water Temperature 

Large Woody Debris 
(forested systems) 

Bank Stability 
(nonforested systems) 

Lower Bank Angle 
(nonforested systems) 

WidthiDepth Ratio 
(all systems) 

Within spawning habitats 13 C or less with a maximum daily average no greater than 9 
c 11 
Within adult holding habitat 16 C with a maximum daily average no greater than 12 C 

> 20 pieces per mile 2/ 

> 80 percent 

> 75 percent of banks with < 90 degree angle 

Must be suitable for the Rosgen type of the given stream reach 3/ 

1IThis cnterion applies to the period of time from spawning to emergence In lieu of site-specific information, use March 
1 to September 15 

2/ Criteria must meet Rl/R4 stream inventory procedures 

31 Rosgen type refers to a stream classification system which categorizes streams based on entrenchment, gradient. 
width to depth ratio, sinuosity. and channel materials 

3 Within subwatersheds occupied by native cutthroat trout or designated as vital to meeting recovery 
goals, avoid management activities that are found, through interdisciplinary site-specific analysis, to 
either reduce habitat features below the expected values described above or retard the rate of 
recovery of degraded habitat features (G) 

4 Emphasize watershed analysis or site-specific analysis to more accurately define fisheries habitat 
features when planning or conducting management activities within Native Trout Watersheds (G) 

5 Values for fish habitat features may be adjusted based on field analysis or literature review A 
clear rationale supporting the adjustment must be documented (G) 
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1 Maintain and restore healthy, diverse forested and nonforested ecosystems through time, including 
appropriate components of dead and down woody material 

2 Use vegetation management to achieve a broad array of multiple-use and ecosystem management 
objectives, including maintenance, improvement, and restoration of 

- forest health, 
- scenic viewsheds and corridors, 
- wildlife habitat effectiveness and quality, 
- hazardous fuels reduction, 
- biological diversity of plant and animal communities, 
- riparian and watershed health and function, 
- vegetation structure, composition, and distribution in larger landscapes 

Objectives 

1 By 2007, identify properly functioning condition (PFC) and systems at risk for forested landscapes 

2 Within five years, complete a properly functioning condition assessment for the lodgepole pine 
community type and develop long term vegetation and density management strategies to reduce the 
risk of a future catastrophic bark beetle epidemic 

Standards and Guidelines 0 - 
1 Where appropriate, use methods of vegetation treatment that emulate natural ecological processes 
to maintain or restore properly functioning ecosystems (G) 

2 Forest vegetation manipulation on lands not included in the ASQ will be accomplished to meet the 
individual management prescription direction Production of wood products will not be the primary 
consideration Harvest will be accomplished with sufficient mitigation to protect and maintain soil, 
wildlife, visual, and aquatic resources (S) 

3 Vegetation manipulation may include mechanical treatments, commercial or noncommercial timber 
harvest of wood products, prescribed fire, or other appropriate methods (G) 

4 Vegetation manipulation through timber harvest on lands not included in the ASQ will not exceed 
20 million board feet (MMBF) per decade (S) 

5 Treat aspen plant communities to reduce encroaching conifers and maintain a balance of age 
classes for these communities (G) 

6 Old Growth and Late Seral Forest Stages 

A In each principal watershed, the combination of old growth and late seral forest stage acres 
will be 20 percent or more of the forested acres Where it exists, at least half of this (ten percent 
of the forested acres) should meet old growth characteristics (G) 

1 For aspen and conifer forest types, acres classified as old growth and late seral should be 
in blocks over 300 acres in size (a block can consist of a combination of old growth and late 
successional forest types) (G) 
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- Within these blocks 

a Maintain 80 percent or greater primary cavity nesting species habitat capability (see - 
Wildlife Standards and Guidelines - Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat) (G) 

b Maintain the wildlife dead and down woody material guidelines (see Wildlife Standards 
and Guidelines - 1 Dead and Down Material) (G) 

c Silvicultural techniques may be used to maintain or improve old growth and late 
successional characteristics (G) 

2 If a catastrophic event (such as fire) reduces the acres of old growth and late seral forest 
below 20 percent of the forested acres in a principal watershed, identify replacement forested 
acres to achieve the 20 percent When necessary, use silvicultural techniques to promote old 
growth and late seral characteristics in the replacement acres (G) 

3 Use the definition of old growth characteristics by forest type found in "Characteristics of 
Old-Growth Forests in the Intermountain Region" (USDA Forest Service 1993) (S) 

4 Use the definition of late seral stages by forest type in the table below (G) 

I LATE SERAL (SUCCESSIONAL) STAGES 

I 
Forest Type 

Douglas-fir 
Mixed Conifer 
SpruceIFlr 
Aspen 
Cottonwood 

Dominant Live Overstow Trees 

Age 

l o o +  
140+ 
l o o +  
110+ 
60+ 
50+ 

40+ 

20+ *O+ I E 
.. I .. 
I 

7 Conduct vegetation manipulations in a cost effective manner Manipulations should emphasize 
desired ecological and multiple-use outcomes over being above cost (G) 

8 Maintain, and where possible, increase unique or difficult-to-replace elements or habitats such as 
whitebark pine, and areas of high species diversity, such as aspen, riparian zones, etc (G) 

9 Do not conduct management activities which alter canopy vegetation within 400 feet of a Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) snow measuring site without first contacting NRCS Legal 
locations of these sites are in the Forest Geographic Information System (GIS) (S) 

10 Sagebrush/grassland habitats Within big sagebrush (Artemisia fridenfata & varieties)/grassland 
habitats strive for canopy coverage distributions on a subwatershed basis (generally 2,000 to 6,000 
acres in size) of (G) 

- Less than five percent of a subwatershed in a less than five percent canopy coverage class 
- Seventy-five percent of a subwatershed in a well distributed mosaic of canopy coverage ranging 
from 5-30 percent 
-Twenty percent of a subwatershed in a greater than 30 percent canopy coverage class 
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Goals - Plant Species Diversity 

1 Preserve unique formations within a landscape (such as cliffs, bogs, seeps, talus slopes, warm or 
alkaline springs, pot holes, and rock outcroppings) that provide habitat to plant species not common 
to the overall landscape and contribute to the species diversity within the landscape 

2 Provide necessary protection and management to conserve listed threatened, endangered and 
sensitive plant species. 

Standards and Guidelines - Plant Species Diversity 

1 Native plant species from genetically local sources will be used to the extent practicable for erosion 
control, fire rehabilitation, riparian restoration, forage enhancement, road right-of-way seeding, and 
other revegetation projects (G) 

2. Areas planned for nonnative seedings or plantings of nonnative woody species need to be evaluated 
to determine the impacts to the native flora within the analysis area and habitats adjacent to it (G) 

3 Introduced species should be utilized in project seedings where native species would not meet the 
objectives of erosion control, such as in high use or impact areas, and where the effects on local, 
native flora is minimal, sites that are currently dominated by introduced species and use of nonnative 
species has not degraded the adjacent native flora; and sites where the management objective is to 
utilize nonnative species in one area to prevent degradation of other natural areas. (G) 

4 Information on the presence of listed threatened, endangered or sensitive plant species will be 
included in all assessments for vegetation and/or ground disturbing management activities Appropriate 
protection and mitigation measures will be applied to the management activities (S) 

Objectives - Ute Ladies’ Tresses (Spirantbes diluvialis) 

1 Map suitable habitat (generally within wetland/riparian/floodplain areas below 7,000 feet elevation) 
on the Forest within three years of implementation of the ROD 

2 Complete intensive surveys of suitable habitat to document presence of plants within five years of 
implementation of the ROD 

Standards and Guidelines - Ute Ladies’ Tresses (Spirantbes diluvialis) 

1 For known populations within livestock grazing allotments, provide appropriate protection, particularly 
during the flowering and seed-set periods (generally August and September) (S) 

2 Allow no ground disturbing activities or changes in hydrology within occupied habitat without 
review by botanist and interdisciplinary team (S) 

Goals - Special Forest Products 

1 Establish guidelines for commercial harvesting of special forest product species 

2 Provide for the historical, cultural, and recreational uses, as well as rights and privileges afforded 
Native Americans under treaties and agreements, before commercial uses of special forest products 
are allowed 
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Goals 

1 Wildlife biodiversity is maintained or enhanced by managing for a diverse array of habitats and 
distribution of plant communities 

2 Provide habitat to support the wildlife and hunting goals of the States of Idaho and Wyoming 

Standards and Guidelines - General Habitat 

1 Dead and Down Material 

(Note These requirements are interrelated with the woody residue requirements and are not cumulative 
to those requirements ) 

A On at least 60 percent of the forested acres of each analysis area an average of 21 logs per 
acre should be left consisting of logs in decomposition classes 1, 2 and 3 where they exist 
(USFS, 1979) (G) (Note unmanaged stands or stands where management did not include the 
removal or piling of down material, meet forestwide standards and guidelines for down woody 
material ) 

When this amount of down material is not present on at least 60 percent of the forested acres in 
an analysis area, an average of 42 logs per acre should be left in all activity areas (harvest units) 
consisting of logs in all decomposition classes where they exist Fewer logs may be left if fuel 
loading would exceed 25 tons per acre (G) 

1 Logs should be at least seven inches in diameter at the small end, be at least 20 feet long, 
and have a volume of at least ten cubic feet (e g , a log averaging 9 5 inches in diameter and 
20 feet long) (G) 

a Smaller size logs may only be used in meeting this volume criteria if the area is incapable 
of producing larger trees, or the stand is too young to produce these trees In these cases, 
logs representing the largest tree diameter class present in the stand should be retained 
and at least 200 cubic feet (approximately 2 3 tons) per acre of down logs shall be retained 

b For every area two-acre area in an activity area, a minimum of two logs should be left, 
where they exist, to maintain distribution of down woody material 

2 Winter Feeding of Big Game Allow no new permanent feed grounds for wintering big game 
animals (S) 

3 Animal Damage management will be conducted in compliance with the 1996 "APHIS-ADC Predator 
Damage Management in Southern Idaho" Decision Notice and FONSI, selected alternative "Current 
Program with Livestock Protection Collar " (S) 

a Annual ADC work plans will be prepared using the 1990 Targhee National Forest "Forest-Wide 
Predator Control Environmental Assessment" as a framework for conducting predator control 
activities on the Forest Deviations from the direction in the 1990 EA will be considered when 
necessary to deal with particular problem animals (G) 

b Problem wolves will be managed according to the Nonessential Experimental Population for 
Gray Wolves Final Rule (USDI, 199413) (S) 
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c Problem grizzly bears will be addressed according to the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 
nuisance bear guidelines (IGBC, 1994) (S) 

d Use of toxicants will not be allowed on the Forest (S) 

Objective - SnagEavity Nesting Habitat 

Determine the biological potential for cavity nesting habitat on a watershed basis to enable management 
of some areas at higher levels of biological potential and some at lower levels of biological potential 
and meet the overall management prescription objectives 

Standards and Guidelines - SnagEavity Nesting Habitat 

1 Retain snags within all management prescription areas allowing timber harvest (referto the following 
Tables 1 & 2 for snag requiremenls of cavity nesting species, refer to the wildlife standards and 
guidelines in each management prescription for the specific biological potential to be achieved) (G) 

Table 1 Snag requirements for 100 percent biological potential for woodpecker populations 

ted Acres for 100 
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Table 2 Snag requirements for maintaining various percentages of biological potential for woodpecker 
populations (refer to Table 1 for snag dbh, snag height, and individual species requirements) - 

Percent of Biological 
Potential 

100 

80 

Number of Hard Snags per 100 Forested Acres 

Aspen Cottonwood SpruceIFir Lodgepole 
Doug-fir 

828 769 1037 936 

662 61 5 830 749 

I 60 I 497 I 461 I 622 I 562 I 
40 331 308 41 5 374 

2 Retain live trees for future snag recruitment using the following guidelines to achieve various 
percentages of biological potential (G) 

20 166 154 207 187 

Percent of 
~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  potential 

Number of Live Trees per Forested Acre 

dbh dbh dbh dbh TreeIAcre 
>= 10 in >= 7 0-9 9 in >= 5 0-6 9 in < 5 0 in Total 

3 In analysis areas where snag numbers are low (at or approaching management minimums), no 
dead standing trees should be harvested (G) 

4 Public workforce and contractor safety will be considered and provided for in selecting the 
arrangement of retained snags and trees (S) 

Goals - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

1 Habitat conditions will be sufficient to sustain a recovered population of grizzly bears 

2 Allow for unhindered movement of bears (continuity with Yellowstone National Park and adjacent 
bear management units) 

Objectives - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

1 Meet recovery criteria in the current Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan 

2 Implement guidelines developed by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee 

3 Provide safe, secure sites for nuisance bears as defined by Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines 

100 

80 

60 
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4 Achieve the road density standards in the Bear Management Units (BMUs) within three years of 
the implementation of the ROD in coordination with USFWS and State Wildlife agencies 

5 Develop fire management plans for each of the Bear Management Units (BMUs) to address 
wildfires and prescribed fires, as follows 

e 
- Bechler-Teton EMU --within two years of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Revised Plan, 
- Plateau EMU -- within four years of the ROD, 
- Henrys Lake BMU _- by 2003 

Standards and Guidelines - Grizzly Bear Habitat 

1 The grizzly bear education program will focus on residents in residential and summer home areas, 
developed recreation site users, wilderness users, hunters, outfitters and guides, and permittees 
(G) 

2 Those areas shown as Management Situation 3 (MS3) habitat on Map #5 of the 1985 Forest Plan 
will continue to be managed as MS3 habitat (S) 

Goals - Bald Eagle Habitat 

Habitat conditions will be sufficient to sustain a recovered bald eagle population 

Objectives - Bald Eagle Habitat 

1 Continue current nest location and productivity monitoring 

2 Identify bald eagle wintering and migration - habitat and identify appropriate management needs 

- For the Henry's Fork watershed, within three years of the ROD for the Revision 

- For the South Fork of the Snake, by the year 2003 

Standards and Guidelines - Bald Eagle Habitat 

1 In Occupied Nesting Zones (Zone I) and Primary Use Areas (Zone 11) apply the following 

A Minimize all human activities from February 1 to August 1 (G) 

B No new roads in Zone I (S) Avoid building new roads in Zone II (G) 

C Manage human use on existing roads at levels which do not adversely affect use and productivity 
of the nest site (G) 

D No new developed recreation sites or facilities in Zone I (S) Avoid building new recreation 
sites or facilities in Zone II (G) 

E Manage existing recreation use at levels which do not adversely affect use and productivity of 
the nest site (S) 

F Use the "No Surface Occupancy" stipulation for all minerals activities (S) 

G If eagles choose to establish new nest sites and use areas in an area already receiving human 
use, the human activities may be restricted or modified Expanded human activity, however, 
should be discouraged (G) 
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H Use silvicultural techniques which maintain or promote mature and old growth timber stand 
characteristics in both the short and long term, but reduce the risks of insects and disease 
epidemics (S) 

I Vegetation management can only occur between September 1 and January 31 (S) 

J Use "control" as the appropriate suppression response for wildfires to minimize loss of habitat 
(G) 

K Prohibit new structures that have the potential to cause direct mortality to bald eagles (e g 
power lines) (S) 

L Permit historic levels of livestock use as long as no adverse impacts (such as abandonment of 
nest territory or reproduction failures) occur related to this activity Manage livestock to allow 
successful reproduction of cottonwood where applicable (G) 

M Prohibit wildlife management or predator control activity with the potential to cause mortality to 
bald eagles (such as exposed traps) (S) 

2 Within Home Ranges (Zone Ill) follow existing site-specific management plans (when they exist) 
for each bald eagle territory, or Zone Ill management direction in the Bald Eagle Management Plan 
for the Greater Yellowstone Area when site-specific management plans do not exist (S) 

3 Within Zones I, 11, and 111, prohibit all use of herbicides and pesticides which cause egg shell 
thinning as determined by EPA labeling (S) 

4 Recreation activities and developments will be designed to minimize conflicts with bald eagle 
wintering and migration habitat (G) 

5 New roads and trails will be located to avoid bald eagle wintering and migration habitat Where 
these areas cannot be avoided the roads and trails will be designed and located to minimize impacts 
to eagles (G) 

Objective - Gray Wolf Habitat 

All wolves found in the wild on the Forest will be considered nonessential experimental animals as 
defined in the FElS for The Reintroduction of Gray Wolves to Yellowstone National Park and Central 
Idaho (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 a and b) 

Standards and Guidelines - Gray Wolf Habitat 

1 Restrict intrusive human disturbances (motorized access, vegetation management, livestock 
grazing, etc ) within one mile around active den sites and rendezvous sites between April 1 and June 
30, when there are five or fewer breeding pairs of wolves in the Yellowstone Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area (applies to the portion of the Forest east of Interstate 15) or the Central Idaho 
Nonessential Experimental Population Area (applies to the portion of the Forest west of Interstate 
15) After six or more breeding pairs become established in each experimented population Area, 
land-use restrictions will not be needed (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 a and b) (S) 

2 The ability of individuals holding grazing permits on public land to harass adult wolves in an 
opportunistic, noninjurious manner will become part of their permit conditions so it is clearly understood 
exactly what can occur There is a seven day reporting requirement (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
1994 a and b) (S) 

111-19 



3 The following conditions and criteria will apply in determining the problem status of wolves (USDI 
Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 a and b) (S) 

A Wounded livestock or some remains of a livestock carcass must be present with clear evidence 
that wolves were responsible for the damage and there must be a reason to believe that additional 
losses would occur if the problem wolf or wolves were not controlled Such evidence is essential 
since wolves may simply feed on carrion they have found while not being responsible for the kill 

B Artificial or intentional feeding of wolves must not have occurred Livestock carcasses not 
properly disposed of in an area where depredations have occurred will be considered attractants 
Removal or resolution of such attractants must accompany any control action Livestock carrion 
or carcasses not being used as bait in an authorized control action (by agencies) must be removed, 
burned, treated with an acceptable chemical repellent, or otherwise rendered such that the 
carcass(es) will not attract wolves using methods approved by the District Ranger 

C Animal husbandry practices previously identified in existing approved Allotment Management 
Plans and annual operating plans for allotments must have been followed 

4 If additional livestock depredations are likely, proper animal husbandry practices are employed 
(proper disposal of livestock carcasses, etc), artificial feeding does not take place, and AMPs are 
followed, the Forest may implement procedures to harass, capture, move, or kill wolves that attacked 
livestock (defined as cattle, sheep, horses, or mules only) on National Forest land (G) Prior to the 
establishment of six breeding pairs, depredating females and their pups will becaptured and released 
at or near the site of capture, one time prior to October 1 If depredations continue, or if six packs are 
present, females and their pups will be removed (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994 a and b) (S) 

Goal - Peregrine Falcon Habitat 

Plan project activities to avoid adverse impacts to falcons and their habitats 

Standards and Guidelines - Peregrine Falcon Habitat 

1 For proposed projects within two miles of known falcon nests consider such items as 1) human 
activities (aircraft, ground and watertransportation, high noise levels, and permanent facilities) which 
could cause disturbance to nesting pairs and young during the nesting period March 15 to July 31, 2) 
activities or habitat alterations which could adversely affect prey availability (G) 

2 Within 15 miles of all known nest sites, prohibit all use of herbicides and pesticides which cause 
egg shell thinning as determined by risk assessment (USDA-Forest Service, September 1992) (S) 

3 Restrict climbing and other human disturbances from March 15 through July 31 to avoid adverse 
impacts at known falcon nest sites (S) 

Objective - Wolverine Habitat 

Within two years of the ROD complete a GIS inventory to identify potential wolverine natal den sites 
Within 4 years of the ROD, survey all potential wolverine natal den sites to document wolverine 
presence 

Goal - Goshawk Habitat 

Provide suitable habitat conditions for known active and historic goshawk nesting territories a 
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Standard and Guideline - Goshawk Habitat 

Management standards and guidelines for all forest types within active and historic goshawk nesting 0 
territories follow 

Attnbute 

Number of areas (S) 

Size of each area (acres) (S) 

Post-Fledging 

1 1 1 

Nest Area Family Area Foraging Area 

>= 200 acres >= 400 >= 5,400 

Size-Class Distribution for forested acres 
(Yo) (G) 

nonstockedlseedling 
sapling 
pole 
maturelold growth 11 

~ 

Rotation age (years) (G) I -- I 6010240 I 60t0240 

0 <= 20 <= 20 
0 <= 20 <= 20 
0 <= 20 <= 20 

100 >= 40 >= 40 

Maximum created opening (acres) (G) I 0 I <= 40 I <=40 

Management Season (S) 

Snags and Reseive Trees Zl (G) 

Oct-Feb Oct-Feb Year-long 

Downed logs (averagelacre) (G) 

Thinning (G) 

Open Road Density41 (G) 

Non-uniform 31 Non-uniform by silvicultural 

No new system No new system <= Management Rx 
roads roads Density 

prescription 

I1 Mature and old growth canopy closure for nest sites and post-fledging family areas should range 
between 75-100 percent (G) 
Z/ Refer to previous section on snaglcavity nesting habitat for explanation of biological potential 
3/ Maximize diversity of structure 
41 Open roads in goshawk terntories will be given priority for closure to meet management prescription 
road density standards First priority will be to close roads in nest areas, second priority in post-fledging 
family areas, third prionty in foraging areas Where possible, open road density should be zero in the nest 
areas and the post-fledging family areas 

Standard and Guideline - Flammulated Owl Habitat 

Do not allow timber or firewood harvest activities within a 30-acre area around all known flammulated 
owl active and historic nest sites (S) 

Standards and Guidelines - Boreal Owl Habitat 

1 Do not allow timber or firewood harvest activities within a 30-acre area around all known boreal 
owl active and historic nest sites (S) 
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2 Maintain over 40 percent of the forested acres in late seral age classes within a 3,600-acre area 
around all known boreal owl nest sites (G) 

Standards and Guidelines - Great Gray Owl Habitat 

1 Do not allow timber or firewood harvest activities within a 20-acre area around all known great gray 
owl active and historic nest sites Vegetation manipulation does not include tree planting (S) 

2 Maintain over 40 percent of the forested acres in late seral age classes within a 1,600-acre area 
around all known great gray owl nest sites (S) 

3 Restrict the use of strychnine poison to control pocket gophers within a 1/2-miIe buffer around all 
known active great gray owl nest sites (G) 

Goals - Trumpeter Swan Habitat 

1 Maintain habitat to support ten breeding pairs or more on the Forest 

2 Protect emergent vegetation along shorelines Maintain riparian vegetation in desired vegetative 
condition 

Standards and Guidelines - Trumpeter Swan Habitat 

1 Maintain suitable trumpeter swan nesting habitat conditions including (but not limited to) the following 
lakes and ponds Boundary Pond, Swan Lake, Lily Pond, Hatchery Butte, Railroad Pond, Mesa 
Marsh, Bear Lake, Upper Goose Lake, Long Meadows, Thompson Hole, Twin Lakes, Chain Lakes, 
Widgit Lake, Rock Lake, Indian Lake, Putney Meadows, Unnamed Pond (Sec 19, T9N, R46E) (S) 

2 Change livestock grazing through management or fencing when grazing is adversely affecting 
trumpeter swan use or productivity (G) 

3 No vegetation management will occur within 300 feet of the lake or pond shoreline unless necessary 
to improve riparian habitat conditions favorable for trumpeter swans Management may occur after 
the swans have left the lake or pond (S) 

4 Maintain constant water levels, allow no drawdowns from May 1 to September 30 when not in 
conflict with preexisting water rights (G) 

5 Do not take any recreation management actions that would encourage dispersed recreation activity 
at these lakes and ponds Close these areas to recreation activity if this activity is adversely affecting 
trumpeter swan use or productivity (G) 

6 Implement habitat improvement projects at these lakes and ponds, such as dredging to maintain 
proper water depths and aquatic vegetation control (G) 

e 

Goal - Spotted Frog Habitat 

Maintain riparian vegetation in desired vegetation condition 

Goals - Common Loon Habitat 

1 Evaluate the potential to provide and maintain suitable breeding habitat for common loons at these 
sites Indian Lake, Thompson Hole, Bergman Reservoir, Junco lake, Fish Lake, Loon Lake, Moose 
Lake, unnamed pond (Sec 9, T47N, R1 l a w )  
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2 Develop common loon management plans for the above sites if the evaluation indicates there is 
potential to provide and maintain suitable breeding habitat 

Standard and Guideline - Harlequin Duck Habitat 

Avoid establishing new trails, new roads, or new recreation facilities within 300 feet (on each side) of 
any stream reach with documented harlequin duck breeding activity (G) 

Objective - Spotted Bat and Western Big-eared Bat Habitat 

Develop management plans for any caves, mine shafts, and other suitable habitats where these bat 
species are known to be present 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

A+ 

Goals 

1 The Forest road and trail system is cost effective and integrates human needs with those of other 
resource values, particularly grizzly bear, elk, and native cutthroat trout 

2 Elk vulnerability is decreased and grizzly bear security is increased 

3 Native cutthroat trout habitat is restored through effective road closures, obliterations, reclamations, 
redesign, and improved maintenance practices 

Objective 

Motorized access standards in each management prescription will be achieved as soon as practicable 

1 Within three years of the ROD for BMUs 

2 By the year 2007 for all other areas 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 Road Closure 

A Road closures will be located and designed to effectively control motorized use (S) 

B Restrict or reclaim roads not needed for future management as determined in site-specific 
analysis, at the end of project use Consider historic recreation use before closure (G) 

2 Administrative Use on Restricted Roads and Trails and in Restricted Areas 

A The Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) Standards prescribed 
for each prescription area do not restrict responses to emergency events to protect human life, 
property values and structures, and forest resources Responses to emergency events include 
law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire suppression (S) 

B Prudent cross-country motorized access is allowed to implement projects consistent with 
prescription objectives, in all prescription areas except for grizzly bear core areas and designated 
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wilderness Administrative uses including but not limited to planned project work such as firewood 
harvest, timber sales, tree planting, prescribed burns, wildland survey or fish and wildlife habitat 
improvements on restricted roads, trails or areas will only be allowed under the following conditions 

1 Any motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trail or in a restricted area will be for 
official administrative business only and must be approved by the District Ranger 

2 When motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trail or area is necessary, a sign will 
be posted while project work is being accomplished 

3 Motorized vehicle access on a restricted road or trail or area will be allowed by permit under 
the following conditions when approved by the Forest Supervisor or District Ranger 

a Project work is one mile or 30 minutes walk or greater 

b Equipment is being used that is unreasonable to carry to the project work site 

c Contract inspectors working with contractors who have motorized equipment and vehicles 
which are necessary for the contract work 

This direction (in item 2 B above) supersedes direction in access tables for individual prescriptions 
(S) 

C Needs for motorized cross-country administrative access will be presented and considered in 
analysis documents for proposals including, but not limited to prescribed burning, fish and wildlife 
habitat improvement, timber sales, and personal use firewood harvest The proposal will limit 
access to that reasonably needed to conduct the project Prudent cross-country access to 
implement these projects may be allowed consistent with project-level NEPA decisions and 
prescription objectives in all prescription areas except for grizzly bear core areas and designated 
wilderness This direction supersedes direction in access tables for individual prescriptions (S) 

D During the big game hunting seasons, persons with disabilities may be permitted to use motorized 
vehicles, if needed for mobility, on restricted roads and trails which are designated for such use, 
with an authorized motor vehicle hunting permit issued by the district ranger These persons 
must have a Disabled Hunting Permit issued from the State Fish and Game Departments (G) 

3 Figures appearing in the access tables for individual prescriptions represent direction for those 
prescription areas If no figure appears refer to the following direction (S) 

a 

HenrysLake I HenrysLake I I Bechler-Teton I Plateau BMU I BMU Subunit 1 BMU Subunit 2 

TMARD 1 1 0  MI/SQMI I 1 I I I I I  
OROMTRD) 06MI/SQMi 1 0 6  1 0 6  1 0 6  1 

I 
henrys -a<e 1 - Tnc Targee habona Foicsl pon on 01 the Henrys Lane 1 s L o x  1. 
e x c w  ng Management Sl-alion 3 (MS3, hab.ta1 
h e n w  -ane 2 - Tne Tarwee hF Don on 01 me Hcnlys Lane 2 SUbJn t 
Plateau BMU -The Targhee NF portion of this Bear Management Unit (BMU). 
excluding MS3 habitat 
Bechierrreton BMU -The Tarahee NF portion of this BMU I 

a The access density measurements TMARD and OROMTRD are defined in the Glossary Access 
densities are based on open and restricted roads and trails 
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4 Travel Plan 

The Forest travel plan was developed from individual prescription access tables and the elk and deer 
winter range map The following application dates were developed to respond to local resource and 
travel conditions This direction supplements and is to be used in conjunction with the applicable 
direction in individual prescription access tables 

A Snow-Free Season -The snow-free season direction takes effect yearly in the spring as local 
conditions become suitable to support wheeled vehicle traffic on roads and trails without damage 
Where legally permitted, snowmachines may use designated roads and trails shown on the travel 
plan as open to motorized use Cross-country snowmachine travel is allowed only where the 
snow-free season direction allows cross-country motorized travel after June 1 except in Prescription 
5 1 4  (C) (S) 

B Snow Season -The snow season direction takes effect yearly on Thanksgiving Day Where 
legally permitted, snowmachine travel is allowed consistent with the travel plan map Cross- 
country snowmachine travel is permitted from Thanksgiving Day through June 1 except on the 
Palisades Ranger District which permits said usage from December 15 through June 1 and except 
in (inventoried) winter range as shown on Forest Plan Map #24 Cross-country snowmachine 
travel is allowed in Prescription area 5 1 4 (c) (Big Bend Ridge) from January 1 until April 30 (S) 

Recreation 

Goals - Winter Recreation 

1 Provide a quality winter recreation experience while minimizing conflicts between motorized and 
nonmotorized use and wintering big game 

2 Establish a linear capacity for two-way snowmachine trails for purposes of safety and quality of the 
recreation experience 

3 Provide networks of marked, designated, and groomed snowmachine, cross-country ski, and 
other winter travel routes and trailhead facilities 

4 Provide winter recreation user information to educate users of wildlife needs and promote 
backcountry safety 

5 Promote opportunities for backcountry winter recreation 

Objective - Winter Recreation 

Within three years, establish by prescription, travel plan designation or other method a few 
nonmotorized winter recreation activity areas with easy access for users such as telemark skiers, 
snowshoers, and snowboarders Conform to results anticipated from the Greater Yellowstone Winter 
Visitor Use Management (GYWNUM) Assessment currently underway 

Standards and Guidelines - Winter Recreation 

1 Develop or provide trailhead facilities to match the desired trail capacity These facilities may be 
public or private depending on location (G) 

2 Management of winter trails should be done where feasible by cooperative agreements with agencies 
and groups (G) 
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3 Snowmachine, snowshoes, and dogsleds are prohibited within designated groomed cross-country 
ski trails Snowmachines and dogsleds are prohibited within designated cross-country ski areas (S) 

4 Those areas mapped as winter range on the Revised Forest Plan elk and deer winter range map 
are closed to cross-country snowmachine travel This direction supersedes direction in access tables 
for individual prescriptions (S) 

a- 
Goal - Visual Quality 

Manage the visual landscape in accordance with the planned visual quality objective, as mapped in 
the Geographic Information System 

Standards and Guidelines - Visual Quality 

1 Following timber harvest in lodgepole pine, dispose of slash not needed to meet other resource 
objectives by a combination of piling, firewood gathering, and burning in areas up to 200-250 feet 
on either side of primary travelways, trails, and use areas which have high public concern for 
scenic quality as soon after harvest as possible (G) 

2 Following timber harvest in lodgepole pine, dispose of slash not needed to meet other resource 
objectives by piling, firewood gathering, or burning for 150-200 feet on either side of roads, trails, and 
areas which have moderate public concern for scenic quality. (G) 

Goal - OHV 

Provide a network of OHV trails while minimizing the effects of OHV use on soils, wildlife and other 
users 

Standards and Guidelines - OHV 

1 Discourage OHV use on slopes greater than 40 percent, except on designated routes and except 
for snowmachine use Roads and trails, however, may cross slopes that exceed 40 percent (G) 

2 Areas with slopes of 25-40 percent may require travel restrictions if soil erosion factors warrant 
them (G) 

3 Restrict OHV use on identified areas of unstable soils (except for snowmobiles) (G) 

4 No motorized vehicles over 50 inches wide are allowed on trails unless the trails are specifically 
designed for such vehicles (S) 

Goal - Developed Facilities 

Maintain or slightly increase the Forest's developed site capacity in accordance with the CIP (Capital 
Improvement Projects) Implementation Schedule 

Standards and Guidelines - Developed Facilities 

1 Expand existing developed facilities to meet public needs (G) 

2 Phase out low use developments that have high operation and maintenance (O&M) costs 
consistently exceeding $1 50 per persons-at-one-time (PAOT) per day (G) a 
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3 Rehabilitate or provide heavy maintenance to facilities in Maintenance Class Two (MC 2) and 
Maintenance Class Three (MC 3) which cannot be brought up to Maintenance Class One (MC 1) 
through general maintenance (G) 

4 Developed facilities receiving heaviest use should receive first priority for maintenance (G) 

5 Facilities that cannot be maintained to acceptable health and safety requirements will be closed 
until they can be brought up to standard (S) 

Objective - Dispersed Recreation Use 

By 2007, address soil, water, and vegetation impacts to maintain the desirable recreation setting on 
approximately 100 campsite areas of the 300 identified dispersed recreation sites on the Forest, 
which are in greatest need of monitoring These sites would have limited developed facilities 

Standards and Guidelines - Dispersed Recreation Use 

1 Unless otherwise posted, motorized access is allowed for parking and dispersed camping within 
300 feet of roads and trails which are open for motorized use This direction supersedes direction in 
individual prescriptions, except no motorized use is permitted within designated wilderness. (S) 

2 Wilderness, recommended wilderness, and roadless areas dispersed campsites should be managed 
according to the Frissell Condition Classification System Actions (close, protect, or restore) should 
be taken to restore campsites that do not meet Class three or better (G) 

3 Dispersed campsite conditions on the remainder of the Forest should have no more than 15 
percent of an activity area in a detrimentally disturbed soil condition, as described in the Dispersed 
Camping Protocol (Process Paper X) (G) 

4 Low-development-level facilities should be provided at undeveloped concentrated-use areas to 
prevent resource damage and protect public health and safety (G) 

Goal - Trails 

1 Trails for motorized/mechanized use would be sufficient to sustain use over long periods of time 
and minimize requirements for maintenance or reconstruction These conditions would be achieved 
within subsections in the following sequence Big Hole Mountains, Caribou Range Mountains, Lemhi- 
Medicine Lodge, Centennial Mountains, Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus, Island Park, and Teton Range 

2 Trails for nonmotorized/mechanized use would be sufficient to sustain use over long periods of 
time with minimal requirements for maintenance or reconstruction These conditions would be achieved 
within subsections in the following sequence Teton Range, Big Hole Mountains, Centennial Mountains, 
and Caribou Range Mountains 

Objective - Trails 

Complete an interdisciplinary review of five-ten percent of the system trails each year to determine 
rehabilitation needs 

Objective - Outfitters and Guides 

Establish use capacities using the process outlined in the AMS for outfitter and guide recreation 
opportunities prior to issuing new permits 
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Standard and Guideline - Outfitters and Guides 

Outfitter and guide facilities in dispersed nonwilderness areas should be built in less-frequented 
areas and be temporary To prevent unacceptable resource damage or sanitation problems, facilities 
may be allowed at more heavily used locations Only essential facilities should be provided at 
commercial outfitter camps in accordance with Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Policy camp 
standards (G) 

Wilderness 

The following goals, standards and guidelines apply to all congressionally designated wilderness on the 
Forest Presently that includes the Jedediah Smith and Winegar Hole Wildernesses 

Goal 

Achieve desirable wilderness conditions for the Jedediah Smith and Winegar Hole Wildernesses as 
specified in the management prescriptions The Wilderness Implementation Schedules and a 
Monitoring Action Plan will guide implementation using the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) process 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 Outfitter/Guide - Allow no new outfitter camps (for hunters, anglers, etc ) until studies have been 
completed to determine site suitability and carrying capacity (S) 

2 Recreation - ROS Manage for a primitive to semi-pnmitive nonmotorized classification (G) 

3 Recreation - VQO Manage for preservation (S) 

Tribal Coordination 

Standard 

Forest consultation procedures and intergovernment agreements with the tribes to guide future 
cooperative efforts will comply with the protocols set forth in the National Resource Book on American 
Indian and Alaska Native Relations Working Draft 1995 or its successor (S) 

PRODUCT10 OF COMMODITY RESOURCES Y 
Range ,/ 

Goals 

1 Upland and riparian plant communities meet Desired Vegetation Conditions (DVCs) for site-specific 
areas 

2 Domestic livestock grazing is managed to promote the desired conditions of various resources 
including maintenance of adequate plant and litter ground cover, nutrient recycling, forage for wildlife 
species, seed production, and the restoration and maintenance of riparian communities 
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Objectives 

1 By 2007, improve the ecological status of 1,200 acres of riparian habitat currently reported as not 
meeting Desired Vegetation Condition (DVC) to meeting or moving toward DVC 

2 By 2007, improve 26,400 acres of uplands (nonriparian and nontimber plant communities) currently 
reported as not meeting Desired Vegetation Condition (DVC) to meeting or moving toward DVC 

3 By 2007, implement grazing systems or Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) designed to meet 
Range Goals 1 and 2 above on all grazing allotments 

4 Establish utilization levels for key browse and grass species in either the Allotment Management 
Plan or the Annual Operating Plan for allotments within elk and deer winter ranges 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 Upland Forage Utilization 

Apply upland forage utilization levels to all allotments and/or management areas as shown in 
Table 1, unless determined otherwise through the interdisciplinary team process These figures 
provide for maximum utilization levels regardless of which species of animal uses the forage or 
browse These utilization guidelines apply to native and desirable nonnative vegetation as recorded 
at the end of the grazing period (G) 

Grasses and 
Herbaceous Species 

Shrubs 

Table 1 I Upland Ranaeland Ecosvstems- Percent Foraae Utilization of Current Years Growth <I I 
Season-long Grazing 

Unsatisfactory Satisfactory 
Range Range 

Condition Condition 

35% 45% 

25% 35% 

Rotatlon Grazing I 

Range Range 

45% 55% 

35% I 35% I 

II The figures shown represent the best estimate of acceptable use levels which will provide 
for maintemnce or imprwement of these ecosystems They shall be used as maximum use 
levels unless there is ste-specific information to show that these levels are incorrect Percent 
use is based on a dry weight percentage 

2 Riparian Forage Utilization 

A Riparian Woody Plant Utilization No more than 30 percent use on riparian woody plant species 
(current year's growth) is allowed Thirty percent is the maximum allowed use as recorded at the 
end of the grazing period (S) 

B Riparian Vegetation Stubble Height Standard (these apply to all grazing systems) (S) 

1 At the HGL, there will be at least four inches of stubble height remaining on key species at 
the end of the grazing period, unless determined otherwise through the interdisciplinary team 
process This standard applies to key species of native and desirable nonnative hydric 
vegetation 
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2 Away from the HGL, at least three inches of stubble will be left on the remainder of the key 
riparian species at the end of the grazing period, unless determined otherwise through the 
interdisciplinary team process 

3 Allotment Management Planning (AMP) 

A Salt should be placed greater than 1/4 mile from water, or as far from water as practicable 
Salting should be designed to avoid conflicts with aspen regeneration, conifer plantations, and 
system trails (G) 

B Allow no livestock grazing before seed set of the second growing season after prescribed or 
natural fires and rangeland planting or seeding (G) 

C Allow livestock conversions based only on resource capability (such as topography, water 
distribution, vegetation, wildlife, and recreation), and management objectives and not solely based 
on the desires of the permittee (G) 

1 Conversions may be made in accordance with an AMP, and current range analysis, only 
afler all necessary range improvements structures are in place (G) 

2 All range improvements necessary for the conversion will be financed and constructed by 
the permittee Construction will be in accordance with Forest Service standards (S) 

3 Do not convert from a cattle allotment to a sheep allotment within bighorn sheep habitat or 
in grizzly bear management prescriptions (S) 

4 All proposed livestock conversions will be evaluated through the interdisciplinary process 
Only those conversions meeting Forest Plan oblectives and desired vegetation conditions will 
be approved (S) 

D Forest Service administrative site livestock pastures will comply with the forestwide standards 
and guidelines for forage utilization and riparian management (S) 

E All structural improvements directly required to implement the AMP will be installed and financed 
whereby the Forest Service provides approximately 50 percent of the cost and the permittee 
provides the remaining 50 percent (G) 

F Permittees are allowed motorized access to maintain facilities AMPs and Annual Operating 
Plans will include direction that motorized access must be less than two vehicles per week (This 
permitted access is not included in the OROMTRD ) (S) 

G In Idaho, follow the "Memorandum of Understanding Between the National Forests in Southern 
Idaho and the Idaho State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding Rangeland Management 
Activities" (February 1996) In Wyoming, follow the process outlined in the National Programmatic 
Agreement, Option 2 (Criteria and standards for independent management) until a memorandum 
of agreement is developed between southern Idaho Forests and the Wyoming State Historic 
Preservation Office (S) 

H Monitor heritage resource sites on grazing allotments in Wyoming, and in Idaho consistent 
with the Heritage Resource Monitoring Plan for Southern Idaho Forests (S) 
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I Within subwatersheds occupied by native cutthroat trout or designated as vital to meeting 
recovery goals, identify areas where livestock grazing is causing fisheries habitat conditions to 
fall below or retard the rate of recovety toward the values described in the table, "Expected 
Values for Healthy Fish Habitat Conditions" in standards and guidelines for Fisheries and Other 
Aquatic Resources Include specific remedial actions in the AMP or Annual Operating Plan 
Progress toward meeting these expected values should be monitored and grazing systems 
adjusted, as necessary (G) 

J All grazing allotments will be managed at FRES (Forest Range Environmental Study) 
management strategies A, B, C, or D with exceptions as noted in individual prescriptions (1 1 6, 
1 1 7,  1 1 8,  2 2, 2 4, 2 5, 4 2)  (G) 

Species 

Ti ber Management 

Goal - General 
J' 

Silvicultural techniques will be used as a tool to manage or manipulate vegetation for the purpose of 
achieving Forest Plan resource objectives Emphasis will be placed on restoration of ecological 
function, structure and composition 

Standards and Guidelines 

1 ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity) 

A Estimates of ASQ and long-term sustained yield timber supply capacity are themselves based 
on estimates of volume available on timbered acres scheduled for harvest Total harvested acres 
for the decade may vary and will depend on site-specific project implementation to meet plan 
goals and objectives (G) 

B ASQ will not exceed 80 million board feet (MMBF) for the plan decade (S) 

C ASQ will not exceed 80 million board feet for outyear decades until this Plan is revised or 
amended (S) 

D On suited lands within five-series prescriptions, roadless areas and areas with slopes between 
40 and 60 percent are in a noninterchangeable component (NIC) (S) 

2 Rotation Age Guideline Following are the earliest rotation ages of each species group beginning 
at culmination of mean annual increment (G) 

Earliest Rotation Age (years) 

Spruce-fir I Aspen I 
100 
80 

100 
60 

I 1/ Includes both MX (DF/LP)and MX3 (DF/LP with ES/AF) I 

a 
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3 Minimum Stocking Guideline Following IS the minimum stocking which should occur before an 
area can be certified as stocked (G) 

Lodgepole Pine 
Douglas-fir 
Mixed Conifer 2/ 
Spruce-fir 
Aspen 

Percent of Area 

Minimum Stocking 

Minimum Stocking Species 1 1 Meeting I 
170 70 
140 70 
200 70 
200 70 
300 70 

No treatment necessary for lire hazard reduction 

I/ Aspen counts toward stocking 
2/ Includes both MX (DF/LP)and MX3 (DF/LP with ES/AF) I 

160 ac under 
40% slope 
100 ac over 
40% slope 

Goal - Slash Treatment 

1 Fuel loading on activity areas meets site productivity object ives for wildlife and fire 

Guideline - Slash Treatment 

Alternatives 

1 Reduce single entry loading to 10 tonslac or 
less by multiple entry thinnings Follow lopping 
stds above according to loading 

SLASH TREATMENT FOR FUELS < 3 INCHES IN DIAMETER fG) 

Single entry loading E 

5 TonIAc , use above 
stds for < 5 tons 

Loading 5-10 use 
above std for 5-10 
T/Ac 

redicted and existing fuel 
jading under 3 inches 
iameter 11 

3 Reduce loading of lopped or crushed fuel < 3 
in to 5 - 10 ton per acre by burning or chipping 

4 Rehabilitate by piling, burning. and 
reforestation 

lnder 5 TansIAcre 

80 Ac < 40% 
40 Ac > 40% 

160 Ac < 40% 
100 Ac > 40% 

to 10 TonsIAcre 

11 - 25 TonsIAcre 

Minimum Treatment 2/ Maximum Fuel Patch I size 

Lop or crush to Regional Lopping Specifications 80 ac E 40% 
40 ac > 40% I 

2 Reduce slash < 3 in to E 5 tons per ac by 
burning or chipping 

160 Ac c 40% 1 100 Ac 5 40% 

I 5 No treatment 1 NIA 

i When down woody fuels constitute 30% or more of the total loading under 3 inches, the values in this 
olumn may be increased by 3 Ions per acre 

I Make sure mechanical treatmenis meet forestwide soils standards 
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Objective - Size of Harvest Units and Adjacent Leave Blocks/Strips 

Design timber management projects to simulate natural patch sizes, patch shapes, connectivity, and 
species composition and age class diversity 

Standard and Guideline 

Created Opening. A harvested area of commercial forest land will not be considered a created 
opening for silvicultural purposes when stocking surveys indicate that minimum stocking is achieved 
and at least seven feet high When other resource management considerations (such as wildlife 
habitat, watershed needs, or visual requirements) prevail, a created opening will no longer be 
considered an opening when the vegetation in it meets a particular management objective stated in 
the applicable management prescription (S) 

Standards and Guidelines - Logging Systems 

1 Slopes 40 percent or less will normally be harvested using ground-based logging equipment (tractors, 
rubber-tired skidders, low ground pressure equipment, etc ) Slopes greater than 40 percent, but 
less than 60 percent, will normally be harvested using advanced logging systems like shortspan 
cable systems, longspan cable systems, or aerial systems (G) 

2 Rutting in skid trails should not exceed six to eight inches in depth (wet condition) over more than 
ten percent of a designated skid trail system No yarding operations should take place when ground 
conditions are wet enough that there is a risk of such rutting (G) 

Goals - Fuelwood 

1 A sustainable level of fuelwood is made available 

2 Conduct inventory for better determining the sustainable level of fuelwood 

Standards and Guidelines - Fuelwood 

1 Allow permitted fuelwood gathering in designated areas only (S) 

2 Select designated fuelwood areas that have an excess of dead and down woody material which is 
in excess of that required for ecological function, structure and composition (G) 

Goals - Precommercial Thinning 

1 Thinning results in restoration of ecological structure, function and composition 

2 Mimic tree densities and patch sizes occurring under natural conditions over a landscape 

3 Provide for a variety of future resource products 
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CHAPTER 111 - PART 2 
SUBSECTION DESCRIPTIONS AND DIRECTION 

About This Part 

Working guidelines for ecosystem management state that effects of proposed actions should be consid- 
ered at several geographic scales including one scale larger and one smaller than that at which the 
action is proposed (USDA Forest Service, June 1994) Based on a larger national mapping effort it was 
determined that the Forest wholly or partially overlays seven large ecological units, or subsections, 
which were delineated using physiographic parameters Using this approach resource conditions can be 
viewed at a scale between the larger forest and the smaller prescription area levels These subsections 
are numbered and named as follows 

M332Ek - LemhilMedicine Lodge (subsection comprising two noncontiguous parts) 
M332Ea - Centennial Mountains 
M331Aa - Island Park 
M331Ab - Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus 
M331Db - Teton Range 
M331 Dk - Big Hole Mountains 
M331Di - Caribou Range Mountains 

In this part of the Revised Plan lands in each of these subsections are described Desired Future 
Conditions (DFCs), goals, objectives and standards and guidelines for management in each subsection 
may also be presented 

Figure 111-1 displays the locations of these seven subsections Figure 111-2 shows the boundaries of the 
principal watersheds on the Forest and their relation to the subsections Figures 111-3 through 111-9 
display the individual subsections A listing shows the management prescriptions applied within each, 
and the total acres of each prescription area More information on these prescriptions including the 
management direction they provide is given in the third part of this chapter 

Further Information 

The ECOMAP unit of the Forest Service has developed a National Hierarchical Framework of Ecologi- 
cal Units to improve consistency in developing and sharing resource data and information at multiple 
geographic scales and across administrative and jurisdictional boundaries 

An Ecological Unit is defined as “A mapped landscape unit designed to meet management objectives, 
comprised of one or more ecological types ” (FSM 2060 05) These ecological units are designed to 
exhibit similar patterns in potential natural communities, soils, hydrologic function, landform and topog- 
raphy, Iithologys, climate, air quality, and natural processes for cycling plant biomass and nutrients 

As of this writing, ECOMAP has described four levels in the National Hierarchy of Ecological Units 
Domains, Divisions, Provinces, and Sections A map of the United States (1 7,500,000 scale) displays 
these four levels The land area of the Forest falls within three of those sections The National Hierarchi- 
cal Framework of Ecological Units is shown in Figure 111-1 in its particular application to the Forest, as 
adjusted by Revision and Ecological Unit Inventory personnel 

0 

Domain - Described by broad climatic zones or groups The Forest is within the Dry Domain (which 
covers most of the Intermountain Region) This is an area of water deficit where the potential annual 
water losses through evaporation exceed annual water gains through precipitation 
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Division - Described by regional climatic types, vegetation affinities, and soil order The Forest is 
within the Temperate Steppe Regime Mountains Division (M330) 

Province - Described by potential natural vegetation, highlands or mountains with complex vertical 
climate-vegetation-soil zonation The Forest is within two Provinces 

M331 - Southern Rocky Mtn Steppe - Open Woodland - Coniferous Forest - Alpine Meadow 
M332 - Middle Rocky Mtn Steppe - Coniferous Forest - Alpine Meadow 

Sections - Described by geomorphic province, geologic age, stratigraphy, lithology, regional climatic 
data, phases of soil orders, suborders or great groups, potential natural vegetation (PNV), potential 
natural communities (PNC) The Forest lies within three Sections 

M331A - Yellowstone Highlands Section 
M331 D - Overthrust Mountains Section 
M332E - Beaverhead Mountains Section 

Delineation of ecological subsections was done by Targhee National Forest personnel under direction 
provided by ECOMAP Subsections are described by geomorphic process, surficial geology, lithology, 
phases of soil orders, suborders or great groups, subregional climatic data, PNC - formation or 
series The Forest lies within seven subsections 
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Subsection Overlay on the Targhee National Forest 
and the 

Surrounding Area 
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I 
I 
I Montana \ 

Idaho 

M332Ek 
M332Ea 
M331Aa 
M331Ab 
M331Db 
M331Dk 
M331Di 

Lemhi/Medicine Lodge 
Centennial Mountains 
Island Park 
Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus 
Teton Range 
Big Hole Mountains 
Caribou Range Mountains 

1 I 
I I 

Subsection Lines 

Forest Boundary 

State Lines 

County Lines 

Figure 111-1 

N + 
A 

Not To Sca 
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Targhee National Forest 
Principal Watersheds 

I Both used for watershed analysis in EIS, 
combined for elk habitat analysis 
as shown on Forest Plan Map 22. 

Figure 111-2 Not To Scale 
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LEMHllMEDlClNE LODGE SUBSECTION (M332Ek) e 
SETTING 

This subsection includes the Lemhi Mountains and the Medicine LodgeBeaverhead Mountains A vari- 
ety of vegetation exists with forested communities dominated by Douglas-fir and limber pine Sage- 
brush/bunchgrass and mountain mahogany communities are common at lower elevations and on strong 
southerly exposures Limber pine communities and alpine meadows exist at the high elevations This 
subsection is rich in mining history with old mining sites and remnants of town sites In the Birch Creek 
Valley four preserved brick adobe charcoal kilns remain of sixteen originally built to furnish charcoal to 
the Nicholia Mine This area contains some of the most significant Native American sites on the Forest, 
as well as a segment of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, two recommended wildernesses 
(Diamond Peak and Italian Peaks) and most big game species found on the Forest 

About 37 percent of this subsection is forested, this is more forest land than occurred historically 
Information from the early 1900s indicates that in some areas Douglas-fir has recently established itself 
on lands formerly dominated by grasses and sagebrush Some riparian communities also appear to 
have more conifers than they did historically 

Approximately 90 percent of the forested land is in a mature age class, indicating a lack of age class 
diversity in the subsection With 90 percent of the forests in Douglas-fir there is also a lack of tree 
species diversity Many of the Douglas-fir stands are densely stocked The uniformity of tree species 
and age classes, as well as the dense stocking, make this area's forests more susceptible to ecosystem 
disturbances such as insects, diseases and large fires An example of the latter was the Gallagher Peak 
Fire which burned 37,230 acres in 1979 This was the largest fire in the last twenty years on the Forest 

Aspen forest acreage in this subsection has declined since the early twentieth century due to fire sup- 
pression This is of concern since aspen provides important habitat for many wildlife species It is also 
an important factor in the scenic beauty of the Forest 

Existing biological potential for woodpeckers is 26 to 34 percent This indicates that larger size snags 
are not abundant or well disrributed in this subsection at this time, even though a very high percentage 
of the forests are in mature and older successional stages 

Figure 111-3 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

This area provides quality motorized and nonmotorized dispersed recreation. livestock forage, and elk 
and deer winter range Big game hunting is an important recreational activity 

Italian Peaks is managed as a recommended wilderness Diamond Peak Roadless Area is also man- 
aged as a recommended wilderness Except for the Eightmile-Pass Creek corridor, the rest of this 
roadless area would remain roadless 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal - Properly Functioning Condition 
Manage where possible for a diverse array of habitats tied to the natural occurrence and distribution 
of plant communities Regenerate and maintain plant associations in properly functioning condition 

Objectives - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
1 Improve stream channel stability ratings to good or excellent by 2007 on Divide Creek 
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2 By 2007, reassess conditions on Webber Creek to determine needs for channel stability 

Provide increased designated motorized road and trail access in a managed low impact method 

Provide opportunities for scientific studies of significant archaeological sites 
Goal - Heritage Resources 

Objective - Range 

Within three years of signing the ROD, assess opportunities to modify grazing allotment boundaries 
and permits to more effectively use natural barriers, change grazing patterns, adjust seasons of use, 
administratively close some additional areas, etc ,to further separate winter domestic sheep grazing 
in the Medicine Lodge portion of the subsection from bighorn sheep 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Recreation 
Restrict motorized use to designated routes only, except for snowmobiles (G) 

Range l / ,  

1 To better manage bighorn sheep habitat, fhe Kelly Canyon and Snakey Canyon winter sheep 
allotments in the Medicine Lodge portion of the subsection, on the Dubois Ranger District, will be 
phased out on an opportunity basis (Process Papers Land N) In addition, the winter sheep grazing 
permit will be phased out on the Nicholia-Chandler S&G allotment An opportunity is defined as a 
suitable or favorable time to abolish or close an allotment because of nonuse violations, term permit 
waivers where the permit is waived back to the government, resource protection, or permit actions 
resulting in cancellation of the permit If opportunities do not arise, then efforts will be made to 
relocate or accommodate sheep to other areas When all winter sheep allotments in that portion of 
the subsection have been vacated, they will be closed The intent of not closing these individual 
allotments as they become vacated is to provide an opportunity to minimizeconflicts between domestic 
and bighorn sheep (S) 

2 On the Medicine Lodge portion of the Dubois Ranger District, the sheep grazing permit on the 
Willow Creek S&G allotment will be closed immediately to grazing for watershed protection (S) 
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CENTENNIAL MOUNTAINS SUBSECTION (M332Ea) 

SETTING 

This subsection covers the Centennial Mountains between the east fork of Irving Creek on the west and 
Reas Pass to the east The Centennials, which form part of the Continental Divide, are a scenic moun- 
tain range with high mountain meadows scattered among spruce/fir and Douglas-fir forests At lower 
elevations sagebrush/grasslands grade into Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine forests The recommended 
Lionhead wilderness, in the northeast portion of the subsection, abuts existing and recommended wil- 
derness in Montana The major travel corridors are Highways 20 and 87, and a portion of Interstate 15 
The Yale-Kilgore road is a secondary travel route connecting Island Park to Kilgore and Dubois In the 
northeast portion of the subsection is Henry's Lake, a world-renowned fishery Segments of the Conti- 
nental Divide National Scenic Trail, the Nez Perce National Historic Trail and the Two Top National 
Recreation (snowmobile) Trail lie within this subsection 

This subsection is dominated by sagebrush/grasslands and Douglas-fir communities, some of which 
have seen substantial timber management activities Forested communities cover 71 percent of the 
subsection Approximately 51 percent of the forested acres are Douglas-fir Lodgepole pine (21 per- 
cent) is found in pockets on low productivity soils Mixed lodgepole pine/Douglas-fir (13 percent) and 
other mixed conifers (ten percent) are also well represented Species such as Douglas-fir and subalpine 
fir are becoming established as stands move toward later seral stages through succession Aspen 
comprises four percent of the forested acres, which is less than was historically present Fire suppres- 
sion has allowed conifers to take over areas that were previously rangeland, tall forb communities, and 
aspen Conifers have also encroached into riparian areas 

Mature forests make up 79 percent of the forested acres, indicating a lack of diversity in age classes 
Existing biological potential for larger woodpeckers is 33 to 52 percent Larger size snags are not 
abundant or well distributed in this subsection Severe fires, insects and diseases are concerns in this 
subsection, mainly because of the large component of mature forests The wildland/urban interface has 
significantly increased due to the development of the private lands within the forest protection boundary 
This increases the risk of a fire spreading between the forest and private lands 

The subsection contains portions of two subunits within the Henry's Lake Bear Management Unit 

Figure 111-4 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

This subsection is one of the most diverse and complex subsections on the Forest It offers the greatest 
opportunity to move the landscape toward properly functioning condition while reducing the risk of 
catastrophic events 

The Lionhead Roadless Area will provide access for snowmobiles Its core area is recommended for 
wilderness designation 

Any activities will need to address concerns associated with grizzly bear and big game habitat manage- 
ment as well as reducing the risks of insects. disease and fire to Forest resource values and adjacent 
lands 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal - Properly Functioning Condition 
Move the spatial distribution patterns and ages of vegetation toward sustainable conditions 

Objective - Properly Functioning Condition 
By 2007, develop a fire plan which allows for prescribed natural and management ignited fire, where 
compatible with other resource objectives 

Objective - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Improve stream channel stability ratings to good or excellent by 2007 on Allan Canyon Creek, McGarry 
Canyon Creek, Moose Creek, Dairy Creek, Long Creek, E Rattlesnake Creek, E Three-mile Creek 
and W Dry Creek 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Lands (Special Uses) 
The Leon Petersen cabin and associated facilities will be managed as an isolated cabin Follow 
provisions in Special Use Permit (1 1/25/96) that allow continued use as an isolated cabin until 
December 31, 2017 The permit will not be renewed or extended beyond December 31, 2017, at 
which time the cabin and associated facilities will be removed from National Forest System lands 
and the site restored to Forest Service specification All costs for facility removal and site restoration 
will be the esponsibility of the permit holder (S) 

Range J 
1 To better manage grizzly bear habitat, all sheep allotments on the Island Park Ranger District will 
be phased out on an opportunity basis (Process Papers L and N) These allotments are the Blue 
Creek, Carrot-Taylor, Coffee Pot, Hotel Creek, Icehouse-Willow, Myers Creek, Sawtell Creek, Snyder 
Creek, and West Lake S&G allotments Domestic sheep grazing within the grizzly bear recovery 
area will be managed according to Management Situation 2 guidelines and will be phased out on an 
opportunity basis When all sheep allotments in the portion of the subsection within the grizzly bear 
recovery area have been vacated, all of the allotments will be closed in that portion of the subsection 
The intent of not closing these individual allotments as they are vacated is to provide an opportunity 
to minimize conflicts between grizzly bears and domestic sheep in the event of an encounter with 
grizzlies on sheep allotments (S) 

A Opportunities to vacate an allotment include such events as nonuse violations, term permit 
waivers where the permit is waived back to the government, resource protection, or permit actions 
resulting in cancellation of the permit If opportunities do not arise, then efforts will be made to 
relocate or accommodate sheep to other areas 

B Vacated allotments in these areas will be made available as needed to resolve grizzly bear/ 
sheep conflicts in other sheep allotments in Situation 2 habitat 

2 On the Dubois Ranger District portion of this subsection, the Huntley Canyon S&G allotment will 
be closed immediately for watershed protection (S) 

3 On the Island Park Ranger District portion of this subsection, the Reas Pass, Dry Creek and Jesse 
Creek S&G allotments will be closed immediately to better manage grizzly bear habitat (S) 
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ISLAND PARK SUBSECTION (M331Aa) 

SETTING 
0 

This subsection includes the west half of Island Park, Ashton, and the north dissected tablelands portion 
of Teton Basin Ranger Districts (Jackpine Loop) The dominant landscape feature of this subsection is 
a large volcanic caldera Highway 20 is the only major highway that travels through this subsection 
Among the many scenic attractions are Upper and Lower Mesa Falls, the last major undisturbed falls on 
the Columbia River system The Mesa Falls Scenic Byway, established in 1989, provides motorists with 
an impressive view of the Teton Mountain Range and accesses a summer interpretive site along the two 
falls 

The Island Park subsection offers excellent trout fishing at Island Park Reservoir and along the Henry's 
Fork, Buffalo River, Warm River, Fall River and Bitch Creek The Island Park subsection is also known 
nationally for its many snowmobile and cross-country ski trails The significant influx of summer and 
year-round residents to private lands adjacent to the Forest in recent years is expected to continue This 
urban interface is a growing concern for the Forest The area shows signs of large scale timber harvest- 
ing due to salvage efforts following the mountain pine beetle epidemics in the 1960s and 1970s Harriman 
State Park lies in the heart of the Harriman Wildlife Refuge, with 16,000 acres of forest, meadows, lakes 
and streams 

A small portion of the Winegar Hole recommended wilderness lies along the eastern border of this 
subsection The Big Springs National Recreation (water) Trail and segments of the Nez Perce National 
Historic Trail lie within this subsection 

The landscape is dominated by forested cover types, which blanket 93 percent of the area Forested 
areas are primarily lodgepole pine types (70 percent) that contain small pockets of aspen, sagebrush/ 
grass, grass meadows and mountain brush Douglas-fir (ten percent) and mixed lodgepole pine/Dou- 
glas-fir (1 5 percent) cover types provide some diversity in the area Lodgepole pine occupies the floor of 
the Island Park Caldera and Douglas-fir cover types are concentrated on the caldera rim On the caldera 
rim, aspen and sagebrush areas are being encroached upon by Douglas-fir as the process of succes- 
sion continues 

Currently 61 percent of the forests are in a mature or older age class which provide suitable nesting sites 
for a variety of bird species Since 93 percent of this subsection is forested, creation of young forest age 
classes probably increases the amount of suitable foraging habitat Currently 26 percent of the forested 
acres are in nonstocked and seedling conditions which provide foraging habitat 

Salvage harvesting has shifted 35 percent of the forested acres into the nonstocked, seedling and 
sapling classes Active management of aspen, as well as aspen sprouting in lodgepole pine clearcuts, 
has moved 34 percent of the aspen into these young classes Other cover types are concentrated in the 
mature age group 

Mature Douglas-fir on the caldera rim experienced outbreaks of spruce budworm and Douglas-fir beetle 
in the past decade These have now subsided, but could easily recur given the mature condition of the 
Douglas-fir and the presence of multiple-storied stands Due to fuel reductions and young age classes 
associated with timber harvest, fire is less of a concern here than in most other subsections 

Figure 111-5 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 
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DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Important Forestwide objectives in this subsection focus on grizzly bear habitat management and elk 
Road closures and vegetation treatments aimed at improving cover and maintaining forest health are 
opportunities to achieve these objectives 

This area will have improved recreation access and quality, particularly on the Highway 47-Mesa Falls 
Scenic Byway and for snowmobile use linked to West Yellowstone 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal - Properly Functioning Condition 
Move toward patch sizes that better reflect historical patterns and frequencies of disturbance Manage 
forest structure to reflect historic patterns as they are determined 

Goal - Fire 
Use management-ignited fire where possible to meet resource objectives 

Goal - Recreation 
Maintain visual quality and visitor interpretation facilities along the Highway 47 Mesa Falls Scenic 
Byway 

STANDARDS AND GUlDELlN S 

Waterfowl Nesting Area J 
The Goose Neck Bav area on Island Park Reservoir is closed to motorized vehicle use ADril 1 to 
June 15, and open td motorized vehicle use the remainder of the year (S) 

Range 
o n  the Ashton Ranger District portion of this subsection, the Fish Creek, Partridge Creek, Trail 
Canyon and Black Mountain S&G allotments will be closed immediately to grazing to better manage 
grizzly bear habitat (S) 
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MADISON-PITCHSTONE PLATEAUS SUBSECTION (M331Ab) 

The largest portion of the Madison Plateau subsection lies within Yellowstone National Park The por- 
tion on the Forest is managed by the Island Park and Ashton Ranger Districts next to Yellowstone 
National Park The Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road and Fish Creek Road are the major access routes 
through the area Grassy Lake, a 320-acre artificial lake, as well as other lakes and streams in the area, 
are popular fishing areas and are accessed by the Ashton-Flagg Ranch road Several organized youth 
camps fall within this subsection The Cave Falls road is the only motorized access to the southwest 
portion of Yellowstone Park Segments of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail and the Two Top 
National Recreation (snowmobile) Trail lie within this subsection 

Forests comprise 97 percent of the area Lodgepole pine is the most common forest cover type (76 
percent), with mixed stands of lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir making up the remaining forested area 
(24 percent) Relatively minor amounts of aspen and various mixed conifers provide some diversity The 
southern portion of the subsection is unique in that there are many wet meadows and small lakes 
intermingled with the forests 

The 1988 North Fork Fire scorched 17,700 acres in the northern part of this subsection, stimulating 
aspen suckering in numerous locations This fire event and past timber harvesting primarily in the north 
half of the subsection have shifted 39 percent of the lodgepole pine into the nonstocked, seedling and 
sapling age classes Active management of aspen has also provided some age class diversity Due to 
fuel reductions and young age classes resulting from these disturbances, fire is less of a concern here 
than in many other areas However, conditions in the southern portion of the Madison subsection are 
presenting some fire risks as aspen and lodgepole pine stands convert to Douglas-fir through succes- 
sion Mature subalpine fir and Douglas-fir in this southern area experienced outbreaks of western bal- 
sam bark beetle and Douglas-fir beetle in the past decade These conditions have subsided, but could 
easily recur since vegetation conditions have not changed 

Currently 63 percent of the forests are in a mature or older age classes and provide suitable nesting 
sites for various bird species Currently 23 percent of the forested acres are in nonstocked and seedling 
conditions which provide foraging habitat 

The two designated wildernesses on the Forest lie wholly or partially within this subsection The Jede- 
diah Smith Wilderness (123,451 acres) is mostly in the Teton Range subsection with the balance in the 
Madison Plateau subsection The Winegar Hole Wilderness (10,715 acres) is totally within the Madison 
Plateau subsection Winegar Hole is largely primitive with very little use This is mostly due to access 
difficulty, since there are only four miles of trail in the area Use of this area is mostly for hunting big 
game The Jedediah Smith is intensively used in the summer with approximately 60,000 visits (hiking, 
backpacking and horseback riding) This is a spectacular mountainous area on the west slope of the 
famous Teton Mountain Range These wildernesses are two of twelve designated in the Greater Yel- 
lowstone Area which total 3 8 million acres An area in this subsection in Idaho adjoining Wyoming's 
Winegar Hole Wilderness is recommended for wilderness designation 

Figure 111-6 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

This subsection will contribute toward grizzly bear and elk habitat management objectives, and provide 
primitive to semi-primitive recreation opportunities Vegetation management may be used to reduce 
threats to remaining habitat from fire, insects and disease Roads will be closed to improve security for 
grizzly bears and other wildlife 

a 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal - Properly Functioning Condition 
Move the area toward its properly functioning condition with a full mix of age classes, larger patch 
sizes and connectivity between stands 

Goal - Fire 
Use management-ignited and natural fire to meet resource objectives Comply with the Jededtah 
Smith Wilderness Fire Management Plan 

Goal - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Effective rehabilitation of the North Fork Fire burn area to stabilize slopes and reduce sediment 
delivery to streams 
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TETON RANGE SUBSECTION (M331Db) 

SETTING 
0 

This area encompasses the Teton Mountains, bounded on the north by South Boone Creek, on the 
south by Highway 22, on the west by the Teton Basin and on the east by Jackson Hole in Wyoming The 
Teton Range is a spectacular line of high peaks rising abruptly along the east side of the Teton Basin 
The landscape is a diverse mix of forested and open vegetation The Jedediah Smith Wilderness traverses 
the upper portions of the west slopes of the Teton Mountains The Grand Targhee Ski and Summer 
Resort is a major tourist destination Two permitted organized youth camps operate within the subsec- 
tion This area is known for its many backcountry trail systems, which are accessible by horse or foot 

The landscape is a diverse mix of forested (57 percent) and open (43 percent) community types Forest 
tree species include Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine and mixed conifers Lodgepole is mixed with Douglas- 
fir in 31 percent of the forested area, indicating that the pine is converting to Douglas-fir through succes- 
sion Open Douglas-fir forests, mountain brush, aspen, and sagebrush pockets are found predomi- 
nately on south and west aspects Aspen is being encroached upon by conifers as succession pro- 
ceeds, and the amount of aspen has declined compared with historic levels due to fire suppression 
Upper elevations are characterized by dense mixed conifer forests, open grasdforb meadows, and 
talus slopes Conifers are moving into riparian areas and mountain meadows due to fire suppression 

Since much of the Teton Range subsection is designated wilderness, timber harvest has been limited 
Due to this fact and long-term fire suppression only one percent of the forested acres is in the nonstocked, 
seedling or sapling age classes The preponderance of mature and older forests (97 percent of total) 
make this area suitable habitat for species such as marten and owls that prefer late-seral-sta'ge forests 
Conversely the lack of fire has contributed to a decline in habitat for bighorn sheep and promoted 
susceptibility of the forested lands to insect infestations, diseases and large-scale fires In recent years 
the western balsam bark beetle has been active in the subalpine fir The Douglas-fir beetle has killed 
pockets of Douglas-fir in the past decade, but beetle populations have declined since 1992 

The Jedediah Smith Wilderness (123,451 acres) is mostly in the Teton Range subsection with the 
balance in the Madison Plateau subsection The Jedediah Smith is intensively used yearlong with ap- 
proximately 60,000 visits per year Some of this use is shared with Grand Teton National Park, lying 
immediately to the east across the Teton Crest 

The Bechler - Teton Bear Management Unit is also partially within the subsection In addition to grizzly 
bears, peregrine falcon, bighorn sheep and many big game species inhabit the area 

Teton Valley has been experiencing a development boom recently and urban interface is a growing 
concern for the Forest 

Figure 111-7 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

The Teton Range subsection is dominated by the lands inside the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Over 73 
percent of the subsection is wilderness where the focus is to provide quality wilderness experiences 
The description of the potential experience is described in Prescriptions 1 1 6, 1 1 7 and 1 1 8 

The subsection includes the Grand Targhee Ski and Summer Resort, which will be managed to provide 
a safe and enjoyable recreation experience 
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The subsection includes the Bechler - Teton Bear Management Unit This area will experience little 
vegetation treatment in the near future while providing a high degree of security for grizzly bear 

The remaining lands in the subsection will provide for motorized recreation while improving big game 
winter range These will be managed to reduce or eliminate conflicts with adjacent wilderness 

Of critical importance to this subsection is the high amount of mature and overmature vegetation To 
achieve the desired vegetation conditions for all of the management prescriptions will require careful fire 
management since little of this area will be available for silviculture treatment 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Objective - Fire 
L / '  -ib ; 7  

By 2007 complete a fire management plan for the Teton Range subsection which will include 
opportunities for improving bighorn sheep habitat 

Objective - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Improve stream channel stability ratings to good or excellent by 2007 where natural conditions allow 
on Teton Creek, N Leigh, S Leigh, Moose Creek, Trail Creek, Fox Creek, and Kiln Creek where 
instability is management-caused 

Goals - Wildlife 
1 Maintain or improve big game winter range 

2 Coordinate with Grand Teton National Park and the Wyoming Game and Fish Department in the 
management of the bighorn sheep population and habitat 

3 Provide for recreational activity while maintaining the integrity of crucial wildlife habitats 

4 Work with the Intermountain Research Station to establish a research project to study the effects 
of recreation on bighorn sheep in the Teton Range subsection 

Goal - Recreation 
Provide for a variety of opportunities including motorized, nonmotorized, developed and dispersed 
recreation uses 

Goal - Roadless 
Maintain remaining roadless areas in their roadless condition 

Objective - Range 
Within three years of signing the ROD, assess opportunities to modify grazing allotment boundaries 
and permits to more effectively use natural barriers, change grazing patterns, adjust seasons of use, 
administratively close some additional areas, etc , to further separate domestic sheep from bighorn 
sheep 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Recreation 
Manage the development of the Grand Targhee Ski and Summer Resort within the intent of the 1994 
Master Development Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement and according to the Master Plan 
approved April 27, 1995 (G) 

111-56 



Wilderness 
Implement the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Fire Management Plan (G) 

Range 

1 Domestic sheep grazing within the grizzly bear recovery area will be managed according to 
Management Situation 2 guidelines (S) 

2 To better manage grizzly bear and bighorn sheep habitat, all sheep allotments in the Teton Range 
Subsection on the Teton Basin Ranger District will be phased out on an opportunity basis (Process 
Papers L and N) These allotments are the Moose Creek, Canyon Badlands, Dry Basin, Badger 
Twin, and Green Mountain S&G allotments Opportunities to vacate an allotment include such events 
as nonuse violations, term permit waivers where the permit is waived back to the government, 
resource protection, or permit actions resulting in cancellation of the permit If opportunities do not 
arise, then efforts will be made to relocate or accommodate sheep to other areas Vacated allotments 
in these areas will be made available as needed to resolve conflicts between grizzly bears and 
domestic sheep in other sheep allotments in Situation 2 habitat (S) 

3 When all sheep allotments in the portion of the subsection within the grizzly bear recovery area 
have been vacated, they will be closed Likewise, when all sheep allotments in bighorn sheep habitat 
have been vacated, they will be closed The intent of not closing these individual allotments as they 
become vacated is to provide an opportunity to minimize conflicts between domestic sheep and 
bighorn sheep or grizzly bears (S) 

4 The range direction in the Revised Forest Plan for the Targhee National Forest applies to the 
grazing activities (allotmentlpermit administration, forage utilization direction, AMP development, 
etc)  for that portion of the Moose Creek S&G allotment on the Bridger-Teton National Forest (S) 
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BIG HOLE MOUNTAINS SUBSECTION (M331Dk) 

SETTING 
a 

This subsection includes all National Forest System lands between Highway 33 in Idaho and Highway 
22 in Wyoming on the north and the South Fork of the Snake River to the south Several malor highways 
provide access Idaho Highways 26, 31 and 33, and Highway 22 in Wyoming Highway 31 is a State 
Scenic Byway over Pine Creek Pass Vegetation consists of mountain brush, grass/forb openings, 
aspen, and forests of Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine The area has a variety of recreational opportuni- 
ties including Kelly Canyon Ski Resort, Kelly Canyon Nordic Ski trails, Palisades backcountry, and trail 
motorbike riding Palisades Reservoir and its many boat ramps are used by water sports enthusiasts 
The Palisades Creek National Recreation Trail lies within this subsection 

Several utility corridors (electrical transmission lines) are located in this subsection Most follow the 
highway system and are visible from the highway but do not dominate the landscape Maintenance work 
and line upgrades can be seen along these highways Additional power line needs have been identified 
and are expected in the near future within or next to these existing corridors 

There IS increasing development of summer homes and year-round residences adjacent to the Forest 
boundary It is possible that some inholdings within the Forest boundary may also see development in 
the near future 

The landscape is a mixture of vegetation community types Some 65 percent of the landscape is for- 
ested and 35 percent is nonforested The most common forest type is mixed lodgepole pine and Dou- 
glas-fir, comprising 47 percent of the forested acres Aspen, pure Douglas-fir and pure lodgepole pine 
each account for roughly 15 percent of the forest Mountain mahogany is found on south slopes and 
hawthorne, chokecherry, serviceberry, antelope bitterbrush and Rocky Mountain maple on various slopes 
and aspects depending on elevation Grasdforb meadows and sagebrush are also common 

The northwestern boundary of the subsection extends into the cottonwood river bottom type along the 
Snake River There is concern about the lack of cottonwood regeneration along the Snake River, due 
to a lack of historic river flood levels A high-density bald eagle population inhabits this area 

Currently 95 percent of the subsection is in a mature age class which provides suitable habitat for a 
variety of interior wildlife species This creates hazards for large fires, insect infestations and disease 
problems In the north end of the subsection Douglas-fir beetle and western balsam bark beetle caused 
damage in the late 1980s and early 1990s; this tapered off in 1994 Insect information is not available for 
the southern portion Due to fire suppression and lack of disturbance over the years, conifers have 
encroached into some sites that were historically nonforested This has reduced overall vegetative 
diversity in the subsection Only four percent of the forested stands are in the nonstocked, seedling or 
sapling age category These are concentrated in the north end of the subsection where timber harvest 
has occurred Most of the shrublands are also in late age classes or seral stages 

The Wyoming portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness 
Study Area in 1984 The Study Area contains 132,000 acres, of which over 79,800 acres are adminis- 
tered by the Bridger-Teton National Forest Some 110,520 acres of this roadless area in Idaho are 
recommended as wilderness but have had no congressional action taken on them 

Figure 111-8 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 
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DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

This subsection will provide a diverse range of recreation opportunities at different locations within the 
subsection 

The Big Hole portion of the subsection will provide a wide variety of resources and recreation opportu- 
nities This area will provide quality motorized recreation opportunity with a signed system of roads and 
trails for motorized use Resource protection will be accomplished by restricting motorized use to desig- 
nated routes and by locating routes along planned and selected routes 

The Palisades portion of the subsection will provide more primitive motorized and nonmotorized recre- 
ation opportunities Emphasis will be placed on quality backcountry experience for these uses along 
appropriate designated trails The Forest recommends the Idaho portion of the Palisades roadless area 
for wilderness designation The Wyoming portion is managed as a wilderness study area according to 
existing legislation 

On lands suitable for timber harvest (mostly on the northern part of the Big Holes) the risks from insect 
and disease attack will be reduced using timber management while improving big game security and 
summer range Prescribed fire will be used on the remainder of the subsection to improve ecosystem 
health and wildlife winter ranges 

The recreational use on the South Fork of the Snake River will continue but be balanced with the needs 
of wildlife Management for bald eagle recovery will continue 

Much of this subsection is made up of inventoried roadless areas With the exception of the north end of 
the Big Holes, most of that area is in the Garns Mountain and Palisades Roadless Areas These areas 
are typified by steep mountain ranges where little development opportunity is expected 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goal - Properly Functioning Condition 
Continue cooperation with other agencies in conducting research and implementing management 
actions to regenerate cottonwood along the South Fork of the Snake River 

Objective - Properly Functioning Condition 
By 2007, develop a fire management plan which considers summer home development and risk 
around the Palisades Reservoir 

Goal - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Channel stability would be rated at good to excellent for individual streams 

Objective - Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Improve stream channel stability ratings to good or excellent by 2007 where natural conditions allow 
on South Fork, Packsaddle, Horseshoe, Superior, North Fork Mahogany, Main Mahogany, Henderson, 
Patterson, and Murphy Creeks 

Goal - Wildlife 
Provide for recreational activity while maintaining the integrity of crucial wildlife habitats such as 
winter range 

Goals - Recreation 
1 Continue to place emphasis on winter recreation for the Big Hole portion of the subsection by 
continuing a grooming program for snowmachines, which IS orientated towards family opportunities, 
continuing to work with user groups for cross-country skiing opportunities in the Kelly area 
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2 Continue to improve the quality of the summer time OHV use in the Big Hole area and protect 
resource values by locating and maintaining trails on suitable locations 

Goal - Visuals 
Manage the Pine Creek Scenic Byway (Highway 31) and Highway 22 over Teton Pass for visual 
quality allowing needs of the utility corridor 

Objective - Heritage Resources 
Complete heritage resources inventory of this subsection by 2007 

Goals - Roadless 
1 In recommended wilderness, protect roadless area values to ensure wilderness characteristics 
are maintained 

2 In all other areas, continue to protect resource values 

Goal - Range 
Continue to recognize the value of grazing on the Kelly Ski hill for forage control and fire protection 
Grazing timing and duration will continue to be coordinated between grazing permittees, ski hill 
permittee and the Forest Service 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Lands (Special Uses) 
The Therold Buckland isolated cabin will continue as a life tenure permit and will not be transferred 
Upon the expiration of the permit, the cabin will be evaluated and its historical qualifications determined 
If the cabin is found to have historic value, it may be moved from the site, or the Forest may issue a 
special use permit to a Historical Association for maintenance of the cabin if warranted If no historical 
val e is found the cabin will be removed (S) d Within one mile of the Palisades Reservoir and the South Fork of the Snake River, emphasis will be 
given to managing old growth Douglas-fir, spruce and cottonwood habitats for wildlife species (G) 

01 rowth Habitat 

Access 
In the Table Rock area, the OROMTRD standard of e 2 0 mi /sq mi does not apply (S) 

Range 
The range direction in the Targhee Land Management Plan applies to the grazing activities (allotment/ 
permit administration, forage utilization S&Gs , AMP development, etc ) for that portion of Targhee 
National Forest lands administered by the Bridger-Teton National Forest, above Alpine Junction 
Those lands are the Big Basin/South Elk S&G, South Indian/Cottonwood Creek S&G, SpencerNVolf 
S&G, Grand Canyon S&G, and the Dog Creek S&G allotments (S) 
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CARIBOU RANGE MOUNTAINS SUBSECTION (M331 Di) 

SETTING 

This subsection is the portion of the Caribou National Forest administered by the Targhee It lies south 
of the South Fork of the Snake River Steep mountain slopes and canyons dominate the landscape The 
Palisades Reservoir is shared between this subsection and the Big Hole/Palisades subsection Vegeta- 
tion forms a patchwork of sagebrush/grass openings, aspen, and mixed Douglas-fidlodgepole pine 
forests Recreation use is very similar to that in the Big Hole/Palisades subsection with high mountain 
trails, motorized use on trails, and backcountry use as well as hunting, fishing and water sports on the 
reservoir and the Snake River There are several summer home divisions and two organizational camps 
Forest lands are visible from U S Highway 26, the major travel corridor between Idaho Falls, Idaho and 
Jackson, Wyoming Very little logging has taken place in the past Both cattle and sheep grazing occur 

One utility corridor (electrical transmission line) is located in this subsection It is visible from the Fall 
Creek road but does not dominate the landscape Maintenance work and line upgrades can be seen 
from travel routes 

The Caribou subsection is 60 percent forested and 40 percent nonforested The primary forest types 
are aspen (31 percent) and mixed lodgepole and Douglas-fir (47 percent) The interspersion of forests 
with sagebrush, grasdforb meadows and mountain brush provides for good diversity of plant species 
The northeastern boundary area of the subsection includes cottonwood river bottom forests along the 
Snake River. 

Age class diversity is limited Some limited timber management has occurred in the lodgepole pine/ 
Douglas-fir type Almost no harvesting has taken place in the Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir type 
Some 99 percent of the conifer forests are in mature or older seral stages Douglas-fir is becoming 
more predominant as it encroaches on stands of lodgepole pine, aspen or shrubs Evidence of insect 
attacks is readily visible in the Douglas-fir type and is increasing each year It is likely that there is more 
Douglas-fir here now, and less aspen, lodgepole pine and shrubland, than existed historically Fires 
have been suppressed for many years Because stands are scattered and difficult to access, this con- 
dition is likely to persist Treatment opportunities center around prescribed burns and limited vegetation 
treatment where access is more easily obtained 

Most of the shrublands are also in late seral stages Consequently, risks of large fires, insects and 
disease outbreaks is high Insect attacks in recent years have been similar to those in the Big Hole/ 
Palisades subsection The Snake River cottonwood stands are also predominately in the mature age 
class due to lack of disturbance, which they need in order to regenerate Historic disturbance patterns 
consisting of periodic flooding have been interrupted since placement of the Palisades Dam 

Establishing natural regeneration of both Douglas-fir and lodgepole pine following harvest has been a 
problem in this subsection, and most sites have required planting 

Much of this subsection is made up of five inventoried roadless areas Bear Creek is the largest inven- 
toried area Development or evidence of humans is easier to see in these roadless areas than in the Big 
Hole Mountains subsection The size of the roadless areas and intrusions from motorized-use roads 
limit their wilderness characteristics 

Figure 111-9 displays this subsection along with the major prescription areas 
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DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Recreation will emphasize dispersed recreation opportunities, and semi-primitive backcountry experi- 
ences while providing high-quality motorized use on designated trail systems 

The recreational use around Palisades Reservoir and the South Fork of the Snake River will continue 
but be balanced with the needs of wildlife and other resources 

On lands suitable for timber harvest silvicultural management will reduce the risks of insect and disease 
attack while improving big game winter range conditions Prescribed fire and some vegetation manipu- 
lation will be used on the remainder of the subsection where access permits to help restore and maintain 
a healthy ecosystem 

Quality range management practices will continue on this subsection High valued big game winter 
range in the Fall Creek area will be maintained or improved 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Goals - Properly Functioning Condition, 
1 Continue cooperation with other agencies in conducting research and implementing management 
actions to regenerate cottonwood along the South Fork of the Snake River 

2 Develop a fire management plan which allows for natural fire and which considers summer home 
development and risk around the Palisades Reservoir 

Goals - Recreation 
1 Improve the quality of summertime OHV use in this subsection and protect resource values by 
locating and maintaining trails at suitable locations 

2 Emphasize winter recreation by allowing continued grooming of snowmachine trails oriented towards 
family opportunities, and providing shelter facilities (warming huts) 

Objective - Heritage Resources 
Complete heritage resource inventory of this subsection by 2007 

Goal ~ Roadless 
Protect resource values on lands managed with a nonwilderness emphasis 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Old Growth Habitat /' Within one mile of the P sades Reservoir and the South Fork of the Snake River, emphasis will be 
given to managing old growth Douglas-fir, spruce and cottonwood habitats for wildlife species (G) 

Access - Alpine Wetland Area 
This area is located near the Salt River on the Palisades Reservoir It is closed to cross-country 
travel except on designated routes for all wheeled vehicles and snowmachines (S) 

Range 
On the Palisades Ranger District, the Garden-Pritchard S&G allotment will be closed immediately to 
grazing for watershed protection (S) 
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Table 111-1 Acreage by Prescription, Ownership or Other Management Within the Forest Boundary 

Semi-Primitive Motonzed 59,621 

Wilderness. Opportunity Class I 27.128 

1 3  

2 1 1 

2 1 2 

I 1 1 7 I Wilderness, Opportunity Class II 1 19,5651 14 1 I Developed RecreaOon Sites I 895 I 

Wilderness. Recommended 154,137 5 1 (c) Timber Management 82,459 

Special Management Areas 13,627 5 1 3 (a) Timber Management No Clearcut 34,354 

Visual Quality Maintenance 10,000 5 1 3 (b) Timber Manaaement No Clearcut 13.924 

I 1 1 8 I Wilderness, Opportunity Class 111 I 12,5721 14 2 I Special Use Permit Recreation Sites I 3,956 I 

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

I 1 2 I Wilderness Study, Snowmachine I 49,2361 14 3 I Dispersed Camping Management I 3,255 I 

Eligible Wild River 21,709 5 1 4 (b) Timber Management Big Game 126,437 

Eligible Scenic River 15,132 5 1 4 (c) limber Management Big Game 23,354 

Eligible Recreation River 8.033 5 1 4 (d) Timber Manaaement Bia Game 2.898 1 1 Grizzly Bear Bechler BMU I 19,976 1 
2 7 (a) Elk Deer Winter Range 02,257 

2 7 (b) Elk Deer Winter Range 37,565 

Aquatic Influence Zone 163,970 

12 2 I Research Natural Areas I 11,6531 15 1 4 (a) I Timber Management Big Game I 6,606 I 

5 3 5 Grizzly Bear Habitat Out Core 216,480 

5 4 (a) Elk Deer Summer Range 13,300 

5 4 (b) Elk Deer Summer Range 14,289 

5 4 (c) Elk Deer Summer Range 46.176 

3 1 1 (a) 

12 6 1 (a) I Grizzly Bear Habitat I 17.0521 15 2 1 . I Visual Quality Improvement I 7,017 I 

Non-Motorized 46,070 BLM 389 

12 6 2 I Grizzly Bear Plateau Core I 30.8151 15 2 2 I Visual Quality Maintenance I 14,264 1 

3 2 (d) Semi-Primitive Motorized 5.118 STA 25,702 

12 9 1 . I South Fork Snake Scenic River I 9331 16 1 (b) I Range Management I 157.386 I 
12 9 2 ’ I South Fork Snake Recreation River I 3.801 I 18 1 I Concentrated Development Areas I 4,641 I 

13 2 (b) I Semi-Primitive Motonzed I 10,3411l I NFS (Non-Forest Service) I 38,7101 

I 3 2 (c) I Semi-Primitive Motonzed I 9.3091 I I PRV I 31,541 1 
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INTRODUCTION 

A management prescription is a composite of the specific multiple-use direction applicable to all or pari 
of a management area that generally includes, but is not limited to, goals, objectives, standards and 
guidelines, and probable management practices 

The terms goals, objectives, standards and guidelines were defined in the Introduction of this Chapter 
The goals, objectives, standards and guidelines in this section are specific to each management pre- 
scription 

Most management prescriptions have a motorized access density standard established Roads or trails 
are frequently used as a convenient geographic feature to identify management prescription area bound- 
aries When roads or trails are used to identify a management prescription area boundary where the 
TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route Density) or OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized Trail 
Route Density) is 0 0 miles/square mile, the road ortrail miles are not counted in the TMARD or OROMTRD 
for that particular prescription area The road and trail miles are included in the TMARD and OROMTRD 
calculations in the adjacent management prescription areas The road and trail miles are included when 
calculating environmental effects, such as elk vulnerability, grizzly bear cumulative effects, etc 

All areas of the Forest are allocated to one prescription area For those areas where two management 
intents overlap one prescription was identified to prevail over the other In cases where research natural 
areas (Prescription 2 2) or eligible wild (2 3), scenic (2 4) or recreational (2 5) rivers lie within designated 
wilderness (1 1 6 , l  1 7 or 1 1 8), the wilderness prescription prevails Where any of those four prescrip- 
tions lie within a wilderness study area (1 2) or recommended wilderness (1 3), they prevail over the 
wilderness study area or recommended wilderness prescription Direction on prevalence of the aquatic 
influence zone (Prescription 2 8 3) is given in the description of that item 

1.1.6 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS I 

Description 

This prescription applies to the Winegar Hole Wilderness and portions of the Jedediah Smith Wilder- 
ness 

The effects of human activities are not noticeable to most visitors Camping activities are not evident, 
although facilities such as bearproof storage boxes may be present to assist recovery of listed threat- 
ened or endangered species User-created routes and nonsystem trails may exist but they appear as 
game trails and are not shown on maps or trail guides 

Opportunities exist for individuals or small groups to experience a high quality wilderness-dependent 
educational experience A low level of recreation use occurs in these remote areas which often contain 
rugged terrain There is a lack of system trails, a lack of signing, and information about the area is not 
distributed Trailhead facilities for these areas are minimally developed to encourage low levels of use 
There is a low level of outfitter/guide use 

Low use levels allow for meeting the user's expectations of finding a recreation or wilderness experience 
with a high degree of solitude Signs of the user's passing are not evident Opportunity for discovery 
may exist 

Refer to the "Monitoring Plan" and the "Jedediah Smith Wilderness Environmental Assessment for 
Forest Plan Amendment Process Paper" for detailed descriptions of opportunity classes (I, 11, Ill) and 
use levels 

a 
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This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given the highest priority and IS 

dominant over other uses There is no great alteration of wildlife behavior or use of crucial habitat by 
wildlife as a result of human activities 

2 Human activities are managed so there is no appreciable modification of natural succession Any 
vegetation loss resulting from camping recovers within one growing season 

3 There is no measurable downward trend in plant species composition and plant diversity due to 
livestock grazing Utilization levels are compatible with maintaining or enhancing ecological condition 
The range is managed so that plant communities are at or trending towards potential natural community 
status except where natural disturbance, and not livestock or recreation use, determines the lower 
seral condition 

4 There are outstanding opportunities for solitude, self-reliance, and challenge Users do not normally 
see or hear other users 

5 A very minor amount of human-caused bare soil persists from year-to-year in localized areas No 
great human-caused soil erosion occurs 

6 Opportunities are provided for research that do not require permanent instrumentation or direct 
contact with visitors in the Wilderness 

7 Manage as trailless areas Any existing trails will be abandoned and allowed to regress to a 
natural state unless needed to prevent resource damage 

8 Manage for a low level of outfitter/guide use 

Objectives 

1 Coordinate with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department to prepare a wilderness fishery 
management plan within five years of implementation of the ROD, with consideration of the State's 
existing fishery management plan for wilderness fisheries 

2 Implement a wilderness education program for all users, which could include yearly contacts with 
local schools, yearly programs with organizational camps, information available at Forest and District 
offices for distribution to the public, periodic contacts at trailheads by Forest Service personnel with 
wilderness users, ethics orientation for wilderness use presented to permittees and Forest Service 
personnel, and information about grizzly bears 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is as follows 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situa- 
tion 1 habitat apply to this management prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Manage- 
ment Situation 2 habitat will continue to be managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines (S) 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

FirelFuels 
Natural and manager-ignited fires will be allowed to burn under predetermined prescriptive 
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conditions as described in wilderness fire management action plans (G) 

Biological Elements 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
1 Fish stocking for recreational fishing is permitted with species native to the Wilderness in 
waters previously stocked (prior to wilderness designation) by the Game and Fish Department 
(G) 

2 Fish stocking for reestablishment of native species may occur (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 1 1 6 

Pedestrian Yes No 
HorseIPack Stock Yes No 
Mtn BikelMechanized No No 

Motorized, 4 0 "  wide No No 
Motorized, S O "  wide No No 
OROMTRD Zl NIA 0 0 mllsq mi 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Countly Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes No I I Snowmachine No No I 
11These areas are managed as trailless, there are no maintained trails Motorized use is prohibited, except 
for emergencies or valid uses specified in the law 

2l OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open 
motorized trails (See Roads In GIC6SaN for more information) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - No dispersed facilities are provided, except facilities may be present for recovery of 
listed threatened and endangered species Existing bearproof food storage boxes in Opportunity 
Class I zones installed prior to 1993 may remain. but no additional boxes or other facilities will be 
installed in these areas (S) 

- No signing (S) 

- No distribution of information about these areas (S) 

ROS - Manage for a primitive classification (S) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification (S) 

Heritaae Resources 
Evaluate and protect these resources in the context of a setting where there is little public visibility 
(G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Manage allotments at FRES levels A, B, or C (G) 
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1.1 J DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS I I  

Description 

This prescription applies to portions of Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

The effects of human activities are somewhat evident to visitors Camping activities are set back from 
tratls and water Trail treads are evtdent but the trail may be brushy and tts location blends well with the 
natural topography Trails are maintained to protect the resource 

Opportunities exist for individuals and moderate sized groups to experience a quality wilderness-related 
educational experience 

A moderate level of recreation use occurs Bridges generally are not provided except where needed for 
resource protection Directional and resource protection signs may be provided Campsite facilities 
such as bearproof food boxes may be present for recovery of listed threatened and endangered spe- 
cies Trailheads used by those accessing these areas contain bulletin boards and may provide undevel- 
oped areas for overnight camping There may be a high level of outfitter/guide use 

There is a moderate to high opportunity for solitude during July-September Opportunities for soiitude 
are high at other times Users may experience a moderate degree of self-reliance and challenge Users 
normally do not see other users but may occasionally hear other groups 

Moderate use levels may result in other users seeing or hearing some evidence of recreational activi- 
ties Fixed anchors at rappel stations, impacts on approach and descent routes, and some protection 
left by previous parties notifies users that others have gone before 

Refer to Chapter V and the "Jedediah Smith Wilderness Environmental Assessment for Forest Plan 
Amendment Process Paper" for detailed descriptions of opportunity classes (I, 11, Ill) and use levels 

This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given high priority There is no 
displacement of wildlife during critical periods (winter and birthing), and only temporary displacement 
during noncritical periods 

2 Human activities are managed so there is only limited modification of natural succession at 
campsites, trails, and grazed areas Some vegetation loss persists from year-to-year at identified 
campsites 

3 There is no measurable downward trend in plant species composition and plant diversity due to 
livestock grazing Utilization levels are compatible with maintaining or enhancing ecological condition 
The range is managed so that plant communities are at or trending towards potential natural community 
status except where natural disturbance, and not livestock use or recreation use, determines the 
lower seral condition 

4 Some bare soil persists from year-to-year due to human activities Human-caused soil erosion 
may occur 

5 Research opportunities may include a minor amount of instrumentation and only occasional contact 
with visitors 
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Objectives 

In addition to Objectives 1 and 2 in prescription 1 1 6, also add the following 

Install signs at wilderness trailheads advising users they may encounter a variety of other legitimate 
wilderness uses including sheep and cattle grazing, llama trekking, etc 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situa- 
tion 1 habitat apply to this management prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Manage- 
ment Situation 2 habitat will continue to be managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Fire/Fuels 
Natural and manager-ignited fires will be allowed to burn under predetermined prescriptive 
conditions as described in the Wilderness Fire Management Action Plan (G) 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Same as 1 1 6 Designated Wilderness 

Wildlife 
Grizzly Bear - In the event future trails orcampsites are developed within the grizzly bear recovery 
zone, avoid locations within 1/2-mile of key habitat areas such as white bark pine stands, 
huckleberry patches, riparian areas and wet meadows, avalanche chutes, seasonal insect feeding 
sites (G) 

Harlequin Duck - Avoid locating new trails or campsites within 300 feet of streams which provide 
harlequin duck habitat (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Access (S) - 1 1 7 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeIMechanized No No 

Motonzed, < 5 0  wide No No 
Motorized. >50 wide No No 
OROMTRD 2l NIA 0 0 m k q  mi 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine No No 
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Recreation 
Dispersed - Additional food storage boxes may be provided in Opportunity Class II zones for 
protection of the grizzly bear (G) 

Directional and resource protection signs may be provided (G) 

TraiWBridges - Trails have evident tread but may be brushy Bridges generally are not provided 
except where needed for resource protection (G) 

ROS - Manage for a primitive to semi-primitive nonmotorized classification (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification (S) 

Heritage Resources 
Evaluate and protect these resources in the context of a setting where there is some public 
visibility (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Same as 1 1 6 Designated Wilderness 

1.1.8 DESIGNATED WILDERNESS - OPPORTUNITY CLASS 111 

Description 

This prescription applies to areas of the Jedediah Smith Wilderness 

The effects of human activities are evident to most visitors but blend in with the natural setting Camp- 
ing is set back from trails and water Trail treads are very evident 

Opportunities exist for individuals and large groups to experience a quality wilderness educational expe- 
rience 

Recreation use is relatively high Bridges are provided where needed for resource protection or visitor 
safety Directional, informational and regulatory signs may be provided Campsite facilities such as 
bear proof food boxes may be present for recovery of listed threatened and endangered species Trail- 
heads used by those accessing these areas may contain information stations, undeveloped and devel- 
oped areas for overnight camping and stock facilities There may be a moderate level of outfittedguide 
use 

There is a low to moderate opportunity for solitude during July-September Opportunities are high at 
other times Users may experience a low to moderate degree of challenge and self reliance Users may 
see or hear other groups especially during July-September 

High use levels at peak times may result in other users seeing and hearing other visitors Visitors may 
encounter other groups, which may slow their progress and may impact their solitude expectations 
Fixed anchors at rappel sites are evident Approach and descent trails are evident, and their impacts 
are managed to control erosion Fixed protection anchors on climbs may be evident to hikers at the 
base of cliffs, but not those on system trails 

Refer to Chapter V and the "Jedediah Smith Wilderness Environmental Assessment for Forest Plan 
Amendment Process Paper" for detailed descriptions of opportunity classes (I, I I ,  Ill) and use levels 
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Goals 

1 The maintenance of the natural diversity of wildlife species is given high priority but does not 
dominate other uses except where measures are needed to recover listed threatened and endangered 
species Temporary displacement of non-TES species may occur except on crucial ranges but there 
is no permanent displacement Some habituation of species may be evident 

2 Human activities are managed so that modification of natural succession only occurs at campsites, 
trails, and grazed areas Moderate vegetation loss persists from year-to-year at identified campsites 

3 There is no measurable downward trend in plant species composition and plant diversity due to 
livestock grazing Utilization levels are compatible with maintaining or enhancing ecological condition 
The range is managed so that plant communities are at or trending towards potential natural community 
status except where natural disturbance, and not livestock or recreation use, determines the lower 
seral condition 

4 A moderate amount of bare soil may persist from year-to-year due IO humawactivities A moderate 
amount of human-caused soil erosion may occur 

5 Research opportunities may include some instrumentation and moderate contact with visitors 

6 Manage for a moderate level of outfitter/guide use 

Objectives 

Same as Prescription 1 1 7 

0 Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situa- 
tion 1 habitat apply to this management prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Manage- 
ment Situation 2 habitat will continue to be managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

FirelFuels 
Natural and manager-ignited fires will be allowed to burn under predetermined prescriptive 
conditions as described in the Wilderness Fire Management Action Plan (G) 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water, and Riparian Resources 
1 Stocking of native and nonnative fish is permitted only in waters previously stocked by Game 
and Fish Department (S) 

2 Fish stocking for reestablishment of native species may occur (G) 

Wildlife 
Grizzly Bear - In the event future trails or campsites are developed within the grizzly bear recovery 
zone, avoid locations within 1/2-mile of key habitat areas such as white bark pine stands, 
huckleberry patches, riparian areas and wet meadows, avalanche chutes, and seasonal insect 
feeding sites (G) 

111-73 



Harlequin Duck - Avoid locating new trails or campsites within 300 feet of streams which provide 
harlequin duck habitat (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 1 1 8 

Snow free Seasons 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 
Pedestrian 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn BtkelMechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

Motonzed, >50 wide 
OROMTRD 2/ 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine 

No 
NO 

0 0 mfsq mi 

Yes 
No 

11 Ino $idLal roam and lmlls are designate0 open or c osed in the Forest Pan Travel Maps Motor.zed use IS 
pronio.led. excepl for emergenc.es or va o s e s  speciSeo n the law (FSM 2326 03) 

2I OROMTRD = Open roan and open motorized lrall roLle density nc -0es a. open roads and open motor zed 
trails (See Roads in G ossary tor more inlomalion) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Bear proof food storage boxes may be provided in Opportunity Class 111 zones for 
protection of the grizzly bear (G) 

Directional, informational, regulatory and resource protection signs may be provided (G) 

Trails/Bridges - Trails are well defined and brushed out Bridges are provided where needed for 
resource protection and visitor safety (G) 

ROS - Manage for a primitive to semi-primitive nonmotorized classification (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification (S) 

Heritage Resources 
Evaluate, protect and interpret these resources in the context of a setting where there is moderate 
human influence and public visibility (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Same as 1 1 6 Designated Wilderness Opportunity Class I 

1.2 WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

Description 

This prescription applies to the Wyoming portion of the Palisades and Teton Basin Ranger Districts, 
which was designated as a Wilderness Study Area by the Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 
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The 1984 Act provided the area be administered to "maintain its present existing wilderness character 
and potential for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System " (AMS, Roadless Areas, 
Page 7) The Act provided that oil and gas exploration and development be allowed in accordance with 
laws and regulations generally applicable to nonwilderness lands in the National Forest system, and that 
snowmobiling should continue to be allowed in the same manner and degree as was occurring prior to 
the date of enactment of the Act 

This is a mostly pristine area where little sign exists of people away from trails or camping areas They 
are undeveloped lands retaining their primeval character and influence, and are managed so as to 
preserve their natural condition They generally appear to be have been affected primarily by the forces 
of nature and therefore offer an excellent opportunity for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 
recreation Occasionally, however, a visitor may see effects of human activity such as primitive camp- 
sites, rustic bridges, trails, signs, or primitive roads A visitor may also encounter livestock, mining, or a 
snowmobile 

You may find areas of the forest where recent burns, insect activity, or blowdowns dominate the land- 
scape You would not expect to encounter very much motorized equipment, except snowmobiles 

This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 Protect and perpetuate wilderness character 

2 Insects and disease are allowed to play, as nearly as possible, their natural ecological role in the 
environment 

a 

0 Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Insect and plant disease epidemics may be controlled to prevent unacceptable damage to resources 
on adjacent lands or an unnatural loss to the Wilderness Study Area resource due to exotic pests 
(G) 

Fire/Fuels 
Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) will be employed to the maximum extent possible 
(G) 

Allow prescribed fires from both natural and management-ignition when they meet the objectives 
of the Wilderness Study Area (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans, or where their influences create a serious threat or loss of the Wilderness 
Study Area values (G) 
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Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualities outside and within the Wilderness Study Area are not imminent, or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time (G) - 
Use indigenous species to reestablish vegetation as the first choice Where native species are 
unlikely to succeed, use appropriate self-extirpating naturalized species (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
wilderness-like resources or to protect life, property, and other resource values outside the 
Wilderness Study Area (S) 

Maintenance or reconstruction of existing water development structures is allowed if it does not 
change the location, size, or type, or which does not increase the storage capacity of a reservoir 
(G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Locatable - Withdraw from mineral entry, or remove from mineral entry through the notation rule, 
subject to valid existing rights (G) 

Mineral Material - This area is not available for mineral material entry (S) 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Fish stocking of native and nonnative species is allowed where it existed priorto establishment of 
the Wilderness Study Area (G) 

Wildlife 
Reintroduce wildlife species only if the species was once indigenous to the area and was eliminated 
by human-induced events (S) 

Allow wildlife habitat manipulation only if (S) 

1 The condition needing change is a result of abnormal human influence 

2 The project can be accomplished with assurance that there will be no serious or lasting 
damage to wilderness characteristics 

3 There is reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 1 2 

Snow free Season 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel I /  I 
Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn BikeIMechanized 

Snow free Season 

Snow Seasons 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motorized, 40 wide No 2l Yes 
Motorized, 50" wide No 2l No 2l 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A 0 2 mdsq mi 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

I /  individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2l Motorized use is prohibited. except for emergencies or valid uses specified in the law 

3/0ROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail mute density includes ail open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary b r  more information) 

Trails and bridges are constructed/maintained to accommodate heavy foot and horse traffic 
(G) 

Roads 
Roads are allowed only to the extent they already exist (S) 

Recreation 
ROS - Manage for primitive or semi-primitive nonmotorized classification (G) 

VQO - Manage for a preservation classification (S) 

Heritage Resources 
Remove structures that do not qualify for the National Register of Historic Places, or allow them 
to deteriorate naturally unless they are (G) 

1 Deemed necessary to support public purposes of the Wilderness Study Area, or 

2 Serve administration purposes 

Interpretation of cultural resources located in the Wilderness Study Area shall be done outside 
the area (S) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
Trees may be cut only for valid mining claims under specific conditions, when emergency conditions 
such as fire, insect and disease arise, for protecting public safety, or when administrative use 
make it necessary (G) 
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1.3 RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS 

Description 

This prescription applies to areas that are recommended for addition to the Wilderness Preservation 
System They will be managed in their present condition (including existing trail use and snowmachine 
use, as long as existing uses will not degrade the character of the resources) until Congress takes 
action on that recommendation In the Lionhead area and the Winegar Hole Addition, this management 
prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee criteria for grizzly bear core areas (IGBC 
Task Force Report July 1994) 

These are mostly pristine areas of the Forest where you find little sign of people away from trails or 
camping areas They are undeveloped lands retaining their natural condition They generally appear to 
have been affected primarily by the forces of nature and therefore offer an excellent opportunity for 
solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation Occasionally, however, a visitor may see 
effects of human activity such as primitive campsites, rustic bridges, trails, signs or primitive roads A 
visitor may also encounter livestock or mining activity 

You may also find areas of the forest where recent burns, insect activity, or blowdowns dominate the 
landscape You may encounter mechanized equipment on designated trails during the summer or snow- 
machine use during the winter 

Goals 

Protect and perpetuate wilderness character 

In the Lionhead area and Winegar Hole Addition, maintain grizzly bear core area attributes as defined 
in the IGBC Task Force Report, July 1994 

Objective 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, an active education program will be implemented each year, 
including patrols during the fall hunt 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

,In the Lionhead area and Winegar Hole Addition, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Manage- 
ment Situation 1 habitat apply to this management prescription 

The standards and guidelines for this prescription are the same as I 2 (Wilderness Study) except as 
follows 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 1 3 

Snow free Seasons 

Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel I Road and Trail Travel I /  

Pedestnan Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeNechanized Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motonzed, 40" wide No 2/ Yes 2l 
Motonzed, S O  wide I No2/ I No2l  
OROMTRD 3 MA 0 0 mi/sq mi 

Snow Seasons 4/ Winter Nonmotonzed Ye5 I Snowmachine Yes 2l 

1/ Individual mads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

ZMotonzed use is controlled as follows 

Idaho portion of Winegar Hole Motonzed use will be managed according to direction in adjacent Management 
Prescription 2 6 5 

Lionhead Clased to all motonzed vehicles. except open to snowmachines beginning Thanksgiving Day 

Italian Peak Open to twowheeled motonzed vehicles only on designated mutes, and snowmachines anywhere 

Palisades The Idaho portion is open to snowmachines. but closed to all other forms of motonzed use 

3 OROMTRD =Open road and open motonzed trail route density includes all open roads and open motonzed 
trails. (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

4/ Within gnzzly bear BMUs. sitespecific restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restnctions, etc) will be imposed to resolve human-gnuly bearconflicts 

Recreation 
1 Developed - Developed, hardened campsites are generally not allowed (G) 

2 Existing hell-skiing operations which do not degrade wilderness values may continue (G) 

2.1.1 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Description 

This management prescription applies to areas with unique cultural, geologic, botanical, or zoological 
resource values, and sites which are listed or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 

Vegetation will vary depending on the objectives of each special area A mix of age class distributions, 
openings, and horizontaVvertical diversity may be present In general, vegetation will appear natural in 
the special management areas, however, exceptions may exist for some areas, and some human- 
caused vegetation manipulation will occur depending on the objectives of each special area 
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Facilities may or may not be present to manage the special areas Access will range from black top 
roads, to trails, to no access at all Administrative sites could have a variety of facilities such as build- 
ings, roads, trails, microwave towers, boat ramps and pasture for the livestock used by Forest Service 
personnel to manage the Forest 

The amount of human activity apparent in special areas will vary, depending upon the management 
objectives of each area 

Special management areas may provide some forage for livestock Timber harvest may be rare or not 
at all Restricted livestock grazing and timber activities can be expected to provide additional protection 
to the special values in the area Surface facilities for leasable minerals, such as oil and gas, will not be 
found within a special management area To protect the values within a special management area, 
restrictions can be expected for valid existing rights to develop locatable minerals, such as precious 
metals and high value industrial minerals 

Because of the unique characteristics of these special management areas, these lands may provide 
economic opportunities for outfitter and guides, educational opportunities for the public and research 
opportunities for resource managers and academia These areas will provide a spectrum of recre- 
ational opportunities from developed sites containing comfort facilities and visitor centers in a natural 
setting to sites with no access at all in a pristine setting 

Goal 

- - 

1 Manage and protect the unique cultural, historic, botanical, geological, and/or zoological resources 

2 Maintain or enhance the inherent values associated with each special interest area 

3 Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession, except where resource 
values will be adversely affected 

4 Maintain or enhance the inherent wildlife habitat values associated with each special management 
area 

m a 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situa- 
tion 1 habitat apply to this management prescription (S) 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

FirelFuels 
Prescribed fire, utilizing both management-ignited and natural ignitions, may be used to maintain 
fire-dependent characteristics of the area (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans (G) 

Promote natural healing where natural vegetation would return in a reasonable time (G) 
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Use indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where there IS no 

Season Type of Access Cross-Country Travel 

reasonable expectati& of natural healing (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 

Road and Trail Travel 1/ 

resources (S) 

Establish exterior boundaries of sites when necessary for protection (G) 
Lands 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1 2 Wilderness Study Area 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 1 1 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

Pedestrian Yes 2/ Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 2/ Yes 
Mtn BikeiMechanized No Yes 

Motorized, 40" wide No Yes 
Motorized. >50 wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A c= 1 0 mi/sq mi 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes 2/ Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 2/ Yes 

Roads 
New road construction may occur if needed to meet the management objectives for the special 
management area (G) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Minimal recreation facilities may be provided (such as trails, board walks, toilets, 
etc ) Generally, such recreation facilities are not encouraged, and are only provided to protect 
resource values (G) 

ROS - Primitive to roaded natural (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention (G) 

Heritage Resource 
Multiple user interpretive sites may be provided Avoid indoor interpretive sites unless warranted 
by special circumstances (G) 
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Production of Commodity Resources - - Range 
Livestock grazing and associated developments (such as fencing) are permissible as long as 
they do not adversely affect the unique resources of the special management area (G) 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

Generally, no timber harvesting will be allowed in special management areas Exceptions to this 
may occur on a site-specific basis for such things as public safety, visual quality, long term 
maintenance of vegetation conditions, etc (G) 

2.1.2 VISUAL QUALITY MAINTENANCE 

Description 

This prescription emphasizes maintaining the existing visual quality within major travel corridors with 
high quality natural vistas, while allowing livestock production, and other compatible commodity outputs 
There is no scheduled timber harvesting 

Overall you may notice signs of people camping by the roadside The main road system is paved or 
gravel-surfaced and well maintained, with gentle grades well suited for sedan travel Vistas of the 
surrounding areas provide a variety of high quality views 

The roadside area is dominated by a wide variety of vegetation and landscape forms (e g mountain - - peaks, valleys, meadows, streams, etc ) that are easily observed from natural vistas and natural open- 
ings along the road Occasionally, a few older cut areas show tree seedlings, saplings and poles up to 
35 feet tall and have a less-disturbed appearing forest floor Scattered dead trees are seen throughout 
the forest, but generally it appears healthy and vigorous 

If you watch for wildlife, you may occasionally see an elk, deer or moose in a natural opening or along- 
side the road, but generally these are hidden from view by the trees During the summer and fall, you 
may encounter cattle or sheep grazing in openings Signs of intensive management practices, such as 
burning, spraying, seeding, fences, water developments and gates are normally visually compatible 

Nonmotorized activities, such as hiking, biking or horseback riding may originate from trail or road points 
along the main road Some roads and nearby areas are available for year-around snowmobile, motor- 
cycle, and 4 wheel-drive vehicle use 

Goals 

1 Manage these travel corridors to protect their natural visual quality 

2 Manage these lands in an environmentally sensitive manner to promote the production of 
noncommodity resources at varying levels, and limited commodity production 

3 Manage these lands to provide various dispersed recreational opportunities 

4 Maintain stand vigor by controlling tree density 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply The Standards and Guidelines are the same as 5 2 2 ex- 
cept as shown below 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 1 2 

Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel 1 Road and Trail Travel I /  I 
Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes Yes 

Yes I Mtn BikdMechanized I Yes I HorseIPack Stock 

Snow free Seasons Motorized. do" wide No Yes 
Yes 
2/ 

Motorized, > 5 0  wide 
OROMTRD 3/ I I 

I Yes I Yes 
Winter Nonmotorized Yes I Snowmachine Yes 

Snow Seasons I 
I /  individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2/ OROMTRD = Open mad and open motorized trail mute density does not apply to this prescription area 

Production of Commoditv Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ 
6) 

a 
2.2 RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS 

Description 

These management prescription areas are important ecological or natural areas established for nonma- 
nipulative research, education, and to maintain natural diversity on National Forest system lands They 
also may assist in carrying out provisions of special acts, such as the Endangered Species Act and the 
monitoring provisions of the National Forest Management Act 

These areas are good examples of physical or biological units in which current natural conditions are 
maintained insofar as possible These conditions are ordinarily achieved by allowing natural, physical 
and biological processes to prevail without human intervention 

Nonmanipulative research activities occur in these areas Some scientific instrumentation may be 
present Since these areas are also used for education purposes, occasional groups of people may be 
present observing and being instructed about the area 

Generally, there are no developed facilities on site Interpretation of special features will generally be 
done off site A road or trail may be present to provide access primarily for research and education 
purposes Recreation use is not promoted in these areas, and may be reduced or eliminated if adverse 
impacts are occurring 

0 
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There are nine established RNAs on the Targhee National Forest, as follows 

~~~ 

Meadow Canyon' 

Established 1 Area Name 

1981 Dubois R D  3880 Alpine Tundra, Rare Plants I /  

Area Features 

Copper Mountain I 1987 DUboiS R D  550 Alpine Grassland 

1 Thurman Creek 1 1991 1 Island Park R D 1 330 1 S~nnq Fed Streams I 

~~ 

Willow Creek 

Webber Creek 

Burns canvon 

I Moose Creek Plateau I 1991 I island Park R D I 440 I Obsldlan Sands. LOdQeOOle Plne 21 I 
1987 Ashton R D  1100 Aspen. Llmber Pine, Mtn Maple 

1988 Dubois R D  2245 High Mtn Grassland I /  

1996 Palisades R D  490 Sub-alpine Fir/ Nlnebark Habitat 31 

Sheep Mountain .* 

island Park R D  2640 We1 Meadwrs, Lakes. Alpme & Subalpme I 1 Ecosvslems 11. 2l 
1 Targhee Creek 

~~ ~ 

1996 Dubois R D  1542 Alpine Vegetation 

This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 Maintain specially designated areas that provide representation of important terrestrial and aquatic 
ecosystems on the Forest w 

2 Protect and maintain these areas so that ecological processes prevail in the development of 
ecosystem composition and structure 

Objective 

By 2007, in cooperation with the Intermountain Research Station, develop a research plan and 
monitoring plan for each research natural area 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed as 
follows 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management 
Situation 1 habitat apply to this management prescription (S) 

Physical Elements 

MineralsIGeology 
Locatable - Withdraw from mineral entry, or remove from mineral entry through the notation 
rule, subject to valid existing rights (S) 

Mineral Material -This area is not available for mineral material entry (S) e 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 2 

Season Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel I /  

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bikehlechanized 

Yes 2/ 
Yes 2l 

No 

Recreation 
No bear baiting (S) 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

0 2.3 ELIGIBLE WILD RIVER 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Description 

The purpose of this prescription is to maintain and protect the free-flowing character and the "outstand- 
ingly remarkable" values which qualify the river to be considered eligible as a Wild River in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System pending a suitability determination This prescription shall also be ap- 
plied to a river determined to be suitable as a Wild River and to a river designated as a Wild River until 
such time as a Wild River Management Plan can be adopted In Targhee Creek, this management 
prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee criteria for grizzly bear core areas (IGBC 
Task Force Report July 1994) 

Wild Rivers are intended to remain as a "vestige of primitive America" with the river corridor, within at 
least 1/4-mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river, essentially natural and unmodi- 
fied Management maintains or improves this undeveloped character, and prevents the degradation or 
loss of the fish and wildlife. scenic, recreational, cultural, historic. ecologic, or other values which are 
determined to be outstandingly remarkable This management prescription provides recreation oppor- 
tunities that afford a high degree of independence, closeness to nature and self-reliance in an unmodi- 
fied natural setting 

A few inconspicuous roads and/or motorized trails may lead to the boundary of the river area This will 
not disqualify a river segment from study for wild river classification Motorized travel on land or water 
could be permitted but is generally not compatible with this prescription Most existing intrusions of 
roads and motorized trails would be recommended for restriction or obliteration if designated by Con- 

Motorized. 4 0  wide No Yes 
Motorized. >50" wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A 3/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Z/ Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 2/ Yes 

gress 

Interaction between users is infrequent and evidence of resource management activities and other 
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users is minimal Motorized use within the area is generally not compatible with this designation Ac- 
cess is  usually cross-country or on constructed trails a v 
The forest presents a natural appearance A variety of forest success iona l  stages may be present, 
rang ing from areas with recent wildfires to old growth habitat F i rewood i s  available for camping, but is 
not available for home use Outfitter and guiding act iv i ty may be present Domestic livestock g r a z i n g  
may be present in some areas, and you may see l imi ted range improvements  such as fencing Avariety 
of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present 

Eligible wild river segments are as follows 

From the Yellowstone N P boundary to 
Warm River 

I INVENTORIED 
TRIBUTARIES RIVER 

(miles) 

12 00 Robinson Creek None 

Waterfall Canyon 

Targhee Creek 

Palisades Creek None 

West and East Forks of 
Targhee Creek 

Darby Creek North and South Forks of 

Teton Creek 

From the source of h e  North and South 
Forks in the Jedediah Smith Wilderness to 
the forest boundary 

Main stem and the lower two miles of each of 
the three forks (partly within recommended 
wilderness) 

Bitch Creek North and South Bitch Creek 28 00 

12 00 Big Elk Creek North. South and Siddoway 
Forks 

LOCATION 
I LENGTH OF I 

SEGMENT 

includes I tributanes I Unnamed lake north of Edwards Lake to the 
boundary with the State section (within 
recommended wilderness) 

Riverside Campground to 114 mile upstream 
from Mesa Fails, 114 mile downstream from 
Mesa Falls to Warm River 

From the waterfall to Upper Palisades Lake 
(within recommended wilderness) 

From the confluence of the north Fork d 
Palisades Creek and Corral Canyon to 
Palisades Campground (within 
recommended wilderness) 

From the source in the Darby Badlands to the 
boundary ofthe Jedediah Smth Wilderness 

Goals 

Mainta in  and protect the free flowing character and the outstandingly remarkable values of the river 
and corridor which qualify it as a wild river 

In Targhee Creek, maintain grizzly bear core area attributes as defined in the IGBC Task Force 
Report, July 1994 
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Objective 

Insects and disease are allowed to play, as nearly as possible, their ecological role in the environment 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

In Targhee Creek and Robinson Creek, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situ- 
ation 1 habitat apply to this management prescription 

In Bitch Creek, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply, 
except that livestock grazing in Management Situation 2 (MS2) habitat will continue to be managed 
under MS2 guidelines (S) 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

0 

Insects and Disease 
Insect and plant disease epidemics may be controlled to prevent unacceptable damage to resources 
on adjacent lands or an unnatural loss to the wild river resource due to exotic pests (G) 

When control is necessary, it shall be carried out by measures that have the least adverse impact 
on the wild river resource and are compatible with wild river management objectives (S) 

Fire/Fuels 
Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics to the maximum extent possible (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans or their influences create a serious threat or loss of outstandingly remarkable 
river resource values (G) 

Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualities outside and within this prescription area are not imminent, or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time (G) 

Use indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectation of natural healing (S) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
outstandingly remarkable river resource values, or to protect life, property, and other resource 
values outside the area (S) 

MineralslGeology 
Locatable - These areas are recommended for withdrawal from mineral activity, or, should be 
removed from mineral entry through the Notation Rule, subject to valid existing rights For valid 
existing claims, design mineral exploration, and development activities to be compatible with this 
prescription Apply the following management practices to reduce resource impacts (G) 

1 Design mineral management activities to maintain the present and continued productivity of 
fish habitat 
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2 Take maximum advantage of topographic and vegetation screening when locating mining 
facilities and equipment 

3 Haul away, bury, burn, or scatter vegetation removed from the project area when vegetation 
is located adlacent to sensitive travel routes 

4 Minimize the scale of spoiVdisposal areas in relation to the surrounding landscape as'seen 
from sensitive viewpoints 

5 Use colors that simulate those found in the characteristic landscape Avoid use of reflective 
materials in project facilities 

6 Apply timing restrictions to instream construction as needed to protect fisheries habitat and 
mitigate adverse disturbance of stream sediments 

7 Use sedimentation traps as needed to mitigate adverse stream sedimentation and meet 
State and Federal water quality regulations 

8 Design reclamation plans so minerals activities leave a natural appearing condition 

9 Shape landform modifications to simulate naturally occurring forms 

10 Revegetate disturbed areas in accordance with project plans 

- 
w 

Mineral Material -These areas are not available for mineral material entry (S) 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Fish habitat will existlevolve with natural ecological processes Fish habitat manipulation can 
only occur if (S) 

1 The condition needing change is a result of abnormal human influence 

2 The project can be accomplished with assurance that there will be no serious or lasting 
damage to wild river values 

3 There is reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives 

Fish stocking of non-native species is allowed where it existed prior to establishment of the Wild 
River (S) 

Wildlife 
Reintroduce wildlife species only if the species was once indigenous to the area and was eliminated 
by human-induced events (S) 

Wildlife habitat will existlevolve with natural ecological processes Wildlife habitat manipulation 
can only occur if (S) 

1 The condition needing change is a result of abnormal human influence 

2 The project can be accomplished with assurance that there will be no serious or lasting 
damage to outstandingly remarkable river values 

3 There is reasonable assurance that the project will accomplish the desired objectives 
0 



Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 3 

Season 

Snow tree Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian YES Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikelMechanlzed N O  Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized. 4 0  wide No No 2l 
No 21 

0 0 milsq mi 31 I Motorized. SO'' wide 
OROMTRD 31 

I Yes I Snowmachine I Yes 
Snow Seasons 4/ Winter Nonmotonzed Yes 

Yes 

11 individual roads and trails are designated open in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2l This use may be allowed where currently existing and 11 does not degrade the outstandingly remarkable river 
values 

31 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes ail open roads and open motorized 
trails Some open roads and motorized trails may currently exist, most of these intrusions would be 
recommended for restriction or obliteration if designated by Congress (See Roads in Glossary for more 
information) 

41 Within grizzly bear BMUs, site-specific restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restrictions. etc ) will be imposed to resolve human-grizzly bear conflicts 

Roads 
No new roads may be constructed that would change or modify the classification for which the 

a 
river was designated (S) 

- 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Recreation facilities will be of a very primitive nature, using a pack-it-in, pack-it-out 
philosophy (G) 

ROS - Pr imi t ive to semi-primitive nonmotorized (G) 

VQO - Retention (S) 

Heritage Resource 
Remove structures that do not qualify for the Nat ional  Register, or allow them to deteriorate 
naturally unless they are (G) 

1 Deemed necessary to support public purposes of wild rivers, or 

2 Serve administration purposes 

Interpretation of heritage resources located in wi ld  river corridors shall be done outside the corridor 
(S) 

Ouff i t terIGuide 
Permanent caches or nonnative improvements are not allowed unless they existed prior to the 
establishment of the wild r iver and have not been phased out Upon designation of a Wild River, 
any existing caches wi l l  be phased out within two years (S) 
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Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Minimize conflicts with recreation use (G) 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable (G) 

Timber 
Lands are removed from the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

Cutting of trees will not be allowed except when needed in association with a primitive recreation 
experience (such as clearing for trails and protection of users) orto protect the environment (such 
as control of fire) (G) 

2.4 ELIGIBLE SCENIC RIVER 

Description 

The purpose of this prescription is to maintain and protect the free-flowing character and the "outstand- 
ingly remarkable" values which qualify the river to be considered eligible as a Scenic River in the Na- 
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System pending a suitability determination This prescription shall also be 
applied to a river determined to be suitable as a Scenic River and to a river designated as a Scenic River 
until such time as a Scenic River Management Plan can be adopted. 

Proposed Scenic Rivers are managed to protect and enhance the outstandingly remarkable fish and 
wildlife, scenic, recreational, historic, cultural or other values identified for the river, within, as a mini- 
mum, 1/4-mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river Moderate levels of existing 
development, including roads which cross the river but are generally screened from the river banks, are 
allowed New development and uses must not degrade the values which qualify the river for consider- 
ation as eligible Recreation facilities of a rustic design, including boat access, cabins, access roads 
leading to the river and trails are appropriate The area is managed to provide a waterway and associ- 
ated shorelines where activities are not visually evident to the casual observer The Scenic River man- 
agement prescription may provide recreation opportunities which meet high expectations for scenic 
quality associated with an essentially natural appearing environment and a free-flowing river 

Administrative and recreation facilities are screened from the river Nonrecreation special use struc- 
tures may occur if they meet visual quality objectives and do not degrade the outstandingly remarkable 
values Recreation facilities are designed to be compatible with the visual quality objectives of the river 
and corridor Recreation opportunities range from roaded natural to primitive Outfitter and guiding 
activity may be present 

No development of hydroelectric power facilities is permitted New structures that would have a direct 
adverse effect on river values are not authorized 

Lands are open to mineral entry subject to regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
protect the free-flowing character and outstandingly remarkable values of the river Existing and new 
activity must minimize surface disturbance, sedimentation, air pollution, visual impairment, and meet 
applicable State Water Quality Standards Reasonable access is permitted 

Fish and wildlife habitat improvement may occur and is designed to be visually compatible with the 
scenic qualities of the river and corridor 
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Roads are generally screened from the river and infrequent road and trail crossings (bridges) may be 
present Trails paralleling the river are acceptable 

~ 

Henry's Fork of the Snake 

Henry's Fork of the Snake 

Domestic livestock grazing may be present in some areas Range improvements may occur and are 
designed to be visually compatible with the scenic qualities of the river and corridor 

Forested lands are classified as unsuitable, no scheduled timber harvesting is allowed Personal use 
wood cutting is compatible with this land use designation provided that management objectives are met 

Eligible scenic river segments are as follows 

~ 

None North boundary of Harriman Park to 8 20 
Pinehaven Subdivision 

None From Mesa Falls 114 mile upstream and 0 50 
downstream 

I I INVENTORIED 
TRIBUTARIES RIVER I 

Warm River 

LOCATION 

None Warm River Springs to the confluence wih 9 00 
the Henry's Fork 

LENGTH OF 
SEGMENT 

(miles) 

I River I None I 500 
Buffalo River Springs to the confluence with 
Elk Creek 

I Henry's Fork of the Snake I None I Coffeepot Campground to McCrea's Bridge I 4 50 

Henry's Fork of the Snake None Island Park Dam to Box Canyon Smmer I 300 I Homes 

I Rive' I None I l I 5 O  
From the Yellowstone Park boundary to the 
National Forest boundary 

I Burns Creek I None I Just west of Crystal Lake to t k  trailhead I 5 00 

I Big ElkCreek I None I First mile main stem I 100  

I I5O0 
North Fork and Deadman Main stem west of Palisades reservoirand I Bear Creek I Creek the two forks 

Goal 

Maintain and protect the free-flowing character and the outstandingly remarkable values of the river 
and corridor which qualify it as a Scenic River 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

In Fall River, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply to this 
prescription (S) 

For those segments of Warm River and Buffalo River lying within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the 
Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 apply to this prescription (S) 
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Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Allow sanitation and salvage of infested timber as long as such practices are carried out in such 
a way that there is no substantial adverse effect on the river and its immediate environment (G) 

Fire/Fuels 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Lands 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Fish stocking of non-native species is allowed (S) 

Wildlife 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Type of Access 

Access (S) - 2 4 

Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 1/ Season 

Motonzed, 4 0 "  wide 
Motonzed, > 5 0  wide 
OROMTRD 3/ 

Winter Nonmotonzed 
Snowmachine 

Snow free Seasons 

No Yes 2/ 
No Yes 2/ 
N/A 3/ 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 41 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

1/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2/ Motorized use isallowed unless it needs to be prohibited or restricted toprotect the river values 

31 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density does not apply to this prescnption area 

41 Within grizzly bear BMUs, site-specific restricbons on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restricbons. etc) will be imposed to resolve hunan-arizzlv bear conflicts 
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Roads 
No new roads may be constructed or road improvements made that would change or modify the 
classification for which the river was designated (S) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Comfort and convenience facilities, such as fireboxes and shelters may be provided 
as necessary within the river area These should harmonize with the surroundings and be managed 
so they do not adversely affect spawning grounds (G) 

Maintain existing dispersed campsites that do not degrade the outstandingly remarkable values 
(G) 

Trails - Trails and bridges paralleling or crossing the river are acceptable, provided VQO and 
ROS objectives for the river and corridor are maintained (G) 

No new trails may be constructed or trail improvements made that would change or modify the 
classification for which the river was designated (S) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-pnmitive motorized (G) 

VQO - Retention (S) 

Outfitter/Guide 
Permanent caches or improvements are allowed if they meet the visual quality management 
objectives for the river and corridor and are within the Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Plan 
(G) 

0 Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Range management is permitted to the extent it is currently practiced and does not degrade river 
values (G) 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels 6, C, or D (G) 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base They do not contribute toward the ASQ (S) 

Personal use wood cutting is allowed with restrictions to protect the outstanding remarkable 
values (G) 

2.5 ELIGIBLE RECREATION RIVER 

Description 

The purpose of this prescription is to maintain and protect the essentially free-flowing character and the 
outstandingly remarkable values which qualify the river to be considered eligible as a Recreational River 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System pending a suitability determination This prescription 
shall also be applied to a river determined to be suitable as a Recreation River and to a river designated 
as a Recreation River until such time as a Recreation River Management Plan can be adopted 
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Proposed Recreational Rivers are managed to protect the outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife, 
scenic, recreational, historic, cultural or other values identified for the river, within, as a minimum, 114 
mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the river The area may include significant human 
development, residences, roads and highways, and minor existing modifications to the waterway, in- 
cluding diversion dams Major water resource projects are not authorized The area may include 
landscapes in a variety of visual conditions Activities and structures may be dominant in some areas, 
but harmonize and blend with the generally natural-appearing environment to provide a pleasing setting 
for recreation activities This management area prescription may provide recreation opportunities where 
the interaction between users may be moderate-to-high with evidence of current and past use preva- 
lent Roads are designed for conventional motorized vehicles Facilities may exist for boat or aircraft 
use 

Allowed motorized use within the area may include boats, aircraft, snowmachines, construction and 
maintenance of needed facilities Motorized land travel for recreation purposes may be restricted All 
scheduled resource management activities are integrated in such a way that the recreation and water 
quality values remain paramount 

Administrative and recreation facilities are located and designed to complement and facilitate area 
management Recreation opportunities range from semi-primitive nonmotorized to rural Outfitter and 
guiding activity may be present 

To the extent of Forest Service authority, no development of hydroelectric power facilities is permitted 
New structures that would have a direct adverse effect on river values are not authorized 

Lands are open to mineral entry subject to regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture Exist- 
ing and new activity must minimize surface disturbance, sedimentation, air pollution, visual impairment, 
and meet applicable State Water Quality Standards Reasonable access is permitted m 

w 
Forested lands are classified as unsuitable, no scheduled timber harvesting is allowed Personal use 
woodcutting is compatible with this land use designation provided that management objectives are met 

Design and location of roads and facilities provide for conventional motorized use User safety and 
opportunities for nonmotorized recreation activities may be provided by restricting motorized use to 
designated routes and areas Both motorized and nonmotorized trail opportunities may be provided 

Fish projects may be identified and implemented which create or improve fishing opportunity Wildlife 
habitat emphasis is on maintaining healthy and productive habitat conditions for indigenous species and 
improving wildlife viewing opportunities 

Domestic livestock grazing may be present in some areas Range improvements may occur and are 
designed to be compatible with the recreational qualities of the river and corridor 
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Eligible Recreation River segments are as follows 

Buffalo River 

Henry's Fork of the Snake 

None Confluence with Elk Creek to thebackwaters 2 00 
of Pond's power dam 

Henry's Lake Outlet, Moose Big Springs to Coffeepot Campground, Outlet 19 4 
Creek from Forest boundary to junction with Big includes pail 

Springs outflow. Moose Creek from Souce to of Outlet and 
iunction with Henw's Fok Moose Cr 

Henry's Fork of the Snake 

Henry's Fork of the Snake 

Pine Creek 
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None Box Canyon Summer Homes to the North 180 
boundary of Harriman State Park 

Campground 
None Pinehaven Subdivision to Riverside 3 00 

West, North PineCreek Tie Canyon SW to Forest boundary 7 5  



Consider the use of indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where 
there is no reasonable expectation of natural healing (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
Recreational River resource values, or to protect life, property, and other resource values outside 
thearea (S) 

- 
Lands 

Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as in 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Biological Elements 

Fisheries, Water and Riparian Resources 
Fish stocking of non-native species is allowed (S) 

Wildlife 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 5 

Season Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Snow tree Seasons Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeIMechanized Yes I 

Snow Seasons 41 

Snow free Seasons Motonzed, 4 0  wide No Yes 2/ 
Yes 21 

3/ I Motonzed, s50 wide 
OROMTRD 3/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Recreation 
Dispersed - All forms of recreation facilities may be provided, such as boat access points, trails, 
toilets, fire rings, grills, garbage collection, etc Facilities are designed to be compatible with the 
ROS and VQO of the river and corridor and should be managed so they do not adversely affect 
spawning grounds (G) 

Close the Henrys Fork of the Snake River from its headwaters at Big Springs downstream to the 
Big Springs boat launch, to all human entry including rafting, innertubing, swimming, wading, 
fishing and other motorized and nonmotorized activities, to protect fish habitat and other resource 
values (S) 
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Trails - Trails and bridges paralleling or crossing the river are acceptable, provided VQO and 
ROS objectives for the river and corridor are maintained (G) 

- Both motorized and nonmotorized trail opportunities may exist (G) 

- New trails could be constructed on one or both river banks There can be several bridge 
crossings and numerous river access points (G) 

ROS - Semi-primitive nonmotorized to urban (G) 

VQO - Partial retention VQO in the foreground as seen from the river, roads, trails and recreational 
facilities (S) 

- Modification to maximum modification for all other areas within the corridor (G) 

Outfitter/Guide 
Permanent caches or improvements are allowed if they meet the visual quality management 
objectives for the river and corridor and are within the Greater Yellowstone Area Outfitter Plan 
(G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable (G) 

Manage allotments at FRES levels B, C, or D (G) 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

Personal use wood cutting is allowed with restrictions to protect the outstandingly remarkable 
values (G) 
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2.6.1 (a) GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT (NO ASQ, NO CROSS-COUNTRY, NO SHEEP) 

Same as 5 3 5 except 

Forest Use and Occupation 

SeaSon Type of Access 

Access (S) - 2 6 1 (a) 

Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Snow tree Seasons Pedestrian 
HorselPack Stock 
Mtn BikelMechanized I Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Y e s  I 

Snow tree Seasons Motanzed, 4 0  wide 
Motorized. >50' wide 
OROMTRD 2! 
TMARD I N O  Yes 

N O  
NIA 
NIA I Y e s  

I Yes I Y e s  
I Snow Seasons 31 I Winter Nonmotorized 

Snowmachine 
Y e s  
Yes 

I I I 
11 individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

21 TMARD = Total motonzed access route density includes 811 open and restricted roads and motanzed trails 
(See Roads !n Glossary for more informatm) Unless a figure 1s specified here, this 1s calculated on B BMU or 
subunit basis Please refer lo  the Foreshwde standards and guidelines for Access 
OROMTRO = Open road and open motorized trail route densiv includes all open roads and open motorized 
iralls (See Roads in Glossary for more information) Unless a figure 15 specified here, this 1s calculated on a 
EMU or subunit basis Please refer to the Foresiwde standards and guidelines lor Access 

31 Within gr iu ly  bear EMUS. site-specific restrictions an winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restrictions, etc I will be imposed to resolve human-wulv bear ContliCtS 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
No domestic sheep grazing is allowed (S) 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

2.6.2 GRIZZLY BEAR CORE AREA 

Description 

The core area is defined as an area that provides a predictable refuge in space and time for a bear 
population segment or family unit This area is consistently available for use by wary bears while 
activities occur elsewhere The core area contains moderate to high quality bear foods, provides pre- 
dictable and consistently available space to meet seasonal bear habitat needs, and achieves the lowest 
mortality risk possible due to human activities for a period not less than 11 years Management activi- 
ties shall follow established rules The primary emphasis for this area is on providing secure habitat for 
grizzly bears 

This is a refugium of high quality habitat available to bears where management activities do not occur 
during the period bears are active Habitat conditions provide space that is consistently available and 



predictably locatable to bears This area provides a portion of the foraging requirement for a reproduc- 
tive female and a female's offspring for spring, summer, and fall foraging away from human activities 
Secure habitat exists, and mortality risk to bears IS low 

This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 Insects and diseases are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development 

2 Any nonfederal lands within this area will be a high priority for acquisition 

3 Manage dispersed recreation to minimize grizzly conflicts with humans 

Objective 

A fire management plan will be developed (and will be coordinated with any adjacent wilderness fire 
plans) to address wildfires 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription IS listed below 

The Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 Habitat apply to this management 
prescription 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

@ Fire/Fuels 
No prescribed fire is allowed (S) 

In the event of afire that warrants suppression, only minimum impact suppression techniques will 
be allowed (S) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
No wildlife habitat improvement projects are allowed (S) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 6 2 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 3 

I Season I Type 01 Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel I1 I 

Motonzed. 40 ' '  wide NO NO 
Motorized. > 5 0  wide NO NO 
TMARD 21 NIA 
OROMTRD 21 NIA 0 0  milSqmr 

Winter Nonmotonzed Y e s  Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes 
HorselPack Stock 
Mtn FJikelMechanized I Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

I 31 Within grizzly bear BMUs, site-specilc restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, liming 
restrictions. etc I will be imoosed lo resolve human-omzlv bear conflnt~ 

Roads 
Construct no new roads (S) 

Recreation 
Special Uses - No special uses are allowed from April 1 to December 15 (S) 

Trails - Construct no new trails (S) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primitive nonmotorized (G) 

VQO - Retention (S) 

Heritage Resource 
No new interpretation/enhancement of cultural sites (S) 

Outfitter/Guide 
No outfitter and guide permits are allowed from April 1 to December 15 (S) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
No livestock grazing permits of any kind are allowed (S) 

Timber 
Lands are not included In the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

No vegetation management of any kind will occur (S) 
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2.6.5 GRIZZLY BEAR SECURITY AREA 

Description 

This area is consistently available for use by wary bears while activities occur elsewhere This area 
contains moderate to high quality bear foods, provides predictable and consistently available space to 
meet seasonal bear habitat needs, and achieves the lowest mortality risk possible due to human activi- 
ties for a period not less than the planning period Management activities shall follow established rules 
Emphasis for this area is on providing secure habitat for grizzly bears 

This is an area of high quality habitat available to bears where management activities are limited during 
the period bears are active Habitat conditions provide space that is consistently available and predict- 
ably locatable to bears This area provides a portion of the foraging requirement for a reproductive 
female and offspring for spring, summer, and fall foraging 

This prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee definition for core areas 

Goals 

4 

0 Standards and Guidelines 

Insects and diseases are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development 

Any nonfederal lands within this area will be a high priority for acquisition 

Activities which adversely affect grizzly bear populations and/or their habitat will not be allowed 

Manage dispersed recreation to minimize grizzly conflicts with humans 

The Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply to this management 
prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Management Situation 2 habitat will continue to be 
managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire is allowed to maintain or improve grizzly bear habitat (G) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River. 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
1 Inventory, monitoring, and short duration activities such as trail maintenance, spraying weeds, 
range maintenance activities. wildlife habitat improvement, etc , should be concentrated in time 
and space (G) 

2 Wildlife habitat improvement projects are permitted which maintain grizzly bear habitat (G) 
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Cattle grazing is allowed Allotment Management Plan will specify measures to meet agency 
grizzly goals and objectives (S) 

Permittee's full compliance in meeting grizzly bear management goals and objectives for grizzly 
bear habitat will be a condition of the permit In addition, the following will be required (S) 

1 Temporary cessation or modification of permitted livestock grazing activities will occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts with humans or livestock 

2 Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattractive to bear within 24 hours 
after they are discovered Disposal may include removing the carcass from the area, burning. 
using an acceptable chemical repellent, or other methods approved by the District Ranger 
Disposal shall be in accordance with other governing agencies (such as the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department) in order to determine cause of death for reimbursement purposes 

3 Human food, refuse, and prepared IivestocWpet foods associated with the livestock operation 
will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal Proper 
storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
District Ranger The exception is when the food is being eaten or prepared for eating, or when 
food and similar organic matter is being transported Unburned human foods, garbage or 
other refuse will be carried off the Forest as often as practical 

4 High quality food production areas for grizzlies such as wet alpine and subalpine meadows, 
stream bottoms, aspen groves, and other riparian areas will receive special grazing direction 
such as light, once-over grazing, special utilization standards, or complete closure These 
sites and their corresponding direction will be identified in the Annual Operating Plan 

5 Livestock depredation believed to be associated with bears will be reported within 24 hours 
after they are discovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies 

6 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger as 
soon as practical 

7 Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act will be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit 

Timber 
Lands are not included in the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

No firewood harvest is allowed other than for dispersed camping (S) 

- 
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2.7 (a-b) ELK & DEER WINTER RANGE 

Description 

This management prescription emphasizes management actions and resource conditions which pro- 
vide quality elk and deer winter habitat Habitats are managed for multiple land use benefits, to the 
extent these land uses are compatible with maintaining or improving elk and deer winter habitat 

These areas are "crucial mid-to-late" natural winter ranges for deer and elk These are the winter range 
areas which are considered to be the determining factor in a population's ability to maintain itself at a 
certain level over the long term Moose, antelope and bighorn sheep may also be present 

Vegetation management occurs to maintain or improve winter habitat conditions Winter range forage 
is abundant, includes a good mixture of grasses, forbs, and shrubs, and is well distributed throughout 
the area Cover is maintained and well distributed 

Access is managed or restricted to provide security for wintering elk and deer Area closures are 
emphasized where terrain and vegetation allow OHV use, with motorized use occurring only on desig- 
nated routes 

Livestock grazing, timber management, recreation, and other resource management activities can oc- 
cur as long as desired vegetation range conditions are being maintained 

Goals 

1 Provide quality elk and deer winter range 

2 Minimize forage use conflicts between big game and livestock on the winter range 

3 Forested vegetation is managed to maintain or improve cover or forage conditions needed for 
wintering deer and elk 

4 Nonforested vegetation is managed to maintain or improve forage production needed for wintering 
deer and elk 

5 Minimize human disturbance to wintering big game animals 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed as follows 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Fire/Fuels 
Prescribed fire is allowed to maintain or improve winter habitat and enhance ecological conditions 
(G) 

Ill-104 



Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 7 (a) 

Season 
TvDe of Access 

Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

~~ 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes 21 Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes 2/ Yes 
Mtn BIkeiMechanized Yes 2/ Yes 

Access (S) - 2 7 (b) 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Motorized. 40 ' '  wide No Yes 
Motorized, >50 wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 31 NIA <= 2 0 mdsq mi 

Winter Nonmotorized No Yes 41 
Snowmachine NO Yes 41 

Season 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 1/ 

Snow free Seasons 

I /  Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

In 2 7 (b) Prescription areas <= 4 0 sq mi in size, OROMTRD does not apply 

31 Snowmachine use will be restricted to 50 feet on either side of a designated road or trail 

Pedestrian Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes 
Mtn BikelMechanized Yes 
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Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Motorized, 4 0  wide No Yes 
Motorized, > 5 0  wide No Yes 
OROMTRD 2/ N/A <= 2 0 mi/sq mi 2/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine No Yes 31 



A - Recreation 
Dispersed - Manage recreation sites to maintain winter habitat conditions Minimal recreation 

facilities are not encouraged (G) 

ROS - Semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded natural (G) 

VQO - Retention to modification (G) 

facilities may be provided (such as hitch rack, rudimentary toilets, etc ) Generally, recreation 

Heritage Resource 
No new interpretation/enhancement of cultural sites (S) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
These areas are not part of the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

2.8.3 AQUATIC INFLUENCE ZONE 

Description 

This prescription applies to the aquatic influence zone associated with lakes, reservoirs, ponds, peren- 
nial and intermittent streams, and wetlands (such as wet meadows, springs, seeps, and bogs) These 
areas control the hydrologic, geomorphic, and ecological processes that shape the various water types 
mentioned above and directly affect aquatic life They also provide unique habitat characteristics which 
are important to those plant and animal species which rely on aquatic, wetland, or riparian ecosystems 
for all or a portion of their life cycle Many such habitats are locally rare or are sensitive to disturbance 
(such as fens and thermal springs) Overall, these areas serve as important reservoirs of biodiversity, 
critical linkages for the interchange of plant and animal genetic material, specialized areas of nutrient 
cycling and freshwater filtration, storage, and transport, and are important to water quality 

Management emphasis is directed at the application of ecological knowledge to restore and maintain 
the health of these areas in ways that also produce desired resource values, products, protection, 
restoration. enhancement, interpretation, and appreciation of these areas 

These aquatic influence zones provide a high level of aquatic protection and maintain ecological func- 
tions (e g , sediment transport, microclimate control, nutrient regulation, and connectivity within the 
watershed) and processes (e g , stream channel formation, plant community development, recruitment 
of organic material including large wood, and hydrologic cycles) necessary for the restoration and main- 
tenance of habitat for aquatic and riparian dependent organisms They also maintain future manage- 
ment options 

This management prescription is defined on the ground using boundary widths which may vary by water 
type, and geographic characteristics The actual boundaries of the aquatic influence zone, as deter- 
mined by a person having current knowledge of fluvial geomorphology, of stream-riparian ecology, or 
both, could be narrower or wider than the prescribed boundary widths 

The five basic water types found on the Forest are 

1 Fish-bearing Stream Reaches, 

2 Perennial Non-fish-bearing Stream Reaches, 

3 Lakes, 
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4 Reservoirs, Ponds and Wetlands Greater Than One Acre, 

5 Intermittent Streams, and Wetlands Less Than One Acre 

In cases of overlap, this prescription prevails over all other prescriptions except the following 
Designated Wilderness - Opportunity Class I (PrescriDtion 1 1 6) 
Designated Wilderness - Opportunity Class I1 (1 1 7) 
Designated Wilderness - Opportunity Class 111 (1 I 8)  
Wilderness Study Area (I  2) 
Recommended Wilderness (1 3) 
Special Management Areas (2 1 1) 
Research Natural Areas (2 2) 
Eligible Wild River (2.3) 
Eligible Scenic River (2 4) 
Eligible Recreation River (2 5) 
South Fork Eligible Scenic River (2 9 1) 
South Fork Eligible Recreation River (2 9 2) 
Developed Recreation Sites (4 1) 
Special Use Permit Recreation Sites (4 2) 
Dispersed Camping Management (4 3) 
Concentrated Development Areas (8 1) 

Where this prescription area runs through areas which meet the IGBC definition for core areas, this 
prescription area also meets the IGBC definition for core areas 

Goals 

1 Minimize adverse effects to aquatic and riparian dependent species from past, existing and proposed 
management activities 

2 Allow endemic levels of insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession, 
compatible with other resource objectives 

3 Manage wood residue (natural and human-made), including fuelwood, to maintain or restore 
ecological health and function 

4 Coordinate with Idaho Fish and Game, Wyoming Game and Fish, and other interested individuals 
or groups, to identify and evaluate potential beaver reintroduction sites Support reintroductions into 
areas that would benefit from beaver activity and where conflicts with other uses have been resolved 

a 

Objective 

1 Within five years of the Record of Decision, all existing roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream 
crossings within these lands will be inventoried and evaluated as to whether they meet management 
prescription goals Those that do not meet management prescription goals will be scheduled for 
restoration or obliteration 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Riparian forage utilization standards are found in the forest- 
wide standards and guidelines for Range Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Boundary widths for the five water types apply until a site-specific analysis is completed The slope 
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- distances specified for boundary widths in the five water types will vary by ecological subsection Fol- 
lowing are the slope distances of boundary widths, in feet, by ecological subsection (G) 

3.4 

BOUNDARY WIDTHS OF WATER TYPES, BY SUBSECTIONS 

2 1,5,6,7 Water Type 

Fish-bearing Stream Reaches 11 

Perennial Nonfish-bearing Stream Reaches 11 

Lakes 2/ 

Reservoirs, Pods, Wetlands Greater Than One Acre 31 

Intermittent Streans, Wetlards Less Than One Acre 41 

150 200 

75 75 

150 200 

75 75 

75 75 

300 

150 

300 

150 

100 

11The boundary width is the slope distance on both sides of the stream, in feet, measured from the edge of the stream. or 
the area from the edge of the active stream channel to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation. whichever is greater 

2/ The boundary width is the slope distance specified. in feet, measured from the high water mark of the lake, or the area 
from the high mark of the lake to the outer edge of the nparian vegetation or seasonally saturated soil, whichever is 
greater 

31The boundary width is the slope distance specified. in feet, measured from the edge of the body of water (edge is 
defined as the maximum pool elevation of the water body), or the wetland area to the outer edges of the nparian 
vegetation. whichever is greater 

41The boundary width is the slope distance on both sides of the intermittent stream, in feet. measured from the edge of the 
stream, or the wetland area to the outer edges of the nparian vegetation, whichever is areater 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Where catastrophic insect and disease damage results in degraded riparian conditions, 
unscheduled timber harvest (salvage and commercial fuelwood cutting) is allowed where needed 
to attain the goals of this management prescription providing other goals of this management 
prescription are not adversely affected (G) 

Fire/Fuels 
Avoid locating bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, helispots, hazardous material storage 
facilities, and other centers for incident activities within these lands If the only suitable location 
for such activities is within this area, an exception may be granted following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor The resource advisor will prescribe the location, use 
conditions, and rehabilitation requirements (G) 
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Avoid application of chemical retardant, foam, or additives in these areas Exceptions may be 
warranted in situations where overriding safety concerns exist, or following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor, when an escape would cause more long-term damage 
(G) 

Prescribed fire activities on adjacent lands must be compatible with management prescription 
goals. (S) 

Use minimum impact suppression methods (G) 

Physical Elements 

Lands 
Avoid locating utility corridors and their access roads in these lands whenever possible (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Adequate reclamation plans and bonds are required in mining plans of operation These bonds 
must cover the full costs of removing facilities, equipment, and materials, recontouring disturbed 
areas to near pre-mining topography, isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic or potentially 
toxic materials, salvaging and replacing topsoil, and preparing seedbeds and revegetating to 
meet management prescription goals (S) 

Do not locate permanent structures or facilities within these lands (S) 

Do not locate waste dumps, leaching pads, and other facilities within these lands where other 
alternatives are available If no other alternative exists, ensure that safeguards are in place to 
prevent release or drainage of toxic or other hazardous materials onto these lands (S) 

Do not allow debris, overburden, and other materials associated with mining activities to be placed 
within these lands if other alternatives are available If no alternative is available, place them 
outside the active floodplain and outside the Stream Protection Zones defined by the state In 
either case, place them in such a manner as to prevent their entry by erosion, high water, or other 
means into stream channels (S) 

Discourage mineral material extraction (subject to valid permitted rights, or where permitted by 
plans of operation) (G) 

Plans of operation will be consistent to the fullest extent possible with management prescription 
goals (G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Strive to maintain dead and defective tree habitat at a level capable of supporting 100 percent 
potential populations of the management indicator species for primary cavity excavators. (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 2 8 3 

Snow f e e  Seasons 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel 2/ I Road and Trail Travel 1/ I 
Pedestnan 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn BikeRdechanized 

Snow free Seasons I Motonzed. 4 0  wide I No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow Seasons 4/ Winter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Motonzed, > 5 0  wide No 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A I I Yes 

3 

1/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2l When cross-country travel is found to result in soil displacement in excess of 15 percent of an activity area, 
or alternation of natural stream channel morphology, reduce impacts through education. use limits, more 
intensive maintenance. Facillly modification, and/or closures 

3/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motonzed trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails The acres in this prescription area and the OROMTRD will be included in the calculations with the acres 
and OROMTRD in adjacent upland prescription areas (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

4/ Within grizzly bear BMUs, site-specific restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timins 
restrictions, etc ) will be imposed to resolve human-gnuly bear conflicts 

Containers holding more than five gallons of spare vehicle fuel should be stored outside the AIZ or 
stored in such a way as to prevent leakage into riparian areas Vehicle refueling should be done in 
a way that avoids contamination of water bodies (G) 

Roads and Trails 
No new roads, trails, or landings will be constructed within these lands until appropriate standards 
for construction, maintenance, and operations are in place (G) 

Improve, seasonally close, close, relocate and stabilize, or obliterate roads and trails that have 
been identified as posing a high risk of causing unnaturally high levels of sediment input or are 
known to be doing so Action to be taken will be determined based on travel management needs, 
terrain, the need for the road or trail, the potential environmental impacts, and resource priorities 
(G) 

Roads and trails or sections of them that have been identified as inhibiting riparian, wetland or 
aquatic ecosystem processes and/or functions (e g , plant community development, sediment 
transport, and stream channel development) will be improved, relocated, or obliterated The 
decision to improve, relocate, or obliterate will be based on the potential environmental impact, 
the ecological condition of the riparian, wetland and aquatic resources affected, and the need for 
the road or trail (G) 

Culverts and stream crossings found to pose a risk to riparian, wetland or aquatic conditions will 
be improved to accommodate at least a 50-year flood, including associated bedload and debris 
(G) 
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New stream crossings will be constructed and maintained to prevent diversion of streamflow out 
of the channel and down the road in case of failure In locations found to have high potential for 
failure, the roadway will be hardened to further lessen the chance of roadway failure or severe 
erosion should the crossing overtop (G) 

Constructed temporary stream crossings, such as log and culvert installations, may be allowed if 
temporary crossings will be constructed and used in such a way as to minimize sediment input 
and to provide for fish passage They will be maintained during use and removed and rehabilitated 
as soon as they are no longer needed (G) 

Construct, reconstruct, and maintain all road and trail crossings of streams which currently or 
historically bear fish to provide for fish passage. Exceptions are allowed where it is necessary to 
restrict fish movements in order to protect native or desirable nonnative fish populations (G) 

Conserve surfacing materials and protect riparian resources, by properly maintaining roads and 
avoiding side casting during road maintenance activities (G) 

Recreation and OutfittedGuide 
When dispersed recreation is found to result in soil disturbance in excess of 15 percent of an 
activity area, or alteration of natural stream channel morphology, address impacts through 
education, use limits, more intensive maintenance, facility modification, and /or closures (G) 

Recreational grazing must meet range standards for utilization of riparian vegetation (S) 

Permitted stock holding, watering, and handling facilities within riparianvegetation (may not include 
the entire AIZ boundary) are allowed only if appropriate mitigation measures are implemented to . .  ~ 

reduce negative impacts (S) 

ROS - Primitive to urban (G) 

- 

VQO - Retention to modification (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Incorporate into AMPs, objectives for attainment of desired vegetation conditions for riparian 
plant community seral stage development and stream channel condition (G) 

Proposed livestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures within these lands are allowed 
only if appropriate mitigation measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts (S) 

Existing livestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures within these lands are allowed 
at permit issuance only if mitigation measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts (G) 

Timber 
These lands are not included in the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Where needed to attain management prescription goals, design silvicultural prescriptions and 
allow prescribed burning and stocking control, as well as the reestablishment and culturing of 
stands to attain desired vegetation characteristics (G) 

Mechanized treatment of wood residue is minimized (G) 

Burning of mechanized treated wood residues within the bankfull channel is prohibited (S) 
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Where catastrophic events such as fire or windstorms result in degraded riparian conditions, 

most desirable management practice (G) 
unscheduled timber harvest (salvage and commercial fuelwood cutting) may be selected as the 6 - 

2.9.1 SOUTH FORK ELIGIBLE SCENIC RIVER 

Description 

This prescription applies to the portion of the South Fork of the Snake River that has been determined 
to be an eligible scenic river, consisting of the water surface, islands, sand bars, riparian vegetation, and 
adjacent uplands from Conant Valley powerline downstream to Riley Diversion (1 7 miles) 

Within this corridor are campgrounds, picnic sites, boating sitedramps, and other facilities such as 
trailheads, scenic and wildlife viewing areas, fishing access points and inventoried National Forest 
recreation sites selected for potential development Development ranges from native material roads and 
campsites, with nonflush toilets, to a high degree of site modification with comfort and convenience 
facilities including paved roads, water systems, flush toilets, and boat launches 

Overall, you notice signs of people, generally oriented toward water use Drifting downstream in a boat, 
you notice roads, buildings, picnic tables, camping spots and, occasionally, people fishing along the 
river bank You hear sounds of vehicles and other human activity You will see powerlines across the 
river from time to time Other stretches of river have few roads or developments and provide a relatively 
quiet, peaceful, natural setting 

As you float you often see stands of cottonwood, most of them mature In and around these cottonwood 
stands you may see bald eagles or peregrine falcon perched in trees, or great blue heron on the ground 
During the winter you may see elk, moose, and deer on adjacent slopes 

a - 
During the summer, livestock may be seen grazing next to the river and on nearby slopes 

The management direction contained in the Snake River Activity/Operations Plan, as developed be- 
tween the U S Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management and signed in February 1991, 
applies to this area This management direction will be adjusted (if necessary) to reflect direction from 
the required suitability study 

Goals 

1 Maintain the river's scenic values 

2 Maintain or enhance critical nesting, foraging and wintering areas for bald eagles, maintain big 
game winter range and improve unsatisfactory big game habitat Maintain heron rookeries and improve 
goose nesting opportunities 

Standards and Guidelines 

Manage this area according to the standards and guidelines established in the Snake River Activity/ 
Operations Plan (U S Forest Service & Bureau of Land Management, February 1991), except for the 
direction shown below (S) 

Physical Elements 

Minera ls/Geology 
Same as 2 3 Eligible Wild River 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

e Access (S) - 2 9 1 

Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 1/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeIMechanized Yes Yes 

Snow Seasons 

Snow free Seasons Motorized. < 5 0  wide No Yes 
Yes I OROMTRD 2/ I 2/ 1 Motorized. >50 wide 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine No Yes 

1/ individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2! OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density does not apply to this prescription area 

2.9.2 SOUTH FORK ELIGIBLE RECREATION RIVER 

Description 

This prescription applies to the portion of the South Fork of the Snake River that has been determined 
to be an eligrble recreation river, consisting of the water surface, islands, sand bars, riparran vegetation, 
and adjacent uplands 

The rest of the description is the same as the scenic portion of the river (2 9 I )  

Goals 

Goals are the same as the scenic portion except 

e 

Maintain the river's recreation values, from Palisades Dam to Conant Valley powerline, some 16 5 
miles 

Standards and Guidelines 

Same as 2 9 1 S Fork Eligible Scenic River 
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3.1.1 (a) NONMOTORIZED 

Description 

This management prescription identifies areas where semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation use, like 
hiking and horseback riding, will occur during the summer months The experience is similar to a 
primitive experience, but does allow some motorized use, like chainsaws for summer trail maintenance, 
snowmachines during the winter, and helicopters Groomed snowmachine trails are not allowed 

These areas are accessible by trails or cross-country, you find no usable roads All-terrain vehicles and 
motorcycles cannot use the area Encounters with other people diminish as you move away from 
nearby roads and trailheads Generally, you experience a backcountiy setting with a high likelihood of 
solitude However, you may occasionally meet large groups 

You may find oversnow vehicles, helicopter use, stock tanks, or fences Otherwise, the forest generally 
presents a natural appearance A variety of forest seral stages may be present, ranging from areas with 
recent wildfires to old growth habitat Firewood is available for camping, but is not generally available for 
home use Outfitter and guiding activity may be present Domestic livestock grazing may be present in 
some areas, and you may see range improvements such as fencing and stock tanks A variety of 
nonforested rangeland seral stages may be present 

Goals 

1 Maintain or enhance semi-primitive nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities outside of 
the winter season 

2 Prescribed natural fire and manager-ignited fire will be managed to maintain fire’s ecological role m - and to enhance habitat 

3 Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession, compatible with other 
resource objectives 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Fire/Fuels 
The emphasis will be on prescribed natural fire whenever conditions permit (G) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possible (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans or their influences create a serious threat or loss of resource values (G) 

Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualities outside and within this prescription area are not imminent, or where natural vegetation 
would return in a reasonable time (G) 
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Use indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectation of natural healing (G) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
semi-primitive nonmotorized resources or to protect life, property, and other resource values 
outside the area (S) 

6 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1 2 Wilderness Study Area 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 3 1 1 (a) 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 

I Season I Type of Access 1 Cross-country Travel 1 Road and Trail Travel 1/ 1 

Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes I 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, ~50" wide No No 21 
No 2/ 

0 0 milsq mi 3 
Motorized, >50" wide 
OROMTRD 3/ I I 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2/ Motorized use is not allowed, except that motonzed equipment is allowed for trail construcbon/maintenance 
Motorized transport of Forest Service employees is not allowed except on contracts where motorized 
maintenance equipment is being used 

YOROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 

0 

Roads 
Existing system or nonsystem roads will be closed as soon as practicable (S) 

No new road construction (S) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Minimal recreation facilities may be provided (such as hitch rack, rudimentary toilets, 
etc ) not to exceed Development Level I (see Glossary) Generally, recreation facilities are not 
encouraged (G) 

High impact campsites should be restored to meet Frissell Condition Class 3 (see Glossary) (G) 

Trails -Trails and bridges are constructed/maintained to a level to accommodate heavy foot and 
horse traffic, where allowed (G) 

- Motorized/mechanized trail maintenance and construction equipment may be used (G) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primitive nonmotorized (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention (G) a 
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Production of Commodity Resources 

Range - 
Livestock Grazing - Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the 
overall objectives of the area are acceptable (S) 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 

No timber harvesting. except for 'minor' forest products such as camp firewood, posts and poles 
for fencing on Forest only, administrative use, etc Harvesting does not trigger the need for 
reforestation Chainsaws are allowed (S) 

3.1.2 NONMOTORIZED 

Description 

This management prescription identifies areas where semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation use, like 
hiking and horseback riding, will occur during the summer months The experience is similar to a 
primitive experience, but does allow some motorized use, like chainsaws for summer trail maintenance, 
snowmachines during the winter, and helicopters Groomed snowmachine trails are not allowed 

This management prescription meets the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee criteria for grizzly bear 
core areas (IGBC Task Force Report, July 1994) 

These areas are accessible by trails or cross-country, you find no usable roads All-terrain vehicles and 
motorcycles cannot use the area Encounters with other people diminish as you move away from 
nearby roads and trailheads Generally, you experience a backcountry setting with a high likelihood of 
solitude However, you may meet large groups occasionally 

You may find oversnow vehicles, helicopter use, stock tanks, and fences Otherwise, the forest pre- 
sents a natural appearance. A variety of forest successional stages may be present, ranging from 
areas with recent wildfires to old growth habitat Firewood is available for camping, but is not available 
generally for home use Outfitter and guiding activity may be present Domestic sheep grazing is 
greatly reduced or absent to provide better management in grizzly bear habitat Cattle grazing may be 
present in some areas, and you may see range improvements such as fencing and stock tanks A 
variety of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present 

Goals 

1 Maintain or enhance semi-primitive nonmotorized dispersed recreation opportunities outside of 
the winter season 

2 Maintain grizzly bear core area attributes as defined in the IGBC Task Force Report, July 1994 

w 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency 
Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply to this management prescription, 
except that livestock grazing in existing Management Situation 2 habitat will continue to be managed 
under Management Situation 2 guidelines Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 
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Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession, compatible with 
other resource objectives (G) 

Fire/Fuels 
Wildfire will be managed using the appropriate suppression response The emphasis will be on 
prescribed natural fire whenever conditions permit (S) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possible (G) 

Use management-ignited fire to maintain fire's ecological role and to enhance habitat (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Watershed restoration will be done primarily where deteriorated soil or hydrologic conditions are 
caused by humans or their influences create a serious threat or loss of resource values (G) 

Promote natural healing where a definite hazard to life or property or important environmental 
qualities outside this prescription area are not imminent, orwhere natural vegetation would return 
in a reasonable time (G) 

Use indigenous or appropriate naturalized species to reestablish vegetation where there is no 
reasonable expectation of natural healing (S) 

Permit emergency burned area rehabilitation only if necessary to prevent an unnatural loss of 
semi-pnmitive nonmotorized resources or to protect life, property, and other resource values 
outside and within the area (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
All operating plans and special use permits will specify measures to meet grizzly bear management 
goals and objectives for grizzly bear habitat The following will be required (S) 

1 Temporary cessation or modification of permitted activities will occur to resolve grizzly 
bear conflicts 

2 Human food, refuse, and prepared IivestocWpet foods associated with the permitted 
activity will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal 
Proper storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally from 
adjacent posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods 
approved by the District Ranger The exception is when the food is being eaten or 
prepared for eating, or when food and similar organic matter is being transported 
Unburned human foods, garbage or other refuse will be carried off the forest as often as 
practical 

3 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger 
as soon as practical 

4 Access roads that are not open on the travel plan will be low standard roads and gated to 
allow access only to the operators Nonwinter motorized use behind locked gates is 
authorized only for permitted activities 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 3 1 2 

Seaso" Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorselPack Stock Yes 
Mtn ElkeIMechanized I Yes I 

Snow free Seasons Motorized. < 5 0  wide NO No 21 
Motormed, >50 wide NO No 21 
TMARO 31 NIA 
OROMTRD 3/ NIA 0 0 mtlsq mi 

Snow Seasons 41 Winter "motorized Yes I Snowmachine Yes I Yes 
Yes 

11 Individual roads and Ira115 are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

21 Motorized use IS not allowed. except that motorized equipment 15 allowed lor trail conslruclionlmaintenance 
Motorized transporl of Forest Sewice employees 1s no1 allowed except on conlracts where motorized 
maintenance equipment IS being used 

31 TMARO = Total motorized access route density includes ail open and restricted roads and motorized tr~i ls 
(See Roads in Glossary lor more information) Unless a figure IS specified here. this IS calculated an a EMU or 
subunit basis Please refer lo the Forestwide standards and guidelines lor Access 
OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more information) Unless a ligure IS specified here, this IS calculated on a 
EMU or subunil basis Please refer to the Forestwide standards and guidelines lor Access 

41 Within grizzly bear EMUS. site-specific restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restrictions, etc ) will be imposed to resolve human-grizzly bear conflicts 

Roads 
Construct no new roads (S) 

Recreat ion  
D i spe rsed  - Minimal recreation facilities may be provided (such as h i t c h  rack, rudimentary toilets, 
etc ) not to exceed Development Level I Generally, recreation facilities are not encouraged (G) 

High impact campsites should be restored to meet Frissell Condition Class 3 (G) 

Trails - Trails and bridges are constructedlmalntained to a level to accommodate heavy foot and 
horse traffic, where allowed (S) 

Motorized/mechanized trail maintenance and construction equipment may be used (G) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primitive nonmotonzed (S) 

VQO - Preservation to partial retention (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Forestwide standards and guidelines apply for the management of domestic sheep grazing in 
Management Situation 2 grizzly bear habitat (G) 

Cattle grazing IS allowed (S) 
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Allotment Management Plans will specify measures to meet agency grizzly goals and objectives 
(3 
Permittee's full cooperation in meeting grizzly bear management goals and objectives for Situation 
2 grizzly bear habitat will be acondition of the permit In addition, the following will be required (S) 

a Temporary cessation or modification of permitted livestock grazing activities may occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts with humans or livestock 

b Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattractive to bear within 24 hours 
after they are discovered Methods may include removing the carcass from the area, burning, 
using an acceptable chemical repellent, or others approved by the District Ranger Disposal 
shall be in accordance with other governing agencies (such as the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Deparment) in order to determine cause of death for reimbursement purposes 

c Human food, refuse, and prepared IivestocWpet foods associated with the livestock operation 
will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal Proper 
storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally between adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
District Ranger The exception is when the food is being eaten or prepared for eating, or when 
food and similar organic matter is being transported 

d High quality food production areas for grizzlies such as wet alpine and subalpine meadows, 
stream bottoms, aspen groves, and other riparian areas will receive special grazing direction 
such as light, once-over grazing, special utilization standards, or complete closure These 
sites and their corresponding direction will be identified in the Annual Plan of Use 

e Livestockdepredation believed to be associated with bears will be reported within 24 hours 
after they are discovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies 

f Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger as 
soon as practical 

g Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act will be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit 

Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc.) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable (S) 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

No timber harvesting, except for 'minor' forest products such as camp firewood, posts and poles 
for fencing on Forest only, administrative use, etc Harvesting does not trigger the need for 
reforestation Chainsaws are allowed (S) 
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3.2 (b,c,d,g,i,j) SEMI-PRIMITIVE MOTORIZED 

Description 

This management prescription identifies areas with a semi-primitive backcountry recreation experi- 
ence, associated with some motorized vehicle use These areas are accessible by roads and trails 
Cross-country motorized vehicle use is only allowed in prescription areas 3 2 (b) and 3 2 (f) Roads and 
trails are designed and maintained to allow easy passage You will find occasional to frequent encoun- 
ters with trail users You may meet large groups occasionally 

Generally, the forest presents a natural appearance A variety of forest successional stages may be 
present, ranging from areas with recent wildfires to late successional habitat Firewood is available for 
camping and home use Outfitter and guiding activity may be present Domestic livestock grazing may 
be present in some areas, and you may see range improvements such as fencing and stock tanks A 
variety of nonforested rangeland successional stages may be present 

Goals 

1 Maintain or enhance semi-primitive motorized dispersed recreation opportunities 

2 Prescribed natural fire and management-ignited fire will be managed to maintain fire's ecological 
role and to enhance habitat 

Standards and Guidelines 

Within the grizzly bear recovery zone, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situa- 
tion 1 habitat apply to management prescription 3 2 (c), except that livestock grazing in existing Man- 
agement Situation 2 habitat will continue to be managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines 

.L 
W 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Allow insects and disease to play their natural role in ecological succession (G) 

Fire/Fuels 
The emphasis will be on prescribed natural fire whenever conditions permit (G) 

Employ Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) to the maximum extent possible (G) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
All operating plans and special use permits will specify measures to meet grizzly bear management 
goals and objectives for grizzly bear habitat The following will be required (S) 

1 Temporary cessation or modification of permitted activities will occur to resolve grizzly 
bear conflicts 

2 Human food, refuse, and prepared IivestocWpet foods associated with the permitted 
activity will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal 
Proper storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally from 
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adjacent posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods 
approved by the District Ranger The exception is when the food is being eaten or 
prepared for eating, or when food and similar organic matter IS being transported 
Unburned human foods, garbage or other refuse will be carried off the forest as often as 
practical 

3 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger 
as soon as practical 

4 Access roads that are not open on the travel plan will be low standard roads and gated to 
allow access only to the operators Nonwinter motorized use behind locked gates is 
authorized only for permitted activities 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Maintain snags at 60 percent of biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 3 2 (b) 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross Country Travel Road and Trail Travel I1 

Pedestnan Yes Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bike/Mechanized Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

2l Motonzed use is not allowed on slopes 40%. on unstable soils, or during the period from October 1 to 
December 30 

3/0ROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more infonation) In the Spring Mtn Canyon area (Lemhi Mtns , Dubois 
R D ) OROMTRD is c= 1 3 mileskquare mile 

Motorized. c50 wide Yes 2l Yes 
Motorized. > 5 0  wide No Yes 
OROMTRD NIA c= 1 0 mi/sq mi 3/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 
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Access (S) - 3 2 (6) 

Season Type of Access Cross-Country Travel 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes 
Mtn BikeNechanized Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, <50" wide No 
Motorized, >50" wide No 
OROMTRD NIA 

Season I Type 01 Access I Cross-Countv Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 

Road and Trail Travel II 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 1 0 milsq mi 2/ 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn EikelMechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, c 5 0  wide NO 
Motorized, > 5 0  wide NO 
OROMTRD 3/ I N/A 

Yes 2I 
Yes 2I 

Snow Seasons 41 Winter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes I I 

I /  Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed In the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

21 Motorized use 1s generally not allowed on designated trails during the period from October 1 to December 30, 
except where noted on the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

31 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more Information) Unless a figure IS specified here, this IS calculated on a 
EMU or subunit basis Please refer to the Forestwide standards and guidelines for Access 

4/ Within grizzly bear EMUS, site-specifc restrictions on winter recreation aclivity (such as area closures. timing 
restnclions, etc ) will be imposed to resolve human-grizzly bear conflicts 

Access (S) - 3 2 (d) 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes I I 

I /  Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2/ OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary br more information) 

In 3 2 (d) Rescription areas <= 3 5 sq mi in size. OROMTRD does not apply 
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Access (S) - 3 2 (9) 

Snow free Seasons 

I Season I TvDe of Access I Cross-Countrv Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bikehlechanized 

HorselPack Stock 
Mfn BikdMechanized I 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motorized, 6 0  wide No Yes 
Motorized, >SO" wide No Yes 
OROMTRD U NIA c= 1 2 mi/sq mi 2/ 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motonzed, c50" wide NO 
Motorized, >SO wide 
OROMTRD 

Yes 
Yes 

c= 1 0  mtsqmi 21 

I Yes 
Yes 

I Snow Seasons 3/ Winter Nonmotorized I Snowmachine 
Yes 
Yes 

11 Individual roads and trails are designaled open or closed In the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

21 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossaly lor more information) In grizzly bear habitat, this IS calculated an a BMU or 
subunit basis Please refer la the Forestwide standards and guidelines for Access In 3 2 (g) prescription areas 
which are narrow linear road corndors (I e Pass Creek Eightmile Creek, INing Creek, East Dry Creek). 
OROMTRD does not apply This figure applies to other areas outside the BMU's 

3/ Within grizzly bear BMUs, site-specific restrictions on winter recreation activity (such as area closures, timing 
restrictions. etc ) will be imposed Io resolve human-gnzzly bear conflicts 

Access (S) - 3 2 (I) 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel I Road and Trail Travel I /  I 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

I/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

UOROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for moreinformation) 
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Access (S) - 3 2 (1) 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized 
Snowmachine 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel I/ I 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn BikeiMechanized I Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, < 5 0  wide No Yes 
Yes 

e= 0 5 miisq mi 21 I Motorized, > 5 0  wide 
OROMTRD 2l 

I /  individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2l OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for moreinformation) 

Roads 
Generally, construct no new roads (G) 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Dispersed recreation facilities may be provided to reduce adverse resource impacts 

at heavily used sites (G) 

- Development level shall not exceed Level 2 for developed recreation sites (see 
Glossary) (S) - 

w 
- High impact campsites should be restored to meet Frissell Condition Class 3 

(see Glossary) (G) 

Trails - Trails and bridges are constructedhaintained to a level to accommodate heavy foot, 
horse, and motorized vehicle traffic, where allowed (G) 

ROS - Semi-primitive nonmotorized and roaded natural (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Range developments (water tanks, fences, etc ) that do not detract from the overall objectives of 
the area are acceptable (G) 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply for the management of domestic sheep grazing in 
Management Situation 2 grizzly bear habitat (3 2 (c), 3 2 (g)) (G) 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Timber management is allowed for such products as camp firewood, home use firewood, posts 
and poles for fencing on Forest, Christmas trees, wildlife habitat, administrative use, etc Harvesting 
generally does not trigger the need for reforestation (G) 
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Commercial post and pole sales are allowed provided no new temporary or system road 
construction occurs (G) 

4.1 DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES 

Description 

This prescription applies to existing campgrounds, picnic areas, boating siteshamps, and other facilities 
such as trailheads, snow parks, scenic and wildlife viewing areas, fishing access points, and inventoried 
National Forest recreation sites selected for potential development located throughout the Targhee 
National Forest Development ranges from native material roads and campsites, with nonflush toilets, to 
a high degree of site modification with comfort and convenience facilities including paved roads, water 
systems, mobility impaired access, flush toilets and boat launches (See Developed Recreation Sites - 
Development Scales 1-5 in the Glossary) 

Overall, you find many signs of people You see little or no evidence of resource development except for 
recreation Picnic tables, roads, buildings, and camping spots are obvious You often hear sounds of 
vehicles and other human activity Signs advise that off-highway vehicle use is not allowed except to 
enter and depart the site on roads 

You can gather down firewood for camping, but you cannot gather it for home use Access to fishing 
may be rather easy if the facility IS near a stream or river, but the fishing may be less satisfactory than 
in more remote areas 

You generally will not find livestock within campgrounds, but they may be visible nearby Signs and 
sounds of logging may also be apparent from time to time 

Wildlife, in the form of chipmunks, squirrels, birds, and occasional big game may be seen 

Generally you will find a variety of vegetation conditions from sagebrush to forested land within these 
areas The forest cover will vary from mature trees to young seedling and sapling trees The forest will 
generally be in a healthy, vigorous condition to provide for safety and provide for a friendly, relaxed 
outdoor experience The area around the campground will generally exhibit a variety of visual condi- 
tions, depending on past insect, disease, and fire activity and management's response to those distur- 
bances 

Goals 

1 Provide for a variety of concentrated public recreation uses in a roaded-natural setting based on 
the character of the areas and visitors' needs 

2 Protect and enhance a natural appearing environment within and adjacent to the existing sites to 
the extent possible while maintaining the existing array of developed recreation sites 

3 Promote wildlife viewing opportunities when compatible with developed recreation use 

4 Provide an appropriate mix of reservation and nonreservation sites in campgrounds 

5 Provide short trails to facilities and opportunities for interpretation 

e 

6 Manage aspen for its value in providing seasonal color e 
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Standards and Guidelines - 
Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below - 
Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Control insects and disease consistent with recreational objectives (S) 

Fire/Fuels 
All wildfires that threaten these areas will be aggressively suppressed (S) 

Prescribed fire generally will not apply here It may be used, however, to obtain natural regeneration 
in preference to soil-disturbing techniques (G) 

Natural fuels will be reduced or otherwise treated so the potential fireline intensities will not 
exceed 100 BTU per second per foot on 90 percent of the days during the regular fire season 
(Burning Index c 40) (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Where standards are not being met, actively rehabilitate these areas Use rehabilitation techniques 
that do not detract from the recreation opportunity (S) 

Avoid new construction on unstable or highly erosive soil (G) 

On new developments provide adequate vegetation filters to maintain and/or enhance riparian- 
dependent resources (G) - 

Lands 
Corridor rights-of-way should avoid campgrounds and other facilities (G) 

Minerals/Geology 
Same as 1 2 Wilderness Study Area 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Animal Damage Control - Animal damage control generally will not be done on these sites because 
of potential conflicts with recreation users and their pets, except for control of problem bears, 
beavers, porcupmes, etc (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 4.1 a 
I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Countly Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn BikelMechanized I Yes 

N O  
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, do" wide No Yes 2l 
Yes 2l 

NIA I Motorized. S O "  wide 
OROMTRD 31 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes I I 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2l Motorized use is allowed only on existing roads and is limited to entenng, leaving, and visiting other sites 
within the facility 

31OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail mute density includes ail open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in GlossaN tar more informationl 

Recreation 
Developed 
Campgrounds and picnic areas that have a seasonal use level of 40 percent or higher should 
be managed at the Standard Service Level (see Glossary) (G) 

Campgrounds and picnic areas that have a season-long use level of 20 to 40 Dercent should be 
managed at less than the Standard Service Level (G) 

Those with less than 20 percent average season-long use may require closure of sites first and 
then, if needed, closure of the entire facility (G) 

Trailhead facilities adjacent to designated wilderness will be developed to a level appropriate to 
the adjacent wilderness management prescription (G) 

Development Level Developed sites should be built, improved, and maintained in accordance 
with the established Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classification for the management 
prescription area and the development standards as follows (G) 

ROS Class Site Development Scale 

Primitive None 

Semi-pnmitive Not to exceed 1 
Nonmotorized 

Semi-pnmitive Not to exceed 2 
Motorized 

Roaded Natural Not to exceed 3 

Urban Not to exceed 4 
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ROS - Semi-primitive motorized to urban (G) - 
W VQO - Manage for a full range from retention to modification Facilities are often evident but 

harmonize and blend with the natural setting (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Grazing at trailheads, boatramps, picnic areas, etc may be allowed when developments or 
recreation use is not adversely affected (G) 

Timber 
Developed recreation sites are removed from the suitable timber base These lands do not 
contribute to the ASQ (S) 

4.2 SPECIAL USE PERMIT RECREATION SITES 

Description 

This prescription applies to ski areas, resorts, summer home sites and organization camps (such as 
Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts of America) that are allowed under a special use permit 

The emphasis is on providing privately operated types of recreation on National Forest land for large 
concentrated groups of people Overall, you find many signs of people You see little or no evidence of 
resource development except for recreation Cabins and buildings used by permittees are visible but 
blend into the surroundings Roads are generally gravelled, but may be paved in higher use areas. OHV 
use is limited to entry and departure routes and for administrative purposes In some areas you may see 
extensive development associated with ski areas or resorts-for example, buildings, ski lifts, mainte- 
nance equipment, etc Many pedestrians and cars may be seen in these areas 

You generally will not find livestock within these areas, but they may be visible nearby Signs and 
sounds of logging may also be apparent from time to time 

Wildlife, in the form of chipmunks, squirrels, birds, and occasional big game may be seen 

Generally you will find a variety of vegetation conditions from sagebrush to forested land within these 
areas The forest cover will vary from mature trees to young seedling and sapling trees The forest will 
generally be in a healthy, vigorous condition to provide for safety and provide for a friendly, relaxed 
outdoor experience The area around the special use facility will generally exhibit a variety of visual 
conditions, depending on past insect, disease, and fire activity and management's response to those 
disturbances 

Goals 

1 Provide for privately operated recreation use 

2 Protect and enhance a natural appearing environment to the extent possible while providing for 
private and group recreation opportunities 

3 Strive to incorporate opportunities for watchable wildlife 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 
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Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Control insects and disease consistent with visual objectives (S) 

FirelFuels 
All wildfires that threaten these areas will be aggressively suppressed (S) 

Prescribed fire generally will not apply here It may be used, however, to achieve resource 
objectives (G) 

Natural fuels will be reduced or otherwise treated so the potential fireline intensities will not 
exceed 100 BTU per second per foot on 90 percent of the days during the regular fire season 
(Burning Index < 40) (G) 

Physical Elements 

Soil and Water 
Use rehabilitation techniques that do not detract from the recreation opportunity (G) 

Avoid new construction on unstable or highly erosive soils (G) 

On new developments provide adequate vegetation filters to maintain and/or enhance riparian- 
dependent resources (G) 

Lands 
Corridor rights-of-way will avoid summer homes and group facilities (G) 

Continue existing recreation residence permits under specific subsection direction and the 
following conditions for specific areas 

a) Implement the Big Springs Summer Home Agreement (S) 

b) New recreation residence tracts (summer homes) will not be established No new 
residences will be permitted on vacant lots that are no longer leased unless necessary to 
replace lots damaged by landslides at the Hoffman site or to implement the Big Springs 
court order (S) 

Do not consider Buffalo, Moose Creek, and Big Springs summer home areas for land exchange 
(S) 

Minerals/Geology 
Locatable - Withdraw from mineral entry, or remove from mineral entry through the notation rule, 
subject to valid existing rights (G) 

Mineral Material - No entry for mineral materials (S) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Projects that allow selected wildlife species to be more visible to recreation users may be allowed 
when compatible with special use permit recreation sites (G) 

Animal Damage Control -Animal damage control generally will not be done on these sites because 
of potential conflicts with recreation users and their pets, except for control of problem bears, 
beavers, porcupines, etc (G) 

a 
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Plants 

0 Projects or events that focus on the identification and/or uses of plants are allowed where compatible 
with special use permits and the activities do not degrade the vegetation at the facility (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 4 2 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel I /  

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock No Yes 
Mtn BikeIMechanized No Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motonzed, 4 0  wide 
Motorized, >SO" wide 
OROMTRD 41 I 

Snow Seasons 

No 
No 
N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 51 Yes 51 

I Yes 3/ 
Yes 31 

not applicable 

Recreation 
Developed - Natural vegetation should be favored around facilities However, mowing natural 
vegetation around facilities may be allowed (G) 

Trails - Trails may be allowed for the convenience of people using these sites (G) 

Short trails are allowed which provide access to facilities and opportunities for interpretation (G) 

ROS - Roaded natural to urban (G) 

VQO - Manage for afull range from partial retention to maximum modification Facilities are often 
evident. but harmonize and blend with the natural setting (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Unless grazing activities are needed to meet recreation objectives, or unless authorized by special 
use or grazing permit, grazing of recreation stock and other livestock will not be allowed in special 
use recreation sites (G) 

Grazing activities may be allowed in and around facilities designed for livestock use (G) 
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Timber 
Developed recreation sites are removed from the suitable timber base These lands do not 
contribute to the ASQ (S) 

All vegetation treatment options are available, but only as required to meet specific recreation 
objectives (G) 

Stipulate removal of unsafe andlor dead trees in the special use permit Native species may be 
planted to provide cover when naturally-occurring vegetation is inadequate (G) 

4.3 DISPERSED CAMPING MANAGEMENT 

Description 

The purpose of this prescription is to maintain a quality dispersed recreation experience for the public 
and still protect other resource values that occur in the same area This prescription applies to highly 
attractive and desirable, heavy summer use areas such as around lakes or reservoirs, along roads and 
streams, or at trailheads where there are multiple campsites accessed by conventional wheeled ve- 
hicles (> 50" wide) or boats Included would be heavy use areas where dispersed camping occurs in 
potential conflict with other resources or where site damage is occurring or likely to occur 

While dispersed recreation is the main theme, protecting the resource values of the area IS also critical 
Therefore this prescription is intended to create a balance between the users and the resource they 
came to enjoy This prescription is intended to be applied in those areas where special concerns or 
consideration must be given to dispersed recreation use in order to maintain the recreation opportuni- 
ties 

This Diescription includes areas not considered developed, but which are used by the public on a 
reocdurring basis They include sites where developed siatus does not fit, but use byihe pu'blic is more 
than occasional use during the recreation use period These sites may have some limited developed 
facilities which may include one or two, but not the majority of the following fire-rings, tables, toilet 
facilities, signs, and/or water These sites are not fee areas and have very limited capital investment 

Management emphasis is directed at managing dispersed or undeveloped type camping opportunities, 
such that other resources are not unacceptably affected Minor development is allowed to protect the 
site or prevent resource damage, but development should not put sites into a developed site manage- 
ment emphasis Restrictions may be placed on camping locations to allow used areas to recover or to 
protect natural resources 

Goals 

1 Provide facilities to a level only to meet resource protection needs 

2 Provide a balance between recreation use and other resource ne I s  so that thc ? resources 
which provide attractions to the area are protected to a point they continue to be important recreational 
attractions 

3 Maintain or improve the quality of the dispersed camping sites that now exist in the area 

4 Avoid allowing heavy buildup of fuels in these areas to reduce risk of accidental fire ignition 
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Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

FirelFuels 
Avoid application of chemical retardant, foam, or additives in these areas Exceptions may be 
warranted in situations where overriding safety situations exist, or following a review and 
recommendation by a resource advisor, when an escape would cause more long-term damage 
(G) 

Use minimum impact suppression methods (G) 

Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology 
Adequate reclamation plans and bonds are required in mining plans of operation These bonds 
include costs of removing facilities, equipment, and materials, recontouring disturbed areas to 
near pre-mining topography, isolating and neutralizing or removing toxic or potentially toxic 
materials, salvaging and replacing topsoil, and preparing seedbeds and revegetating to meet 
management prescription goals (G) 

Avoid locating permanent structures or facilities within these lands Limit road construction to the 
minimum necessary for the approved activity (G) 

Avoid locating waste dumps, leaching pads, and other facilities within these lands or within the 
viewshed where other alternatives are available If no other alternative exists, ensure that visual 
mitigation such as screening is in place to prevent degradation of visual quality on these lands 
(G) 

For leasable minerals, avoid surface occupancy for exploration and development activities where 
leases do not already exist (G) 

Mineral material extraction should be discouraged (subject to valid permitted rights, or permitted 
plans of operation as allowed by Law) (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 4 3 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 
Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeMechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, 60" wide No 21 Yes 
Motorized, >50" wide No 21 Yes 
OROMTRD 3/ NIA NIA 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Roads and Trails 
No new roads, trails, or landings will be constructed within these lands until appropriate standards 
for construction, maintenance, and operations are in place (G) 

Improve, seasonally close, close, relocate and stabilize, or obliterate roads and trails (or sections 
of them) that have been identified as posing a high risk of causing unnaturally high levels of 
sediment input into fish spawning areas Action to be taken will be determined based upon travel 
management needs, terrain, the need for the road or trail, and resource priorities (G) 

Roads and trails that have been identified as inhibiting riparian, wetland or aquatic ecosystem 
processes and/or functions (e g , plant community development, sediment transport, and stream 
channel development) will be improved, relocated, or obliterated The decision to improve, relocate, 
or obliterate will be based on the potential environmental impact, the ecological condition of the 
riparian, wetland and aquatic resources affected, and the need for the road or trail (G) 

Culverts and stream crossings found to pose a risk to ripanan, wetland or aquatic conditions will 
be improved to accommodate at least a 50-year flood, including associated bedload and debris 
(G) 

New stream crossings will be constructed and maintained to prevent diversion of streamflow out 
of the channel and down the road in case of failure(s) In locations found to have high potential for 
failure, the roadway will be hardened to further lessen the chance of roadway failure or severe 
erosion should the crossing overtop (G) 

Constructed temporary stream crossings, such as log and culvert installations, may be allowed 
Temporary crossings will be constructed and used in such a way as to minimize sediment input 
and to provide for fish passage They will be maintained during use and removed and rehabilitated 
as soon as they are no longer needed (G) 

Construct, reconstruct, and maintain all road crossings of streams which currently or historically 
bear fish to provide for fish passage Exceptions are allowed where it is necessary to restrict fish 
movements in order to protect native or desirable nonnative fish populations (G) 
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Conserve surfacing materials and protect r.parian and orher resouces by proper y maintaining 
roads and avoioing sidecasting auring road ma.nrenance acrivities (G) - 

Recreation and Outfitter/Guide 
When dispersed recreation is found to result in soil displacement in excess of 15 percent of an 
activity area (e g , aquatic influence zone, riparian areas, dispersed campsites, etc ), or alteration 
of natural stream channel morphology, address impacts through education, use limits, more 
intensive maintenance, facility modification, andlor closures (G) 

Recreational grazing must meet range standards for utilization of riparian vegetation (S) 

Permitted stock holding, watering, and handling facilities within riparian vegetation (does not 
include the entire aquatic influence zone) are only allowed if appropriate and mitigation measures 
are implemented to reduce negative impacts (S) 

Road surfacing or hardening should be encouraged in areas of high use and evident resource 
damage Both parking location and access roads should be considered (G) 

Fire circles created by the public, should not exceed one per site Where more than one circle is 
inventoried, action should be taken to reduce the number to one Action could include education, 
signing, facility installation closure order, surfacing, etc Restrictions to require use of fire pans or 
contained fires may be necessary and should be considered in the area management plan (G) 

Boat launching along streams, river sections, lakes or reservoirs should be restricted to developed 
sites or if no sites exist, consideration should be made to develop a facility to meet the public 
needs (G) 

For all groups in excess of 20 persons, the site should have toilet facilities Where facilities do not 
exist, portable toilet units should be provided by groups of 20 or more persons (G) 

- 
When portable toilet units are used, they shall be placed away from water and must be packed 
out when use has ended (S) 

Solid waste disposal will be accomplished using the Pack In-Pack Out program (G) 

ROS - Primitive to urban (G) 

VQO - Retention to modification (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Incorporate into AMPs, objectives for attainment of site-specific DFCs for riparian or wetland 
plant community seral stage development and stream channel condition (G) 

Proposed livestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures within these lands are allowed 
only if appropriate, and mitigation measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts (S) 

Existing livestock watering facilities, corrals, and holding pastures within these areas are allowed 
at permit issuance only if mitigation measures are implemented to reduce negative impacts (G) 

Salting sites should be placed 1/4 mile from dispersed sites (G) 

Timber 
These lands are not included in the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 
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Where needed to attain management prescription goals, design silvicultural prescriptions and 
allow prescribed burning and stocking control, as well as the reestablishment and culturing of 
stands to attain desired vegetation characteristics (G) 

5.1 (c) TIMBER MANAGEMENT 

Description 

The emphasis is on scheduled wood-fiber production and use, on livestock production, and on other 
compatible commodity outputs, and consideration for long-term forest health 

Overall, you notice many signs of people You see afairly extensive roading system and timber harvest 
activity in some areas The main road system is gravel-surfaced and well maintained, with gentle grades 
well suited for sedan travel You may see timber harvest equipment on roadsides and meet logging 
traffic along the roadway You will see other people driving for pleasure or hauling out a load of fire- 
wood Driving a sedan you can travel about two-thirds of the main road system About one-third of the 
main road system is closed for wildlife security or roadway protection 

You notice frequent low-standard branch roads with native and gravel surfaces Most of these low- 
standard roads are closed annually or seasonally to vehicle access Some branch roads remain open 
for public access, for commodity production and for Forest Service administration 

The forest is a mosaic of different sizes, ages and heights Older, taller trees tend to dominate the 
landscape, but openings with smaller trees are obvious Recently cut areas show tree stumps, slash 
and disturbed soil Recently cut areas have a partial canopy of older trees Older clearcut areas have 
seedlings, saplings, poles, and older trees up to 35 feet tall and have a less disturbed appearing forest 
floor Dead trees from the mountain pine beetle infestation are seen in older stands and scattered 
throughout the rest of the forest 

Firewood is available in designated areas, by permit, from live and dead trees, designated aspen areas, 
and from slash and logs decked for that purpose 

If you watch wildlife, you will see a variety of species, particularly those which prefer young seral stages 
of forest vegetation to those which prefer later stages Elk and deer numbers have generally increased 
somewhat in recent years However, in areas of active timber harvest activity, some elk and other big- 
game species may have been displaced to areas with greater security. Because of the setting, outfitted 
hunting may not be as common as it is in less-developed areas 

During the summer and fall you encounter cattle or sheep and notice signs of intensive management 
practices, such as burning. spraying, seeding, fences, cattleguards, water developments and gates 
You see some cattle within streamside riparian areas and on nearby slopes Away from the streams, 
you see scattered groups of livestock You may find traffic delays when livestock is being moved 

You find such nonmotorized activities as hiking, biking and horseback riding along roads closed to 
vehicle traffic Some roads and areas are available for snowmobile, motorcycle, and 4-wheel-drive 
vehicle use 

Goals 

1 Manage lands to promote the production of commodity and noncommodity resources 

2 Establish fire protection objectives for the area and desired fuel conditions 

0 
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3 Fire management strategies emphasize preservation and protection of timber and range values 
scheduled for current use 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

4 Effectively control insects and disease and sustain forest growth 

5 Provide a wide array of dispersed recreation opportunities 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Practices to prevent or control insects and disease through direct control or silvicultural practices 
may be considered (G) 

FirelFuels 
Wildfires will normally be suppressed using control strategies during the fire season Pre- and 
post-fire season strategies may include containment, confinement, or control (G) 

Prescribed fire may be used to reduce fuel loading, obtain natural regeneration; improve livestock 
forage conditions, for wildlife habitat improvement, and for other purposes that meet the needs of 
this prescription (G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Maintain snag habitat at greater than 40 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 5 1 (c) 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian I HorseIPack Stock I 
Motorized, 40" wide No Yes 
Motorized, > 5 0  wide No Yes 
OROMTRD Z NIA c=1 5milsqmi 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

1 Mtn BikeNechanized I I 
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ROS - Recreation is managed to provide a combination of semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded 
natural opportunities (G) 

VQO - The VQO is generally Partial Retention to Modification In visually sensitive foreground 
areas, the VQO is Retention (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Livestock grazing may be allowed on transitory forage produced following timber harvest where 
and when that use will not conflict with regeneration efforts or other concerns (G) 

Timber 
Lands are included in the suitable timber base They contribute toward the ASQ (S) 

Regeneration systems should rely on natural regeneration to the greatest extent possible (G) 

Reforested sites may be protected from rodent and livestock damage to,encourage the greatest 
possible survival and growth over time, consistent with other resource needs (G) 

Harvest and treatment residues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatible with site preparation, productivity, and restocking requirements Designated 
aspen areas should be made available for firewood (G) 

5.1.3 (a-b) TIMBER MANAGEMENT 
(NO CLEARCUTTING, URBAN INTERFACE FUELS MANAGEMENT) 

The purpose of this prescription is to allow timber management with no clearcutting, and to allow fuels 
management within and adjacent to urban areas of the Forest 

Description 

The emphasis is on scheduled wood-fiber production and use, on fuels management within and adja- 
cent to urban areas of the Forest, on livestock production. and on other compatible commodity outputs, 
with consideration for long-term forest health 

Overall, one would notice the same conditions as in Management Prescription 5 1 (b) and (c) 

Goal 

0 

Manage vegetation and fuels to minimize fire risk for urban facilities within the interface 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply The same standards and guidelines apply as 5 1 except 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 5 1 3 (a) 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bikenvlechanized Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motonzed, c50 wide 
Motorized, >50 wide 
OROMTRD Z 

Snow Seasons 

Yes Yes 
No Yes 
NIA c=3Omi/sqmi Z 1 I 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Season Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikelMechanized Yes Yes 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
No clearcutting IS allowed in this prescription area (S) 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

e 

Motonzed. 4O"wide No Yes 
Motonzed, S O "  wide No Yes 
OROMTRD Z NIA c= 3 0 mi isq mi 2l 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 
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5.1.4 (a-d) TIMBER MANAGEMENT (BIG GAME SECURITY EMPHASIS) 

The purpose of this prescription is to provide commodity resource development with special emphasis 
on big game security 

Description 

The emphasis is on scheduled wood-fiber production and use, big game security, other compatible 
commodity outputs, and consideration for long-term forest health It combines the forested security 
block emphasis of 5 4 with cross-country motorized use allowed in 5 1, but restricts that motorized use 
during the big game hunts 

This management prescription emphasizes management actions and resource conditions which pro- 
vide increased security for big game species, and hunting opportunities with limited access Habitats 
are managed for multiple land use benefits, but these are managed over time and space to provide 
security and cover for hunted big game species 

Spring, summer, and fall forage is abundant and well distributed throughout the area Hiding and ther- 
mal cover is abundant and in large patches to provide security for big game throughout the spring, 
summer, and fall seasons Big game movements and migrations are facilitated due to well distributed 
forage and cover 

Timber management emphasizes providing a variety of forested seral stages, with large blocks of for- 
ested vegetation providing hiding cover Security areas are provided adjacent to areas where timber 
harvesting is occurring 

Motorized access is managed to provide big game security You notice frequent low-standard branch 
roads with native and gravel surfaces Most of these low-standard roads are closed annually or season- 
ally to vehicle access Some branch roads remain open for public access, for commodity production 
and for Forest Service administration 

Hiking off-road conditions, forest stand conditions, ability to view wildlife, presence of cattle and sheep, 
and nonmotorized activities are the same as 5 1 

Goals 

1 Protect the long-term productivity of the land and meet areawide standards that protect resource 
values such as fisheries, water quality, wildlife habitat (including big game security areas) and visual 
quality 

2 Manage for big game security in greater than 250 acre forested blocks 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply The same standards and guidelines apply as 5 1 except' 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Type of Access 

Pedestrian 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn BikelMechanized 

Access (S) - 5 1 4 (a) 

Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Motorized, c50 wide 
Motorized, >SO wide 
OROMTRD 31 

OROMTRD 31 

Snow tree Seasons Yes 21 
No 
NIA 

NIA 

Snow Seasons 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel I/ 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bikehlechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, 40" wide No Yes 
Motorized, S O  wide No Yes 
OROMTRD NIA <= 1 5 milsq mi 2/ 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 1 5 milsq mi prior to and 
after the fall big game hunt 

c= 1 0 mihq mi during the fall 
big game hunt 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes I I 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

21 Open to travel from June 15 to September 30 

31 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
Iraiis (See Roads in Glossary tor more information) Standard changes from 1 5 mvsq mi to 1 0 milsq mi on 
October 1 

Access (S) - 5 1 4 (b) 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes I I 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

ZOROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more information) 



Access (S) - 5 1 4 (c) 

Season Type of Access Cross-country Travel 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes 
Mtn BlkelMechanized Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, 4 0  wide Yes 2/ 
Motonzed. 750 wide No 
OROMTRD 31 NIA 

OROMTRD 31 NIA 

Road and Trail Travel 11 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

c= 1 5 milsq mi prior to and 
after the fall big game hunt 

c= 1 0 mdsq mi during the fall 
big game hunt 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine I Yes41 Yes I 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

21 Open to travel from June 15 to September 30 

31 OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail mute density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more Information) 

41 Cross-country snowmachine use is allowed from Janlary 1 to April 30 

Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestnan Yes Yes 
Horsepack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeiMechanized Yes Yes 

Access (S) - 5 1 4(d) 0 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotonzed Yes Yes 
Snowmachine No Yes 3l 

I Snow free Seasons I Motonzed, 4 0 "  wide I 
Motonzed, S O "  wide 
OROMTRD I 

No 
No 
NJA 

Yes 
Yes 

c= 1 5 m k q  mi 2/ 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

2/ OROMTRD = Open mad and open motonzed trail route density includes all open roads and open motomed 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more Information) 

3/ Designated mutes only (Buckskin-Morgan mute open seasonlong, and Road #218 from Forest Boundary at 
ski area to the Buckskin-Morgan mute is open only dunng the off-season of Kelly Canyon Ski Area ) 
Snowmachine use is allowed to groom cross-country ski trails 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
Manage for big game cover in forested blocks over 250 acres in size (a forested block is 
defined as adjacent stands of sapling, pole, mature and old growth trees) (S) 
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For the forested component within the prescription area, no more tha 20 percent of the acres will 

(nonstocked and seedling stages), b) seed cuts of a shelterwood (nonstocked and seedling stages), 
or c) group selection (nonstocked and seedling stages) (S) 

Naturally occurring forested blocks less than 250 acres in size, may have 20 acre harvest units, 
with no more than 20 percent of the block in the created opening category at one time (G) 

For scheduling harvest activity areas, big game security areas will be provided Security should 
provide the following conditions 

be in a created opening at any point in time (a created opening I defined as a) clearcuts a - 6 

1 Security areas will be greater than 250 acres in size, or depending on the size of the timber 
sale area boundary, as large as necessary to meet big game security needs (G) 

2 Within the security area, OROMTRD must be <the density established for this management 
prescription (S) 

3 No timber harvesting activity or similar type of disturbance activity (I e involving heavy 
equipment, noise, concentrated human activity) can occur within the security area during the 
time it is designated as a security area while the adjacent timber harvesting activity is occurring 
6) 

5.2.1 VISUAL QUALITY IMPROVEMENT 

Description 
A - & This prescription emphasizes improving or maintaining visual opportunities for visitors along major travel 

corridors through heavily timbered areas, while allowing livestock production, timber harvest, and other 
compatible commodity outputs The purpose of this prescription is to maintain or create openings in 
timber stands to provide scenic vistas 

Overall you may notice signs of people camping by the roadside or as part of a commercial timber 
harvest 

As you drive, you see occasional timber harvest activity in some areas The main road system is paved 
or gravel-surfaced and well maintained, with gentle grades suited for sedan travel Clearcuts and 
harvest areas have been designed and located to provide vistas of the surrounding area 

There will be occasional places to pull off the road and have a picnic, read an interpretive sign or 
photograph a pleasing landscape 

The road side area is dominated by a mix of older stands of trees, young stands, and created openings 
to provide scenic vistas A few areas show tree stumps, hand-piled slash, and disturbed soil Occasion- 
ally, older cut areas show tree seedlings, saplings and poles up to 35 feet tall and have a less-disturbed 
appearing forest floor Scattered dead trees are seen throughout the forest, but generally it appears 
healthy and vigorous 

If you watch for wildlife, you may occasionally see an elk, deer or moose in a natural opening or along- 
side the road, but generally they are hidden from view by the trees During the summer and fall, you may 
encounter cattle or sheep grazing in openings Signs of intensive management practices, such as 
burning, spraying, seeding, fences, water developments and gates are normally visually compatible 
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Nonmotorized activities, such as hiking, biking or horseback riding may originate from trail or road points 
along the main road Some roads and nearby areas are available for year-around snowmobile, motor- 
cycle, and 4 wheel-drive vehicle use 

Goals 

1 Manage these major travel corridors to improve or maintain their visual quality 

2 Manage these lands in an environmentally sensitive manner to promote the production of commodity 
and noncommodity resources at varying levels through a variety of silvicultural prescriptions 

3 Establish fire protection objectives for the area and desired fuel conditions 

4 Fire management strategies emphasize preservation and protection of timber and range values 
scheduled for current use 

5 Effectively control the insects and disease and sustain forest growth 

6 Provide a wide array of dispersed recreation facilities 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Practices to prevent or control insects and disease through direct control or silvicultural practices 
may be considered (G) 

Fire/Fuels 
Wildfires will normally be suppressed using control strategies during the fire season Pre- and 
post-fire season strategies may include containment, confinement, or control (G) 

Prescribed fire may be used to reduce fuel loading, obtain natural regeneration, improve livestock 
forage conditions, improve wildlife habitat, and for other purposes that meet the needs of this 
prescription (G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Maintain snag habitat at 40 percent or greater of the biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow free Seasons 

Access (S) - 5 2 1 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bikehlechanized Yes Yes 

Motorized, 4 0 "  wide Yes Yes 
Motorized, >50 wide Yes Yes 
OROMTRD 2/ NIA N/A 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Roads 
Management of the area does not require an extensive road system, and will consist of short 
spurs from the main travel routes (G) 

Recreation 
Trails - Motorized trails should be developed using primarily local roads and trails not being 
actively used for commodity recovery (G) 

ROS - Recreation is managed to provide a combination of semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded 
natural opportunities (G) - 
VQO -The Visual Quality Objective (VQO) is Retention to Maximum Modification (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Livestock grazing may be allowed on transitory forage produced following timber harvest where 
and when that use will not conflict with regeneration efforts or other concerns (G) 

Timber 
Lands are included in the suitable timber base They contribute toward the ASQ (S) 

Any silvicultural system may be used, depending on the visual quality that is being emphasized 
(G) 

Regeneration systems should rely on natural regeneration to the greatest extent possible (G) 

Reforested sites may be protected from rodent and livestock damage to encourage the greatest 
possible growth over time, consistent with other resource needs (G) 

Maximum created opening size could be 40 acres, but will generally be 1 to five acres in size to 
create scenic vistas (G) 
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Harvest and treatment residues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatible with the visual quality objective Designated aspen areas should be made 
available for firewood to ensure the color provided by these stands is maintained over time (G) 

5.2.2 VISUAL QUALITY MAINTENANCE 

Description 

This prescription emphasizes maintaining the existing visual quality within major travel corridors with 
high quality natural vistas, while allowing livestock production, limited timber harvest, and other compat- 
ible commodity outputs 

Overall you may notice signs of people camping by the roadside Signs of commercial timber harvest- 
ing will generally not be evident 

The natural vistas include a wide variety of vegetation and landscape forms (mountain peaks, valleys, 
meadows, streams, etc ) easily observed from openings along the road Occasionally, older cut areas 
show tree seedlings, saplings and poles up to 35 feet tall and have a less-disturbed appearing forest 
floor Scattered dead trees are seen throughout the forest, but generally it appears healthy and vigor- 
ous 

If you watch for wildlife, you may occasionally see an elk, deer or moose in a natural opening or along- 
side the road, but generally they are hidden from view by the trees During the summer and fall, you may 
encounter cattle or sheep grazing in openings Signs of intensive management practices, such as 
burning, spraying, seeding, fences, water developments and gates are normally visually compatible 

Nonmotorized activities, such as hiking, biking or horseback riding may originate from trail or road points 
along the main road Some roads and nearby areas are available for year-around snowmobile, motor- 
cycle, and 4 wheel-drive vehicle use 

Other signs of activity are the same as 5 2 1 

Goals 

1 Manage these travel corridors to protect their visual quality 

2 Silvicultural practices are designed to emphasize or maintain visual quality of the area 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply The standards and guidelines are the same as 5 2 1 ex- 
cept 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
No assigned snag habitat biological potential for woodpeckers 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 5 2 2 

Snow free Seasons 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-Countly Travel I Road and Trail Travel I1 I 
Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn Bikehlechanized 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motonzed, 4 0 '  wide Yes 2l Yes 
Motorized, 60" wide Yes 2/ Yes 
OROMTRD 3/ N/A N/A 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

11 individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2/ Allowed unless visual features are degraded by disturbances to vegetation or soils Where this prescription IS 

used in the Centennials subsecbon, cross-country motorized travel is prohibited in the snow free seasons 

31 OROMTRD =Open road and open motorized trail route densitv does not applv to ais Drescription area 

Recreation 
VQO -The Visual Quality Objective (VQO) is Retention to Partial Retention (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources - Range 
Livestock grazing may be allowed on transitory forage produced following timber harvest where 
and when that use will not conflict with regeneration efforts or other concerns (G) 

Timber 
Lands are included in the suitable timber base They contribute to the ASQ (S) 

Regeneration systems should rely on natural regeneration to the greatest extent possible (G) 

Reforested sites may be protected from rodent and livestock damage to encourage the 
greatest possible survival and growth over time, consistent with other resource needs (G) 

Maximum created opening size shall generally be less than five acres (G) 

Harvest and treatment residues should be made available for firewood and other products in a 
manner compatible with the visual quality objective Designated aspen areas should be made 
available for firewood to ensure the color provided by these stands is maintained over time (G) 

5.3.5 GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT 
(NIC FOR ASQ, NO CROSS-COUNTRY, PHASE OUT SHEEP) 

Description 

This management prescription emphasizes a high degree of security and resource conditions which 
contribute toward the conservation and recovery of the grizzly bear, and benefits to other wildlife Habi- 
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tats will be managed to meet the goals of grizzly bear recovery Other uses may be allowed when 
compatible with these goals 

Grizzly habitat maintenance and improvement, and grizzly-human conflict minimization will receive the 
highest management priority Management decisions will favor the needs of the grizzly bear when 
grizzly habitat and other land use values compete Land uses which can affect grizzlies and/or their 
habitat will be made compatible with grizzly needs or such uses will be disallowed or eliminated Griz- 
zly-human conflicts will be resolved in favor of grizzlies unless the bear involved is determined to be a 
nuisance bear (IGBC, 1986) 

The abundance and distribution of natural food sources (such as huckleberry habitats, whitebark pine, 
etc ) are maintained or improved by natural events such as fire and insect disturbances, or by designed 
vegetation management activities A variety of forested seral stages are present, and are the result of 
natural disturbances such as fire and insects or by designed vegetation management activities Habitat 
conditions which contribute to the movement of bears to adjacent bear management units are main- 
tained Human activities are managed or restricted so that human conflicts with grizzlies are unlikely, 
this includes restricting human activities and generally reduced public access 

Goals 

1 Make nonfederal lands within this area a high priority for acquisition 

2 Maintain grizzly bear security through a low density of open, motorized roads and trails. 

3 Manage recreation to minimize grizzly conflicts with humans 

4 Wildlife habitat improvement projects will maintain or improve grizzly bear habitat Vegetation 
manipulation to improve grizzly bear habitat includes treatment to maintain long term ecosystem a vegetation patterns 

Objective 

By 1998, develop a fire management plan for this prescription area 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

The Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines for Management Situation 1 habitat apply to this management 
prescription, except that livestock grazing in existing Management Situation 2 habitat will continue to be 
managed under Management Situation 2 guidelines 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Effects of proposals will be analyzed at multiple scales Analysis areas will follow ecological boundaries, 
watersheds, and topographic breaks Cumulative effects will be analyzed on no less than a BMU 
subunit scale (G) 

Insects and Disease 
Insects and disease are allowed to play their natural role in ecosystem development, unless this 
conflicts with the maintenance of grizzly bear habitat (G) 

Fire/Fuels a Prescribed fire is allowed to maintain or improve grizzly habitat (G) 
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Physical Elements 

Minerals/Geology w 
All operating plans and special use permits will specify measures to meet grizzly bear management 
goals and objectives for grizzly bear habitat The following will be required (S) 

1 Temporary cessation or modification of permitted activities will occur to resolve grizzly 
bear conflicts 

2 Human food, refuse, and prepared Iivestocklpet foods associated with the permitted 
activity will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal 
Proper storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally from 
adjacent posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods 
approved by the District Ranger The exception is when the food is being eaten or 
prepared for eating, or when food and similar organic matter is being transported 
Unburned human foods, garbage or other refuse will be carried off the forest as often as 
practical 

3 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger 
as soon as practical 

4 Access roads that are not open on the travel plan will be low standard roads and gated to 
allow access only to the operators Nonwinter motorized use behind locked gates is 
authorized only for permitted activities 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife - 
Maintain snag habitat at greater than 60 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 

Environmental analysis areas (for NEPA purposes) will be at least 7,000 acres in size (G) 

Long-term activities, for purposes of this prescription, are those activities which may last more 
than one field season, or may be expected to recur in different areas year after year They may 
occur over a larger geographic area than shod-term activities These include timber sales, firewood 
harvesting, prescribed burns, road reclaiming, tree thinning, and trail construction 

Long-term activities must be concentrated in activity areas on an annual basis between April I 
and September 15 Each activity area shall not exceed 7,000 acres in size (S) 

Long-term activities should be concentrated in space and be of as short a duration as is practical 
(G) 

Long-term activity areas should generally follow ecological boundaries, watersheds and topographic 
breaks Activity areas should be distributed such that no less than 7,000 acres lie between them 
(G) 

Short-term activities, for purposes of this prescription, are those activities that are typically 
accomplished within one field season and will not necessarily recur on an annual basis These 
activities generally occur over a more limited spatial extent than long-term activities These 
include tree planting, trail maintenance, spraying weeds, and range maintenance activities 

0 Inventory, monitoring, and shod-term activities should be concentrated in time and space (G) 
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Short-term management activities should be planned to be concentrated in one consecutive 30- 
day period Exceptions should be implemented over as short a duration as is practical (G) 

Management activities may take place during winter (December 15 to April 1) and shall be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis The primary concern during the winter will be the changes 
the activity may have on habitat quality and quantity (G) 

Administrative Responsibilities - Emergency cessation or modification of activities will occurwhen 
those activities are in conflict with grizzly bear management objectives Scheduled activities will 
not occur during the season of bear use in areas where foraging opportunities are limited in their 
availability, in area, or time (S) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 5 3 5 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-Country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian Yas Yes 
HorseIPack Stack Yes Yes 
Mtn BikeIMechanized Yes Yes 

Snow free Seasons YSS 

Yes 
Motorized, <50 wide No 
Motorized, 250 wide No 
TMARD 2! NIA 
OROMTRD 2! NIA 

Snow Seasons 31 

Roads 
New or relocated roads should meet the following guidelines (G) 

1 Avoid high quality (such as whitebark pine habitat) grizzly bear habitat 

2 Minimize sight lines on temporary roads and skid trails 

3 Revegetate temporary roads following use 

4 Follow minimum required construction standards 

Motorized administrative use on restricted roads and restricted motorized trails by personnel of 
resource management agencies is acceptable at low intensity levels as defined in existing 
cumulative effects analysis models This includes contractors and permittees in addition to agency 
employees (See Roads and Trails in the Glossary for definitions) (S) 

Winter Nonmotorized Yes Yes 
Snowmachine Yes Yes 
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Recreation 
Special Uses - Special Use Activities which adversely affect grizzly bear populations or their 
habitat will not be permitted (S) 

Trails - New or relocated trails will meet the following 

1 Avoid high quality grizzly bear habitat (G) 

2 Locate so as to minimize the risk of human/bear interactions (for example, do not place 
trails along roaring streams where bears cannot hear humans approaching) (G) 

ROS - Primitive to semi-primitive motorized (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention (G) 

Heritage Resource 
No new interpretation/enhancement of cultural sites (S) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Range 
Forestwide standards and guidelines apply for the management of domestic sheep grazing in 
Management Situation 2 grizzly bear habitat (G) 

Cattle grazing is allowed Allotment Management Plans will specify measures to meet agency 
grizzly goals and objectives (S) 

Permittee's full compliance in meeting grizzly bear management goals and objectives for grizzly 
bear habitat will be a condition of the permit In addition, the following will be required (S) 

1 Temporary cessation or modification of permitted livestock grazing activities will occur to 
resolve grizzly bear conflicts with humans or livestock 

2 Livestock carcasses will be disposed of or rendered unattractive to bear within 24 hours 
after they are discovered Disposal may include removing the carcass from the area, burning, 
using an acceptable chemical repellent, or other methods approved by the District Ranger 
Disposal shall be in accordance with other governing agencies such as the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department in order to determine cause of death for reimbursement purposes 

3 Human food, refuse, and prepared Iivestocklpet foods associated with the livestockoperation 
will be made unavailable to grizzlies through proper storage, handling, and disposal Proper 
storage includes a) inside a bearproof container, b) suspended horizontally from adjacent 
posts or trees, c) stored in a hard-sided vehicle or trailer, or d) other methods approved by the 
District Ranger The exception is when the food IS being eaten or prepared for eating, or when 
food and similar organic matter is being transported Unburned human foods, garbage or 
other refuse will be carried off the Forest as often as practical 

4 High quality food production areas for grizzlies (wet alpine and subalpine meadows, stream 
bottoms, aspen groves, and other riparian areas) will receive special grazing direction such as 
light, once-over grazing, special utilization standards, or complete closure These sites and 
their corresponding direction will be identified in the Annual Operating Plan 

5 Livestock depredation believed to be associated with bears will be reported within 24 hours 
after they are discovered to the District Ranger and the proper State agencies 
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6 Any observation of grizzly bear or grizzly bear sign will be reported to the District Ranger as 
soon as practical 

7 Any action taken by the permittee or their agents which violates the Endangered Species 
Act will be grounds for cancellation of their grazing permit 

Timber 
These lands are included in the suitable timber base They contribute toward the ASQ, but are a 
NIC (S) 

There will be no vegetation manipulation in riparian areas in the spring or in whitebark pine areas 
in the fall (except in years of poor cone crops) (G) 

Scarification is limited to 15 percent or less of an area where soil disturbance impedes the 
reestablishment of grizzly bear foods (for example where berry producing shrubs are present 
such as blue huckleberry, mountain ash, chokecherry, buffaloberry, grouse whortleberry, etc , 
where wet site species are present such as horsetail, cow parsnip, camas, wet-site carex spp , 
etc) (5) 

Scarification of elk sedge (Carex geyerf) and Ross's sedge (Carex rossfi) is allowed at levels 
above 15 percent since these species readily reestablish following scarification (G) 

Cover ' Maintain greater than 70 percent of the forested acres in each analysis area in vegetation 
that provides security cover for the grizzly bear Where security cover is below 70 percent, no 
treatments are allowed which would further reduce the number of acres meeting security cover 
(SI 

Security cover is defined as forested acres (all tree species) which have not been managed or 
burned in the last 20 years, and managed or burned forested areas within the last 20 years which 
meet the following criteria. (G) 

Overstory Understory 
Basal Area of trees 5 O"+ Trees/ac 0-4 9" and 7'+ 

Acreage 
Multiolier 

~~~~~ 

130+sq ft peracre 

80-129 sq ft per acre 

30-79 sq ft per acre 

The overstory and understory categories for security cover are to be considered separately A 
stand having either 130 sq ft of basal area per acre or 250 understory trees per acre over seven 
ft tall would meet the requirements for full security cover Both live and dead tree basal areas are 
used for overstory calculations (S) 

Maintain greater than 20 percent thermal cover in each analysis area Where thermal cover is 
below 20 percent, no treatments are allowed which would further reduce the number of acres 
meetina thermal cover criteria Thermal cover is defined as forest stands with over 80 sa ft of 

250+ 1 0 (Good) 

150-249 0 7 (Medium) 

50-149 0 4 (Poor) 

- 
basal area per acre (live and dead trees), greater than 45 percent canopy closure, and trees over 
40 feet tall (S) 

For created openings maximum distance to security cover should be 300 feet (G) 
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Created openings will be located at least 1,500 feet from open roads A clearcut and seedtree cut 

created opening if the stand is less than seven feet tall or less than stocking standards (S) 

No new created openings are allowed adjacent to existing openings (including meadows and 
created openings) Maintenance of natural openings is allowed (S) 

Leave strips between openings will be the larger of 600 feet or 3 times the sight distance (the 
distance needed to hide 90 percent of a grizzly bear) (S) 

Dead & Down Component - If available, leave at least two pieces per acre over 12 inches in 
diameter Woody material should be in various stages of decay if possible If a treatment area is 
below forestwide standards, use the treatment to increase down woody material to recommended 
amounts (Note This requirement accrues toward the requirements in the forestwide standards 
and guidelines It is not cumulative to them ) (G) 

Security Areas - Maintain a minimum 7,000 acre security area adjacent to each timber sale area 

result in created openings Final removal of a shelterwood or an overstory removal result in a m 
W 

(S) 

Security areas must provide the following conditions (S) 

1 Within the security area, TMARD and OROMTRD must be less than or equal to the density 
established for the EMU (see forestwide standards and guidelines, Access) 

2 Within the security area, security cover must be greater than or equal to the amount 
established for this management prescription 

3 No timber harvesting activity or similar type of disturbance activity can occur within the 
security area during the time it is designated as a security area 

5.4(a,b,c)ELKSUMMER RANGE 

Description 

This management prescription emphasizes management actions and resource conditions which pro- 
vide increased security for elk, and hunting opportunities with limited access Habitats are managed for 
multiple land use benefits, but these uses are managed over time and space to provide security and 
cover for elk These habitat conditions are also favorable for many other wildlife species 

Spring, summer, and fall forage is abundant and well distributed throughout the area Hiding and 
thermal cover is abundant and in large patches to provide security for elk throughout the spring, sum- 
mer, and fall seasons Elk movements and migrations are facilitated due to well distributed forage and 
cover 

Timber management emphasizes providing a variety of forested age classes, with large blocks of for- 
ested vegetation providing hiding cover Security areas are provided adjacent to areas where timber 
harvesting is occurring 

Motorized access is managed to provide security for elk Motorized summer use will occur only on 
designated routes 

Livestock grazing exists in some areas, forage utilization, water developments, grazing systems, and 
other livestock management actions are managed to be compatible with elk habitat needs 
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Dispersed recreation, mining activity, and other multiple uses are managed in time and space to help 
provide security habitat for elk 

0 Goals 

Season 

Snow free Seasons 

1 Provide elk security areas while allowing for other resource activities 

2 Utilize silvicultural techniques which prevent or lessen insect and disease epidemics to maintain 
cover values for elk 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Fire/Fuels 
Use prescribed fire to improve forage production, assist in forest regeneration and enhance 
ecological conditions (G) 

Biological Elements 

Wildlife 
Maintain snag habitat at greater than 60 percent of the biological potential for woodpeckers (G) 

Forest Use and Occupation 

Type of Access Cross-country Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Pedestrian Yes Yes 
HorseIPack Stock Yes Yes 
Mtn Bikehlechanized No Yes 

Access (S) - 5 4 (a) e 

Snow free Seasons Motorized, 60" wide 
Motorized, ,550" wide 
OROMTRD ZI 

No 
No 
NIA 

Yes 
Yes 

<= 1 0 milsq mi 

Snow Seasons 
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Season 

Snow free Seasons 

Type of Access Cross-County Travel Road and Trail Travel 1/ 

Pedestrian Yes 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn BikeNechanized No 

Pedestrian 
Horse/Pack Stock 
Mtn BikeNechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons 

Motorized, 4 0 w i d e  
Motonzed, >50" wide 
OROMTRD 2/ 

Winter Nonmotonzed 
Snowmachine 

Motorized, 50 wide No Yes 
Yes 

0 5 m k a  mi 
Motorized, S O "  wide 
OROMTRD Z I I 

No Yes 
No Yes 
N/A 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

<= 1 25 milsq mi 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine No I Yes 

No 

1/ Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

Z OROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail mute density includes ail open roads and open motonzed 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more infomation) 

Access (S) - 5 4 (6) 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 
Snow free Seasons Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons 

Snow Seasons 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed in the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

ZOROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes ail open roads and open motonzed 
trails (See Roads in Glossary for more infomation) 

Recreation 
ROS - Pr im i t i ve  to urban (G) 

VQO - Retention to partial retention (G) 

Produc t ion  of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
These lands are part of the suitable timber base They contribute toward the ASQ 

Manage for elk cover in forested blocks greater than 250 acres (a forested block is defined as 
adjacent stands of saplings, pole, mature and old growth trees) (S) 

For the forested component within the prescr ipt ion area, no more than 20 percent of the acres will 
be in a created opening at any point in t i m e  (a created opening is defined as a) dearcuts 
(nonstocked and seedling stages), b) seed cuts of a shelterwood (nonstocked and seedling stages), 
or c) group selection (nonstocked and seedling stages) (S) 

(S) 
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Naturally occurring forested blocks less than 250 acres in size, may have 20 acre harvest units, 
with no more than 20 percent of the block in the created opening category at one time (G) 

Adjacent to harvest activity areas, big game security areas will be provided Security areas must 
provide the following conditions (S) 

a 
1 Security areas will be greater than 250 acres in size, or as large as the timber sale area 
boundary, whichever is greater 

2 Within the security area, OROMTRD must be e the density established for this management 
prescription 

3 No timber harvesting activity or similar type of disturbance activity can occur within the 
security area during the time it is designated as a security area 

6.1 (b) RANGE MANAGEMENT 

Description 

The purpose of this management prescription is to achieve and maintain healthy nonforested range- 
lands for livestock forage production and good watershed condition 

Forage is provided on a sustained-yield basis that protects rangeland values, including domestic Iive- 
stock grazing and wildlife habitat Cattle, sheep, horses, and perhaps other domestic livestock can 
often be seen Important seasonal ranges for big game animals exist in many of these areas Not all 
areas are grazed by domestic livestock, some areas may be reserved for wildlife and watershed resto- 
ration work. Range improvements such as fencing, corrals, and water developments are present 
Roads, trails, and stock driveways exist, as needed, to provide access for livestock management 
Vegetation manipulation (with the use of fire, mechanical means, or herbicides) may occur to achieve or 
maintain healthy rangeland conditions A variety of rangeland vegetation su,ccessional stages can be 
observed Herders, range riders, camps, and transport vehicles may be seen at various times and 
places Dispersed recreation activity generally occurs throughout these areas 

Goal 

0 

Provide forage on a sustained-yield basis that protects rangeland values, including domestic livestock 
grazing, and wildlife habitat 

Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed as follows 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

FirelFuels 
Prescribed fire is allowed to achieve desired forage or ecological condition (G) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 6 1 (b) 

Season Type of Access 

Snow free Seasons Pedestrian 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn BikelMechanized 

Motorized, < 5 0  wide 
Motorized. ,550" wide 
OROMTRD Z/ 

Snow free Seasons 

Cross-Countly Travel Road and Trail Travel 11 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

No Yes 
No Yes 
NIA <= 2 musq mi 2l 

Snow Seasons Winter Nonmotorized Yes I Snowmachine Yes I Yes 
Yes I 

11 Individual roads and trails are designated open or closed In the Forest Pian Travel Maps 

2lOROMTRD = Open road and open motorized trail route density includes all open roads and open motorized 
trails (See Roads in Glossaly for more Information) 

In 6 1 (b) Prescription areas <= 4 0 sq mi in size. OROMTRD does not apply 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Limited recreation facilities, which are not detrimental to intensive range management, 
and other resources may be provided in this prescription (G) 

Opportunities may exist for some interpretative signs for public education (G) 

ROS - Semi-primitive nonmotorized to roaded natural (G) 

VQO - Retention to modification (G) 

Outfitter/Guide 
Outfitter/Guide stock are allowed, AUMs are specified in outfitter/guide permits and Rangeland 
Project Decisions (RPDs) (G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
These areas are removed from the suitable timber base They are not part of the ASQ (S) 

Timber may be harvested to improve wildlife habitat and to provide miscellaneous products (such 
as posts &poles, firewood, etc ) as long as the harvest does not trigger the need for reforestation 
(G) 



8.1 CONCENTRATED DEVELOPMENT AREAS 

Description 

This prescription applies to all existing concentrated developments including active mines, borrow pits, 
gravel pits, electronic sites, utility corridors (electric transmission lines of 50 Kv or greater, and major 
natural gas conduits), and administrative sites (including guard stations and rental cabins) Concen- 
trated development is normally small, but may be extensive on occasion A wide variety of vegetation 
and landtypes may be present This category is often surrounded by other management areas 

These are generally highly developed areas with much evidence of people, structures, roads, and often 
disturbed ground High noise levels sometimes emanate from these sites due to the use of heavy 
equipment or blasting at various times Other sites are collections of buildings and storage structures 
from which the administration of the National Forest is carried out Some closed gates and restrictions 
on travel may be present in order to protect equipment and developments 

Goal 

Allow concentrated development in small areas for mineral development and infrastructure needs 

Objectives 

1 Restrict development of concentrated development sites to the smallest area possible 

2 Obtain materials from commercial sources or borrow sites identified in the Forest "Compendium 
for Material Sources" 

0 Standards and Guidelines 

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply Additional direction for this prescription is listed below 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

Insects and Disease 
Attempt to control epidemics at small outbreak sizes Salvage of dead and dying trees of 
commercial value is possible (G) 

FirelFuels 
All wildfire will be aggressively suppressed (S) 

Physical Elements 

Lands 
Energyhtility corridors will be no more than 600 feet in width (S) 
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Forest Use and Occupation 

Access (S) - 8 1 

Snow free Seasons 

I Season I Type of Access I Cross-country Travel I Road and Trail Travel 11 I 
Pedestrian 
HorseIPack Stock 
Mtn Bikehfechanized 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Snow free Seasons Motorized. 40 "  wide No 21 Yes 
Motorized. 250 wide 1 N o Z  Yes 
OROMTRD 31 NIA NIA I 

Snow Season Winter Nonmotorized Yes 
Snowmachine Yes 

Recreation 
Dispersed - Do not encourage use of areas in proximity to these sites (G) 

Trails - Protect existing trails and wherever possible avoid development of trails in or near 
concentrated development sites Where feasible move existing trails away from these areas (G) 

ROS - Semi-pnmitive nonmotorized to urban (G) 

VQO - The Visual Quality Objective (VQO) is generally Partial Retention to Maximum Modification 

a 
w 

(G) 

Production of Commodity Resources 

Timber 
These lands are removed from the suitable timber base They do not contribute to the ASQ (S) 
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CHAPTER IV 

Roadless areadsteep slopes 

FORESTTIMBER SCHEDULE 

0 0 MMBF 

The following tables display the timber sale program by watershed over the first ten years of this 
revised forest plan Volumes are in MBF Miles of road construction is based on an estimate of 0 23 
miles per MMBF Miles of road reconstruction is based on an estimate of 0 15 miles per MMBF 

The figures in these tables represent our bfst estimate as to how the ASQ will be achieved These 
estimates will change as new information becomes available, and as site-specific analysis for indi- 
vidual projects reveals the need for adjustments Some of these sales may not occur at all, other 
sales not identified herein may occur 

The lands described in the following table are in the noninterchangeable component on ASQ lands 
Figures represent a proportion of the average annual ASQ 

Sale Name 

1 -  LANDS I VOLUME(MMBF) I 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const. Recon 

TOTAL 

I Roadless areadno steep slopes I 1 1 MMBF I 

400 100 009 006 

I Steep slopes I 0 1 MMBF I 
1 TOTAL NIC I 3 2 MMBF I 

The roadless areas which may be entered for timber harvest over the next decade are 
Garfield Mountain 
Mount Jefferson e 
Pole Creek 
Caribou Creek 
Bear Creek 
Gams Mountain 
West Slope Tetons 

I Watershed 002 Indian Creek District Palisades (D-4) - 1  

I Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic I E s t G Z o f  I 
Harvest I Logging Method I System 

I I 

I I I I I 
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Watershed 004 Palisades Creek District Palisades (D-4) 

SaleName 

Small Sales 

TOTAL 

Allowable Silvic Est Miles of 
System 1 Road 

Estimated Allowable 
HaNeSt 1 Logging Method 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const Recon 

11 7 30 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 003 002 

117 30 003 002 

Small Sales 

Watershed 005 Rainey Creek District Palisades (D-4) 

300 80 Y Y Y N Y N Y 000 000  

I No Sales Scheduled I 

TOTAL 

Watershed 006 Pine Creek District Palisades (D-4) 

No Sales Scheduled 

2,300 520 2 0 0  003 

Watershed 008 Henry's Fork Headwaters District Island Park (D-2) 

Allowable Silvic 
System 

Allowable 1 Estimated HaNeSt 1 Logging Method 

I Sale Name I Volume I Acres I Trac I Sky I Hell I CC I SW I CT I SEL I Const I Recon 
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Watershed 009A Island Park - Centennials District Island Park (D-2) 

I Estimated I Allowable 

Allowable Silvic 1 E s t 2 Z o f  1 I System HaNeSt Logging Method 
Estimated Allowable 

Allowable Silvic I Est Miles of 

Watershed 0098 Island Park - Bishop Mountain District Island Park (D-2) 

I Watershed 010 Buffalo River District Island Park (D-2) I 



I Watershed 012 Warm River District Ashton /D-3) I 

SaleName 

I No Sales Scheduled I 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL 

Watershed 013 Robinson Creek District Ashton (D-3 

2001 

Allowable Silvic. I Harvest I Logging Method I System 
Allowable Estimated 

3,000 600 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 000 045 

TOTAL 

Road Miles Of I 

8,619 1,928 083 129 

I Watershed 01 4 Big Bend Ridge District Ashton (D-3) ~~ I 
Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic 
Harvest 1 Logging Method 1 System Est Road Miles Of I 

I Sale Name I Volume 1 Acres I Trac I Sky I Hell 1 CC I SW I CT I SEL I Const I Recon I 
ISS2002 I 2,000 I 400 I Y I Y I Y I Y 1 Y I Y 1 Y I 000  1 030  I 
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I Watershed 016 Falls River District Ashton (D-3) I 

SaleName 

Small Sales 

TOTAL 

Allowable Silvic 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const Recon 

273 70 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 006 004 

273 70 006 004 

Watershed 017 Trail Creek District Teton Basin (D-5) 

No Sales Scheduled 

I Watershed 01 8 Darby Creek District Teton Basin (D-5) I 
No Sales Scheduled 

I Watershed 019 Teton Creek District Teton Basin (D-5) I I Estimated 1 Allowable I Allowable Silvic Est Miles of 
Harvest Logging Method System I Road 



Watershed 020 Leigh Creek District Teton Basin (D-5) 

SaleName 

ss 
TOTAL 

Watershed 021 Badger Creek District Teton Basin (D-5) 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const Recon 

4,290 1,100 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 094 064 

4,290 1,100 0 9 4  064 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic 
Harvest Logging Method System 

Sale Name 

Small Sales 

1 TOTAL 

Est Road Miles Of I 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL 

1,365 350 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Harvest Logging Method System 

1,365 350 

I Watershed 022 Mahoaanv Creek District Teton Basin ID-51 I 
Est Miles of 

Road 

Const I Recon I 
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Watershed 025 Camas Creek District Dubois (D-1) & Island Park (D-2) 

1997 

1999 

2000 

Watershed 026A Beaver Creek District Dubois (D-1) 

20 40 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

4,300 800 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

4,300 850 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Allowable Silvic. 1 E s t z z o f  1 r I Estimated HaNeSt 1 Logging Method 1 System 
Allowable 

2004 

I Sale Name I Volume I Acres I Trac I Sky I Hell I CC I SW I CT 

4,300 850 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

ITOTAL 113,143 12,600 I I I I I I 

SEL I Const I Recon I 

Y I 000 I 065  I ,wi 
2 05 

Watershed 026B Beaver Creek District Dubois (D-1) 

I No Sales Scheduled I 
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I Watershed 027/028 Medicine Lodgehdian Creek District Dubois (D-I) I 
Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic Est Miles of 
Harvest Logging Method System I Road 

Sale Name Volume I& w 1,111 

ITOTAL I 1,716 

Acres I Trac I Skv I Hell 1 CC I SW 

4 0 Y Y Y Y Y  

285 I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y 
4 4 0 1  I I I I 

CT SEL' Const Recon -1 

Watershed 029 Warms Springs District Dubois (D-I) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 030A Upper Birch Creek (West) District Dubois (D-1) 

I No Sales Scheduled I 

I Watershed 0308 Upper Birch Creek (East) District Dubois (D-1) I 
I No Sales Scheduled I 

Watershed 031A Lower Birch Creek (West) District Dubois (D-I) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 0318 Lower Birch Creek (East) District Dubois (D-I) 

No Sales Scheduled 

Watershed 034 Snow Creek District Ashton (D-3) 

No Sales Scheduled 



I Watershed 035 Burns-Pat Creek District Palisades (D-4) I 

Estimated Allowable 
Harvest Logging Method 

SaleName Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell 

SmallSales 800 180 Y Y Y 

TOTAL 800 180 

Allowable Silvic 

Allowable Silvic Est Miles of 
System Road 

CC SW CT SEL Const Recon 

Y Y Y Y 018 012 

018 012 

Sale Name 

I Watershed 037 Elk-Be ar Creeks District Palisades (D-4) I 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic Est Miles of 
Harvest Logging Method System Road 

Volume 1 Acres Trac I Sky I Hell CC 1 SW I CT I SEL Const I Recon 

I No Sales Scheduled I 

ss 2002 

I Watershed 038 Fall Creek District Palisades (D-4) I 

600 150 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 013  009 

TOTAL 1,640 410 036  025 

ISS2006 I 320 I 80 I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y I Y I 007 I 005 

Watershed 039 Pritchard Creek District Palisades (D-4) 

I No Sales Scheduled I 



Watershed 040 Brockman Creek District Palisades (D-4) 1 

SaleName 

SmallSales 

TOTAL 

Estimated Allowable Allowable Silvic I E s t z z o f  I 
Harvest Logging Method System 

Volume Acres Trac Sky Hell CC SW CT SEL Const Recon 

600 150 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 014 009 

600 150 014 009 
- 

Forest Total 80,000 19,975 1843 1166 
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CHAPTER V 
MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 

In the preceding chapters of the Revrsron, the Forest Servrce rdentrfred general management drrectron m 
terms of goals and obfectrves and commrtments to carry out that drrectron Monrtonng and evaluatron 
provrdes an opportunrty for the agency to demonstrate how It IS complyrng wrth the standards and 
gurdelrnes, and whether or not the standards and gurdelrnes are performmg m the predrcted manner In 
essence, It answers the questron, “Are we domg what we sard we would do?“, and “Are the assumptrons 
on whrch we based decrsrons and allocatrons correct?” 

A monrtonng and evaluatron plan IS requrred by Forest Serwce plannmg regulatrons, whrch strpulate a 
report wrll be Issued at the mrdpornt of the plannrng cycle The Forest wrll issue a monrtonng report 
annually to demonstrate progress toward meetmg goals and obfectrves, and to Identify as early as 
possrble any needed changes to the Revrsed Forest Plan 

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER MONITORING ACTIVITIES 

This plan shows how the Forest wrll monrtor compliance with, and performance of, standards and gurde- 
lines and assumptrons rn the Revrsron The monrtorrng actrvrtres lrsted m thus plan are only a part of a 
larger range of monrtonng actrvrtres which take place on the Forest 

Monltonng requrrements are often determrned rn plannmg and analysrs whrch support specrfrc projects 
(known as the NEPA process) Though these monrtonng actrvltres are conducted Independently of 
Revrsron monrtonng, there will often be an overlap between the two m that protect monrtonng can give 
some mdrcatron of how Revrsron standards and gurdelmes are workmg, or accompkshment of Revrsron 
goals and obfectrves Monrtonng of randomly-selected prolects for complrance with Revrsron standards 
and gurdes IS also conducted 

The Forest conducts some monrtonng whrch IS requrred by law or regulatron and whrch may not neces- 
sarrly demonstrate how the Revrsron IS workmg An example of thus type of monrtonng IS regeneratron 
surveys whrch are done rn trmber harvest unrts Addrtronally, some contract admrnrstratron provrdes 
mformatron on how Revrsron goals and objectrves are being met, and provrdes mformatron on complr- 
ante wrth standards and gurdes 

The research branch of the Forest Service conducts a wade range of trials and expenments to determtne 
the causes of resource problems, or to rmprove resource management The results of these screntrfr- 
tally-ngorous expenments are documented rn research technrcal reports and serve to valrdate current 
goals, ob]ectrves, standards and gurdeknes, or to recommend changes to them This type of momtonng 
IS crucial to the Forests adaptrve management approach 

Collectrvely. all of the above-mentioned efforts, and other day-to-day work not drscussed here, com- 
pnses a large body of monrtorrng work of which Revision monitoring IS an Important pad Whrle not all 
of the Items monitored by these other efforts are expressly lrsted rn the Revrsron Monrtonng Plan, they 
often overlap and are closely related 

TYPES OF MONITORING 

Three types of monrtorrng can assess performance of the Revrsron The three types of momtonng are 
rmplementatron, effectrveness and vakdatron 
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lmplementatron momtonng answers the question, “Are projects and actrvrtres being implemented In 
complrance wrth the standards and gurdelrnes?” lmplementatron monrtonng forms the basis for the other 
types of momtonng, since those cannot be conducted unless projects and actcvrtres comply wrth Revr- 
sron standards and gurdelrnes Thus thus monrtorrng type may be the most Important of the three types, 
and needs to be conducted most often 

Effectrveness monrtonng answers the questron, “Is rmplementatron of the standards and gurdelrnes 
grvrng us the results we expected?” Effectrveness monrtonng oflen means quantrtatrvely assessrng the 
effects of management actrons Srnce this may requrre quote a bit of data, effectrveness monrtonng IS 
generally conducted on a lrmrted basrs and deals wrth sensrtrve areas and actrvrtres that pose hrgher 
risks of adverse effects on Forest resources, or addresses Items of hrgh publrc Interest Once the 
questron of whether effects are as expected IS answered, then rmplementatron monrtonng IS suffrcrent 

Valrdatron monrtonng answers the questions, “Are these results what we really want? Are there better 
ways to meet the Revrsron goals and obfectrves 7” Valrdatron monrtonng IS usually conducted when 
there IS reason to questron basrc assumptrons or coeffrcrents, such as when these are not reasonably 
supported by exrstmg research Valrdatron monrtonng focuses on Items of strong publrc Interest, agency 
concern, diversrty of opmron, or that have the potentral to be unduly lax or restnctrve Thus type of 
monrtorrng may require a partnershrp wrth the Research branch and long-term rnvestrgatrons Once an 
item IS valrdated, as with effectrveness monrtonng, then rmplementatron monrtonng IS suffrcrent 

ITEMS TO BE MONITORED 

To maxrmrze the effrcrency of the overall monrtonng effort, the Forest has focused on certarn cntrcal 
Items. rdentrfred partners, and wrll measure as many Items as possrble wrth the least number of rndrca- 
tors The Items selected for Revrsron monrtonng met these Important crrtena, among others 

* crrtrcal plannrng assumptions 
- actrvrtres wrth the greatest nsk to resources 
* most potentially constrarnmg on outputs 

The Items are lrsted rn bnef m the accompanyrng Monrtonng Item Summary, and rn greater detarl rn the 
rndrvrdual Monrtonng Item Descnptrons on the followrng pages 

MONITORING AND THE BUDGET 

The monrtonng program outlmed here IS the optrmal level, assummg the Revrsron IS fully funded It IS 
unlrkely that annual budgets wrll fully fund the monrtonng effort shown here Priontres for the annual 
monrtonng effort wrll be based on annual budgets and program drrectron, and on the pnorrty of the Item, 
in descendrng order, from Forest Prronty Group 1 to Forest Pnorrty Group 3 

In order to maxrmrze effrcrency and promote cooperatron, the Forest wrll seek to develop monrtonng 
partnershrps wrth federal and state agencres and other entrtres as appropriate, to further shared goals 
and carry out agency responsrbrlrtres 

The cost of annually momtonng the Items tn Pnonty Groups 1, 2 and 3 IS as follows 

Pnonty Group Cost for Entrre Group 

1 (27 items): between $283,525 and $285,525; 
2 (6 Items): between $76,690 and $86,690; 
3 (12 Items): between 5100,800 and 5115,300; 

Total Program Cost (45 Items): between 5461,015 and $487,515. 
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Monltonng Item 

MONITORING ITEM SUMMARY 

Forest Pnorlty Group 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 
Air Quality 

Long-term Visual Range in Class I and II Alrsheds 3 

SOIIS 
Hydrologic Disturbance in Watersheds 
Woody Residue Needs for Soli and WIldlIfe 1: 
D&mental Soil Disturbance 2 
Fme Organic Matter Retention 3 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 
Flshenes, Water and Rlpanan Resou es 

Improvement of WQL Streams Y 
Appllcatlon of BMPs 
Native Cutthroat Trout Habltat Features J 3 

Vegetation 
Timber Volume Removed From Unsuitable and 1 

SuItable-Unscheduled Lands 
Pest Increase m Managed Stands 1 
Ute Ladles’-Tresses Populations 1 
Vegetation Structure, CornposItIon and 3 

Dlstnbutlon of Sagebrush/Grassland Habltat 

Wlldllfe 
Cavity-Nesters 
Standmg Dead Tree Habltat 
Grizzly Bear Population 
Grizzly Bear Habitat Improvement 
Bald Eagle Nestmg Population 
Gray Wolf Population 
Peregnne Falcon Nesting Population 
Furbearer Population Trends 
Goshawk Population Trends 
Forest Owl Population 
Trumpeter Swan Nestmg Population 
Spotted Frog Population 
Common Loon Population 
Harlequin Duck Population 
Elk Vulnerablllty and Elk Habltat Effectiveness 
Red Squirrel Population 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 
Forest Users 

User Satlsfactlon 

Forest Operation 
Budget 

1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 

1 
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Recreation 
Seasonal Trail Use Impacts to So11 and Vegetation 
RecreatlonNVlldllfe Conflicts 
Dispersed Campslte SolI Displacement 
Jededlah Smith Wilderness LAC 

Roads and Trails Access 
Authorized Use Level 
Road Closure Effectiveness 
Achievement of Road Density Standards 

PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 
Range 

Streambank Disturbance/Stubble Height/ 
Channel Stability 

Rlpanan Forage Utlllzatlon WIthIn Key Areas 
Upland Forage Utillzatlon Wlthm Key Areas 
Ripanan and Upland Long-Term Trend m 

Benchmarks 

Timber 
Changes to Land Sultablllty 
Mawmum Created Openmg Size 
Secunty Cover Retentton 
Large Forested Block Retention 

2 
1 
1 

1 

1 
3 
3 
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HOW THE MONITORING INFORMATION WILL BE USED 

The results of annual monitonng activities will be evaluated to either verify the propriety of current 
actlons, standards and guldelmes, or to determlne the need to change them This evaluation WIII be 
assembled Into an annual report and made avallable to Forest stakeholders 

Based on the InformatIon m the annual report the Forest WIII Identify any changes needed to actlons, 
standards or guldelmes Depending on the magnitude of the change required the Forest may choose to 
amend the Revised Plan through either the minor (nonslgnlflcant) or major (slgnlflcant) amendment 
processes If the changes needed are of such a large magnitude that It IS not feasible to amend the 
Plan, a Revlslon may be called for Through the constant updatlng of dIrectIon due to yearly monltonng 
or advances In knowledge the Forest WIII stnve to minlmze the need to revise the Plan 

The monltonng Item descnptlons contam certain InformatIon In a standard format, which IS bnefly ex- 
plamed below 

Monltorlng Item -The subject of the monltonng This can often be tied back to a particular 
standard or guldelme In the Revised Plan 

Type of Monltormg - Implementation, Effectiveness or Valldatlon The Item may address more 
than one type of monltorlng, such as effectiveness and valldatlon 

Pnonty -The relative importance asslgned to the Item by the Forest leadership team, with one 
bemg highest prlorlty and three the lowest 

Where Applies Shows areas of the Forest where the monltonng would be conducted 

lndlcator - Describes the parameter(s) that WIII be used to show compliance or change For 
example, trails meetmg acceptable standards could be measured In miles, areas meeting 
standards for down woody residue might be measured In acres, and so on 

Method - Explams how the monltorlng WIII be conducted For example, line transects could be 
used to monitor vegetation condltlons, user surveys could be used to monitor recreation use and 
expenence, and so on If partnershIps can be developed for domg the monitormg, that might be 
explatned here 

Expected Preclslon and Reliablllty 

- Preclslon - Shows how correct the monltorlng result can be expected to be For methods 
which allow sclentlflcally repllcable measurements these may be expressed m terms of how 
closely the estimate approaches the average of a cluster of sample values For methods which 
are less sclentlflcally rigorous preclslon may be expressed m terms of high, medium (or 
moderate) and low 

- Rellablllty - Measures the confidence which may be placed In the correctness of the estimate 
Rellablllty may be expressed In terms of high, medium (or moderate) and low 

Tolerance or VanabIlity lndlcatmg Action Explains the point at which management review or 
corrective actlon WIII be taken 

Frequency of Monltormg - Shows how often the monitonng will be conducted 

Lead Responslblllty - Designates Forest personnel accountable for conducting the monltonng 

Estimated Annual Cost - Gives an estimate of the yearly cost to the Forest to conduct the 
monltonng 
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION STRATEGY 
Monrtonng Item Descnptron 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Au Quallty 

Momtoring Item - Long-term Visual Range m Class I and Class II Awsheds 

Type of Monrtorrng - lmplementatron The standards have not been quantrfred so there IS also a need to 
establrsh a baselme 

Pnorrty Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applres - Monitoring should be conducted In desrgnated wilderness on the Forest, and other 
nonwrlderness areas upwmd from and adlacent to Class I arrsheds and Class II wrlderness atrsheds 
managed by other entrtres 

lndrcator Vrsrbrlrty rn mrles 

Method -The following methods will be used 

1 Mounted, timed-exposure camera(s) establrshed at frxed photopoInt The exposures should 
be evaluated penodrcally by densrty-monrtonng devrces rn addrtron to ocular means 

2 Aerosol partrcle evaluation, to supplement mformatron gathered by photographrc means on 
days not meetmg vrsual standards These devices gather and evaluate rnformatron at the sate 
only, not at remote locatrons on the vrsual evaluatron track, and can help determme the parhculate 
components of art’ not meetmg standards to help discover the cause 

There appears to be ample opportunrty for partnershrps m this effort Other federal agencres such as 
the Envrronmental Protectron Agency, the U S Frsh and Wrldlrfe Servrce, and the Natronal Park Servrce 
are already engaged rn efforts of thus type The adjacent natronal parks, especrally Grand Teton Natronal 
Park, have been conductmg some of this type of monrtonng for some trme, most recently m conjunction 
wrth therr own prescribed burnmg actrvrtres whrch have Increased smce the 1988 Yellowstone fires 
Wrthrn the Forest Servrce. the Bndger-Teton Natronal Forest has conducted arr quality monrtonng for 
years rn connectron wrth 011 and gas development actrvrtres The Rocky Mountam Regronal Offrce and 
Rocky Mountain Research Statron both have shown Interest In, and have expertise m, arr quality monr- 
torrng 

* Precrsron - Hugh 

- Relrabrlrty - Hugh 

Tolerance or Vanabrlrty lndtcatrng Action - Reference standards 

Frequency of Monrtormg - Thus wrll depend on local actrvrtres lnrtially the frequency should be higher, 
untrl a baselme IS established, perhaps at Intervals of two to three trmes a week After ambrent condr- 
trons are determmed, frequency could be relaxed and targeted toward trmes when condrtrons exceed 
naturally-occurring ambient condrtrons, orthe Forest IS plannmg and conductmg activrttes which threaten 
to exceed standards 
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Lead Responslblllty - The Forest fire management group 

Estimated Annual Cost 

lnstallatlon of camera $2,000 per unit, or $ZOO/year 
Annual operation and evaluation cost $1,500 per unit 
Installation of aerosol monltonng unit $5,000 per unit, or $500/year 
Annual operation and evaluation cost $1,500 per unit 

TOTAL COST $3,70O/year 

SOIIS 

Monitormg Item - Hydrologic Disturbance in Watersheds 

Type of Monltonng - Implementation, Valldatlon Deslgned to measure lmplementatlon of the standard 
and venfy Its appllcabillty 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 2 

Where Applies -Watersheds 10, 11 and 12 (currently at or above the 30 percent level), and watersheds 
13 and 25 (which are approachmg the 30 percent level) 

lndlcator - Bank mstablllty (natural versus management-induced) along representative stream reaches 
wlthln the above-mentioned watersheds 

Method Rosgen stream-typing and IntermountaIn Region streambank stablllty ratmgs 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Moderate 

- Rellablllty - Moderate 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Actlon - Determme If bank InstabIlIty IS occurnng wlthln the water- 
sheds currently exceedmg the 30 percent guldelme Determine the suffloency of the 30 percent guide- 
lme 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually, until the 30 percent figure IS valldated or changed by appropriate 
study 

Lead Responslblllty - The forest solI scientist WIII coordmate an Integrated effort by watershed speclal- 
ists and aquatlc sclentlsts 

Estimated Annual Cost - $4,500 

Momtormg Item - Woody Residue Needs for So11 and Wlldhfe J 

Type of Monltonng - EffectlvenessNalldatlon 

Pnonty Forest Pnonty Group 1 
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Where Applies - SubsectIon, Watershed, Stand (-25 acres), Site 

lndlcator - 

1 Size class, length, composltlon class to meet standards 

1 logs of > 7” diameter @ small end and > 20’ length 
2 number of logs per acre conslstmg of logs in appropriate decomposition classes as shown m 
the ForestwIde S&Gs for soil and wlldllfe 

2 Acre/acres (patch) dependent upon analysis approach, and area size, species or life form (such 
as cavity-nesters) of Interest 

3 D~stnbut~onlcond~t~onlavallablllty 

1 stand 
2 subwatershed or watershed 
3 landscape (mcl species type and sere(s)) 
4 subsectlon 

4 Follow requirements for woody residue and dead and down matenal In the ForestwIde S&Gs 

Method - Samplmg m project or analysis areas by subsection by watershed/subwatershed, by type, 
elevation, and solI productlvlty class (Integrated resource Inventory) 

Also, follow procedures such as those outlmed within “Guldelmes for Samplmg Some Physlcal Condo- 
tlons of Surface SOILS”, by Steve Howes, John Hazard, and J Michael Gelst, Paclflc Northwest Region, 
July 1983 (RG-RWM-146-1983) Samplmg would be on lme transects 

Role of partners will depend on the availability of funds and relation of partner skllls to task needs 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Preclslon - Vanable by type but generally high 

* Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actlon - Changes In management WIII be necessary when 

A Baselme studies (Inventory) refme dead/down needs In varied forest types for species needs, 

B Monltonng of projects and comparison of results among treated areas demonstrate that current 
guldeltnes are In need of change 

Measures and need for change In both (A) and (B) should be determmed through evaluations of site. 
stand and landscape condltlons coupled with baselme forestwide (systematic) species Inventones 
and improved knowledge of reglonal life history charactenstlcs and requirements for various species 
of wIldlIfe that use dead and down logs 

Frequency of Monitonng - (SolIs) Pnor to and following prolect analyses for each subsectlon Analyses 
and evaluations should Include site, stand and landscape conditions For solIs, monltormg would be 
conducted annually, until an adequate determmatlon can be made for ground-dlsturbmg resource man- 
agement practices 
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Lead Responsibility - (Solis) Monltonng teams mcludlng soils, vegetation and wildllfelecology special- 
ists 

Estimated Annual Cost - Will vary by the number of projects antlclpated and planned to affect the 
distnbutton and abundance of dead and down matenal Per analysis and project costs will vary, but WIII 
likely range from $2,000 to $4,000, dependmg on size of analysis area and levels of previous and 
expected disturbance Costs do not Include basellne Inventones nor NEPA preparation 

Momtormg Item - Detrimental So11 Disturbance 

Type of Momtonng - lmplementatlon and Effectiveness 

Priority - Forest Prlonty Group 2 

Where Applies - ForestwIde (select representative sites where various land treatments have occurred) 

Indicator - At least 85 percent of the total area wlthln an actlvlty area must have solI In satisfactory 
condltlon, or, no more than 15 percent of an actlvtty area may have detrimentally-dlsturbed so11 Detn- 
mentally-disturbed sotI IS so11 that has been displaced, compacted, puddled, or severely burned 

Method - Follow procedures such as those outlmed In “GuIdelInes for Samplmg Some Physlcal Condo- 
tlons of Surface SolIs”, by Steve Howes, John Hazard, and J Michael Gelst, Paclfrc Northwest Region, 
July 1983 (RG-RWM-146-1983) Samplmg would be done on line transects 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabillty 

* Preclslon - Moderately high 

- Reliablllty - Moderately high 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - For those resource practices consistently exceedmg the 15 
percent threshold, determme If techniques can be Improved or another method found Evaluate areas 
with greater than 15 percent so11 disturbance for rehabllltatlon opportunities 

Frequency of Monitoring - Annually, until an adequate determlnatton can be made for various resource 
practices that are ground-dlsturbmg 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest or Dlstnct solI sclentlst 

Estimated Annual Cost - $5,000 

Momtormg Item - Fme Organic Matter Retention 

Type of Momtonng - lmplementatlon and Effectiveness 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applies - ForestwIde (select representative sites, or habltat types, where varcous land treatments 
have occurred) 

lndlcator At least 50 percent (evenly dlstnbuted) of the total area wlthm an actlvlty area must retam Its 
fine organic matter (duff layer plus materials less than 3-Inches In diameter) wlthln forested ecosystems, 
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provide for a minimum of 65 percent ground cover (plants, litter and rock - greater than 3/4-Inch in 
diameter) on rangeland ecosystems, or, In both ecosystems, an equivalent percentage If the site cannot 
naturally attain the mmimum percentages mentloned above 

Method - Follow procedures such as those outlmed wIthin “Guldelmes for Samplmg Some PhysIcal 
Condltlons of Surface SolIs” by Steve Howes, John Hazard, and J Michael Gelst, Paclflc Northwest 
Region, July 1983, (RG-RWM-148-1983) Samplmg would consist of lme transects and l/lOth acre 
plots 

Expected Precision and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Moderately high to high 

* Rellablllty - Moderately high to high 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actlon - For those resource practices consistently exceeding the 
threshold, determlne If techniques can be improved or another method found Evaluate areas exceed- 
mg the standard for rehabllltatlon opportunltles 

Frequency of Monitoring - Annually, until an adequate determmatlon can be made for various ground- 
dlsturblng resource management practices 

Lead Responslblllty Forest or Distnct so11 sclentlst 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1,000 
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BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Fisheries, Water and Riparmn Resources 

Monitoring kern - Improvement of Water Quahty Limited Streams 

Type of Monltonng - Valldatlon This monltorlng should answer the question, Is water quality In these 
streams at the pomt where they can be dellsted? 

Pnonty - Forest Pnorlty Group 1 

Where Applies Ftrst on streams kted as Water Quality LImIted, and then, If necessary, monltonng WIII 
be extended to their tnbutarles and watersheds This Item WIII follow updates to the State WQL lists 

lndlcator - Depends on the reason for IFstIng, e g , on streams kted for nutrient concerns, nltrate + nItrite 
and orthophosphate are used as Indicators If momtonng of streams for the specific compound or 
component turns up concerns, monltonng would be extended to find the source of the concern 

Method - Approved protocols for the constituent of concern Procedures Include those used by Idaho 
DWR - Dlvlslon of EnvIronmental Quality (BURP Methods), methods approved for the State of Wyo- 
mung, the U S GeologIcal Survey, or In pubkatlons such as “Monltonng Protocols to Evaluate Water 
Quality Effects of Grazing Management on Western Rangeland Streams” by Stephen Bauer and Tlmo- 
thy Burton, October 1993 (EPA 910/R-93-017) Methods WIII change as water quality standards and 
assessment procedures change 

Expected Preclslon and Reliablllty 

- Preclslon - Depends on the parameterkonstltuent bemg measured (e g , nutnents may be In mgl 
I, but sediment measurements vary widely) 

- Rellablllty - If condltlons remain constant, should be able to reproduce Some constituents, 
though, vary with streamflow There are some things that are dlfflcult to reproduce when dealmg 
with a fluld medium 

Tolerance or Vanabllity lndicatmg Actlon - When It can be reliably determlned that water quality stan- 
dards are bemg vlolated, or that the stream cannot be removed from the WQL list because of deteno- 
rated condltlons 

Frequency of Monltonng - Depends on the constituent bemg monltored Generally, one can expect to 
have to vlslt sites several times dunng the summer 

Lead Responslblhty - Forest hydrologist 

Estimated Annual Cost - Monitortng all WQL streams has an estimated annual cost of approximately 
$15,000 This would Include a full-time person to do the monltormg at the GS-5 level 

Momtormg Item - Appkatlon of Best Management Practwes (BMPs) 

Type of Monltonng - Implementation and Effectiveness Measures whether BMPs related to malntalnlng 
and ImprovIng water quality are being applied 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 
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Where Applies - Project areas where BMP’s are applied (such as timber sale areas, new roads, etc ) 

lndlcator - Vanable, depending upon the BMP which was applied 

Method - For implementation monitoring, reviews would be conducted of projects by teams mcludlng the 
project planner, admlnlstrator, and Interested speclallsts For effectiveness monltonng, water quality, 
soil charactenstlcs (such as eroslon), and fish habltat would be momtored for selected projects 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Vanable, depending on the project and the impacts bemg measured 

* Rellablllty - Results should be reasonably reproducible, unless condltlons change between 
monitoring times 

Tolerance or Vanability lndlcating Actlon - If BMP’s are not being applied m sltuatlons which call for their 
use, a review would be conducted to determine the reasons If instream beneficial uses may be put at 
risk, or If unacceptable solI degradation IS occurring, a review would be conducted to determme the 
reasons 

Frequency of Monltorlng 

lmplementatlon monltonng: Once after pro]ects are fInished 

Effectiveness monltormg Variable Water quality monltonng might be conducted several times 
per year Momtonng for changes m solIs, fish habltat or channel condltlon may be conducted 
once per year 

Lead Responslblllty - So11 scientist, flshenes blologlst, hydrologist 

Estimated Annual Cost Average cost would be between $2,000 and $10,000 per year, dependmg on 
what IS bemg monltored 

Momtormg Item - Natwe Cutthroat Trout Habltat Features J’ 

Type of Monltonng - Valldatlon Test the followmg cntlcal plannmg assumptions 1) the “expected 
values” for water temperature and width/depth ratlo, for a given Rosgen stream type, represent good 
habltat conditions for native cutthroat trout at the watershed scale, and 2) these condltlons are attain- 
able 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 Monltonng needed to meet a Forest Plan objective Relates to many 
Forest Plan goals and provides a basis by which several guidelInes were developed Monltorlng needed 
to valldate the “expected values” for water temperature and width/depth ratio because they are not 
strongly supported by site speclflc research There IS strong public Interest and agency concern over 
flshenes guidelInes which may be unduly restnctive or lax 

Where Applies - WIthIn Native Trout Watersheds (17 Identified at present) 

Indicator - Number of Native Trout watersheds In which correlations have been completed 

Method - Protocol to be determmed 

Phase 1 WIthIn all Native Trout Watersheds, assess the population status of native cutthroat trout 
populations as to presence/absence, relative abundance, presence of other salmonid species, and 
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level of hybndlzatlon Survey techmques will employ snorkelmg and electro-flshmg 

Phase 2 Where populations of native cutthroat trout exist, measure and record values for all of - 
the SIX habltat features, mcludmg Rosgen stream type 

Phase 3 Compare, at the watershed scale, the recorded values for water temperature and width/ 
depth ratlo to the “expected values ” 

Expected PrecIsEon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon -To be determmed 

- Rellablllty - At least 60 percent 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Action 

Water temperature 1) meet State water quality standards, and 2) two degrees C above values In 
the table needed to meet blologlcal requirements for native cutthroat trout 

Wldthldepth ratlo a factor of one 

Frequency of Momtonng Survey one time 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest Fisheries Blologlst 

Estimated Annual Cost - Monttonng costs could be Incurred over a 2-5 year penod Total cost 1s 
$71,000 (assummg no cost-share above exlstmg partnerships) 

Year 1 $ 9,000 (lower Henry’s Fork dramage) 
Year 2 $26,000 (Teton dramages) 
Year 3 $36,000 (South Fork drainages) 

Momtormg Item - Timber Volume Removed from Unsuitable and Suitable-Unscheduled (U/S-U) 
Lands 

Type of Monltonng _ lmplementatlon 

Pnonty Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Appltes to harvest on lands not calculated in the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 

lndlcator - Mllllon Board Feet (MMBF) for the Revised Plan inltlal decade 

Method Review project-level NEPA analysts for ldentlflcatlon of U/S-U lands proposed for vegetation 
manlpulatlon by timber harvest Dlstnct timber sale project personnel include summary of cuttmg units 
on U/S-U lands and volume to be harvested with the Gate 3 Appraisal package submitted to the Con- 
tractmg Officer for contract preparation 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon High 
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- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actlon U/S-U harvested volume exceedmg 20 MMBF before 
completion of the Revised Plan mltlal decade 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually 

Lead Responslbllity - Forest Timber Contractmg Officer and Dlstnct Timber Sale project personnel 

Annual Estimated Cost $1,000 

Momtormg Item - Pest Increase III Managed Stands 

Type of Monltormg . Effectiveness Detects Increases m Insect and disease attacks In vegetation poly- 
gons after management actlvltles 

Pnorlty Forest Pnonty Group 1 (required by regulation) 

Where Applies - ForestwIde where management actlvltles have altered vegetation 

lndlcator - An Increase m Insect and/or disease acttvlty as plotted on annual aenal survey maps 

Method - Forest sllvlcultunst will review the annual aenal survey maps Issued by Forest Service Pest 
Management branch, paymg special attention to any Increased mcldence of pest actlvlty m recent actlv- 
Ity areas 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Moderate to High 

- Rellablllty Moderate to High 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Actlon - Slgnlflcant pest actlvlty noted in or near recent activity 
areas in any given year, or low-level recurnng pest activity noted over several years, WIII be cause for 
vlslting the sites to determine whether the pest actlvlty IS occurnng wlthm recently-treated areas 
Further actlon WIII be taken as needed 

Frequency of Momtonng - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest Sllvlculturlst 

Annual Estimated Cost - GS-12 @ $2OO/day for three days per year = $600 

Mondoring Item - Ute Ladles’-Tresses Populations 

Type of Monltonng - EffectlvenessNalldatlon Deslgned to assess the effectiveness of standards and 
guldelmes for llvestock grazmg and other actlvltles for protectlon of this plant and Its habitat 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies Applies m occupied habltat and habltat suitable for the occurrence of this plant 
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lndlcators - 
1) Population trend as mdlcated by population size, condltlon or structure, In permanently marked - 
or unmarked areas - 

2) Documented habltat changes as mdlcated by parameters such as hydrology, npanan 
successional stages, presence or absence of noxious weeds, etc 

Method - To measure population trends, the sze and condltlon of populations WIII be quantltatlvely 
momtored m marked and unmarked areas In marked areas a permanently marked gnd system WIII be 
used Unmarked areas WIII be monltored usmg methods such as belt transects, quadrats or well-defmed 
unmarked areas 

Habltat changes WIII be mapped and documented In known population areas human actlvctles WIII be 
recorded which have been or may be defined as threats to the species and its habltat 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Generally high 

* Rellablllty - Generally high If methods are applied correctly and data Interpreted appropnately 

Tolerance or VanabIlity Indicating Actlon - Ute ladies’-tresses populations fluctuate with respect to the 
number of mdlvlduals flowenng from year to year In general, a sustaIned downward trend In popula- 
tlon numbers would mdlcate a need for actlon 

Frequency of Monltormg - At least once a year dunng flowering and seed-set periods (generally 
August and September) 

Lead Responslblllty - Native plant program manager State fish and game departments and other 
agencies WIII be Invited to become Involved as much as possible 

Annual Estimated Cost - $1,500 

Monitonng Item - Vegetabon Structure, Composibon, and Dlstnbution of Sagebrush/Grassland 
Habitats 

Type of Monltormg - lmplementatlon . 

Pnonty - Forest Prionty Group 3 

Where Applies - Watersheds and subwatersheds 

lndlcator - Big sagebrush (Attem!aa fndentata) canopy cover age dlstnbutlon across a subwatershed or 
watershed 

Method Ocular estimate or Line Intercept Method for Crown Canopy Cover, described In the Forest 
Serwce Handbook 2209 21, Ch 44 51 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - High 

* Rellablllty - Moderate 
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Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon -When sagebrush/grassland habltat condltlons are not wlthm 
ForestwIde S&Gs (vegetation) 

Frequency of Monltonng As needed 

Lead Responslbillty - Dlstnct Rangeland Management Specialist 

Estimated Annual Cost 
One GS-9 @I $175 OO/day for 35 days = $6,125/year 

WIldlIfe J 

Momtormg Item - Cavity Nesters 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure population trends of pnmary 
cavity nestmg species and relatlonshlps to habitat changes 

Pnorlty - Forest Pnorlty Group 1 

Where Applies - Monitoring emphasis WIII be In the 5 x x series management prescnptlons which allow 
timber harvestmg Other management prescnptlons WIII be monltored on an as needed basis depending 
on human actlvitles and natural events such as fires 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Birds per transect and/or birds per point 

Habltat changes Percent bIological potential (snags per 100 forested acres) as ldentlfled m the 
ForestwIde S&Gs and the 5 xx senes management prescnptlons 

Method - 

Population trend Pomt count surveys followmg methods which have been used In the Neotroplcal 
Migratory Landbird Monltonng Project m the Big Hole Mountains (Kllene 1996) A mmlmum of 24 
transects, with 10 to 15 pomt count statlons per transect, dlstnbuted wlthm the 5 xx senes 
management prescnptlons Surveys should be done in March and Apnl, pnor to the start of 
mcubatlon Don’t use playback calls 

Habitat changes Documentation of changes In percent bIologIcal potential (snags per 100 
forested acres) Several data sources could be used which Include the followmg stand exam 
surveys, permanent forest Inventory plots, and a methodology recently developed at the Unlverstty 
of Idaho using vanable length and width transects 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Moderate to High 

- Rellablllty - Moderate to High 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Action - 

Population trend Population trends are expected to be vanable from year to year and are affected 
by habitat changes, weather conditions, predation, etc A decllnmg trend for at least four years in 
a row would be an mdlcatlon for actlon 
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Habltat changes Percent bIologIcal potential below that specified for a management prescnptlon 

Frequency of Monltorlng - Annually 

Lead Responslbtltty - Targhee Natlonal Forest State Fish and Game Departments and other agencies 
will be Involved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost $3,800 (24 days at $160/day/person) 
3,960 (vehicle expense, equipment. etc ) 

800 (record keepmg/report wntmg) 
58,600 

Momtormg Item - Standmg Dead Tree Habltat 

Type of Monltonng ElfectlvenessNalldatlon Determmes degree to which wIldlIfe requirements are 
met by standmg dead and replacement green trees 

Pnonty - Forest Prlorlty Group 3 

Where Apphes - Subsection, Watershed, Stand (-25 acres), Site 

lndlcators 

A diameter 
B tree species 
C tree height 
D cornposItIon (dead tree hardness/class) 
E number and dispersion of dead standing and replacement trees (dispersion refers to the 
evenness and clumplness of dead and green replacement trees) 

Factors to be consldered include but are not lImIted to 

A Forest Inventories for species that use dead standing trees 

B Number of species, species group or life form (e g cavity nesters, forest raptors, songbIrds, 
furbearers) with potential to occur accordmg to species dlstnbutlon and avallable habltat 
charactenstlcs (Note GuIdelInes do not assume that requirements for one species meet the 
needs for another where overlap m size and placement charactenstlcs exist ) 

C Size of female home range and breedmg area requirements with representative habltat 
characterlstlcs for successful breedmg and fledgmg of young accordmg to species of interest or 
concern 

D Exlstmg landscape, stand, and site condltlons and charactenstlcs wlthm analysis and treatment 
areas as determmed by mventones pnor to pro]ect lmplementatlon 

E Dlstnbutton/condltlon/avallablllty 

1 stand 
2 subwatershed or watershed 
3 landscape (mcl species type and sere(s) 
4 subsectlon 

v-17 



F Djstrlbutlon of natural opening sizes, shapes and structural characterlstlcs of forest seres 
companng natural disturbance types to human-induced 

G Occurrence and dlstnbutlon of forest types and effective condltlons at landscape, stand and 
site relative to potenttal for species occurrence, drstnbutlon and reproduction 

Method Systematic sampling m project or analysis areas by subsectlon by watershed/subwatershed, 
forest type, elevation, and so11 productlvlty class (IRI Inventory) Role of partners WIII be systematic 
mventones of habltat condltlons and species occurrences pnor to and after vegetation treatments 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Precision - Variable by species and forest (condltlon, charactenstlcs) type but generally high 

* Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - Changes In management WIII be necessary as 

A Baselme studies (Inventory) refme or replace dead standmg and green replacement trees In 
vaned forest types and condltlons for species needs, 

B Monltonng of projects and comparison of results among treated areas demonstrate that current 
guIdelInes are In need of change 

Measures and need for change m both (A) and (6) should be determlned through evaluations of site, 
stand and landscape condltlons coupled with baselme forestwlde (systematic) species mventones 
and Improved knowledge of regional life hlstory charactenstlcs and requirements for various species 
of wIldlIfe that use dead standmg and green replacement trees 

Frequency of Monltonng - Pnor to and followmg project analyses for each subsectlon Analyses and 
evaluations should Include site, stand and landscape condltlons 

Lead Responslbllity - Forest wildlife blologlst 

Estimated Annual Cost - WIII vary by the number of projects antlclpated and planned to affect the 
dlstrlbutlon and abundance of dead and down matenal Per analysis and project costs WIII vary, but WIII 
likely range from $1500 to 53000 dependmg on sze of analysis area, levels of previous disturbance, and 
expected disturbance Costs do not Include basellne mventones nor NEPA preparation 

Momtormg Item - Grizzly Bear Population 

Type of Monttonng - Effectiveness and/or Validation Deslgned to measure gnzzly bear population and 
relatIonshIp to habitat changes 

Prlonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Grizzly Bear BMU’s and SubunIts 

Indicator - 

Population trend Population trends are developed for the entlre Yellowstone recovery area, and 
are computed from several components of the gnzzly bear population which Include the followmg 
annual undupbcated slghtmgs of females with cubs, dlstnbutlon of females with cubs, total known 
mortality, total female mortality 
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Habltat changes Habltat changes are analyzed with the gnzzly bear cumulative effects model 
(CEM), and Include changes in vegetation (fires, timber harvestmg, etc ), road and trail access 
(also called lmear actlvltles), developed sites such as campgrounds, resorts, etc (also called pomt 
actlvltles), and dispersed recreation such as huntmg, berry plcklng, etc (also called dispersed 
actlvltles) 

- 
- 

Method - 

Population trend In cooperation with the USFWS and Interagency Study Team, report all venfled 
sightings of gnzzly bears (especially sows with cubs) and all venfled mottalltles 

Habltat changes WIthIn the BMU’s and Subunits, Ranger Dlstrlcts WIII annually update mformatlon 
on vegetation, lmear features, pomt actlvltles, and dispersed actlvltles This mformatlon WIII be 
mamtamed In the GIS database In the SupervIsor’s Offlce. 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Precision Moderate for population trends (It IS dlfflcult to observe bears and venfy all reported 
slghtmgs) High for habltat changes 

- Rellablllty - Moderate for population trends (It IS dlfflcult to observe bears and venfy all reported 
slghtmgs) High for habltat changes 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Action - Failure to meet the recovery targets as outllned In the Grizzly 
Bear Recovery Plan (this applies to the entlre GYA recovery zone) Failure to meet the Forest Plan 
S&Gs for the BMU/Subunits on the Targhee Natlonal Forest 

a 
Frequency of Monltonng - Annually w 

Lead Responslbllity - Population trend monltorlng has been lead by the Interagency Gnzzly Bear Study 
Team and the USFWS, Ranger Dlstncts and the Superwsor’s Offlce provide venfled slghtmg mforma- 
tlon to the Study Team and USFWS Habitat monltonng IS done by the Ranger Dlstncts and SupervIsor’s 
Offlce 

Estimated Annual Cost - 519,200 (120 days at 5160/day (30 days/RD & SO)) 
8,550 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keepmg/reporl wntmg) 
528,550 

Momtoring Item - Grizzly Bear Habltat Improvement 

Type of Monltonng - Implementation, Effectiveness Measures Improvement In the quality of gnzzly 
bear habltat on the Forest, and the contnbutlon of the Forest to total gnzzly bear habltat quality In the 
Greater Yellowstone Area 

Pnonty - Forest Prlonty Group 1 

Where Applies Applies to all prescnptlon areas wlthln designated Bear Management Units (BMU’s) on 
the Forest 

lndlcator - The primary mdlcators of trend In gnzzly bear habltat are habltat effectiveness, habltat value, 
and bear displacement These three are described m detail m the documentation for the gnzzly bear 
cumulative effects model (IGBC 1990) 
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In addltlon to the above, mdlcators WIII be used from the Interagency Gnzzly Bear CommIttee Taskforce 
Report on Motorized Access Management (IGBC 1994) 

Method - Each management unit of the Greater Yellowstone Area, mcludmg the Targhee NatIonal 
Forest, WIII annually submlt data on changes In road and trail access, and vegetation, to the USDA- 
Forest Service IntermountaIn RegIonal Office That offlce WIII complle the data, develop a data set flxed 
m time, and Issue this m electronic drgrtal form (CD-ROM) Thus data wrll then be forwarded to mdrvrdual 
management units for on-site use and runs 

On the Targhee Natlonal Forest, mdlvldual ranger dlstncts will track changes m road and trail access 
and vegetation These will be submltted to the Forest GIS shop for assembly Into a Forest data pack- 
age 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabillty 

* Preclslon - Very high 

- Rellablllty Results WIII be reproducible with the same data set 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actlon - Refer to the Item on achievement of road density standards 

Frequency of Monltormg - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest wIldlIfe blologlst 

Estimated Annual Cost-On each of the three ranger dlstncts with gnzzly bear habltat, one person (GS- 
9 wIldlIfe blologlst) WIII need two weeks to put together the Input data required On receipt of the CD- 
ROM data from the RegIonal Offlce, the Forest GIS shop WIII need one person (GS-7 tech) for one day 
to run the cumulative effects model on each of the seven subunlts 

GS-9 blologlst 3 dlstncts, two weeks each @ $150/day $4,500 
GS-7 GIS technroan 7 subunIts, one day each @ $1 IO/day $ 770 

TOTAL $5,270 

Monitoring Item - Bald Eagle Nesting Population 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Measures the nesting population of bald eagles 
and Its relatIonshIp to habitat changes 

Prlonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - All bald eagle nesting terntorles 

lndlcator - 

Population trends Occupancy and productlvlty of all bald eagle nestmg terntones 

Habltat changes Changes In vegetation wlthlr nesting terrltones, changes In human actlvltles 
wlthln nestmg terntones 

Method - 

Population trends Standard monltonng of occupancy and productivity which has been done for 
more than a decade 
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Habitat changes Document&on and mappmg of vegetation changes wlthln nestmg temtones 
usmg the forest GIS database Documentation of changes in human actlvltles wlthln nesting 
terntones, which may include recreation use (boating, floating, flshlng, etc ), motorized access, 
construction actlvltles. etc 

Past monltonng has been a cooperative effort with the Idaho Department of Ftsh and Game, ELM, 
U S Fish and WIldlIfe Service, Forest Servlce, and some pnvate mdlvlduals It IS expected that 
this cooperation WIII contmue II? the future 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Preclslon High for population trends and vegetation changes Moderate to high for human 
actlvlties 

* Flellablllty High for population trends and vegetation changes Moderate to high for human 
actlvltles 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon Failure of an adult pair to occupy a nestmg terntory more than 
two years In a row Data on productlvlty shows that spnng weather has a great Influence on productlvlty 
Therefore, reductions In productivity must mdlcate factors other than spnng weather are responsible for 
reduced productlvlty 

Frequency of Monltorlng Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Coordinated by the Forest wIldlIfe biologist 

Estimated Annual Cost - $16,000 

Momtormg Item - Gray Wolf Population 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure gray wolf population and 
relatIonshIp to habltat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - ForestwIde 

Population trend Number of wolf packs, reproduction, movements, and mortality are being 
monltored 

Habltat changes lntruslve human disturbances withm one mile around active den sites and 
rendezvous sites between Apnl 1 and June 30, when there are five or fewer breeding pairs of 
wolves m each expenmental population area ForestwIde standards for llvestock grazing and gray 
wolves 

Population trend In cooperation with the USFWS and monltonng teams, report all venfled 
slghtlngs of gray wolves (especially evidence of packs) 

HabItat changes Wlthm one mile of actwe den sites and rendezvous sites, restnct lntruslve 
human disturbances between April 1 and June 30, when there are five or fewer breeding pairs of 
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wolves m each expenmental population area Increase momtonng of llvestock allotments where 
wolf packs have establlshed 

Expected Precision and Rellabllity 

- Preclslon - High 

- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlity lndlcatlng Actlon Failure to Implement the Revlslon S&Gs for gray wolves 

Frequency of Momtonng Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Habltat monltonng IS done by the Ranger Dlstncts and SupervIsor’s Office, and 
coordinated by the Forest biologist Population trend momtonng has been lead by the USFWS and wolf 
monltonng teams Ranger Dlstncts and the SupervIsor’s Offlce provide venfled slghtmg InformatIon to 
the USFWS 

Estimated Annual Cost - $8,000 (50 days at $160/day) 
2,000 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keepmglreport wntmg) 
$10,800 

Monitormg Item - Peregrme Falcon Nesting Population 

Type of Monltorlng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure the peregnne falcon nesting 
population and relatIonship to habltat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies -All peregnne falcon nest sites and terrltorles 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Occupancy and productlvlty of all peregnne falcon nest sites and terntones 

Habitat changes The pnmary concern IS human actlvlty, such as rock cllmbmg, at known nest 
sites In the past, use of pestlcldes which caused egg shell thmnlng was the pnmary concern 
Human actlvitles and use of pestlclcies WIII be the maln habitat changes monitored General 
habltat condltlons and changes wlthm the foragmg area ~111 also be monitored 

Method - 

Population trend Standard monltonng of occupancy and productlvlty which has been done for 
more than a decade 

Habltat changes Penodlc visits to nest sites to document changes in human actlvltles If 
necessary, cameras could be established to document human activity at nest sites 
Documentation of the use of pestlcldes Documentation of general habitat changes through 
tracking of proposed project actlvltles and GIS databases 

Past momtormg has been a cooperative effort with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, BLM, 
U S Fish and Wildlife Service, Forest Service, and some pnvate mdlvlduals It IS expected that 
this cooperation WIII contmue in the future 
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Expected Precrsron and Relrabrlrty 

* Precrsron - Hugh for populatron trends Moderate to hrgh for human actrvrtres 

- Relrabilrty - Hugh for populatron trends Moderate to hrgh for human actrvrtres 

Tolerance or Vanabrlrty lndrcatmg Actron - Peregnne falcon nest sates may not be occupred or produce 
young every year Nest sates may also change over time A nest sate not occupred for more than two 
consecutrve years may mdrcate the need to assess needed management actrons 

Frequency of Monrtonng - Annually 

Lead Responsrbrlrty - Forest brologrst 

Estrmated Annual Cost $4,800 (30 days at 5160/day) 
1,200 (vehrcle expense, equrpment, etc ) 

800 (record keepmglreport wntrng) 
56,800 

Momtoring Item - Furbearer Population Trends 

Type of Monrtonng - Effectrveness and/or Valrdatron Measures the populatron trends of marten, fisher, 
wolverine, and relatronshrps to habrtat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applres - Ecologrcal subsectrons of the Forest 

lndrcator - 

Populatron trend travel drstance per encounter of tracks or other srgn, (example 1 43 marten 
tracks or srgn per mrle) 

Habrtat changes documented changes rn important habrtat parameters such as forest seral 
stages, dead and downed woody debns, motorized access, etc 

Method - 

Populatron trend Wmter track/srgn surveys followrng procedures developed by Dr Steve Mrnta rn 
the Western Yellowstone Forest Carnrvore Project Bnefly a minrmum of three samplrng unrts of 
four square mrles m each ecologrcal subsectfon, with 8 to 10 lmear miles of snowmachme routes 
rn each samplrng unrt Each samplmg unrt should be sampled 3 trmes during the wmter penod 
Specrfrc protocol IS documented m Western Yellowstone Forest Camrvore Protect Study 

Since wolvenne and fisher are extremely rare, addrtronal monrtonng usrng the followmg technrques 
may be used 

A Scent statrons wrth cameras and/or track recordrng, 

B Surveys of natal dennrng areas rn boulder fields (for wolvenne), 

C All observatrons from reputable sources wrll be recorded and mamtamed rn Drstnct and 
Forest databases 
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HabItat changes Documentation and mapping of changes III forest seral stages (timber harvest, 
fires, etc ) in the Forest GIS database Documentation of changes m motorized access (see road 
and trail access momtonng Items) Loss of dead and downed woody debns due to flrewood 
gathering, timber harvestmg, etc 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Precision - Moderate to High 

* Rellablllty - Moderate to High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - Furbearer populations WIII fluctuate naturally due to a variety 
of factors such as weather, prey abundance, trapplng pressure (martens), etc Populations are ex- 
pected to change due to programmed management actlons l!ke timber harvestmg, as predlcted In the 
FEIS Therefore a sustamed downward trend for at least four samplmg wmters which IS greater than 
expected from programmed management actlons WIII tngger management review 

Frequency of Monltorlng - At least half of the ecological subsectlons each winter 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest wIldlIfe biologist State Fish and Game Departments and other agencies 
WIII be Involved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - $18,000 

Momtormg Item - Goshawk Population Trends 

Type of Monltorlng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure population trends of gos- 
hawks and relatIonshIps to habitat changes 

Prlorlty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - ForestwIde 

Indicator 

Population trend adult occupancy of known goshawk nesting terntones 

Habltat changes documented changes m Important habltat parameters ldentlfled in the 
ForestwIde S&Gs wlthln known goshawk nesting terntones 

Method - 

Population trend Random sampling of adult occupancy at a minimum of 15 goshawk nesting 
terntones each year Sampling can occur dunng Apnl (no taped calls), and June IO-30 (using 
taped calls) More than one tnp to each terntory may be needed to accurately assess adult 
occupancy Alternate nest sites must be checked 

In addltlon to random samplmg, all venfled observations of adult occupancy m terntones will be 
recorded All new venfled terntones WIII be added to the forestwlde database 

Habltat changes Documentation and mapplng of changes in habltat condltlons ldentlfled m the 
ForestwIde S&Gs wlthm active and hlstonc nest terntones. using the forest GIS database 
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Expected Precision and Reliablllty 

* Preclslon - Moderate to High 

* Reliability - Moderate to High 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Actlon Habltat changes which exceed the ForestwIde goshawk 
S&Gs Goshawk terntones are not always occupied every year However, ovettlme, a stable population 
should revolve around some average occupancy rate A sustained downward trend of adult occupancy 
for at least four years may Indicate a need for actlon 

Frequency of Monitonng Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Targhee NatIonal Forest State Fish and Game Departments and other agencies 
WIII be involved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - $7,200 (1 person for 45 days at 5160/day) 
4,550 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keepmglreporl wrltmg) 
512,550 

Momtormg Item - Forest Owl Population 

Type of Monltorlng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure population trends of boreal, 
great gray and flammulated owls, and relatlonshlps to habltat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Ecological subsect!ons of the forest 

Population trend Travel distance per encounter of callmg adults (example 0 5 boreal owl or great 
gray owl encounters per ten miles) 

Habltat changes Documented changes m Important habltat parameters such as forest seral 
stages, dead and downed woody debns, etc , wIthIn active and hlstonc nesting terntones 

Method 

Population trend A mlnlmum of ten miles of calling transects wlthm each ecological subsectlon 
(70 miles total) conducted each year Bnefly Boreal owls can be surveyed from about February 
through April, great gray owls from March through May, and flammulated owls dunng May Follow 
standard surveyicalllng protocol which has been used on the forest for owl surveys for the past 
several years About four miles of transect can be done In one night by one team 

In addltlon to the survey routes, all venfled observations of boreal, great gray, and flammulated 
owls dunng the nestmg and brooding reanng seasons will be recorded and maintamed In a forest 
database 

Habltat changes Documentation and mappmg of changes In forest seral stages (due to timber 
harvest, fires, etc ) wlthln active and hlstonc nest terntones, usmg the forest GIS database Loss 
of dead and downed woody debns due to flrewood gathering, timber harvestmg, etc 
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Expected Precision and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - Moderate to High 

- Rellablllty - Moderate to High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatrng Actlon - Forest owl populations WIII fluctuate naturally due to a variety 
of factors such as weather, prey abundance, etc ForestwIde S&Gs were developed to mamtam suit- 
able habltat condltlons m known terntones Therefore a sustamed downward trend for at least four 
samplmg years which can be correlated with changes m habltat condltlons due to vegetation manage- 
ment or natural events such as fire WIII tngger management revfew 

Frequency of Monltormg - Annually 

Lead Responsbllty - Forest blologlst State Fish and Game Departments and other agencies will be 
Involved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - 55,760 (2 person teams/l8 days at 5160/day/person) 
4,520 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keeping/report wntmg) 
511,080 

Momtoring Item - Trumpeter Swan Nesting Population 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure nesting populations and 
relationshIp to habltat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Trumpeter swan nesting habltat, highest pnonty WIII be the ponds and lakes ldentlfled 
!n the ForestwIde S&Gs 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Occupancy of suitable nestmg habltat and productwlty of swan pairs usmg 
sultable nesting habltat 

Habltat changes Changes in npanan and aquatlc habltat wlthin or adlacent to suitable nestmg 
habitat, changes in human actlvltles within or adjacent to suitable nestmg habItat 

Method - 

Population trend Standard monitonng of occupancy and productwlty which has been done for 
more than a decade Emphasis will be on those sites llsted I” the trumpeter swan ForestwIde 
S&Gs 

Habltat changes Documentation and mappmg of rlpanan and aquatlc vegetation changes at 
suitable nesting ponds and lakes Documentation of changes in water depths Documentation of 
changes II- human actwltles at sultable nestmg ponds and lakes, which may include recreations 
use, motorized access, lwestock grazmg, etc 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon High for population trends Moderate to high for habitat changes 
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* Relrabrlrty - Hugh for populatron trends Moderate to hrgh for habitat changes A 

Tolerance or Vanabrlrty lndrcatmg Actron - From 1962 to 1996, the number of sates occupred by parrs has 
ranged from 7 to 17 Only one sate has been occupred by a swan parr all 15 years, and only one srte has 
been occupred by a swan parr 14 out of the 15 years Total young observed has ranged between 3 and 
16 for the 15 years of data The recent work to move swans to new areas may have resulted rn reduced 
pairs usmg surtable habrtat on the forest We therefore expect a lot of varrabrlrty between years How- 
ever, a downward trend rn the number of pairs and/or productrvrty for more than four years In a row 
would mdrcate that some management actron may be necessary 

Frequency of Monrtonng Annually 

Lead Responsrbrlrty - Forest brologrst Ranger Drstncts wrll gather data, In cooperatron wrth the State 
Fish and Game Departments and the U S Ftsh and Wrldkfe Servtce (Red Rock Lakes Nattonal Wlldkfe 
Refuge) 

Estimated Annual Cost - $3,200 (20 days at $16O/day) 
1,000 (vehrcle expense, equrpment, etc ) 

800 (record keeprng/report wntmg) 
$5,000 

Momtoring Item - Spotted Frog Population 

Type of Monrtormg - Effectrveness and/or Vakdatron Desrgned to measure populatrons of frogs and 
relatronshrp to habrtat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Apples Spotted frog habrtat, whrch IS ripanan and wetland areas on the northern portrons of the 
Forest 

lndrcator - 

Populatron trend Occupancy at documented sates and relative abundance at those sates 

Habrtat changes Changes In npanan and aquatic habrtat condrtrons wrthrn or adjacent to 
documented sates, changes In human actrvrtres wrthm or adjacent to documented sites 

Method - 

Populatron trend The Forest and Idaho State Unrversrty recently completed a survey of spotted 
frogs on the forest Sates wrth spotted frogs were documented, and a relatrve estrmate of the frog 
populatron observed at each sate was made Each year, random sampling of occupancy and 
relatrve abundance wrll be done at a mmimum of 15 sates, using the same techniques and 
procedures as used by Idaho State Unrversrty In addrtron to resurveymg known sates. new sdes 
wrth spotted frogs wrll be added to the data base, and Included rn the survey program 

Habrtat changes Spotted frog habrtat IS to be managed accordmg to Rx 2 8 3 and ForestwIde 
S&Gs for Frsherres, Water and Rrpanan Resources As spotted frog sates are surveyed each year, 
documentation will be done on the habitat condrtrons and adherence to the management drrectron 
Condrtrons wrll be compared wrth descnptrons from the Idaho State Unlversrty survey reports 

V-27 



Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Preclslon - Moderate for population trends Moderate to high for habltat changes 

- Rellablllty Moderate for population trends Moderate to high for habltat changes 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - The survey results from Idaho State Unlverslty mdlcate that 
spotted frog dlstrlbutlon and abundance IS highly variable between years, and IS strongly Influenced by 
moisture and water We expect survey results to be variable A consistent declme m the relative abun- 
dance of frogs at a malonty of the survey sites, and a downward trend In nparlan habltat condltlons, 
would lndlcate that some management actlon may be necessary 

Frequency of Monltorlng - Annually 

Lead Responslbillty - Forest blologlst WIII coordmate work by dlstnct personnel Other agencies and 
mstltutlons ~111 be mvolved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - $4,000 (25 days at $16O/day) 
1,000 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keeplng/repori wntmg) 
$5,800 

Monltormg Item - Common Loon Population 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure populations of common 
loons and relatIonshIp to habltat changes 

Pnonty - Forest Prlonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Sultable common loon nesting and brood rearing habltat ldentlfled m Process Paper D 
AddItIonal sites may be added when new mformatlon documents that new sites are sultable 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Occupancy at documented sites and productlvlty of breedmg pairs at those 
sites 

HabItat changes Changes In rlpanan and aquatlc habltat conditions wIthIn or adjacent to 
documented sites, changes In human actlvltles wlthln or adjacent to documented sites 

Method - 

Population trend Annually document the presence of common loons at the sites llsted In Process 
Paper D Several vlslts should be made to each site dunng the nestmg and brood reanng seasons 
to document the presence of young 

Habitat changes Common loon habitat IS to be managed accordmg to prescription 2 8 3 and 
Forestwide S&Gs for Flshenes, Water and Ripanan Resources As common loon sites are 
surveyed each year, habltat condltlons and adherence to the management dIrectIon will be 
documented 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Preclslon - High for population trends Moderate to high for habltat changes 
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- Rellablllty High for population trends Moderate to high for habltat changes 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndicatmg Actlon - Successful reproduction by common loons has been docu- w 
mented at only three sites Our data mdlcates that occupancy by pairs and successful reproduction 
does not occur every year at these sites The Forest Plan has two objectIves for common loons One 
oblecttve IS to evaluate the potential to provide and mamtaln sultable breedmg habltat The second 
objective IS to develop common loon management plans for sultable sites If the evaluation mdlcates 
there IS potential to provide and mamtam sultable breedmg habltat While these ob]ectives are bemg 
accomplished, we want to mamtam exlstmg habltat conditions and exlstmg levels of common loon pairs 

Frequency of Monitonng - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty Forest blologlst and Ranger Dlstncts Other agencies and mstltutlons WIII be 
mvolved whenever possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1,600 (IO days at $16O/day) 
400 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 
400 (record keepmg/report wrltlng) 

$2,400 

Momtormg Item - Harlequm Duck Population 

Type of Momtonng - Effectiveness and/or Valldatlon Deslgned to measure populations of harlequin 
ducks and relatIonshIp to habltat changes 

Prlorlty - Forest Pnorlty Group 1 

Where Applies - Sultable harlequin duck nestmg and brood rearing habltat ldentlfled m Process Paper 
D AddItIonal sites may be added when new InformatIon documents that new sites are sultable 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Occupancy at documented sites and productlvlty of breedmg pairs at those 
sites 

Habltat changes Changes m npanan and aquatlc habltat condltlons wlthm or adjacent to 
documented sites, changes In human activltles wlthm or adjacent to documented &es 

Method _ 

Population trend Annually document the presence of harlequm ducks at the sites ksted in Process 
Paper D Several vlslts should be made to each site dunng the nesting and brood reanng seasons 
to document the presence of young 

Habltat changes Harlequm duck habitat IS to be managed accordmg to Rx 2 8 3 and ForestwIde 
S&Gs for Flshenes, Water and Ripanan Resources, and ForestwIde S&Gs for harlequin ducks As 
harlequin duck sites are surveyed each year, documentation WIII be done on the habltat condltlons 
and adherence to the management directIons 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Preclslon - Moderate for population trends Moderate to high for habltat changes 

- Rellablllty - Moderate for population trends Moderate to high for habitat changes 
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Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - Successful reproduction by harlequin ducks has been docu- 
mented at only three sites Our data mdlcates that occupancy by pairs and successful reproduction 
does not occur every year at these sites If harlequin duck presence IS to be maIntamed on the forest, 
exlstmg habltat condltlons and exlstlng levels of harlequin duck pairs must be maIntained Any declme m 
exlstmg habltat condltlons may Indicate the need for actlon 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually 

Lead Responsiblllty - Forest blologlst WIII coordmate work by dlstnct personnel Other agencies and 
mstltutlons WIII be mvolved as much as possible 

Estimated Annual Cost - $3,200 (20 days at $16O/day) 
800 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 
800 (record keeping/report wntlng) 

$4,800 

Momtoring Item - Elk Vulnerability and Elk Habltat Effectiveness 

Type of Monltonng - Effectiveness and/or Validation 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies ForestwIde 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Percent bull elk mortality dunng the general elk huntmg seasons 

Habitat changes Open road and open motorized trail route density (OROMTRD), cross-country 
OHV use, hldmg cover 

Population trend Percent bull elk mortality IS gathered by the State Fish and Game Departments 

HabItat changes OROMTRD IS covered m the Road and Trail Access monltonng Cross-country 
OHV use WIII be monitored dunng the fall general elk seasons with the help of the State Fish and 
Game Departments Cover analysis WIII be updated usmg the Forest GIS vegetation database to 
account for natural disturbances (such as fire) and management activities (such as timber 
harvesting) 

Expected Preclslon and Reliablllty 

* Preclslon - High 

- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Action - Failure to Implement the Revlslon S&Gs for OROMTRD, 
cross-country OHV travel, and timber harvestmg 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest blologlst complles data Percent bull elk mottallty IS done by the State Fish 
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and Game Departments Ranger Dlstncts and the SupervIsor’s Offlce have the lead on OROMTRD, 
cross-country OHV travel, and cover analysis - 

- 
Estimated Annual Cost - $9,600 (60 days at $160/day) 

2,400 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 
800 (record keeping/report wntmg) 

$12,800 

Momtoring Item - Red Squirrel Population 

Type of Momtonng - Effectiveness and/or Valtdatlon Deslgned to measure population trends of red 
squirrels and relatIonshIp to habltat changes 

Prlonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Grizzly bear BMU’s and subunlts 

lndlcator - 

Population trend Densltles of active squirrel mlddens 

HabItat changes Cone producmg conifer stands, with emphasis on cone producmg whitebark 
pme 

Method - 

Population trend Follow methodology described by David J Mattson and Daniel P Remhart In 
“lndlcators of Red Squirrel (Tamrasc~urus hudsonlcus) Abundance In the WhItebark Pine Zone,” 
Great Basm Naturalist 56(3) 272-275 (1996) 

HabItat changes Documentation and mapplng of changes m forest seral stages (due to timber 
harvest, fires, etc ) wlthm gnzzly bear BMU’s and subunlts, usmg the Forest GIS database 

Expected Precision and Rellabllrty 

- Preclslon - Moderate to high 

- Rellablllty - Moderate to high 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - Red squirrel populations WIII fluctuate with natural fluctuations 
m cone crops due to weather and other variables and disturbances which replace cone beanng age 
trees such as fire and timber harvestmg The management objective IS to mamtaln red squirrel popula- 
tlons wherever sultable habltat occurs Therefore, a population decline m sultable habitat that cannot be 
correlated with natural fluctuations In cone crops may mdlcate actlon IS needed 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest blologlst 

Estimated Annual Cost - $12,800 (2 person teams/40 days at $160/day) 
2,000 (vehicle expense, equipment, etc ) 

800 (record keepmglreport writing) 
$15,600 
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FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Forest Users 

Monitormg item - User Satisfaction 

Type of Monitonng Implementation, Effectiveness Deslgned to measure forest customer sabsfactlon 
with the dIrectIon. progress, and admlnlstrabon of the Fievislon 

Pnonty - Forest Prlonty Group 2 

Where Applies - ForestwIde 

Indicator Comments, both wntten and oral, approvmg or dlsapprovmg of the dIrectIon of Forest man- 
agement and the rate of progress m lmplementmg It 

Method - Forest User malllng lists would be used to perlodlcally build random samples lndlvlduals and 
groups on this list would then be sampled using methods such as phone surveys or mallmgs These 
samples would be conducted by organlzatlons or academic mstltutlons with sampling experbse, under 
contract to the Forest Informal, optlonal, person-to-person user surveys would be conducted of trail 
users, campers, and sport recreabonlsts by field-going Forest personnel Records and notes would be 
kept of public meetmgs held by the Forest Forest employees would be encouraged to record and 
submit Informal notes of opmions and suggestlons of fnends and family for conslderatlon by the Forest 

Expected Precision and Rellabrllty 

- Preclslon - Samples designed with statIstical pnnclples could be quite accurate OtherwIse It 
would still provide a reasonable mdlcatlon to managers 

- Rellabillty - The results should be reasonably reproducible 

Tolerance or VanabIlity lndlcatmg Action -This would have to determlned by Forest lme officers based 
on the Issue 

Frequency of Monltonng - Annually or as needed 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest Public Affairs Officer 

Estimated Annual Cost-Working with a survey organlzatlon would require three weeks per year for the 
Public Affairs Officer Helprng to assess the surveys would require GS-9 employees To conduct field 
surveys of recreatlonlsts would require two weeks for two GS-9 employees 

Contract to conduct phone sample $3,000 
GS12 PAO, three weeks @ $i.OOO/wk $3,000 
GS9 45 hours at $18/hr 5 810 
GS9 (field survey), 4 wks @ $18/hr $2,880 

TOTAL $9,690 
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Forest Operation 

Momtormg Item - Budget 

Type of Monltonng - lmplementabon and Effectiveness 

Pnorlty - Forest Priority Group 1 Required by regulation at 36 CFR 219 12(K)(3) 

Where Applies ForestwIde 

lndlcator - Forest budget adlusted for the effects of mflatlon 

Method - Convert annual budget figures to the same basis as the Revision’s projected budget Compare 
the results 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Prectsion High 

* Rellabllity - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - +/- 25 percent of projected budget 

Frequency of Momtormg - Every five years 

Lead Responslblllty - Forest Budget and Fmance Officer 

Annual Estimated Cost - $1,000 every five years 

Recreation 

Momtoring Item - Seasonal Trail Use Impacts to So11 and Vegetation 

Type of Monltonng - lmplementabon and Effectiveness Deslgned to measure the Impacts to on-trail 
and off-trail solIs and vegetation from impacts from hlkmg, horse use and OHV use, for compliance with 
the 15 percent so11 disturbance policy 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 2 

Where Applies - System trail and off-trail areas 

Indicator _ So11 displacement on the trail or withln the adjacent meadow or basm area 

Method Visual and photo documentation and trail condition surveys 

Expected Precision and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - 60-75 percent 

- Rellablllty - 60-75 percent 

Tolerance or VanabilIty lndlcatmg Actlon - When condition surveys show that use IS ImpactIng the trail 
tread or adjacent solIs and vegetation such that slgnlflcant resource damage, health, and safety, or trail 
mamtenance are at nsk 

v-33 



Frequency of Monrtonng - Annually on approxrmately 5-10 percent of the system trawl areas (60-120 
mrles) and adjacent off-trawl areas (Pnonty areas inttrally are the Brg Hole Mountams, Madrson-Prtch- 
stone Plateaus, Caribou Range Mountams and Lemhr-MedIcme Lodge subsechons ) 

Lead Responsrbrlrty Recreatron and Engmeenng Staffs 

Estrmated Annual Cost - $25,000-35,000 

J 
Momtormg Item - RecreatlonMlildlife Conflicts 

Type of Monrtonng - lmplementabon and Effectrveness Destgned to measure conflicts between all 
forms of recreatron and wrldkfe 

Pnorrty - Forest Prronty Group 2 

Where Applres - ForestwIde 

lndrcator - Number of vrolatrons of closure areas, observed wrldkfe drsturbances, and drmrntshmg wrldkfe 
populatrons or srgns of stress 

Method - Freld and aenal observabons, photography This Item will depend partrally on the results of 
monrtonng of the effectrveness of road closures, whrch IS another Pnonty Group 2 Item 

It IS expected that partnershtps can be developed with state game and fish agencies, State recreation 
agencres, other agenctes and possrbly recreatron user groups to monrtor thus Item 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabtlrty 

- Precrsron - 50-75 percent 

* Relrabrlrty - 50-75 percent 

Tolerance or Vanabrltty lndrcatrng Actron - When evaluatron of wrldlrfe populabons Indicates they are 
begmnmg to falter or seek out other areas for secunty and solitude, then an evaluabon of recreatron use 
levels wrll take place Evaluatron of other uses of the area may also be appropriate 

Frequency of Monrtonng - 

- Wmter, rn prescnptron areas emphasrzrng wmter range values weekly rn IO percent of wmter 
range per year for 3-4 months, 

- Summer, m prescnptron areas emphasrzrng brg game securrty or summer range values weekly 
for 3 to 4 months, especrally rn the early summer 

Lead Responstbrlrty - Drstnct Rangers 

Esbmated Annual Cost - $30,000 
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Monitoring Item - Dispersed Campsde So11 Displacement 

Type of Monltonng Implementation, Effectiveness Deslgned to measure so11 displacement In heavy- 
use dispersed campsltes, for compliance with the 15 percent so11 disturbance policy 

Pnonty - Forest Prlorlty Group 3 

Where Applies 4 3 prescnptlon areas 

Indicator - Displaced so11 

Method - Fnssell Condltlon Class method 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabllity 

- Preclslon 75 percent+ 

- Rellabillty - Very Good, 75 percent+ 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actron - Slgmficant or consistent wolatlon of the 15 percent so11 dlstur- 
bance policy m 4 3 prescnpbon areas WIII be cause to reexamme campslte use This may also trigger 
valldatlon monltormg of the propriety of applymg the poky m these areas 

‘Frequency of Monitormg - Annually, wlthm approximately 10 percent of the one hundred 4 3 prescnptlon 
areas (Lemhl-Medrcme Lodge and Caribou Range Mountams subsectlons WIII receive top pnonty for 
this monltonng mltlally ) 

Lead Responsiblllty - Forest Recreation Staff 

Estimated Annual Cost - $40,000 

Momtormg Item - Jedediah Smith Wilderness LAC 

Type of Momtonng - lmplementatlon and Effecbveness Deslgned to measure Impacts from wilderness 
use on wilderness quality (from the Llmlts of Acceptable Change planning process for the Jededlah 
Smith Wilderness) 

Prionty - Forest Prlonty Group 3 

Where Applies Jededlah Smith Wilderness 

lndlcator - See The Jededlah Smith monltonng plan which follows 

Method - See The Jededlah Smith plan which follows 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon 75 percent 

- Rellablllty - 75 percent 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Actlon - If It IS determined that Impacts from use of the Wilderness are 
exceeding those llmlts shown, then an evaluation WIII be made of the possible causes and potential 
remedlatlons ldentlfled 
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Frequency of Monltormg - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - Teton Basm Ranger Dlstrlct, and Forest Recreation Staff 

Estimated Annual Cost - $15,000-20,000 

Jededlah Smith Wilderness Momtormg Plan - Further Details 

INDICATORS AND STANDARDS 

lndlcators and standards will be momtored yearly and may require adjustment If on site admInIstratIon 
mdlcates resources or social condltlons are detenoratmg beyond an acceptable level These measure- 
ments relate only wlth!n each speclflc zone of the Wlldemess and not all of one type of zone lumped 
together In other words, for Class 1, If the standard IS exceeded In a patilcular Class 1 zone, then 
management actlon WIII be taken FolIowIng each Indicator IS a list of management actlons which could 
be used to bnng the mdlcator back to the ldentlfled standard for Its class The order of the actlons 
shown does not Indicate pnonty 

lndlcator #I Standards 

I Class 1 I Class 2 Class 3 Issues I/ 

Number of occupied campsites 
0 2 users may see from their site 1 1 1 3 1 l-2,4 1 

Possible Management ActIons - If number of visible campsltes IS approachmg or exceeds standards 

1 Remove campslte(s) and restore the area to as near natural condltlon as possible 
2 Relocate campslte(s) to more sultable location and restore to as near natural condltlon 

as possible 
3 Talk with users and suggest other campmg possibllltles 

I Indicator #2 I Standards ~-1 

Condltlon of mdlvldual 

Class 1 Class 2 

vegetation vegetation 
flattened, not worn away at 
permanently center of 

Injured activity 

around center 

Possible Management Actions - If condltlon of campsite IS approachmg or exceeds standards 

1 Rehabilitate the site, sign It for restoratlon, and/or close It 
2 Talk with users about minimum impact campmg techniques 
3 Relocate site to a more durable location and restore the vacated campslte to as near natural 

condltlon as possible 
4 Vlslt local schools, organzatlonal groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, mmlmum 

Impact practices 
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lndlcator #3 Standards 

I Class 1 I Class2 I Class3 I Issues l/ 

Condltlon of user-created 
routes and trail segments 

16” to 42” 
wide, brush, 42” wide, 

game trail rock, litter brushed out 1% 2,4 

present along edge 

Possible Management ActIons If user-created route or trail IS approachmg or exceeds standard 
1 Talk with users about trail condltlons and expenences 
2 Ensure trail crews and maintenance volunteers are aware of standards and do not exceed 

them 
3 Rehabllltate trail sectlons that exceed standards 
4 Relocate trail segments to more sultable locatlons 
5 Encourage use on other trails 
6 Limit number of users on trail 
7 Vlslt local schools, organizatIonal groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, mmlmum 

Impact practices 

Indicator #4 Standards 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Issues l/ 

Number of encounters per 
mile with other parties 
along a user-created route 0* 3 5 1 I 2, 3, 4, 5 

or trail 

* Encounters may be higher wlthin ftrst mile of trail from trallhead 

Possible Management Actlons - If number of encounters IS approachmg or exceeds standards 
1 Encourage users to vary starting times 
2 Lower party size and stock llmlts 
3 Momtor user acceptance of trail use levels 
4 Encourage users to go to other places 

Indicator #5 Standards 

I Class 1 I Class 2 I Class3 I Issues 11 

Number of substantiated 
complamts about outfltters and 
grazmg permittees from the 

2 5 10 3, 5 

public and other permlttees 
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Possible Management Actlons - If the number of complalnts concernmg permlttees IS approachmg or 
exceeds standards 

1 Increase permit admmlstratlon on the ground 
2 Require wilderness ethics education as a condltlon of permit Issuance 
3 Restnct the number of permits issued 
4 Bnng partles together to discuss Issue(s) 

lndlcator #6 Standards 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Issues I/ 

Number of vlolatlons of 
regulations by type 5 10 15 1,3,5 

I/ See process paper for Jededlah Smith Wilderness 

Possible Management Actlons - If the number of violations IS approachmg or exceedmg standards 
1 Increase presence of umformed Forest Service personnel 
2 Vlslt local schools, organIzational groups to discuss wilderness ethics, regulations, mmimum 

Impact campmg techniques 
3 Review regulations for appropnateness 
4 Increase postmg of regulations at trallheads 

MONITORING 

Air Quality 
1 Monrtor acid depositjon m Wilderness lakes Speaflcally, Two Island Lake IS extremely 
sensltlve to acid deposItIon, and Mlddle Gramte Lake IS more typlcal of Wilderness lakes with 
some buffering capacity Reference for more mformatlon the water quality survey conducted In 
1992 by personnel from the Targhee and Bndger-Teton National Forests 

2 Monitor visual a!r quality by means such as penodlc photography Consider establlshmg a 
monitoring statjon at the Grand Targhee ski area or other locatlon which would permit observation 
of air quality In both the Wilderness and Grand Teton Natlonal Park 

WIldlife 
1 Monitor human/grizzly mteractlons (confrontations and movements) to determine any change in 
the known range of the bear, and which management actlons are needed If any 

2 Monitor grizzly bear activity and movement relevant to domestlc sheep grazmg to determme 
which management actlons are needed If any 

3 Continue annual population censusmg of blghorn sheep mcludmg lamb survival and ram harvest 
(Wyommg Game and Fish Department) 

Cultural Resources 
Monitor cultural resource sites in high public use areas annually to assess potential and actual 
effects Formulate mltlgatlons In conjunction with the Wyoming State Hlstonc Preservation Officer 
when effects are adverse 
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Roads and Trails Access 

Monitormg Item - Authorized Use Level 

Type of Monrtorrng lmplementatron Desrgned to measure the amount of authorized motorized use on 
closed roads and trawls, to determine If a route or area IS effectrvely open 

Pnorrty - Forest Pnonty Group 2 

Where Applres -This Item IS most important In prescrrptrons whrch feature the followmg 

* elk and deer habrtat values-5 1 4, 5 4, 2 7, 
* gnzzly bear habrtat values-5 3 5, 2 6 1, 2 6 2, 2 6 5, 

lndrcator - The number of motorized tnps per week per route 

Method - The drstrrcts wrll keep a record of admmrstratrve motorized use allowed on each route by date 
Thus record could be mamtamed by the drstnct ranger, and could be supported by an entry of dates and 
tnps made per road, returned gate permrts, or other means At reporhng trme thus record would be 
totalled and an evaluatron made as to whether or not the number of tnps throughout the summer effec- 
trvely opened the road Those roads opened would be noted to the GIS shop 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabrllty 

* Precrsron - Precrsron could be hrgh dependrng on the accuracy of the record keepmg 

. Relrabrlrty - The results would be wholly dependent on the records kept 

Tolerance or Vanabrlrty lndrcatrng Actron - Reference prescnptron standards 

Frequency of Monitonng - Annually 

Lead Responsrbrlrty - The drstnct ranger would keep records of allowed entnes onto closed routes for 
admrnrstratrve purposes, and evaluate the data The Forest GIS shop would drsplay any resultant roads 
whrch are effectrvely opened 

Estrmated Annual Cost 

* Two days per drstrrct per GS-9 brologrst 5 ($450) 
l Two days for one GS-5 GIS technicran $240 

TOTAL $2,500 

J Monitormg Item - Road Closure Effectweness &A/ \l-*J 
4 

Type of Monrtonng - Effectrveness Desrgned to measure the effectrveness of road and trawl closures 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Appkes - Thts Item IS most Important In prescnptloos whrch feature the followmg 

* elk and deer habrtat values-5 1 4, 5 4, 2 7, 
* gnzzly bear habitat values-5 3 5, 2 6 1, 2 6 2, 2 6 5. 
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* any l-senes prescnptrons where motorized use exceeds prescnptron Irmrts, 
*those areas where roads and/or trawls were closed to stop drrect resource damage 

Indicator - The unrts of measure to be used are 

* drrect encounter of a prohrbrted use rn a restncted area, 
* evrdence of prohrbrted use such as trre tracks 

Method - Several methods would be used, rn a rough strahfred samplmg approach Vrsual checks of 
access pomts to closed road systems would be performed Ocular check mformatron from mcrdental 
employee observatrons would also be used On the basrs of evrdence such as use encounters or tire 
tracks, roads would be placed mto strata of confrrmed-use, suspected-use and no-use Each of these 
strata would then be sampled with mounted cameras activated by motion sensors Although we mrght 
not be able to obtain a screntrfrcally- valid number of samples due to cost, the data would help to refme 
our estrmates of use and target areas of greatest concern 

There IS an opportunrty to develop partnershrps wrth several entrtres, mcludmg state fish and game 
departments and the U S Frsh and Wrldlrfe Servrce It IS possrble that user groups would be Interested 
In assrstmg wrth thus as well, though thus would have to be done as appropriate 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabrlrty 

* Precrsron -We can measure presence or absence of prohrbrted use wrth some accuracy We 
WIII not be able to measure the number of offenses accurately 

-Relrabrlrty - Evrdence of recent use at one pornt rn time should be relrable Thus data cannot be 
used reliably by itself to judge the frequency of pnor use or predrct future use smce thus WIII 
depend to some extent on the mdrvrdual vrolators The data could be entered into a predrctrve 
model If one IS avarlable and accepted 

Tolerance or Vanabrlrty lndrcatmg Actron - Reference the standards in the Roads section of the Forest- 
wrde Standards and Gurdelmes Bnefly, the pomt at which some actton would be required IS when use 
exceeds 1-2 tnps per week dunng the mafonty of the weeks dunng the sprmglsummerlfall penod 

Frequency of Monrtonng -The vrsual checks would be performed three times dunng the sprmg/summer/ 
fall seasons, to Incorporate at least one holrday weekend and the fall huntmg season Due to the lrmited 
number of cameras and personnel costs, we may wash to target only one or two drstncts per year, or 
only porhons of certam dtstncts Complete Forest ooverage would take several years 

Lead Responsrbrlrty - Forest law enforcement officer 

Estrmated Annual Cost - Assume we WIII monrtor one distract per year Assume one GS-5 tech can 
vrsually monrtor ten roads per day, or thrrty roads per samplrng round of three days Assume one GS- 
9 camera tech can Install. monrtor and remove SIX cameras (SIX roads) per one-week samplrng round 
Also assume we will purchase two camera unrts @ $800 (the Forest wrldlrfe shop already has 4-6 of 
these, but some need reparrs) Then 

For visual checks 
* One GS-5 tech twrce per summer @ three days 
* Rental vehicle @ $15/day 
For camera confrrmatrons 

$ 750, 
$ 90, 

* two new camera umts amortrzed over ten years 
* install and read cameras-one week per samplmg 

round three times per summer for one GS-9 @ $700/week 

$ 160/year, 

$2.100, 

v-40 



* matenals/lncldentals-mounting hardware, film, developmg of film, IncIdental repaIrs $ 500, 
Analysis/evaluation one GSl 1 for one week $ 800 

$4,40O/year 

Momtormg Item - Achievement of Road Density Standards 

Type of Monltonng - lmplementabon monltonng Deslgned to measure the achievement of standards In 
prescnptlon areas for Total Motorized Access Route Density (TMARD), and Open Road and Open 
Motorized Trail Route Density (OROMTRD) 

Prlonty Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - This Item IS most Important m prescnptlons which feature the followmg 

* elk and deer habltat values-5 1 4, 5 4, 2 7, 
* gnzzly bear habltat values-5 3 5, 2 6 1, 2 6 2, 2 6 5, 

lndlcator Miles per square mile of open roads and open motorized trails (for OROMTRD), and open 
and restricted roads and motorized trails (for TMARD) 

Method - The method IS explalned In more detail In the Forestwide standards and guides for access 
The Forest geographic InformatIon system (GIS) and associated database WIII be used HIghlIghts of 
the method Include 

* annually update the transportation database with road and trail closures and other pertment data, 
* GIS calculate the contiguous area of each prescnptlon polygon, 
* calculate the miles of routes that are open and seasonally open, and total these, 
* moving-wmdow technology WIII be used 

No partners m this effort were ldentlfled 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabillty 

- Preclston High 

- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlity lndlcatmg Action - Progress In achlevmg the TMARD and OROMTRD standards 
should follow an establlshed actlvlty schedule based on plan goals and objectives At the end of the 
speclfled time penod the standards should be met If the standards are not met by the end of the time 
penod a management review should be conducted to determme the cause 

Frequency of Monltonng -Annually 

Lead Responsiblllty - The dlstnct ranger WIII annually forward accomplishments toward meeting stan- 
dards, and other pertinent data, to the Forest engineer The GIS shop WIII do the calculations and 
produce the report 

Estimated Annual Cost - One GS-7 blologlst for two days on each dlstnct - 2 ($180) (5) 
One GS-5 GIS technIcIan for one week per dlstnct - 5 ($600) 

TOTAL $4,800 
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PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

Momtoring item - Streambank Disturbance/Stubble HelghffChannel Stabihty 

Type of Monltonng - Valldatlon 

Pnonty - Forest Pnorlty Group 1 

Where Applies - At any one of the 100 establlshed correlabon plot sites across the Forest 

lndlcator - Percent of streambank disturbance In relation to stubble height and how these parameters 
relate to channel stablllty 

Method - Targhee Monltonng Protocol 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabillty 

- Preclslon - High 
- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatlng Actlon -To be determmed 

Frequency of Monltonng - At various times throughout the fteld season for a five-year time penod 

Lead Responslbllity - Forest range and watershed staffs, and dlstnct rangeland management speclal- 
1sts 

Estimated Annual Cost - Each year, 150* percent of the plots WIN be monltored for tramplmg and stubble 
height Fifty percent will be monitored for stream channel stablllty 

1 day/plot x 150* plots x 5175/day (GS-9) = 526,250 
55 days (50 field, 5 offlce) x 5200/day (GS-I 1) =$I 1,000 
Total $37,250 

* 150 plot readmgs per year, of the 100 plots, some WIII be read twice 

Monitormg Item - Ripanan Forage Ublization Within Key Areas 

Type of Momtonng - lmplementatlon 

Prlonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Key areas !n grazmg allotments 

lndlcator - Stubble height of key species m the hydnc greenllne and AIZ, percent utllrzatlon of browse In 
the entlre key area, and so11 disturbance levels In the AIZ 

Method - Targhee Monltorrng Protocol 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabllity 

* Preclslon Moderate 

- Reliablllty - Moderate 
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Tolerance or VanabilIty lndlcatmg Actlon - When the stubble height IS more than one Inch below allow- 
able use levels or when browse use IS more than 10 percent above proper use 

Frequency of Monitonng - At least once a year on units wlthln pnonty allotments and addItIonal readings 
If time allows 

Lead Responslb!llty - Distnct Rangeland Management Speclallst 
--__c 

Estimated Annual Cost - One-third of all allotments on each Dlstnct WIII be monitored yearly 1 GS-9 @ 
$175 OO/day Each pnonty allotment will require one trip per unit Since the allotments have an average 
of five uncts each, It WIII total five days per pnonty allotment One-third of 154 allotments = 51 

(5175 00) (5) = 875 
51 

$44,625 yearly 

Momtoring Item - Upland Forage Utilization Wlthin Key Areas 

Type of Monltorlng lmplementatlon 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applies Key areas wlthm grazmg allotments These sites WIII be used In areas where upland 
forage IS llmitlng 

Indicator Percent ubllzabon of key species and so11 disturbance In key areas 

Method - Targhee Monltonng Protocol 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

* Precision - Moderate 

* Rellabllrty Moderate 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Actlon - When the utlllzatlon IS ten percent above proper use 

Frequency of Monltonng Once a year on units wlthln pnonty allotments and addlttonal readmgs If time 
allows 

Lead Responsibility Dlstrlct Rangeland Management Specialist 

Estimated Annual Cost Upland use will be monltored on one-third of the allotments on each dlstrlct 
One GS-9 at 5175 OO/day Average allotment requires 2 days per year One-third of 154 allotments = 
51 

(5175 00) (2) = 350 00 
51 

$17,850 00 yearly ForestwIde 
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Momtormg Item - Rpanan and Upland Long-Term Trend m Benchmarks 

Type of Monltorlng Implementation 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applies - There should be at least one benchmark In each dommant ecologlcal type unit wlthm an 
area of Interest 

lndlcator - Acres of nparlan and uplands meetmg or movmg toward DVC’s (range obfecbves 1 and 2) 

Method - Targhee Monltonng Protocol 

Expected Preclslon and Rellablllty 

- Preclslon - High 

- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcabng Actlon - When less than ten percent of the acres ldentlfled m range 
objectIves 1 and 2 have Improved each year 

Frequency of Monltonng - Every five years 

Lead Responslblllty - Dlstnct Rangeland Management Specialist 

Estimated Annual Cost - One GS-9 @I $175 OO/day, 5 days per study (3 field, 2 offlce days) 35 
ecological types x 2 sites/type = 105 Benchmark sites Ten percent of Benchmarks monltored annually 
= 11 Benchmarks/year 

(11 sltes)(li days/site) = 55 days 
($175/per day)(55days) = $9.625 

Timber 

Momtormg Item - Changes to Land SuitabIlIty 

Type of Momtonng - Valldatlon of tentative sultablllty assessment made In the Revised Plan 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 1 

Where Applies - Applies pnmanly to lands m 5-series prescnptlons, but could tnvolve the rewew of 
projects anywhere on the Forest 

lndlcator - Change in total acreage In tentatively sulted and unsuited lands using the crltena m the 
regulations and dlrecbves system 

Method - Review project-level NEPA analyses for site-level conflrmabons of LMP tentative sultablllty 
calls Changes to mitral calls on either sulted or unsuited lands would be documented on a hardcopy 
map mamtamed m the plannmg shop This map would aggregate changes from various documents 
Changes to the Forest tentatively sulted land base could be entered into the Forest GIS 

v-44 



Expected Preclslon and Reltablllty 

- Preclslon - Site-speclflc analysis should give a precise descnptlon of true condltlons 

- Rellablllty Using given parameters such as slope percent and solI stablllty, results should be 
reliable and reproducible 

Tolerance or Varlablllty lndlcatmg Actlon A slgnlflcant overall change In tentatively subtable acres could 
tngger a revision of the ASQ 

Frequency of Monltorlng - Annually 

Lead Responslblllty - The Forest planmng shop would aggregate the flndlngs Project ID teams would 
do the lndivldual analyses 

Estimated Annual Cost - 51,000 

Momtormg Item - Maximum Created Openmg Size 

Type of Monltorlng - lmplementatlon 

Pnorlty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applies This Item needs to be monltored In the followlng prescnption areas 

Rx 5 2 1 - generally 1 to 5 acres, but less than 40, 
Rx 5 2 2, 2 1 2 - generally less than 5 acres, 
Rx 5 3 5,2 6 1 (a) - less than 6 5 acres, 
Rx 5 4 (some areas) - 20 acres or less, 

Indicator - Stze of created openings, In acres 

Method - Compliance with the standard would be described In envlronmental documents 

Expected Preclslon and Rellabtllty 

- Preclslon - High 

- Rellablllty - High 

Tolerance or VanabIlity Indicating Actlon - Proposals to exceed the respectlve area standard would 
need to be sound and ecologlcally-based, and would require a Forest Plan amendment If a trend IS 
seen In legitimate proposals to exceed the respective standards the standards would need to be re- 
vlewed 

Frequency of Monltonng - In each decision document, where vegetation management IS selected 

Lead Responslbllity - IDT leader and line officer 

Estimated Annual Cost - 51000 per year, pnmanly in mcldental GIS and other analysis costs to display 
compliance with the standard 
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Monitoring Item - Secunty Cover Retention 

Type of Monrtonng - lmplementatron and effectrveness Desrgned to measure complrance with the 
standard governmg secunty cover retamed for gnzzly bears m vegetatton management profects 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applres - Thus Item must be monrtored rn the followrng prescnptron areas 

5‘3 5, 2 6 1 (a) - 70 percent 

Indicator - Percent cover m area (see prescnptrons for specifics) 

Method Envrronmental analysrs and documentatron for specrfrc prefect proposals wrll drsplay complr- 
ante wrth the respectrve standards. See prescnptrons 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabrlrty 

- Precrsion - High 

* Relrabrlity - Hugh 

Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndicatmg Action - Proposals to exceed the standard wrll requrre a Revrsion 
amendment If a trend IS seen toward exceeding the standard m soundly-based ecologrcal manage- 
ment proposals the standard wrll need to be revrewed Thus may mvolve reopenrng formal consultatron 

Frequency of Monrtorrng - Every decrsron document selectmg vegetation management m BMU’s 

Lead Responstbtltty - IDT leaders, Dtstnct Btologtsts, ltne offtcers 

Estrmated Annual Cost $2000, pnmanly rn mctdental GIS and other analysrs costs to dtsplay complr- 
ante wrth the standard If the mformatron required to demonstrate secunty cover IS not found rn the 
Forest data base, then field survey may be requrred 

Momtoring Item - Large Forested Block Retention 

Type of Monrtonng - lmplementatton Desrgned to measure retentton of 250-acre forested blocks where 
required 

Pnonty - Forest Pnonty Group 3 

Where Applres - Thus applres to prescnption areas 5 1 4 (c) and 5 4 (a-c) 

lndrcator - Srze of forested blocks wtthm protect areas 

Method - Ttmber sale envrronmental documents wtll drsclose complrance wtth thus measure Addrtton- 
ally, follow-up actrvrty revrews should revrew effecbveness of treatments 

Expected Precrsron and Relrabrlrty 

- Precrsron - Hugh 

- Relrabrlrty - Hugh 
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Tolerance or VanabIlIty lndlcatmg Acbon - Any proposal to vlolate the standard requres a Revision 
amendment If a trend develops of proposals citmg ecologrcally-sound reasons to amend the Plan or 
change the standard, the standard needs to be revlewed 

Frequency of Monltonng With every declslon document selectmg a vegetation management alterna- 
tlve 

Lead Responslblllty - IDT leaders and lme officers 

Estimated Annual Cost - $1,000, prlmanly In Incidental costs of GIS or other analysis to demonstrate 
compliance with the standard 
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National Direction Relevant to 
Land and Resource Management 



APPENDIX A 
NATIONAL DIRECTION RELEVANT TO LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

(BASED ON FSM OBJECTIVE STATEMENTS) 

Agency policy articulated III the Forest Service directIves system (Forest Service Manual and 
Handbook) IS hereby Incorporated In Its entirety as dIrectIon in this Rewed Forest Plan Some of 
the more commonly referenced objectIves are found at the followlng locabons 

Amencan lndlans * 1563 
NOXIOUS Weed Management * 2060 
Solid Waste Management * 2130 2 
Pestlclde Management * 2150 2 
Energy Management * 2170 2 

Range Management * 2202 1 
Grazmg and LIvestock Use Permit System * 2230 2 
Range Improvements * 2240 2 
Structural Range Improvement * 2242 02 
Mamtenance of Improvement * 2244 02 
Range Improvement Investment * 2246 02 

Recreation * 2302 
Natlonal Wilderness Preservation System * 2320 2 
Fiecreatlon In Wilderness * 2323 11 
Range m Wilderness * 2323 21 
WIldlIfe and Fish Management m Wilderness * 2323 31 
Stocking Methods *2323 34b 
Stocking Pohcy *2323 34c 
So11 and Water In Wilderness ‘2323 41 
Forest Cover In Wilderness * 2323 51 
Air Resource m Wilderness * 2323 61 
Minerals m Wilderness * 2323 72 
Insects and Disease in Wilderness * 2324 11 
Fire Management in Wilderness * 2324 21 
Structures and Improvements In Wilderness * 2324 31 
Research In Wilderness * 2324 41 
Motorized Equipment In Wilderness * 2326 02 

Publicly Managed Recreation Oppottumtles * 2330 2 
Pwately Provided Recreation Opportumties * 2340 2 
ConcessIon Uses lnvolvmg Pnvately Developed Facllltles * 2343 02 
Group Use By lnstltutlons or other EntItles * 2345 02 

Trail, River, and Slmllar Recreation Opportunltles l 2350 2 
Forest Development Trails * 2353 02 
Scemc and Hlstonc Trails * 2353 41 
Nabonal Wild and Scenic Rivers System * 2354 02 
Off-Road Vehicle Management * 2355 02 
Cave Management * 2356 02 
Special Interest Areas * 2360 3 
Cultural Resources * 2361 02 
Natlonal Registry of National Landmarks * 2373 02 
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Visual Quality * 2380 2 
lnterpretlve Services/Vlsltor InformatIon * 2390 2 

Timber Management * 2402 
Commercial Timber Sales * 2430 2 
Salvage Sales * 2435 02 
Reforestation * 2470 02 
Silvlcultural Practices * 2470 2 
Harvest Cutting * 2471 02 
Timber Stand Improvement * 2476 02 

Watershed Management * 2502 
Watershed ProtectIon and Management * 2520 2 
Watershed Improvement * 2522 02 
Burned Area Emergency Rehabllltatlon * 2523 02 

Rlpanan Areas * 2526 02 
Floodplain Management Wetland ProtectIon * 2527 02 
Water Quahty Management * 2532 02 
Mumclpal Supply Watersheds * 2542 02 
So11 Resource Improvement * 2553 02 
Air Quality * 2580 2 

Fish and Wlldllfe * 2602 
Anlmal Damage Management * 2650 2 
Threatened and Endangered Species l 2670 21 
Sensltlve Species * 2670 22 

Special Uses * 2702 
Special Use Authonzatlon * 2710 2 
Special Use Admmrstratlon * 2716 
Special Uses Management * 2730 2 

Withdrawals * 2761 02 
Federal Power Act Projects * 2770 2 
Mmerals and Geology + 2802 
Mmerals Reservations Outstandmg Mmeral Rights * 2830 2 
Reclamation * 2840 2 
Mmeral Materials * 2850 2 

Rural Development * 3602 
Rural Development l 3610 2 
Resource Conservation and Development Program * 3620 2 
Research Natural Areas * 4063 02 

Fire Management * 5102 
Fire SuppressIon * 5130 2 
Prescribed Fire * 5140 2 
Fuel Management * 5150 2 

LandownershIp Adjustment * 5402 
Land Purchases and DonatIons l 5420 2 
Land Exchange * 54302 
Partial Interest Acqulsltlon * 5440 2 
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Natlonal Forest System Modlflcatlon ’ 5450 2 
Right-of-Way Acqulsltlon * 5460 2 
Reservations and Outstandmg Rights * 5470 2 
Condemnation * 5480 2 

Land Surveying * 7151 02 
Landlme Locatlon Program * 7152 02 
Sign and Poster Program * 7160 2 
Potable Water Supply * 7420 2 
Wastewater CollectIon Systems and Treatment Works * 7430 2 

Transportation System * 7702 
Transportation Plannmg * 7710 2 
Development * 7720 2 
Operation and Maintenance * 7730 
Highway Safety Program * 7733 02 
Federal Lands Highway Program * 7740 

STATUTES 

Amencan Indian Rellglous Freedom Act 
Act of August 11, 1978 

Amencans with Dlsabllltles Act of 1990 
Anderson-MansfIeld Reforestation and Revegetatlon 
Act of October 11, 1949 

Antlqultles Act 
Act of June 8, 1906 

ArchaeologIcal Resources ProtectIon Act of 1979, as amended 1988 
Act of October 31, 1979 

ArchItectural Barriers Act of 1968 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937 
Act of July 22, 1937 

Clarke-McNary Act of 1924 
Act of June 7, 1924 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 
Act of August 7, 1977 

Clean Water Act of 1977 
Clean Water Amendments (‘Federal Water Pollutions Control Act Amendments of1972*) 
Act of October 18, 1972 

Color of Title 
Act of December 22, 1928 

Common VanetIes of Mlneral Materials 
Act of July 31, 1947 

Comprehenslve EnvIronmental Response, Compensation and Llablltty Act, as amended 
Act of December 11, 1980 

Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 
Act of July I, 1978 

Disaster Relief Act of 1974 
Act of May 22, 1974 

Eastern Wilderness Act 
Act of January 3, 1975 

Economy Act of 1932 
Act of June 30, 1932 
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Emergency Flood Prevention (Agncultural Credit Act of 1978) 
Act of August 4, 1978 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 
Act of December 28, 1973 

Energy Secunty Act 
Act of June 30, 1980 

Federal Advisory CommIttee Act of 1972 
Act of October 6, 1972 

Federal Cave Resources ProtectIon Act of 1988 
Act of November 18, 1988 

Federal Coal Leasmg Amendments Act of 1975 
Act of August 4, 1976 

Federal Insectlclde, Rodentlclde, and Funglclde Act 
Act of October 21, 1972 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
Act of October 21, 1976 

Federal NOXIOUS Weed Act of 1974 
Act of January 3, 1975 

Federal Onshore 011 and Gas LeasIng Reform Act of 1987 
Act of December 22, 1987 

Federal Power Act of 1920 
Act of June IO,1920 

Federal-State Cooperation for So11 Conservation 
Act of December 22, 1944 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, as amended (Water Quality Act ofl965, Clean Water 
RestoratIon Act of 1966) 
Act of July 9, 1956 

Federal Water Project Recreation Act of 1965 
Act of July 9, 1965 

Fish and Wlldllfe Conservation 
Act of September 15,196O 

Fish and Wildlife Coordmatlon Act 
Act of March 10, 1934 

Forest Highways 
Act of August 27, 1958 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 
Act of August 17, 1974 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act of 1978 
Act of June 30,1978 

Freedom of InformatIon Act 
Act of November 21, 1974 

Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 
Act of December 24, 1970 

Granger-Thye Act 
Act of Apn 24, 1950 

Hlstonc Preservation Act 
Act of October 15, 1966 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efflclency Act 
Act of December 18, 1991 

Jomt Surveys of Watershed Areas Act of 1962 
Act of September 5, 1962 

Knutson-Vandenberg Act 
Act of June 9, 1930 

Land Acqulstitton 
Act of March 3, 1925 
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Land Acqursrtron-Declaratron of Takmg 
Act of February 26, 1931 

Land Acqursrtron-Trtle Adjustment 
Act of July 8, 1943 

Land and Water Conservatron Fund Act of 1965 
Act of September 3, 1964 

Law Enforcement Authorrty 
Act of March 3, 1905 

Leases Around Reservorrs 
Act of March 3, 1962 

Mineral Leasrng Act 
Act of February 25, 1920 

Mineral Leasmg Act for Acquired Lands 
Act of August 7, 1947 

Mmeral Resources on Weeks Law Lands 
Act of March 4, 1917 

Mmeral Springs Leasmg 
Act of February 28, 1899 

Mrnrng Clarms Rrghts Restoratron Act of 1955 
Act of August 11, 1955 

Mrntng and Mmerals Pokey Act of 1970 
Act of December 31, 1970 

Multrple-Use Sustamed-Yield Act of 1960 
Act of June 12, 1960 

Natronal EnvIronmental Policy Act of 1969 
Act of January 1, 1970 

Natronal Forest Management Act of 1976 
Act of October 22, 1976 

Natronal Forest Roads and Trawls Act 
Act of October 13, 1964 

National Hrstonc Preservatron Act 
Act of October 15, 1966 

Natronal Histono Preservatron Act Amendments of 1980 and 1992 
Act of December 12, 1980 

Natronal Trawls System Act 
Act of October 2, 1968 

Occupancy Permrts 
Act of March 4, 1915 

Organic Admmrstratron Act of 1897 
Act of June 4, 1897 

Petnfred Wood 
Act of September 28, 1962 

Prpelrnes 
Act of February 25, 1920 

Preservation of HIstorIcal and Archaeologrcal Data 
Act of May 24, 1974 

Publrc Land Surveys 
Act of March 3, 1899 

Pubkc Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 
Act of October 25, 1978 

Rehabrktaron 
Act of 1973, as amended 

Renewable Resources Extensron Act of 1978 
Act of June 30, 1978 
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Research Grants 
Act of September 6, 1958 

Right of Emment Domam 
Act of August 1, 1888 

Rural Development Act of 1972 
Act of August 30, 1972 

Safe Drlnkmg Water Amendments on 1977 
Act of November 16,1977 

Slkes Act 
Act of October 18, 1974 

Small Tracts Act 
Act of January 22, 1983 

Smokey Bear Act 
Act of May 23, 1952 

So11 and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 
Act of November 18, 1977 

SolId Waste Dlpsosal (*Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976*) 
Act of October 21, 1976 

Supplemental Natlonal Forest Reforestation Fund 
Act of September 18, 1972 

Surface Mmmg Control And Reclamation Act of 1977 
Act of August 3, 1977 

Sustamed Yield Forest Management 
Act of March 29, 1944 

Ttmber Export 
Act of March 4, 1917 

Timber Exportation 
Act of Apnl 12, 1926 

Title Adjustment 
Act of April 28, 1930 

TOXIC Substances Control Act 
Act of October 11, 1976 

Transfer Act 
Act of February 1, 1905 

Twenty-Five Percent Fund 
Act of May 23, 1908 

Uniform Federal Accesslblllty Standards (In accordance with the ArchItectural Act of 1968) 
U S Cnmmal Code (71tle 18, Unlted States Code, Chapter 91 ’ Public Lands*) 
Act of June 25, 1948 

U S Mmmg Laws (Public Domam Lands) 
Act of May 10, 1872 

Volunteers In the Natlonal Forests Act of 1972 
Act of May 18, 1972 

Water Quality Improvement Act of 1965 
Act of Apnl 3, 1965 

Water Resources Plannmg Act 
Act of July 22, 1965 

Wafershed Protectlon and Flood PreventIon Act of 1954 
Act of August 4,1954 

Weeks Act Status for Certam Lands 
Act of September 2. 1958 
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Weeks Act of 1911 
Act of March 1, 1911 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
Act of October 2, 1968 

Wilderness Act of 1964 
Act of September 3, 1964 

WIldlIfe Game Refuges 
Act of August 11, 1916 

Wood Residue Ubllzatlon Act of 1980 
Act of December 19, 1980 

Woodsy OwllSmokey Bear Act 
Act of June 22, 1974 

Youth Conservatm Corps 
Act of August 13, 1970 

REGULATIONS 
36 CFR 60 - Natlonal Register of Hlstonc Places 
36 CFR 212 - Forest Development Transportation System 
36 CFR 213 - Admmlstratlon Under Bank-Jones Act 
36 CFR 219 - Plannmg 
36 CFR 221 - Timber Management Plannmg 
36 CFR 222 - Range Management 
36 CFR 223 - Sale and Disposal of NFS Timber 
36 CFR 228 - Minerals 
36 CFR 241 - Fish and Wildlife 
36 CFR 251 - Land Uses 
36 CFR 254 - Landownershlp Adjustments 
36 CFR 261 - ProhIbItIons 
36 CFR 291 - Occupancy and Use of Developed Sites and Areas of Concentrated Public Use 
36 CFR 292 - Natlonal Recreation Areas 
36 CFR 293 - Wilderness - Pnmltlve Areas 
36 CFR 294 - Special Areas 
36 CFR 295 - Use of Motor Vehicles off Forest Development Roads 
36 CFR 296 - Protectlon of Archaeologtcal Resources 
36 CFR 297 - Wild and Scenic Rivers 
36 CFR 800 - Advisory Council on Hlstonc Preservation 
40 CFR 1500-1508 - Council on Environmental Quality 
National Electrical Code 
National Fire Code 
Umform Building Code 
Uniform MechanIcal Code 
Uniform Plumbing Code 

EXECUTIVE ORDERS 
E 0 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment 
E 0 11990 - ProtectIon of Wetlands 
E 0. 11644/11989 - Use of Off-Road Vehicles 
E 0 11988 - Floodplam Management 
E 0 12113 - Independent Water Project Review 
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Speclflcs to the Targhee Natlonal Forest 

Decomposltlon Classes for Down Logs, USFS 1985 
Bald Eagle Zones Publlcatlon 

The Land Adjustment Plan and the Right-of-way Acqulsltlon Plan are Incorporated into this plan by 
reference They are located m the Lands sectlon offlce on the Forest, and are sublect to annual update 
by the Lands secbon. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR IDAHO AND WYOMING 

Idaho 

The Admmlstratlve Rules of the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare, Water Quality and Waste- 
water Treatment (IDAPA 16, Title 01, Chapter 02, February 20, 1996) lists documents that contam 
approved Best Management Practices On page 71 (IDAPA 16 01 02,350 03) these documents are 
llsted and Include 

Idaho Forest Practices Rules as adopted by Board of Land Commlssloners 

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare (IDHW) Rules, Title 1, Chapter 6, “Rules Governmg 
Solld Waste Management” 

IDHW Rules, Title 1, Chapter 3, “Rules Governmg Subsurface and lndlvldual Sewage Disposal 
Systems” 

“Rules and Mmimum Standards for Stream-channel Alterations” as adopted by the Board of Water 
Resources 

“Rules Governmg Exploration and Surface Mmmg Operations in Idaho” as adopted by the Board 
of Land CornmIssIoners 

“Rules Governmg Placer and Dredge Mmmg In Idaho” as adopted by the Board of Land 
Commlssloners 

Wyommg 

Grazmg Draft BMPs have been developed (dated February 1996), but the State IS currently 
working on a responsiveness summary, so the BMPs gave not been cettlfled yet (personal 
communlcatlon with Beth Pratt, Wyommg DEQ, November 26, 1996) 

Hydrologic Modlficatlons These BMPs have been certified by DEQ and the governor of Wyommg 

Sllvlculture These measures Include BMPs for roads They have been certified by DEQ and the 
governor of Wyommg 

011 and Gas Exploration and Production, Mineral Extractron, Hlghway ConstructIon, Underground 
Storage Tanks These actlvltles are covered by site regulatory programs, and so BMPs WIII not be 
developed for them 
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NRCS SNOW MEASURING SITES - AS OF 12/23/96 

Site Name Site Legal Location 

Webber Creek 12N 32E set 23 NE1/4 

lrvmg Creek 13N 33E set 08 SW1/4 

Camp Creek 13N 36E set 21 SWNE 

Crab Creek 13N 38E set 21 NESW 

Whtte Elephant 14N 43E set 17 SWSW 

Lucky Dog 13N 44E set 02 SESE 

Big Springs 13N 44E set 04 SWNW 

Latham Springs 13N 45E set 09 SESW 

Grassy Lake 48N 116W set 18 SWSW 

McRenolds Reservoir 07N 46E set 05 NWNW 

Packsaddle Spnng 05N 43E set 26 SWSW 

Darby Canyon 43N 118W set 28 SENE 

State Line 03N 46E set 32 SENE 

Teton Pass W S 41N 118Wsec 23 

Pme Creek Pass 03N 44E set 24 NESW 

Lava Creek 02s 42E set 02 SENW 

Island Park 13N 43E set 28 NWSE 

Jackpme Creek 46N 118W set 22 SWNE 
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Appendix 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Biological Opinion 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

March 3 1, 1997 

Jerry Recsc, Forest Supervisor 
Targhee National Forest 
P 0. Box 208 
St. Anthony. Idaho 83445 

Subject: Biological Opinion for the Targhee National Forest Plan Revision 
14-97-F-2 File # 116 0020 

Dear Mr. Reese: 

?‘lbis letter transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service final biological opimnn (opinion) on the 
proposed Targhee National Forest Plan Revision (Revision). 

This opmion was prepared m response to your November 12, 1996, request to initiate formal 
consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended Your letter 
was recerved by this office on November 13,1996 The Service reviewed the Revision m 
accordance with the Section 7 Interagency Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402, FR 
5 I( 106): 19957-19963). This opimon refers only to the potential effects of implementing the 
Revision on the grizzly bear. 

If you have any questions concerning this opinion, please contact Mike Donahoo of the Service 
Eastern Idaho Fmld Office at (208)233-8550. 

Sincerely, 

ifLiGfI~f&J 
Supelvisor. Sndk l&er Basin Office 

Enclosure 
cc Forest Service, Region 4, Ogden (Regional Forester) 

FWS, Cheyenne 
FWS, Helena 
FWS, Missoula (Serveen) 
FWS-ES. Region 6, Denver 
FWS-ES, Region 1, Portland (Salata) 
FWS-CRBE, Region I, Portland (Diggs) 
FWS-ES, Pocatello (Donahoo) 



Final Btologtcal Oprmon for the Targhee National Forest Plan Revrsron 

The U S Ftsh and Wildlife Servtce (Service) has reviewed the proposed Targhee Nattonal Forest 
Plan Revtsion and preferred alternative, Alternative 3-M (Revtston), for the Targhee National 
Forest (Forest) m eastern Idaho and northwestern Wyommg Your letter dated November 12, 
1996, requesting formal consultation was received November 13, 1996 This document 
represents the Service’s biologtcal opimon on the effects of that actton on threatened gnzzly bear 
(Ursus arctos horrzbdzs), bald eagle (Halzaeetus Zeucocephalus), Ute Ladles’-tresses (Spzranthes 
dduvzalzs), the endangered peregrine falcon (FaZcoperegrznus), and the expenmental, non- 

. essentral populatton of gray wolf (Cams lupus) m accordance with section 7 of the Endangered 
Specres Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U S C 1531 et seq ) 

This brological opinion addresses only the potential effects of the proposed Revision on the 
threatened grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horrzbzbs) m the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE) 
The Servtce has reviewed the btologtcal assessments prepared for the proposed Reviston and 
concurs with the Forest determmattons that the Revtsion, as proposed, may affect but is not likely 
to adversely affect the threatened bald eagle (Halzaeeius leucocephalus), Ute Ladles’-tresses 
(Spzranthes dzZuvz&), and the endangered peregrme falcon (Falcoperegrwzus) The Service 
concurs that the prolect will not Jeopardize the continued extstence of the experimental, non- 
essential populatron of gray wolf (Carzzs lupus), the entire Forest is wtthm the boundanes of the 
Yellowstone and Central Idaho Nonessenttal Experimental Areas 

This btological opmton IS based on mformatton provtded m the November 12, 1996, btologtcal 
assessment and updates as received, the March 19, 1997 letter from the Forest Supervisor, the 
January 1996 draft Forest Plan Reviston and draft Envnonmental Impact Statement for the Forest 
Plan Revrston, and the January 1994 and Apnl 1995, brological oprmons for the “Management 
Dnectron for the Gnzzly Bear on the Portion of the Plateau Bear Management Umt” (Strategy) 
It 1s also based on other actions that have been consulted on since completion of and including the 
June 1984 btologrcal oprmon, consultation on the 1985 Forest Land Management Plan (LMP), 
current Cumulattve Effects Model mformatton, mformatron m office files, drscusstons with others, 
mcludmg Forest btologtsts and admmtstrators knowledgeable of the area and species, and from 
mformatton obtained from field mvestigattons A complete admmistrattve record of thus 
consultatton ts on file m the Service’s Eastern Idaho Field Office m Pocatello, Idaho 

CONSULTATION HISTORY 

The hstmg of the grtzzly bear as threatened m 1975 required Federal agencies under the 
condmons of secttons 7(a)( 1) and 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) to (1) utlhze 
then authormes to carry out conservatton programs for listed spectes, (2) ensure that their 
acttvmes not Jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, and (3) ensure that then 
acttvttres or programs not result m the destructton or adverse modtficatton of crmcal habitat 

Formal consultatron between the Forest and the Service concemmg the gnzzly bear occurred 
durmg development of the extstmg LMP The Reasonable and Prudent Measures for the 1985 
Biologtcal Opmron issued by the Servtce for the LMP required securtty areas for grizzly bears 
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(USDI 1984) Other mformal and formal consultattons between the Servtce and Forest, mcludmg - 
biological opimons for the Management Direction for the Grizzly Bear on the Portion of the 
Plateau Bear Management Umt on February 22, 1994, and Apnl20, 1995 (USDI 1994, 1995) 
have developed and mcorporated mto the exrstmg LMP, management standards and guidelines for 
listed species wrthm whtch LMP activities are conducted These standards and guidehnes were 
developed for the grtzzly bear because of evidence that impacts to the bears occurred as a result 
of logging, roads, recreation, rmmng, grazmg, etc 

In the 1994 biologrcal opimon on the Strategy, core areas were dehneated for the Plateau Bear 
Managment Umt (BMU) Subumts 1 and 2 to address the issue of habitat security needs of the 
grizzly bear The geographic boundaries included sufficient terntory to provide for a female 
gnzzly bear with young, but did not stnctly meet the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) 
defimtion for core because of road densities and lack of secunty cover Plans were m place to 
begin developmg core and secunty areas for the Bechler-Teton BMU The process was changed 
to focus on the Reviston m an effort to address all of the rematmng BMU’s at one trme 

The final report for the Henry’s Lake and Plateau BMU habitat evaluation and gnzzly bear 
presence study (IGBC 1994a) noted there was a management strategy that had been developed 
for the area by the Service and the Forest The report states, “If this strategy were implemented rt 
would greatly Improve habitat effecttveness and security within the subumts (IGBC 1994a) ” The 
management strategy is part of the biological opimon for the “Grizzly Bear Management Strategy 
for the Portion of the Plateau Bear Management Umt on the Targhee Nattonal Forest” also 
referenced as the “Strategy” This management strategy underwent formal consultation and was 
bemg implemented for the Plateau BMU Subunits 1 and 2 when the Forest suspended 
implementation of road closures to focus on the Revision A few additional miles of were 
restricted on an mtertm basts through formal consultation and the entne road density and closure 
issue was incorporated mto the Revision process (USDI 1995) 

The origmal Grrzzly Bear Management Gmdehnes for the Greater Yellowstone Area (USDA and 
USDI 1979) referenced m the exstmg Forest Plan were revised m 1986 by the IGBC (1986) The 
Service’s brologtcal opmion on the revised Gmdehnes states “It is our biological opimon that 
implementation of the Guidance for Management Involvmg Grizzly Bears m the Greater 
Yellowstone Area will promote the conservation ofthe grizzly bear” (USDI 1986 m IGBC 1986) 
The Gmdehnes Include a plan for deternnmng when a grizzly bear IS considered a “nuisance” and 
delineate an action plan m case of human-grizzly conflicts 

The IGBC, of whtch the Forest and Service are members, appointed an Access Committee for the 
GYE (Access Committee) and a cumulattve effects model (CEM) team to develop standard 
access defimtions and implement a umfied CEM across the GYE Specific objectives for each 
team are referenced m the hst of defimtions Information from the IGBC Access Committee and 
the CEM outputs are Intended to be used together m preparatton of Geographic Information 
System (GIS) based maps for analyzmg impacts of human activities m grizzly bear habitat 
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The proposed Revision IS bemg prepared to comply with the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA) of 1976 which directs the Forest to review and/or update forest plans every ten to fifteen 
years or more frequently when resource and management conditions change significantly The 
existing management plan was finalized in 1985 and this 1s the first revtston of the plan (USDA 
1996a) The Revtston includes the provtsions of the Resources Plamnng Act as amended by the 
NFMA the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and other gmdmg documents 

Descnption of the Proposed Actton 

The Forest contains approximately 1,810,OOO acres of National Forest System land located m 
southeast Idaho and northwestern Wyommg Parts of the Forest lie m the Idaho counties of 
Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemht, Madison, Teton, and m the Wyommg 
counttes of Lincoln and Teton The Forest is bordered on the east by Yellowstone and Grand 
Teton National Parks and the Bndger-Teton National Forest, on the south by the Caribou 
National Forest, on the west by the Salmon/Challis Nattonal Forest, and on the north by the 
Beaverhead and Gallatm National Forests (Figure 1) 

The Forest will emphasize actions which contribute toward conservation and recovery of the bear 
wrthm areas identified m the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan Objectives are to mamtain and enhance 
habitat and to nnmmrze potential for grizzly-human conflicts The Forest will manage habitats 
essential to bear recovery for multtple land use benefits, to the extent these land uses are 
compatible with the goal of grizzly bear recovery Land uses which cannot be made compatible 
with the goal of grizzly recovery, and are under Forest Service control, will be redirected or 
discontmued (IGBC 1986) 

The Forest-wide Standards and Gmdehnes, Subsection Direction, and Prescriptions for 
Implementmg the Preferred Alternative finther define the proposed goals and objectives for 
grizzly bear habitat m the Revtsion as follows 

Goals 
1 Habitat condmons wdl be sufficient to sustain a recovered population of grizzly 
bears 
2 Allow for unhmdered movement of bears (continuity with Yellowstone 
National Park and adjacent bear management umts) 

ObJectives 

1 Meet recovery cntena m the Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan 

2 Implement guidelines developed by the IGBC 

3 Provtde safe, secure sites for relocation of nuisance bears 
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4 Implement the road density standards in the BMU’s withm 3 years of sigmng 
the Record of Decision in coordmation with the U S Fish and Wddhfe Service and 
State wildlife agencies 

Standard and Gmdehne 

The grizzly bear education program will focus on residents in restdential and 
summer home areas, developed recreation site users, wilderness users, and hunters 

The Revision mcorporates the followmg portions of the proposed IGBC Conservation Strategy 
for gnzzly bear and grizzly bear habitat management mto the Forest wade Goals, Objectives, and 
Standards and Gmdehnes 

1 All Management Situation (MS) 2 habitat within the BMU subunits wrll receive the 
same emphasis for grizzly bear management as the MS-1 habitat, except livestock grazing 
m exrsting MS-2 habitat will continue to be managed under MS-2 guidehnes Livestock 
grazing will be managed under MS-2 gmdehnes to allow for the proposed phase out, on 
an opportunity basis, of sheep allotments 

2 Proposed timber harvesting acttvmes wtll be stnctly controlled m the BMU’s as 
described m Management Prescriptton 5 3 5 Proposed timber harvest levels from the 
BMU’s are a nonmterchangeable component (NE) of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) 
and will not include designated core areas 

3 Two Records of Decisions (ROD) will be signed, one to put mto effect the Forest-wade 
Standards, Gmdehnes, Goals and Objectives, mcluding the open and total route density 
standards The second ROD will implement the site specific Travel Plan that shows which 
areas, roads, and trails will be open to motorized use On-the-ground signing necessary to 
enforce the Travel Plan will be completed m 1997, the actual on-the-ground restnctions 
will be completed by the close of 1999 for all of the BMU’s (USDA 1997a) 

4 Total motorized access density (total route density) IS reduced from extstmg levels to 
meet Forest wide standards of 5 1 0 mile per square mile (nn /sq mi ) 

5 Open road and open motorized trail route densmes (open route density) are reduced 
from existing levels to meet Forest-wade standards of 5 0 6 mt /sq rm 

6 Acres m each BMU which are designated core areas are increased from exrstmg levels 

7 Remammg domesttc sheep grazing allotments are to be phased out on an opportunity 
basis 

8 Cross-country off-hrghway vehicle (OHV) travel is ehmmated, except m the MS-3 



areas, which amounts to about 4 percent of the Forest acres wnhm the BMU’s 
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0 

9 The MS-3 habitat m Henry’s Lake Subumt 1 and those areas shown as MS-3 habitat 
on Map #5 of the 1985 Forest Plan, are managed as an area where grizzly bear presence IS 
discouraged because of high human use and developments 

The Reviston will guide all natural resource management activities, establish management 
standards for the Forest, and serve as an “umbrella” for the envnonmental analysis of proposed 
projects at the Forest and District levels Future envnomnental analysis documented m 
environmental assessments and environmental impact statements will refer to the Revision 
Environmental assessments will be developed for prolect level activities not specifically described 
m the Revision and will concentrate on issues specific to the project (USDA 1996) 

The Revtsion replaces previous resource management plans and generally incorporates conditions 
from previous actions that have undergone section 7 consultation Upon final approval of the 
Revision, all Forest activities will conform to it All permits, contracts, and other uses ofForest 
lands must also conform to the proposed Revision The Forest has selected a preferred 
alternative, Alternatrve 3-M, for the Revision and prepared a Draft Envtromnental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) The Service has reviewed the DEIS and the biological assessments from the 
Forest that address the effects of the preferred alternative on the gnzzly bear 

Status of the Species/Environmental Baseline 

The grizzly bear (Ursus urctos horrzbzlzs) was classified as threatened on July 28, 1975 The 
gnzzly bear was ongmally distributed m various habitats throughout western North Amenca from 
Central Mextco to the Arctic Ocean Current dtstributron IS reduced to less than 2 percent of its 
former range south of Canada In the contermmous 48 States, only 5 areas m mountamous 
regions, national parks, and wilderness areas of Washington, Idaho, Montana, and Wyommg 
(Hoak et al 1981, Servheen 1985) currently contam either self-perpetuating or remnant 
populattons of grizzly bears (Ftgure 2) 

The GYE grizzly bear recovery zone contains over 9,500 square miles of grizzly bear habitat 
Grizzly bear management areas transcend Federal, State, pnvate, and corporate owner&p The 
GYE includes Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, parts of 5 national forests (the 
Targhee, Bndger-Teton, Teton, Gallatm, Shoshone, and Custer), Bureau of Land Management 
lands, and isolated parcels of State and private lands m the areas surroundmg the pubhcly 
admimstered lands 

The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) specifies occupancy targets for female gnzzly 
bears with young (cubs, yearlings, or 2-year olds) as a nmmng six-year average (USDI 1993) m 
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Figure 2. Present grizzly bear ecosystems in the conterminous 48 States, 1990 (the San Juan 

Mountains area of Colorado is not shown). (USDI 1993) 
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each BMU m the GYE Distnbution of reproducing females may provide evidence of adequate 
habitat management, because it 1s assumed that successful reproduction is an mdrcator of habitat 

-sufficiency Adequate distnbution of family groups indicates future occupancy of these areas 
because gnzzly bear offspnng, espenally female offspring, tend to establish home ranges wtthm or 
near the home range of then mother after weaning (USDI 1993, 1993a) 

Recovery for the GYE populatron depends upon venfylng that the populatton meets the crttena 
for a recovered population It is tmportant to recogmze that one of the pnmary recovery 
oblectlves is to identify specific management measures needed to remove population and habttat 
hmttmg factors so the populattons will Increase and sustam themselves at levels rdenttfied m the 
recovery goals Providing secure habitat for grizzly bears, especrally adult females, IS a high 
priority m MS-l habitat Momtormg data from 1987 through 1996 indicate the Recovery Plan 
population recovery parameters for the numbers of females wtth cubs and numbers of BMU’s with 
family groups are bemg met The average annual known human-caused grizzly bear mortahties 
and female mortality limits are close to bemg met (IGBC 1996) 

The environmental baseline of the Forest has changed considerably since the 1985 Forest Plan 
was prepared Extensive management activities mcludmg timber harvest and road construction 
have reduced vegetative cover, lowered food values, and created a vast road network across the 
Forest These values are portrayed in CEM outputs for habitat value and effectiveness (HV and 
HE) as determmed by the Forest (USDA 1997) In some portions of the BMU’s, the lack of 
suitable habitat away from human access IS contmmng to displace grizzly bears from the area and 
induce various stress-related behavioral adaptations and habitat modifications, mcludmg 

1 avoidance/displacement of gnzzly bears away from roads and road activity, 

2 changes m grizzly bear behavior, especially habrtuation, as well as breeding, feeding, 
reproductton, shelter, and travel, due to ongoing contact wrth roads and human activmes 
conducted along roads, 

3 habitat loss, modificatton, and fragmentation due to roads and road constructron, 
mcludmg vegetative and topograpbrc disturbances, and 

4 direct mortahty from road kills, legal and illegal harvest, and other factors resulting 
from Increased human-bear encounters (IGBC 1987) 

The GYE gnzzly bear recovery zone has been subdivided mto smaller umts to facihtate both the 
assessment of projects and recovery of the species Eighteen BMU’s have been formally 
dehneated m the GYE (Figure 3) 

These BMU’s are designed to 



1 assess the effects of extstmg and proposed activrttes on gnzzly bear habitat without w 
having the effects diluted by constderatton of too large an area, 

2 address umque habitat charactensttcs and bear acttvrty/use patterns, 

3 identify contiguous complexes of habitat which meet yearlong needs of the gnzzly 
bear, and 

4 establish pnonties for areas where land use management needs would reqmre 
cumulative affects assessment (USDA et al 1990) 

BMU’s have been further drvtded mto smaller units, termed subunits The rationale for defimng 
subumts are the same as described above for the BMU The BMU or subumt provrdes the basic 
scale for project impact analysis (USDA et al 1990) The Forest has three BMU’s divided mto 4 
subumts, they are the Henry’s Lake BMU with subumts 1 and 2, the Plateau BMU with subumts 1 
and 2, and the Bechler-Teton BMU 

Extstme Conditions bv Bear Management Unit 

The Service used the figures for “acres and percent of areas” as presented and updated m Table 4a 
of the biological assessment for the grizzly bear to evaluate the extstmg condmons of the BMU’s 
(see Table 1) 

The IGBC Access Committee addressed the need for secure habitat for gnzzly bears through the 
definmon of a core area m a BMU The Forest has expanded the defimtion of core area to mclude 
then own terms of “designated and undesignated” core Core areas provide important habitat 
needs for gnzzly bears and “(r)esearchers and managers throughout the recovery zones agree that 
core areas, areas free of motonzed access dunng the non-denmng penod, are an important 
component of adult females that have successmlly reared and weaned offsprmg” (IGBC 1994) 

A study to evaluate habitat and gnzzly bear presence m the Henry’s Lake BMU and to finahze the 
requirements for occupancy by female grizzly bears m the Plateau BMU, was begun m March of 
1993 and completed m the fall of 1994 (IGBC 1994a) The study concluded the habitat and 
habitat effectiveness values for the Henry’s Lake BMU were of moderate value It was not 
expected that a female grrzzly bear with young would occupy the area on a yearlong basis, 
however, because the BMU was too small m size and the 9 sheep allotments m the area pose a 
stgmficant mortahty nsk 

The report recommended adding the Madison Subunit 2, some of which IS on the Gallatm N F m 
Montana, to the Henry’s Lake BMU This would increase the size of the BMU and provtde a 
more ecologtcally based area for a female wtth young This recommendation was Implemented m 
1994 with the acceptance of the report by the IGBC The entire BMU, according to the latest 



Table 1 Existing Habitat Components for the Targhee N F Bear Management Umts 
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Habitat Component HL#l HL#2 PBMU #l PBMU #2 B-T 

NF Acres 93,345 37,350 87,177 
Total Acres in BMU 128,515 97,944 183,203 

Acres m MS-1 Habitat 0 37,350 0 
Acres m MS-2 Habitat 74,676 0 82,818 
Acres in MS-3 Habitat 18,669 0 4,359 

Designated Core Habitat 17,384 14,027 0 0 65,314 
Undesignated Core Habitat 19,927 0 45,643 28,616 38,215 

Open Road Miles 92 6 36 8 115 2 71 1 187 5 
Yearlong Restncted Miles 48 1 48 1174 135 5 152 0 
Total Road Miles 140 7 416 232 6 206 6 339 5 
Open Road Density (mi /mi ‘) 0 79 0 63 0 85 0 60 0 63 

Open Motorized Trail Miles 39 79 86 15 6 38 6 
Yearlong Restricted Miles 39 4 17 5 10 5 0 91 8 
Total Trail Mdes 43 3 25 4 19 1 15 6 130 4 
Open Motonzed Trail Density 0 03 0 14 0 06 0 13 0 13 

Total Motonzed Access Mtles 184 0 
Total Motonzed Access Density 1 23 

Snowmachme/OHV Use MS-l N/A Y/N N/A N/A Y/N 
MS- YiN N/A YN YN Y/N 
MS- YN N/A YN N/A N/A 

Sheep Allotments m Use 9 0 0 0 2 
Cattle Allotments in Use 3 1 0 0 3 

Habitat Value 1 8547 2 3818 0 2935 0 342 0 9861 
Habitat Effectiveness 1 1465 15194 0 1376 0 1554 0 6579 
HWHV Index 0 62 0 64 0 47 0 45 0 67 

76,090 191,346 
275,708 341,894 

0 136,392 
76,090 53,041 

0 0 

70 0 251 7 222 2 469 9 
0 85 177 1 87 127 
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figures, encompasses approximately 226,415 acres (128,5 15 acres m Subumt 1 and 97,900 acres 
m Subumt 2) of MS-l, 2 and 3 habitat 

The study also concluded the extstmg habitat values for the Plateau BMU were moderate, 
however, tt was not expected that a female gnzzly bear wtth young would occupy the area on a 
yearlong basis The reason for this conclusron IS that habitat effectiveness IS low and there IS a 5 1 
percent reduction of the current habitat value The reduction m habitat value and high mortality 
risk to grizzly bears is due to the high road densmes and human use of the extstmg road network 
(IGBC 1994a) Smnlar results were obtained for the Moose Creek/Pttchstone portion of the 
Plateau BMU Subumt 2 The study team recommended the Forest improve habitat effectiveness 
m both areas by implementmg access management measures approved by the IGBC m July 1994 
The team, m speakmg of Subunit 1, further stated, “With improved habitat effectiveness 
occupancy should be expected Continued momtonng for evidence of reproducing females is 
recommended” (IGBC 1994a) 

Table 1 shows the acres of MS-l, 2, and 3 habitat, the core areas (designated and undesignated), 
the open and total route densities, snowmachme and off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, sheep and 
cattle allotments, and the habitat effectiveness and habitat value ratings for each BMU 

Hen&s Lake BMU, Subumts 1 and 2 

The Hem-y’s Lake Subumt 1 covers about 128,515 acres [201 square miles (sq ml )], wtth 
approxtmately 93,345 acres (146 sq rm ) on the Forest The Centemnal Mountams form part of 
the Contmental Divide and border the BMU on the north The mountain range contams htgh 
mountam meadows scattered through spruce fir and Douglas-fir forests and at lower elevations 
sagebrush/grasslands transition mto Douglas-fir and lodgepole pme forests Other vegetation 
commumties found in the area include aspen, some whrtebark pme, mountam brush, and 
herbaceous types, both upland and npanan Less than 2 percent of the nparian vegetation m the 
BMU IS not meeting the desired vegetation condition for lands open to grazing The MS-3 
portion of thts subunit (18,669 acres) is dommated by the world famous Henry’s Lake (6,672 
acres) and the Henry’s Lake Flat area From 1959 to 1986 this subunit has had fewer stghtmgs of 
gnzzly bears than any of the other BMU’s (Orme and Willlams 1986) Smce 1986 there has only 
been 1 grizzly bear sighted in the area 

Henry’s Lake BMU Subunit 2 covers approximately 97,944 acres (153 sq ml ) of whmh 38 
percent [37,350 acres (58 sq nn )] are m Idaho on the Forest, the remamder IS m Montana, 
primarily on the Gallatm National Forest Vegetation habitat types and condmons are smnlar in 
Subunits 1 and 2 The entire Subumt 2 on the Forest IS classrfied as MS-l habitat This Subunit 
has the second hrghest number of grtzzly bear sightmgs from 1959 to 1986 (Orme and Wdhams 
1986) when compared to the other BMU’s Eight gnzzly bear sightmgs have been recorded, m 
addition to numerous recorded observations of a radio collared bear since 1986 

Plateau BMU, Subunits 1 and 2 
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The Plateau BMU, Subumt 1, covers about 87,177 acres (136 sq mr ) m Idaho, approximately 
83,690 acres (13 1 sq mi ) is on the Forest along the southwestern edge of the Yellowstone 
National Park The landscape IS dommated by lodgepole pme wtth small pockets of Douglas fir, 
whitebark pme, spruce fir, aspen, sagebrush/grass, grass meadows, and mountam brush 
Approxtmately 19 percent of the area has high berry-producing shrubs m the understory, an 
important food source for grizzly bears Withm the Subumt there are 86,124 acres of forested 
lands on whtch umber harvest has occurred on 33,502 acres (38 9 percent), the 1988 North Fork 
Fire burned approximately 17,700 acres (20 6 percent) in the Subunit The Forest has determmed 
there are no destgnated core areas in this Subumt, however, they have identified 45,643 acres of 
undesignated core area The determmation is based on the IGBC defimtton of core area and 
because this Subumt is so hrgbly roaded, the Forest mdicates the area has no designated core 
habitat The 1994 biological assessment and opmion on the Strategy identified core areas for 
Subumts 1 and 2 These areas are included m the “undesignated” area and are treated as core 
areas under the existing LMP 

Between 1959 and 1984 several more human caused gnzzly bear mortahties occurred than were 
noted m the biologmal assessment report (Craighead et al 1988) These occurred m and around 
Reas Pass where sheep were bemg grazed, in the Island Park area around cabins, and along the 
southern boundary of the BMU The bears may or may not have lived m the BMU but, from the 
mortality locations, it IS apparent they traveled across the area Displacement of grizzly bears has 
occurred and contmues to occur across the BMU because of the degraded condition of the 
environmental baseline Smce 1986 there have been 5 sightings m the Subunit and many recorded 
observations of a radio collared male gnzzly bear 

Plateau BMU, Subunit 2 IS directly south of Plateau BMU Subunit 1, and the 28 percent of the 
umt that is on the Forest covers 76,090 acres (119 sq ml ) The landscape IS dominated by 
lodgepole pme with pockets of whttebark pme, Douglas fir, aspen, sagebrush/grass, grass 
meadows, and mountain brush The entire area IS classified as MS-2 habitat There are no 
designated core areas, however, undesignated core areas cover 28,616 acres Recorded gnzzly 
bear observattons and mortahties from 1959 to the present indicate bears have used the area The 
last recorded sighting of a female gnzzly with cubs was m 1994 

Extensive areas m Plateau BMU Subumts 1 and 2 that have flat terram were recently clear-cut 
and are close to either open or closed roads These areas are used by OHVs smce there are 
currently no OHV restncttons m the Plateau BMU, except m the North Fork Fire portion of the 
Island Park District (USDA Forest Travel Plan Map 1994) Standard OHV closures and the 
extstmg road closures wtth gates are often meffecttve at excluding motonzed vehicles, especially 
motorcycles and other OHVs, and will not significantly reduce the mortality risk to the grizzly 
bear (USDI 1994) Also, due to the terrain m the area, enforcement of road closures m the BMU 
IS difficult without intense momtonng of gate conditions and barrier effectiveness 

From 1975 to 1991, many new roads were constructed, extensive volumes of timber were sold by 
the Forest (Figure 4), and large areas were clear-cut to remove the “bug” mfected trees m this 
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Figure 4 Timber volumes sold on the Targhee National Forest between 1975 and 1995 
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subunn Thts action also removed security cover for the gnzzly bear and displaced ammals mto 
less desirable habitat and m some cases may have lead to confrontations with humans, resultmg m 
permanent removal of the bear The lack of occupancy of the BMU from 1985 to the present has 
been caused m part by the displacement of grizzly bears away from areas wrth high human access 
via roads 

The Bechler-Teton BMU 

The Bechler-Teton BMU covers about 191,340 acres (299 sq rm ) and 189,433 acres (99 
percent/ 296 sq rm ) is adrmmstered by the Forest Service Thts BMU~olns the extreme 
southwest corner and southern boundary of Yellowstone National Park and extends along the 
western edge of the Grand Teton National Park The BMU mcludes the Wmegar Hole and 
Jedediah Smith Wilderness areas which cover about 34 percent (65,165 acres) of the area The 
landscape is smnlar to the other BMU’s with large stands of lodgepole pme interspersed with 
aspen, Douglas fir, sagebrush/grass, grass meadows, riparlan habitat, and mountain brush 

This BMU has the highest numbers of sightings of gnzzly bears of all of the BMU’s on the Forest 
There have been more grizzly bear mortalities m this BMIJ than the others (Cratghead 1988) 
however, there have been no bear mortalities from 1983 tothe present There have been two 
documented grizzly bear/sheep conflicts m the past Durmg 1996 a female grizzly bear and her 
cubs were moved to another area off the Forest due to a bear/sheep encounter The mcident 
occurred m MS-2 habitat on a sheep allotment wdhm 2 or 3 miles of MS-I habitat 

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

General Effects ofthe Pronosed Action 

Habitat security conditions cannot be defined entirely by motorized access route density Other 
factors such as vegetation (food, cover), concentrated human use locations (towns, summer 
homes, campgrounds), heavily used non-motorized trails, and areas of high levels of dispersed 
human use will also influence the effectiveness of habitat security in an area Motorized access 
routes and the human use associated with these routes, however, are one of the most easily 
defined and measurable factors to evaluate Motorized access 1s also one of the more mfluentral 
parameters affecting habitat secunty Timber harvest, other human activities, and impacts 
associated with roads and increased road densmes have had a major mfluence on grizzly bear 
population and habitat use patterns in numerous widespread areas (Tracy 1977, Schallenberger 
and Jonkel 1980, Jonkel et al 198 1, Brannon 1984 Manley and Mace 1992, Mace and Manley 
1993) 

The concepts of prectse open and total motorized access density to assess and manage the effects 
of roads on grizzly bear habitat has received widespread acceptance by public land and wildlife 
managers and biologists The IGBC Roads Taskforce (1994) advocated the concepts of open and 
total motonzed access density management and core habitat Using defimtrons provided by the 
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IGBC Taskforce, the GYE Access Committee is currently developmg the recommended levels at 
which open and total motorized route density and core area m grizzly bear habitat should be 
managed The GYE Access Committee is using the most current computer models to determme 
access standards, however, the final recommendations are not yet available In the mtenm, the 
Forest Service is usmg the IGBC Access Committee recommended defimtions for open, 
restncted, and closed roads and trails and methods of identifying existing and potential core 
habitat to address access management m the Reviston When the final recommendations are 
presented, the Forest will evaluate the access management conditions vra CEM and mcorporate 
changes as needed to comply with the findmgs 

Mortality - Mortalities are the most serious consequences of roads m grizzly habitat Research 
has confirmed that gnzzhes experience increased vulnerability to legal harvest and poaching 
(direct mortahty) as a consequence of increased road access by humans (Schallenberger 1980, 
Zager 1980, McLellan and Mace 1985, Aune and Kasworm 1989) McLellan and Mace (1985) 
found that a disproportionate number of mortahties occurred near roads Aune and Kasworm 
(1989) reported 63 percent of known human-caused grizzly deaths on the east front of the Rocky 
Mountains occurred wnhm 1 kilometer (km) of roads mcludmg 10 of 11 known female grizzly 
deaths In the GYE, Mattson and Knight (1991) reported areas impacted by secondary roads and 
major developments were most lethal to bears In Montana, Dood et al (1986) reported 48 
percent of all known nonhuntmg mortalities dunng 1967-1986 occurred withm 1 mile of roads 

Increased human access mto grizzly bear habitat also increases gnzzly habituation to humans, 
which increases the potential for human-bear conflicts Habituated bears are those that have lost 
then natural warmess of humans and generally expenence higher mortality rates than bears that 
are not habituated Contmued exposure to human presence, activity, noise, etc without negative 
consequences results in habituation Habituated bears often end up obtammg human food or 
garbage and become involved m nuisance bear madents, become threats to human hfe or 
property, and are eventually destroyed or removed from the population through management 
actions Habituated bears are also more vulnerable to illegal kdhng because of then increased 
exposure to people 

Mortality rates that result from roads are unevenly distributed between different ages and sexes 
In the GYE subadult males and adult females with young are more likely to be found near roads 
during years of low wmtebark pme seed availability (Blanchard 1990) Mattson et al (1987) 
reported that subadults were most often located near roads, perhaps displaced mto roaded, 
marginal habitat by dommant bears Females with cubs avoid adult males because males have 
been known to kill cubs (McLellan and Shackleton 1988) Habitat near roads may be selected by 
females with cubs and yearlings because this habitat is unoccupied by male grizzly bears In 
addition, these cohorts have hrgher energy demands so they may need the addmonal native or 
non-native foods that he near roads despite the risk of encountenng humans 

DisDlaCement - In addition to mortality, roads cause displacement of gnzzhes from roads and 
surrounding habitat (Lloyd and Fleck 1977, Schallenberger and Jonkel 1980, Brannon 1984, Aune 
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and Kasworm 1989, Manley and Mace 1992, Mace and Manley 1993) Aune and Sttvers (1985) 
reported that bears avoided roads and surroundmg comdors even when the area contamed 
preferred habitat for breeding, feeding, shelter, and reproductton Areas m the Northern 
Continental Divide Ecosystem show radio-instrumented gnzzlies may have avoided harvested 
stands (less than 30 years old) durmg “ah” seasons (USDA 1993) 

Mattson et al (1987) found that mdivtdual age and sex classes of bears were Impacted differently 
by roads Zager (1980) stated that the avoidance of roads by females wtth cubs was a major 
concern Some subadult bears, perhaps displaced mto roaded, marginal habitat by dominant 
bears, become habituated, thus becornmg more vulnerable to illegal lulls and con&t wtth people, 
whtch may result m removal of bears through management action Mattson et al (1992) 
reported wary bears conststently avoid areas w&m 2 km of major roads and 4 km of major 
developments or townsttes Such ammals are unlikely to change thrs avoidance behavior even 
after road closures and the lack of negative reenforcement The general relattonshrp of roads and 
gnzzly bear under-utthzation of habitat as described m these studies is applicable to the GYE 
The lack of or low level of occupancy in the BMU’s on the Forest has been caused, m part, by the 
displacement of gnzzly bears away from areas with high human access via roads, thts is especially 
true m the Plateau BMU 

Based on the available information, the Service believes the use of important low elevation spring 
habitat, such as rtpanan areas, IS very limited m many areas of the BMU’s on the Forest Thrs ts 
the result of the high road densities, timber harvest, and human encroachment of the low elevation 
habttat areas When roads are located m Important habitats such as npanan zones, scrub/shrub 
areas, and umber cover areas, habitat loss through avoidance behavior can be srgmficant because 
bears cannot use the resources m these areas (USDI 1993), thus, normal behavroral patterns are 
stgmficantly moddied and bears are injured 

Aune and Kasworm (1989) and McLellan (1989) showed that female cubs generally establish 
then home range wrthm or have a stgmficant overlap wtth then mother’s home range, while males 
generally dtsperse from then mother’s home range Long-term displacement of a female from a 
portion of her home range may result m that area being lost to female bears because her offspnng 
have no chance to learn the foraging oppottumttes m areas no longer used Research by Mace 
and Jonkel(l980) showed monitored gnzzhes were displaced from a drainage dunng the time 
loggmg was occurrmg, and as a result, normal behavior was srgmficantly altered If umber 
harvesting occurs m a dramage for extended penods of ttme, hrstoncal bear use of the area may 
be lost, parttcularly to female bears 

The end result of displacement 1s direct or mdtrect mortality Based on the preceding dtscussron, 
the Service concludes that It IS likely some mdtvtdual bears ~111 not select home ranges which 
m&de low elevatton habttats that are htghIy roaded on the Forest, but those that do will suffer 
higher risks of human-caused mortality 

Habttat Fragmentation - As human populations and roads increase m bear habitat, bear 
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populattons become fragmented As fragmented populattons become smaller and more isolated, 
they become vulnerable to extmctton, especially when human-induced mortality pressures 
contmue Habitat fragmentatron 1s parttcularly important to the survrval of large carnivores, such 
as gnzzly bears, which have great metabolic demands, require large home ranges, and wide 
vegetattve and topographtc habitat diversity (Servheen 1986) Their low densities, low 
reproductive rate, individualistic behavior, and assocratton wrth riparian habitat, an area also used 
extensively by humans, require careful management mvolvmg all the pnncrples of Island 
population management and conservation btology (USDI 1993) 

Mobthty 1s an tmportant aspect of gnzzly bear behavioral patterns (Qutmby and Snarskr 1974) 
Movements of gnzzly bears may exceed 60 arr mrles, and then home ranges can encompass 1,000 
to 1,500 square mdes, thus, space 1s essential to bears With a wide-ranging species hke the 
gnzzly bear, large expanses of unfragmented areas defined as MS-1 and MS-2 habitat are 
essentml for feeding, breeding, sheltering, traveling, and other essential behavroral patterns (USDI 
1993) Gnzzly bear habitat on the Forest, parttcularly on the Plateau BMU, has been fragmented 
by management acttvmes dunng the past 20 years The fragmented habitat has reduced the 
quantity of available habitat for grizzly bears which has contributed to conditrons that could 
reduce grizzly bear survival and reproduction m the BMU’s on the Forest 

Secuntv Habttat - Grtzzhes know no competrtors that restnct their use of habitat except man, 
and tt appears that they have not evolved behavioral adaptations to contend with the scope of 
current human mfluences Grizzly bear populattons require a level of safety from human 
depredation and competitive use of habitat such as roading, logging, mrmng, human settlement, 
grazmg, and recreatron Competmve use of habitat encompasses all factors that lead eventually to 
increased negative impact of human acttvtty on grizzly populations The density and management 
of roads is one of the most powerful tools available to balance the needs of people with the needs 
of bears (USDI 1993) 

The Service believes security habitat ts important to gnzzhes and should be one of the basic 
constderattons m grizzly bear management However, at thrs time no absolute cntena are 
available for rdenttfymg grizzly bear secunty areas Research has shown, m some cases, grizzly 
bears and elk react m a stmdar manner to logging and roads Most elk studies indicate full 
utihzatton of available elk habitat does not occur where security 1s inadequate Based on sctentific 
literature, the Service concludes gnzzly bear secunty needs are vttal to mamtarmng healthy, viable 
populatrons just as they are for elk Certain secunty measures most often used m elk management 
may also be appropnate for gnzzly bear management Security has been recognized as a 
requirement for elk durmg the penod of active logging m a timber sale However, addtttonal 
research has made rt clear secunty IS a contmumg requirement m all elk habitats, whether logging 
1s m progress or not More important, security has been recogmzed as a requirement which 1s not 
necessanly satisfied simply because hrdmg cover is maintained at a mnnmum level In many 
sttuattons, space may be as important as htdmg cover m estabhshmg secunty values The quanttty 
of secunty habitat on the Forest has been reduced during the past 20 years due to road 
constructton associated wtth resource extractton acttvrttes and subsequent human access mto 
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previously maccesstble areas used by gnzzly bears 

Based on the above mformation, the Service concludes the envtronmental basehne for the Forest 
is resultmg m the followmg effects to gnzzly bears 

1 Increased nsk of direct mortality to gnzzly bears because of hrgh road densities due to 
human use of roads and the visual access provtded by roadways through the forest 
envtronrnent, 

2 I-hgh nsk of increased habttuatton of grizzly bears to human activmes along roads and 
m assoctatton wtth summer home developments by some bears thereby mcreasmg the 
mortahty nsk of these bears, 

3 Displacement from crmcal, seasonally important feeding sites (I e , spnng and fall 
ranges) whtch actually ktlls or injures bears by sigmficantly rmpamng essentral behavior 
patterns such as foraging, breeding, travel and sheltering, 

4 Habitat fragmentation which actually kills or injures bears by srgnificantly tmpamng 
essential behavior patterns by dtsplacmg bears from important constttuent habitat elements 
including food, cover, solitude, and space, 

5 Loss of habitat needed for security which results in actual mJury or death of grizzly 
bears 

Suecdic Effects of the Proposed Action 

Habitat effectiveness on the Forest is essenttal to the recovery of gnzzly bears m the GYE The 
Forest admmtsters approximately 485,308 acres (758 sq mr ) of land covenng three BMU’s 
wrthm the GYE Recovery Zone on the Forest Under the exrstmg Forest Plan the Forest has 
designated 35 8 percent of the land as MS-l habitat, 59 2 percent MS-2 habitat, and 5 percent as 
MS-3 habitat as defined m the IGBC Gmdehnes (USDA 1985) The Revision proposes to set 
mto action a senes of changes in management to recover and protect the habitat in the BMU’s, 
thereby increasing the probabthty that the area can support a resident family unit of grizzly bears 
Extstmg habitat condmons m porttons of some of the BMU’s on the Forest, as described in the 
envtronmental basehne sectton, are such that occupancy by a gnzzly bear family umt 1s highly 
improbable because of past habitat mampulattons and high road densmes Without a change in 
Forest management actions, road densmes would remain at high levels and other habitat 
condtttons related to food and cover resources in the BMU’s would contmue to dechne The 
Revtston seeks to reverse the decline m grizzly bear habitat components and restore gnzzly use, 
whtle addressing the multtple use obligattons mandated by various extstmg laws, regulatrons, and 
dtrecttves the Forest must operate under 

The desired future condmons for BMU’s on the Forest aim at provtdmg habitat condmons for 



resident free-rangmg grizzly bears (mcludmg family groups or populatton segments) throughout - 
sunable habitat m each umt This condmon would be achieved by providing seasonal foraging 
needs, free-rangmg movement and dispersal of resident gnzzly bears, and rmnmnzmg mortahty 
nsks due to human-bear conflicts Available habrtat, secure space, and a drversity of habitats, to 
the extent they naturally occur wtthm each BMU, are key components of the desired future 
condmon Estabhshed core and security areas and the protection they provide are, m the short 
and long-term, designed to be predictable m space and time and of sufficient size to provide for 
occupancy by a bear or bears These areas delineate the hrghest quality habitat to meet the 
seasonal needs of grizzly bears, allow for the exchange to and from “source” areas of known, 
conststent bear use, and provide connecttvrty to adjacent BMU’s in the GYE In this condmon 
the BMU’s admrmstered by the Forest should be capable of fully contnbutmg to gnzzly bear 
conservatton and recovery 

The Forest-wide actions and the specific management prescnptrons incorporate screnttfically 
based management actions, recovery goals from the Recovery Plan, IGBC gmdehnes for access 
management as they currently extst and dtrectton to implement addtttonal gmdehnes as they are 
developed, and reasonable and prudent measures and recommended actions from consultattons on 
past project actrvtttes m addition to those of thrs brologtcal opmton for each BMU 

Table 2 shows the desired future condmon of the Forest wrth respect to acres of MS-I, 2, and 3 
habitat, core areas (designated and undesignated), open and total route densttres, snowmachme 
and OHV use, sheep and cattle allotments, and habitat effectiveness and habitat value ratmgs for 
each BIvIU The stgmng of the Record of Dectston (ROD) for the Revtston will put mto effect the 
Forest-wide Standards, Gmdehnes, Goals and Objectives, mciudmg the open and total route 
density standards A second ROD wdl be signed at the same time to “rmplement the sue specdic 
Travel Plan that shows which areas, roads and trawls ~111 be open to motonzed use The Travel 
Plan ~111 implement the road density standards on-the-ground” (USDA 1997a) The on-the- 
ground srgmng necessary to enforce the Travel Plan will be completed m 1997 By the end of 
calendar year 1999 the actual on-the-ground restnctrons wtll be m place in all of the BMU’s 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Cumulatrve effects include the effects of future State, local, or pnvate actions that are reasonably 
certam to occur m the actton area considered m thrs brologrcal opmton Future Federal acttons are 
not considered in this section because they require separate consultatron pursuant to sectton 7 of 
the Act 

Wrthm the GYE, actions on private lands, such as summer and resrdenttal homes and recreatronal 
development, logging, road buddmg, and hvestock grazing wdl contmue to contnbute to mortahty 
nsk and habitat degradation and loss Year-long dtstrtbutton of vtsttors and types of recreattonal 
pursuits m the GYE have changed from seasonal peaks, mamly spring, summer and fall, to year- 
round acttvtty AI1 of these acttvmes may affect the abthty of gnzzly bears to adequately utthze 
Important habitats m the GYE 
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Table 2 Habitat Components for the Targhee N F Bear Management Umts, Alternative 3-M 

Habitat Component HL#l 
N F Acres 93,345 
Total Acres m BMU 128,515 

Designated Core Area 28,490 
Undesignated Core Area 20,961 

Open Road Miles 64 0 20 7 75 0 64 7 144 1 
Yearlong Restricted Miles 22 3 46 55 3 23 3 50 9 
Total Road Mdes 86 3 25 3 130 3 88 0 195 0 
Open Road Density (mt/mi”) 0 55 035 0 56 0 54 0 48 

Open Motorized Trail Miles 
Yearlong Restncted Mtles 
Total Trail Miles 
Open Motorized Trail Density 

Total Motorized Access Miles 

0 
0 
0 
0 

86 3 
Total Motorized Access Density 0 74 

Snowmachme/OHV Use MS-I Y/N 
MS-2 N/A 
MS-3 YN 

31 8 134 9 88 2 199 1 
0 54 1 00 0 74 0 67 

Y/N Y/N Y/N Y/Y 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Habttat Value 1 8547 2 3818 0 2935 
Habitat Effectiveness 12536 1 5961 0 1715 

HL#2 PBMU#l 
37,350 87,177 
97,944 183,203 

15,491 17,581 
10,082 35,300 

65 46 0 20 4 10 
0 0 0 0 

65 46 0 20 4 10 
0 11 0 03 0 00 0 01 

0 342 0 9861 
0 1932 0 7065 
0 56 0 72 HWHV Index 0 68 0 67 0 58 

PBMU #2 B-T 
76,090 191,346 

275,708 341,894 

16,131 80,238 
34,512 41,972 



Cumulattve effects from the proposed action on the Forest include the contmued use of private - 
lands around and wrthm the BMU’s The assoctated loss of gnzzly bear habrtat, as a result of 
human access, 1s antrctpated to continue Habitat fragmentatton and loss of habitat would be 
expected to continue as secondary development from increasing recreational use of the BMU’s 
~111 create a demand for new public services and facilittes Population pressures from pnvate 
residential development are increasing m eastern Idaho (USDA 1996a) and are expected to 
continue m the future Increasmg human occupancy m and adjacent to the BMU’s emphasizes the 
tmportance of managing human access on adjacent public lands Residential and recreation 
homesites are mcreasmg m eastern Idaho Human development m low elevation areas has, and 
wtll continue to have, a cumulative impact on grizzly bears through loss of habitat and contmued 
drsplacement due to human dtsturbance The Revision includes standards and gurdehnes that 
stipulate Forest actrvttres not mcrease total or open motonzed access densmes in the BMW 
above 0 6 ml /sq mt open route density, and 1 0 mr /sq mi total route density Exrstmg core and 
secunty areas established from prevtous consultattons will remam m place on the Plateau BMU 
Addmonal dehneattons for designated and undesignated core areas have been established for the 
BechIer-Teton BMU The management prescnption for nonmotorized recreation wtthm the 
Henry’s Lake BMU will meet and mamtam IGBC Roads Taskforce criteria for gnzzly bear core 
areas The Service believes adverse cumulattve effects to bears will continue as a consequence of 
non-Federal actions on private lands However, according to the proposed Revrston, Forest 
acttons would not contribute to, and m certain areas may allevtate, the impacts of some of these 
adverse affects - 

The Servtce dtd not Identify any other future state or private actrvttres m the GYE that are w 

reasonably certain to occur w&m the action area that would contnbute as cumulative effects to 
the proposed action State and pnvate acttvmes outside of the Forest will not influence the 
determmatton m this btologtcal opmron because implementation of the proposed action would not 
change the impact these other acttvmes may have on the gnzzly bear m the GYJZ 

CONCLUSION 

After revrewmg the current status of the grizzly bear (Urns arcfos horrzbzlzs), the environmental 
baseline for the Forest, the effects of the Revtston preferred altemattve, Alternative 3-M, and the 
cumulattve effects, it IS the Service’s btologtcal opmron that tmplementatron of the Revrston, 
Alternative 3-M, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued extstence of the GYE 
gnzzly bear population No crmcal habitat has been designated for thrs species, therefore, none 
will be affected 

INCIDENTAL TARE STATEMENT 

Sectton 9 of the Act, and Federal regulatton pursuant to sectton 4(d) of the Act, prohibit the take 
of endangered and threatened spectes, respectrvely, wrthout a special exemption Take is defined 
as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, ktll, capture, or collect or attempt to engage m any 
such conduct Harm IS further defined by the Servtce to mclude stgmficant habitat modtficatton or 

a 
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degradation that results m death or mJury to listed species by stgmficantly rmpamng behavtoral 
patterns, mcludmg breeding, feeding or sheltenng Harass IS defined by the Servtce as acttons that 
create the bkehhood of injury to a listed species to such an extent as to srgmficantly disrupt 
normal behavior patterns whtch m&de, but are not hunted to, breeding, feeding or sheltenng 
Incidental take is defined as take that IS incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out an 
otherwise lawful acttvrty Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2), takmg that 1s 
mcrdental to and not intended as part of the agency action IS not considered to be a prohibited 
takmg under the Act provided that such taking IS m compliance with thrs mcrdental take 
statement 

The measures described below are non-dtscretlonary, and must be undertaken by the agency so 
they become bmdmg condmons of any grant or permtt Issued to an applicant, as appropriate, in 
order for the exemption m section 7(o)(2) to apply The Forest has a contmumg duty to regulate 
the acttvrty covered by this mcrdental take statement If the Forest (1) fails to require an applicant 
to adhere to the terms and condtttons of the incidental take statement through enforceable terms 
that are added to the permit or grant document, and/or (2) fads to retam oversight to ensure 
compliance wrth these terms and conditions, the protective coverage of section 7(o)(2) may lapse 

A special regulation for the gnzzly bear pursuant to sectton 4(d) of the Act provides that no 
person shall take a grtzzly bear m the 48 contermmous states, wrth certain specified excepttons 
[50 CFR 17 40(b)] 

Amount or Extent of Take 

The Service antrcrpates that use of the open and total route system on the Forest will increase as 
recreation use increases dunng thrs cycle of the Revrston process Therefore, based on the most 
current btological mformatton, the Service believes that until open and total route densmes meet 
IGBC and the Revtston standards, and habitat condtttons for grtzzly bear feeding, breedmg, travel 
and sheltering are increased, take, direct and indirect, wdl contmue at the present level The 
Service believes the level of access and lack of cover m the BMU’s is an mdrcator of the level of 
take, direct and indirect, that may be occumng 

It IS the opimon of the Service that the current level of incidental take associated with the exrstmg 
use IS not at a level that is likely to jeopardize the recovery and survival of the grizzly bear 
population m the GYE This IS based m part, on the fact that measured populatton parameters 
have met established recovery plan levels, with the exceptton of mortality of female grrzzly bears 
across the GYE! during the last 2 years However, the Service anttcrpates that the direct and 
mdrrect effects of rmplementmg the Revtston will not reduce the level of take until the access 
management plan IS completed The level of “take” may be m the form of direct take, as a result 
of illegal kdhng or human-grizzly bear conthcts, or m the form of indirect take such as harm 
resulting from dtsplacement of grizzly bears from important habitats The best screnttfic and 
commerctal data available are not sufficient to enable the Service to quantify a specific amount of 
mcrdental take for the Revtston The affects of the Revtsron are largely unquanttfiable in the short 



term and may be measurable only as long-term effects on the species’ habitat and populatton 
levels Wtthout addmonal mformatton and analysts that are currently unavadable, we must 
desrgnate the anttctpated level of mctdental take for the Revrsron as unquantifiable 
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However, the Service believes the level of human-gnzzly bear conflict ts an indicator of the level 
of take occumng and provides an early warning of changes m the level of take Therefore,wrthm 
the BMU’s, all human-grizzly bear confhcts will be handled according to the IGBC Nursance 
Gnzzly Bear Gutdehnes and the Forest wdl immediately rermttate consultation on the Revrston 
Any incrdents that occur outstde the BMUs should also be handled accordmg to the IGBC 
Nuisance Grrzzly Bear Gutdehnes The Forest should unmedrately contact the Service to discuss 
the condmons surroundmg the incident and the possible need to remrttate consultation on the 
Revnnon Problem bears translocated onto the Forest from other areas of the ecosystem under 
the dtrectton of the IGBC Nuisance Grizzly Bear Gmdehnes would not cause remmatron of 
consultatton However, the Forest should nnmedtately contact the Service to discuss the 
condmons surroundmg the incident 

Effect of the Take 

In the accompanymg btologtcal opimon, the Servtce determmed that this level of anticipated take 
1s not likely to result in Jeopardy to the species There is no critical habitat designated, therefore, 
none wdl be affected 

Reasonable and Prudent Measures 
I 

The Servrce believes the followmg reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and 
appropnate to mmtmrze take of the gnzzly bear on the Forest 

1 Effecttvely implement and complete an open and total motonzed route management 
program for roads and trails on the Forest by the end of calendar year 1999 that wdl 
contribute to the conservatron, survrval and recovery ofthe gnzzly bear m the GYE as 
described m Section V of the Revision and the March 19, 1997, letter from the Forest 

2 The Forest shall implement and comply with monitonng and reporting procedures that 
allow the Forest and the Service to keep up-to-date on the status of access density and 
other management acttvmes on the Forest as described in Section V of the Revtsron and 
the March 19, 1997, letter from the Forest 

3 Where wddemess lands occur, the Forest should, m coordmatton with the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game and the Service, ensure that the “secure habitat” contains 
seasonal habitat m approximately the same proportion to Its avadabthty across the BMU as 
currently designated through management prescnptrons for wddemess and adjacent lands 

4 The Forest shall Implement an mformatton program that provrdes the public with 
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accurate and accesstble mformatton regarding the brologtcal basis for and the resultmg 
effects of the Revtston to adequately nnmmtze take of grizzly bears 

Terms and Condmons 

In order to be exempt from the prohibmons of section 9 of the Act, the Forest must comply wtth 
the followmg terms and condtttons, which implement the reasonable and prudent measures 
described above These terms and condmons are non-dtscretionary 

1 The Forest will, by the end of calendar year 1999, have m place m each BMU or subumt 
a prectse open motorized route standard not to exceed 0 6 mi /sq mr and a precise total 
route density standard not to exceed 1 0 mr /sq rm Forest actrvmes that involve new 
road or motorized trail construction should be designed to improve, or at a mrmmum, 
designed so as not to mcrease exrstmg open and/or total motonzed route denstttes wrthm a 
BMU or subumt above these levels 

2 The Forest shall adopt the open and total motorized route density recommendattons of 
the IGBC Access Committee and implement these recommended levels of motorized 
access on areas of the Forest that are m the GYE Recovery Zone Thrs mcludes, but 1s 
not confined to, site specific restricttons (such as area closures, ttmmg restncttons, etc ) on 
recreation and other acttvtttes to resolve human-grizzly bear conthcts, revision of access 
density standards, and use of CEM to refine core and secunty area percentages 
However, the final IGBC access standards are not yet available, therefore, upon then 
completton, the Forest wdl contact the Service and Jomtly develop a time frame for 
rmplementatron and attainment of the standards 

Until the standards are available, the Forest will ensure the above effecttve access 
restncttons are m place m the BMU’s by the close of 1999 as described m the Travel Plan, 
Section V of the Revision and the March 19, 1997, letter from the Forest At the end of 5 
years from the date the ROD IS signed, routes to be restncted that are m close proxmnty 
to, but outside the BMU’s, will be effecttvely restncted according to the Revtston 
standards and gutdehnes 

3 The Forest shall submtt an annual report to the Service m December of each year The 
report shall detatl the progress in achieving the open and total route densities and core 
area cnterta m the BMU’s and subumts, m&ding but not hmtted to listmg road and trawl 
closures and the number, location, and lands of mctdents and/or acttvttres that occurred on 
closed roads and trails The report to the Service should also document the duration, 
locanon, and type of acttvtttes proposed to take place in each BMU or subumt during the 
next acttvtty season The Forest will provide information to the Service on efforts taken 
to ensure that core areas contam seasonal habitat approximately proportional to Its 
avatlabrhty m the BMU and BMU Subumts 



26 

The Service will use these reports to ascertam whether sufficient progress is bemg made 
toward realizing the Forest’s 1999 and overall Revision objectives Wtthm 90 days after 
meeting the open and total road motonzed access densities and core area requirements m 
each BMU or subunit, the Forest shah provrde the Service wrth a final report for the BMU 
or subumt detaihng all acttvtttes undertaken m associatron wrth the terms and condmons of 
thrs btologtcal opmton 

4 Wrthm one year of Issuance of the Revrsron, the Forest wrll develop and implement a 
public mformatton program on the posmve effects of road closures for fish and wildlife, 
water quality, and other Forest resources The effort should focus on both mformatton 
that 1s available and relevant at a local, dtstnct level and on mformation pertinent to a 
more broad-based Forest level approach The public should be provided a thorough and 
understandable analysts of existing road densities and future road densmes resulting from 
rmplementatton of the Revision The net reductton m open motonzed access density and 
the remammg opportumttes for motonzed pubhc access, umber extraction, recreation, and 
other Forest uses should be emphasized 

5 In conJunctton with tmplementatron of the Travel Plan Standards and Gutdehnes of the 
Revtston, the Forest should mclude the followmg 

A As management recommendattons are developed by the GYE Access 
Committee, the CEM moving windows analysis or most current up-to-date 
screnttfic methodology should be used to evaluate and monitor the habitat 
effectiveness and value across each BMU or subumt The mformatton will be used 
by the Forest and the Servtce to evaluate and update management actions and 
recommendattons for the Forest 

B The IGBC Access Committee defimttons make allowances for the occurrence 
of restricted roads within core areas Although restncted roads m core areas must 
be effectively blocked m such a way to prevent motorized access, the presence of a 
roadbed wrthm a core area increases the potential for illegal motonzed use 
Effective road closures require effective momtormg of the closures The Service 
supports the Forest momtormg efforts and encourages the use of records of 
vrolatrons m closure areas to momtor effectiveness of closures and focus remedial 
efforts on those areas where the highest incidents of trespass occur 

C Road reclamatton should be emphasized m core areas The number of 
restricted roads which are stall available for use m core areas should be mmtmtzed 

D Roads constructed or reconstructed for timber sale purposes should be single 
purpose roads according to the IGBC Guidelines New roads or road 
reconstructron should be of mmtmum design spectficattons and placed on the 
landscape to reduce costs and facthtate reclamatton of the roads after the timber 
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sale IS completed 

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Sections 2(c) and 7(a)(l) of the Act direct Federal agencies to use then authorittes to further the 
purposes of the Act by carrymg out conservatton programs for the benefit of endangered and 
threatened species Conservatton recommendations are dtscrettonary agency acttvittes to 
mmnmze or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or cnttcal habitat, to help 
implement recovery plans, or to develop information The recommendattons provided here relate 
only to the proposed Revision and do not necessarily represent complete fulfillment of the Forest 
section 7(a)( 1) responstbthty for the gnzzly bear 

1 Motorized access management IS only one of several factors mtluencmg gnzzly bear 
habitat and grizzly bear security The presence of attractants is a mqor factor leading to 
food condtttomng and habituation and the eventual direct mortality or management 
removal of gnzzly bears The Service supports the continuing efforts to implement the 
food storage order for the Forest wtthm the BMU’s To further address secunty for 
gnzzly bears and safety for recreattomsts outside of the BMU’s, the Service recommends 
the Forest develop and implement a range of alternative food storage opttons Forest-wide 
to accommodate a vanety of Forest user groups The Service encourages the 
tmplementatton of these orders at the earliest date possible 

2 All travel routes scheduled to be restncted outside the BMU’s, but on the rematmng 
areas of the Forest wtll be effectively restncted 10 years from the date the ROD 1s stgned 

In order for the Service to be kept mformed of actions mmtmrzmg or avoiding adverse effects or 
benefittmg listed species or then habitats, the Service requests notrficatton of the tmplementatton 
of any conservation recommendattons 

REINITIATION NOTICE 

Thts concludes formal consultatton on the actions outlined m your November 1996, request for 
consultatton and subsequent updates As provided m 50 CFR $402 16, retmttatton of 
consultation 1s required when dtscrettonaty Federal agency mvolvement or control over the action 
has been retamed (or is authorized by law) and if (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is 
exceeded (as discussed under the “Incidental Take Statement” section of this opinion, the Servtce 
believes this hmtt 1s exceeded if a human-grizzly bear incident occurs m a BMU), (2) new 
mformatton reveals effects of the Forest action that may affect listed species or habitat m a 
manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion, (3) the action 1s subsequently modified in 
a manner that causes an effect to the hsted species or habitat not considered m thts opinion, or (4) 
a new species is listed or cnttcal habitat designated that may be affected by the action In 
instances where the amount or extent of incidental take IS exceeded, any operations causing such 
take must cease pending remittatton 
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DEFINITIONS 

Cummulattve Effects Model (CEM) for IGBC 

CEM is intended to 1) quantify mdtvidual and collective effects of land uses and activities 
m space and through time, and 2) provide an analytm tool for evaluating alternative land 
use scenarios relative to gnzzly bear recovery goals and objectives (USDA et al 1990) 

Access Committee for IGBC 

The Access Comrmttee is to 1) establish standardized definitions for roads, 1 e , open road 
reclaimed road, etc ,2) standardize methods to measure road den&es and define the 
analysis areas wrthm whtch density should be measured, and 3) assure that developed 
defimtions and procedures mterface with the existing umfied cumulative effects model 
(IGBC 1994) 

Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan ObJectives 

A recovered population is defined as one that 

1 can sustam the extstmg level of known and estimated unknown, unreported 
human-caused mortahty that exists m the GYE, and 

2 is well dtstnbuted throughout the recovery zone m the GYE 

Recovery parameters for the GYE are as follows 

1 15 females with cubs over a nmmng &year average both inside the recovery 
zone and withm a 10 rmle area unmediateiy surroundmg the recovery zone, 

2 16 of 18 BMU’s occupied by females with young from a runmng 6-year sum of 
observations with no two adjacent BMU’s unoccupied, 

3 known, human-caused mortahty not to exceed 4% of the rmmmum population 
estimates based on the most recent three-year sum of females with cubs, and 

4 no more than 30% of known, human-caused mortahty shah be females 

IGBC Core Area and Forest Designated and Undesignated Core Area 

Core area cntena mclude the followmg 

1 No motorized use of roads and trails durmg the non-denmng period Wnhm the core 
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area, restricted roads require closure devices that are permanent such as tank traps, large 
boulders, dense vegetation, etc 

2 No roads or trails that receive non-motorized, high intenstty use as defined m 
estabhshed cumulative effects activity defimtions 

3 Mmimum of 0 3 rmles from any open road or motorized trail This will be 
accomphshed by buffering all open roads and open motorized trails 

4 Consideration should be given, when mformatton IS avadable, to ensure the core area(s) 
meet seasonal bear habitat needs by assuring that spring, summer, fall, and dennmg habitat 
withm the core areas are representative of these seasonal habitats m the entire analysis 
area 

5 Once core areas become established and effective, these areas should remam m place 
for at least 10 years Thrs duration IS based upon the generation time for a female grizzly 
bear or the time it takes a female grizzly bear to replace herself 

The Forest Service has expanded the defimtion of core area to include the terms 
“designated and undesignated” 

Designated core areas are those areas which meet all of the core area criteria and 
then boundaries are mapped with a management prescription 

Undesignated core areas are those areas which meet all of the core area cntena, 
but their boundanes are not mapped with a management prescnption There IS 
concern since undesignated core areas are not mapped, they may not be estabhshed 
and effective for at least 10 years, therefore, cntena number 5 may not be fully 
guaranteed m all cases However, undesignated core areas have existed m some 
areas for many decades, and they may exist mto the future for a decade or more 
For however long they exist, they do provide some habitat benefit to the bear 

IGBC Management Situation (MS) 

MS-I areas are those which contam gnzzly population centers and/or habitat that is 
needed for the survrval and recovery of the species The needs of the grizzly bear will be 
given prionty over other managment considerations Land uses which can affect gnzzly 
bears and/or then habitat wdl be made compatible with grizzly needs or such uses will be 
dtsallowed or elimmated 

MS-2 areas are those that do not contam grizzly population centers although gnzzlies do 
occur, and htghly suitable habitat components do not generally occur The needs of the 
grizzly bear ~111 be given consideranon where feasible Management would accommodate 
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gnzzly populations and/or habitat use if feasible, but not to the extent of exclusion of other 
land uses Human-bear conflict mmmuzatton will be given hrgh pnonty 

MS-3 areas contam no suitable habitat for gnzzlies and then presence IS possible but 
infrequent Grizzly use of such areas will be discouraged Management wnhm these areas 
will encourage measures that mmirmze the potential for human-bear conflict Examples 
mclude towns or other residential areas, established campgrounds, or highways 

IGBC Total and Open Road and Motorized Trail Route Density 

Total Motorized Access Route Density - includes all open and restncted roads and 
motonzed trails Density is displayed as a percentage ofthe analysis area m a defined 
denstty category Example 20% >2 0 miles per square mtle 

Open Road and Open Motonzed Trail Route Density - mcludes all open roads and open 
motorrzed trawls Density 2s displayed as a percentage of the analysis area m a defined 
density category Density IS a single cumulative total of open roads and open motorized 
trads 

Percentage of Analysis Area m Core Area(s) - percentage of the analysis area that meets 
core area cntena Mnumum size and connectivity of patches will be established at the 
recovery zone level It is recommended that the mmmum size for the core area(s) be that 
area necessary to support a female gnzzly bear for 24 hours of foraging 

Habitat Value 

Habitat value (HV) IS a measure of the amount and quantity of vegetative and non- 
vegetative habitat currently in the umt While HV does not exphcnly include human 
actrvrty, the effects of past activity m th elandscape, such as roads, rmphcrtly affects both 
the vegetative (e g habitat type, cover type, and successional stage) and non-vegetatrve 
(e g ungulate range use) components of grizzly bear habitat (IGBC 1994a) 

Habitat value is a relative figure representing the inherent quality of an area to support 
gnzzly bears (USDA et al 1990) 

Habitat Effectiveness 

Habitat effectiveness (HE) IS the habitat value after discountmg for current human activity 
Each activity has a zone of influence and a set of dates over which it occurs The impact 
of an activny depends upon its level of use and the surroundmg secunty cover An 
actwtty may therefore have high impact dunng one season and no impact dunng another 
Acttvmes located outside the BMU boundary may have zones of influence extending into 
the boundary area (IGBC 1994a) 



35 

Habitat effectiveness IS the product of the values from the habitat routme and disturbance 
routine calculations, and reflects the area’s actual abdlty to support bears given the quality 
of habitat and the type of human disturbance imposed upon the area (USDA et al 1990) 

Management Prescnptron 5 3 5 Descnptton 

Thrs management prescnptton emphasizes a high degree of secunty and resource 
conditions which contribute toward the conservation and recovery of the grizzly bear, and 
benefits to other wddhfe Habitats will be managed to meet the goals of grizzly bear 
recovery Other uses may be allowed when compattble wrth these goals 

Gnzzly habitat maintenance and improvement, and gnzzly-human conthct mtmrmzation 
will receive the highest management pnority Management dectsions will favor the needs 
of the gnzzly bear when gnzzly habitat and other land use values compete Land uses 
which can affect grtzzlhes and/or then habitat will be made compatible with grizzly needs 
or such uses will be disallowed or ehmmated Grizzly-human conthcts will be resolved in 
favor of gnzzhes unless the bear involved IS determmed to be a nuisance bear (IGBC 
1986) 

The abundance and distnbution of natural food sources (such as huckleberry habitats, 
whrtebark pine, etc ) are mamtamed or improved by natural events such as fire and insect 
disturbances, or by designed vegetation management activities A variety of forested 
successional stages are present, and are the result of natural disturbances such as fire and 
insects or by designed vegetation management activities Habitat condmons whtch 
contnbute to the movement of bears to adjacent bear management units are mamtamed 
Human activities are managed or restricted so that human conflicts with grizzhes are 
unlikely, thrs Includes restrtctmg human activities and generally reduced public access 

Olectives 

1 Any nonfederal lands wtthm this area will be a iugh prionty for acqmsmon 

2 Mamtam grizzly bear security through a low density of open, motorized roads and 
trails 

3 Manage recreation to mmtmize grizzly conflicts wtth humans 

4 Domestic sheep grazing w11 be phased out over time, on an opportunity basis 

5 Wildlife habitat Improvement projects will maintain or improve grizzly bear habitat 
Vegetation mampulatton to tmprove grizzly bear habitat mcludes treatment to mamtam 
long term ecosystem vegetation patterns 
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6 Effects analysis will be analyzed at multiple scales Analysrs areas will follow 
ecologrcal boundanes, watersheds, and topographic breaks Cumulatrve effects ~111 be w 

analyzed on no less than a BMU subunit scale 

Standards and Gmdehnes 

Forestwrde standards and gmdehnes apply The Interagency Gnzzly Bear Gmdehnes for 
Management Srtuation 1 habitat apply to thrs management prescnptton, except that 
livestock grazing m exrstmg Management Sttuatton 2 habitat wrll continue to be managed 
under Management Srtuatron 2 gmdehnes 
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Abiotic Nonliving substances or environmental 
factors. 

Accelerated Soil Erosion - Erosion much more 
rapid than normal, natural, geological erosion; pri- 
marily a result of the influence of the activities of 
man, animals, or catastrophic events. 

Acceptable Storage/Acceptably Stored - (a) 
stored in a bear resistant container or; (b) stored in 
a closed vehicle constructed of solid, nonpliable 
material or; (c) suspended at least 10 feet clear of 
the ground at all points and 4 feet horizontally from 
any supporting tree or pole. 

Acre-foot A measure of water or sediment vol- 
ume equal to the amount which would cover an 
area of one acre to a depth of one foot (325,851 
gallons). 

Active Nest Site See Nest Site. 

Activity Area - (regarding soil disturbance) A land 
area impacted by a management activity, exclud- 
ing specified transportation facilities, dedicated 
trails, mining excavations, and dumps. Activity ar- 
eas include harvest units within timber sale areas, 
prescribed burn areas, and grazing areas within 
range allotments. Riparian and other environmen- 
tally sensitive areas may be monitored and evalu- 
ated as individual activity areas. 

Activity Area - (regarding wildlife habitat manage- 
ment for grizzly bear and other wildlife species) A 
geographic area in which activities are conducted. 
Refers primarily to long-term activities as described 
in Prescription 5.3.5. A geographic area delinea- 
tion which reasonable encompasses and supports 
the primary and immediate effects of the manage- 
ment action which is carried out within it as mea- 
sured in time and space. 

Adaptation - A change in either the genetic 
makeup or behavior of an organism that enhances 
its ability to cope with or survive in its environment. 

Adaptive Management - A type of natural resource 
management that implies making decisions as pan 
of an ongoing process. Monitoring the results 01 

GLOSSARY 

actions will provide a flow of information that may 
indicate the need to change a course of action. 
Scientific findings and the needs of society may 
also indicate the need to adapt resource manage- 
ment to new information. 

Adaptive Plannlng A strategy whereby planning 
efforts are directed towards meeting temporary 
crises which arise in response to changing condi- 
tions. 

Aerial Logging - Removing logs from a timber har- 
vest area by helicopter. Fewer roads are required, 
so the impact to an area is minimized. 

Affected Environment -The natural environment 
that exists at the present time in an area being 
analyzed. 

Afforestation - The establishment of a forest cover 
on areas not previously forested. 

Age Class - An age grouping of trees according to 
an interval of years, usually 20 years. A single age 
class would have trees that are within 20 years of 
the same age, such as l-20 years or 21-40 years 
and so on. 

Air Pollution -The undesirable addition to the at- 
mosphere of substances (gases, liquids, or solid 
particles) that are either foreign to or are in quanti- 
ties exceeding their natural concentratrons. 

Air Quality - The composition of air with respect 
to quantities of pollution therein; used most fre- 
quently in connection with “standards’of maximum 
acceptable pollutant concentrations. 

Air Shed - A collection of geographic areas that 
because of topography, climate and meteorology 
share the same air mass. 

Allocation -The assignment of management prac- 
tices to specific land areas to achieve established 
goals and objectives; for example the allocation of 
a wilderness management zone to an opportunity 
class. 

Allotment (range allotment) - The area desig- 
nated for use by a prescribed number of livestock 
for a prescribed period of time. Though an entire 
Ranger District may be divided into allotments, all 
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land may not be grazed, because other uses, such 
as recreation or tree plantings, may be more em- 
portant at a given time 

Allotment Management Plan (AMP) - A docu- 
ment that specifies the program of actlon needed 
to reach a given set of objectIves for a livestock 
allotment It IS prepared In consultation with the 
permIttee involved and prescribes the manner 
and extent to which the permlttee’s llvestock op- 
eratlons will be conducted In order to meet mul- 
tiple use, sustalned yield, economic, and other 
needs and objectIves as determmed for the lands 
Involved It describes the type, location, owner- 
ship, and speclflcatlonsforthe range improvements 
m place or to be Installed and mamtalned on the 
lands to meet the llvestock grazmg and other ob- 
]ectlves for the land It contams such other prove- 
slons relatmg to the permlttee’s llvestock manage- 
ment responslbllltles and other objectIves as may 
be prescribed by the Forest Service 

Allowable Sale Quantdy (ASQ) - The amount of 
chargeable tlmber volume which can be sold from 
a plan area for a decade The volume sold from 
sultable lands cannot exceed the allowable sale 
quantity standard established for the plan area 
Each forest plan which provides for a timber sale 
program must establish a standard settmg the al- 
lowable sale quantity The allowable quantity IS a 
celling, It IS not a future sale level projectIon or tar- 
get and does not reflect all of the factors that may 
influence future sale levels This quantity may be 
expressed on an annual basis as the “average 
annual allowable sale quantity ” 

Allowable Use-The degree of utllzatlon consld- 
ered desirable and attalnable on various speclflc 
parts of an allotment consldenng the present na- 
ture and condltlon of the resource, management 
objectIves, and level of management 

All-Aged Stand A portlon of a forest or a stand 
that contams trees of all, or almost all, age classes 

All Terram Vehicle (ATV) - A type of off-hlghway 
vehicle 50 Inches or less In width, havmg an un- 
laden dry weight of 700 pounds or less, traveling 
on three or more low pressure tires, havmg a seat 
deslgned to be straddled by the operator and de- 
signed for or capable of travel over unimproved 
terrain 

Alternatwe - One of several policies, plans or 
projects proposed for declslon makmg 

AMP - Allotment Management Plan 

Analysis - A detalled examlnatlon of anythlng com- 
plex In order to understand Its nature or determine 
Its essential features 

Analysis Area - A geographic area used for envl- 
ronmental analysis Analysis areas WIII vary In size, 
dependmg on the type of actlvlty and/or project 
bemg analyzed, and the associated Issues, con- 
cerns and opportunltles 

Animal Carcass -The dead body or parts thereof, 
of any mammal, bird, or fish, mcludmg domestlc 
Westock 

Ammal Unit (AU) - ConsIdered to be one mature 
dry cow of approximately 1000 pounds based upon 
an average dally forage consumption of 26 pounds 
dry matter per day 

Ammal Und Conversion Factor-A numerical fig- 
ure expressmg the forage requirements of a par- 
tlcular kmd or class of anlmal relative to the re- 
qulrement for an anlmal unit A conversIon factor 
IS satisfactory with respect to the amount of forage 
required to matntaln an animal, but may not be 
applicable m determInIng stockmg rates for range 
use for particular kinds or classes of animals be- 
cause of different grazmg preferences 

Ammal Umt Month (AUM) - The amount of feed 
or forage required by an anlmal unit for 1 month 
Each wIldlife species WIN utlllze some fraction of 
this as follows Elk = 7, Deer = 3, and Antelope = 
3 

Annual Operabng Plan - The yearly annual plan 
of use for llvestock grazmg actlvltles on an allot- 
ment The annual operatmg plan prescribes the 
annual actlons that are necessary to Implement and 
comply with the AMP and/or Forest Land Manage- 
ment Plan goals, objectives, standards and guide- 
lines It clearly specifies the permlttee’s obllgatlons 
as well as those of the Forest Service for the cur- 
rent year It IS the workmg agreement with the per- 
mlttee for carrymg out the management actlon pre- 
scribed for that year The term Annual Operating 
Plan IS synonymous with the term Annual Plan of 
Use 

Annual Plan of Use - See Annual Operatmg Plan 

Anthropogenic - lnvolvlng the impact of humans 
on natural systems 
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Apparent Trend - An estimate of trend drawn from 
the presence or absence of mdlcators noted or mea- 
sured during a onetime observation Conclusion 
drawn from such a method can be borne out or 
refuted only by makmg addItIonal observations or 
measurements over time Apparent trend IS de- 
scribed In the same terms as measured trend ex- 
cept that when no trend IS apparent It shall be de- 
scribed as “not apparent ” 

Appeal - A request to a higher ranklng Forest Ser- 
vice offlclal for review of and relief from a wrltten 
decision 

Appropriate Suppression Response - The 
planned strategy for wIldfIre suppression actlon, in 
terms of kmd, amount and timmg, which most effl- 
clently meets fire management dire&on undercur- 
rent and expected burnmg condltlons The re- 
sponse may range from a strategy of prompt con- 
trol to one of contamment, confmement or survell- 
lance 

Aquatlc Connectwlty - The level of connection 
between aquatlc habltat patches Aquatlc ecosys- 
tems and species coevolved to function wlthln cer- 
tain llmlts of connectlvlty When aquatlc habltat 
patches are fragmented beyond natural Ilmlts, the 
key ecologlcal lmkages between the blologlcal 
(aquatlc blota, soil microbes, rlparlan plants) and 
physlcal (water, parent material, gradlent) elements 
are weakened and result In reduced aquatlc eco- 
system health 

Aquatlc Ecosystem - Any body of water, such as 
streams, lakes, or springs, and all organisms and 
nonllvmg components withm It, functlonmg as a 
natural system and mteractlng with associated ter- 
restnal ecosystems 

Aquatlc Influence Zone (AK) - Used In the con- 
text of a land management prescnptlon, the area 
encompasslng aquatlc and npanan ecosystems 
and adjacent lands which directly affect the hydro- 
logic, geomorphic, and ecological processes con- 
trollmg aquatlc and nparlan ecosystem health and 
function 

Aquatlc Macroinvertebrates - Invertebrates IIV- 
mg wlthln aquatlc systems that are large enough 
to be seen with the naked eye, I e most aquatlc 
Insects 

Aquifer - A water-bearing geologic formatlon or 
structure that transmits water 

Artlflcial Regeneration Replacement of forest 
stands by plantmg young trees or applying seed 
(direct seeding) 

Aspect - The dlrectlon a slope faces A hlllslde 
facing east has an eastern aspect 

ASQ - Allowable Sale Quantity 

Assessment-The Renewable Resource Assess- 
ment required by the Forest and Rangeland Re- 
newable Resources Plannmg Act (RPA) 

Associated Species - A species found to be nu- 
merlcally more abundant In a particularforest suc- 
cesslonal stage as compared to other stages 

Association - Any assemblage of populations IIV- 
ing m a prescribed area or physlcal habltat A 
loosely organzed unit to the extent that It has char- 
actenstics addItIonal to Its mdlvldual components 

ATV - All Terrain Vehicle 

AUM - Animal Unit Month 

Avoidance Areas - Areas havmg one or more 
physlcal, envlronmental, instItutional or statutory 
lmpedlments to corridor deslgnatlon These are two 
types of avoidance areas 

Discretionary - areas that may be crossed by 
corndors only If necessary and reasonable 
mltlgatlon or avoidance of slgnlflcant Impacts 
can be obtalned 

NondIscretionary - areas that may not be 
crossed by corndors unless authonzed by the 
appropnate offlclal (for example, Governor, 
President, etc ) 

-B- 

BA - Blologlcal Assessment 

Background - The vlslble terraln beyond the fore- 
ground and mlddleground where mdlvidual trees 
are not vlslble but are blended mto the total fabnc 
of the stand (See “Foreground” and 
“MIddleground” ) 

Background Level (Background, Natural Back- 
ground) - The ever-present envlronmental condo- 
tlons or effects above which a phenomenon must 
manifest Itself in order to be detected 
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Bald Eagle Occupied Nestmg Zone (Zone I) - 
The area within a 400 m (1312 ft) radius of an oc- 
cupled nest, or where momtonng data IS sufflclent, 
It IS the distance at which the presence of humans 
first causes slgnlflcant stress or behavior that re- 
sults In InattentIveness to young or eggs 

Bald Eagle Pnmary Use Area (Zone II) - The area 
wlthln an 800 m (2625 ft) radius of the active nest 
and of all known alternatlve nests, or where mom- 
tonng data IS sufflclent, the area where over 75% 
of the adults foraglng and loafing actlvlty occurs 
dunng the nesting season (excluding Zone I) The 
area could be dlscontmuous If movement data In- 
dicate the need 

Bald Eagle Home Range (Zone Ill) - Includes all 
potential foraglng habltat along nvers and streams 
wlthm 4 Km (2 5 ml) of Zone I areas, which IS not 
Included In Zones I or II The zone WIII Include a 
400 m (1312 ft) buffer along the potential foraging 
habltat 

Bark Beetle-An Insect that bores through the bark 
of trees to eat the mner bark and lay Its eggs Bark 
beetles and associated fungi are Important killers 
of forest trees 

Basal Area - 1 The area of the cross section of a 
tree stem, mcludmg the bark, generally at breast 
height (4 5 feet [I 4 m ] above the ground) 2 The 
total area of ground covered by trees measured at 
breast height 3 The actual surface area of solI 
covered or occupied by a plant measured close to 
the ground (basal cover, ground cover) 

Base Sale Schedule - A timber sale schedule for- 
mulated on the basis that the quantity of timber 
planned for sale and harvest for any future decade 
IS equal to or greater than the planned sale and 
harvest for the preceding decade and that this 
planned sale and harvest for any decade IS not 
greater than the long-term sustamed-yield capac- 
Ity This defmltlon expresses the pnnclple of 
nondeclmmg flow 

BE Blologlcal Evaluation 

Bear Management Umts (BMUs) - Eighteen land 
units delineated wtthln the Yellowstone Gnzzly Bear 
Recovery Zone These units are approved by the 
IGBC for grizzly bear population and habltat analy- 
SIS There are three bear management units which 
encompass portlons of the Targhee Natlonal For- 
est 

Bear Management Umt Subumts - Smaller dlvl- 
slons of BMUs approved by the IGBC for addItIonal - 

habltat and population analysts w 

Bear Resistant Contamer - A securable container 
constructed of solld nonpllable matenal capable of 
wIthstandIng 200 foot-pounds of energy (using the 
approved bear-resIstant contamer Impact testmg 
machme) When secured and under stress the 
contamer WIII not have any cracks, openings, or 
hmges that would allow a bear to gain entry by bit- 
mg or pulling with Its claws Wood containers are 
not consldered bear-reslstant unless they are rein- 
forced with metal 

Benchmark - (1) A permanent reference pomt (2) 
In range monltonng, It IS used as a point where 
changes in vegetation through time are measured 

Best Management Pracbces (BMPs) Practices 
which have been deslgned to prevent or reduce 
the amount of nonpomt pollution, to a level com- 
patlble with State water quality standards and qual- 
lty goals These practices may be determmed by 
the State, the Forest, a designated area wide plan- 
mng agency, or on a project level basis Also re- 
ferred to as So11 and Water Conservation Practices a 
(SWCPS) w 

Bug Game -Those species of large mammals nor- 
mally managed for sport huntmg 

Btodegradable - Chemicals or substances which 
can be readily broken down Into their component 
parts by blologlcal actlon 

Biodiversdy - See Blologlcal Dlverslty 

Btologtcal - Relatmg to, or affectmg life and llvlng 
organisms 

BIological Assessment (BA) - A document that 
reviews and evaluates proposed actlons of Fed- 
eral agencies for possible effects on any species 
Ilsted, or proposed to be Ilsted, as threatened or 
endangered, and their designated or proposed cntl- 
cal habitat 

Btologtcal Control -The use of natural means to 
control pests Examples Include Introduced or natu- 
rally occurnng predators such as wasps, or hor- 
mones that lnhlblt the reproduction of pests BIO- 
loglcal controls can sometlmes be alternatlves to a 

mechanlcal or chemtcal means w 
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Biological Diversity - The distnbutlon and abun- 
dance of different plant and anlmal species and 
communltles withm an area Blodlversity can be 
defined as the number of different Items and their 
relative frequency Dlverslty can occur on the ge- 
netlc. species, ecosystem and landscape levels 

Blologlcal Evaluation (BE) - A document that re- 
views all Forest Service planned, funded, executed, 
or permltted programs and actlvltles for possible 
effects on endangered, threatened, proposed, or 
sensltlve plant and animal species 

BIologIcal Potential -The maxlmum possible re- 
source output lImIted only by Inherent physlcal and 
blologlcal charactenstlcs 

Biomass-The total weight of the llvlng orgamsms 
r some bIologIcal system 

Biosphere - That part of the earth’s crust, waters 
and surroundmg air-layer which IS mhablted by IIV- 
ing organisms 

Blota - The plants and animals of an area, taken 
collectively 

Biotic - Pertammg to life or llvmg orgamsms 

Biotic Chmax - A climax caused by a permanent 
influence or culmmatlon of Influences from one or 
more kmds of organisms, mcludmg humans See 
Cllmax 

Biotic Community - See Community 

Biotic Dlversdy - See Blodlverslty 

BMP - Best Management Pracbces 

Board Foot. The amount of wood equivalent to a 
piece 1 foot long by 1 foot wide by 1 mch thick 
Generally, five board feet log measure IS approxl- 
mately equivalent to 1 cubic loot of round wood 

Bog - An Inadequately drained area nch In plant 
residues, usually acid m reactlon. frequently sur- 
roundmg a body of open water, and havmg achar- 
actensbc flora 

Broadcast Burn - AllowIng a prescribed fire to burn 
over a designated area wlthm well-deflned bound- 
anes for reduction of fuel hazard, Improve forage 
for wIldlIfe and Ilvestock, or encourage successful 
regeneration of trees 

Browse - Twigs, leaves and young shoots of trees 
and shrubs that ammals eat Browse IS often used 
to refer to the shrubs eaten by big game, such as 
elk and deer 

Brush - Stands of shrubby, woody plants or low 
growing trees 

Buffer - A designated land or water area, along 
the perimeter of some feature (e g , a stream), 
whose use IS regulated so as to resist, absorb or 
preclude unwanted effects to the protected feature 

Buffer Strip-A protective area ad]acent to an area 
requmng special attention or protectlon. 

Burning Index (Bl) - A number related to the con- 
tnbutlon of fire behavior to the effort of contammg 
a fire BI IS represented m NFDRS by a calculation 
of flame length In feet multipIled by 10 

BURP - Beneflclal Use Reconnaissance Project It 
Includes methods used by Idaho DEQ to measure 
water quality, beneflclal use status and attamabll- 
Ity, and general stream health 

-c- 

C&H Allotment - A cattle and horse allotment 

Cable Logging - Loggmg that mvolves the trans- 
port of logs from stump to collection pomts by 
means of suspended steel cables Cable loggmg 
reduces the need for the construction of loggmg 
roads 

Candidate Species - A species bemg considered 
for Federal llstmg as a threatened or endangered 
species 

Canopy - The more or less contmuous cover of 
branches and follage formed collectively by the 
crown of adjacent trees and other woody growth 
It usually refers to the uppermost layer of follage, 
but It can be used to descnbe lower layers m a 
mulb-storied forest 

Canopy Closure - The degree to which the col- 
lectwe forest canopy, as proJected onto the sur- 
face, occupies or covers that surface, the degree 
to which the sunllght IS blocked or the sky obscured 

Canopy Cover - The percentage of ground cov- 
ered by a vertical projecbon of the outermost pe- 
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nmeter of the natural spread of folrage of plants 
Small openmgs wlthm the canopy are Included The 
sum of canopy cover of several specres may ex- 
ceed 100 percent (Syn crown cover) 

CapabIlity - The potentral of an area of land to 
produce resources, supply goods and servrces, and 
allow resource uses under an assumed set of man- 
agement practrces and at a grven level of manage- 
ment mtensrty CapabIlIty depends upon current 
condrbons and sate condrbons such as clrmate, 
slope, landform, sorls and geology, as well as the 
applrcatron of management pracbces, such as srl- 
vrculture or protectron from fire, msects and drs- 
ease 

Capabihty for Livestock Grazing - Refers to the 
abrlrty (grven physrcal, brologrcal, and technologr- 
cal feasrbrlrty) of land to produce forage resources 
that can be grazed by domestrc or weld ungulates 
Areas desrgnated as “open” to domestic lrvestock 
grazmg have the potential to produce resources, 
supply goods and servrces, and allow resource uses 
under an assumed management Intensity Capa- 
brlrty depends upon factors such as saris, slope, 
landform, etc 

Carnwore - A flesh eatmg organrsm 

Carrymg Capacity-The number of organrsms that 
the resources of a habrtat can support Usually used 
wrth respect to specrfrc species even though the 
carrymg capacrty of a habrtat depends on the mter- 
actrons of both Its abrotrc and brotrc components 

Catastrophic Condition - A signrfrcant change m 
forest condrtrons on the area that affects Forest 
Plan resource management oblecbves and their 
projected and scheduled outputs, uses, costs, and 
effects on local communrbes and envrronmental 
qualrty 

Catastrophic Event-A large-scale, hrgh-mtensrty 
natural drsturbance that occurs Infrequently 

Cawty -The hollow excavated m trees by bards or 
other natural phenomena, used for roosting and 
reproductron by many birds and mammals 

CEM - Cumulatrve Effects Model (Bear) 

Channel - A natural or artrfrcral conduct whrch pen- 
odrcally or contmuously contams movmg water, 
such as a stream A channel has defmed bed and 
banks 

Chargeable Volume - All volume mcluded m the 
growth and yreld prolectrons for the selected man- 
agement prescnptrons used to arnve at the allow- 
able sale quantity, based on regronal utrlrzatron stan- 
dards 

Chemical Control - The use of chemrcal pestr- 
crdes and herbrcrdes to control pests and undesrr- 
able plant specres 

Class I Areas (Awsheds) - An area desrgnated 
for the most strmgent degree of arr qualrty protec- 
bon by the Clean Air Act Included are National 
parks establrshed before August 1977 and welder- 
nesses desrgnated by the 1964 Wrlderness Act 
Increases m sulfur droxrde and partrculate matter 
concentratrons m ambrent arr are stnctly regulated 
to protect vrsrbrlrty 

Class II Areas (Awsheds) -The level of arr qualrty 
protectron assrgned to areas other than Class I 
Areas 

Class of LIvestock - Age and/or sex group of a 
kmd of lrvestock (compare to class of ammal ) 

Classiflcabon The systematic grouprng (and 
nammg) of entrbes based on shared characterrs- 
tics. 

Clean Aw Act - Public Law 84-159 as amended. 
Section 309 of 42 U S C 7609 provtdes authorrty 
for the EnvIronmental Protectron Agency to revrew 
other agency envrronmental Impact statements 

Clearcuttmg - A method of regeneratmg an even- 
aged stand In whrch a new age class develops rn a 
fully-exposed mrcroclrmate after removal, rn a smgle 
cuttmg, of all trees m the prevrous stand 

Clearcutting with Reserves Regenerallon 
Method - A vanant of the Clearcuttmg Method m 
whrch varymg numbers of reserve trees are not 
cut to attam goals other than regeneratron The 
method normally creates a two-aged stand 

Climate -The average course or condrtron of the 
weather at a partrcular place over a period of many 
years as exhrbrted m extremes, means, ranges and 
seasonal drstnbutrons 

Chmax - The culmmatmg stage m plant succes- 
sion for a grven sate where the vegetation has 
reached a hrghly stable condrtron 
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Climax Commumty -The ftnal stage in plant suc- 
cewon for a site Its nature IS cietermmed largely 
by the cllmate and so11 of a region Absent dlstur- 
bance, the climax community develops and mam- 
talns Itself in steady state condltlons 

Chmax Spectes - Species that are self perpetuat- 
~ng in the absence of disturbance 

Climax Vegetahon - The pattern or complex of 
climax communltles in a landscape corresponding 
to the pattern of envlronmental gradients or habl- 
tats 

Closed Allotment/Area - An allotment or area 
where livestock grazmg IS not permltted 

Coarse-fdter Analysis - An analysis of aggregates 
of elements such as cover type or plant commu- 
mty 

Coarse Fdter Management - Land management 
that addresses the needs of all associated spe- 
cles, communltles, envlronments, and ecologlcal 
processes m a land area (See fine filter manage- 
ment ) 

Collector Roads - Roads that serve small land 
areas and are usually connected to a Forest Sys- 
tem Road, a county road, or a state hlghway 

Commercial Forest Land - Forest land that IS pro- 
duclng or IS capable of producing crops of mdus- 
tnal wood and (a) has not been withdrawn by Con- 
gress, the Secretary, orthe Chief, (b) exlstrng tech- 
nology and knowledge IS avallable to ensure tlm- 
ber productlon wlthout lrreverslble damage to SOIIS 
productlvlty, or watershed condltlons, and (c) ex- 
IstIng technology and knowledge, as reflected in 
current research and expenence, provides reason- 
able assurance that adequate restockmg can be 
attamed wlthln 5 years after flnal harvesting 

Commercial Thmnmg - Selective cuttmg in Im- 
mature stands in which all or part of the felled trees 
are extracted for useful products and deslgned to 
Improve the quality and growth of the remammg 
trees 

Commoddy - A resource product for which a mon- 
etary value has been establlshed 

Common Van&y Mmeral - (also called salable 
mlneral) In general, common variety mmeral ma- 

terlals occur widely and have a low unit value 
These include common vaneties of sand, gravel, 
cmders, stone, pumice, clay and other slmllar ma- 
tenals Defined in the Materials Act of 1947 and 
Public law 167 of 1955, these mmerals are sold 
rather than located or leased Their disposal IS to- 
tally at the dlscretlon of the Forest Servce 

Commumty All of the orgamsms InhabitIng a com- 
mon environment and InteractIng with one another, 
or an association of InteractIng populations usually 
defined by the nature of their Interactjon in the place 
m which they live 

Community Cohesion - The degree of unity and 
cooperation wlthln a community II-I working toward 
shared goals and solutions to problems Used in 
the context of human relatIonshIps 

Community Stability - A commumty’s capacity to 
handle change wlthout major hardshlps or dlsrup- 
tlons to component groups or lnstttutlons Measure- 
ment of community stability requires ldentlflcatlon 
of the type and rate of proposed change and an 
assessment of the commumty’s capacity to accom- 
modate that level of change 

Community Type - An aggregation of all plant 
communltles dIstInguIshed by florlstlc and struc- 
tural simllarltles !n both overstory and undergrowth 
layers A unit of vegetation wlthm a classlflcatlon 

Compartment-A unit of forested land, usually be- 
tween 1,000 and 3,000 acres in size, defined by 
natural and man-made features and used to faclll- 
tate timber planning 

Compebtion -The general struggle for existence 
and dominance in which living orgamsms compete 
for a lImIted supply of the necessltles of life 

Composition - What an ecosystem IS composed 
of CornposItion could Include water, mmerals, 
trees, snags, wildlife, solI, mlcroorganlsms, and 
cerlam plant species that compnse a biotic com- 
munity or other ecologlcal unit 

Concern - (Also management concern ) An IS- 
sue, problem or condttlon which constrains the 
range of management practices ldentlfled by the 
Forest Servlce in the planning process 

Confme - To hmlt fire spread wIthIn a predeter- 
mmed area prmclpally by use of natural or precon- 
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strutted barriers orenvlronmental condltlons Sup- 
pression actlon may be mInImal and lImIted to sur- 
veIllance under appropriate condmons 

Comfer A tree, usually evergreen, that produces 
cones, such as a pme, spruce, or fir tree 

Connected Actions - Closely related actlons which 
automatlcally tngger other actlons, cannot proceed 
unless other actlons are taken previously 01 slmul- 
taneously, or are Interdependent parts of a larger 
action and depend on the larger actlon forjustlflca- 
bon 

Connectiwty (of habitats) - The linkage of slrnl- 
lar but separated vegetatton stands by patches, 
corndors or “steppmg stones” of llke vegetation 
This term can also refer to the degree to which 
slmllar habitats are lmked 

Connectivity - The condltlon in which the spatial 
arrangement of land or water habitats allows blo- 
loglcal and ecologlcal processes to function across 
the landscape Connectlvlty IS the opposite of frag- 
mentatlon 

Conservation - The careful protectjon, utlllzatlon 
and planned management of natural resources to 
prevent their depletion, exploltatlon, destruction, 
waste or neglect 

Consistency - The degree to which all resource 
plans and permits, contracts and othermstruments 
for the use and occupancy of Nattonal Forest Sys- 
tem land adhere to Forest Plan dIrectIon 

Constramt - A Ilmltatlon, actlon which cannot be 
taken or must be taken 

Consumer Organism -An orgamsm which ingests 
other orgamsms or existing organic matter 

Consumptive Use - A use of resources that re- 
duces the supply, such as logging and mmmg (See 
also nonconsumptive use) 

Contain - To surround a fire, and any spot fires 
therefrom, with control lmes as needed, which can 
reasonably be expected to check the fire’s spread 
under prevallmg and predlcted condltlons 

Contmgency Plan - A plan for provldmg timely 
recognition of approaching crItIcal fire sltuatlons, 
prlorlty settmg, and deployment of forces and other 
actlon to resolve those sltuatlons 

Continuous Grazing System - Unrestricted graz- 
ing throughout the entlre grazing season every year 

Contour A line drawn on a map connecting points 
of the same elevation 

Contrast-The degree to which adjacent landscape 
elements differ from each other, with respect to 
species cornposItIon and physlcal attrlbutes 

Control - To complete the control llne around a 
fire, any spot fires therefrom, and any Intenor IS- 
lands to be saved, burn out any unburned area 
adjacent to the fire side of the control Ilne, and cool 
down all hot spots that are lmmedlate threats to 
the control Ime, until the line can reasonably be 
expected to hold under foreseeable condltlons 

Coordmated Resource Management (CRM) - 
The process whereby various user groups are I”- 
valved I” dIscussIon of alternative resource uses 
and collectively diagnose management problems, 
establish goals and objectIves, and evaluate mul- 
tlple use resource management 

Core Area - A term used to describe a component 
of gnzzly bear habltat Core areas are free of mo- 
tonzed access durmg the nondennlng penod Core 
areas must meet the followlng crlterla 

No motorized use of roads and trails dunng the 
nondennmg period Wlthm the core area, 
restncted roads require closure devices that are 
permanent such as tank traps, large boulders, 
dense vegetation, etc 

No roads or trails that receive nonmotorlzed, 
high mtenslty use as defmed in established 
cumulative effects actlvtty defmltlons 

MInImum of 3 miles from any open road or 
motorized trail This will be accompllshed by 
buffenng all open roads and open motorized 
trails 

Conslderatlon should be given to ensure that 
the core areas meet seasonal bear habltat 
needs by assunng that spring, summer, fall and 
dennmg habltat wlthln the core areas are 
representative of these seasonal habitats in the 
entlre analysis area 

Once core areas become establtshed and 
effective, these areas should remam in place 
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for at least 10 years This duration IS based 
upon the generatlon time for a female grizzly 
bear or the time It takes a female grizzly bear to 
replace herself 

Corridor - A linear strip of land managed for spe- 
clflc vegetational and other (roads) charactenstlcs 
to allow the movement of spec!es between areas 
of sultable habltat The landscape elements that 
connect slmllar patches though a dlsslmllar matrix 
or an aggregation of dlsslmllar patches 

Cost-efficiency - The usefulness of speclfled I”- 
puts (costs) to produce speclfled outputs (benefits) 
In measuring cost efflclency, some outputs, Includ- 
Ing environmental, economic, orsoclal Impacts, are 
not asslgned monetary values but are achieved at 
specified levels in the least cost manner Cost ef- 
ficiency IS usually measured usmg present net 
value, although use of benefit-cost ratios and rates- 
of-return may be appropriate 

Council on Environmental Qualdy (CEQ) - The 
Council Issues regulations bIndIng on all federal 
agencies, to Implement the procedural provlslons 
of the NatIonal EnvIronmental Policy Act The regu- 
latlons address the administration of the NEPA pro- 
cess, lncludlng preparation of EnvIronmental Im- 
pact Statements (EIS) for major federal actions 
which signlflcantly affect the quality of the human 
environment 

Cover - Any feature that conceals wIldlIfe or fish 
Cover may be dead or live vegetation, boulders, or 
undercut streambanks Animals use cover to es- 
cape from predators, to rest or to feed 

Cover Class - Represents a percentage range for 
a flxed area covered by the crowns of plants It IS 
measured as a verllcal projectIon of the outermost 
portion of the foliage Cover Class A = ~40% 
canopy cover, Cover Class B = 40-60% canopy 
cover, Cover Class C = >60% canopy cover 

Cover-forage Ratio - The ratlo of hldlng cover to 
foraglng areas for wIldlIfe species 

Cover, Percent - The area covered by the com- 
bmed aenal parts of plants and vegetative ground 
cover expressed as a percent of the total area 

Cover Type (forested cover type) - Stands of 
vegetation that are dlstmgulshed by the exlstmg 
dominant or codomlnant plant canopies The as- 

pen cover type contams plants dlstlnct from the 
plnyon-juniper cover type 

Created Openmg An opemng in the forest cover 
(nonstocked and seedling stages) created by the 
appllcatlon of even-aged sllvicultural practices 
(clearcuts, seed cuts of a shelterwood, or group 
selectlon), and nonstocked and seedlmg stages 
followmg natural or prescribed fire 

Cntlcal Area-A portion of rangeland which has a 
crItIcal Issue related to It, such as a threatened or 
endangered or sensltlve species, a high use recre- 
atlon area, or a key wildlIfe habItat The area serves 
as a momtonng and evaluation site for the crltlcal 
Issue 

Cntlcal Habltat - Speclflc area occupied by threat- 
ened or endangered species, on which are found 
those physlcal and/or bIologIcal features that are 
essential to the conservation of the species 

Crop Tree - A tree that forms, or IS selected to 
form, a component of the final stand, speclflcally, 
one selected to be carned through to matunty Also 
known as a fmal crop tree or growing stock tree 

Crown - The upper part of a tree or other woody 
plant carrymg the maln branch system and follage 
above a more or less clean stem 

Crown Closure - See cover class 

Crown Cover - The amount of canopy provided 
by branches and follage of trees, shrubs, and herbs 
in a plant community May be speclfled by spe- 
cles, growth form or collectively 

Crown Fire - A fire that advances from top to top 
of trees or shrubs more or less Independently of 
the surface fire SometImes crown fires are classed 
as either runnmg or dependent, to dlstmgulsh the 
degree of Independence from the surface fire 

Crown Height - The distance from the ground to 
the base of the crown of a tree 

CU Allotment-An allotment grazed by both sheep 
and cattle (common use) 

Culmination of Mean Annual Increment - For a 
tree or stand of trees, the age at which the aver- 
age annual Increment IS greatest It colncldes pre- 
clsely with the age at which the current annual I”- 
crement just equals the mean annual Increment of 
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the stand and thereby define the rotation of a fully 
stocked stand that yields the maximum volume 
growth 

Cultural Resource - The remams of sites, struc- 
tures, or objects used by humans In the past his- 
toncal or archaeologlcal 

Cultural Sensitwity Refers to the llkellhood of 
encountenng slgnlficant cultural volumes (quantity 
and/or quallty) that may affect and may be affected 
by ground-dlsturbmg actlvltles 

Cumulatwe Actions - Acttons which when wewed 
with other proposed actrons have cumulatively slg- 
mflcant Impacts 

Cumulative Effects or Impacts - The impact on 
the environment which results from the mcremen- 
tal Impact of an actlon when added to other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future actlons 
regardless of what agency or person undertakes 
such other actlon Cumulative effects or Impacts 
can result from mdlvldually mmor but collectively 
slgnlflcant actions takmg place over a penod of time 

Cumulative Effects Analysis - An analysis of the 
cumulative effects 

Cuttmg Cycle-The planned lapse of time between 
successive cuttings m a stand 

Cuttmg Method - Describes cuttmgs used either 
to help reproduce forest stands (reproduction or 
harvest cuttmgs) or to mamtam their vigor and de- 
sired composltlon and structure In terms of tree 
species, ages, and size classes (IntermedIate cut- 
tmgs) 

Cyclmg -One of the ways functions are described,, 
resources which are transported wlthm the system 
(such as anlmal mlgratlon, nutrient cycling In a for- 
est stand, snow melt becommg part of the surface 
or groundwater flow ) 

-D- 

Data - Any measurements, facts, evidence or ob- 
servatlons reduced to a recorded and retnevable 
format 

DB Database 

DBH - Diameter at Breast Height 

Decomposar - An organism, usually a bactenum 
or fungus, that breaks down the bodies or parts of 
dead plants and animals into simpler compounds 

Decomposmon - The process of separatmg Into 
constWent parts, elements, or simpler organic and 
morgamccompounds In bIologIcal systems, a pro- 
cess usually accompllshed by fungi and bacteria 

Decomposition Class - Any of five stages of de- 
cornposItIon of logs left in the forest, stages range 
from essentially sound to almost total decomposl- 
tlon (See table at end of glossary for addItIonal 
InformatIon) 

Defoliation - The removal of leaves from plants, 
especially by herblcldes or plant eatmg animals 

Density Numbers of mdivlduals or stems per unit 
area (Denslty does not equate to any kmd of cover 
measurement ) 

Departure - A timber sale schedule that deviates 
from the pnnclple of nondeclInIng flow by exhlblt- 
mg a planned decrease in the sale schedule at any 
time during the plannmg horizon A departure IS 
characterized by a temporary increase, usually In 
the begmnlng decade(s) of the plannmg honzon, 
overthe base sale schedule origInally establtshed 
This mcrease does not ImpaIr the future attamment 
of the long-term sustamed yield capacity 

Dependent Species - A species for which a habi- 
tat element (for example, snags) IS deemed es- 
sentlal for the specres to occur regularly or to re- 
produce 

Desirable Plant Species - Species which contnb- 
ute to the management objectIves 

Deswed Condition (DC) - A portrayal of land or 
resource condltlons which are expected to result If 
plannmg goals and obJectIves are fully achieved 

Desired Future Conddion (DFC) - A descnptlon 
of the cumulative results of lmplementlng the goals 
expressed in the Forest Plan 

Desired Future Vegetahon - The future state of 
the plant community on a site or an ecological unit 
which meets forest plan or other management ob- 
jectlves 
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Dewed Plant Community - A plant community 
which produces the kind, proportion, and amount 
of vegetation necessary for meetmg or exceeding 
the Forest Land Management Plan or Allotment 
Management Plan objecbves establlshed for an 
ecologlcal type(s) The desired plant community 
must be consistent with the type’s capabIlIty to pro- 
duce the desired vegetation through management, 
land treatment, or a combmatlon of the two The 
desired plant community must conserve to the ex- 
tent practicable the long-term potential of the site 
to produce vegetation, and produce m the short- 
term those combmatlons of desired goods and ser- 
vices 

Dewed Soil Protection - Desired so11 quality stan- 
dards which meet forest plan or other management 
oblectlves for mamtammg so11 productlvlty poten- 
teal, mcludmg thresholds for so11 cover, erosion, 
compactlon and so11 displacement 

Dewed Vegetation Conddlon (DVC) - For both 
rlpanan areas and nonforested uplands IS defined 
as The speclflc future condltlon of rangeland veg- 
etatlon and other resources such as aquatIc habl- 
tat and water quality that meet management ob- 
fectlves as identlfled In the Forest Plan, Allotment 
Management Plans, or other documents AdditIonal 
clanficatlon can be found In the nonforested veg- 
etatlon sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS 

DetrImental Compaction - See So11 sectjon of 
glossary 

Detrimental Displacement - See So11 sectlon of 
glossary 

DetrImental Disturbance - Sea Soli section of 
glossary 

Detrimental Puddling - See So11 sectlon of glos- 
sary 

Developed Recreation Sites - Relatively small, 
dlstmctly defmed and developed areas where fa- 
clllties are provided for concentrated public use, 
(for example, campgrounds, plcnlc areas, and 
swimmmg areas) These areas have more than 
$50,000 of Investment and two or more developed 
faclllties are present 

Development Scale - The followmg scale de- 
scribes faclllty development levels for dispersed and 
developed recreation sites 

I- MInImum site modlflcatlon Rustic or 
rudimentary improvements deslgned for 
protection of the site rather than comfort of the 
users Use of synthetic materials excluded 
MInImum controls are subtle No obvious 
reglmentatlon Spacing Informal and extended 
to minlmlze contacts between users Motorized 
access not provided or permltted 

2- LIttIe site modlflcatlon Rustic or rudimentary 
Improvements designed prlmanly for protectIon 
of the site rather than the comfort of the users 
Use of synthetic materials avolded MinImum 
controls are subtle LIttIe obvious reglmentabon 
Spacmg Informal and extended to mmlmlze 
contacts between users Motorized access 
provided or permitted Pnmary access over 
pnmltlve roads lnterpretlve serwces informal, 
almost subllmlnal 

3- Site modlflcatlon moderate Faclllbes about 
equal for protectlon of site and comfort of users 
Contemporaly/rustic design of improvements IS 
usually based on use of native materials 
InconspIcuous vehicular traffic controls usually 
provided Roads may be hard surfaced and trails 
formalized Development density about 3 family 
units per acre Pnmary access may be over high 
standard roads lnterpretlve services Informal, 
but generally direct 

4- Site heavily modlfled Some facilltles 
deslgned stnctly for comfort and convemence 
of users Luxury facllltles not provided Faclllty 
design may mcorporate synthetic materials 
Extensive use of artiflclal surfacmg of roads and 
trails Vehicular traffic control usually obvious 
Pnmary access usually over paved roads 
Development density 3-5 family units per acre 
Plant materials usually nabve Interprebve 
serwces often formal or structured 

5- High degree of site modlflcatlon Facillbes 
mostly deslgned for comfort and convenience 
of users and usually Include flush tollets, may 
Include showers, bathhouses, laundryfacllltles, 
and electrical hookups Synthetic materials 
commonly used Formal walks or surfaced trails 
Reglmentabon of users IS obvious Access 
usually by high-speed hlghways Development 
density 5 or more family units per acre Plant 
materials may be foreign to the environment 
Formal mterpretlve serwces usually avaIlable 
Designs formalized and architecture may be 
contemporary Mowed lawns and clipped shrubs 
not unusual 
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DFC - Desired Future Condltlon DIsturbed Soil _ see So11 Disturbance 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) - The diameter 
of a tree measured 4 feet 6 inches (1 4 m) above 
the ground 

Direct Effect - An effect that IS caused by an ac- 
tlon and occurs m [generally] the same time and 
place as the actlon 

Discount Rate - An interest rate that represents 
the cost or time value of money m determmmg the 
present value of future costs and benefits A “real” 
discount rate IS one adjusted to exclude the effects 
of mflatlon 

Dlscountmg - An adjustment, using a discount 
rate, for the value of money over time so that costs 
and benefits occurnng m the future are reduced to 
a common time, usually the present, for compan- 
son 

Dispersal - The movement of plants and ammals 
away from their pomt of ongln to another locatlon 
where they subsequently get estabkshed and pro- 
duce offspnng 

Dispersed Recreation - Recreational actlvlttes 
that do not require developed facllltles These In- 
clude hlkmg, flshmg, hunting, blkmg, campmg at 
undeveloped campsltes, etc 

Dispersed Recreation Sites - Relatwely small, un- 
developed areas where public recreation use oc- 
curs These areas have less than $50,000 of m- 
vestment in facllltles such as toilets, tables, fenc- 
Ing, etc These s&es are generally adjacent to roads 
or trails and are used for dispersed recreation ac- 
tlvltles, such as campmg, flshmg, hunting, hIking, 
etc 

Dispersion - To spread out the Impacts of timber 
harvest by dlstnbutmg harvest units more or less 
uniformly throughout a dramage 

Distmctive (Class A) landscape - Areas where 
features of landform, vegetation patterns, water 
forms, and rock formatlons are of unusual or out- 
standmg visual quality 

Disturbance - Any event such as a forest fire or 
Insect mfestatlon that alters the structure, compo- 
sltion, or function of an ecosystem 

Diversdy - The dlstnbutlon and abundance of dtf- 
ferent plant and ammal communltles and species 
withm the area covered by a land and resource 
management plan See also BIologIcal DIverMy, 
Edge, and Horizontal Dlverslty 

Dommant - A taxon or group of taxa which by their 
collective size, mass, or numbers exert the most 
Influence on commumty composltlon and form 

Dramage - A large area mostly bounded by ndges, 
encompassmg part, most or all of a watershed 

Drought Index - A number representing net effect 
of evaporation, transplratlon, and preclpltatlon in 
producing cumulative moisture depletion m deep 
duff or upper so11 layers 

Durablhty - The abtllty of resources to tolerate sus- 
tanned use, wlthout degradation d the resource base 
(I e , productMy or quallty) 

Dwarf Mistletoe (Arceothobfum spp.) - Parasltrc, 
seedbeanng plants that attack most western con,- 
fers Infected trees can be recognized by presence 
of witches’ brooms, cankers, swellings, and other 
abnormalltles Economic losses can be heavy, as 
damage results m smallertrees, lowertlmber qual- 
sty, and increased mortality 

-E- 

EA EnvIronmental Assessment 

Early Forest SuccessIon -The blotlc (or Ilfe) com- 
munlty that develops lmmedlately followmg the re- 
moval or destructlon of vegetation In an area For 
Instance, grasses may be the first plants to grow m 
an area that was burned, followed by forbs and 
shrubs 

Ecocentnc - A conservation strategy that focus 
on provldmg habltat patterns that are mamfesta- 
tlons of ecological processes operatmg at several 
scales 

Also, a phllosophlcal vIewpoint which emphasizes 
the mamtenance of natural systems at the expense 
of commodity production and other human uses 
The goal of this philosophy IS to permit natural eco- 
loglcal processes to operate as freely as possible, 
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because wild land values for society ultimately de- 
pend on the retention of naturalness 

Ecoclass - Classlflcatlon system for the biological 
and earth sciences based on linkmg together ex- 
IstIng dlsclpllnary classlflcations of the major eco- 
system components 

Ecological Approach - A natural resource plan- 
ning and management method that assures con- 
sIderation of the relatIonshIp among all organisms 
(mcludmg humans) and their environment 

Ecology-The mterrelatlonshlps of llvlng thmgs to 
one another and to their environment, or the study 
of these mterrelatlonshlps 

ECOMAP The name given to the Forest Service 
Workgroup that developed the Natlonal Hierarchy 
of EcologIcal Units for the Unlted States 

Economic Impacts - 

drrect economic Impact Effects caused 
directly by forest product harvest or processmg 
or by forest uses 

Indirect economrc Impact - Effects that occur 
when supportmg lndustnes sell goods or 
services to directly affected mdustnes 

Induced economrc Impact - Effects that occur 
when employees or owners of directly or 
mdlrectly affected Industries spend their income 
wlthm the economy 

Ecoregron - A contmuous geographic area over 
which the macrocllmate IS sufflclently uniform to 
permit development of slmllar ecosystems on sites 
with slmllar propertles Ecoregions contain mul- 
tlple landscapes with different spatial patterns of 
ecosystems 

Ecosystem -An arrangement of llvmg and nonllv- 
mg things and the forces that move among them 
Llvlng thmgs Include plants and animals Nonllv- 
mg parts of ecosystems may be rocks and miner- 
als Weather and wildflre are two of the forces that 
act wlthln ecosystems 

Ecosystem Composrbon - The constituent ele- 
ments of an ecosystem 

Ecosystem Funchon - The processes through 
which the constituent livmg and nonllvmg elements 

of ecosystems change and interact, mcludmg bio- 
geochemlcal processes and succession 

Ecosystem Health - Ecosystems at any temporal 
or spatial scale are “healthy” when they are dy- 
namlc and reslllent to perturbations to structures, 
composlt!ons and processes of their biological or 
physlcal components 

Ecosystem Management - The use of an eco- 
loglcal approach to blend social, physlcal, economic 
and blologlcal needs and values to provide pro- 
ductlve, healthy ecosystems 

Ecosystem Pattern The structure that results 
from the dlstnbution of organisms m, and their m- 
teractlon with their environment Includes zonatlon, 
stratlflcatlon, actlvlty or penodiclty, food-webs, re- 
productive, social and stochastic 

Ecosystem Resilience-The tendency of an eco- 
system to return after a disturbance to its former 
structure and function 

Ecosystem Resrstance -The tendency of an eco- 
system to remam unchanged m the face of a dls- 
turbance 

Ecosystem Restoration - Returnmg an ecosys- 
tem from a nonsustamable to a sustamable condo- 
tlon 

Ecosystem Stabrlity The degree to which an 
ecosystem IS reslstant and/or reslllent to dlstur- 
bances 

Ecosystem Structure - The spatial arrangement 
of the llvlng and nonlIvIng elements of an ecosys- 
tem 

Ecosystem Sustamabrlity - The ablllty to sustain 
diversity, productlvlty, resilience to stress, health, 
renewabillty, and/or yields of desired values, re- 
source uses, products, or serwces from an eco- 
system while mamtalnmg its mtegnty over bme 

Edge - The margln where two or more vegetation 
patches meet, such as a meadow openmg next to 
a mature forest stand, or a Douglas-fir stand next 
to an aspen stand 

Edge Effect-The increased nchness of plants and 
ammals resulting from the mlxmg of two commune- 
ties where they jolt? 

G-13 



Effects - The envrronmental consequences of a 
proposed actron Included are drrect effects, whrch 
are caused by the action and occur at the same 
bme and place, and mdrrect effects, which are 
caused by the actron and are later rn trme or fur- 
ther removed rn drstance, but whrch are stall rea- 
sonably foreseeable lndrrect effects may mclude 
growth rnducrng effects and other effects related 
to Induced changes In the pattern of land use popu- 
lation densrty or growth rate, and related effects 
on au, water and other natural systems, rncludrng 
ecosystems 

Effects and Impacts as used rn this statement are 
synonymous Effects Include ecologrcal (such as 
the effects on natural resources and on the com- 
ponents, structures and functronmg of affected 
ecosystems), aesthetrc quakty, hrstorrc, cultural, 
economrc, socral or health whether direct, mdrrect 
or cumulatrve Effects may also Include those re- 
sultrng from actrons that may have both benefrcral 
and detnmental effects, even If on balance the 
agency belreves that the effects will be benefrcral 

EHE - Elk Habrtat Effectrveness 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement 

Elk Habltat Effectweness (EHE) - A measure of 
the quality of an area for elk during the spnng/sum- 
mer/fall seasons Two habrtat parameters are con- 
srdered to be most rmportant for EHE 1) motor- 
rzed road and trawl densrtres (measured In mrles/ 
square mrle), 2) elk hrdmg cover (measured as a 
percentage of an area m cover ) 

Elk Hidmg Cover - Vegetatron capable of hrdrng 
90 percent of a standing adult elk from the vrew of 
a human at a drstance equal to or less than 200 
feet 

Elk Vulnerability (EV) - The percent mortalrty of 
bull elk dunng the fall general nfle hunting season 
Two parameters are consrdered to be most impor- 
tant for EV 1) hunter densrtres (measured rn hunter- 
days/square mrle), 2) motorrzed road and trawl den- 
srtres (measured In mrles/square mrle ) 

Emergent Vegetabon - Plants rooted rn shallow 
water and having most of the vegetatrve growth 
above water 

Emission - A release of as contammants Into the 
outdoor atmosphere 

Endangered Species Any specres of anrmal or 
plant that IS rn danger of extrnctron throughout all 
or a slgnrflcant portron of Its range Plant or ammal 
species rdentrfred (Irsted) by the Secretary of the 
Interror as endangered In accordance wrth the 1973 
Endangered Species Act 

Endangered Species Act - Pubkc Law 93-205 (16 
USC 1531-1536, 1538-1540) Crted as the En- 
dangered Specres Act of 1973 The Act requrres 
consultatron wrth U S Frsh and Wrldlrfe Servrce If 
practrces on Natronal Forest System lands may 
Impact a threatened or endangered species (plant 
or anrmal) 

Endemic - Natrve to, and restncted rn drstnbutron 
to, a defined area (Not eprdemrc) 

Envwonment - The complex of clrmatrc, so11 and 
brotrc factors that act upon and Influence an eco- 
system The complex of these factors whrch make 
up the rmmedrate habrtat of an organrsm 

Environmental Analysis-An analysrs of alterna- 
tive actrons and therr predrctable long and short- 
term envrronmental effects Envrronmental analy- 
ses Include physrcal, brologrcal, socral and eco- 
nomrc factors 

Envwonmental Assessment (EA) - A document 
provrdrng evrdence and analysrs relatmg to a pro- 
posed actron by a Federal Agency It establrshes 
whether an envrronmental Impact statement (EIS) 
must be wntten, or a frndmg of no srgnrfrcant rm- 
pact (FONSI) wrll be Issued It Includes the pro- 
posed actron and alternatrves, and evaluates their 
potentral envlronmental Impacts 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) A state- 
ment of the environmental effects of a proposed 
actron and alternatrves to It It IS requrred for major 
Federal actrons under Sectron 102 of the Natronal 
Envrronmental Polrcy Act (NEPA) and released to 
the publrc and other agencies for comment and 
revrew It IS a formal document that must follow 
the requrrements of NEPA, the Councrl on Envr- 
ronmental Qualrty (CEQ) gurdelrnes, and drrectrves 
of the agency responsible for the project proposal 

Ephemeral Streams - Streams that flow only as 
the drrect result of rainfall or snowmelt They have 
no permanent flow 

Erosion - The weanng away of the land surface 
by wrnd, water, Ice or gravrty 
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ESA Endangered Specres Act 

Escaped Fire A fire whrch has exceeded, or IS 
antrcrpated to exceed, rnrtral attack capabilrtres or 
the ftre management drrectron or prescnptron 

EV Elk Vulnerabrkty 

Even-aged Forest - A forest stand compnsmg 
trees with less than a 20-year difference In age 

Even-aged Management - Trmber management 
actrons that result rn the creation of a stand of trees 
In which the trees are essentrally the same age 
Clearcut, shelterwood, or seed tree cutting meth- 
ods produce even-aged stands 

Even-aged Stand - A porkon of a forest or a stand 
composed of trees having no, or relatrvely small, 
drfferences In age, although drfferences of a much 
as 30 percent are admrssrble m rotatrons greater 
than 100 years 

Even-aged System - A srlvrcultural system that 
produces stands rn whrch all trees are about the 
same age, that IS, the drfference rn age between 
trees formmg the main crown canopy level wrll usu- 
ally not exceed 20 percent of the rotatron length 

EWU - Ecologrcal Water Unit 

Exclusion Areas - Areas havmg a statutory prohr- 
brtion to rrghts-of-way for llneal facrlrtres or corridor 
deslgnatlon 

Extensive Management-The practrce of forestry 
on a basks of low operatmg and Investment costs 
per acre Also known as extensrve forestry 

Extmct - A specres IS extrnct when It no longer 
exists 

Extmcbon -The process whrch results In the com- 
plete ekmrnatron of a specres leavmg no lrvrng de- 
scendants ExtInctIons may be local or global 

Eyrie - A ledge along a clrff used for nestrng per- 
egrrne falcons 

-F- 

Factlities - Physrcal Infrastructure such as admm- 
rstratrve burldrngs, water and sanrtatron systems, 

sanrtary landfills. dams, bridges and communrca- 
tron systems 

Fauna -The anrmal life of an area 

Felling - Cuttrng down trees 

Fen - Low peaty land covered wholly or partly with 
water 

Fmal Cut - The removal of the last seed bearers 
or shelter trees after regeneration of new trees has 
been establrshed In a stand berng managed under 
the shelterwood system of srlvrculture 

Fmal Removal - Removal of all remarnrng over- 
story trees to release an adequately stocked sal- 
vageable understory 

Final Removal Cut - A type of cut that releases 
established regeneratron from competrbon wrth 
seed trees under the seed tree and shelterwood 
regeneratron methods Reserve trees may or may 
not be retarned 

Fine Fuels - Fast drymg fuels such as grass, 
leaves, draped pine needles, and small twrgs that 
when dry ignrte readrly Fine fuels are consrdered 
1 hour trmelag fuels (see trmelag defrnrtron) 

Fme Organtc Matter - Organrc matenal on top of 
mmeral so11 conststmg of fallen vegetative matter 
In various stages of decomposrtion Specrfrcally 
referred to as honzons rn so11 descnptrons Fine 
organic matter Includes woody matenal up to 3 
Inches In drameter 

Fmes - Waterborn parhcles the sze of silt and clay 

Fwe - The raprd, persrstent chemrcal reaction of a 
fuel and oxygen that releases heat, kght and un- 
burned partrculate (smoke) 

Ftre Ecology - Area of study addressrng the rela- 
tronshrps among fire, the envrronment, and lrvrng 
organrsms 

Fwe Frequency - The number of wrldland fires 
started rn a grven area over a grven trme 

Fire Group - A collection of srmrlar habrtat types 
and therr assocrated fire ecology 

Ftre Hazard - A fuel complex, defined by volume, 
type condrtron, arrangement, and location, that 
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determines the degree of ease of lgmtlon and of 
resistance to control 

Fwe Management - All actlvltles required for the 
protectton from fire of burnable wlldland values and 
the use of fire to meet land management goals and 
objectIves 

Fwe Management Area - One or more parcels of 
land havmg a common set of fire management ob- 
fectlves 

Fire Occurrence - Number of fires per unit time In 
a speclfled area 

Fire Regrme - The charactenstlc frequency, ex- 
tent, Intensity, seventy and seasonallty of fires In 
an ecosystem 

Fwe Risk -The chance of fire startmg, as affected 
by the nature and Incidence of causative agents, 
an element of the fire danger In any area 

Fire Suppresston -All work and acbvltles assocl- 
ated with fire extmgulshlng operations begInnIng 
with dlscovery and continuing until the fire IS com- 
pletely extInguished 

Fwelme lntenstty - The amount of heat released 
in BTUs per foot of fire front per second Related 
to the difficulty of containment of a fire 

Fish Any of numerous cold-blooded aquatlc ver- 
tebrates havmg fms, gllls and a streamlmed body 

Frsh-bearmg Stream Reaches - Those portlons 
of streams and rivers that support fish of any spe- 
cles dunng all, or a portlon of, their life cycle 

Fishenes Habitat Streams, lakes, and reservoirs 
that support fish, or have the potential to support 
fish 

Floodplain The lowland and relatively flat area 
adjoIning waters Including, at a mmlmum, the area 
subject to a one percent or greater chance of flood- 
Ing In any given year (loo-year recurrence) 

Flora - The plant life of an area 

Fluvial - Of or relating to nvers and streams 

FOIA Freedom of InformatIon Act 

Food Chain - A senes of spatially associated spe- 
cles, each of which IIves as a predator, parasite or 
absorber of the next lower species down In the 
senes 

FOR - FORPLAN or FORPLAN AlternatIve 

Forage - All browse and herbaceous foods that 
are available to grazmg animals It may be grazed 
or harvested for feedmg 

Forb - A broadleaf plant that has IMe or no woody 
material in It 

Foreground - The part of a scene or landscape 
that IS nearest to the viewer 

Forest - An ecosystem characterized by a more 
or less dense and extensive tree cover Usually 
supporhng or capable of supportmg forests at a 
density of 10 percent crown closure or more 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Plannmg Act (RPA) (1974) - Public Law 93-378 
(16 U SC 1600-1614) This act requires the de- 
velopment of long term strategies for the manage- 
ment and Inventory of the renewable forest and 
range resources of Natlonal Forest System lands 

Forest Health - A measure of the robustness of 
forest ecosystems Aspects of forest health in- 
clude bIologIcal dlverslty, soil, air, and water pro- 
ductlvlty, natural disturbances, and the capaclty of 
the forest to provide a sustained flow of goods and 
serwces for people 

Forest Land - See “Timber Classlflcatlon ” 

Forest Plan -Source of management dIrectIon for 
an mdlvldual Natlonal Forest unit Speclfles allow- 
able act?.Mes, mmlmum requirements, expected 
outputs and land use allocatlons for a 10 to 15- 
year penod 

Forest Roads and Trails -A legal term for Forest 
roads or trails that are under the ]unsdictlon of the 
Forest Service 

Forest Structure - Often dlvlded Into four concep- 
tual aspects age, species composltion, honzontal 
or mosaic pattern, and vertical 

Forest Superwsor - The offlclal responsible for 
admlnlstenng Natlonal Forest System lands on an 
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admrnrstratrve unrt, usually one or more Natronal 
Forests The Forest SupervIsor reports to the 
Regronal Forester 

Forest Trees -Woody plants havrng a well-devel- 
oped stem and usually more than 12 feet rn herght 
at matunty 

Forest Type - A descnptrve concept used to drf- 
ferentrate groups of stands of srmrlar character of 
development and specres composrtron from other 
groups of stands 

FORPLAN - A knear programming-based forest 
plannmg model Thus model allows the user to fmd 
the combmatron of actrvrtres and outputs that wrll 
maxrmrze or mrnrmrze the desrred obfectrve, sub- 
ject to constrarnts (Schuster and others, 1993 ) 

Fragtle - Those land or water areas contamrng eco- 
systems, possrbly but not necessarrly rare, that are 
sensrtrve to external strmulr whrch may disturb therr 
balance, especrally m an rrreversrble drrectron 

Fragmentation - The splrttmg or rsolatrng of 
patches of srmrlar habrtat, typrcally forest cover, 
but mcludmg other types of habitat Habitat can be 
fragmented naturally or from forest management 
actrvrtres, such as clearcut loggmg 

Freedom of lnformatlon Act (FOIA) (1966) - 
Pubkc Law 93-502 (5 U S C 552) The act pro- 
vrdes pubkc access to records of the agencres and 
departments of the Executrve Branch of the U S 
government 

Frequency - A quantrtatrve expressron of the pres- 
ence or absence of mdrvrduals of a specres rn a 
populatron 

FRES - Forest Range Envrronmental Study (See 
Process Paper K) 

Frissell Conddion Classes - A classrfrcatron sys- 
tem whrch rates the degree of person-caused 
change that a wrlderness, drspersed campsrte or 
concentrated-use area has undergone There are 
five classes as follows 

Frrssell Condrtron Class 1 - Vrsrble Indicators 
Ground vegetatron flattened, but not 
permanently Injured Mmrmal physrcal change 
except for possrbly a sample rock frreplace 

Fnssell Condrtron Class 2 - Vrsrble lndrcators 
Ground vegetatron worn away around fs-eplace 
or center of actrvity 

Frrssell Condrtron Class 3 - Vrsrble lndrcators 
Ground vegetatron lost on most of the sate, but 
humus and ktter stall present m all but a few 
areas 

Frrssell Condrtron Class 4 - Vrsrble lndrcators 
Bare mrneral so11 wrdespread Tree roots 
exposed on the surface 

Frrssell Condrtron Class 5 - Vrsrble lndrcators 
Soil erosron obvrous Trees reduced rn vrgor or 
dead 

FSRAMIS - Forest Servrce Range Management 
lnformatron System 

Fuel Loading The dry werght of fuels m a grven 
area, usually expressed rn tons per acre Fuel load- 
rng may be referenced to fuel srze and may Include 
total bromass 

Fuel Management - The treatment of fuels that 
would otherwrse Interfere wrth effectrve fire man- 
agement or control For Instance, prescrrbed fire 
can reduce the amount of fuels that accumulate 
on the forest floor before the fuels become so heavy 
that a natural wrldfrre m the area would be explo- 
save and rmpossrble to control 

Fuel Model - Srmulated fuel complex for whrch all 
fuel descrrptors requrred for the solutron of a math- 
ematrcal rate of spread model have been specr- 
fled 

Fuel Moisture Content - The quantrty of moisture 
rn fuel expressed as a percentage of the weight 
when thoroughly drred at 212 degrees F 

Fuels - Plants and woody vegetatron, both Irving 
and dead, that are capable of burnmg 

Fuelwood -Wood that IS round, splrt, or sawn and/ 
or otherwrse generally refuse matenal cut Into short 
lengths or chrpped for burmng 

Function-All the processes wrthm an ecosystem 
through which the elements Interact. such as suc- 
cessron, the food cham. fire, weather, and the hy- 
drologrc cycle 
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Functional Plannmg - Planning which focuses on Grazmg Season -The season of use speclfled on 
a smgle aspect or resource of a total complex the grazmg permit for a speclflc allotment 

Grazmg System Aspec~al~zat~on of grazing man- 
-G- agement which defmes systematlcally recurnng pe- 

nods of grazing and deferment for two or more 
Game Species - Any species of wIldlIfe or fish that pastures or management units Includes deferred, 
IS harvested accordmg to prescribed llmlts and Intermittent, deferred-rotation, and short-duration 
seasons grazmg systems 

Geographic lnformatlon System (GIS) - A set of 
procedures and computer hardware and software 
for orgamzmg, storing, retnevmg, analyzing, and 
dlsplaymg data that Includes ageographlc posltlon 
component 

Ghost Road - See Nonsystem Road 

GIS - Geographic InformatIon Systems 

Goal - A concise statement that describes a de- 
slred condltlon to be achieved sometlme in the fu- 
ture It IS normally expressed m broad, general 
terms and may not have a speclflc date for accom- 
plishment 

Goods and Services The various outputs, I”- 
cludmg on-site users, produced from forest and 
rangeland resources 

Grassland Plant communltles whose potential 
natural and dommant vegetation IS comprised of 
grasses and grassllke plants 

GrasslIke Plant - A plant of the Cyperaceae or 
Juncaceae famllres which vegetatively resembles 
a true grass of the Grammeae family 

Grazmg - Consumption of forage by animals 

Grazmg Formula - The speclflc order of grazmg 
or sequence wlthm a grazmg system 

Grazmg Period -The period of time llvestock use 
a speclflc pasture or unit wlthm a grazmg allotment, 
as ldentlfled m the yearly Annual Operatmg Plan 
or Allotment Management Plan The end of the 
grazmg period WIII not comclde with the end of the 
grazing season, unless that pasture or unit IS grazed 
last There IS usually more than one grazmg unit or 
pasture m an allotment The grazmg penod for a 
pasture or umt usually changes from year to year 
as a result of rotation grazing systems 

Greater Yellowstone Area - A term for the 11 7- 
mllllon-acre area made up of parts of SIX Natlonal 
Forests and two Natlonal Parks in northwest Wyo- 
mmg, eastern Idaho, and southwest Montana 

Greenline - The first perennial vegetation from the 
waters edge Rlpanan areas that are in late seral 
status with stable stream banks will exhlblt a con- 
tmuous line of vegetation at the bankfull discharge 
level Rocky stream types may have a slgnlflcant 
amount of rock causmg breaks m the vegetation 
This rock IS consldered part of the green line Other 
breaks may occur in the first perennial band of veg- 
etatlon (watercourses or bare ground) The 
amounts of these (perenmal vegetation, rock, and 
bare ground) should be recorded 

Grizzly Bear Security Cover - Forested areas (all 
tree species) which have not been managed or 
burned m the last 20 years, and forested areas 
managed or burned wlthm the last 20 years which 
meet the followlng crlterla 

The overstoly and understory categones are to 
be considered separately A stand having either 
130 sq ft of basal area per acre or 250 
understory trees per acre over 7 ft tall would 
meet the requirements for full security cover 
Both live and dead tree basal areas were used 
for overstory calculations 

Ground Cover - Material covermg the land sur- 
face It may include live vegetation, standlng dead 
vegetation, Iltter, cobble, gravel, stones and bed- 
rock Ground cover plus bare ground would total 
100 percent of the area evaluated 

Ground Fwe - A fire that burns along the forest 
floor and does not burn m the crowns of mature 
trees 

Ground Water - The supply of fresh water under 
the earth’s surface m an aquifer or in the so11 
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Group Selectron - A method of tree harvest in 
which trees are removed perlodlcally ln small 
groups This sllvlcultural treatment results in small 
openmgs that form mosaics of age class groups m 
the forest 

Group Selectron Regenerahon Method - A 
method of regenerating uneven-aged stands in 
which trees are cut, and new age classes are es- 
tabllshed, I” small groups 

Growmg Stock Trees - Live trees, meeting specs- 
fled standards of quality or wgor, Included in growth 
and yield prolectlons to arrive at the allowable sale 
quantity 

Gurdelme In Forest Plans, guldelmes represent 
a preferred or advisable course of actlon that IS 
generally expected to be carried out Devlatlon from 
compliance with a guIdelIne does not require a 
Forest Plan amendment, but the ratlonale for such 
a devlatlon shall be documented m the project de- 
CISIO~ document 

Gurlds - A group of organisms that share a com- 
mon food resource 

-H- 

Habrtat The area where a plant or animal llves 
and grows under natural condltlons 

Habitat Capabibty - The ablllty of a land area or 
plant community to support a given species of wild- 
life 

Habdat Drversity -The number of dlfferent types 
of habitat within a given area 

Habitat Type An aggregation of all land areas 
capable of supportmg slmllar plant communltles at 
climax (Pflster and other, 1977) 

Hard Snag - See Snag-hard 

Harvest Achvrty - In timber management, a refer- 
ence to a speclflc type of cut applied under a re- 
generatlon or IntermedIate treatment method Re- 
fer to FSH 2409 14, Chapter 76 for valid values 

Harvest Cuttmg - The fellmg of the fmal crop of 
trees either m a single cutting or m a series of re- 
generatlon cuttmgs Generally, the removal of fl- 

nanclally or physlcally mature trees, m contrast to 
cuttings that remove Immature trees Also referred 
to as maln felling and major harvest 

Harvestmg - A loose term for the removal of natu- 
ral resource for human use or consumption 

Hawksworth Classes - A six-class dwarf mlstle- 
toe rating system useful to (1) quantify the de- 
gree of mfectlon so that stand management pnon- 
ties can be established, (2) ald quantlflcatlon and 
estlmatlon of growth loss and mortality, (3) help 
defme which trees are sultable for seed trees, and 
(4) help quantify the mistletoe-Infectron hazard of 
overstory trees or stands to understory stands 

For this system the live crown IS dlvlded Into thirds, 
and each third IS rated as 0, no mistletoe, 1, light 
mistletoe (less than half of the branches Infected), 
and 2, heavy mistletoe (more than half of the 
branches Infected) The ratings of each third are 
added to obtam a total for the tree For example, a 
tree heavily Infected III the lower third of the crown, 
lightly Infected in the middle third, and not Infected 
in the upper third, would be a Class 3 A tree heavily 
Infected in each third would be a Class 6 The sys- 
tem IS simple to use, and different observers tend 
to rate an Infected tree slmllarly 

Healthy Ecosystem-An ecosystem in whfch struc- 
ture and functions allow the mamtenance of the 
desired condltlon of biologIcal dlverslty, biotic m- 
tegnty, and ecologlcal processes over time 

Herb - Any flowermg plant except those develop- 
ing perslstent woody stems above ground 

Herbrvore - Any animal (mammal, bird, Insect, etc ) 
that consumes llvmg plants or their parts 

HGL Hydrlc Greenlme 

Hidmg Cover - Vegetatron or other surface char- 
actenstlcs (rocks, downed logs, etc ) that WIII hide 
90% of an ammal from the view of a human at some 
distance that varies by species For deer and elk 
that distance IS 200 feet 

Hierarchical - A type of classlflcatlon techmque 
whose successively lower level umts must fit en- 
tirely wlthm the separate units delineated by the 
next higher level in that system 

Hierarchical Approach - An analysis approach 
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accountrng for drfferences rn space and trme (USDA 
Forest Servrce 1994) 

Hrstonc Nest Site - See Nest Sate 

Hrstorrcal Varrahon - See Varrabrlrty, Range of 

Home Range - The area rn whrch an anrmal con- 
ducts Its actrvrtres dunng a defined perrod of trme 

Honzontal Dwersity - The drstrrbutron and abun- 
dance of plant and anrmal communrtres or drfferent 
stages of plant successron across an area of land 
The greater the numbers of communrtres rn a grven 
area, the hrgher the degree of horrzontal drversrty 

Human Dimension - An Integral component of 
ecosystem management that recognrzes people 
are part of ecosystems, that people’s pursuits of 
past, present, and future desrres, needs, and val- 
ues (mcludmg perceptrons, belrefs, attrtudes, and 
behavrors) have and wrll contmue to Influence eco- 
systems, and that ecosystem management must 
mclude consrderatron of the physrcal. emotronal, 
mental, sprrrtual, socral, cultural, and economrc well- 
berng of people and communrtres 

Human Impact or Influence - A drsturbance or 
change rn ecosystem composrtron, structure, or 
function caused by humans 

Hydnc Greenlme - A belt of perennral rrparran veg- 
etation found closest to the water’s edge It IS the 
area where recovery of npanan and aquatrc eco- 
systems IS first expressed and, therefore, can be 
monrtored to test the Impacts of lrvestock grazrng 
It IS also the area whrch approxrmates the geo- 
graphrc elevatron of the acts/e floodplarn, a feature 
otherwrse drffrcult to locate 

ties and character Acres of vegetabon wrthrn a 
watershed that are rn a non-stocked, seedlrng, sap- 
Irng, or frrst entry category, acres rn roads, acres 
from other types of mechanrcal treatments (e g , 
roto-beat acres wrthm the sagebrush ecosystem), 
and burned acres are Included rn the calculatron of 
hydrologrcally drsturbed area 

Hydrologrcally Recovered Condrtion - Vegeta- 
trve lrfe form where natural canopy coverage IS 
achreved and subsequent streamflow quantrtres and 
character (trmrng and amount) reflect more natu- 
ral condrtrons Wrthm the forested ecosystem this 
equates roughly wrth the sapling/early pole lrfe form 
Thus life form IS achreved at approximately 20 to 30 
years of age, dependrng upon cover type and rn- 
herent sate productrvrty potentrals 

Hydrology - The science dealmg wrth the study of 
water on the surface of the land, rn the so11 and 
underlymg rocks and rn the atmosphere 

__ 

Idaho and Wyommg Specres of Concern - Plant 
or anrmal specres whrch are offrcrally lrsted by state 
agencres due to concerns for habitats and/or popu- 
latrons 

Igneous Rock - Rocks formed when hrgh tempera- 
ture, molten mrneral matter cooled and solrdrfred 

Implementation Schedules - The schedules of 
projects and specrfrc actions to Implement a Land 
and Resource Management Plan lmplementatron 
schedules are normally revrsed annually They rn- 
elude site-specrfrc actrons, responsrbrlrtres and tar- 
get dates 

Hydnc So11 - A so11 that IS saturated, flooded, or Improvement Cutting The elrmrnatron or sup- 
ponded long enough dunng the growmg season to pressron of less valuable trees rn favor of more 
develop anaerobic condrtrons that favor the growth valuable trees, typrcally m a mrxed, uneven-aged 
and regeneratron of hydrophytrc vegetabon forest 

Hydrologic Cycle - Also called the water cycle, 
thus IS the process of water evaporatmg, condens- 
mg, fallmg to the ground as precrprtatron, and re- 
turnmg to the ocean as runoff 

Hydrologrcally Drsturbed Condmon - Changes 
rn natural canopy cover (vegetatron removal) or a 
change rn surface so11 characterrstrcs (such as com- 
pactron) that may alter natural streamflow quantr- 

Increaser Plant specres of the orrgmal vegeta- 
tion that Increase rn relatrve amount, at least for a 
trme, under overuse 

Index - A number derrved from a formula to char- 
acterize a complex set of mformatron 

lndrcator An orgamsm or an ecologrc commu- 
mty that IS so strrctly assocrated wrth parbcular 
environmental condrtrons, that Its presence (or ab- 
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sence) IS a fairly certain sign or symptom of the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) - A process 
existence of these conditions for selecting strategies to regulate forest pests in 

which all aspects of a pest-host system are con- 
Indicator Species - A plant or anlmal species sidered, Including the Impact of the unregulated 
adapted to a particular kmd of environment Its pres- pest population to resources, alternatlve regulation 
ence IS sufflclent mdlcatlon that speclflc habltat strategies, and benefit/cost estimates of these al- 
condltlons are also present ternatlve strategies 

lndlgenous Species- Any species of flora or fauna 
that naturally occurs m an area and that was not 
Introduced by man 

lndwect Effect - Those effects occurrmg at a later 
time or distance from the triggermg actlon 

lndiwdual (Smgle) Tree SelectIon -The removal 
of lndlvldual trees from cerlaln size and age classes 
over an entlre stand area Regeneration IS mainly 
natural, and an uneven-aged stand IS maIntaIned 

lndwldual Tree SelectIon Cuttmg - An uneven- 
aged cuttmg method in which selected trees from 
speclfled size or age classes are removed over the 
entlre stand area to meet a predetermmed goal of 
sze or age dlstnbutlon and species cornposItIon m 
the remammg stand 

Infrastructure - The foundation (transpottatlon, 
communications. utllitles, schools, etc ) underlying 
an area’s economy 

Input - Broadly referring to anythmg thmg that IS 
taken m by or enters Into the workings of a system 

Insect Pests - Any of a variety of Insects that can 
Impact forest health by damagmg or klllmg trees 
Insect population levels may also affect other for- 
est resources and actlvltles llke wIldlIfe habltat. VI- 
sual quality and fire management Some of the Im- 
portant Insects m the IntermountaIn Region include 
Douglas-fir beetle (Dendrocfonus pseudotsugae), 
Douglas-fir tussock moth (Orgym pseudotsugafa), 
Fir engraver (Scolytus ventral/s), Mountam pine 
beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae), Spruce beetle 
(Dendroctonus rufipennis), Western balsam bark 
beetle (D/yocoetes confusus) and Western spruce 
budworm (Chonstoneura occ!dental/s) 

integrated Resource Management - A manage- 
ment strategy which emphasizes no resource ele- 
ment to the exclusion or vlolatlon of the mmlmum 
legal standards of others 

lnterdisclplmary Team (IDT) A team of mdlvldu- 
als with skills from different dlsclplmes thatfocuses 
on the same task or project 

lntermedlate Cut - The removal of trees from a 
stand sometlme between the beglnmng or forma- 
tlon of the stand and the regeneration cut Types 
of Intermediate cuts Include thlnnlng, release, and 
Improvement cuttings 

Intermittent Stream - A stream that flows only at 
certam times of the year when It receives water, 
usually from a surface source such as meltmg 
snow These streams have a defmed bed and 
banks 

lntermountam Region - The fourth of nine geo- 
graphlcal regions of the Umted States designated 
by the Forest Service for admlnlstratlve purposes 
Headquartered III Ogden, Utah, the lntermountam 
Region oversees admmlstration of NatIonal Forests 
m Utah, Nevada, Southern Idaho and Southwest- 
em Wyommg 

Invader - Plant species that were absent in the 
orlgmal vegetation and WIII Invade under distur- 
bance or continued overuse 

Inventorled Roadless Area - (West of the 100th 
mendban) An area which meets the statutory defl- 
n!tlon of wilderness, does not contam Improved 
roads mamtamed for travel by standard passen- 
ger-type vehicles, and meets one or more of the 
followlng criteria 

lnstream Flows -The mmlmum water volume (cu- 
blc feet per second) m each stream necessary to 
meet seasonal streamflow requirements for main- 
talnlng aquatlc ecosystems, visual quality, recre- 
atlonal opportunltles, and other uses 

-Contams 5,000 acres or more 
*Contams less than 5,000 acres, but 

-Due to physlography or vegetation, IS 
manageable m a natural condltlon 
4s a self-contamed ecosystem such as an 
island 
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-Is contiguous to exlstlng wilderness, 
primltlve area, Admlnlstratlon-endorsed 
wilderness, or roadless area m other Federal 
ownership, regardless of size 

Inventorled Roadless Area - (East of the 100th 
mendlan) An area which contains no more than a 
half mile of Improved road for each 1,000 acres, in 
which the road IS under Forest Service jurlsdlctlon 
and 

*The land IS regammg a natural, untrammeled 
appearance 
-Improvements exlstmg m the area are bemg 
affected by the forces of nature rather than 
humans and are dlsappeanng or muted 
*The area has exlstmg or attalnable Natlonal 
Forest System ownershlp patterns, both surface 
and subsurface, that could ensure perpetuation 
of ldentlfled wilderness values 
-The locatlon of the area IS conducive to the 
perpetuation of wilderness values, conslderlng 
the relatIonshIp of the area to sources of noise, 
air and water pollution and other unsightly 
condltlons that would have an effect on the 
wilderness experience 

Inventory - The gathermg of data for future use 
Also, a collection of such data 

Inversion - A condltlon m which air temperatures 
Increase rather than decrease with mcreasmg el- 
evatlon in the atmosphere A nsmg air mass in the 
atmosphere IS Inhlblted by this stratdlcat!on, allow- 
mg for pollutants to be trapped near the surface 

lrretrlevable Apphes to losses of productlon, 
harvest or commltment of renewable natural re- 
sources For example, some or all of the timber 
productlon from an area IS irretrievably lost dunng 
the time an area IS used as a wmter sports site If 
the use 1s changed, timber productlon can be re- 
sumed The productlon lost IS Irretnevable, but the 
actron IS not lrreverslble 

Irreversible - Applies prtmarlly to the loss or com- 
mltment of nonrenewable resources, such as mm- 
erals or cultural resources, or to those that are re- 
newable only over long time spans, such as so11 
productMy lrreverslble also Includes loss of fu- 
ture optlons 

Issue - A pomt, matter or quesbon of public dls- 
cusslon or Interest to be addressed or decided 
through the plannmg process 

Prellmmary Issue IS an Issue ldentlfled early m 
the scoping phase and IS somebmes referred 
to as a tentative issue 

Significant Issue IS an issue wlthm the scope of 
the proposed actlon which IS used to formulate 
alternatlves m an Environmental Analysis (EA) 
of EnvIronmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

-u- 

Key Area - A relatively small porbon of rangeland 
which because of its locatlon, grazmg or browsmg 
value, and/or use, serves as a monitormg and evalu- 
atlon site (A key area guides the general man- 
agement of the entlre area of which it IS a part, and 
WIII reflect the overall acceptabIlIty of current graz- 
mg management over the range ) 

Key Species - (1) Forage species whose use 
serves as an Indicator to the degree of use of as- 
sociated species (2) Those species which must, 
because of their Importance, be consldered m the 
management program 

Key Summer Range-The portion of a wIldlIfe spe- 
cles’ summer range that IS essential for the animal’s 
pre, post, and reproduction cycles Deer require 
“fawnmg areas” where does grve birth and hide their 
fawns for an essential period of time m the sprmg 

Key Wmter Range -That poWon of range where 
big game ammals find food and cover during se- 
vere winter weather 

Kmd of Livestock - Species of animal 

-L- 

LAC Limits of Acceptable Change 

Ladder Fuels- Vegetation located below the crown 
level of forest trees which can carry fire from the 
forest floor to tree crowns Ladder fuels may be 
low-growmg tree branches, shrubs, or smallertrees 

Land - A term denoting the entlre complex of sur- 
face and near-surface attnbutes of the solld por- 
tlon of the surface of the earth which are slgnlfl- 
cant to mankmd 

Land Class - The topographic relief of a umt of 
land Land classes are separated by slope This 
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comcldes with the timber Inventory process The 
three land classes used in the Forest Plan are de- 
fined by the followmg slope ranges 0 to 40%, 41- 
60%, and greater than 60% 

Landform Any physlcal, recogmzable form or fea- 
ture of the earth’s surface having a charactenstlc 
shape and produced by natural causes 

Landscape -A large land area composed of mter- 
acting ecosystems that are repeated due to fac- 
tors such as geology, so@ climate, and human 
Impacts Landscapes are often used for coarse 
grain analysis 

Landscape Ecology-The body of knowledge per- 
talnlng to the ecologlcal effects of spatial patterns 
m ecosystems 

Landtype - A group of defined and named taxo- 
nomlc so11 units occurrIng together m an mdlvidual 
and charactenstlc pattern over a geographic region 

Land Unit - One of the hferarchy levels used for 
project plannmg, encompassing one to tens of 
acres 

Land Use Allocabon In land management plan- 
nlng, the commlttmg of a given area of land or re- 
sources to one or more specific uses such as to 
campgrounds, wilderness, etc 

Large Woody Debns - Organic materials such as 
plant stems and branches with a diameter greater 
than 3 Inches Included are both natural materials 
and management Induced post-harvest slash 
Large trees, or parts of them, that accumulate In 
streams or other water bodies This matenal IS 
Important for aquatic habitat and stream channel 
stablllty, and in maintenance of on-site productlv- 
ItY 

Late-Successional Forests - Forest seral stages 
that include mature and old-growth age classes 

Leasable Mineral - Leasable minerals are hard- 
rock and llquld minerals that are sublect to explo- 
ratlon and development under leases, permits, and 
licenses under the Mmeral Leasmg Act of 1920 and 
several other subsequent Acts 011, gas, coal and 
phosphates have been the most sought-after leas- 
able minerals on the Forest, along with the geo- 
thermal resource The Forest Service decides 
which lands are available for leaslng and under what 

condltlons these lands are leased The BLM de- 
cldes whether or not to offer for lease the lands 
authorized by the Forest Service 

Legal Nobce - A notlce of a declslon which can be 
appealed that IS publlshed m the Federal Register 
or in the legal notlce sectjon of a newspaper of 
general circulation 

Lenbc - Relatmg to, or llwng m, still waters (as 
lakes, ponds and swamps) 

Lfmding Factor - Any envtronmental factor whose 
presence, absence or abundance IS the mam fac- 
tor restrlctmg the dlstnbutlon numbers or condltlon 
of an organism 

Lfmfts of Acceptable Change (LAC) - A plan- 
nlng framework that establishes expllclt measures 
of the acceptable and appropriate resource and 
social condltlons m wilderness settings as well as 
the appropriate management strategies for mam- 
talnmg or achlevmg those desired condltlons 

Line Officer - The offlclal (District Ranger, Forest 
SupervIsor, RegIonal Forester, etc ) havmg author- 
Ity for a speclflc dlstrlct, forest, region, etc 

Lftter (forest litter) - The freshly fallen or only 
slightly decomposed plant matenal on the forest 
floor This layer Includes follage, bark fragments, 
twrgs, flowers and fruit. 

Locatable Mineral - In general, locatable mmer- 
als are hardrock minerals which are mmed and pro- 
cessed for the recovery of metals, or mineral which 
are “valuable” m the economic sense Examples 
which occur on the Forest Include gold, silver, lead, 
copper and opal C&ens nghts to explorabon and 
access are granted under the General Mmmg Law 
of 1672 By agreement with the ELM the Forest 
Service admmisters locatable mmmg actlvlbes on 
Forest lands 

Logging Residues-The residue left on the ground 
after timber cuttmg It Includes unused logs, up- 
rooted stumps, broken branches, bark, and leaves 
Certam amounts of “slash” provide Important eco- 
system roles, such as so11 protectlon, nutrient cy- 
clmg, and wIldlIfe habltat 

Long-term Sustamed Yield Capacity (LTSYC) - 
The highest uniform wood yield from lands bemg 
managed for timber productlon that may be sus- 
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tamed, under a speclfled management mtenslty, 
consistent with multtple-use objectIves 

LTSL - Less-Than-Standard Service Level 

LTSYC - Long-term Sustained Yield Capacity 

-M- 

M -Thousand Five thousand board feet of timber 
can be expressed as 5M board feet 

MAI - Mean Annual Increment 

Mamtenance Class - In facllltles management a 
method of classlfymg exlstmg faclllty needs for 
budget purposes and others 

Maintenance Class 1, Satisfactory FacWy IS 
safe and sanitary Annual mamtenance WIII not 
exceed 10 percent of replacement cost 

Mamtenance Class 2, Substandard Facilty IS 
safe and samtary, although substandard as to 
type, constructton standard, or not m keepmg 
with planned expenence-level for the site 
Annual mamtenance WIII not exceed 10 percent 
of current replacement cost of standard type 
facility May be scheduled for eventual 
ellmlnatlon or replacement but wrll serve 
Intended purpose for next 3-5 years 

Mamtenance Class 3, Heavy Mamtenance 
Faclllty unsafe or otheiwlse unsatisfactory May 
be put back m good condltlon at a cost not to 
exceed 50 percent of current replacement of 
like kmd faclllty 

Mamtenance Class 4, Replacement Faclllty 
unsafe or otherwIse unsatisfactory To put back 
In good condltlon would cost more than 50 
percent of the replacement cost Replace with 
llke kind and standard of faclllty Cost Includes 
both removal of old faclllty and replacement 

Manage - To treat with care, handle or direct wtth 
sklll 

Management Action - Any activity undertaken as 
part of the admm&ratlon of the NatIonal Forest 

Management Area Units of land small enough 
for Dlstncts and the public to charactenze and de- 
velop Issues for, but large enough to provide for 

management flexlblllty A desired future condltton 
developed for the management area describes and 
WIII assist m achlevmg the shared land expecta- 
tions 

Management Concern - An Issue, problem or a 
condltlon which constrams the range of manage- 
ment practices ldentlfied by the Forest Service tn 
the plannmg process 

Management Direction - A statement of multIpIe- 
use and other goals and oblectlves, the associated 
management prescnptlons, and standards and 
guIdelInes for attamIng them 

Management lgmtlon - A fire started by a sched- 
uled, deliberate management actlon 

Management lndlcator Species - A wlldllfe spe- 
cles whose population and trend In a certam habl- 
tat type lndlcates the population and trend of other 
species that are dependent upon the same habl- 
tat 

Management Intensity - A management practice 
or combmatlon of management practices and as- 
soclated costs designed to obtam different levels 
of goods and services 

Management Practice - A speclflc actuty, mea- 
sure, course of actlon or treatment 

Management PrescrIptIon - Management prac- 
tlces and Intensity selected and scheduled for ap- 
pllcatlon on a speclflc area to attam multlple-use 
and other goals and objectIves 

Management Situation 1 Population and habl- 
tat condltlons The area contains gnzzly popula- 
bon centers (areas key to the survival of gnzzly 
where seasonal or yearlong gnzzly actlvlty, under 
natural, free-rangmg condltlons IS common) and 
habltat components needed for the survival and 
recovery of the species or a segment of Its popula- 
bon The probablllty IS very great that malor Fed- 
eral actlvltles or programs may affect (have direct 
or mdtrect relatIonshIps to the conservation and 
recovery of) the gnzzly (IGBC, 1986 ) 

Management Situation 2 - Population and habl- 
tat conditions Current mformatlon mdlcates that 
the area lacks dlstmct population centers, highly 
sultable habltat does not generally occur, although 
some gnzzly habltat components exist and gnz- 
zlles may be present occaslonally HabItat re- 
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sources In Management SWatIon 2 either are un- 
necessary for survival and recovery of the species, 
or the need has not yet been determmed but habl- 
tat resources may be necessary Certain manage- 
ment actlons are necessary The status of such 
areas IS subject to review and change according to 
demonstrated grizzly population and habltat needs 
Major Federal acttvitles may affect the conserva- 
tion of the grizzly bear pnmarlly m that they may 
contrlbute toward (a) human-caused bear mortall- 
ties or (b) long-term displacement where the zone 
of influence could affect habitat use In Manage- 
ment Situation 1 (IGBC, 1986) 

Management Srtuahon 3 - Population and habl- 
tat condltlons Gnzzly presence IS possible but m- 
frequent Developments, such as campgrounds, 
resorts, or other high human use associated faclli- 
ties, and human presence result In condltlons which 
make gnzzly presence untenable for humans and/ 
or gnzzlles There IS a high probablllty that major 
Federal actlvltles or programs may affect the spe- 
cles’ conservation and recovery (IGBC, 1986 ) 

Market-Value Outputs-Goods and serwces val- 
ued In terms of what people are wllllng to pay for 
them rather than go wlthout, as ewdenced by mar- 
ket transactlons 

Mass MovementlWastmg - The downslope move- 
ment of large masses of earth matenal by the force 
of gravity Also called a landsllde or eatthflow 

Mature Forest - Trees that have attamed full de- 
velopment, especially height, and are in full seed 
productton 

Mature Timber - Generally used In an economic 
sense to mdlcate that a forest has attained harvest 
age 

Maximum Modification - See “Visual Quality Ob- 
jecbves ” 

MBF - Thousand board feet (See board feet ) 

Mean Annual Increment - The average yearly 
growth of trees In a stand over a period of years, 
usually expressed m annual cubic feet of growth 
per acre 

Mean Annual Increment of Growth - The total 
Increase In size or volume of mdlvldual trees Or, 
it can refer to the mcrease in size and volume of a 

stand of trees at a pattlcular age, dlvlded by that 
age m years 

Mean Fire Interval - Anthmetlc average of all fire 
Intervals determmed In years, In a designated area 
dunng a specified time period The size of the area 
and the time penod must be speclfled 

Mrcroclimate -The climate of a small site It may 
differ from the climate of the larger area due to 
aspect, tree cover (or the absence of tree cover), 
or exposure to wmds 

Microhabitat - A restncted set of dlstlnctlve en”,- 
ronmental condltlons for a small habltat, such as 
the area under a log 

Mmrosde - A localized area m which envlronmen- 
tal condltlons differ In a slgmflcant or Important way 
from those of the region outslde the area 

Middleground - A term used in the management 
of visual resources, or scenery It refers to the VIS- 
able terraln beyond the foreground where lndlvldual 
trees are still vlslble but do not stand out dlstlnctly 
from the stand 

Mmeral Soil - So11 that consists mamlyof lnorganlc 
material, such as weathered rock, rather than or- 
game matter Any so11 composed chiefly of mlneral 
matter (sand, SIR. clay, rocks, etc ) 

Mmrmum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) - 
In wlldland fIrefIghting, a concept employmg the 
mInImum amount of forces needed to effectively 
achieve fire management protection oblectwes 
consistent with land and resource management 
ob]ectlves Derives from a sensltlvlty to the Impacts 
of suppressIon tactics and their long-term effects 
In areas such as wilderness with special values 
Can feature a range of suppresslon and support 
actions to mlmmlze Impacts to these values, and 
special rehabllltatlon measures 

Mimmum Streamflow - A speclfled mmlmum level 
of flow through a channel that must be mamtamed 
by the users of the stream for bIologIcal, physlcal, 
or other purposes 

MIS Management lndlcator Species 

MIST - MInImum Impact Suppression Tactics 
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Mltigate/mitlgatlon To lessen the seventy Ac- 
tlons taken to avotd, mmlmze or rectify the Impact 
of a land management practice 

Mixed Stand -A stand of trees m which less than 
80 percent of the trees m the mam crown canopy 
are of a smgle species 

MM Mllllon 

MMBF - Million board feet (See board feet ) 

Modiflcatlon -A visual quality objective, manage- 
ment actlvltles may visually dommate the onglnal 
charactenstic landscape, but they must borrow from 
naturally established form, Ime, color or texture so 
that the actlvlty blends with the surrounding area 

Monitormg -The determmatlon of how well project 
or plan objecttves have been met and how closely 
management practtces should be adjusted (See 
adaptive management ) 

Mortaldy The volume in trees that were merchant- 
able and have died wlthln a speclfled penod of time 
The term mortal@ can also refer to the rate of death 
of a species m a given population or community 

Mountain Pme Beetle - A tiny black beetle, 
Dendroctonus pondermae, rangmg from 118 to I/ 
4-Inch In size, that bores through a pme tree’s bark 
to feed m the phloem layer In the Inner bark Such 
feedmg by large numbers of beetles girdles and 
kills the tree The beetle also carnes the blue stain 
fungus that clogs the trees water transport sys- 
tem 

Multiple-Use -The management of all the various 
renewable surface resources of Natlonal Forest 
System lands for a variety of purposes such as 
recreation, range, timber, wIldlIfe and fish habltat, 
and watershed 

Municipal Supply Watershed -A watershed that 
serves a public water system as defined In Public 
Law 93-523 (Safe Drlnkmg Water Act), or as de- 
fined In State safe dnnkmg water regulations The 
deflnltlon does not Include communltles served by 
a well or confmed ground water unaffected by For- 
est Serwce activltles 

Natlonal Enwronmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
(1970) -Public Law91-190 (42 U SC 4321-4347, 
parts ) The baste natlonal charter for the protec- 
bon of the environment It establishes policy, sets 
goals and provides means for carrymg out the 
policy The NEPA process helps public offlclals 
make declslons that are based on understandlng 
of environmental consequences, and take actlons 
that protect, restore, and enhance the environment 

Natlonal Forest Management Act (NFMA) (1976) 
Public Law 94-588 (16 U SC 1600-1614 and 

others ) This act amended the Forest and Range- 
land Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, 
and lays out the process for developmg, adoptmg 
and revlslng land and resource management plans 
for National Forest System lands 

National Forest System (NFS) Lands - Federal 
lands that have been designated by Executive Or- 
der or statute as NatIonal Forests, Natlonal Grass- 
lands, Purchase Units, and other lands under the 
admlnlstratlon of the Forest Service, lncludlng Ex- 
penmental Areas and Bankhead-Jones Title Ill 
lands 

Native - Species mdlgenous to an area of consld- 
eratlon 

Natwe Orgamsms -Animals or plants which ongl- 
nated In the area In which they arefound- e , were 
not Introduced and naturally occur In the area 

Natwe Species -Any species of flora or fauna that 
naturally occurs m the Unlted States and that was 
not Introduced by humans 

Natwe Trout Watersheds -Those pnmary water- 
sheds tdentlfled as contammg contiguous well con- 
nected subwatersheds with high aquatic lntegnty 
and population strongholds of native cutthroat trout 
or have the capabIlIty to achieve this condltlon 
through recovery efforts They have been deter- 
mmed to be necessary for species recovery Of 
the 39 pnmary watersheds on the Forest, 17 have 
been designated Elk Creek (003), Palisades Creek 
(004), Ramey Creek (005), Pine Creak (006), Heise 
(007), Henry’s Fork Headwaters (008), Roblnson 
Creek (013), Trail Creek (017), Mahogany Creek 
(022), Moody Creek (024), Bitch Creek (032), 
Burns-Pat Canyon (035), McCoy-Jensen Creeks 
(036), Elk-Bear Creeks (037), Fall Creek (038), 
Pritchard Creek (039), and Brockman Creek (040) 
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Additional fish population and habItat Inventory and 
analysis will be conducted m the future and WIII pro- 
vide the basis for determnmg the capabilIty of these 
Native Trout Watersheds in meeting recovery 
goals Based on thts InformatIon, specific 
subwatersheds WIII be designated for maintenance 
or recovery efforts and others may be designated 
as not vltal to recovery goals AddItional Native 
Trout Watersheds may be designated, or exlstmg 
Native Trout Watersheds may be deleted 

Natural - Exlstmg in, or formed by, nature, not ar- 
tlflclal 

Natural Barrier-A natural feature, such as a dense 
stand of trees or downfall, that WIII restrict anlmal 
travel 

Natural Catastrophic Conchtion - A slgnlflcant 
change in forest condltlons m the planning area 
that affects Forest Plan resource management 
objectIves and their projected and scheduled out- 
puts, uses, costs, and Impacts on local commune- 
ties and enwronmental quality 

Natural lgmhon . A fire started at random by natu- 
ral causes 

Natural Range of Varlablhty - See Vanablllty, 
Range of 

Natural Regeneration - Renewal of a tree crop 
by self-sown seed or from sprouts 

Natural Resource - A feature of the natural en”,- 
ronment that IS of value In servmg human needs 

Naturahzed Species - Introduced or allen (not 
native) species that are now permanently estab- 
lashed and reproducmg spontaneously (wlthout 
human fostering) 

Nest Site- The locatlon of nest structures used by 
birds for mcubatmg and hatchmg eggs 

a) Acbve Nest Site - The locahon of nest 
structures which have been used wlthln a current 
year or one year previous 

b) Hlstorlc Nest Sde - The locatlon of nest 
structures which are known to have been used, 
but not withIn 2 years Hlstonc nest sites must be 
documented In Forest or Dlstnct databases to be 
subject to standards and guldelmes 

Nest Survey-A way to estimate the size of a bird 
population by counting the number of nests In a 
given area 

Net Pubhc Benefits - An expresslon used to slg- 
nlfy the overall long-term value to the Nation of all 
outputs and posltlve effects (benefits) less all as- 
soclated Inputs and negative effects (costs) whether 
they can be quanhtahvely valued or not Net pub- 
IIC benefits are measured by both quanhtatlve and 
qualltatlve cntena rather than a single measure or 
Index The maxlmlzatlon of net public benefits to 
be derived from management of units of the Na- 
tlonal Forest System IS consistent with the pnn- 
clple of multiple-use and sustamed-yield 

NFRS - National Forest recreation sites that have 
been mventoned 

No Achon Alternatwe -The most likely condition 
expected to exist in the future If management prac- 
tices contmue unchanged 

Nonchargeable Volume - All volume not Included 
In the growth and yield prolectlons for the selected 
management prescnphons used to arnve at the al- 
lowable sale quanhty 

Noncommercial Vegetation Treatment-The re- 
moval of trees for reasons other than timber pro- 
duchon 

Nonconsumptive Use The use of a resource 
that does not reduce Its supply, for example, 
nonconsumphve uses of water Include hydroelec- 
tnc power generatlon, boatmg, swlmmmg and fish- 
w 

Noncontinuous Grazmg System Rotational and 
repeated seasonal grazing systems 

Nondeclinmg Flow - See base sale schedule 

Nondegradahon - A policy of not allowmg re- 
sources to detenorate any further than what exists 
at a chosen pomt In time The objechve IS to either 
mamtam the status quo, or to Improve resource 
condlhons 

Nonforest Land - See “Timber Classlflcahon ” 

Nongame - Species of ammals not managed for 
sport hunting 

G-27 



Noninterchangeable Component (NIC) - A por- 
tlon of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) which 
cannot be substituted for from other areas or spe- 
cres types Volume programmed from a NIC WIII 
not be replaced by volume from other NlCs The 
volume m the NlCs are mutually exclusive 

Nonmarket-Valued Outputs - Goods and servfces 
not generally traded m the marketplace, but val- 
ued In terms of what reasonable people would be 
wlllmg to pay for them rather than to do without 
them Those obtammg the actual outputs do not 
necessanly pay what they would be wlllmg to pay 
for them 

Nonnahve Specres - A species Introduced mto an 
ecosystem through human actlvltles 

Nonpomt Source Pollution - Polluhon whose 
source IS not specific In locatlon The sources of 
discharge are dispersed, not well-defmed, or con- 
stant Examples mclude sediments from loggmg 
actlvltles, and runoff from agncultural chemicals 

Nonrenewable Resource A resource whose to- 
tal quantity does not mcrease measurably overtime, 
so that each use of the resource dlmmlshes the 
suPPlY 

Nohce of Intent A notlce prlnted m the Federal 
Register announcmg that an EnvIronmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) WIII be prepared 

NOXIOUS Plant - A plant recognzed by law as be- 
mg especially undesirable, troublesome, and dlffl- 
cult to control 

NOXIOUS Weed - See Noxious plant 

NTU - Nephelometnc Turbldlty Units 

Nutrient Cycle - The clrculatlon of chemical ele- 
ments and compounds, such as carbon and nltro- 
gen, In speclflc pathways from the nonllvmg parts 
of ecosystems into the orgamc substances of the 
llvmg parts of ecosystems, and then back again to 
the nonllvmg parts of the ecosystem For example, 
nitrogen In wood IS returned to the so11 as the dead 
tree decays, the nitrogen agam becomes avaIlable 
to llvmg organisms In the solI, and upon their death, 
the nitrogen IS avallable to plants growmg m that 
SOll 

Nutrient Cycling -The asslmllahon of an element 
by organisms and its release m a reusable mor- 
game form 

Obfechve - A clear and quantlflable statement of 
planned results to be achieved wIthin a stated time 
penod Somethmg almed at or striven for wlthln a 
predetermined time penod An objective must be 
achievable, be measurable, have a stated time 
period for completion, be quantlflable, be clear, and 
its results must be described 

Off-Hrghway Vehrcle (OHV) - Any of a class of 
vehicles, regardless of width, weight or number of 
wheels, deslgned for or capable of travel over un- 
Improved terraln SnowmobIles, all terraln vehicles, 
high clearance four-wheel-dnve plckups, and trail 
bikes and motorcycles are all off-hIghway vehicles 

OHV - Off-Hlghway Vehicle 

Old Growth - Terrestnal ecosystems character- 
lzed by vegetation of, and associated animals re- 
qumng, the most mature seral stages Old growth 
forests contam trees normally beyond the age of 
optimum matunty for economic harvest The pre- 
else defmihon of old growth vanes with the tree 
species compnslng the stand 

Opportunities - Ways to address or resolve pub- w 
IIC Issues or management concerns m the land and 
resource management plannmg process 

Opportunity Class - In the Llmlts of Acceptable 
Change wilderness plannmg method, opportunity 
classes represent the desired condltlons manage- 
ment would attempt to achieve and maIntam over 
the plannmg penod 

Ophmum - A level of production that IS consistent 
with other resource requirements as constramed 
by enwronmental, social, and economically sound 
condltlons 

Organism A plant or anlmal 

OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized 
Trawl Route Densrty) - See defmltlon under Roads 

Output - One of the ways funchons are described,, 
resources which leave a system, such as, animals 
migratmg out of an area, mass eroslon, removal of 
commercial hmber from an area, etc 

Overmature Trmber Trees that have obtamed 
full development, particularly In height, and are 

0 

declmmg m vigor, health, and soundness 
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Overstory _ The upper canopy or canopies of 
plants Usually refers to trees, tall shrubs, and vines 

Overstory Removal - The fmal harvest cut of the 
sheltetwood method m which overstory trees are 
removed releasmg the establlshed regeneration 

-P- 

Packmg - A temporary Influx of organisms of van- 
ous sex and age classes mto remalnmg suitable 
habltat as previously available habltat IS changed 
to unsuitable condltlons 

PAOT - Persons-At-One-Time 

Parasdes - Organisms that absorb nutnents from 
the body fluids of llvmg hosts Parasites may be 
fungal, bactenal, plant or animal, (examples Include 
the braconld wasp that parasltlzes the fir engraver 
beetle, or dwarf mistletoe) 

Parent Material - The unconsolidated and more 
or less chemically weathered, mmeral or orgamc 
matter from which solIs developed by soil-formmg 
processes 

Partial Retention-A visual quality objective which, 
in general, means human actlvltles may be evident, 
but must remam subordmate to the characterrshc 
landscape 

Partlculates - Small particles suspended In the air 
and generally consldered pollutants 

PartnershIp - A cooperatlve, working relatIonshIp 
between the Forest Service and mdlvlduals, cor- 
porahons, orgamzatlons or public agencies to pool 
fmanclal and human resources to complete projects 
on Natlonal Forest System lands 

Patch - A small (20-60 acres) part of the forest An 
area of vegetation that IS internally homogeneous, 
dlffenng from what surrounds it (matnx) 

Patch Cut - A clearcut that creates small open- 
mgs In a stand of trees, usually between 1 and 20 
acres In size 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) - Payments to 
local or State governments based on ownershlp of 
Federal land and not directly dependent on pro- 
ductlon of outputs or receipt sharing Speclflcally. 
Includes payments made under the payments m 

Lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 by U S Department of 
the lnterlor 

Payments to Local Government - The portion of 
receipts derived from Forest Service resource 
management that IS dlstnbuted to State and county 
governments such as the Forest Service 25 per- 
cent fund payments 

Percent Use _ The percentage of current year’s 
forage productlon that IS consumed or destroyed 
by grazmg animals May refer to a single species 
or to the vegetahon as a whole 

Percolation - Downward flow or mflltratlon of wa- 
ter through the pores or spaces of rock or soil 

Perenmal Streams - Streams that flow contmu- 
ously throughout most years These streams have 
defmed bed and banks 

Permitted Grazmg - Grazing on a NatIonal Forest 
range allotment under the terms of a grazmg per- 
mlt 

Personal Use - Normally used to descnbe the type 
of permit Issued for removal of wood products (fire- 
wood, posts, poles, and Chnstmas trees) from 
Nahonal Forest System land when the product IS 
for home use and not to be resold for profit 

Persons-At-One-Time (PAOT) A recreation ca- 
pacity measurement term mdlcatmg the number of 
people who can use a faclllty or area at one hme 

Planning - The act of decldmg m advance, what 
to do A dynamic problem solvmg effort used to 
guide future actions and declslons 

Planning Area - The area covered by a Reglonal 
Guide or Forest Plan 

Planning Penod - One decade The time Interval 
wIthIn the plannmg horizon that IS used to show 
Incremental changes m yields, costs, effects, and 
benefits 

Planning Regulations-The regulations at 36 CFR 
219 lmplementmg NFMA which guide land and re- 
source management plannmg on the National For- 
ests 

Plant Association - A potential natural plant com- 
munity of deflnlte flonstlc composlhon and uniform 
appearance See Assoclahon 
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Plantahon - Clearcut harvested area that has re- 
generated with natural and/or planted seedlings 

Plant Community - An aggregation of plants that 
are slmllar In species composltlon and structure, 
and occupy slmllar habitats over the landscape 
See Community 

Plant Vigor Plant health 

PM-10 Smoke and debns particles with an aero- 
dynamic diameter smaller than or equal to a nom,- 
nal ten mlcrometers 

PNV - Present Net Value or Potential Natural Veg- 
etatlon 

Pole Trmber - Trees of at least 3 0 Inches DBH. 
but smaller than 6 0 Inches DBH, (except lodge- 
pole pine and aspen which Includes trees less than 
7 0 Inches DBH) 

Pohcy - A guldmg prmclple which IS based on a 
specific declslon or set of declslons 

Polluhon The presence of matter or energy 
whose nature, locahon or quanhty produces un- 
destred envlronmental effects 

Porosity - Pertammg to landscapes, the density 
of a partlculartype of patch wIthIn a matnx Porous 
landscapes have many small patches of slmllar type 
contamed withm the matnx 

Potentral Natural Communrty (PNC) - 
(nonforested vegetation) - The blotlc community 
that would become establlshed on an ecological 
type If all successional sequences were completed 
wlthout Interference by man under the present en- 
vlronmental condlhons Natural disturbances, such 
as drought, floods, wIldfIre. grazmg by natwe fauna, 
Insects. and disease, are Inherent In its develop- 
ment The Potential Natural Community (PNC) may 
Include accllmatlzed or naturalized nonnatlve spe- 
cues 

The slmllanty between the present plant commu- 
nlty and the PNC IS the seral stage, and can be 
expressed as a percentage PNC IS the ecologlcal 
status of vegetation that ranges from 66% 100% 
of the Potenhal Natural Community 

Potenhal Vegetation - Vegetation that would de- 
velop If all successional sequences were completed 
under present site condltlons 

Practicable - When fundmg IS obtalned or a prolect 
IS IMated 

Pracbce (Also Management Practice) - A spe- 
clflc actlvlty, measure, course of actlon, or treat- 
ment 

Precommercral Thinnmg - Removal of trees from 
a young stand to promote Increased growth on the 
remainmg stems and malntaln a speclflc stockIn 
or stand denslty range, controllmg species compo- 
sltlon and stand quallty through selectlon of trees 
that are to remam In the stand 

Predator-An anlmal (rarely a plant) that kills and 
eats ammals Sometimes used In the sense of an 
insect consummg a seed 

Preparatory Cut - The removal of trees near the 
end of a rotation, which opens the canopy and en- 
ables the crowns of residual trees to enlarge, to 
improve condlhons for seed productlon and natu- 
ral regeneration TypIcally done m the shelterwood 
system 

Prescribed Frre - Controlled appllcahon of fire to 
wlldland fuels m either their natural or modlfled 
state, under speclfled environmental condltcons 
which allow fire to be confined to a predetermmed 
area and at the same time to produce the mtenslty 
of heat and rate of spread required to attam planned 
resource management objectIves 

Prescribed Fire or Burn - A wlldland fire lgnlted 
by humans under pre-planned, specified condltlons, 
to accomplish speclflc, planned resource manage- 
ment objectlves This practice IS common In Call- 
forma and IS also known as “controlled burmng” 

Prescribed Natural Fire - A wildland fire lgnlted 
by natural sources such as llghtnmg or vulcanlsm 
These fires are allowed to burn m designated ar- 
eas under carefully establlshed condltlons to pro- 
vlde for safety and fire control If these conditions 
are exceeded, or predlcted to worsen, a fire IS re- 
classlfled as a wIldfIre and suppressed 

Prescription A set of management practices 
selected to accomplish speclflc land and resource 
management obJectIves 

Present Net Value - The difference between the 
dlscounted value (benefits) of all outputs to which 
monetary values or establlshed market prices are 
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asslgned and the total dlscounted costs of manag- 
mg the plannmg area 

Presewahon - See “Visual Quality Objectives ” 

Presuppresslon - Actlvltles orgamzed in advance 
of flre occurrence to assure effectbve suppresston 
actlon 

Prey - Animals eaten by predators 

Pnmary SuccessIon -The concept in which there 
IS a sequence of vegetation development mltlated 
on newly formed solIs or upon surfaces exposed 
for the first time (as by landslides) which have never 
previously supported vegetation 

Pnmitwe ROS (Recreahon Opportunity Spec- 
trum) - A classlflcatlon of wilderness and recre- 
atlon opportumty It IS characterized by an essen- 
tlally unmodlfled environment, where trails may be 
present but structures are rare, and, where It IS 
highly probable to be Isolated from the sights and 
sounds of people (See ROS ) 

Principal Watersheds -The Natlonal Forest Sys- 
tem watersheds used for purposes of project and 
Forest planning 

Probability of Ignition -A ratmg of the probablllty 
that a flrebrand (glowing or flammg) will cause a 
fire, provided 0 lands on receptive fuels It IS calcu- 
lated from air temperature, fuel shadmg, and fuel 
moisture 

ProductIon - The generatlon or “manufacturmg” 
of resources wlthm a system (such as, plant growth, 
anlmal reproduction, snags fallmg and becoming 
down woody matenal ) 

Productive-The ablllty of an area to provide goods 
and services and to sustam ecologlcal values 

Producbvity - The amount of material (wood, for- 
age, meat, etc ) ylelded by an ecosystem, or Its 
Inherent potential to yield such material 

Program - When capltallzed. the Renewable Re- 
source Program required by the RPA Generally, 
sets of actlvltles or projects with speclflc objectives. 
defined m terms of speclflc results and responsibll- 
Ity for accomplishment 

Project - A smgle actlvlty or an Integrated group 01 
actlvltles deslgned to accomplish a speclflc on-the- 

ground purpose or result 

Properly Functioning Condltlon - Ecosystems 
at any temporal or spatial scale that are dynamic 
and reslllent to disturbance to structure, composl- 
tion, and processes of their biologIcal and physical 
components 

Proposal - A proposal exists at the stage m the 
development of an actlon when an agency IS ac- 
tlvely preparmg to make a declslon on one or more 
alternatlve means of accompllshmg a goal and the 
effects can be meanmgfully evaluated 

Proposed Actlon - A proposal by the Forest Ser- 
vice to authorize, recommend or Implement an 
actlon 

Province - The third-highest level m the NatIonal 
HIerarchIcal Framework of Ecological Umts devel- 
oped by ECOMAP See also Chapter Ill, Part 2 

Public Issue-A subject or question of widespread 
public Interest relating to management of the Na- 
tlonal Forest System or one of Its umts 

Public Land - Land for which title and control rests 
with a government-federal, state, regional, county 
or mumclpal 

Pubhc Partwpation - Generally, collaboration by 
the public at large In Forest Service plannmg and 
declslon making Can be facllltated by meetmgs, 
conferences, semmars, workshops or tours, and 
can take the form of wrltten or oral comments or 
responses or other such contrlbutlons 

Purpose and Need - The underlymg reason(s) to 
which the agency IS respondmg m generatmg a 
proposed actlon 

-R- 

Range (of a species) - The area or region over 
which an organism occurs 

Range Land on which the pnnclpal natural plant 
cover IS native grasses, forbs, and shrubs avall- 
able as forage for big game and llvestock 

Range Allotment - An area designated for the use 
of a prescribed number and kmd of livestock under 
one management plan 
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Range Analysrs - Systemabc acqulsltlon and 
evaluation of rangeland resources data for allot- 
ment management and overall land management 
plannmg 

Range Inspection - A field InspectIon of range- 
land to determme If the forest plan standards and 
guides, the allotment management plan goals and 
objectIves, and the grazmg permit requirements are 
bemg met and followed 

Range of Natural Varrabihty - See Vanabllity, 
Range of 

Rangeland - All land producmg or capable of pro- 
ducmg native vegetation, and lands that have been 
revegetated naturally or artificially Includes all 
grasslands, shrublands, and those forest lands 
which will contmually or penodlcally, naturally or 
through management, support an understory of her- 
baceous or shrubby vegetation 

Rangeland Condition - The state of vegetation, 
solI cover, and solIs m relation to a standard or 
Ideal for a patilcular ecologlcal type (See satls- 
factory rangeland and unsatisfactory rangeland 
condltlon ) 

Range Management-The art and science of plan- 
nmg and dlrectmg range use Intended to yield the 
sustamed maxlmum ammal productlon and per- 
petuatlon of the natural resources 

Range of Variabilrty (Natural Vanability, Histon- 
cal Vanabrlrty) - See Vanablllty, Range of 

Ranger Distnct - The admmistratlve subumt of a 
Natlonal Forest that IS supervlsed by a Dlstrlct 
Ranger who reports directly to the Forest Supervl- 
sor 

Raptor - A bird of prey, prlmanly meat eatmg birds 
with strong hooked bills and sharp talons Includes 
but IS not lImIted to members of the Strlgldae (Owls), 
Catharbdae (New World Vultures), Acclpltrldae 
(Hawks and Eagles), Falcomdae (Falcons), and 
Lamldae (Shrikes ) 

RARE II - Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 
The natlonal Inventory of roadless and undevel- 
oped areas wlthln the Natlonal Forests and Grass- 
lands 

Reach A contmuous unbroken stretch of a stream, 
with homogeneous charactenstlcs 

Real Dollar Value - A monetary value that corn- 
pensates for the effects of mflatlon 

- 

- 
Recharge - The addltlon of water to ground water 
by natural or artlflclal processes 

Record of Decrsion - An offlclal document m which 
a decldmg offlclal states the alternative that WIII be 
implemented from a prepared EIS 

Recovery-The achievement of viable populations 
of threatened or endangered plant or anlmal spe- 
cles 

Recreahon Capacity-The number of people that 
can take advantage of any supply of recreation 
opportunity at any one time wlthout substantially 
dlmmlshmg the quality of the experience sought 
after 

Recreahon Opportunity Class or Spectrum 
(ROS) - A system categonzmg land areas by set- 
tlngs and probable or desired recreation expen- 
ences SIX categories have been defined as fol- 
lows 

Primitive (P or Class I) Very high probablllty - 
of expenencmg solitude, freedom, closeness to w 
nature, tranqulllty, self-reliance, challenge and 
nsk Unmodlfled natural or natural appearing 
environment Very low mteractlon between 
users MInImal evidence of other users 
RestrictIons and controls not evident after entry 
Access and travel IS nonmotonzed on trails or 
cross country No vegetation alteratlons 
Access for people with dlsabllltles can be most 
dlfflcult and very challenging No site 
modlflcatlonsforfacllltles lnterpretatlon through 
self-dlscovery No on&e facllltles No facllltles 
for user comfort Rustic and rudlmentaty ones 
for site protection only Use undlmensioned 
native materials (USDA Forest Service 1994) 

Semi-Primrtwe Nonmotorized (SPNM or 
Class II) High probability of expenencmg 
solitude, closeness to nature, tranqulllty, self- 
reliance, challenge and nsk Natural appearing 
environment Low mteractlon between users 
Some evidence of other users Mmlmum of 
subtle on-site controls Access and travel IS 
nonmotonzed on trails, some prlmltlve roads or 
cross country Vegetatton alteratlons sanltatlon 
salvage to very small umts m size and number, 
widely dispersed and not evident Access for 
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people with dlsabll!t!es IS dlfflcult and 
challengmg Rustic and rudimentary facllltles 
pnmarlly for site protection No evidence of 
synthetic materials Use undlmensloned natwe 
materials lnterpretatlon through self-discovery 
Some use of maps, brochures, and guldebooks 
No on-We facllltles 

Semi-prlmitwe Motorized (SPM or Class Ill) 
Moderate probablllty of expenencmg solitude, 
closeness to nature, tranqulllty High degree of 
self-reliance, challenge and risk m usmg 
motorized equipment Predommantly natural 
appeanng environment Low concentration of 
users but often evidence of others on trails 
MinImum on-site controls and restrIctIons 
present but subtle Vegetation alteratlons very 
small m sze and number, widely dispersed and 
visually subordmate Access for people with 
dlsabllltles IS dlfflcult and challengmg Rustic 
and rudimentary facllltles pnmarlly for site 
protectlon No evidence of synthetic materials 
Use undimensloned native materials 
lnterpretatlon through very lImIted on-site 
facllltles Use of maps, brochures and 
guldebooks 

Roaded Natural (RN or Class IV) Opportunity 
to afflllate with other users in developed sites 
but with some chance of privacy Self-reliance 
on outdoor sklll of only moderate Importance 
Llttle challenge and risk Mostly natural 
appeanng environment as vlewed from sensltlve 
roads and trails InteractIon between users at 
camp sites IS of moderate Importance Some 
obvious on-site controls of users Access and 
travel IS conventlonal motorized mcludmg sedan, 
trailers, RV’s and some motor homes 
Vegetation alteratlons done to mamtam desired 
visual and recreatlonal charactenstlcs Access 
for people with dlsablllties IS of only moderate 
challenge Rustic facllmes provldlng some 
comfort for the user as well as site protectlon 
Use native materials but with more refmement 
in design Synthetic materials should not be 
evident Moderate site modlflcatlon for facilities 
lnterpretatlon through simple wayslde exhlblts 
Use native-llke materials with some refmement 
In design Some casual mterpretatlon by forest 
staff 

Rural (R or Class V) Opportunity to observe 
and afflllate with other users IS Important as IS 
convemence of facllltles Self-rehance on 

outdoor skills of little Importance Llttle challenge 
and risk except for actlvltles such as downhlll 
sklmg Natural environment IS culturally 
modified yet attractive Backdrop may range 
from alteratlons not obvious to dominant 
Interactions between users may be high as IS 
evidence of other users Obvious and prevalent 
on-site controls Access and travel facllltles are 
for mdivldual mtenslfied motorized use Access 
for people with dlsabllltles IS easy and meets 
ADAAG standards Some facllltles designed 
pnmarlly for user comfort and convemence 
Some synthetic but harmomous materials may 
be Incorporated Design may be more complex 
and refined Moderate to heavy site 
modlflcatlon lnterpretatlon through more 
complex wayside exhlblts lncludlng small llghted 
structures lnterpretlvefacllltles such as kiosks 
and portals may be staffed part-tlme 

Urban (U or Class VI) Opportunity to observe 
and afflllate with other users IS very important 
as IS convemence of facilltles and recreation 
opportunltles OutdoorskIlls, risk, and challenge 
are unimportant except for competltlve sports 
Urbamzed environment with dominant 
structures, traffic lights and paved streets May 
have natural appearmg backdrop Recreation 
places may be city parks and large resorts 
InteractIon between large numbers of users IS 
high lntenslve on&e controls are numerous 
Access and travel facllltles are highly Intense, 
motorized and often with mass transit 
supplements Vegetation IS planted and 
mamtalned Access for people with dlsabllltles 
IS easy and meets ADAAG standards FacWes 
mostly designed for user comfort and 
convenience Synthetic materials are commonly 
used Faclllty design may be highly complex 
and refined but m harmony or complimentary to 
the site Heavy site modlflcatlons for facllltles 
Interpretatjon through very sophisticated 
exhibits m staffed visitor centers, wayslde 
exhlblts, etc 

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) - Twelve vIsItor 
hours, which may be aggregated contmuously, In- 
termittently, or simultaneously by one or more per- 
sons 

Recruitment - The addltlon to a population from 
all causes, mcludmg reproduction, lmmlgratlon and 
stockmg 
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Reforestation -The natural or arttflclal restockmg 
of an area with forest trees 

Regenerahon - The renewal of a tree crop, whether 
by natural or artiflclal means Also, the young crop 
Itself, which commonly IS referred to as reproduc- 
bon 

Regeneration Method - A harvest method by 
which a new age class IS created The major meth- 
ods are clearcuttmg, seed-tree, shelterwood, se- 
lectlon, and coppice regeneration methods and their 
vanants 

RegIonal Forester-The offlclal of the USDA For- 
est Service responsible for admmlstenng an entlre 
region of the Forest Service 

Regulations A set of dIrectIons drafted to Imple- 
ment a law or laws Generally refers to the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 36, Chapter II, which 
covers management of the Forest Service 

Rehabilitation - A short-term management actlv- 
Ity used to return visual impacts In the natural set- 
tmg to a desired visual quality 

Release - Freemg trees from cornpetItIon for Ilght, 
water, and nutrients by removing or reducmg the 
vegetation growth that IS overtoppmg or closely 
surroundmg them 

Release Cuttmg Removal of competing vegeta- 
tion to allow desrred tree species to grow 

Release Treatment - A treatment deslgned to free 
young trees from undesirable, usually overtoppmg, 
competmg vegetation Treatments Include Ilbera- 
tlon, cleaning, and weedmg 

Removal Cut-The removal of the last seed bear- 
ers or sheltertrees after regeneration IS establlshed 

Renewable Resource Resources whose total 
physlcal quantity IS replemshed overtlme and thus 
can sustain some rate of consumption 

Repeated Seasonal Grazing -A sltuatlon in which 
a pasture IS grazed at the same time each year 

Research Natural Area (RNA) Lands that are 
protected for the purpose of mamtammg bIologIcal 
dlverslty, conductmg nonmanIpulatIve research and 
monltormg, and promotmg education 

Reserve Trees - Trees deliberately retamed m a 
stand for a speclflc resource use 

- 

Resident Fish - Fish that are not mlgratoty and 
complete their entlre life cycle in fresh water 

Resource - A broad term denoting anythmg that IS 
useful for somethmg 

Resource Value - The value of an ecosystem for 
a particular use or benefit on an ecologlcal type 
This value may be expressed as the value amount 
or as a relative ratmg, when compared to the maxI- 
mum value for an ecologlcal type 

Responsible Official - The Forest Serwce em- 
ployee who has been delegated the authority to 
carry out a specific planned actlon 

Restoration - A&Ions taken to modify an ecosys- 
tem m whole or m part to achieve a desired condo- 
bon 

RestoratIon Ecology - The study of recreating 
entire commumtles of organisms closely modeled 
after communltles that occur naturally 

Retention -A visual quality objective whose guide- - 
lmes stipulate that management actlvltles are not 
visually ewdent, and actlvltles repeat form, Ime, 
color, and texture characteristics found In the land- 
scape 

Revahdation - Pertainmg to prescribed natural fire, 
the dally certlflcatlon by the approving lme officer 
that the fire IS wlthm prescnptlon and WIII remam N-I 
prescrIptIon though the ensumg 24-hour period, 
given reasonably foreseeable weather condltlons 
and fire behavior 

Revegetatlon - The reestabkhment and devel- 
opment of a plant cover by etther natural or artIf]- 
clal means, such as reseedlng 

Right-of-Way - An accurately located stnp of land 
with defmed width, pomt of begmnlng, and pomt of 
ending Wlthm th1.s area the user has authority to 
conduct operations approved or granted by the 
landowner in an authonzmg document, such as a 
permit, easement, lease, Incense, or Memorandum 
of Understandmg (MOU) 

Riparian - Of, on, or relatmg to the bank of a natu- 
ral course of water 0 
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Rlparian Area - Areas adjacent to water and com- 
posed of vegetation communities dependent on 
water near the ground surface Associated with 
lakes, reservoirs, potholes, springs, bogs, wet 
meadows, and ephemeral, mtermlttent, or peren- 
nlal streams 

Risk - Refers to sltuatlons m which the outcome IS 
not certain, but the chance of system degradation 
beyond the point of reslllency and sustamablllty can 
be estimated 

RNA - Research Natural Area 

Road - A created or evolved travel route greater 
than 500 feet long (mmlmum mventory standard 
forthe Forest Serwce Route Management System), 
which IS reasonably and prudently drivable with a 
conventlonal passenger car or plckup (vehicles 
greaterthan 50 Inches w!de and havmg a dry weight 
of 600 pounds or more) 

System Road/Managed Road A road which 
IS part of the offlclal Forest Transportation 
Management System, these roads usually have 
a number and a name and are usually on the 
Forest travel plan maps 

Nonsystem Road (Unmanaged Road or 
Ghost Road) A road which IS not part of the 
offlclal Forest Transportation Management 
System, these roads usually do not have a 
number or a name and they are not on the 
Forest travel plan maps 

Open Road/Motorized Road Any road 
wlthout restnctlon on motorized vehicle use 

RestrIcted Road Any road on which motorized 
vehicle use IS restncted seasonally or yearlong 
by physlcal obstructlon (generally gated), and 
on which motorized vehicle use IS legally 
restrlcted Motorized admmlstratlve use by 
personnel of resource management agencies 
IS acceptable at low mtenslty levels as defined 
m exlstmg cumulative effects analysis models 
This mcludes contractors and permittees In 
addltlon to agency employees 

Reclaimed/Obhterated Road Any road which 
has been treated m such a manner so as to no 
longer function as a road or trail This can be 
accompllshed through one or a combmation of 
several means mcludmg recontounng toongmal 
slope, placement of loggmg, road, or forest 

debns, plantmg of shrubs or trees, etc 

TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route 
Density) Includes all open and restncted roads 
and open and restrlcted motorized trails 
Density may be dlsplayed as follows 1) Density 
(miles/square mile) for an analysis area (such 
as a watershed or a management prescnptlon 
area) 2) Density as a percentage of the analysis 
area m a defined density category (example 
20% >2 0 miles per square mile) 

Calculating TMARD for Grizzly Bear 
Management Units Follow the procedures 
outllned In the Interagency Gnzzly Bear 
CommIttee Taskforce Report - Gnzzly Bear/ 
Motorized Access Management, Flnal, 
approved by the IGBC, July 21, 1994 

OROMTRD (Open Road and Open Motorized 
Trail Route Density): Includes all open roads 
and open motorized trails Density may be 
dlsplayed as follows 1) Density (miles/square 
mile) for an analysis area (such as a watershed 
or a management prescrIption area) 2) Density 
as a percentage of the analysis area in a defmed 
density category (example 20% >2 0 miles per 
square mile) 

A Calculatmg OROMTRD for elk habltat 
effectiveness (the sprmg/summer/fall period, 
but not mcludmg the general big game rifle 
seasons) 

1 OROMTRD WIII be calculated on the 
basis of principal watersheds The area 
In square miles of each pnnclpal 
watershed WIII be calculated, and the 
miles of open roads and open trails wlthm 
that prmcipal watershed will also be 
calculated to determine the OROMTRD 
(expressed as miles/square mile) The 
acreage and road and trail mileage 
Included m the calculation WIII Include all 
acres (NF and pnvate) wlthm the pnnclpal 
watershed 

a Open roads mclude (a) all system 
(managed) roads which are open for 
motorized use on the Forest Plan 
Travel Maps, plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) roads which have more 
than 1 to 2 motorized vehicle tnps per 
week for the malonty of the weeks 
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dunng the sprmg/summer/fall period, 
even If they are desrgnated closed on 
the Forest Plan Travel Maps, plus (c) 
all hrghways and county roads and 
pnvate roads whrch are open for 
motorized use 

b Open motorized trails Include (a) 
all system (managed) trails whrch are 
open for motorized use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps, plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) trawls whtch have more 
than 1 or2 motorized vehrcle tnps per 
week for the matonty of the weeks 
durmg the spnng/summer/fall perrod, 
even If they are desrgnated closed on 
the Forest Plan Travel Maps 

c Open roads and open motorized 
trawls whrch are on the boundary of 
prrncrpal watersheds will becalculated 
as havmg one-half the total mrleage 
of that road or trail m each of the 
watersheds It separates Open roads 
and open motorized trails whrch form 
the Forest boundary wrll ltkewrse have 
one-half of that boundary mrleage 
counted as occurrrng wrthrn the 
Forest 

B Calculabng OROMTRD for elk 
vulnerabtltty (the general btg game rtfle 
seasons) 

1 OROMTRD will be calculated on the 
basrs of pnncrpal watersheds The area 
rn square mrles of each prrncrpal 
watershed will be calculated The mrles 
of open roads and open motorized trawls 
wrthm the pnncrpal watershed will also 
be calculated In addrtron, “mfrnrtely open 
areas” wrll be determmed and Included 
In the calculatron usmg afactorof 6 mrles 
of open road per square mrle of mfmtely 
open area Open road and open 
motorized trawl densrty wrll be expressed 
as mrles/square mrle The acreage and 
road and trawl mrleage Included m the 
calculation will Include all acres (NF and 
private) wrthm a pnncrpal watershed 

a Open roads mclude (a) all system 
(managed) roads which are open for 
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motorized use on the Forest Plan 
Travel Maps dunng the general brg 
game rifle seasons, plus (b) all system 
(managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) roads whrch have 
motorized vehrcle use durmg the 
general brg game rifle seasons, even 
If they are designated closed on the 
Forest Plan Travel Maps, plus (c) all 
hrghways and county roads and 
pnvate roads which are open for 
motorized use dunng the general brg 
game rrfle seasons 

b Open motorized trawls includes (a) 
all system (managed) trawls whrch are 
open for motorized use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps dunng the general 
big game rifle seasons, plus (b) all 
system (managed) and nonsystem 
(unmanaged) trawls whrch have 
motorized vehrcle use dunng the 
general brg game rifle seasons, even 
If they are desrgnated closed on the 
Forest Plan Travel Maps 

c Infmrtely open areas Include areas 
which have terram and vegetabon 
whrch allow OHV use and they are 
not closed to OHV use on the Forest 
Plan Travel Maps dunng the general 
btg game huntrng seasons Calculate 
the total square mtles for these areas, 
and use a factor of 6 mrles of open 
road for each square mile of area 

d Open roads and open motorized 
trawls whrch are on the boundary of 
pnncrpal watersheds wrll be calculated 
as havmg one-half the total mrleage 
of that road or trawl m each of the 
watersheds It separates Open roads 
and open motorized trawls whrch form 
the Forest boundary wrll lrkewtse have 
one-half of that boundary mrleage 
counted as occurrrng wrthtn the 
Forest 

C Calculatmg OROMTRD for Management 
Prescrrptron Areas Follow the same 
procedure as for elk habrtat effectrveness, 
except the boundanes wrll be contrguous 
management prescnptron areas (and rn 
some cases adjacent management 



prescrIptIon areas as directed In the 
management prescnptlons) 

D Calculatmg OROMTRD for Gnzzly Bear 
Management Umts Follow the procedures 
outlmed m the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
CommIttee Taskforce Report - Grizzly Bear/ 
Motorized Access Management, FInal, 
approved by the IGBC, July 21, 1994 

Roadless Areas - Areas of National Forest land 
which qualify for placement on the inventory of 
potential wilderness if, m addition to meetmg the 
statutory defmltlon of wilderness, they meet one or 
more of the followmg cntena 

1 They contam 5,000 acres or more 

2 They contam less than 5,000 acres but 

a Due to physiography of vegetation, they 
are manageable m their natural condltlon 

b They are self-contained ecosystems such 
as an Island 

c They are contiguous to exlstlng 
wilderness, pnmltlve areas, Admmlstratlon- 
endorsed wilderness, or roadless areas m 
other Federal ownership, regardless of their 
size 

3 They do not contain Improved roads 
mamtamed for travel by standard passenger- 
type vehicles, except as permltted In areas east 
of the 100th mertdlan 

ROD - Record of Declslon 

ROS - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

Rosgen Channel Types - A classlflcatlon system 
developed by Dave Rosgen which places stream 
reaches Into categones based on physical charac- 
tenstlcs This system IS useful m comparing the 
exlstlng classlflcatlon (condltlon) of a stream to Its 
natural potential 

Rotation -The number of years required to estab- 
llsh (mcludmg the regeneration period) and grow 
timber crops to a speclflc condltlon or matunty for 
regeneration harvest Selected management pre- 
scnptlons in the forest plan provide the basis for 
the rotation age 

Rotabonal Grazmg System - A llvestock grazmg 
system under which ammals are moved from pas- 
ture to pasture on a scheduled basis 

RPA - The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re- 
sources Plannmg Act of 1974 Also refers to the 
NatIonal Assessment and Recommended Program 
developed to fulfill the requirements of this Act 

RPA Assessment - An analysis of present and 
antlclpated uses, demand for, and supply of re- 
newable resources The Assessment IS prepared 
every 10 years in response to the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Plannmg Act 

Runoff-The portjon of precipitation that flows over 
the land surface or m open channels 

RVD - Recreation VIsitor Day 

RVR - Resource Value Rating 

-S- 

S&G Allotment - A sheep and goat allotment 

Salable Mmeral - See Common Variety Mineral 

Sale Schedule - The quantity of timber planned 
for sale by time period from the area of suItable- 
land covered by a forest plan The first period, 
usually a decade, of the selected sale schedule 
provides the allowable sale quantity Future pen- 
ods are shown to establish that long-term sustamed 
yield WIII be achieved and mamtamed 

Salvage Cuttmg - See Salvage Harvest 

Salvage Harvest - Harvest of trees that are dead, 
dying, ordetenoratmg because they are overmature 
or have been matenally damaged by fire, wind, in- 
sects, fungi, or other m]unous agents before the 
wood becomes unmerchantable 

Samtabon Cutbng - See Sanltatlon Harvest 

Samtabon Harvest - The harvest of dead, dam- 
aged or susceptible trees done pnmanly to pre- 
vent the spread of pests or disease and to pro- 
mote forest health 

Saplmg - A young tree larger than a seedlmg but 
smaller than a pole Size IS wlthm the range of 1 0 
to 2 9 Inches DBH 
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Satisfactory Condrtion - (nonforested vegeta- provide seed THIS method creates an even-aged - 
tlon) Vegetation that IS meeting Desired Vegeta- stand 
tion Condltlons (DVC) - 

Sawhmber _ Trees of a given diameter at breast 
height or larger that can be made into lumber For 
lodgepole, this mInImum diameter IS 7 0 Inches, 
for Douglas-fir, It IS 8 0 Inches 

Selection - See “Group SelectIon” and “lndlvldual 
(Smgle) Tree SelectIon ” 

Scopmg -The ongomg process to determme pub- 
IIC opmion, receive comments and suggestlons, and 
determme issues dunng the envlronmental analy- 
SIS process It may mvolve public meetings, tele- 
phone conversations or letters 

Selechon Cutting -The annual or penodlc removal 
of trees (parbcularly mature trees), mdtvldually or 
m small groups, from an uneven-aged forest, to 
realize the yield and to mamtaln age stratlflcatlon 

Selection System - An uneven-aged sllvlcultural 
system m which trees are removed mdlvldually or 
In groups, from a large area on a set temporal cycle 

SDI Stand Density Index 

Second Growth - Forest growth that was estab- 
lashed after some kmd of Interference with the pre- 
wous forest crop, such as cutting, fire, or Insect 
attack 

Sensitive Species - Those specres that are rec- 
ognlzed by the U S Forest Service as needmg 
special management conslderatlons 

Secunty Cover - See Gnzzly Bear Secunty Cover 

Sensitivdy Level - A parbcular degree of mea- 
sure of wewer Interest m scemc quaIltIes of the land- 
scape Three sensltlvcty levels are employed, each 
ldentlfylng a different level of user concern for the 
visual environment 

Sedrment - Solld material, both mlneral and or- 
game, transported from Its site of origm by a!r, wa- 
ter, gravity or Ice 

Level 1 - Highest Sensitlvlty 
Level 2 - Average SensWty 
Level 3 - Lowest Sensltivlty 

Sedrmentation -The actron or process of formmg 
or deposltmg excessive amounts of sediment 

Seed Cut - Timber harvest deslgned to prepare 
the seed bed and create a new age class In an 
even-aged or two-aged stand under the Seed-Tree 
or Shelterwood Regeneration Method Reserve 
trees may or may not be retamed 

Seral - A plant or anlmal commumty that IS transl- 
tlonal If left alone, the seral stage WIII grve way to 
another plant or animal commumty that represents 
a further stage of success!on 

Seedling -A young tree less than 1 0 Inches DBH 

Seral Stage - Any of a senes of relatively transl- 
tory planned communltles that develop dunng eco- 
loglcal succession from bare ground to the climax 
stage. There are five stages 

Seed Tree Cuttmg -An even-aged cutting method 
m which most of the mature timber from an area IS 
removed In one cut except for a small number of 
desirable trees retalned to provide seed or shelter 
for regeneration 

Seed Tree Harvest - Removal of the mature tlm- 
ber crop from an area In one cut, except for a small 
number of seed bearers 

Seed Tree Regeneration Method _ A method of 
regeneratmg a stand In which a new age class de- 
velopsfrom seeds that germmate m a fully-exposed 
mlcroenvlronment after removal of the previous 
stand, except for a small number of trees left to 

Early seral stage (forested vegetation) - The 
period from disturbance to crown closure of 
conifer stands managed under the current forest 
management regime Grass, herbs, or brush 
are plentiful 
(nonforested vegetation) - The developmental 
stage of an exlstlng plant community In 
progression toward a Potential Natural 
Commumty (PNC) Early seral stage IS the 
ecologtcal status of vegetation that ranges from 
O-39% of the Potential Natural Community 

Mrd seral stage - (forested vegetation) - The 
penod In the life of a forest stand from crown 
closure to first merchantablllty usually ages 15- 
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40 Due to stand density, brush, grass, or herbs 
rapldly decrease in the stand Hidmg cover may 
be present 
(nonforested vegetation) - The developmental 
stage of an exlstlng plant community In 
progresslon toward a Potential Natural 
Commumty (PNC) Mid seral stage IS the 
ecologtcal status of vegetation that ranges from 
40% - 59% of the Potential Natural Community 

Late seral stage (forested vegetation) - The 
period m the life of a forest stand from first 
merchantabIlity to culmmatlon of mean annual 
Increment This IS under a regime mcludmg 
commercial thmnlng, or to 100 years of age, 
depending on wIldlIfe habltat needs Dunng this 
period, stand diver&y IS minImal, except that 
conifer mortality rates WIII be fairly rapld Hldmg 
and thermal cover may be present Forage IS 
mmlmal 
(nonforested vegetation) - The developmental 
stage of an existing plant community In 
progresslon toward a Potential Natural 
Commumty (PNC) Late seral stage IS the 
ecologlcal status of vegetation that ranges from 
60% - 85% of the Potential Natural Community 

Mature seral stage-The penod m the life of a 
forest stand from culmmatlon of mean annual 
Increment to an old-growth stage or to 200 
years This IS a time of gradually mcreasmg 
stand dlverslty Hldmg cover, thermal cover, and 
some forage may be present 

Old-growth seral stage - This stage constitutes 
the potential plant community capable of exlstmg 
on a site given the frequency of natural 
disturbance events For forest communltles this 
stage exists from approximately age 200 until 
when stand replacement occurs and secondary 
succession begms agam Dependmg on fire 
frequency and mtenslty, old growth forests may 
have different structures, species composltlon. 
and age dlstributlons In forests with longer 
periods between natural disturbance, the forest 
structure WIII be more even-aged at late mature 
or early old-growth stages 

Sere See Seral Stage 

Series - An aggregation of taxonomlcally related 
plant assoclatlons which take the name of (cllmatlc) 
climax species that dommate, or have the poten- 
teal to dommate, the pnncipal vegetative layer m a 

time frame appropriate to the vegetative or taxo- 
nom!c group under conslderatlon 

Severely Burned - So11 organic matter and nutn- 
ent loss as a result of havmg been burned over 
Severely burned IS detnmental If It adversely af- 
fects site productlvlty or hydrologic function 

Shade-Tolerant Plants - Plants that grow well in 
shade 

Shelterwood Regeneration Method - A method 
of regenerating a stand m which a new age class 
develops beneath the partially-shaded microenvl- 
ronment provided by the residual trees The method 
creates an even-aged stand 

Shelterwood Removal Cut - A type of cut that 
releases establlshed regeneration from competl- 
tlon with seed trees while retammg some trees 
needed for shelter under the Shelterwood Regen- 
eratlon Method Reserve trees may or may not be 
retamed 

Shrub - A plant that has persistent, woody stems 
and a relatively low growth habit, and that gener- 
ally produces several basal shoots Instead of a 
single bole It differs from a tree by Its low stature 
and nonarborescent form 

Sight Distance - The distance at which 90 per- 
cent or more of a deer or elk IS hldden from an 
observer Hldmg cover exists when 90 percent or 
more of a standing deer or elk IS hidden at a dls- 
tance of 200 feet or less 

Sigmflcance - As used m NEPA, requires consld- 
eratlon of both context and mtenslty (See regula- 
tions at 40 CFR 1508 27 ) 

Sllvicultural System - The planned process 
whereby a stand IS tended, harvested, and re-es- 
tabllshed The system name IS based on the num- 
ber of age classes, and/or the regeneration method 
used 

Skwxdture - The art and science that promotes 
the growth of single trees and the forest as a blo- 
loglcal unit to meet management objectIves 

Smgle-Tree Selecbon - See “lndlvldual (Single) 
Tree SelectIon ” 

Site - A small area or parcel of land consldered in 
terms of Its environment 
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Site Development Scale - See Development 
Scale 

Site Preparation -The general term for removmg 
unwanted vegetabon, slash, roots, and stones from 
a sate before reforestation Naturally occurrmg weld- 
fire, as well as prescrrbed fire can prepare a sate 
for natural regeneratron 

Sde Productivdy - Productron capabrkty of spe- 
crfrc areas of land 

Size Class - One of the Intervals of tree stem di- 
ameters used to classrfy trmber m the Forest Plan 
data base See Seedlmg, Sapling, Pole Trmber, 
and Sawhmber 

Skldding Haulmg logs by slrdmg, not on wheels, 
from stump to a collectron pomt 

Skid Trail - Narrow path on which loggmg equrp- 
ment travels when movmg logs from the forest to a 
desrgnated landmg locatron 

SL - Standard Servrce Level 

Slash -The resrdue left on the ground after timber 
cuttmg and/or as a result of storm, fire, or other 
damage Includes unused logs, uprooted stumps, 
broken or uprooted stems, branches, twrgs, leaves, 
bark and chrps 

Slope Distance- The physrcal measured drstance 
on the slope (not honzontal drstance) 

Small Game - Birds and small mammals typrcally 
hunted or trapped 

Snag - A standing dead tree greater than 20 feet 
tall from whrch the leaves and most of the lambs 
have fallen (USDA Forest Servrce 1979) Or, for 
wrldlrfe habrtat, a standing dead or partly dead tree 
at least 6 Inches dbh and at least 5 feet tall (thus 
defrnrtron IS based on mmrmum dbh and herght of 
trees used by primary cavrty nestmg specres ) 

Snag-hard - Composed of sound wood, especrally 
on the outsrde 

Snag-soft - In advanced stages of decay and de- 
terroratron both msrde and outsrde 

Snowmachme - Any motorrzed vehrcle whrch IS 
used for over snow travel 

Soil -The unconsolrdated mmeral matenal oh the 
rmmedrate surface of the earth that serves as a 
natural medrum for the growth of land plants 

Soil and Water Conservation Practices 
(SWCPs) - See Best Management Practrce 

Soil Cover - Ground cover consrstmg of vegeta- 
tron, Irtter, and rock fragments larger than three- 
fourths mch m drameter m contact with the so11 
Also, perennral canopy cover that IS wrthm 3 to 30 
feet of the ground 

SolI Disturbance - The effect upon soil of havmg 
been drsplaced, compacted, puddled, or severely 
burned Any of these drsturbances whrch adversely 
affect hydrologrc functron or sate productrvrty are 
termed detrrmental 

Detrimental Dwplacement The loss of either 
two Inches or one-half of the humus-enrrched 
top so11 (A-honzon), or both, from an area of 
one square meter or larger 

Detrimental Compaction/Puddling: 
Decreases rn so11 porosrty by 10 percent or more 
from undrsturbed values, or doublmg of the so11 
strength, In any two-inch Increment m the top 
foot of SOII 

Soil Hydrologic Function - The Inherent capac- 
rty of a soil to take up, retam and transmit water 

Soil Orgamc Matter-The orgamc fractron of so11 
Includes plant, anrmal and mrcrobral resrdues, fresh 
and at all stages of decomposrtron, and the rela- 
trvely resrstant solI humus 

Soil Productivity - The capacrty of a so11 to pro- 
duce a specrfic crop Productrvity depends on ad- 
equate morsture and so11 nutnents, as well as fa- 
vorable clrmate 

Soil Puddling - Puddlrng IS generally evaluated at 
the mmeral solI surface lnfrltratron and permeabrl- 
rty are affected by dethmental so11 puddlmg Vrsual 
rndrcators of detrimental puddlmg include clearly 
rdentrfrable ruts wrth berms or hoof prrnts rn mm- 
era1 soil, or m an Oa hohzon of an organrc soil 

So11 Quality - Long term solI productrvrty and so11 
hydrologrc functron 

SolI Survey -The systematrc exammatron of sorls 
rn the field and laboratory, mcludmg descrrptron, 
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classrfrcatron, mterpretatron of productrvrty and 
mwwg 

SolI Wood -Woody debris, larger than 3 Inches m 
drameter, that IS mcorporated Into the so11 surface 
layers 

Spabal Scale - The level of resolutron rn space 
percerved or consrdered 

Special Forest Products - Nontrmber renewable 
plant products (such as mushrooms, berhes, flow- 
ers, etc ) 

Special Use Permd - A permrt Issued to an mdr- 
vrdual or group by the USDA Forest Servrce for 
use of Natronal Forest System land for a special 
purpose Examples of permitted actrvrtres could 
Include a Boy Scout Jamboree or a mountain brke 
race 

Species - A fundamental category of plant or am- 
mal classrfrcatron 

Species Composdlon - The proportlons of van- 
ous plant or anrmal specres rn relation to the total 
on a grven area Plant specres may be expressed 
rn terms of cover, density, werght, and so on 

Stand - A communrty of trees or other vegetation 
suffrcrently uniform in composrtron, constitutron, 
age, spatral arrangement or condrtron to be drstrn- 
gurshable from adjacent communrtres and so form 
a srlvrcultural or management entity 

Stand Exam - The actiwty of lookmg at a stand m 
the field to obtam measure of stand condrtrons, 
physrcal sate factors, and other envrronmental data 
to help determme future management of the stand 

Stand Replacement Fire - Frre whrch kills all or 
most lrvmg overstory trees In a forest and rnrtrates 
regrowth at an earlrer seral stage 

Standard - A measurable constramt on manage- 
ment actrvrties or practrces often expressed as a 
maximum or mmrmum Devratron from compkance 
wrth a standard requrres a Forest Plan amendment 

Standard Service Level (SL) - Management level 
desrgned to enhance the recreatron expehence. en- 
sure publrc safety, correct resource damage, and 
maxrmrze the longevrty and serviceabilrty of recre- 
atron facrlitres 

Standards and Guidelmes - Requrrements found 
rn a Forest Plan whrch Impose kmrts on natural re- 
source management activrtres. generally for envr- 
ronmental protectron See Chapter Ill 

State Air Quahty Regulabons - The legal base 
for control of as pollutron sources rn a State Pre- 
scrrbed burnmg IS generally covered under these 
regulatrons 

State Implementation Plan - A State plan that 
covers rmplementatron, mamtenance, and enforce- 
ment of prrmary and secondary standards rn each 
art’ quakty control Regron, pursuant to section 110 
of the Clean Arr Act 

Stocked Stand - A stand IS certrfred as stocked 
when there are 140-300 estabkshed trees peracre, 
dependrng on specres. over 70% of the stand five 
years after a regeneratron cut See FWSG for km- 
ber 

Stockmg - A measure of the proportion of the area 
m a stand actually occupred by trees, expressed rn 
terms of stocked quadrats or percent of canopy 
closure (as drstmct from stand densrty) 

Stocking Level - (Trmber management) The num- 
ber of trees m an area as compared to the number 
of trees desrred (Livestock grazmg) The area of 
land allotted to each anrmal unit for the entrre graz- 
mg perrod Usually expressed as a ratlo 

Storage - A descrrptron of resources whrch are 
conserved wrthrn a system such as, sedrments and 
water retarned m wetlands, or carbon and other 
nuthent storage m down woody materral 

Stream Reach -A segment of stream wrth srmrlar 
characterrstrcs 

Structure - How the parts of ecosystems are ar- 
ranged, both honzontally and vertrcally Vegeta- 
tion patches, edge, canopy layers, snags, down 
wood, steep canyons, rocks m streams, and roads 
may be arranged m some pattern or mosarc. or the 
structure may be totally random 

SubregIon - One of the hrerarchy levels used for 
RPA assessments and statewide plannmg encom- 
passmg hundreds to thousands of square mrles 

Subsection - An ecologrcal unit of land that has 
umform clrmahc and geologrc characterrshcs 
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Seven subsectlons have been delmeated wlthln the 
Targhee Natlonal Forest 

Subwatershed - A dramage delmeated for one of 
the streams wlthm a National Forest System (NFS) 
watershed, often to analyze the effects of a pro- 
posed actlon. The subwatershed chosen for analy- 
SIS may depend on the size and anticipated effects 
of a proposal 

SuccessIon -The natural replacement, in time, of 
one plant commumty by another Condltlons of 
the prior plant commumty (or successlonal orseral 
stage) create conditions that are favorable for the 
establishment of the next stage 

Succession, Plant - The process of vegetatron 
development whereby an area IS successively oc- 
cupled by different plant communltles of hlghereco- 
loglcal order 

Successional Stage - See Seral Stage 

Sudabddy - The appropnateness of applymg cer- 
taln management practices to a particular area of 
land, as determmed by an analysis of the economic 
and envlronmental consequences and the oppor- 
tunity cost of uses foregone 

Sudability for Livestock Grazmg - The appro- 
prlateness of applymg llvestock grazmg practices 
to a parbcular area of land (grazmg allotment), as 
determmed by an analys6 of the economic and 
envlronmental consequences and the alternatlve 
uses foregone A unit of land may be suitable for a 
variety of mdlvldual orcomblned management prac- 
tlces 

Sudabdity for Timber Production - The appro- 
pnateness of commercial timber management on 
a given land area Timber harvest, other than sal- 
vage sales or sales to protect other multlple-use 
values, cannot occur on lands not sulted for timber 
productron 

Suitable Forest Land - SeeTImber Classlflcatlon 

Suitable Habdat The biological and physlcal com- 
ponents necessary to meet some or all of the life 
needs of a species 

Sudable Range - Rangeland that IS accessible and 
used by grazmg animals, that produces forage or 
has Inherent forage producmg capabllitles, and that 

can be grazed on a sustamed yield basis under 
reasonable management goals 

Suppression -The actlon of extmgulshmg orcon- 
fmmg a fire 

Surface Resources Renewable resources that 
are on the surface of the earth, such as timber and 
forage, m contrast to ground water and mmerals 
which are located beneath the surface 

SustainabIlity - The ablllty of an ecosystem to 
mamtam ecologlcal processes and functions, blo- 
loglcal diversity, and productivity over time 

Sustainable - For a renewable resource, the ca- 
paclty to produce continuously at a given mtenslty 
of management 

Sustainable Development - The use of land and 
water to sustain productjon lndeflnltely wlthout en- 
vlronmental detenoratlon, Ideally without loss of 
native blodlverslty 

Sustainable Ecosystem Management - Manage- 
ment dlrected towards developmg or mamtalnmg a 
synergistic complex of plants and animals which 
can be perpetuated mdefmltely 

Sustamed-Yield - The yield of a renewable re- 
source which can be produced contmuously at a 
given mtensity of management 

Swing Allotment - A vacant allotment open to 
grazmg that can be temporarily grazed by an exist- 
mg forest livestock grazing permlttee whose exist- 
mg authorized allotment IS not avaIlable in whole 
or part Nonforest permlttees are not allowed to 
use swmg allotments Cattle are not allowed to use 
swmg sheep allotments and sheep are not allowed 
to use swmg cattle allotments 

Systems at Risk - Ecosystems which demonstrate 
a potential for loss of resilience or sustamablllty If 
dlsturbed 

-T- 

Target - A NatIonal Forest’s annual goal for ac- 
compllshment for natural resource programs Tar- 
gets represent the commitment of the Forest Ser- 
vice to Congress to accomplish the work Congress 
has funded, and are often used as a measure of 
the agency’s performance 
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Temporary Roads - Roads other than speclfled 
which are constructed by the purchaser for the 
purpose of harvestmg Included timber A timber sale 
road IS a temporary road when It IS the purchaser’s 
road It IS not needed by anyone else for any rea- 
son The purchaser develops It, mamtams It, and 
ellmmates Its function as a road when It has served 
Its purpose If the Forest Service access needs 
are only short-term, such as for post-sale work or 
fuelwood access, the road WIII be speclfled m the 
timber sale contract The Forest Service will then 
be responsible for ellmlnatmg Its function as a road 
when It has served Its purpose 

Tentabvely Suitable Forest Land See Timber 
Classlflcatlon 

Thermal Cover Cover used by animals to mod- 
erate the effects of weather and provide protectjon 
from heat or cold Thermal cover requirements vary 
with species and the prevallmg climate 

Thinnmg -An mtermedlate cuttmg made in an im- 
mature stand prlmarlly to mamtam or accelerate 
diameter Increment, enhance forest health or re- 
cover mortality, and also to Improve the average 
form of the remammg trees without permanently 
breakmg the canopy 

Threatened Species - Any species llsted m the 
Federal Register under terms of the Endangered 
Species Act which IS likely to become an endan- 
gered species withm the foreseeable future through- 
out all or a signlflcant portlon of Its range 

Timber Base - The lands wlthm the Forest which 
are capable, available and suited for timber pro- 
ductlon 

Timber Classification - In forest planning, the dis- 
aggregation of forested lands mto strata to aid In 
the development of management alternatives The 
strata are based on the ablllty of the land to pro- 
duce commercial timber. and are as follows 

Forest Land-Land at least 10 percent occupied 
by forest trees of any size or formerly havmg 
had such tree cover and not currently developed 
for nonforest use Lands developed for 
nonforest use Include areas for crops, improved 
pasture, resldentlal, or admmlstrative areas, 
Improved roads of any width and adjommg road 
clearmg and powerlme clearmg of any width 
The term occupancy when used to defme forest 

land WIII be measured by canopy cover of live 
forest trees at maturity The mInImum area for 
classlflcatlon of forest land IS 1 acre 
Unimproved roads, trails, streams and clearings 
in forest areas are classlfled as forest If they 
are less than 120 feet m width 

Nonforest Land - Lands never having or 
Incapable of havmg greater than IO percent of 
the area occupied by forest trees and lands 
formerly forested and currently developed for 
nonforest use 

Sudable (Suded) Forest Land - Tentatively 
sultable forest lands selected for management 
for timber productlon on a regulated basis in a 
Forest Plan 

Tentatwely Swtable (Commercial) Forest 
Land - Forest Land which IS producmg or IS 
capable of producmg crops of mdustnal wood 
and for which (1) a withdrawal has not been 
entered by Congress, the Secretary of 
Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest Service 
(for example, as designated wilderness), (2) 
technology and knowledge exists to ensure 
timber productlon wlthout lrreverslble damage 
to solI productlwty or watershed condltlon, (3) 
technology and knowledge exists, and IS 
reflected In current research and experience, 
to reasonably assure that the lands can be 
adequately restocked (regenerated) wlthln five 
years after flnal harvest, and (4) adequate 
mformatlon IS available to project responses to 
timber management actlvltles 

Unsuitable (Unsuited) Forest Land - Land not 
scheduled (designated) for timber management 
in the Forest Plan May be tentatively sultable 
land on which timber management IS 
mconslstent with or not cost-efflclent m meetmg 
Forest Plan multiple-use objectives or 
management requirements, or land not found 
tentatively sultable for timber production 

Timber Harvest Schedule - See “Sale Schedule ” 

Timber Production - The purposeful growmg, 
tendmg, harvesting, and regeneration of regulated 
crops of trees for cutting mto logs, bolts, or other 
round sections for mdustnal or consumer use For 
purposes of forest plannmg, timber productlon does 
not Include fuelwood or harvests from unsuitable 
lands 
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Tnnber Sale Program Quantity (TSPQ) - The 
volume of ttmber planned for sale during the first 
decade of the plannmg horizon It Includes the al- 
lowable sale quantity (chargeablevolume) and any 
add!tlonal matenal (nonchargeable volume) planned 
for sale The timber sale program quantity usually 
IS expressed as an annual average for the first 
decade 

Timber Stand Improvement (TSI) - Measures 
such as thmnmg, prunmg, release cutting, pre- 
scribed fire, glrdlmg, weedmg, or polsonmg of un- 
wanted trees almed at improvmg growmg condo- 
tlons of the remammg trees 

Timelag - In fire plannmg an mdlcatlon of the rate 
at which dead fuel gams or loses moisture due to 
changes m Its environment The time necessary 
for a fuel particle to gam or lose approximately 63 
percent of the difference between Its lnltlal mols- 
ture content and Its equlllbrlum moisture content 

Nonsystem TrailUnmanaged Trail/Ghost Trail 
A trail which IS not part of the official Forest 
Transportation Management System These 
trails usually do not have a number or a name, 
they are not on the Forest travel plan maps 

Open Motorized Trarl A trail wlthout restrictIon 
on motorized use and used by motorized 
vehicles Trails used by 3-wheelers, 4-wheelers, 
and motorized trail bikes are examples of this 
type of access route 

Restncted Motorized Trail A trail on which 
motorized use IS legally restncted seasonally 
or yearlong Motorized admmlstratlve use by 
personnel of resource management agencies 
IS acceptable at low mtenslty levels as defmed 
m exlstmg cumulative effects analysis models 
This Includes contractors and permlttees In 
addltlon to agency employees 

Fuels are usually grouped Into the followrng groups Trail Mamtenance There are five levels of trail 
mamtenance which are defmed as follows 

Classn%atlon Dram&r (Inches) m, 
TMARD (Total Motorized Access Route Den- 
slty) - See defmltlon under Roads 

TMDL - From the Clean Water Act, Total Maxi- 
mum Dally Load TMDLs for given pollutants may 
be assigned to Water Quality LimIted streams 

Tractor Logging - A loggmg method that uses trac- 
tors to carry or drag logs from the stump to a col- 
lectlon point 

Trail -Any created or evolved travel (access) route 
that does not qualify as a road Used for both mo- 
tonzed and nonmotonzed modes of travel For 
motorized travel, trails are generally routes for ve- 
hlcles less than 50 Inches wide and which have a 
dry weight of 600 pounds or less Trails are not 
reasonably and prudently dnvable with a conven- 
tlonal passenger car or plckup 

System Trail/Managed Trail A trail which IS 
part of the offlclal Forest Transportation 
Management System These trails usually have 
a number and a name, they are usually on the 
Forest travel plan maps 

Level I Trails maIntaIned for prlmltlve 
expenence level Custodial care only No tread 
mamtenance Dramagefunctlonal and not likely 
to fall Trail sides not brushed but tread IS kept 
passable Small slides may remam except for 
those with erosIon potential Structures 
maIntaIned as needed Slgnlng may be 
deferred 

Level II Trails mamtamed for near-pnmltlve 
experience level Tread mamtamed for public 
safety Logs or slmllar rustic structures may be 
provided at stream crossmg Dramage same 
as Level I Signing at a mlnlmum level 
commensurate with level of trail use 

Level Ill Trails mamtalned for Intermediate 
expenence level Tread mamtamed for public 
safety and user convemence Dramage same 
as Level I Trail sides brushed out at policy 
standards Slgnmg same as Level II 

Level IV Trails mamtamed at relatively high 
standards to provide for public safety and 
convemence Tread relatively smooth, firm and 
may requlrestablllzatlon Slgnmg at high level, 
all other elements same as Level Ill These 
trails are generally maintamed for family or 
semor cltlzen use 
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Level V Trails mamtamed for high use and 
expenence levels, mcludmg special purposes 
such as VIS trails, bicycle trails, trails to major 
vista pomts, trails for persons with dlsabllltles, 
etc Basic care same as Level IV but patchmg 
of paved tread may be needed annually Trail 
sides mamtamed to meet high visual quality 
standards by brushmg and cleanup of debns 
beyond the trail llmlts Vistas are mamtamed 

Transportation Analysis - A systematlc analysis 
conducted to determme the transportation facllltles 
and management needed to meet land and re- 
source management objectIves 

Transportation System or Network - All exlstmg 
and proposed roads, trails, aIrfIelds, and other trans- 
portatlon facllitles wholly or partly wlthln or adfa- 
cent to and servmg the NatIonal Forests and other 
areas admmlstered by the Forest Setvlce or mter- 
mmgled pnvate lands 

Treatment Area The speclflc site locatlon of a 
resource Improvement actlvlty 

Tree Openmg - An openmg m the forest cover 
created by even-aged sllvlcultural practices 

TSI - Timber Stand Improvement 

‘IX - Tentatlve Timber Sultablllty 

-U- 

Underburn - A surface fire that can consume 
ground vegetation and “ladder” fuels 

Understory - The trees and woody shrubs grow- 
mg beneath the overstory m a stand of trees 

Uneven-aged - The condltlon of a forest, crop, 01 
stand composed of mtermmglmg trees that duffel 
markedly m age In practice a mmimum age differ- 
ence of 25 percent of the length of the rotation usw 
ally IS used 

Uneven-aged Management - ActIons that mam 
taln a forest or stand of trees composed of mtep 
mmgled trees that differ markedly m age Cuttmg 
methods that develop and mamtam uneven-aged 
stands are smgle-tree selectlon and group selec- 
tion 

Uneven-aged Stand - A stand of trees of three or 
more dlstmct age classes, either mtlmately mlxed 
or m small groups 

Uneven-aged System - A planned sequence of 
treatments deslgned to mamtam and regenerate a 
stand with three or more age classes (see Indl- 
vldual Tree SelectIon, and Group Selection Regen- 
eratlon Methods) 

Unregulated Harvest - Timber harvest that IS not 
part of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) Can m- 
elude the removal of cull or dead material or non- 
commercial species Also mcludes volume re- 
moved from unsuitable areas for research, to meet 
obfectlves other than timber production (such as 
wIldlIfe habltat Improvement), orto improve admm- 
lstratlve sites such as campgrounds 

Unsatisfactory Condition - (nonforested vegeta- 
tlon) -Vegetation that IS not meetmg Desired Veg- 
etatlon Condltlons (DVC) 

Unsuitable Forest Land (Not Suited) - See Tim- 
ber Classlfrcatlon 

Unsuitable Range - Rangeland that should not 
be grazed by llvestock because of physical or blo- 
loglcal IImItatIons 

Use, allowable - An estimate of proper range use 
by grazmg animals Also, the amount of forage 
planned to be used to accelerate range rehablllta- 
tlon 

Utility and T[ansportation Corridors - A stnp of 
land, up to approximately 600 feet m width, deslg- 
nated for the transporlatlon of energy, commodl- 
ties, and communlcatlons by rallroad, State high- 
way, electrical power transmlsslon (66 KV and 
above), 011 and gas and coal slurry plpelmes 10 
Inches In diameter or larger, and telecommumca- 
tlon cable and electronic sites for Interstate use 
Routes conductmg mmor amounts of power for 
short distances, such as short feeder lmes from 
small power projects mcludmg geothermal or wmd, 
or to serve customer subservlce substatlons along 
the Ilne, are not designated corridors 

-V- 

Vacant Allotment - An allotment for which a Ilve- 
stock grazmg permit has not been Issued The 
allotment may or may not be available for grazmg 
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Vanabkty, Range of (Natural, Historic) - The 
spectrum of condltlons possible In ecosystem com- 
posItIon, structure and function consldenng both 
temporal and spatial factors The natural range of 
the spat@ structural, composltlonal and temporal 
charactenstlcs of ecosystem elements speclfled to 
represent “natural” condltlons The flux m compo- 
sltlon, structure, and functlon of an ecosystem over 
the long term m a landscape 

Vegetahon - Collectively, the plants growmg In a 
gwen area 

Vegetation Management - Actlvltles deslgned pn- 
manly to promote the health of forest vegetation 
for multlple-use purposes 

Vegetation Type - A plant community wtth dlstm- 
gulshable charactenstlcs See Cover Type 

Vegetative Structural Stage - A method of de- 
scnbmg the growth stages of a stand of llvmg trees 
It IS based on tree size (DBH = diameter at breast 
height) and total canopy cover The stages are 
Grasslforblshrub (VSS 1) = O-1 inch DBH, Seed- 
Img/saplmg (VSS 2) = 1-5 Inches DBH, Young For- 
est (VSS 3) = 5-12 Inches DBH, Mid-aged Forest 
(VSS 4) = 12-18 Inches DBH, Mature Forest (VSS 
5) = 18-24 Inches DBH; Old Forest (VSS 6) = 24+ 
inches DBH 

Viable Population - A number of mdivlduals of a 
speaes suffwlent to ensure the long-term existence 
of the species m natural, self-sustammg popula- 
tlons adequately dlstnbuted throughout their region 

Vlewshed - An expansive landscap& or panoramic 
vista seen from a speclflc vlewpomt, such as a road 

Wgor - The relative robustness of a plant In com- 
panson to other mdlvlduals of the same species It 
IS reflected pnmanly by the size of the plant and Its 
parts m relation to Its age and the enwronment m 
which It IS growmg 

Visual Quahty Objecbves (VQO’s) - In forest plan- 
nlng, a set of measurable goals for the manage- 
ment of visual resources Used to measure the 
amount of vtsual contrast with the natural landscape 
caused by human activltles The followmg are 
VQOS 

Preservation - EcologIcal change only here 

Retention - Human actlvltles should not be 
evident to the casual Forest visItor 

Partial Retention - Human activity may be 
evident but must remain subordinate to the 
charactenstlc landscape 

Modification - Human activity may dommate 
the characterlstlc landscape but must, at the 
same time, follow naturally establlshed form, 
line, color, and texture The actlvlty should 
appear as a natural occurrence when wewed m 
foreground or middleground 

Maximum Modlflcation - Human activity may 
dominate the charactenstlc landscape but 
should appear as a natural occurrence when 
wewed as background 

Visual Resource - A part of the landscape Impor- 
tant for Its scenic quality It may Include a com- 
posite of terram, geologic features, or vegetation 

Watershed - The area of land above a given pomt 
on a stream that contnbutes water to the streamflow 
at that pomt Also the land that contrlbutes water 
to a lake or reservoir 

Watershed Improvement Needs (WIN) Inventory 
- A broad reconnaissance Inventory onented pn- 
manly to problem ldentlflcatlon rather than specific 
project design Forms the basis for Identifying po- 
tentlal soil and water resource restoratlon prefect 
areas and asslgnmg pnonty for detaied plannmg 
and treatment 

Watershed Information System (WIS) - Inven- 
tory of Forest SetvIce water nghts and uses The 
Inventory includes such mformatlon as locatlon of 
water right or use, the amounts of water Involved, 
status of the use or right,, purpose, etc 

Water Table - The upper surface of groundwater 
Below It, the so11 IS saturated with water 

Water Yield -The runoff from a watershed, mclud- 
mg groundwater outflow 

Weeding - In timber management, a release treat- 
ment In stands of saplmg stage or younger that 
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ellmmates or suppresses undesirable vegetation 
regardless of crown position 

Wet Areas - These sites, often occurnng at the 
heads of drainages, may be wet sedge meadows, 
bogs, or seeps Often referred to as “moist sites,” 
they are very Important components of elk sum- 
mer range 

Wetlands - Areas that are Inundated by surface or 
ground water with a frequency sufficient, under 
normal circumstances, to support a prevalence of 
vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or 
seasonally saturated so11 condltlons for growth and 
reproduction Wetlands Include wet meadows, 
spnngs, seeps, bogs, etc 

Wdd and Scemc Rwers - Rvers and their Imme- 
dlate environs that are managed to be unpolluted 
and free of impoundments and diversIons Deslg- 
nated by Congress pursuant to the Wild and Sce- 
mc Rvers Act 

Wilderness - Areas designated by congressional 
action pursuant to the Wilderness Act that are 
managed for prlmeval charactenstlcs, solitude or 
unconfmed prlmltlve recreation. natural condltlons 
and where the lmpnnt of man IS substantially un- 
notlceable 

Wilderness Act (1964) - Public Law 68-577 (16 
U S C 1131-I 136) The Wlldemess Act allows pres- 
ervation of designated areas of federal land under 
the NatIonal Wilderness Preservation System for 
the benefit of present and future generatlons The 
land must be pnmanly affected by the forces of 
nature (not man), have outstandlng opportunltles 
for solitude or pnmltlve recreation, be at least 5000 
acres I” size, and may also contam ecologlcal, 
geologtcal, or other features of sclentlflc, educa- 
tlonal. scenic, or hlstoncal value 

WIldfIre - Anywlldland fire not designated and man- 
aged as a prescribed fire within an approved pre- 
scnption and occurrlng in natural fuels 

WIldlIfe - All undomesticated mammals, birds, rep- 
tiles and amphlblans livmg in a natural environment 
Does not Include feral animals, such as wild horses 
and burros 

WIldlife Habdat Diversdy - The dlstrlbutlon and 
abundance of different plant and animal commum- 
ties and species wIthin a speclflc area 

WINI -Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory 

Windthrow - Trees that have been uprooted by 
the wind 

WIS - Watershed InformatIon System 

Wood Fiber Production - The growing, tendmg, 
harvesting and regeneration of harvestable trees 

Woody Plant - Perennial plants that have stems 
conslstlng of wood (shrubs, trees, and nnes) 

Woody Residue/Residue-Organic materials such 
as plant stems and branches havmg a mlmmum 
diameter of three inches (small end) Included are 
borh natural materials and materials remaining af- 
ter timber harvest (slash) 

WQL - Water Quality LImited Water bodies llsted 
by EPA as not meeting State water quality stan- 
dards They are to be monltored to determme d 
water quality standards are, or are not, being met 
On those not meeting water quality standards, 
TMDLs may be assigned 

-X- 

Xeric - Refers to a habltat characterized by dry 
so11 condltlons 

-Y- 

Yield -The amount of forest produce that may be 
harvested penodlcally from a speclfled area I” ac- 
cordance with the objectives of management 

201 (Zone of Influence) - The area Influenced by 
Forest Service management activities 

Zonmg -The demarcation of a plannmg area mto 
zones. usually accompanied by the establishment 
of regulations to govern the types of actlvltles and 
uses wlthm each zone 

ZoologIcal Area A protective area designated 
for Its authentic, slgnlflcant and mterestlng evidence 
of Important animals, anlmal groups and anlmal 
communltles 
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Decomposition Class (cant ) 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Targhee NatIonal Forest covers approximately 1 8 million acres (this Includes the portIon of the 
Carrbou Natronal Forest which IS administered by the Targhee) The mafonty of the Forest lees m east- 
ern Idaho and the remamder In western Wyoming Situated next to Yellowstone and Grand Teton Na- 
tlonal Parks, the Forest lies almost entirely wlthm the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 

The Forest serves as a home for many plant and animal species It also offers a wide range of recreation 
opportunities year-round. as well as a unque setting for a dwerslfled local economy The Targhee 
Forest personnel antlclpate that over the next decade, more people WIII discover the Targhee and com- 
pete for its resources and services 

Vlcmlty Map of Targhee NatIonal Forest on a National Scale 

Montana Montana 

Idah 
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The Decision - An Overview 

Thus document presents my decrsron for a Revrsed Land and Resource Management Plan (Revrsed 
Plan or Revrsed Forest Plan) for the Targhee Nahonal Forest It explams the reasons I have selected 
the Preferred Alternatrve 3M, as presented In the Frnal Envrronmental Impact Statement (EIS) Alter- 
natrve 3M IS the basrs for the Revised Forest Plan whrch wrll guide the management actrvrtres for the 
Targhee National Forest for the next 10 to 15 years 

We are embracmg the concept of adaptrve management m thus Revrsed Forest Plan From a strategrc 
perspective, this means that 

- We wrll adjust our management If our strategres do not move us toward the achievement of the 
Revised Plan Desrred Future Condttrons, Goals and Objectrves New mformatron wrll be mcorpo- 
rated as It becomes avarIable 

- We wrll make decrsrons that leave future generatrons wrth as many optrons as possible 

Alternatrve 3M~s-.smcldltled_tromt_he_qraft EIS m-response to publrc comment, re.sponds.to.tb.e~s~r~ _._A 
a reasoned, dellbera_te,_cqm_l?lehens~~~.an-d.~qultablemann_e_r”.~have selected Alternatrve 3M because 
%“best nieetsih; needs for change, posrtrons the Forest Team to address the seven key Issues In a 
balanced way and also addresses the other factors common to all alternahves m the Fmal EIS Key 
features of Alternatrve 3M are (detarls provrded m Chapter II of the FEIS) 

1) Ecosystem Sustamabrlrty wrll be Increased by allowing sllvrcultural treatments on 45,200 acres 
where forest structure can be mamtamed or Improved durmg the next decade Prescribed fire will 
also be allowed where appropriate to mamtam or rmprove ecosystem health on 1,750,OOO acres, 

2) Desrred Vegetatrve Condrtrons wrthm aquatrc Influence zones wrll be Improved by managmg 
approxrmately 512,000 acres to promote health and functron of npanan, wetland and aquatrc 
ecosystems, 

3) Elk Secunty wrll be Increased and, as a result 89 percent of the Forest wrll meet the state elk 
vulnerabrlrty threshold, 

4) Grrzzly Bear Habitat wrll be Improved by managmg almost 476,600 acres (Targhee porhon 
wrthrn Gnzzly Bear Recovery Zone) m a comprehensrve strategy that provrdes “core” areas to 
ensure gnzzly securrty and whrch reduces road and trail densrtres to the level needed to allow 
gnzzly occupancy Ttmmg and other mrtrgatron measures are applred to human actrvrtres wrthm the 
recovery zone 

5) Reasonable access to the Forest by roads and trawls open for motorized use wrll be provrded on 
a system of designated routes However, motorized road and trawl densrty WIII be reduced to 
achreve the road densrty standards for each management prescnptron area Thus means that 
durmg the next decade, 20 percent (408 mrles) of roads wrll be closed and 30 percent (233 mtles) 
of motorized trawls wrll be closed Acres currently avarlable for off-hrghway vehrcle use wrll be 
reduced by 90 percent, to about 121,000 acres These changes are necessary to Improve elk 
security, Improve gnzzly bear habrtat and prevent other resource damage 
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6) Roadless Areas - 106,000 acres WIII be recommended to Congress for wilderness deslgnatlon m 
addltlon to the 65,000 acres already recommended, for a total of 171,000 acres With the current 
134,166 acres designated as wilderness, and the 49,300 acres designated as a wilderness study 
area (the Targhee portlon of the Palisades Roadless Area), a total of almost 354,500 acres WIII be 
managed to retaln the wilderness character until Congress takes leglslattve actlon on the 
wilderness Issue 

7) Timber Harvest IS allowed at a sustamable level, not to exceed 80 MMBFfor the decade An 
estimated 20,520 acres of forest land sultable for timber productron WIII be harvested The use of 
Umber harvest as a tool to meet ecosystem health objectIves WIII also be allowed on forest land 
unsuited for timber productlon This harvest WIII not exceed 20 MMBF for the decade 

The balance of these key ussues IS weighed wlthm the capabllltles of the land and AlternatIve 3M pro- 
vldes for sustainable ecosystems across the Forest The reasons to support these statements are 
dlscussed In full m the “Reasons for the Declslon” sectjon that follows the descnptlon of all “AlternatIves 
Considered ” 

The Forest Team WIII Implement a momtormg and evaluabon strategy to improve our understandmg of 
ecosystems and our use of management activltles to achieve ecosystem objectIves We also want to 
test our assumptions made dunng this analysis, to be able to adjust our management as needed We 
have learned much from our momtormg efforts of the 1985 Targhee Forest Plan and now have a better 
Idea of what needs to be monItored to assure we are movmg toward our desired future condltlons It was 
the evaluation of past monltormg that identlfled the needs for change which began this revlslon process 

Monitormg and evaluation WIII be given a high pnonty as Implementation work plans are developed each 
year In the Momtonng and Evaluation Plan (Chapter V of the Revised Plan), I have pnorltlzed the 
monltormg Items mto three categones First pnontles are 

- cribcal plannmg assumptions, 
- actlvltles with the greatest nsk to resources, 
- standards and guldelmes that are potentially the most constrammg on resource outputs 

Monltormg of the first pnontles IS mandatory Monltormg of second and third pnontles WIII occur as funds 
are avaIlable The Forest Team WIII develop momtormg partnershlps with Federal, State, local and other 
agencies to further shared goals 

The sections of this record that follow Include the needs for change and desired future condltlons, 
public partlcipatlon and the revlslon process, alternatlves consldered, the envlronmentally preferable 
alternatlve, reasons for the decision with comparisons of the 1985 Plan, changes made between draft 
and fmal ElSs and responses of the alternatlves to the key Issues, fmdmgs required by other laws, 
Implementation, and appeal 
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NEED FOR CHANGE AND DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS 

A Revised Plan for the Targhee NatIonal Forest, as well as each Forest m the National Forest System, IS 
required by the rules lmplementmg the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Plannmg Act of 
1974 (RPA), as amended by the NatIonal Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) The purpose of a 
revised plan IS to respond to the needs for change ldentlfled from the momtonng of the 1985 Plan and 
contmue to provide multIpIe-use and sustamed yield of goods and services from Nabonal Forest System 
lands m an envlronmentally sound manner NFMA lmplementlng regulations (36 CFR 219 IO(g)) re- 
quire a forest plan be revised on a 10 to 15 year schedule This declslon WIII remam in effect until this 
Revised Plan IS revised, no later than 2012 In the fmal EIS, a 50-year plannmg penod IS used to project 
the environmental effects of alternatlve choices beyond the first decade for economic and timber harvest 
only Short-term opportunities, problems, or conflicts may anse In managmg the Forest that were not 
antlclpated in the Revised Plan When tlys occurs, the Plan can be adjusted through reschedulmg 
actlvlties, amendment, or revlslon 

The orlgmal Targhee Forest Plan, approved In 1985, emphasized an extensive salvage and reforesta- 
tlon program of dead lodgepole killed by a massive mountam pme beetle epldemlc over the previous 30 
years This rate of salvage caused, in effect, a departure from a sustamed yield of timber harvest and 
could not be contmued beyond the first decade (1985 - 1995) m an environmentally sound manner 
Monltonng of acbvltles during this time showed It was mcreasmgly dlfflcult to meet the standards and 
guIdelInes m the 1985 Plan New mformatlon on resource needs and various management practices 
became evident dtmng this time, and by 1990 It was apparent that a full revlslon was needed More 
speclflc needs for change are as follows 

-The salvage program has ended Use of the many roads built during salvage operations by mcreas- 
mg numbers of people IS causmg unwanted effects to wIldlife, ripanan areas, and so11 productlvlty 

*The need to revjew and mcorporate new knowledge and techniques contmues, especially in wIldlIfe 
habltat management For example, recent studies mdlcate motorized road and trail densltles play a 
crucial role m avallablllty of suitable habitat for elk and grizzly bears Standards for management 
actlvitles near nestmg and foraging habltat for goshawks and other raptors are needed to protect 
these crucial areas Results of studies analyzing fish habltat m the Upper Columbia River Basm are 
pomtmg out new ways to manage fisheries Some of these fmdmgs have wldespread impllcatlons 
that the revlslon process was Intended to address 

- Although much of the lodgepole pme component on the Forest has been salvaged, there IS still a 
need to use timber harvest as a tool to reach ecosystem objectIves, supply a variety of timber 
products for local use, deter other epidemics like the mountam pine beetle outbreak, and manage the 
potential for a devastatmg wIldfIre, llke the Yellowstone WildfIres of 1988 

Based on public, other resource management agencies, and Forest Service employee partlclpatlon 
between 1991-1994, a set of goal statements emerged that collectively represent what ideal conditions 
would be for the Targhee NatIonal Forest These statements, called “Desired Future Conditions for the 
Year 2007” are the foundation for the goals, objectives, standards and guidelines developed m the 
Revised Forest Plan They have changed from the desired future condltlons described m the 1985 Plan, 
reflectmg changes m condltlons and values of the local communltles and knowledge gamed over the 
decade These titles of the desired future condltlons also show how the analysis and documents are 
organized, and are described as follows 
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Ecosystem Processes and Patterns Dewed Future Condltlons: 

A mosarc of age classes and types of vegetatron are sustained through ttme and exrst across the land- 
scape Natural drsturbances such as Insects, drsease and fires contmue their natural roles rn the eco- 
system The Forest functrons as an Integral part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem as well as 
adjacent systems, sustammg habrtat and condrtrons necessary for free movement of wrldlrfe 

Blologlcal and Physlcal Dewed Future Conditions: 

Rrpanan zones (aquatic Influence zones) are healthy and productrve Aauatrc svsm 
Rrpanan area mtegrrty con- 

d anrmal specres are favored 
over undesrrable non-natrve specres and sustained populahons of all natrve and desrrable species thrive 
Habrtat condrtrons contnbute toward the recovery of threatened, endangered and sensrtrve specres 

Forest Use and Occupation Dewed Future Condltlons: 

Growrng and drverse recreatronal, cultural, vrsual, hrstorrcal, and prehrstonc management, mterpretrve, 
and spmtual needs are accommodated based on the capabrlrty of the ecosystem to sustam these uses 
Recreahon use IS managed to mmrmrze conflrcts between mcompatrble uses and provrde hrgh levels of 
satrsfactton Year-round human access IS managed to provrde both motorrzed and nonmotonzed oppor- 
tunrhes A system of trawls and support facrlrtres exist whrch are compatrble wrth resource capabrlrtres 
Roadless charactenstrcs are preserved rn the recommended wriderness areas and m exrstmg wrlder- 
nesses 

ProductIon of Commodity Resources Dewed Future Conditions: 

Commodrty production, such as trmber, frrewood, mrnmq, lrvestock forage, or outfmlng~a~~g~~e-~e~~ 
vrces are conducted-atsustainable$evels and rnain~~h~capahility_of-t~-~~a~d~~p~~~u~~~~~en flow 
axnety of goods and servrces for present and future generatrons i “-w__ ._II ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
a;rrdiVZt~k~re tools use~~~e%%?i &%~g~~i”vegetatron condrtrons d---*-i ” _ . . Forest prod-: 
“acts are provrdedtosus~arnsocraland economlcv.~ue~an_dn.~~d~ ofthe local commiiniiies wrthm Irmrts- 

;whrch:mar.rita&&osystem-health, 
-- .-. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE REVISION PROCESS \ 

The Targhee Natronal Forest Team conducted an extensive publrc mvolvement process that contmues 
The revrsron process began m December, 1990 when a notrce of Intent to prepare an envrronmental 
impact statement (EIS) was Issued m the Federal Regrster The notice of Intent announced our Interest 
m rdentrfymg changed condrhons and need to revrse the 1985 Plan We held an mrtral set of publrc 
meetmgs m 1991 In the SIX communrtres where Forest offrces are located 

The Revrsron effort Included Involvement, coordmatron, and comments from federal, state and local 
agencres and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Some parttcrpants Included the State of Idaho (Frsh and 
Game, Parks and Recreatron), State of Wyommg Game and Frsh, the U S Frsh and Wrldlrfe Serwce, 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton Natronal Parks Representatrves of county and crty governments were 
mvolved along wrth the Henry’s Fork Watershed Councrl, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribal Councrl and 
tribal members The Forest Team kept the publrc Informed of revrsron progress through a senes of 
newsletters and news releases Our marimg list includes more than 3,500 persons and organrzatrons 
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A senes of public meetings and field trips was held between October 1991 and January 1994 (13 total) 
to determme the publlc’s vlslon regardmg what the Targhee NatIonal Forest should look like, and what 
uses they desired This vision became the desired future condltlons described above, and are the basis 
for the goals and obfectlves developed for the Revised Plan The mteractlon also worked to improve 
communlcatlon, provide opportumty for mutual problem solvmg and Increased understandmg among the 
public, government agencies, tribal nattons, and Forest personnel 

The public and Forest staff identlfled Issues and concerns that evolved Into the seven key Issues, and 
over70 addItional sub-Issues AlternatIve management strategies for the Targhee NatIonal Forest were 
developed In response to the seven key Issues The envlronmental effects on the sub-&sues were 
analyzed and are summarized m the EIS The public revrewed the prellmlnary alternatlves at work 
sessions begInnIng m May 1994 In June 1995, two meetings focused solely on the access Issue, 
speclflcally which roads and trails were proposed open for motorized use In each of the SIX alternatives 

After publication of the draft EIS and draft Revised Forest Plan m February 1996, the Forest Team held 
another senes of public meetmgs begmnmg In March and contmuing through June At these meetmgs, 
Forest personnel answered questlons, dlsplayed how the Preferred AlternatIve 3M responded to the 
seven key Issues, compared the differences m Forest management from the 1985 Plan to the preferred 
alternatlve, and dlscussed the proposed changes In access, which was the most controversial issue 
Forest personnel held numerous meetmgs with Interest groups (such as conservation and preservation, 
motorized and nonmotonzed recreation users, timber Industry, and others) 

SIX of the nme counties of the sixth dlstnct of elected offlclals In southeast Idaho chose to put two 
alternatlves on an “advisory referendum” on the May 1996 pnmary ballot Citizens were asked to vote 
on four issues Ballot results Indicated that the people who voted wanted more motorized access and 
more focus on commodity uses, and less attention to wIldlIfe needs that Impact motorized access Not all 
Issues addressed in the EIS were on the ballot 

The public comment penod on the draft documents stretched from February 27 to June 27, 1996 We 
received 2,166 lndlvldual responses in the form of letters, petItions, and postcards The Forest Team 
responded to each substanbve comment In the Final EIS, Appendix A The Forest Team also made 
many changes as a result of these comments, mcludmg addItIonal analysis and refmement of the Se- 
lected Alternative 3M 

Public mvolvement and dlscusslons continue The Targhee Forest staff llstened to all pomts of view and 
Incorporated many suggestlons I am confident It IS evident that the staff has Ilstened, and that public 
Involvement in this process has strengthened the Revised Plan Appendix A In the Final EIS summa- 
nzes the public comments and IS larger than the Revised Plan because we responded directly to every 
substantive comment The Revised Plan reflects the fact that we considered public comments, although 
we did not make every change suggested by the public Often comments were mutually exclusive For 
example, some people want a parbcular area to remain roadless and others want that area available for 
motorized recreation actlvltles In maklng this kind of trade-off declslon, I have looked at the broader 
picture and reached a balance I believe IS workable 

- 

Planning Records 

With all of the above collaborabon with the public and other agencies and expertise from many Forest 
Service employees, an lnterdlsclplmary Team followed a revision process, completed the envlronmental 
analyses (summarized In the fmal EIS) and developed the Revised Plan from the Selected Alternative 
3M The Team has provided detailed explanations of the analysis and results of each revision process 
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step In the process planmng records The fmal EIS Includes references to the detalled planning records 
on file In the Forest Service offlce m St Anthony, Idaho These records can be revlewed at 

Forest SupervIsor’s Offlce 
Targhee Nabonal Forest 
420 N Bridge St 
St Anthony, ID 63445 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

A brief descnptlon of the of the alternatlves considered In this analysis follows Important pomts In the 
development of each alternatlve Include 

- The range of alternabves responds to the concerns and Issues raised by the pubk, not on 
predetermmed or unreaktlc outputs 

- All alternabves include the pnnclples of multIpIe-use, sustained yield, and ecosystem management 

* All alternatlves share a set of basic goals and standards and guIdelines which Insure protectron of 
Forest resources and compliance with applicable laws 

- All alternatlves, except the No Actlon, Alternative 1, achieve the purpose and need for a revised 
Forest Plan, based on the needs for change discussed previously 

* All alternatlves meet the management requirements of 36 CFR 219 17, and other legal and regula- 
tory requirements 

Objectives Shared by All Alternatives 

All alternatlves WIII meet the followmg objecbves establlshed In the IntermountaIn Regional Guide 

. ,&otect the ~,&&&~~ 

- Provide for multiple uses and sustamablllty In an environmentally acceptable manner 

- Provide for a quallty of life through management of ecosystems 

* Provide for scemc quallty and a range of recreation opportunltles that respond to our customers and 
local communltles 

* Emphasize cooperation with Individuals, organzatlons, and other agencies In coordmation of plan- 
mng and project lmplementatlon 

- Promote rural development oppottumtles 

* In cooperation with other landowners, stnve for Improved landownership and access patterns, to the 
mutual benefit of both public and pnvate landowners 

* Improve the fmanclal efflclency of all programs and projects 
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Alternative Descriptions 

The Forest Team analyzed seven alternatrves m detarl AlternatIve 1 IS the No Actron AlternatIve, or a 
contrnuatron of management under the 1985 Plan. As the numbers Increase from Alternabves 2-6, they 
generally move consrstently toward the followmg 

* Greater protectron of wrldltfe habrtat 
* Greater protectron of npanan areas 
* More protectron In Bear Management Units 
* More security for elk 
* More nonmotorrzed, drspersed recreatron opportumtres 
* More recommended wilderness 
* Less cross-country motorized use 
* Fewer open motorized roads and trawls 
* Reduced kvestock grazing and trmber harvest 
* Fewer lastmg vrsual Impacts from management actrvrtres 

Alternatwe 1 (No ActIon) 

The purpose of the No Actron alternatwe IS to show the current level of goods and servrces expected to 
be provrded In the future If management of the Targhee Natronal Forest were to contmue under the 1985 
Forest Plan The 1985 plan has been updated wrth 24 non-slgmfrcant amendments, requrrements of 
court orders for gnzzly bear habrtat management, and changes needed to address habitat for new sen- 
srtrve wrldlrfe spectes m the last 10 years 

Trmber harvest occurs at a hrgh level within the management requrrements for threatened and sensrtive 
wrldlrfe specres lrke gnzzly bears and goshawks Vehicle access IS slrghtly reduced over recent levels 
due to the requrrements of the Interagency Gnzzly Bear CommIttee Task Force Report, Grizzly Bear/ 
Motorrzed Access Management, July 1994 Cross-country, motorized use In summer and wrnter would 
contmue near recent levels Grazing contrnues at current levels Rrpanan, wrldlrfe and recreabon values 
are emphaszed In specrfrc areas of the Forest, consrstent wrth the 1985 Plan AlternatIve 1 recom- 
mends portrons of the LIonhead, ltalran Peaks and Wrnegar Hole roadless areas for wrlderness desrgna- 
tron Legrslatrve actron IS still needed to make these recommendatrons, the same as 1985, permanent 

Alternatwe 2 

The purpose of this alternatwe IS to resolve the key rssues by emphaszmg cross-country winter access 
and trmber productron, whrle addmg more restnctrons to summer cross-country access Use of motor- 
rzed vehicles to retrreve hunted game IS allowed on 58 percent of the Forest Trmber harvest occurs at 
the highest levels wrthrn the management drrectton required to maintarn threatened, endangered and 
sensrtrve specres habitat Grazing continues at current levels Vehicle access IS skghtly reduced from 
recent levels to meet Interagency Gnzzly Bear Commrttee (IGBC) Gurdelrnes Rrpanan, wrldlrfe and 
hentage resource values are emphasrzed In specrfrc areas of the Forest AlternatIve 2 does not recom- 
mend any wilderness desrgnatron 
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Alternatwe 3 

This alternatlve responds to the key Issues by emphaslzmg management of wlldllfe habltat and sustaln- 
mg timber harvest levels wlthm wildlIfe constraints Gnzzly bear recovery IS enhanced with a reduction 
In motorized use allowed In each bear management umt (BMU) Grazmg allotments contmue at current 
levels and a larger percentage of npanan areas meet the desired vegetative condltlon Cross-country 
summer motorized vehicle use IS restncted to speclflc areas LIonhead, Palisades and ltallan Peaks, 
plus the Idaho portlon adjacent to the Wmegar Hole wilderness are recommended for wilderness deslg- 
nation 

Alternative 3M 

This IS the alternatlve which emphasizes wIldlIfe habltat management and provides more core areas for 
gnzzly bears Motorized access, timber harvest levels and llvestock grazing are all reduced Cutthroat 
trout are further protected with Increased vegetation requirements along streams Cross-country, sum- 
mer, motorized vehicle use IS restncted to speclflc areas LIonhead, Palisades, a pottlon of Diamond 
Peak and ltallan Peaks, plus the Idaho porbon adjacent to the Wmegar Hole wilderness are recom- 
mended for wilderness deslgnatlon 

Alternatwe 4 

This alternatlve emphasizes watershed and wIldlIfe habltat Improvement and a reduction In timber har- 
vest Rlpanan areas have Increased emphasis Motorized access IS restncted to designated routes and 
more roads are closed rn BMUs than m previous alternatlves Lionhead, Palisades and ltallan Peaks, 
plus the Idaho pot’bon adJacent to the Wlnegar Hole wilderness and another 14,000 acres of presently 
roadless areas are recommended for wilderness deslgnatlon 

Alternatwe 5 

This alternatlve addresses the key issues by reducmg resource management by people and reducmg 
human disturbances of wlldllfe and npanan habitat Motorized access IS restncted to designated routes 
and more roads are closed In BMUs than In prewous alternatlves LIonhead, Palisades and ltallan 
Peaks, plus the Idaho portIon adjacent to the Wmegar Hole wilderness and another 100,000 acres of 
presently roadless areas are recommended for wilderness deslgnabon 

Alternative 6 

This alternatlve meets the needs for change and addresses the key Issues by de-emphaslzmg resource 
management by people and reducing human disturbance of wildlIfe and rlpanan habltat to the lowest 
level m all the alternatives Timber harvest IS not scheduled All access IS strongly restncted to deslg- 
nated routes and more roads and trails are closed to reduce human disturbances than m any previous 
alternabve LIonhead, Palisades and ltallan Peaks, plus the Idaho portlon adjacent to the Wmegar Hole 
wilderness and another 340,000 acres of presently roadless areas are recommended for wilderness 
deslgnatlon Almost all the exlstmg roadless areas retain their roadless charactenstlcs 
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1 Table ROD-1 AlternatIve Response to Key lndlcators 

I 1 Exist Level 1 Alt #l 1 Alt #2 I Alt #3 I Alt #3-M 1 Alt #4 1 Alt #5 I Alt #6 

Key Indicator - Sustainability 

-Thousands of acres where 
forest structure and 
cornposItion maIntamed or 
Improved 

NA 485 586 529 452 398 29 8 207 

Key lndlcator - Rlpanan Health 

Rlpanan acres (thousands) 
meeting Desired Vegetabve 
Condltton (DVC) 

187 188 20 0 200 20 0 21 1 21 1 21 1 

( - mowng toward WC I 531 491 521 521 521 491 491 49 

-not meetmg DVC 37 40 25 25 25 17 17 17 

Key lndlcator - Elk Secunty 

Elk Vulnerabilty (EV) %  of 48 62 76 83 89 89 95 95 
Forest meetmg state 
thresholds 

Key lndlcator - Gnzzly Bear Management wlthm the Bear Management Units (BMU) 

- OROMTRD (open road 
and ooen motorized trail 
route bensity) (mllsq ml ) by route bensity) (mllsq ml ) by 
subunlt subunlt 

-Henry’s -Henry’s BMU, BMU, Sub Sub 1 1 

- Henry’s - Henry’s BMU, BMU, Sub Sub 2 2 

- Plateau - Plateau BMU. BMU. Sub Sub 1 1 

0 83 0 83 064 064 0 62 0 62 0 0 63 63 055 055 0 44 0 44 0 52 0 52 055 055 

077 077 046 046 042 042 0 0 40 40 0 47 0 47 036 036 042 042 0 35 0 35 

0 91 0 91 1 08 1 08 1 37 1 37 0 0 85 85 0 56 0 56 0 63 0 63 0 60 0 60 074 074 

- Plateau BMU. Sub 2 073 0 79 0 91 057 0 55 0 50 0 51 050 

Bechlerfleton BMU 0 76 0 59 0 63 0 51 050 0 43 042 042 

Key lndlcators - Access 

Miles of open roads 1,985 1.882 1,863 1,589 1,577 1,372 1,237 1,228 

Miles of open trails I 773 572 470 435 540 421 232 81 

I Key lndlcator - Roadless Management 

/;;~rhd;acn?s ) 651 651 01 1251 1711 1391 2261 465 

Allowable Sale Quantity In 
mtlllon board feet per year 

Key lndlcators - Timber Harvest 

8 
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REASONS FOR THE DECISION 

My decrsron IS to approve the Revised Forest Plan for the Targhee National Forest whrch accompanres 
the Fmal Envrronmental Impact Statement (EIS) I have made thus decrsron after fully revrewrng and 
understanding the alternatrves and envrronmental consequences Alternatrve 3M provrdes for 

- healthy npanan areas by specrfymg management standards to restore systems wrthrn aquatrc 
mfluence zones, 

- Improved elk secunty by decreasrng the densrtres of roads and trawls open for use, 

- qualrty gnzzly bear habitat to meet recovery goals by desrgnatrng core habrtat areas and 
restnctmg some actrvrtres by therr season of use, 

- a balanced mrx of motorized and nonmotonzed access by designatmg roads and restnctmg some 
actrvrtres by therr season of use, 

- retarnmg the roadless character of most exrstmg roadless areas by usrng a management 
prescnptron (Category 3) that protects the roadless character of these areas for recreatron use and 
future optrons, 

- recommend hrgh-quality areas as addrtrons to the wrlderness system, 

- a flow of goods and servrces to help marntarn local economres and lrfestyles 

The Forest Supervrsor determrned the major publrc Issues, management concerns, and resource use 
and development opportunrtres that are addressed rn this revrsron process, as set forth m the plannrng 
regulabons (36 CFR 219 12(b)) Dtmng the revrsron process, I made several tnps to theTarghee Forest, 
mcludmg meetrngs and field tnps wrth the publrc and Forest Team The Forest Team also made several 
tnps to the Regronal Office to bnef my office on developments and progress 

Alternatrve 3M IS the result of the alternatrve development and publrc Involvement stages of the Forest 
Plan Revision process Important consrderatrons to protect the envrronment that have Influenced my 
decrsron Include 

- Protection of the basrc resources (air, sorl, and water), as mandated by our agency’s mrssron, vrsron 
and gurdrng pnncrples, are provrded for wrth the management standards and gurdelrnes and monrtor- 
rng Items 

- The local and natronal people who use the Targhee Natronal Forest, the communrtres they love In, 
and the relatronshrp of the Forest Service wrth people and local communrtres 

- Economrcs and the role the Targhee Natronal Forest plays m local, regional and natronal econo- 
mies 

* Scrence, both socral and brologrcal as rt applres to the management of National Forests, and be- 
cause people are an Integral part of ecosystems and thus Revrsed Plan 
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- The role of the Targhee Natlonal Forest to provide multiple use opportunltles In the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem 

- The role of fire In ecosystem dynamics 

- The plans and pollcles of other government agencies (local, state, tribal and natlonal), especially 
Snake River Actlvlty Operations Plan 

*The Forest Plan Revlslon considered an0 appropriately Included exlstmg sclentlflc Ilterature, mclud- 
mg appropnate parts of the Intenor Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project sclenbflc as- 
sessment (see References Cited In the FEIS) 

- The applicable laws and pollcles that govern the development of a Forest Plan and for management 
of National Forest lands Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act 

The environmental consequences and cumulative effects of these factors are disclosed in the FInal EIS, 
Chapter IV by alternatrve. Details of the analysis completed can be found m the process papers 

Components of the Decision and Comparison to the 1985 Plan 

This declslon IS accompanied by the necessary supportmg analysis and disclosure, summarized In the 
Fmal EIS, required by the National EnvIronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Its lmplementlng regulations 
(40 CFR 1500) Also mcorporated are the requirements of the Nattonal Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
and Its lmplementlng regulations (36 CFR 219) The SIX components of the declslon made m every 
forest plan are 

1. The establrshment of forestwrde goals and oblecbves. 
2. The establrshment of forestwide standards and gurdelmes 
3. The establishment of management area direction. 
4. The designation of suitable umber land and establrshment of an 

allowable sale quantity 
5. The estabkhment of monitoring and evaluatron requirements. 
6. Recommendations for Wrlderness and Weld & Scemc Rivers. 

The descrlptlons that follow explain what these declslons mean for the Revised Targhee Forest Plan, 
and how they differ from the declslons made In the 1985 Plan 

1. The establrshment of forestwrde goals and objectives. 

Goals and oblectives are described in Chapter Ill of the Revised Plan Goals are conc!se statements that 
descnbe a portlon of the desired future condltlon (dlscussed previously) in broad terms that are tlmeless 
ObjectIves are more concise, usually time-speclflc statements of a condlbon, outcome or purpose nec- 
essary to accomplish dunng this next decade to move toward reachmg a certain goal and achieving the 
desired future condltlons on the Targhee National Forest Many of the goals are slmllar to the 1985 Plan, 
as the overall desired condltlons for many resources have not changed New goals have been added 
where we have learned from our actlvitles and are begmnmg to understand how ecosystems function 

ROD-13 



Some specrfrc examples of these are described under goals forproperlyfunctronrng condrtron of ecologr- 
cal processes and patterns (Revrsed Plan, p 111-4) 

2. The establishment of forestwide standards and guidelmes. 

There are changes rn the standards and gurdelrnes from the 1985 Plan, particularly the forestwtde stan- 
dards and gurdelrnes As we learned from rmplementatron of the 1985 Plan, we have mcorporated more 
resource protectron standards and gurdelines for management actrvrtres that wrll be Implemented to 
achreve the ob)ectrves and goals, and move the forest condrtrons toward the desrred future Standards 
and gurdelrnes are also rn Chapter Ill of the Revrsed Plan Some of these standards and gurdelrnes 
apply forestwrde and others apply to specrfrc areas of the forest 

3. The establishment of management area dIrectIon. 

Land allocatrons have been decrded by assrgnrng a management prescnptron to each area of theTarghee 
Natronal Forest These prescnptrons contarn the goals, objectrves, standards and gurdelrnes to be used 
when any management actrvrtres are to occur on a partrcular prece of ground The prescnptrons are 
permrssrve rn that they allow certam actrvrtres to occur and prohrbrt or restrrct other actrvrtres, but they do 
not requrre management actrons to take place 

The Revrsed Plan Includes 45 separate management prescnptrons to address specrfrc needs or desrred 
uses on a partrcular prece of ground These management prescnptrons have been grouped Into geo- 
graphrc unrts called subsectrons to provrde a locatronal perspectrve to the overall management drrectron 
These subsections are much larger than the management areas used rn the 1985, as there were 22 
management areas and now there are seven subsecbons I thmk thus broader geographrc grouprng wrll 
help us better understand processes and patterns and how our actrvrtres affect the ecosystems 

Agarn found rn Chapter Ill of the Revrsed Plan, these management prescnptrons gurde future manage- 
ment actrvrtres wrthm each specrfrc area The basrc categones for prescnptrons are consrstent wrth cat- 
egones used rn the Interior Columbra Rover Basrn Ecosystem Management Project The same basrc 
categones wrll be used rn future Forest Plan Revrsrons In the lntermountam Regron, and are bnefly 
described here rncludtng the acres allocated to each management prescrrptron category for Alternatrve 
3M 

. 
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Table ROD-2 Descnptlon of Management Prescnptlon Categories I 

Management Category 

Percent of 
total Forest 

Acres area 

1 Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas and Recommended Wilderness 

2 - Spectal Management Areas, Mamtenance of Visual Quakty. Research 
Natural Areas, Ellglble Wild, Scenic & Recreation Rwers, Gnzzly Bear 
Habltat, Elk and Deer Wmter Range, Aquatic Influence Zones, South Fork of 
the Snake River 

3 - Semi-pnvate Nonmotonzed Recreation and Motorized Backcountry Ret 

337,846 19 

437,335 24 

242,165 14 

4 - Developed and Spectal Use Permit Recreation Sites, Dispersed Camplng 
Management 

5 - Lands SuItable for Timber Management with General, Urban Interface, Big 
Game Security, Visual Quality Improvement and Mamtenance, Gnzzly Bear 
Habltat, Elk and Deer Summer Range Emphases 

6 Non-forested Rangeland 

7 - not used becuase this group of management prescnptlons do not fit any 
management sltuatlons on the Forest 

8,103 040 

601,559 33 60 

157,385 9 

8 Concentrated Develooment Areas 4.639 0 

4. The deslgnabon of suitable timber land and estabkhment of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ). 
Designation of lands suitable for grazing and browsmg. The ldentlficatlon of lands sudable and 
avallable for Oil and Gas Leasmg. 

There are 703,100 acres of tentatively sultable timber land on the Forest In Alternative 3M, 465,000 
acres are sultable for timber management and the allowable sale quantity IS 80 Mllllon Board Feet 
(MMBF) for the next decade There are more acres m Category 5 prescnptlon areas than what IS 
consldered sultable (601,559 compared to 465,000) because prescnptlon areas are typlcally large, con- 
trguous areas and mcluslons of unsuited land were not ldentlfled at the Forest scale Land sultablllty WIII 
be evaluated on a site-specific basis Fewer acres are ldentlfled as sultable for timber management than 
in the 1985 Plan because more recent mventones and subsequent Improvement m mappmg capabiltles 
show about 290,000 more acres of non-forested land than the mformatlon used In the 1985 analysis A 
further explanation of this can be found m the Fmal EIS (Chapter Ill) and m Process Paper C After 
addItIonal analysis between the Draft and Fmal EISs, some areas on the forest were added or deleted 
from the sultable timber land with no net change m the acres suitable for timber harvest 

The allowable sale quantity of 80 MMBF for the decade IS an upper llmlt of harvest that can occur wlthm 
the management directIon m the Revised Targhee Plan An estimated 32 MMBF of this WIII come from 
components of the Forest that have slopes greater than 40 percent, gnzzly bear habltat areas (Prescrlp- 
tlon 5 3 5) or roadless areas Any volume harvested from these areas IS Intended to be counted as a 
non-Interchangeable component of the allowable sale quantity This means that If the maxlmum 32 
MMBF does not come from these components, It need not be replaced by bmber volume from the 
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Table ROD-3 Acreage by Management Category. Ownership or Other Management WIthIn Forest Boundary 

Wtlderness. Ooportunltv Class I 

1117 1 Wilderness, Opportunity Class II I 19,5651141 I Developed Recreation Sites I 695 I 
II 18 1 Wnlderness, Oppoltumty Class III ) X5721 14 2 1 Special “se Perm,t Flecreat,on sees I 3,956 I 

12 Wlldemess Study, Snowmachine 49.236 43 Drspersed Camping Management 3,255 

13 Wilderness, Recommended 154,13 5 1 CC) Timber Management 62,459 

211 Soec~al Manaaement Areas 13.627 5 1 3 (a) Trmber Manaaement No Clearcut 34.354 

212 Visual Qual\ty Mantenance 10.000 5 1 3 (b) Tlmber Management No Clearcut 13,924 

22 Research Natural Areas 11,653 5 1 4 (a) Timber Management BIG Game 6,606 

Timber Management Big Game 

Timber Management Big Game 

Tunber Management Big Game 

3 2 Cd) Semi-Pnmltwe Motorred 5.116 state 25,702 

3 2 (9) Semi-Pnmlbve Motorized 49,621 TOTAL ACRES 1,906,303 
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general sultable timber lands on the Forest The speclflc breakdown of these non-Interchangeable com- 
ponents IS 

- slopes greater than 40 percent (maxlmum 0 7 MMBF for the decade), 

- roadless areas wIthIn the Category 5 management prescnptton (maxlmum 11 3 MMBF for the 
decade), 

* grizzly bear habltat wlthln Category 5 management prescnption (maxlmum 19 85 MMBF for the 
decade), 

Dunng lmplementatlon of the Revised Plan, all timber harvest WIII be analyzed on a site-speclflc basis 

Determination of land sultable for llvestock grazmg IS another important conslderatlon in this declslon 
AlternatIve 3M has 1,026,OOO acres of sultable rangelands These rangelands WIII contmue to meet the 
needs of llvestock permittees and grazing WIII contmue to be a valued use of resources on the Targhee 
Natlonal Forest The amount of suitable rangelands In Alternative 3M IS slightly lower than m the 1985 
Plan but WIII accommodate current llvestock use 

With an emphasis on effective range management, monltonng and more clearly measurable standards 
and guldelmes m the Revised Forest Plan, exlstmg unsatisfactory rangeland condltlons WIII Improve 
The quality of the rangelands m satisfactory condition will be mamtamed, as will the habitat for healthy 
herds of elk, deer and bighorn sheep Integrated with this are the forestwide oblectlves to mamtam and 
Improve fish habltat, particularly cutthroat trout, protect and Improve npanan areas and wetlands, and 
meet gnzzly bear recovery goals 

The determmatlon of areas available for 011 and gas leasmg and ldenbficatlon of protectlon clauses for 
leased areas WIII be disclosed m a separate analysis The Draft EIS for this 011 and gas leasing was 
Issued for publlccomment October 1996, and a Fmal EIS IS due to be released August, 1997 A declslon 
on areas available for 011 and gas leasmg WIII be made when the Fmal EIS has been completed 

5. The estabhshment of requwements for monitoring and evaluation. 

This declslon component provides a basis for penodic determmatlon and evaluation of the effects of 
management practices While the 1985 Plan also Included monitonng Items, we have learned much 
about what IS useful monltonng, and what we can afford The monltonng described m Chapter V of the 
Revised Forest Plan WIII ensure this management strategy works over the long-term Forest staff devel- 
oped a Monltonng Plan that ldentlfles the mmlmum legal requirements for momtonng and other require- 
ments that are important Many of these momtonng items resulted from concerns expressed by the 
public I have pnontzed Items into three categones First pnontles are mandatory to accomplish Sec- 
ond and Third prlontles will be accompllshed as funds and partnershlps are avallable 
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6. Recommendations for Wilderness and Wild, Scenic and Recreation Rivers. 

This component of the declslon considers any recommendations for addltlons to the Natlonal Wider- 
ness Preservation System The 1985 Plan recommended portions of three roadless areas (65,000 
acres) be added to the three exlstmg congressionally designated areas (2 wilderness, 1 widemess 
study area) on the Targhee National Forest My declslon m the Revised Forest Plan retams these 
recommendations and adds an addItIonal 106,000 acres of quality roadless area to be consldered for 
addltlon to the Widemess System by the US Congress This helps balance the variety of goods, ser- 
vices and uses on the Targhee Natlonal Forest and leaves optlons avallable for future generatrons 

The other part of this decision component IS determmatlon of ellglblllty for mcluslon m the Wild, Scenic 
and Recreation River System A 1994 update to the Inventory determmed about 245 5 miles of nvers 
and streams were ellglble to be mcluded m the River System This IS only a mmor change to the 
ellglbility determmatlons ldentlfled m the DEIS One creek was dropped from conslderatlon after an 
analysis determmed It did not have “outstandmgly remarkable” quaIltIes A summary can be found In the 
Fmal EIS (Chapter IV) and details are covered m the Wild, Scenic and RecreatIonal Rivers Elrglblllty 
Determmatlon Process Paoer R 

Comparison of Alternatives’ Response to the Key Issues and Changes Made in 
response to Other Decision Factors 

Resolution of key Issues was achieved by the emphasis placed on each decisron component described 
previously (establishment of goals, obJectIves, standards and guldelmes, management area direction, 
sultable timber, rangeland, and allowable sale quantity, momtonng and evaluation requirements; and 
wlldemess and wild & scemc nver recommendabons) The alternatlves vaned m their ablllty to resolve 
each Issue A comparison of the differences among the alternatives I consldered, and changes made in 
response to the comments on the draft documents follows 

Key Issue 1: Sustainabllity, Fire and Natural Disturbances 

A vanety of management approaches to sustammg ecosystems are avallable for use Of pnmary con- 
cern are the use of fire and timber harvest m relation to their effects on the health of the forest structure 
and composltlon The key mdlcators for this Issue are acres where forest structure and composltlon IS 
mamtamed or Improved and acres where prescribed fire IS allowed 

The altematlves vaned m how many acres would be sllvlculturally treated to Improve structure and 
composltlon, and where prescribed burning would be allowed Alternabves 1, 2 and 3 improved struc- 
ture and cornposItIon on the most acres, near 60,000 for the decade for AlternatIve 2 and 50,000 for 
Alternatives 1 and 3 AlternatIve 3M Improved sustamablllty on almost 45,000 acres AlternatIves 4 IS 
around 40,000 and AlternatIve 5 around 30,000 acres, and AlternatIve 6 Improved the fewest acres at 
20,000 

The range of acres where prescribed burning would be allowed vaned less among the alternatlves 
AlternatIves 1 allows prescribed burnmg on about 1,630,OOO acres for the first decade, while the rest of 
the alternatives allowed prescribed burnmg on just over 1,750,OOO acres 

Public comments to the draft documents Included some that disagreed with the Forest Team’s approach 
for range of natural vanablllty, sustamabillty, patch srze, succession, old growth, use or non-use of 
natural disturbances (fire, Insects), forest health, vlabillty and blodlverslty Many dlsllked our ecosystem 
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management defmrtron or requested more clarrfrcatron and monrtormg The Forest Team was chal- 
lenged on the use of ecosystem management as bemg srmply an opportumty to harvest more Umber 
Some wanted more screntrfrc studres pnor to adoption of the Fmal Plan, especrally related to Yellowstone 
Natronal Park and the Intenor Columbra Basin Ecosystem Management Prefect 

I have modrfred AlternatIve 3M smce the draft documents and changed the emphases on rdentrfymg the 
range of natural vanatron Many people thought the obfectrve was to dupkcate hrstoncal vegetabon 
patterns, although this was not the case I added forestwrde standards and gurdelmes to rdentrfy ecosys- 
tems that are functronmg properly and those that are at nsk Management actrvrtres wrll pnontrze the “at 
risk” ecosystem for treatment to bnng these back Into proper functionmg condrtron I Intend to lrmrt 
harvest to 20 mrllron board feet (20 MMBF) for the decade on those lands that were not rdentrfred as 
surtable for timber management Such harvest would only be done to foster properfunctronmg condrbon 
like removmg comfers from sagebrush grass ecosystems 

Some addrtronal sates m the Henry’s Fork Basm whrch represent good examples of ecosystems functron- 
mg properly were added as Specral Management Areas These wrll serve as barometers for other 
systems wrthm the basm 

Other changes Included placmg more emphases on the use of prescribed fire and managed natural fire to 
achreve desrred so11 and habrtat charactenstrcs, rmprove forest health, and create or mamtam drversrty m 
vegetative structure, composrtron and patterns Addrtronal obfectrves were added to develop Frre Man- 
agement Plans throughout the Forest 

Key issue 2: Rfparian 

Although npanan areas constitute less than five percent of the total land base, they are the most produc- 
tive areas m terms of plant and animal specres drversrty and consumptrve use A healthy npanan area 
mdrcates that most, If not all, of the water and so11 components are also healthy 

The number of acres meetrng the desired vegetation condftrons for npanan areas was used as the key 
mdrcator for thus Issue 

Alternatrves 1 has lust under 19,000 acres meetmg the desrred npanan condrtrons by the end of the 
decade Alternatrves 2, 3, and 3M have about 20,000 acres meetmg the desired conditrons Alternatives 
4, 5, and 6 would have the most acres meetmg the desrred vegetation conditrons m npanan areas, just 
over 21,000 acres 

The pnmary concerns about rrpanan areas are the amount of vegetatron which would be retamed after 
grazmg and other actrvrtres rn npanan areas, pnmanly the height of the vegetatron stubble remammg 
after grazmg, concern over enforcement and monrtormg of the standards, recreatronal use wrthrn the 
npanan areas, especrally the allowance for campmg and motorized use wrthm 300 feet of the road, water 
qualrty lrmrted streams, and mterpretatrons of what management activrtres are allowed m these areas 
Some people wanted more protectron, monrtormg and standards for frshenes, especrally for natrve cut- 
throat trout, while others thought the management drrectron was too constrammg on uses 
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No changes were made to the herght of vegetatron stubble remammg after grazmg actrvrtres because 
thus standard IS necessary to protect streambanks and to provrde for a moderate rate of recovery of 
degraded npanan and aquatrc systems together wrth a moderately hrgh level of frshenes habrtat quakty 
AddItIonal obfectrves, standards and gurdelmes to address native cutthroat trout watershed were devel- 
oped and added to the fmal Revrsed Plan These Include objectives to coordmate wrth the states of 
Idaho and Wyommg to 

1) re-assess the health of natrve cutthroat trout populatrons wrthrn all seven subsections on the For- 
est, 
2) use thus mformatron to further defme specres recovery needs and opportumtres and to evaluate the 
effectrveness of the Natrve Trout Watersheds, and 
3) determme whrch subwatersheds (dramages) wrthm desrgnated Native Trout Watersheds are non- 
essentral to natrve trout recovery 

Addrbonal gurdelmes, modeled after the Inland Native Frsh Strategy (INFISH) of June 1995 were added 
to meet the recovery objectrves for natrve cutthroat trout It IS Important to note that we Intend to manage 
all natrve trout, fine spotted and Yellowstone. as sensrtrve, and sate-specrfrc Impacts ~$1 be analyzed In 
a brologrcal evaluatron for each protect affectmg natwe trout habrtat 

Key Issue 3: Security for Elk 

Secunty for elk was chosen as a key Issue relatmg to future huntmg condrtrons and opportunrtres and 
cooperatrve relatrons wrth fish and game departmentspbservatrons and studres by agency and unrver- 
srty screntrsts determmed that as motorized road and trawl densities Increase, elk secunty declmes 
Portrons of the Forest have hrgh densrties of trawls and roads open to motorized use due to the extensive 
road buildmg assocrated wrth the salvage of dead lodgepole prne The percent of the Targhee Forest 
meetmg the Idaho state elk vulnerabflrty thresholds (measured by miles of open roads and open motor- 
rzed trawls) was used as the key mdrcator 

? 

Alternatrve 1 provrdes the least secunty for elk, wrth 62 percent of the Forest meeting the state vulner- 
abrlrty thresholds AlternatIve 2 IS at 76 percent and Alternatrve 3 at 83 percent Alternatrves 3M and 4 
are approxrmately at 89 percent Alternatrves 5 and 6 provrde the most secunty for elk, wrth 95 percent of 
the Forest meetmg the state vulnerabrkty thresholds 

Many of the letters on thus Issue crted a variety of studies supportmg or not suppodmg our road densrty 
standards, and our fmdmgs on the Impacts of people and motorized use on wrldlrfe Strong feelmgs were 
expressed supportmg or not supporbng the use of off-hrghwayvehrcles because of wrldlrfe hunting and 
vrewmg opportunrtres 

Overall, the open motorized road and trawl density standards drd not change from the draft documents 
These density standards make the Forest road and trawl system cost effectrve by requmng low-use roads 
to be closed, resultrng m fewer mrles to mamtam access needs by people are Integrated wrth other 
resource values, mcludmg elk, grizzly bear and natrve cutthroat trouf7Public comments were used to 
rdenbfy specrfrc motorized roads and trails whrch could be opened and still meet standards The mrles of 
open motorized roads and trawls Increased between Draft and Fmal by approxrmately 20 mrles The 
decrsron on exactly which roads will remam open will be made by Supervrsor Reese as one of hrs frrst 
rmplementatron decrsrons for the Revrsed Plan 
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Key Issue 4: Grizzly Bear Management 

PortIons of the Forest are wlthm the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem which has been dlvlded mto 
Bear Management Umts (BMUs by the Interagency Gnzzly Bear Committee (IGBC) that developed the 
Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan 2 Mana mg motorized access IS one of the most mfluentlal parameters 
affectmg grizzly bear habltat secunt 3 We now have better mformabon on effective management of 
roads, timber and human actlvitles m grizzly bear habitat Miles o sand open motorized trails 
were used as the key Indicator for gnzzly bear management umt 

AlternatIves 1 and 2 provide the least gnzzly bear habltat secunty with the greatest road densibes m the 
bear management units (BMU), rangmg from 42 miles per square mile m the Henry’s BMU to 1 37 miles 
m the Plateau BMU AlternatIves 3 and 3M range between 40 miles per square mile m the Henry’s BMU 
to 85 miles m the Plateau BMU AlternatIves 4, 5 and 6 have the most bear habltat security, rangmg 
from 35 miles per square mile m the Henry’s BMU to 74 miles m the Plateau BMU (Table ROD-I) 

Management of grizzly bear habltat was one Issue emphasized by local NatIonal Forest users A meet- 
mg agamst any management for the grizzly bear was held in St Anthony, ID, because some people 
thought the Forest Team had exceeded measures needed to protect the bear Other groups supported 
our strategy for gnzzly bear management or wanted more protection with even lower open motorized 
road and trail densltles, and more core areas set aslde 

The Endangered Species’ Act requires certam elements for our gnzzly bear strategy We did note the 
public comments received, however, few changes were made except for the snowmoblle change which 
IS dlscussed later The Fmal Revised Plan IS consistent with the bloloalcm nf the US Fish and 
WIldlife Service The objective to phase out sheep grazing in the BMUs as opportumtles arise (such as 
when a sheep allotment permit expires) remams as It was m the draft documents, to reduce the chances 
of sheep and grizzly bear conflicts The reduction sustamed as a result of this phase out amounts to 
approximately 4,000 ammal unit months (AUMs) on nme allotments, or about three percent of the permlt- 
ted AUMs currently allowed on the Targhee NatIonal Forest Some modtflcatlons were made to the 
standards and guldelmes m the gnzzly bear habltat prescnptlon, m addition to the snowmobile changes 
llsted under sub-issues, to clanfy management practices and allow as much flexlblllty as IS possible 
under the exlstmg sltuatlons 

Key Issue 5: Access 

RecreatIonal motorized use has Increased over the last decade The 1985 Plan allowed cross-country 
motorized travel across much of the Forest and did ncLestabllsh road density standards Road closures 
provide more protectlon and fewer impacts on wlldllfe. threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, 
solIs and water, and flshenes, less visual, garbage and noise pollution, reduced mamtenance, and more 
nonmotorized oppoitunltles for escape and solitude Open roads and trails allow more access for 
huntmg, flshmg, berry-pickmg, developed campmg, hlkmg and other recreatlonal pursuits, Increased 
opportunities for sight-seeing, challengmg cross country travel for off-highway vehicles, and greater 
access for persons with dlsabllltles and the elderly The key mdlcators for access are the total miles of 
roads and open trails avaIlable for motorized use on the 

AlternatIves 1 and 2 provide the most open roads and trails, about 2,500 - 2,300 miles avaIlable for 
motorized use AlternatIves 3 and 3M provide slightlyfeweropen roads and trails, at 2,000 - 2,100 miles 
Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 reduce the open roads and trails the most, with about 1,800 to 1,500 to 1,300 
miles avaIlable for motorized use, respectively 
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Motorized access IS ~&LOXX+~ controversial of the smey Issues Many people m the local area 
thought too many roads and trails were bemg proposed for closure, especially m gnzzly bear and elk 
country, and too many restnctlons on motorized use overall were consldered m the drafl documents A 
few motorized recreation user groups wanted us to use studies that were being used on other Idaho 
forests which do not equate road use at the same level as trail use After revlewmg these comments, we 
completed this analysis and a comparison IS shown in Chapter IV of the EIS Other letters strongly 
suggested that we needed to decrease the miles of roads and trails that are open for use, and establish 
better enforcement because many of the exlstlng closures are meffectlve (based on the Road Scholar 
study) Our analysis methods were questioned, particularly the accuracy of the road Inventory (mven- 
tory process IS summarized In the Access Appendix C In the Final EIS) 

Between the draft and fmal ElSs we revlewed our Inventory and found that the number of roads and trails 
that currently exist was less than what was dlsplayed m the draft EIS, this figure has been corrected m 
the fmal EIS The Forest Team made addItIonal chanqes In response to public comments mcludmg 
restnctmg cross-country snowmobie access on all areas mapped as wmter range on map #24 m the 
final EIS map packet, and makmg some mmor changes m open road and trail density standards In the 
Pallsades/Blg Hole area Overall there was an Increase m the miles of roads and trails open for motor- 
lzed use 

I am decldlng to specify the maxlmum allowable road densltles (miles of roads and trails open for motor- 
ized use per square mile) by the management prescnptlons area described previously Forest Supervi- 
sor Reese WIII decide which roads WIII be open to achieve these road density standards as one of his first 
lmplementatlon declslons This discussIon will be based on the analysis shown m Appendix C of the 
Fmal EIS and WIII be made shortly after the declslon made here 

Key Issue 6. Management of Ftoadless Areas 

As motorized recreation demands Increased, public debate Increased over whether or not the Forest 
should malntam the roadless character of the remammg roadless areas Recommendmg more acres be 
congressionally designated as wilderness ensures protectjon from resource uses and natlonal recognl- 
tion of wilderness character Allowmg areas to remam roadless, but not as recommended wilderness, 
keeps more options avaIlable for the future Fewer acres recommended for wilderness could allow more 
motorized access for recreation, 011 and gas, timber and other mdustnes 

AlternatIve 2 recommends the no roadless acres be added to the wilderness system and AlternatIve 6 
recommends the most at 465,000 acres AlternatIve 1 mamtams the areas recommended m the 1965 
Plan (65,000 acres) 

AlternatIves 3,3M, 4 and 5 recommend mcreasmg amounts, 125,000 to 171,000 to 139,000 to 226,000 
acres, respectively 

This Issue generated the most comments on the draft EIS and draft Revised Plan Many comments 
either wanted more wilderness or less Other letters addressed concerns for contmued motorized use m 
roadless areas and areas recommended for wilderness, especially cross-country use We were asked 
to prepare a supplemental draft EIS because some people thought our analysts was flawed In the 
letters that supported more wilderness, people llsted speclflc roadless areas they wanted to be recom- 
mended for wilderness The draft documents were updated to reflect the most recent mformatlon and 
did not fmd a slgnlflcant change m the results of the analysis. so no supplement was prepared 
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Based on a review of roadless areas, the Alternative 3M recommends a moderate 171,000 acres be 
included In the wilderness system by leglslatlve actlon, about 46,000 more acres than were analyzed m 
the draft EIS for Alternative 3M The Diamond Peak roadless area has been added as recommended 
widerness, based on its high wilderness capabIlity ratmg 

There IS a demand for backcountry recreation, both motorized and nonmotonzed expenences and we 
have more management optlons avallable to satisfy that demand m a non-wilderness settmg The optlon 
IS also preserved to Include these areas m future wilderness recommendations with deslgnatlon now of 
the semi-pnmltive management prescnption AlternatIve 3M allocates about 240,000 acres of roadless 
areas on the Targhee NatIonal Forest to a Semi-Pnmltlve Motorized or Non-Motorized Management 
Prescnptlon These areas WIII remam roadless dunng the next decade 

Key Issue 7: Timber Harvest 

Higher levels of timber harvest ald the local economy, better maintain the 25 percent payments to local 
governments, maximize the removal of the remammg dead or mature wood and assist m faster regen- 
eration of the fire-dependent lodgepole pme A reduction In timber harvest results m fewer Impacts from 
motorized trail and road uses on wIldlIfe, npanan areas, sois and water, aesthetics and other resources 
In the past decade, large scale salvage of dead and dymg lodgepole pme timber was conducted at levels 
that could not be sustamed Smce the harvest of dead timber has largely been completed, we are now 
m a rest and recovery mode until higher levels of timber harvest can be sustalned 

The alternatives ranged from 130 MMBF for the decade m Alternative 2 to 110 MMBF m AlternatIves I 
and 3 AlternatIves 3M, 4 and 5 go 60 MMBF to 40 MMBF respectively AlternatIve 6 would have no 
hSNSSt dunng the next decade 

Exist Alt Alt Alt Alt Alt Alt Alt #6 
Level #I #2 #3 #3-M #4 #6 

ASQ volume (MMBFI 60 11 13 11 6 6 4 0 
YW Potential 

Yleld 

This Issue drew major disagreement by those who commented on timber harvest A local organized 
group called CUFF (Cltlzens For A User Fnendly Forest), congressionals, legislators, county commls- 
sloners and many locals wanted more allowable sale quantity (ASQ), comments said the allowable sale 
quantity should be between 8 MMBF and 20 MMBF when specific numbers were used Environmental 
groups wanted us to retam the ASQ of 3 7 MMBF as proposed m the DEIS, with more proposed wilder- 
ness and no below cost timber sales A few people who commented wanted more flrewood, especially 
for businesses 

Letters from some local elected offlclals m the Upper Snake River Valley, expressed concern over the 
future of the timber Industry In the Upper Snake River Valley They asked us to take another look at how 
various constramts on the sultable timber acres were applied m our analysis m the DEIS, and to select 
an alternatlve that assures a sustamable level of harvest but accomplishes harvest m an enwronmen- 
tally sound and aesthetlcally pleasmg way 
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Between the draft and final EIS, we found the model that estimates ASQ had been constramed more 
than necessary to model the effects of standards and guIdelInes, patilcularly the constraint on acres 
hydrologically disturbed In a watershed and the constramt to meet goshawk habltat needs The llmlts on 
which acres could be avaIlable for harvest and meet the management dIrectIon for each alternatlve had 
been applied too narrowly The model was changed, resultmg m almost twice as many acres 
for harvest m the next decade 9 

vallable 
This Increase m acres also results m about twice as much tlmbervo ume 

estimated to b e These changes are propottlonately the same for all alternatlves consldered !n 
the draft EIS $7 IS re analysis IS summarized m Chapters II and IV of the fmal EIS 7 Details can be found 
m Process Paper B 

.-e- 

Although the acres avallable for timber harvest and correspondmg volume estlmat 
disclosed In the draft EIS, the percent of the total forested acres that are proposed 
from about 1 0 to 1 5 percent, while the percent of tentatively sultable acres changed from 1 5 percent 
proposed In the draft EIS to approximately 3 0 m the fmal EIS It was because of the comments received 
on the draft EIS that the change was made Because the change IS m how the management dIrection 
was modelled, and not a substantial change m the proposed actlon, I determined this was not slgnlflcant 

rmatlon that would require preparation of a supplemental draft EIS The changes are proportlon- 
same for all alternatlves consldered, so the comparison of the e&&Is still proportionally the 

same as dlsplayed m the draft EIS In addition, the small percentage change m the forested acres 
treated did not slgnlflcantly change the envlronmental effects dlsplayed m the draft EIS 

The salvage operations of the 198Os, combined with the Endangered Species Act, the Gnzzly Bear 
Recovery Plan and Guldelmes, ecosystem management prmclples, the reduced avallabWy of dead 
lodgepole, Increased knowledge aboutthe impacts of motorized use of roads and trails upon the Forest’s 
resources, and other factors described m the final EIS, result m a reduced avallablllty of timber for 
harvest for the next decade, when compared to the 860 MMBF allowed m the 1985 Plan for the past 
decade This IS why the allowable sale quantity has been calculated at 80 MMBF for the next IO years m 
the selected AlternatIve 3M The amount of flrewood estimated to be avallable m the next decade IS 38 
MMBF 

Other Decision Factors 

The followlng Issues are Important, but the key mdlcators did not vary much among the alternatlves 
consldered An overview of the response to the comments received IS given here I encourage readers 
to rewew Appendix A of the fmal EIS where detalled responses to all substantive Issues posed by those 
who commented on the draft documents can be found 

Old Growth 

As described m the Fmal EIS, there are several reasons why responsible management should Include 
retammg old growth forest areas Of concern IS how much old growth occurs on the Forest, how much 
land to retam m an old growth stage, and what constitutes old growth 

To respond to public comments, an analysis of 412 permanent forest Inventory plots was completed to 
assess what percentage of the forested acres meet the old growth characteristics as described m the 
lntermountam Region Old Growth publlcatlon (see Process Paper D) Several guIdelInes were added to 
the fmal Revised Plan that apply to the management and retention of old growth and late seral forested 
areas These Include management dIrectIon for the retention of coarse woody debns and the Inventory 
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and assessment of old growth and late seral forest stages dunng project plannmg ldentlflcatlon of 
replacement forested acres to provide future old growth areas IS planned in case a catastrophic event 
reduces the level of old growth below the mmlmum amount desired m a watershed 

Wmter Range 

Winter range for deer and elk IS an Integral part of the Targhee Natlonal Forest Several people who 
commented stated that cross country snowmoblllng should be restncted rn wmter range Some letters 
requested crucial wmter range for moose be designated 

The Forest staff met with representatives from both Idaho and Wyommg State Fish and Game Depart- 
ments and agreed on the boundarles of crucial wmter range on the Forest Motorized cross country 
snowmoblle restnctlons were applied to these areas I have Included these refinements In AlternatIve 
3M They are dlsplayed on map #24 of the fmal EIS map package 

Goshawks are a sensltlve species that use much of the Forest for nestmg and foragmg We recetved 
letters statmg the guidelInes In the Draft Plan were too restnctlve and not restrrcbve enough, and that we 
should use or not use the southwest guIdelines developed to provide for goshawk habltat 

Following re-analysis of the guldelmes, addItIonal literature review and exammation of forest Inventory 
data, I have decided to keep the guIdelInes m the fmal Revised Plan essentially the same as m the draft. 
I did make some mmor changes In snag numbers and management opportunities wlthln goshawk tern- 
tones These are patterned after the Southwest guIdelines and meet goshawk habitat needs m all 
alternatlves 

Bighorn Sheep 

Mamtammg hlstoncal habltat for bighorn sheep and preventmg potential conflicts between domestlc 
sheep and bighorn sheep was of considerable concern to some local biologists Concerns Included 
disease transfer potential, recreatlonal use levels and lack of prescribed fire as a management tool to 
mamtaln hlstonc ranges 

A task group composed of Forest personnel reviewed current Ilterature, mapped blghorn sheep loca- 
tlons In relation to domestlc sheep allotments and conducted telephone conversations with vetennanans 
with expenence in this subject Current restnctlons wlthm allotment management plans m blghorn sheep 
habltat areas reduce nsk of disease transmlsslon to low levels However, some risk of disease transmls- 
slon exists wherever blghorn sheep can come m nose tp nose contact with domestlc sheep 

Therefore, based on this addItIonal review, I have decided to phase out domestic sheep grazmg on an 
opportunity basis This means that as sheep grazmg permits expire, they WIII not be renewed m areas of 
the forest that currently support populations of blghorn sheep Thus reduction amounts to approximately 
2,600 AUMs on five allotments and one permit There are two allotments withm both gnzzly bear and 
blghorn sheep habltat that WIII also be phased out on an opportunity basis and this reduction IS about 
1,800 AUMs 

ROD - 25 



Motorwed Game Retrieval 

Many comments on this Issue opposed motorized game retneval for slmllar reasons as some Forest 
employees They are dlfflcult to enforce, favontlsm IS perceived for hunters with off-htghway vehicles, 
and obtammg the required permit IS impractical m most sltuabons I have decided not to Include this 
conceot In the fmal Revised Plan 

Snowmobhng and Heliskiing 

Many comments (over 500 letters were received before the offlclal comment penod began) opposed 
restnctmg snowmachmes to designated trails m the gnzzly bear units before Dee 15 and after Apnl 1 
Some groups wanted unrestricted cross-country snowmoblle use, except In wmter range, while others 
wanted no snowmachmes, hellskllng, or any motorized use m roadless areas proposed as wilderness 
Hellskllng compames and patrons want to be allowed to use roadless areas that are proposed for wider- 
ness, especially m the Palisades area 

To address the Issue a Forest task group reviewed data between draft and flnal documents to determme 
the average gnzzly dennmg time for the area, locatlon of dens (mcludmg an analysis done with mforma- 
tlon avaIlable on the geographic mformatlon system (GIS) to ldentlfy areas of high denmng potential), 
and the number of conflicts that have been recorded between gnzzly bears and snowmachmes 

Based on this analysis, I have deleted the seasonal cross-country snowmoblle restnctlon from all gnzzly 
bear management prescnptlons and replaced It with a standard to develop site-speclflc restrictions to 
resolve potential conflicts with gnzzly bears dunng their dennmg time I did this because we are not 
aware of any recent conflicts, and most of the area m questron IS not particularly desirable gnzzly bear 
dennmg habltat Desirable dennmg habltat IS usually on steep slopes m tlmbered areas, typlcally not the 
area where most cross-country snowmoblle use occurs Problems ldentifled can be addressed with 
site-speclflc analysis and restnctlons as necessary The US Fish and Wlldllfe Serwce concurred with 
this analysis In their Blologlcal Opmion 

Several comments opposed vegetation management In this area, particularly timber removal of Dou- 
glas-fir to regenerate decadent aspen A large number of comments recommended this area be pre- 
served as a wildlife corridor (pnmanly for gnzzly bears and wolves) between Yellowstone Natlonal Park 
and other Montana, Wyoming and Idaho roadless areas The Greater Yellowstone Coalition and many 
of their members submltted a new management prescnptlon for the Centennial range to address this 
concern 

Habltat connectlvlty IS Important After comparmg the Gnzzly Bear Recovery Plan with Alternabve 3M, 
I conclude the actlvltles that could occur m the Centennials WIII mamtam this area as a potenbal lmkage 
zone The Recovery Plan also says that management prescnptlons to maIntam lmkage potential should 
be slmllar to btg game summer range prescnpbons that address access management The manage- 
ment prescnpbons applied to this area In AlternatIve 3M address habltat connectivity by provldmg appro- 
priate road density standards and mamtammg ecosystem CornposItIons to provide wildlIfe secunty cover 
Except for some mmor boundary refinements because of the updated roadless Inventory, I have decided 
to keep the management prescnptlons for the Centennial Mountam Range the same as those disclosed 
In the draft EIS 
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Natwe American Treaty Rights 

Government to government consultation was conducted with the Shoshone-Sannock Tribe on both the 
draft and fmal Revised Plan We received formal substantive comments from the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tnbe on the draft documents Most of the comments were cnhcal of the conslderatlon gwen to Natwe 
Amencan treaty nghts Forest personnel and Tribal members have different mterpretatlons The Tribes 
Interpret their legal right to hunt, to Include flshmg and gathermg and harvest of wood products owned by 
the Federal government FolIowIng a revjew of the Fort Sndger Treaty and the relevant case law, It has 
been determmed that the treaty nghts do not encompass the gathenng of wood products No changes 
were made from the draft documents to address the gathermg of wood products, and the Revised Plan 
does not mfrlnge on Native Amencan Treaty Rights 

Other comments received from the Shoshone-BannockTnbe concerned access, cultural resource sites 
on grazing allotments and plannmg Aforestw~de standard has been added to the fmal Revised Plan to 
address Tribal coordmatlon Procedures were also added to assure protectlon of cultural resources on 
grazmg allotments 

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project 

Some publics comments quesboned the relatIonshIp of the Revlslon with the Intenor Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project science and EIS efforts The Revlslon Included appropriate parts of the 
sclentlflc assessment The Upper Columbia River Basin EIS declslons ~111 not cover the Targhee Na- 
tlonal Forest 
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FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS 

I have considered the multrtude of statutes governmg management of the Targhee Natronal Forest and 
belleve AlternatIve 3M IS the best possrble approach to harmonrzrng the current statutory dunes of the 
Forest Servrce Specrfrc fmdmgs follow 

The Targhee Revrsed Plan IS In compkance wrth the Clean Water Act because of the conclusrons pre- 
sented m Chapter IV, water quality sectron of the FEIS 

The Targhee Revrsed Plan IS m complrance wrth the Natronal Hrstonc Preservatron Act because of the 
conclustons presented m Chapter IV, Hentage Resource sectron of the FEIS 

The Targhee Revrsed Plan IS In compltance with the Endangered Specres Act and the US Frsh and 
Wrldlrfe Servrce Brologrcal Opmron because of the conclusrons presented rn Chapter IV, Wrldlrfe sectron 
of the FEIS The US Frsh and Wildkfe Servrce (Servrce) has determrned that the Revrsed Forest Plan 
may affect but IS not kkely to adversely affect the threatened bald eagle, Ute ladles’-tresses and the 
endangered peregnne falcon The Serwce concurs that the Revrsed Forest Plan will not feopardrze the 
contmued existence of the expenmental, non-essenbal populatron of gray wolf The Servrce has also 
determmed that the implementatron of the Revrsed Forest Plan IS not lrkely to teopardrze the contmued 
exrstence of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem gnzzly bear populatron. No cntrcal habrtat has been 
desrgnated for the gnzzly bear, therefore, none WIII be affected 

The Targhee Revrsed Plan rsJn-cpm&ance wrth the Clean Arr Standards because of the conclusrons --- ---------c.“~.~* ..*...._/_j_.- _ jil 
presented in Chapter IV -ArrResp_urces sectron ofJh.q-F.ES~ ^ . ._lj-. - ..~ _.__,^_ ;>---?a 

-&sL _ - md>Aj*,.-A” ~-~.L~~*N.‘Te---&.~--- 

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

Although AlternatIve 6 would allow the fewest ground dtsturbmg actrvrtles, I am rdenbfyrng the selected 
Alternative 3M as envrronmentally preferable based on the followmg mterpretatron of the law and agency 
pokey 

Regulabons rmplementmg the Natronal Envrronmental Polrcy Act (NEPA) requrre agencres to specrfy the 
alternabve or alternatrves whrch were consrdered to be envrronmentally preferable (40 CFR 1505 2(b)) 
Forest Servrce pokey further defmes envrronmentally preferable as an alternative that best meets the 
goals of sectron 101 of NEPA Ordmanly thus IS the alternatlve that causes the least damage to the 
brologrcal and physrcal environment and best protects, preserves, and enhances hrstoncal, cultural, and 
natural resources In some cases there may be more than one envrronmentally preferable alternative 
(FSH 1909 15 -05) 

Sectton 101 of NEPA declares national envrronmental pokey, callmg on federal, state and local govern- 
ments and the public to create and mamtam condrtrons under whrch humans and nature can exrst In 
productrve harmony Thus broad pokey IS further defmed In SIX goals 
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(1) fulfill the responslbllltles of each generatlon as trustee of the environment for succeedmg genera- 
tlons, 

(2) assure for all Amencans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasmg 
surroundmgs, 

(3) attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradabon, nsk to health or 
safety, or other undesirable and unmtended consequences, 

(4) preserve Important hlstonc, cultural, and natural aspects of our natlonal hentage and mamtam 
wherever possible an environment which supports diversity and variety of mdlvldual choice, 

(5) achieve a balance between population and resource use which WIII permit high standards of llvmg 
and a wide shanng of life’s amenities, and 

(6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maxlmum attamable recyclmg of 
depletable resources 

The goals of Sectjon 101 are slmllar to the pnnclples of ecosystem management and of this Revised 
Plan, callmg for sustainable and balanced use, and prowsion for future generatlons Sectron 101 does 
not call for the exclusion of Amencans from use of their natural resources, but does demand that such 
uses avoid degradation of the environment AlternatIve 3M best meets the goals of Sectron 101 of NEPA 
By this standard, the selected AlternatIve 3M IS the envlronmentally preferable alternatlve for the Re- 
vised Targhee Forest Plan 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

The Forest SupervIsor WIII accomplish many management acbvitles to implement the Revised Forest 
Plan Unlike the programmatic decxsions llsted above, these actlvltles are site-speclflc and require 
analysis and disclosure of the actlvlty’s effects under the NatIonal Enwronmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
These We-specific analyses WIII be done dunng lmplementatlon of the Revised Forest Plan 

Forest plans are permlsslve m that they allow, but do not mandate, certam activltles to occur Site- 
speclflc analysis of proposed actlvlties WIII determlne what can be accompllshed The outputs speclfled 
In the Revised Plan are estimates and projectIons based on avaIlable mformatlon, Inventory data and 
assumptions 

All actlvltles, many of which are Interdependent, may be affected by annual budgets The Revised Plan 
IS implemented through various site-speclflc prolects such as wIldlife habltat Improvements, campground 
development, road bullding and timber sales Budget allocatlons for any given year may require re- 
schedulmg prolects However, the desired future condltlons, goals, objectIves, standards and guide- 
lmes and management prescrIptIons described In the Revised Plan may not change unless the Plan IS 
amended If, over time, funds received are slgnlflcantly different from those necessary to Implement the 
Revised Plan, the Plan may need to be amended This would likely reflect different outputs and enwron- 
mental condltlons from those disclosed In this revlslon analysis 

lmplementatlon of this declslon WIII occur 30 days followmg publlcatlon of the notlce of this declslon In 
the Federal Register Resource plans, permits, contracts, and other Instruments, when necessary, shall 
be revised as soon as practicable to mcorporate the revised management dIrectIon 

As one of the first steps to Implement this Revised Plan, the Targhee National Forest SupervIsor WIII 
issue a separate Record of Declslon for Travel Management that designates which roads and trails are 
open for motorized use I am decldmg now which standards, by management prescnpbon area, apply to 
meet the desired ooen road and trail densltles 

The proposed open motorized roads and trails are dlsplayed on summer and wmter access maps for 
Alternative 3M A separate Travel Plan map WIII be available when SupervIsor Reese makes his Imple- 
mentatlon declslon 
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APPEAL 

This declslon IS subject to appeal pursuant to the provIsIons of 36 CFR 217 A wntten notlce of appeal 
must be filed wlthln 90 days followlng the date of publlcatlon of this declslon In the Federal Register 
The appeal must be flied with the revlewmg officer 

Chief, USDA - Forest Serwce 
14th and Independence, SW 
201 14th Street 
Washington, DC 20250 

A copy of the appeal must simultaneously be sent to the decldmg officer 

RegIonal Forester, lntermountam Region 
USDA - Forest Service 
324 25th Street 
Ogden, UT 84401 

Notlce of appeal must Include sufflclent narrative evidence and argument to show why this declslon 
should be changed or reversed (36 CFR 217.9) Requests to stay approval of the Revised Forest Plan 
will not be granted (36 CFR 217 10(a)) 

Decisions on site-specific projects are not made In this Revised Forest Plan Fmal declslons on pro- 
posed prolects WIII be made after site-speclflc analysis and documentation In compliance with NEPA, 
and are subject to appeal at that time Recommended wilderness deslgnatlons contamed m the Revised 
Forest Plan are nonblndmg recommendations and not a declslon withm the context of appeal regulation 
and are not subject to appeal (36 CFR 217 4(4) 

More InformatIon on the fmal EIS and Revised Forest Plan may be obtained by contactmg the Targhee 
NatIonal Forest SupervIsor In St Anthony, ID Revrewers are encouraged to check with the Forest Su- 
pervlsor on the Revised Forest Plan declslons before submlttmg appeals to determme If concerns or 
mlsunderstandmgs can be clanfled or resolved 

Forest Supervisor, Targhee National Forest 
USDA Forest Service 
420 N Bridge Street 
St Anthony, ID 83445 
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CONCLUSION 

I am pleased to announce thts deckston and bnng the Forest Plan Revtston to Its beginning Thts Re- 
vised Forest Plan IS a framework for the present and a postttve dtrectron for the future Now IS the 
challenge before us all to work together, the public, Forest Servtce, ranchers, conservattontsts, preser- 
vationrsts, snowmobtlers, campers, hunters, ttmber mdustry, and all of the others who have an Interest tn 
Forest management Together, we must overcome the challenges, realtze the opportumttes, and achteve 
the goals and obfectrves of thts Forest Plan 

We are commttted to the phtlosophy of adapttve management as we work together to implement thus 
Plan We wtll momtor our acttvttres, the condrtron of the land as projects are completed, the products 
produced, and the effecttveness of the resource protectron measures included s-r the Revtsed Plan 
Most Importantly, thts Plan IS our commrtment to the future to ensure healthy, resrlrent ecosystems for 
the next generation 

DALE N BOSWORTH 
Regtonal Forester 
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United States 
Department of 
Aariculture 

Forest Targhee NF 420 North Bridge Street 
Service P. 0. Box 208 

St. Anthony, ID 83445 

File Code: 1920 

Date: November 16,1998 

Dear Participant. 

Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Targhee National 
Forest Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Analysis The primary purpose of the DEIS is to outline 
the proposed management of summer motorized travel on the Forest and consider alternatives to that 
proposal The decision and management direction from the Final EIS for this process will be used to 
implement a new Travel Plan on the Forest in the summer of 1999 

I appreciate the comments many of you have provided which have been considered and used as we 
developed this analysis and documentation The analysis in this DEE is based on much of the 
analysis in the 1997 Revised Forest Plan FEIS, and references are provided to that FEIS Copies of 
the Revised Forest Plan FEE are available upon request 

Your review and comments on this DEE are important to the analysis process In your review, I 
encourage you to pay particular attention to concerns you may have raised earlier, to see if the 
analysis is responsive Comments on the DEE should be as specific as possible and must be 
received no later than February 1, 1999 

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 will be prepared and issued 

You can also find the document on the Internet at http //www fs fed us/tnf/ 
and comments can be sent by e-mail to pcomment/r4_targhee@fs fed us 

If you have questions or comments, please contact me or Alan Silker, Recreation Staff, at P 0 Box 
208, St Anthony, ID 83445 or call (208) 624-3151 

Sincerely, 

Caring for the Land and Serving People Pnnted on Recycled Paper 



DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
for the 

TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST 
OPEN ROAD AND OPEN MOTORIZED TRAIL ANALYSIS 

(Motorized Road And Trail Travel Plan) 

Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, 
Lemhi, Madison, and Teton Counties, Idaho 

and 
Lincoln and Teton Counties, Wyoming 

Lead Agency 

Responsible Official. 

For Further Information Contact 

Targhee National Forest 
USDA Forest Service 
P O  Box208 
St Anthony, ID 83445 

Jerry Reese, Forest Supervisor 
Targhee National Forest 
USDA Forest Service 
P O  Box208 
St Anthony, ID 83445 

Alan Silker 
Recreation Staff 
Targhee National Forest 
P O  Box208 
St Anthony, ID 83445 

(208) 624-3151 

(208) 624-3151 

ABSTRACT This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) documents the analysis of four 
alternatives, which were developed for possible management of summer motorized road and trail travel 
on the 1 8 million acres administered by the Targhee National Forest Alternatives analyzed in detail are 
identified as 1 M. 3M(+), 3M, and 3M(-) Alternative 3M(+) is identified as the preferred alternative 

The alternative ultimately chosen may change based on input from the public, other agencies, and this 
agency’s own internal deliberation process That alternative, selected by the Forest Supervisor, will be 
published in a Final EIS, and will become the basis for the Forest Travel Plan to be issued in the summer 
of 1999 

Date of transmission of this DEE to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the public is 
November 20. 1998 Send comments regarding this DElS to the Forest Supervisor, Targhee National 
Forest, at the above address by February 1,1999 The comment period for this DElS will be 60 days from 
the date the EPA publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register 

Reviewers should provide the Forest Service with their comments during the review period of the draft 
environmental impact statement This will enable the Forest Service to analyze and respond to the 
comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation of the final environmental 
impact statement, thus avoiding undue delay in the decisionmaking process Reviewers have an 
obligation to structure their participation in the National Environmental Policy Act process so that it is 
meaningful and alerts the agency to the reviewers’ position and contentions Vermont Yankee Nuclear 
Power COrD v NRDC, 435 U S 519, 553 (1978) Environmental objections that could have been 
raised at the draft staae mav be waived if not raised until after comoletion of the final environmental 
impact statement Cit; of Aiaoon v Hodel (9th Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritaaes, Inc v Harris, 
490 F Supp 1334, 1338 (E D Wis 1980) Comments on the draft environmental impact statement 
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should be specific and should address the adequacy of the statement and the merits of the alternatives 
discussed (40 CFR 1503 3) 

To assist the Forest Service in identifying and considering issues and concerns on the proposed action, 
comments on the DEE should be as specific as possible It is also helpful if comments refer to specific 
pages or chapters of the DEE Comments may also address the adequacy of the DEE or the merits of 
the alternatives formulated and discussed in the DElS Reviewers may wish to refer to the Council on 
Environmental Quality Regulations for implementing and procedural provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1503 3 in addressing these points 

Please note that comments on the DElS will be regarded as public information 

The U S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on 
the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, 
and martial or family status (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs ) Persons with disabilities who 
require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc ) 
should contact USDAs TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD) 

To file a compliant of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten 
Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 
(voice or TDD) USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer 
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SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 

(Motorized Road and Trail Travel Plan) 

NOTE to READERS Please refer to the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for a "Glossary" of terms used in 
this document 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to consider alternatives for and disclose the environmental effects of 
a Forest Travel Plan that will implement the 1997 Revised Forest Plan direction for the Targhee Na- 
tional Forest The purpose of this Travel Plan is to offer a balanced network of summer motorized 
roads and trails that meet the Forest's transportation needs and the open motorized road and trail 
route density standards in the Revised Forest Plan The need for this analysis and decision was di- 
rected by the Regional Forester in his 4/15/97 Record of Decision for the Revised Forest Plan (ROD - 
pages 22 and 30) This is one of the first steps needed to meet the objectives in the Revised Forest 
Plan and move the Targhee National Forest toward the desired future conditions of that Plan In ac- 
cordance with the Regional Forester's direction, no decision contained in the Revised Forest Plan will 
be changed, reversed, or superceded by the decision that will result from this analysis Therefore, it 
should be understood that winter travel and summer, cross-country travel as decided in the Revised 
Forest Plan will also be displayed in the final Travel Plan along with the open roads and trails deter- 
mined from this analysis 

The Forest Supervisor will decide which combination of roads and trails will be open for summer mo- 
torized use to remain within the density standards specified by management prescriptions in the Re- 
vised Forest Plan This Draft Environmental Impact statement (DEIS) will summarize and review the 
previous (1997) open motorized road and trail decision and consider alternative actions that would 
remain within the direction of the Revised Forest Plan and respond to the issues raised. The analysis 
in this DEIS is based on much of the analysis in the 1997 Revised Forest Plan (RFP) Final Environ- 
mental Impact Statement (FEE), and references that document Throughout this DEIS, references to 
the RFP-FEIS will be indicated by (RFP-FEE, page x,y,z) Copies of the RFP-FEIS are available 
from the Targhee National Forest Supervisor's Office 

LOCATION AND SETTING 

TARGHEE FOREST - OPEN ROAD AND MOTORIZED TRAIL ANALYSIS 

The Targhee National Forest (hereinafter usually referred to as "the Forest") is an administrative unit 
of the U S Department of Agriculture, Forest Service The Forest lies almost entirely within the 
"Greater Yellowstone Area" (GYA) The Forest encompasses approximately 1 8 million acres Estab- 
lished by President Theodore Roosevelt in 1908, the Forest is named in honor of a Bannock Indian 
warrior The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe has ancestral Treaty Rights to uses of the Forest The Forest 
Supervisor's Office is located in St Anthony, Idaho, with District offices located in Dubois, Island 
Park, Ashton, Idaho Falls, and Driggs, Idaho The Forest is bordered by six other National Forests 
(N F ) This DElS addresses travel on the Targhee National Forest and the portions of the Bridger- 
Teton and Caribou National Forests administered by the Targhee Forest 

The majority of the Forest lies in eastern Idaho, and the remainder in western Wyoming (Figure S-1) 
Situated next to Yellowstone National Park (the Park) and Grand Teton National Park (GTNP), the 
Forest is home to a diverse number of wildlife and fish (including Threatened and Endangered spe- 
cies), and contains two designated wildernesses, scenic panoramas and intensively managed forest 
lands (RFP-FEIS. p 1-1-2) 
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Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest 
on a National Scale 

Montana 

Figure 1-1 
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ISSUES 

The key issues identified through scoping are summarized as follows 

Adverse effects of specific roads and trails open for summer motorized travel on wildlife and fish- 
eries (cutthroat trout) and their habitat, on roadless areas and recommended wilderness, and on 
water quality These specific roads and trails were identified on an overlay of the 1997 Travel 
Plan map for reference in the analysis These maps are on file in the Forest Supervisor's Office in 
the analysis records 

Adverse effects of specific closed roads and trails on recreational and other access opportunities 
These specific roads and trails were identified on the same map overlays as described above for 
use in this analysis 

Revised Statute 2477 (RS 2477) road access This issue involves potential access rights the 
Counties may have on roads and trails that may have existed prior to the establishment of the 
Forest The assertions by the Counties that were available were mapped (see map #I in map 
packet) for consideration in this analysis 

The following public comments were also received and considered They were addressed in the Re- 
vised Forest Plan analysis, or are considered procedural comments and therefore will not be directly 
addressed in this analysis 

A broad, programmatic document was used to make site-specific decisions on road closures 

No new roads should be built, and existing roads should be decommissioned and rehabilitated 

Existing trails should not be reconstructed for OHV (c50) use . Accessibility needs to be addressed better for the less-abled 

Range of alternatives considered in the Revised Forest Plan FElS and Travel Plan RODS was not 
adequate, and road density factors used were too constraining, or not constraining enough 

Appendix C Update and Draft Travel Plan need to be available for public review and comment 

. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Based on available data, public issues and the Final EIS for the Revised Forest Plan, four alternatives 
were considered and analyzed in detail Alternative 3M presented below is the same alternative as 
considered in the Revised Forest Plan FElS (pages 11-3-4 and 11-7-8) and in the ROD for the 1997 
Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Travel Plan (ROD - page 4) Three new alternatives (3M+, 3M-, 
and IM) have been created based on issues described previously, which resulted from consideration 
of public issues and appeals These issues were mapped as stated in Chapter 1 -Issues, and these 
overlay maps are on file in the Forest Supervisor's Office These working maps are available for re- 
view Alternatives 3M(+) and 3M(-) are in response to specific public issues and appeals and, repre- 
sent minor additions (+) or deletions (-) to the 3M alternative Alternative 1M is the existing situation 
as modified by the Regional Forester's remand. These alternatives only address summer access for 
roads and trails, since winter travel and summer cross-country access were already decided in the 
Revised Forest Plan 

The four alternatives considered are briefly described as follows 

Alternative 1 (M) - "No Action" - This alternative is based on the existing situation This alternative 
would leave the open, motorized roads and trails of the 1994/96 Travel Plans (old brown maps) in 
place for all of the Forest outside the bear management units (BMUs) Inside the BMUs, (see Fig- 
ure 111-6 in RFP-FEIS, page 111-55) travel would be according to the Revised Forest Plan (Alterna- 
tive 3M) Forest-wide, summer, cross-country travel would also be according to the Revised For- 
est Plan (Alternative 3M) This alternative is displayed on the summer transportation map (map 
#2) Approximately 2,077 miles of open, motorized road, 51 miles of seasonally restricted road, 
467 miles of decommissioned roads, and 725 miles of open, motorized trail are included in this 
alternative (Table S-1) Appendix C(M) to this DElS describes which roads and trails remain 
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open to motorized use and the reasons why routes were selected as open or closed This alterna- 
tive would not be consistent with the Revised Forest Plan and would require a plan amendment to 
the open road and open motorized trail density standards to be implemented Its purpose here is 
to provide a baseline to compare site-specific effects with the other alternatives being considered 

Alternative 3M - This alternative is the 1997 Travel Plan (summer - roads, trails and cross-country 
travel) as displayed by the summer Transportation Plan (map #3 - see map packet) for Alternative 
3M in the Revised Forest Plan FEE This alternative has 1,617 miles of open, motorized road, 
62 miles of seasonally restricted road, 939 miles of decommissioned roads, and 511 miles of 
open, motorized trail Appendix C (1998 Update) and C(M) to this DElS describes which roads 
and trails remain open to motorized use and the reasons why roads were selected as open or 
closed for each alternative The 1997 Appendix C Update and the roads and trails GIS data layer 
were corrected (Appendix C-1998 Update) to delete duplicate segments, and to make other minor 
edits These corrections resulted in approximately 40 miles of additional road inventory It was 
discovered during this analysis, that road density for this alternative was below densities allowed 
for some prescription areas and lower than calculated in the RFP-FEIS This is mostly due to GIS 
query data errors It is also partially due to topography limitations and the design of prescription 
densities being just an initial goal to guide planning During mapping of the alternative there was 
also a conscious effort to leave room for management flexibility, e g - by not pushing elk vulner- 
ability to the limit 

Alternative 3M(+) - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE - This alternative includes additional open 
roads and trails to those in Alternative 3M, but is still within the road density standards of 3M as 
decided in the Revised Forest Plan Alternative 3M(+) is displayed on Summer Transportation 
map #4 As noted in Alternative 3M, it was discovered in this analysis that road density of 3M was 
below the level allowed for some of the prescription areas Therefore, roads and trails were 
added in this alternative to respond to some of the specific requests in public comment and ap- 
peal records as noted on the overlay maps (appeals) and RS 2477 maps 

The roads and trails added are shown in green on Map #4 in the map packet. This alternative has 
1,672 miles of open, motorized road, 70 miles of seasonally restricted road, 984 miles of decom- 
missioned roads, and 536 miles of open, motorized trail Appendix C(M) to this DElS describes 
which roads and trails remain open to motorized use and the reasons why routes were selected 
as open or closed The total miles of open, motorized roads and trails in this alternative are simi- 
lar to Alternative 3 in the Plan Revision FEIS, but the open roads and trails are in different loca- 
tions Summer, cross-country travel would be the same as Alternative 3M from the Revised For- 
est Plan 

This alternative has the same prescription areas as Alternative 3M, and road densities are within 
the prescription (Rx) density allowed, except as shown in Table S-2 Implementation of a new 
Travel Plan under this preferred Alternative (3M+) requires a minor amendment to the 1997 For- 
est Plan revision to cover the following, specific road density changes (Table S-2) for individual 
prescription areas which would vary from the Forest Plan prescription Access Tables (OROMTRD 
allowed) 

All of the densities and associated motorized routes in Table S-2 were shown and approved in 
the Revised Forest Plan (Alternative 3M) Transportation Plan Map # i  1, except the Moody Creek 
road (80251) The Moody Creek change is in response to an RS 2477 assertion Motorized use 
was approved by the RFP-FEIS in Indian Creek and was intended to be unrestricted as shown in 
the RFP-DEIS footnote, but when the footnote was prepared for the RFP-FEIS, an incorrect 
OROMTRD of 0 2 miles per square miles was put in the footnote to the Access Table The work- 
ing copy of the OROMTRD density map dated December, 1997 actually showed a density of 0 5 
miles and all of the motorized routes in that density were displayed in the Transportation Plan for 
Alternative 3M 

Many of the variances occur to accommodate roads running along or through small prescription 
areas (approximately 5 square miles or less) which are affected disproportionately by their pres- 
ence 
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Table S -1 Comparison of Environmental Effects by Key Issue Indicators 

Miles of motorized rdllr in 
roadless 

E I( Haoilat Effect veness I W 01 le eHects I 0 5 9  I 062 I 063 I 063 
E I( Vulneraoility ! I  I W. dl le eHects I 85 I 90 I 91 I 91 

I 

Potential impact on 776 548 520 469 
roadless or on WII- 
derness designa- 
tion 
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Table S-2 Proposed Minor Forest Plan Amendment for Prescription Road Densities 

DISTRICT AREA NAME/ Rx RD DENSITY 
of Forest 
Plan 

PROPOSED REASONS 
RD DENSITY DENSITY 

EXCEEDED 

A Travel Plan (map and Restriction Order) would be developed and implemented using the same 
format as the 1997 Travel Plan Map The Travel Plan would include the details from the Trans- 
portation Plan (map #4 of map packet) for this alternative along with the 1998 Travel Plan Ad- 
dendum (Appendix A), and road, trail, and cross-country matrices This procedure will be followed 
using the appropriate data and maps for any alternative selected in the final EIS 

Alternative 3M(-) - This alternative has slightly fewer open roaddtrails than Alternative 3M This 
alternative is essentially the same as Alternative 3M, but with the reduction of specific open roads 
and trails as requested in public comment and appeal records Roads and trails were eliminated 
in response to some of the specific requests noted on the overlay maps described previously in 
the issues analysis The roads and trails eliminated are shown in red on map #5 in the map 
packet This alternative has the same prescription areas as Alternative 3M and 3M(+), but road 
densities are lower in several prescription areas than in Alternative 3M This alternative is similar 
to Alternative 4 in the Plan Revision FElS in total open motorized roads and trails, but the roads 
and trails are in different locations Summer, cross-country travel is the same as Alternative 3M 
from the Revised Forest Plan The Transportation Plan for this alternative is enclosed in the map 
packet for this DElS as map #5 This alternative has 1,613 miles of open, motorized road, 62 
miles of seasonally restricted roads, 989 miles of decommissioned roads, and 454 miles of open, 
motorized trail Appendix C(M) to this DElS describes which roads and trails remain open to mo- 
torized use and the reasons why routes were selected as open or closed 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Other alternatives were considered that would address additional requests for opening or closing road 
and trail segments beyond the maximum road density or significantly below the density allowed for 
prescriptions The formal administrative appeal requests and public comments were mapped and re- 
viewed for alternative consideration and development as described in the issues analysis and Alterna- 
tives 3M(+) and 3M(-) above Our analysis of these options was found to match the same range of 
alternatives considered in the Revised Forest Plan FEE For example, an alternative with more open 
roads and trails than 3M is represented by Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 of that FElS An alternative with 
fewer open roads and trails would be represented by Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 Since an infinite array 
of alternatives could be constructed from issues indicated by the comments and appeals, and since 
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that array has already been considered in the previous FEE, it would not be helpful to reconstruct 
those alternatives in this analysis 

Furthermore, any alternative with a higher roadhail density than allowed by the Revised Forest Plan 
prescription direction would be outside the standards established in the Revised Forest Plan and con- 
trary to the Purpose and Need for this decision The scope of this analysis is limited to alternatives 
that meet the open road and open motorized trail density standards decided in the recently revised 
Forest Plan, as directed by the Regional Forester (remand letter of 1/14/98) Because these density 
standards have recently been decided, whether they should be adjusted is not ripe for decision at this 
time Effectiveness monitoring is a requirement of the Revised Forest Plan An evaluation of the ef- 
fectiveness of these road density standards will be made at appropriate intervals in the annual moni- 
toring plan report 

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

As indicated in the Alternative 3M description, the 1997 Appendix C was updated for the seven alter- 
natives originally considered in the Revised Forest Plan to show reasons roads and trails were open 
or closed This analysis formed the basis for a new Appendix C(M) which was developed to analyze 
the four alternatives for this €IS Each road and trail was considered and reasons for open or closed 
status were documented for each specific road or trail for each alternative This resource analysis is 
further documented in each resource consequences section in Chapter IV of this €IS 

The consequences analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative (3Mc) has slightly higher impact 
potential than Alternative 3M as described in the Revised Forest Plan Alternative 3M(+) addresses 
some of the RS 2477 assertions and other specific open road concerns However, the analysis mdi- 
cates this alternative will still not have significant effects on soil, vegetation, water quality, or fish habi- 
tat except in minor, localized areas The analysis also indicates that potential effects of motorized 
road and trail density on grizzly bear and elk habitat will be within one or two percent change of the 
levels determined in the Revised Forest Plan FElS (RFP-FEIS) 
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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED 

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

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

LOCATION AND SETTING 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

NOTE to READERS Please refer to the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for a "Glossary" of terms used in 
this document 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

On April 15, 1997, the Intermountain Regional Forester issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the 
1997 Revised Forest Plan for the Targhee National Forest This Revised Forest Plan contained travel 
management direction in the form of winter and summer Transportation Plans (open, motorized roads 
and trails) and management prescription direction for road density and cross-country travel During 
the summer of 1997 a final Travel Map was prepared to represent this management direction and 
specifically to disclose which roads and trails would be open for motorized use to meet the road den- 
sity standards specified in the Revised Forest Plan The 1997 Travel Map was approved by a Record 
of Decision (ROD) signed August 15,1997, by Targhee Forest Supervisor, Jerry Reese 

The August 15, 1997 decision for the Travel Map was appealed to the Regional Forester by individu- 
als and groups representing both sides of the issues Most of the appeals resulted from issuance of 
an "Updated Appendix C - Summer and Winter Access", which displayed the roads and trails to re- 
main open to motorized travel The same list of roads and trails was included as the original "Ap- 
pendix C in the RFP-FEIS This Appendix C Update contained minor edits and revisions that were 
done to correct duplications of listings and to delete or add minor road segments in the Transportation 
Plan Map for Alternative 3-M (selected alternative) in the Plan Revision Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) This update did not change the road and trail data or maps that were used in that 
analysis On January 14, 1998, the Intermountain Regional Forester reversed (remand letter of 
1/14/98) the Travel Map decision and directed that a supplemental environmental analysis be pre- 
pared and disclosed The basis for his appeal decision was 

Some procedural requirements for public involvement had not been fully met, specifically, some 
people may not have understood the decision to be made in the Travel Map and may not have 
had adequate opportunity to review and comment on the site-specific actions indicated in the Ap- 
pendix C Update (1997 Travel Plan ROD) 

The roles of the counties and the Forest Service in management of roads with RS 2477 asser- 
tions were not completely assessed and analyzed 

This DElS is tiered to and will refer to and incorporate much of the analysis from the 1997 Revised 
Forest Plan FEIS This DEE will also document subsequent analysis concerning affected environ- 
ment and environmental consequences of alternatives developed in response to comments and is- 
sues presented by interested public and agencies 

LOCATION AND SETTING 

The Targhee National Forest (hereinafter usually referred to as "the Forest") is an administrative unit 
of the U S Department of Agriculture, Forest Service The Forest lies almost entirely within the 
"Greater Yellowstone Area" (GYA) The Forest encompasses approximately 1 8 million acres Estab- 
lished by President Theodore Roosevelt in 1908, the Forest is named in honor of a Bannock Indian 
warrior The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe has ancestral Treaty Rights to uses of the Forest The Forest 
Supervisor's Office is located in St Anthony, Idaho, with District offices located in Dubois, Island 
Park, Ashton, Idaho Falls, and Driggs, Idaho The Forest is bordered by six other National Forests 



(N F ) This DEE addresses travel on the Targhee National Forest and the portions of the Bridger- 
Teton and Caribou National Forests administered by the Targhee Forest 

The majority of the Forest lies in eastern Idaho, and the remainder in western Wyoming (Figure 1-1) 
Situated next to Yellowstone National Park (the Park) and Grand Teton National Park (GTNP), the 
Forest is home to a diverse number of wildlife and fish (including Threatened and Endangered spe- 
cies), and contains two designated wildernesses, scenic panoramas and intensively managed forest 
lands (RFP-FEE, p 1-1-2) 

Vicinity Map of Targhee National Forest 
on a National Scale 

Montana 

Figure 1-1 



PURPOSE AND NEED 

Introduction 

The purpose of this document is to consider alternatives for and disclose the environmental effects of 
a Forest Travel Plan that will implement the 1997 Revised Forest Plan direction The purpose of this 
Travel Plan is to offer a balanced network of motorized road and trails that meet the Forest's trans- 
portation needs and the open motorized road and trail route density standards in the Revised Forest 
Plan The need for this analysis and decision was directed by the Regional Forester in his 4/15/97 
Record of Decision for the Revised Forest Plan (ROD - pages 22 and 30) This is one of the first 
steps needed desired future conditions of that Plan In accordance with the Regional Forester's direc- 
tion, no decision contained in the Revised Forest Plan will be changed, reversed, or superceded by 
the decision that will result from this analysis Therefore, winter travel and summer, cross-country 
travel as decided in the Revised Forest Plan will also be displayed in the final Travel Plan along with 
the open roads and trails determined from this analysis 

The Forest Supervisor will decide which combination of roads and trails will be open for summer mo- 
torized use to remain within the density standards specified by management prescriptions in the Re- 
vised Forest Plan This document will summarize and review the previous open motorized road and 
trail decision and consider alternative actions that would remain within the (1997) direction of the Re- 
vised Forest Plan and respond to the issues raised 

Issues 

In an effort to obtain public comments and concerns, news releases were sent to area newspapers 
and media on February 6, and April I ,  1998 An analysis process information letter was also mailed 
March 24, 1998 to the approximately 1200 appellants of the 1997 Travel Pan ROD In response to 
these information releases and the Notice of Intent filed in the Federal Register (March 24, 1998), we 
received 40 letters providing comments and suggestions for consideration in this analysis We have 
summarized those comments into the following issue topics. 

Adverse effects of specific roads and trails open for summer motorized travel on wildlife and fish- 
eries (cutthroat trout) and their habitat, on roadless areas and recommended wilderness, and on 
water quality These specific roads and trails were identified on an overlay of the 1997 Travel 
Plan map for reference in the analysis These maps are on file in the Forest Supervisor's Office in 
the analysis records 

Adverse effects of specific closed roads and trails on recreational and other access opportunities 
These specific roads and trails were identified on the same map overlays as described above for 
use in this analysis 

RS 2477 road access This issue involves potential access rights the Counties may have on 
roads and trails that may have existed prior to the establishment of the Forest The assertions by 
the Counties available were mapped (see map #I in map packet) for consideration in this analy- 
sis 

The following public comments were also received and considered. They were addressed in the Re- 
vised Forest Plan analysis, or are considered procedural comments and therefore will not be directly 
addressed in this analysis 

A broad, programmatic document was used to make site-specific decisions on road closures 

No new roads should be built, and existing roads should be decommissioned and rehabilitated 

Existing trails should not be reconstructed for OHV (<50)  use 

Accessibility needs to be addressed better for the less-abled 

Range of alternatives considered in the Revised Forest Plan FElS and Travel Plan RODS was not 
adequate, and road density factors used were too constraining, or not constraining enough 
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Appendix C Update and Draft Travel Plan need to be available for public review and comment 

We have reviewed all of the approximately 1,200 appeals received on the 8/15/97 Travel Plan Deci- 
sion As indicated in the issues above, we also mapped all of the requests for opening or closing 
roads and trails as contained in the appeals and public comments on this DElS The resulting overlay 
maps highlight existing roads and trails that were previously considered in Alternatives 1 through 6 for 
the Revised Forest Plan The Revised Forest Plan scoping and issue analysis (RFP-FEE, pages 1-5- 
1 l), as well as public comments on that EIS, considered almost identical summer transportation plan 
maps and Appendix C analysis as contained in this new DElS 

The public involvement Process Paper A from the RFP-FEIS is incorporated by reference It sum- 
marizes the early public involvement efforts in the Forest Plan revision process from 1990 through 
1995, until the release of the RFP-DEIS Throughout that process roads and access were significant 
issues The public involvement discussion in RFP "Appendix A, Response to Public Comments, Vol- 
ume 1 ," is also incorporated by reference That discussion details the extensive public involvement 
during the draft RFP review 

The issues concerning motorized travel and access from the Revised Forest Plan FEE analysis were 
considered in relation to public issues identified from comments concerning development of this 
DElS This current analysis of specific road and trail issues indicates existence of the same polariza- 
tion concerning access issues as identified during the original public scoping processes for the Re- 
vised Forest Plan 

In the Forest Plan appeals, many of the roads to be closed or decommissioned by the Revised Forest 
Plan, were requested to be left open, and many of the roads and trails to be left open were requested 
to be closed Public comments received concerning opening or closing roads were summarized into 
the issue topics identified previously The displays (map overlays) of these appeal and public com- 
ment issues are on file in the Forest Supervisor's Office and are available for review upon request 
These overlay maps were used as the basis for developing new Alternatives 3M(+) and 3M(-) as de- 
scribed in the following alternatives section 
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CHAPTER II 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

READERS GUIDE - In this chapter you will find: 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

NOTE to READERS Please refer to the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for a "Glossary" of terms used in 
this document 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Based on available data, public issues and the Final EIS for the Revised Forest Plan, four alternatives 
were considered and analyzed in detail Alternative 3M presented below is the same alternative as 
selected in the Revised Forest Plan FElS (pages 11-3-4 and 11-7-8) and in the 1997 ROD for the Open 
Road and Open Motorized Trail Travel Plan (ROD - page 4) 

Three new alternatives (3M+, 3M- and 1 M) have been created based on issues described in Chapter I 
which resulted from consideration of public comments and appeals Alternatives 3M(+) and 3M(-) are 
in response to specific public issues and appeals and represent minor additions (+) or deletions (-) to 
the 3M Alternative These issues were mapped as stated in Chapter 1 and these overlay maps are on 
file in the Forest Supervisor's Office These working maps are available for review Alternative 1 M  is 
the existing situation as modified by the Regional Forester's remand For a complete analysis and dis- 
cussion of each alternative and its consequences, see Table 11-1 and Chapter IV of this FEE, and Ap- 
pendix C (1998 Update) and Appendix C(M) Appendix C (1998 Update) is the same as Appendix C 
in the 1997 Travel Plan ROD, except that the 1997 forms have been updated by deleting the rows 
with "strikeovers" and by adding ratings in the blanks to show reasons why every road was left open, 
or closed Appendix C (1998 Update) has been provided as a bridge between the 1997 version and 
the new Appendix C(M) Appendix C(M) was developed by using ratings from Alternative 3M from the 
1998 Update and by adding ratings for the three new alternatives considered 

These alternatives only address summer access for roads and trails because winter travel and sum- 
mer cross-country access were already decided in the Revised Forest Plan It should also be under- 
stood that cleanup of GIS layers resulted in slight changes in existing road and trail totals, and thus in 
representation of Alternative 3M from the RFP-FEIS Also, it is not possible to have all totals for the 
alternatives presented here match exactly due to difficulties with the GIS layer overlays as data que- 
ries are created Small segments of roads and trails exist or are created during the overlay process 
that cannot be accounted for or made to match These discrepancies are minor and the data used 
was the best available from any source 

It should also be noted that more miles of road show on each alternative map referenced below than 
in Alternative 1 - existing situation (map #2, RFP-FEE) for the Revised Forest Plan, because the 
yearlong restricted roads were not shown on the RFP-FEE maps. 

The four alternatives considered are briefly described as follows 

Alternative 1 (M) - "No Action" - This alternative is based on the existing situation This alternative 
would leave the open, motorized roads and trails of the 1994/96 Travel Plans (old brown maps) in 
place for all of the Forest outside the bear management units (BMU's) Inside the BMU's, travel 
would be according to the Revised Forest Plan (Alternative 3M) Location of the BMUs is dis- 
played in Figure 111-6 in the RFP-FEIS, page 111-55 Forest-wide, summer, cross-country travel 
would also be according to the Revised Forest Plan (Alternative 3M) This alternative is displayed 
on the summer transportation map (map #2) Approximately 2,077 miles of open, motorized 
road, 51 miles of seasonally restricted road, 467 miles of decommissioned roads, and 725 miles 
of open, motorized trail are included in this alternative (Table 11-1) Appendix C(M) to this DEE 
describes which roads and trails remain open to motorized use and the reasons why routes were 
selected as open or closed This alternative would not be consistent with the Revised Forest Plan 
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and would require a plan amendment to the open road and open motorized trail density stan- 
dards Its purpose here is to provide a baseline to compare site-specific effects with the other al- 
ternatives being considered 

Alternative 3M - This alternative is the 1997 Travel Plan (proposed action) from the Revised For- 
est Plan FEE (summer - roads, trails and cross-country travel) as displayed by the summer 
Transportation Plan (map #3 - see map packet) for Alternative 3M in the Revised Forest Plan 
FEE This alternative has 1,617 miles of open, motorized road, 62 miles of seasonally restricted 
road, 939 miles of decommissioned roads, and 51 1 miles of open, motorized trail Appendix C 
(1998 Update) and C(M) to this DElS describes which roads and trails remain open to motorized 
use and the reasons why roads were selected as open or closed for each alternative The 1997 
Appendix C Update and the roads and trails GIS data layer were corrected (Appendix C-1998 Up- 
date) to delete duplicate segments, and to make other minor edits These corrections resulted in 
approximately 40 miles of additional road inventory It was discovered during this analysis, that 
road density for this alternative was below densities allowed for some prescription areas and 
lower than calculated in the RFP-FEE This is mostly due to GIS query data errors It is also par- 
tially due to topography limitations and the design of prescription densities being lust an initial 
goal to guide planning During mapping of the alternative there was also a conscious effort to 
leave room for management flexibility, e g - by not pushing elk vulnerability to the limit 

Alternative 3Mf+) - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE - This alternative includes additional open 
roads and trails to those in Alternative 3M, but is still within the road density standards of 3M as 
decided in the Revised Forest Plan Alternative 3M(+) is displayed on Summer Transportation 
map #4 As noted in Alternative 3M, it was discovered in this analysis that road density of 3M was 
below the level allowed for some of the prescription areas Therefore, roads and trails were 
added in this alternative to respond to some of the specific requests in public comment and ap- 
peal records as noted on the overlay maps and RS 2477 maps 

The roads and trails added are shown in green on Map #4 in the map packet This alternative has 
1,672 miles of open, motorized road, 70 miles of seasonally restricted road, 984 miles of decom- 
missioned roads, and 536 miles of open, motorized trail Appendix C(M) to this DEE describes 
which roads and trails remain open to motorized use and the reasons why routes were selected 
as open or closed The total miles of open, motorized roads and trails in this alternative are simi- 
lar to Alternative 3 in the Plan Revision FEIS, but the open roads and trails are in different loca- 
tions. Summer, cross-country travel would be the same as Alternative 3M from the Revised For- 
est Plan 

This alternative has the same prescription areas as Alternative 3M, and road densities are within 
the prescription (Rx) density allowed, except as shown in Table 11-2 Implementation of a new 
Travel Plan under this preferred Alternative (3M+) requires a minor amendment to the 1997 For- 
est Plan revision to cover the following, specific road density changes (Table 11-2) for individual 
prescription areas which would vary from the Forest Plan prescription Access Tables (OROMTRD 
allowed) 

All of the densities and associated motorized routes in Table 11-2 were established and approved 
in the Revised Forest Plan (Alternative 3M) Transportation Plan Map #11, except the Moody 
Creek road (80251) The Moody Creek change is in response to an RS 2477 assertion Motorized 
use was approved by the RFP-FEIS in Indian Creek and was intended to be unrestricted as 
shown in the RFP-DEE footnote, but when the footnote was prepared for the RFP-FEE, an in- 
correct OROMTRD of 0 2 miles per square miles was put in the footnote to the Access Table 
The working copy of the OROMTRD density map dated December, 1997 actually showed a den- 
sity of 0 5 miles and all of the motorized routes in that density were displayed in the Transporta- 
tion Plan for Alternative 3M 

Many of the variances occur to accommodate roads running along or through small prescription 
areas (approximately 5 square miles or less) which are affected disproportionately by their pres- 
ence 
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Table II -1 Comparison of Environmental Effects by Key Issue Indicators 

I I I I I 
Miles of motorized rdltr in Potential impact on 776 548 520 469 
roadless roadless or on wil. 

I I derness designa- I I I I I 

11 Percent of Forest meeting State Fish and Game agency goals or thresholds for elk vulnerabllity 
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Table 11-2 Proposed Minor Forest Plan Amendment for Prescription Road Densities 

A Travel Plan (map and Restriction Order) would be developed and implemented using the same 
format as the 1997 Travel Plan Map. The Travel Plan would include the details from the Trans- 
portation Plan (map #4 of map packet) for this alternative along with the 1998 Travel Plan Ad- 
dendum (Appendix A), and road, trail, and cross-country matrices This procedure will be followed 
using the appropriate data and maps for any alternative selected in the FElS 

Alternative 3M(-) - This alternative has slightly fewer open roads/trails than Alternative 3M This 
alternative is essentially the same as Alternative 3M, but with the reduction of specific open roads 
and trails as requested in public comment and appeal records Roads and trails were eliminated 
in response to some of the specific requests noted on the overlay maps described previously in 
the issues analysis The roads and trails eliminated are shown in red on map #5 in the map 
packet This altemative has the same prescription areas as Altemative 3M and 3M(+), but road 
densities are lower in several prescription areas than in Alternative 3M This alternative is similar 
to Alternative 4 in the Plan Revision FElS in total open motorized roads and trails, but the roads 
and trails are in different locations Summer, cross-country travel is the same as Alternative 3M 
from the Revised Forest Plan The Transportation Plan for this alternative is enclosed in the map 
packet for this DEE as map #5 This alternative has 1,613 miles of open, motorized road, 62 
miles of seasonally restricted roads, 989 miles of decommissioned roads, and 454 miles of open, 
motorized trail Appendix C(M) to this DEE describes which roads and trails remain open to mo- 
torized use and the reasons why routes were selected as open or closed 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Other alternatives were considered that would address additional requests for opening or closing road 
and trail segments beyond the maximum road density or significantly below the density allowed for 
prescriptions The formal administrative appeal requests and public comments were mapped and re- 
viewed for alternative consideration and development as described in the issues analysis and Alterna- 
tives 3M(+) and 3M(-) above Our analysis of these options was found to match the same range of 
alternatives considered in the Revised Forest Plan FEE For example, an alternative with more open 
roads and trails than 3M IS represented by Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 of that FEE An alternative with 
fewer open roads and trails would be represented by Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 Since an infinite array 
of alternatives could be constructed from issues indicated by the comments and appeals, and since 
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that array has already been considered in the previous FEIS, it would not be helpful to reconstruct 
those alternatives in this analysis 

Furthermore, any alternative with a higher roadhrail density than allowed by the Revised Forest Plan 
prescription direction would be outside the standards established in the Revised Forest Pian and con- 
trary to the Purpose and Need for this decision The scope of this analysis is limited to alternatives 
that meet the open road and open motorized trail density standards decided in the recently revised 
Forest Plan, as directed by the Regional Forester (remand letter of 1/14/98) Because these density 
standards have recently been decided, whether they should be adjusted is not ripe for decision at this 
time Effectiveness monitoring is a requirement of the Revised Forest Plan An evaluation of the ef- 
fectiveness of these road density standards will be made at appropriate intervals in the annual moni- 
toring plan report 
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CHAPTER 111 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

READERS GUIDE - In this chapter you will find: 

A description of the following components of the Forest 
~ 

INTRODUCTION TO ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

PHYSiCAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

This chapter describes the existing environment that will be affected by implementation of any of the 
alternatives It describes the existing physical, biological and social environment of the Forest and the 
surrounding area Most of the following information is a summary of the information contained in the 
1997 Revised Forest Plan FElS (pages 111-1 through Ill-100) References to the Plan Revision FEIS, 
will be shown throughout this document as (RFP-FEIS, page x,y,z) In some cases, a topic or re- 
source summary is not presented in detail, because the topic is not relevant to the issues or alterna- 
tive analysis In these cases, a reference to the resource topic location in the RFP-FEE is all that is 
provided We have also added some new information to update the status of resource conditions 

NOTE to READERS Please refer to the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for a "Glossary" of terms used in 
this document 

INTRODUCTION TO ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Principles 

In recent years the Forest Service has embraced the concept of Ecosystem Management (EM) This 
is an approach to natural resource management that strives to ensure healthy, productive, sustain- 
able ecosystems by blending the needs of people (e g - roads and trails as discussed in this EIS) and 
environmental values in a given area such as the Forest An ecosystem is a complex system of living 
and nonliving components that interact and change continually Healthy ecosystems (Glossary - RFP- 
FEIS, page G-19) are those that are in Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) Ecosystems that are in 
PFC display resilience to disturbance to the structure, composition and process of their biological and 
physical components They retain all of their parts and functions for future generations even though 
vegetation patterns, human uses or other conditions may change Understanding ecological pro- 
cesses (fire and other natural disturbances) and how these processes shaped vegetation patterns 
over time in a landscape are important steps towards implementing EM 

The Targhee Forest remains committed to ecosystem management principles as outlined in the Re- 
vised Forest Plan and as analyzed in the FElS for that Plan Those processes and principles include 
adaptive management, PFC, range of variability (ROV), use of geographic scales (ecological units 
known as subsections), and ecological processes and patterns including succession, fire, insects and 
disease, vegetation types, connectivity, etc (RFP-FEIS- pages Ill-1-17) 

One change in condition is the approval of the Fire Management Plan for the Jedediah Smith Wilder- 
ness which was implemented with the Revised Forest Plan approval in 1997 Since that time, one fire 
was approved for management in the summer of 1997 It burned less than one tenth of an acre 

Subsections 

Many resources are described in this chapter using the ecological units known as subsections These 
units exhibit unique patterns in soils, landform, topography and potential natural vegetation, among 
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other characteristics The Forest encompasses part or all of the following seven subsections (RFP- 
FEIS-Figure 111-1, page 111-3) 

Lemhi/Medicine Lodge 

Centennial Mountains . Island Park 

Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus 

Teton Range 

Big Hole Mountains . Caribou Range Mountains 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

Soils and Geology 

Soils and geology are described (RFP-FEE, pages 111-17-19) and summarized for each ecological 
subsection as follows 

LemhilMedicine Lodae - This subsection consists of fault block mountains, which exhibit a 
northwest-southeast trend The dominant rock types are limestone and sandstone The land- 
scape is dissected by parallel drainage systems 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having gravelly, medium 
textured surface layers and extremely gravelly, medium textured subsurface layers These 
soils have a low to moderate inherent fertility, are droughty, are high in carbonates and have 
a high erosion hazard 

The principal management activities affecting soil quality are roads, grazing concerns along 
incised drainages and OHV use Secondary management activities affecting soil quality in- 
clude water developments and mining impacts which have not been reclaimed 

Centennial Mountains - This subsection consists of a fault block mountain range, which ex- 
hibits an east-west trend along the Continental Divide The dominant rock types are rhyolite, 
sandstone and shale The landscape is dissected by dendritic and parallel drainage systems 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to grav- 
elly medium to medium-fine textured surface layers and gravelly to extremely stony medium 
to medium-fine subsurface layers These soils have a moderate to moderately high inherent 
fertility, are susceptible to compaction and puddling, have a moderate to high erosion hazard, 
exhibit plant competition concerns and demonstrate slumping hazards on mountain side- 
slopes and escarpments at higher elevations 

Principal management activities that are concerns affecting soil quality include roads and 
OHV use, dispersed recreation impacts, grazing concerns along drainages and water devel- 
opments Secondary management activities that are affecting soil quality include mining im- 
pacts which have not been reclaimed, past timbedfirewood harvest which have resulted in 
roads, compaction, organic matter removal or displacement and loss of woody residue 

Island Park - The Island Park Caldera was formed by the collapse of a large rhyolite shield 
volcano After the collapsing of the caldera, volcanic activity continued, resulting in basalt 
flows covering much of the caldera floor The entire subsection has been overlain by wind 
blown silts (loess) The dominant rock types are rhyolite and basalt The landscape is dis- 
sected by dendritic and parallel drainage systems on the caldera rim and associated table- 
lands The caldera floor has very little dissection 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to grav- 
elly medium textured surface layers and medium fine to extremely cobbly medium textured 



subsurface layers These soils have a moderately low to moderate inherent fertility Soils on 
the caldera floor have plant competition concerns on deeper soils, reforestation concerns on 
more shallow soils, and a moderate susceptibility to compaction Soils on the caldera rim 
have a moderate susceptibility to compaction, moderate to high erosion hazard, low bearing 
strength and plant competition concerns 

Principal management activities affecting soil quality (caldera rim) are roads, OHV use, and 
extensive past timberlfirewood harvest which have resulted in roads, compaction, organic 
matter removal or displacement and loss of woody residue Principal management activities 
(caldera floor) are the same as for the rim, plus dispersed recreation, which is especially 
heavy near summer home areas, and grazing along certain riparian areas and meadow com- 
plexes 

Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus - This subsection consists of a large consolidated ash flow that 
came out of the Park and overtopped the east rim of the Island Park Caldera The landscape 
is dissected by dendritic and parallel drainage systems 

The soils in the northern part are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having medium textured 
surface layers and stratified gravelly coarse textured to extremely gravelly coarse textured 
subsurface layers The soils in the southern part are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, hav- 
ing gravelly medium textured surface layers and very gravelly to extremely cobbly medium 
textured subsurface layers These soils have a moderately low inherent fertility, are droughty 
and have windthrow hazards They are highly erodible if the subsoil is exposed, as it is in the 
northern part of this subsection due to the North Fork Fire 

Principal management activities affecting soil quality include roads and OHV use, dispersed 
recreation, effects associated with timber harvest which have resulted in roads, compaction, 
organic matter removal or displacement and loss of woody residue 

Teton Ranae - This subsection includes a north-south trending mountain range The domi- 
nant rock types are granite, limestone, sandstone, dolomite, slate, gneiss and quartzite The 
landscape is dissected by parallel drainage systems 

This subsection consists of two primary landscape settings. These include foothills on lower 
to mid elevations and mountain side-slopes at mid to high elevations Soils on these land- 
scapes are 40 to greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having nongravelly to very gravelly me- 
dium textured surface layers and gravelly to extremely stony medium textured subsurface lay- 
ers These soils have low to moderately low inherent fertility, low to moderate compaction 
hazard, moderate to high erosion hazard, reforestation concerns and low to high mass insta- 
bility hazards 

Principal management activities affecting soil quality include roads, grazing along drainages, 
OHV use and dispersed recreation Secondary management activities affecting soil quality 
include the effects of timber harvest which have resulted in road construction, compaction, 
organic matter removal or displacement and loss of woody residue 

Bia Hole Mountains - This subsection consists of a mountain range of multiple, parallel over- 
thrusts (faults) and benches of mixed rocks and eolian material that have been modified by 
thrust faulting 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having gravelly medium 
textured surface layers and very gravelly moderately coarse to moderately fine textured sub- 
surface layers These soils have a moderate to high inherent fertility, moderate compaction 
and rutting hazard, moderate to high erosion hazard, moderate to high slumping and earth- 
flow hazard, plant competition concerns and areas of low bearing strength 

Principal management activities affecting soil quality are roads, OHV use, dispersed recre- 
ation and grazing along drainages Secondary management activities affecting soil quality 
include erosion along sheep driveways, effects resulting from timber harvest and big game 
feeding areas along Rainey Creek 
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Caribou Ranae Mountains - The Caribou Range Mountains Subsection is a southeast to 
northwest trending overthrust (multiple faults) mountain range The northeast side of the 
range is moderate relief mountains on mixed sediments The southwest side of the range is 
low relief foothills and basins on fine-textured marine sediments The dominant rock types are 
a mix of sedimentary materials with a loess influence The landscape is dissected by dendritic 
drainage systems 

Soils on these landscapes are greater than 60 inches to bedrock, having medium textured 
surface layers and moderately-coarse to fine textured subsurface layers These soils have a 
moderate to high inherent fertility, moderate compaction and rutting hazard, moderate to high 
erosion hazard, moderate to high slumping and earthflow hazard, plant competition concerns 
and areas of low bearing strength 

Principal management activities affecting soil quality include roads, OHV use, dispersed rec- 
reation and grazing along drainages Secondary management activities affecting soil quality 
includes erosion along sheep driveways and effects from timber harvest 

Air Quality (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-20) 

Caves (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-20) 

Lands (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-20) 

Minerals (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-22-23) 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

This section is divided into various types of ecosystems so that the relationships between biological 
elements within the same system can be better understood Aquatic, riparian and terrestrial ecosys- 
tems (upland forested and upland nonforested) will be considered 

Riparian and Aquatic Ecosystems 

RiDarian 

Riparian areas lie adjacent to water and are composed of vegetation communities influenced by water 
(RFP-FEIS, page 111-23-25) 

Grazing is considered to have shifted the species composition on 8,988 acres (32 percent) of riparian 
communities across the forest Under current range management, 5,338 of these acres are moving 
toward higher ecological conditions with increasing plant biodiversity Some 3,650 acres are remain- 
ing in less stable, lower ecological conditions, with lower plant diversity (Table 111-6, RFP-FEIS, page 
111-24) Where grazing decreases species diversity, shallow, fine-rooted species such as Kentucky 
bluegrass (Poa pratensfs) become dominant and replace the deeper, thicker-rooted native herba- 
ceous species, thus decreasing streambank stability Specific riparian conditions are presented by 
subsection as follows 

Lemhi/Medicine Lodae - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality in this sub- 
section is that upland vegetation has expanded into riparian zones due to past over-utilization 
and/or a drop in the water table levels A secondary ecological concern affecting riparian 
quality in this subsection is that within some riparian areas willows are dying out and are not 
being regenerated 

Principal management influences affecting riparian quality include past overuse by ungulates 
(domestic and wild), dispersed recreation, OHV use and roads in or adjacent to riparian areas 
and associated stream crossings 

Centennial Mountains - Principal ecological concerns affecting riparian quality include the ex- 
pansion of upland vegetation into riparian zones due to past over-utilization and/or a drop in 
the water table levels and some areas of fine-textured subsoils which have a moderate to 
high slumping potential A secondary ecological concern affecting riparian quality is that 
within some riparian areas, willows are dying out and are not being regenerated 
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Principal management concerns affecting riparian quality are overuse in some areas by ungu- 
lates (domestic and wild), dispersed recreation, OHV use and roads in or adjacent to riparian 
areas and associated stream crossings Secondary management concerns affecting riparian 
quality include past mining sites that have not been rehabilitated, past timber harvest that left 
inadequate buffers and fuel wood gathering 

Island Park - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality is that there are areas 
where willows are dying out and are not being regenerated 

Principal management concerns affecting riparian quality include high use recreation areas 
(including summer home, dispersed and developed recreation areas), OHV use, roads in or 
adjacent to riparian areas and associated stream crossings, past timber harvest which left in- 
adequate buffers and fuelwood gathering A secondary management concern affecting ripar- 
ian quality is overuse in some areas by ungulates (domestic and wiid) 

Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality is in 
the area of the North Fork Burn Principal management concerns affecting riparian quality in- 
clude dispersed recreation, OHV use, roads in or adjacent to riparian areas and associated 
stream crossings, past timber harvest which left inadequate buffers and fuelwood gathering 
A secondary management activity affecting riparian quality is overuse in some areas by ungu- 
lates (domestic and wild) 

Teton Ranae - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality is mass wasting 

Principal management activities affecting riparian quality include high levels of dispersed rec- 
reation, horse and OHV use, trails in close proximity to or within riparian areas and associ- 
ated crossings, isolated areas of overuse by ungulates (domestic and wild), roads in or adla- 
cent to riparian areas and associated stream crossings Secondary management activities 
affecting riparian quality include past timber harvest which left inadequate buffers and fuel- 
wood gathering 

Bia Hole Mountains - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality is mass wast- 
ing 
Principal management activities affecting riparian quality include high levels of dispersed rec- 
reation, horse and OHV use, trails in close proximity to or within riparian areas and associ- 
ated crossings and areas of overuse by ungulates (domestic and wild) Secondary manage- 
ment activities affecting riparian quality include sheep driveways, past timber harvest which 
left inadequate buffers, fuelwood gathering and IDFG feed grounds in Lower Rainey Creek 

Caribou Ranae Mountains - The principal ecological concern affecting riparian quality is mass 
wasting 

Principal management activities affecting riparian quality include high levels of dispersed rec- 
reation, OHV use, trails in close proximity to or within riparian areas and associated cross- 
ings, areas of overuse by ungulates (domestic and wild), sheep driveways and roads in and 
adjacent to riparian areas and associated crossings 

Water 
It is important to determine which streams are naturally "unstable" (I e , dynamic) due to landforms, 
bed and bank materials, etc and which ones have instability induced by management practices An 
attempt is made in the text to make this determination where possible (RFP-FEE, page Ill-26-31) 

Water Yield - Total annual water yield on the Forest is about 1 4 million acre-feet Water is lost or 
used in many ways, including evaporation, infiltration, use by plants and animals and diversion from 
stream channels Because of these and many other factors, the amount of water reaching the Forest 
boundary will be less than what is produced 

Water Quality - The biggest pollutant on the Forest is excess sediment, derived from within-channel 
erosion and upland erosion reaching stream channels The main source of management-produced 
sediment is roads, specifically those segments within riparian areas, including stream crossings 
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Forest roads generally contribute an estimated 85 to 90 percent of the management-produced sedi- 
ment reaching streams in disturbed Forest land (Burroughs 1990 - RFP-FEIS, page R-2) Currently 
there are 2,957 stream crossings and 323 miles of road in Aquatic influence Zones (AIZs) on all lands 
within the Forest boundary (including inholdings) The amount of water meeting State water quality 
goals on the Forest is unknown Idaho Code Section 39-3601 et seq (effective July 1, 1995) ap- 
proved adoption of new water quality standards Streams targeted for the new regulations are those 
listed as Water Quality Limited (WQL) under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 

The Forest is in the process of validating WQL streams to determine where we have water quality 
concerns, and if they exist, to find the source of the concerns Many of the water bodies currently 
listed have very limited data, so there is a great deai of speculation as to whether they should remain 
listed Until we can verify the condition of these streams, particularly the condition of fish habitat and 
fish populations, the Forest is employing especially stringent management requirements in the WQL 
watersheds We have begun baseline monitoring in at least one WQL watershed where new manage- 
ment activities are planned Impacts to WQL streams are analyzed at the project level, where site- 
specific BMPs can be tailored to a given situation Specific subsection conditions for stream channels 
and water quality are summarized as follows 

LemhilMedicine Lodae - Malor streams in this subsection are Medicine Lodge Creek and its 
tributaries There are many perennial streams that have their headwaters in the Bitterroot and 
Beaverhead Ranges, that eventually flow through broad valleys Channel stability ranges 
from fair (-) to good (+) This subsection has generally declining trends in channel stability, 
sometimes even where grazing has been excluded 

Idaho DEQ sampled sites on streams in this subsection to assess changes in water quality 
from management On Irving, Edie and Fritz Creeks, water quality was similar above and be- 
low where forest management was occurring All sites showed impacts from grazing at the 
time of the survey 

Centennial Mountains - Streams having headwaters along the front of the Centennial Moun- 
tains generally flow south and their water comes from both snowmelt and spring sources 

Channel stability ratings generally range from fair (-) to good (+) with stable or declining 
trends throughout most of the subsection The only standout is a poor rating on part of West 
Dry Creek, though there is no apparent management related reason Some portions of the 
Henry’s Fork Headwaters rated as excellent The most frequent management problems are 
livestock damage and roads 

Sampling at Big Springs in 1994 found water quality to be excellent and water temperatures 
consistently low Monitoring by the State of Idaho in the Henry’s Fork headwaters showed 
limited impacts to beneficial uses 

Island Park - Many streams here show a strong influence from groundwater, having relatively 
low variation in flow throughout the year 

Channel stability ratings range from fair (-) to excellent Management impacts stem from 
roads, livestock and recreation, which vary in significance in different places The Buffalo 
River was sampled in the late 1970s and water quality was found to be good 

Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus - Surface drainage here is not very well-developed, due to the 
underlying volcanic rocks which allow more water to percolate than to run off. These streams 
originate in or near the Park and exhibit strong groundwater influence 

Channel stability ranges from fair (+) to excellent The North Fork Fire in 1988 caused major 
changes in channel stability to Moose Creek Road systems were a watershed concern in this 
area even before the fire After the fire, erosion from uplands accelerated due to loss of veg- 
etation and burning effects on soils, which caused more water to run off slopes 

Five of the streams in the subsection (Rock, Robinson, Fish and Porcupine Creeks and 
Warm River) had been named by Idaho as Stream Segments of Concern before this designa- 
tion was eliminated in 1995 Water quality has been generally good on these streams 
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Teton Ranae - Streams in this subsection originate along the west slope of the Teton Moun- 
tains They are steep, dynamic and characterized by coarse substrate (up to boulders in size) 
due to the proximity of this material to the stream channel Glaciation has been an important 
influence on stream systems here 

Channel stability ranges from fair (-) to good (+) Impacts to channels stem mostly from natu- 
ral causes such as avalanche debris, unstable bank materials and failed beaver dams Local- 
ized management effects are related to roads, recreation and livestock 

Bia Hole Mountains - Streams here contribute to either the Teton River or the South Fork 
Snake River They are generally confined within steep-sided valleys or canyons, and are 
high-energy systems, able to move a considerable amount of sediment Snowmelt is impor- 
tant in these streams, so they have high spring peak flows which later drop to their late sum- 
mer levels 

Channel stability ranges from poor to good (+) Impacts exist in most drainages from recre- 
ation use, especially trails along the streams and dispersed camping Management impacts 
associated with cattle and roads are also very common 

In-depth water quality sampling was conducted on Big Elk Creek in the late 1970s Water 
temperatures were consistently good, and turbidity was consistently low Little Elk Creek was 
sampled once, and had readings similar to Big Elk In general, it appears that stream channel 
stability is a concern in many places, but (based on available data) water quality impacts are 
not evident 

Caribou Ranae Mountains - Geology has played an important role in this subsection The un- 
derlying geology of folded and faulted sedimentary rocks has produced perpendicular drain- 
ages, and the streams follow the weaknesses in the rocks 

All reaches rated from fair (-) to good (+) in channel stability Grazing, powerline clearing, 
roads in riparian areas and heavy recreational use are all listed as problems in the Fall Creek 
drainage Most streams here have not been surveyed 

Idaho DEQ sampled several streams in 1994, Antelope, Sawmill, Lava, Hell, Willow and 
Brockman Creeks Conclusions have not yet been drawn from their data regarding support of 
beneficial uses 

Fisheries 

Streams delineated as "fish-bearing" are those stream segments that are used by any fish species to 
satisfy all or a portion of its requirements such as spawning, rearing of young, adult feeding and win- 
ter survival Of the 39 primary watersheds on the Forest, 17 have been designated as native trout wa- 
tersheds, Elk Creek (003), Palisades Creek (004), Rainey Creek (005), Pine Creek (006), Heise 
(007), Henry's Fork Headwaters (OOE), Robinson Creek (013), Trail Creek (017), Mahogany Creek 
(022), Moody Creek (024), Bitch Creek (032), Burns-Pat Canyon (035), McCoy-Jensen Creeks (036), 
Elk-Bear Creeks (037), Fall Creek (038), Prichard Creek (039) and Brockman Creek (040) (RFP- 
FEIS, page 111-31-34) 

The land area immediately surrounding the various water bodies is referred to as the aquatic influ- 
ence zone (AIZ) These zones control the biological diversity and integrity of the aquatic environment 
It is within these zones that the ecological functions and processes necessary for the maintenance of 
healthy fisheries habitat take place Aquatic habitat conditions are expressed in terms of water quality, 
quantity, and timing of flow, conditions within the stream channel (pools, woody material, etc), and 
health of associated plant communities Since the hydrologic, geomorphic and ecological processes 
that shape the various water types differ by hydrologic unit, the sensitivity of fisheries habitat to distur- 
bances also varies by hydrologic unit. Human-induced disturbances within the AIZ, including stream- 
flow diversion, livestock grazing, road construction, timber harvesting, and recreation use can disrupt 
natural processes and functions Where these are intense or prolonged, fisheries distribution, abun- 
dance and productivity can be impaired 
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A complete list of the fish species on the Forest by hydrologic unit is shown in Table 111-8 of the RFP- 
FEE (page 111-32) Descriptions of the condition and trends of aquatic and riparian habitats are shown 
in Table 111-6 of the RFP-FEIS (page 111-24) 

Yellowstone cutthroat trout (large-spotted and fine-spotted form) is selected to represent the many 
species of fish occupying the Forest This species requires high water quality and high habitat diver- 
sity for survival Since these conditions are indicative of healthy aquatic ecosystems, with associated 
healthy riparian plant communities and functioning watersheds, it is assumed that by providing for 
these habitat needs, the habitat needs of all other aquatic life would be provided as well 

Birch, Medicine Lodae and Beaver-Camas Hvdroloaic Units - Fish populations within the Birch, 
Crooked, Medicine Lodge and Beaver-Camas Creek systems are now physically and genetically iso- 
lated from the Snake River system and from each other 

Fish-bearing streams on Forest lands are small, steep to moderate-gradient and fed by snowmelt run- 
off and baseflow from groundwater sources The natural capabilities of this area to produce abundant 
or diverse fisheries resources is relatively limited Specific conditions are presented by following hy- 
drologic units 

Umer Henw’s Hvdroloaic Unit - All drainages flow into Henry’s Lake or the Henry’s Fork of the Snake 
River above the confluence of Fall River Spring-fed creeks provide an environment capable of pro- 
ducing abundant aquatic insect and plant biomass Where fisheries life history requirements are met, 
these streams are among the most productive trout fisheries in the world 

Fisheries resources in this hydrologic area are very productive and varied Duck and Targhee Creeks 
are important economically and scientifically as they provide key spawning habitats for the Henry’s 
Lake native cutthroat trout fisheries and associated Idaho Fish and Game managed hatchery 

Lower Henw‘s Hvdroloaic Unit - All drainages flow into the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River near the 
confluence of Falls River The fisheries resources of importance within this area are primarily small 
headwater streams and alpine lakes spread across a small portion of the landscape 

Teton Hvdroloaic Unit - This area drains the western aspect of the Tetons and the northern aspect of 
the Big Hole Mountains Fish-bearing streams originating in the Teton Mountains are steep, dynamic 
and strewn with large boulders Stream channels developed from the sediment and rock that was de- 
livered through glaciation Within the Big Hole Mountains, fish-bearing streams are relatively small, 
moderate-gradient and fed by snowmelt runoff and baseflow from groundwater sources 

Palisades Hvdroloaic Unit - All drainages originate along the south aspect of the Big Hole Mountains 
and the north aspect of the Caribou Mountains and are tributary to the South Fork of the Snake River. 

The fisheries resources found here are very productive and varied Many of the streams flowing into 
Palisades Reservoir, and Palisades, Rainey, Pine and Burns Creeks, provide key spawning and rear- 
ing habitats for the native cutthroat trout fisheries 

Cutthroat Trout 

Cutthroat trout is a sensitive species and has been selected as a management indicator Table 111-9 of 
the RFP-FEIS (page 111-34) illustrates cutthroat trout population status and distribution on the Forest 
by hydrologic unit Yellowstone cutthroat trout currently occupy 41 percent of their historic habitat 
Within Idaho, approximately 45 percent of the historic habitat is presently occupied German brown, 
rainbow, and brook trout have been stocked into many drainages and compete with cutthroat trout 
Table 111-8 of the RFP-FEIS (page 111-32) Rainbow trout have been introduced into every hydrologic 
unit on the Forest and have hybridized with cutthroat trout, causing genetic contamination of cutthroat 
trout populations, and threatening their long-term survival 
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Wildlife Associated with Aquatic and Riparian Habitats 

Wildlife management indicator species include bald eagles, trumpeter swans, spotted frogs, common 
loons and harlequin ducks Table I l l - IO  in the RFP-FEIS (page 111-35) illustrates the distribution of 
these species and their habitats by subsection A brief overview of these species and habitats follows 
Additional information is available in the RFP-FEIS (pages 111-34-39) and Process Paper D 
Bald Eaale 

Southeast Idaho and Forest Overview - The data we compiled on bald eagle nesting populations in 
southeast Idaho dates back to 1972 In 1972, there was one recorded bald eagle nest along the 
South Fork of the Snake River, which was not on the Forest As of 1998, total known nesting ter- 
ritories in southeast Idaho numbered 47 The first recorded bald eagle nest on the Forest occurred in 
1975 along the Palisades Reservoir From 1975 to 1998, the bald eagle nesting populations on the 
Forest increased to 19 nesting pairs 

Bald Eagle Recovery Plan - The Forest is within the "Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Management 
Zone" as outlined in the Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (USFWS 1986 - RFP-FEIS, page R- 
16). All of the Recovery Plan goals have been exceeded with the current bald eagle populations 

TrumDeter Swan 

From less than 200 birds in 1930, the Rocky Mountain Population (RMP) increased to about 2,500 
birds by 1996, the highest in over a century (Ma] and Shea 1996 - RFP-FEIS, page R-8) About 80 
percent of the RMP winters in southeast Idaho along the Henry's Fork of the Snake and southeast 
Montana along the Madison River 

For the period 1982 to 1994,31 lakes and ponds on the Forest have been used at least during one or 
more summers, 17 of these 31 have had at least one nesting attempt, 13 of these 31 have success- 
fully produced young during one or more years (RFP-FEE, page 111-36-37) 

SDOtted Frog 

We do not know and are not able to provide a spotted frog population estimate for the Forest An am- 
phibian survey conducted on the Forest in 1992 and 1993 provides an overview on the distribution of 
spotted frogs on the Forest (Clark and Peterson 1994 - RFP-FEIS, page R-3) This amphibian survey 
documented spotted frogs at 51 sites, distributed within five subsections 

Common Loon 

Common loon abundance on the Forest is highest during spring and fall migrations Common loons 
have been documented using four reservoirs, nine lakes and an unnamed pond within five subsec- 
tions (RFP-FEE, page 111-38) 

The following lakes and ponds within the Island Park and Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus subsections 
have been identified as capable of providing suitable breeding habitat for common loons Loon Lake, 
Moose Lake, Indian Lake, Thompson Hole, Junco Lake, Fish Lake, Begman Reservoir and an un- 
named pond Only Indian Lake, Thompson Hole and Bergman Reservoir have documented nesting 
and rearing of young 

Harleauin Duck 

Harlequin ducks have been observed along four creeks within three subsections on the Forest Big 
Elk Creek, Teton Creek, Darby Creek and McCoy Creek Successful reproduction has been docu- 
mented at Big Elk Creek, Teton Creek and Darby Creek One to two pairs have been documented 
along each creek, therefore we estimate the breeding population on the Forest to be between three 
and six pairs However, not all streams with potential suitable habitat have been surveyed, so this is 
considered a minimum estimate of breeding pairs (RFP-FEIS, page 111-38-39) 

Harlequin ducks are only present on the Forest during the nesting and brood-rearing seasons, they 
migrate to the coasts of Oregon and Washington to winter 
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TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-39) 

TES and Biodiversity Indicator Plant Species 

Fifteen sensitive plant species and one threatened plant species (RFP-FEIS, page 111-42) are cur- 
rently listed on the Forest TES plant species list (Process Paper F - RFP-FEE) and occur in a broad 
range of habitats (Table 111-1 1 - RFP-FEE, page 111-43) Twenty-two rare Idaho and Wyoming plant 
species occur on the Forest and are indicator of biodiversity and unique habitats on the Forest (Pro- 
cess Paper G - RFP-FEE) 

One sensitive plant species, Astragalus paysonu, occurs in forest ecosystems of lodgepole pine and 
mixed Douglas-fir/lodgepole pine communities The plant is found in disturbed or open areas in ma- 
ture stands or in early seral lodgepole pine stands following fire Fire suppression has been identified 
as a cause of decline of this species over its range (Fertig et al 1993 - RFP-FEE, page R-4) Cur- 
rently, there is one known location for the species on lands managed by the Forest within the Caribou 
Range Mountains subsection 

One threatened plant species (Table 111-11 - RFP-FEIS, page 111-43 ) is known to exist on the Forest 
Listed in 1992 and discovered on the Forest in 1996, Ute ladies'-tresses (Sprranfhes dduv/a/rs) occurs 
on the Palisades Ranger District along the South Fork of the Snake River The species is suspected 
to occur elsewhere on the Forest within riparian and wetland habitats below 7,000 foot elevation 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems 

Herbaceous and shrub ecosystems dominate the landscape in the Lemhi/Medicine Lodge Subsection 
and are significant in the Centennial, Big Hole Mountains and Caribou Range Mountains Subsections 
(RFP-FEIS, page 111-42) 

Fire suppression has modified the historical 10-25 year frequency of fire in the low to mid elevation 
areas Fire suppression coupled with grazing and drought cycles has increased shrub canopy cover 
and decreased herbaceous species composition within the sagebrush/grass and mountain brush 
community types 

Noxious Weeds (see RFP-FEE, page 111-46) 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Habitats 

Wildlife management indicator species include, elk, gray wolf, grizzly bear, primary cavity nesting spe- 
cies (eight species), northern goshawk, red squirrel and peregrine falcon Table 111-16 (RFP-FEIS, 
page 111-50) illustrates their distribution by subsection A brief overview of these species and habitats 
follows Additional information for these species and other wildlife species is available in the (RFP- 
FEiS, pages 111-47-50) and Process Paper D 

Elk Powlations 

We do not know the total population of elk which use the Forest (RFP-FEIS, page 111-47) The number 
of elk changes with seasons Elk populations are lowest during the winter period because they mi- 
grate to lower elevation winter ranges Many of the winter ranges occur off Forest lands Elk popula- 
tions on the Forest are highest during the spring, summer and fall periods, as elk migrate back from 
winter range areas Some elk migrate through the Forest and summer in the Park 

For the Idaho Game Management Units which encompass the Forest (Figure 111-4, RFP-FEIS, page 
lll-48), elk populations have sustained annual harvests which have ranged between 940 to 3,111 ani- 
mals harvested between 1979 to 1995 Elk harvests have shown a general increasing trend from 
1979 to the present The average annual harvest for the period 1979 to 1995 was 1,915 animals 

For the Wyoming Elk Hunt Areas which encompass the Forest (Figure 111-4, RFP-FEE, page lll-48), 
elk populations have sustained annual elk harvests which have ranged between 66 to 205 animals 
harvested for the years 1979 to 1995 Elk harvests have shown a general increasing trend from 1979 
to the present The average annual harvest for the period 1979 to 1995 was 134 animals 
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Age and sex composition data reported for elk populations on or adjacent to the Forest range from 29 
to 53 calves per 100 cows, and the mid to low teens to 22 bulls per 100 cows (USDI Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1994 - RFP-FEIS, page R-15) Using an average age and sex composition of 40 calves per 
100 cows and 20 bulls per 100 cows, the pre-harvest elk population to sustain the average elk har- 
vests from 1979 to 1995 is calculated to be 10,250 animals (the post harvest elk population would be 
8,201) This is considered a minimum population estimate because it does not include the need to 
account for animals dying from natural causes and unreported wounding losses 

Elk Vulnerabilitv (EW 

At the present time, 48 percent of the Forest meets State Fish and Game thresholds for EV (RFP- 
FEIS, page 111-49) 

Elk Habitat Effectiveness (EHE) 

EHE is defined as the percentage of available habitat that is usable by elk outside the hunting season 
(RFP-FEIS, page 111-49). 

An EHE of 100 percent (usually displayed as 1 0) would require no motorized roads and trails within a 
watershed, and 50 to 60 percent of the watershed being in hiding cover The existing values for EHE 
range from a low of 0 46 in a portion of the Centennial Mountains to a high of 0 74 in the Madison- 
Pitchstone Plateaus Subsection just south of the Park, an average Forest-wide €HE value is 0 57 

Elk & Deer Winter Ranae 

Generally, elk and deer winter range are those areas at lower elevations with lower snow accumula- 
tions, used by elk and deer during the winter months (Lyon and Christensen 1992, RFP-FEE, page 
R-7) Map number 24 (RFP-FEIS map packet) displays these winter ranges on the Forest There are 
313,825 acres of crucial mid-to-late elk and deer winter range on the Forest. Currently, 78 percent of 
the winter range acres are meeting DVCs for condition, 13 percent of the winter range acres are im- 
proving and moving toward DVCs, and 9 percent of the winter range acres are not improving 

All elk and deer winter range is closed to cross-country snowmachine use (RFP-FEIS, page IV-30) 

There is one feed ground for wintering elk and deer on the Forest, this is in Rainey Creek, within the 
South ForWPalisades winter range area The number of animals fed at this site varies each winter, 
primarily based on the severity of the winter Because of recent documentation of the disease brucel- 
losis, the State Fish and Game Department is considering other management options to winter feed- 

Grizzlv Bear PoDulation 

Portions of the Forest are within the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Ecosystem (YGBE), (RFP-FEIS, page 
111-53) The YGBE has been divided into Bear Management Units (BMUs) Portions of the Forest are 
within the following BMUs Henry's Lake (Subunits 1 and 2), Plateau (Subunits 1 and 2), and 
Bechlerneton (Figure 111-6 - RFP-FEIS, page 111-55) 

The following are recovery goals for the YGBE (U S Fish and Wildlife Service 1993, RFP-FEIS, 
pages 111-53-54) 

"Fifteen females with cubs over a running 6-year average both inside the recovery zone and 
within a IO-mile area immediately surrounding the recovery zone, 16 of 18 BMUs occupied by 
females with young from a running 6-year sum of observations, no two adjacent BMUs shall 
be unoccupied, and known, human-caused mortality not to exceed 4 percent of the popula- 
tion estimate based on the most recent 3-year sum of females with cubs Furthermore, no 
more than 30 percent of this 4 percent mortality limit shall be females These mortality limits 
cannot be exceeded during any two consecutive years for recovery to be achieved I' 

As of 1997, the status of the grizzly bear population in relation to the recovery goals was as follows 

ing 

The running 6-year average for unduplicated females with cubs was 24 0, compared to the recov- 
ery goal of 15 
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Average annual human-caused mortality was 8 7 bears, compared to the recovery goal mortality 
limit which is to be < 10.5 bears (< 4 percent mortality limit of the population estimate). 

Average annual human-caused female mortality was 3 5 bears, compared to the recovery goal 
mortality limit which is to be c 3 2 beais (e 30 percent of the total known mortalities) 

The distribution of females with young was 18 of 18 BMUs, compared to the recovery goal of 16 
of 18 BMU’s 

Grav Wolf PoDulations and Habitat 

Possible sightings of gray wolves have occurred on the Forest and are summarized in the AMS and 
Process Paper D There have been no reported sightings of packs or evidence of successful breeding 
(RFP-FEE, page 111-60-61) 

The portion of the Forest west of Interstate 15 is within the Central Idaho Nonessential Experimental 
Population Area The portion of the Forest east of Interstate 15 is within the Yellowstone Nonessential 
Experimental Area (Figure 111-7, RFP-FEIS, page 111-59) All wolves found in the wild within the bound- 
aries of these management areas, after the first wolf releases, will be considered nonessential experi- 
mental animals (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a and b, RFP-FEIS, page 111-60) 

This gray wolf reintroduction does not conflict with existing or anticipated Federal agency actions or 
traditional public uses of park lands, wilderness areas or surrounding lands (USDI Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1994b) Land use restrictions may be temporarily used by land or resource managers to con- 
trol intrusive human disturbance, primarily around active den sites between April 1 and June 30, when 
there are five or fewer breeding pairs of wolves in a recovery area After six or more breeding pairs 
become established in a recovery area, land-use restrictions would not be needed (USDI Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1994a) 

Wolf recovery will not result in wolf travel corridors or linkage zones being established The size and 
proximity of the areas where wolves will be managed for recovery are large enough, close enough 
and have enough public land between them that additional areas (travel corridors) are not required in 
the foreseeable future to maintain a viable wolf population after the three subpopulations become es- 
tablished (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a) 

Primarv Cavitv Nester PoDulations (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-61 1 
Primarv Cavitv Nester Habitat (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-621 

Forest Owl PoDulations (see RFP-FEE, Daae 111-62) 

Furbearer PoDulations (see RFP-FEE. Daae 111-63) 

Canada Lvnx 

Lynx habitat in the western mountains consists primarily of two structurally different forest types oc- 
curring at opposite ends of the stand age gradient Lynx require early seral forests that contain high 
numbers of prey (especially snowshoe hares) for foraging and late seral forests that contain cover for 
kittens (especially deadfalls) and for denning Intermediate seral stages may serve as travel cover for 
lynx, but function primarily to provide connectivity within a forest landscape Although such habitats 
are not required by lynx, they fill in the gaps between foraging and denning habitat within a landscape 
mosaic of forest seral types 

According to a recent report (USFWS, 1998), lynx were distributed throughout northern Idaho in the 
early 1940s This report indicates the only documented reports of lynx on the Targhee National Forest 
have occurred on the Wyoming portion in the Palisades Mountains However, in 1993, 1997 and 
1998, lynx tracks were documented in the Centennial Mountains subsection in four watersheds (TNF 
files) 

Northern Goshawk Populations (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-65) 

Red Sauirrel PoDulations and Habitat (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-671 
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The Forest is within the American Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan - Rocky Mountain6outhwest 
Population (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1977/revised 1984, RFP-FEIS, page R-16) The objec- 
tives for the Recovery Plan are a minimum of 183 breeding pairs with the following distribution 
Arizona-46, Colorado-31, Idaho-1 7, Montana-20, Nebraska-1 , New Mexico-23, North Dakota-1 , South 
Dakota-1, Texas-8, Utah-21 and Wyoming-14 (RFP-FEIS, page 111-67) 

At the Dresent time. there are 575 known Derearine falcon Dairs within the area covered bv the Recov- 
ery Plan, surpassing the recovery objeciive i y  392 pairs (Robert Mesta, personal communication. 
1998) 

In 1998, there were seven occupied peregrine falcon eyries on or adjacent to the Forest 

The current population and reproductive levels has been sufficient to support considerable population 
growth which exceeds recover goals At this time, the U S Fish and Wildlife Service has proposed to 
remove the American peregrine falcon from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife (USDI Fish 
and Wildlife Service 1998) 

Biahorn Sheep Pooulations and Habitat (see RFP-FEIS, paae 111-69) 

NeotroDical Miaratow Bird Pooulations and Habitat (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-70) 

Predator Control (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-70) 

Unique Ecosystems 

Research Natural Areas (RNAs) (see RFP-FEE. Daae 111-711 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Access Management 

Road Svstem 

The Forest road system provides access for recreation, industry and administration (RFP-FEIS, page 
111-73-74) Land transportation by motorized vehicles is the principle means of travel on the Forest 
Seven major highways run through the Forest and all primary access begins from one of these high- 
ways Average daily traffic counts collected by the Idaho State Highways Department (Gillespie 1994, 
RFP-FEIS, page R-4) suggest the heaviest traffic occurs on the highways between Idaho Falls and 
the northeast part of the Forest (Figure 111-8, RFP-FEE, page 111-72) Many of the Forest's roads were 
constructed in the mid-1970's as part of the timber salvage program and provided access to recre- 
ationists, firewood gatherers and hunters The roads have also proved useful for fire suppression ac- 
tivities Forest-wide there are 2,077 miles of open roads In addition, motorized use is restricted on 
some roads as follows 51 miles of roads have seasonal restrictions, 399 miles of roads have year- 
long restrictions (Table 11-1) Approximately 85 percent of the 467 miles of roads inside the grizzly 
bear management units have been decommissioned during the summer of 1998 

The Forest road system is essentially in good shape, with annual maintenance on arterial and collec- 
tor roads and some local roads depending on resources needs and funding available Further infor- 
mation on the Forest Development Road System can be found in the Transportation section of the 
AMS 

The current road system has created resource conflicts with wildlife, fish and watershed resources 
Road restrictions or decommissioning have been requested by agencies and individuals to reduce 
resource conflicts Law enforcement problems have also increased over the years due to the need to 
enforce restrictions 

The Forest has begun restricting and/or reclaiming roads to reduce resource conflicts Many of the 
local spur roads built during the salvage program are now restricted Motorized use was restricted on 
377 miles of road from 1981-1991 and on an additional 1,245 miles in 1992-1993 

There are approximately 2,994 miles of existing roads Of this total, only 2,077 miles are open Of 
these open roads, 10 percent are classified as arterials They are often two-lane and paved or have a 
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good gravel surface and can handle unrestricted traffic at moderate speeds Branching from the arte- 
rial roads are the collectors Collector roads are medium standard roads that constitute about 25 per- 
cent of the mileage in the transportation system Collector roads are stable enough for most traffic 
during normal season of use Small single-lane roads, known as local roads, are found throughout the 
Forest and make up 65 percent of the road system These minimum standard roads provide access 
for specific purposes, such as harvesting timber, maintaining electronic communication sites or reach- 
ing a trailhead They allow limited passing, but the road conditions require that vehicles move slowly 
Many of the local roads are currently closed to vehicular traffic much of the time 

Two-track roads exist that are referred to as low standard roads (sometimes called "ghost roads") 
These isolated roads were not designed or maintained for public use, they are created by repeated 
use by the public Some vehicles cannot travel on these roads Road surfaces are generally rough 
and irregular with no drainage Some of these roads are closed to motorized use 

Concern has been expressed by County officials of several counties regarding Revised Statute (RS) 
2477 roads and trails under the 1866 Act The intent ofhequirements under this Act have not yet been 
clarified by additional legislation or Forest Service policy During the last year, County representatives 
have prepared lists and maps displaying RS 2477 assertions for roads and trails they believe were in 
existence (as required by the law) prior to the establishment of the Forest These RS 2477 assertions 
are on file in the Forest Supervisor's Office, and the routes are displayed in Map #I (map packet) 

The National Forest Scenic Byways Program was developed to increase public awareness and un- 
derstanding of the National Forest and State activities and recreation opportunities Presently there 
are two Scenic Byways that pass through the Forest, the Mesa Falls and Teton Scenic Byways The 
Mesa Falls Scenic Byway follows old State Highway 47 from Ashton to where it ties back to US High- 
way 20 About 20 of the total 29 miles are located on the Forest The Teton Scenic Byway Route trav- 
els east from Idaho Falls to Swan Valley along Highway 26, then north to Victor on Highway 31, from 
Victor to Tetonia on Highway 33 to the intersection of Highway 32, and then to Ashton on Highway 
32 

The Forest has been working with the Federal Highway Administration on improving Forest High- 
ways Funding provided by the Federal Highways Administration allows the Forest to make improve- 
ments on roads which normally could not be made Roads that are identified for improvements are 
required to accommodate current conditions and impending future growth and road uses Without im- 
provements, the highways cannot satisfy current and future traffic demands, safety requirements, For- 
est Service land and resource management objectives and maintenance capabilities of the various 
agencies 

The roads that have been slated for improvement and the expected year for reconstruction are For- 
est Highway number 62, Mesa Falls (1999-2000), Forest Highway number 76, Fred's Mountain or 
Grand Targhee road (1 999-2000), and part of the Yale-Kilgore road (est 2000) 

Summer Access for Off-Hiahwav Vehicles (OHV) 

Approximately seven percent of the Forest (121,000 acres) is currently open for summer cross- 
country motorized and mechanized vehicle access (RFP-FEIS, page 11-20, Alternative 3M data) 
There are currently 2,077 miles of open road and 725 miles of open trail useable by OHV's due to the 
Regional Forester's remand direction to return to 1997 open road conditions The Forest conducted 
an analysis of motorized access and roadhrail density in the spring of 1995 and again in 1998 to ac- 
curately inventory these opportunities The analysis is documented in Appendix C - 1998 Update 

There are very few trails designed specifically for motorized OHVs or mountain bikes, although some 
are suitable in their present condition The Forest is currently reconstructing four to six miles of trail 
each year for motorized use There is a significant increase in demand for such opportunities Both 
types of use are increasing at a rate of five to ten percent per year on the Forest and adjacent lands 
The highest concentration of these activities is in the Big Hole and Caribou Range Mountains Subsec- 
tions, where there is significant use by motorcycles and mountain bikes There are currently moderate 
conflicts arising between two-wheel and four-wheel OHV users which are making planning for recon- 
struction somewhat difficult As noted in the Soil and Riparian section, there are areas of concern for 
OHV effects on soil and vegetation Although there are a few areas of new OHV hill-climbs occurring, 
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there are no serious adverse consequences as a result of OHV use However, it is possible that mo- 
torized use is affecting some big game wildlife habitat potential or vulnerability to hunting pressure 
Also, some conflict between OHV users and hunters is now being experienced 

Winter Access (see RFP-FEIS. Daae 111-75) 

Many snowmachines currently use roads in the winter which are open for summer, motorized travel 

WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

Recreation, tourism and National Forest use are important to the area economy (RFP-FEIS, page 111- 
75-81) The Idaho Department of Commerce estimates that tourism in Idaho is a two billion dollar in- 
dustry, with 23 million visitors each year The visitors to the Forest may account for over 10 percent of 
this industry Table 111-26 in the RFP-FEIS (page 111-76) displays current recreation and wilderness in- 
formation by ecological subsection 

Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness 

There are currently two designated wilderness areas on the Forest These are the Jedediah Smith 
Wilderness (123,451 acres) and the Winegar Hole Wilderness (10,715 acres) The Jedediah Smith is 
mostly in the Teton Range Subsection with the balance in the Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus Subsec- 
tion Winegar Hole is totally within the Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus Subsection. Winegar Hole is 
largely primitive with very little recreational use This is mostly due to access difficulty, since there are 
only four miles of trail in the area Use of this area is mostly for hunting big game 

The Jedediah Smith is intensively used in the summer with approximately 60,000 visits for hiking, 
backpacking and horseback riding This is a spectacular mountainous area on the west slope of the 
famous Teton Mountain Range These wilderness areas are two of twelve designated in the GYA 
which total 3 8 million acres, and provide significant areas of biodiversity important to the GYE 

The Wyoming portion of the Palisades Roadless Area was designated by Congress as a Wilderness 
Study Area in 1984 The Study Area contains approximately 129,100 acres Of these acres, over 
79,800 are administered by the Bridger-Teton N F and 49,300 acres are administered by the Forest 
In addition, there are 110,520 acres of this roadless area in Idaho which have had no action taken on 
them However, a large part of the Palisades Roadless area was recommended for wilderness desig- 
nation in the 1997 Revised Forest Plan The studies on the Wyoming portion have not been con- 
ducted Much of the Palisades Roadless area is under special use permit for heh-skiing operations 
which have been in existence for over 15 years. This hell-skiing operation is a recreational business 
operating out of Jackson, Wyoming The Palisades area is also used by a large number of snowmo- 
bilers, except in the steep, avalanche prone areas 

Portions of Diamond Peak, Italian Peak, Lionhead, and Winegar Hole and Palisades Roadless Areas 
(171,000 acres) were recommended for wilderness consideration in the 1997 Revised Forest Plan, 
but no legislative action has been taken to date 

Roadless Areas 

There are 16 areas on the Forest which qualify as roadless or roadless adjacent to designated wilder- 
ness These areas are described in the Process Paper Q and Forest Plan map number 25 (RFP- 
FEIS) These areas total about 841,000 acres This acreage is approximately 30,000 acres less than 
the 1993 inventory This is due to improved calculation from computer digitizing the area boundaries 
The new roadless area acreages are shown in the Rating of Wilderness Characteristics Factors Table 
in Process Paper Q (RFP-FEIS) Within these roadless areas, some 243,000 acres are closed to 
summer OHV use The majority of the roadless acres are contained in the Lemhi/Medicine Lodge, 
Centennial Mountains, Big Hole Mountains and Caribou Range Mountains Subsections The 1993 
roadless inventory showed a net increase in qualifying acres over the inventory in the 1985 Forest 
Plan This is because several of the roading and timber harvest projects proposed in that Plan were 
never completed These areas were added to the previously inventoried areas In contrast, the Signal 
Peak, Warm River South and East and Moody Creek areas incurred enough development to require 
them to be removed from the inventory In 1990, the Centennial Mountains Wilderness Suitability 
Study EIS (Mt. Jefferson) was completed and none of the Forest portion was recommended 
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wilderness The Mt Jefferson area was thereby released for management according to the 1985 For- 
est Plan direction 

There is an existing appeal settlement agreement with the Caribou N F concerning Bear Creek and 
Caribou City roadless areas on that Forest The agreement states that no timber entry IS scheduled 
before the year 2000 and that none will be made 

Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-77) 

Visual Resources 

The Forest has some very unique and outstanding scenery It encompasses peaks over 10,000 feet, 
arid lands, timbered highlands, lakes and waterfalls During the past decade, the greatest change in 
visual resources occurred among the vast expanses of mature lodgepole pine found in the Madison- 
Pitchstone Plateaus and Island Park Subsections Large portions of this mature timber were clearcut 
Some of this timber harvest occurred near major travel routes and use areas such as campgrounds, 
resorts, summer home areas and private lands This changed many of the solid timbered areas to 
open meadow-like mosaics of scattered timber stands Even though this was a drastic change from 
the past, it also provided variety in terms of scenic views and vistas In some instances, this type of 
harvest enhanced areas from a visual standpoint 

Developed Recreation Sites (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-78) 

Dispersed Recreation 

The largest number of dispersed activity and camping sites are in the Caribou Range and western 
Centennial Mountains Subsections as shown in Table 111-26 (RFP-FEE, page 111-76) The next largest 
numbers of sites are in the Lemhi/Medicine Lodge and Big Hole Mountains Subsections These sites 
receive approximately 1,147,000 visits and result in 992,000 RVDs annually Dispersed sites have 
few or no structural facilities for recreation They are used for general camping and to provide access 
to fishing, hunting, OHV areas and trails Some of these sites have received increased use and as a 
result, have increased the number of camping spots, such as at Horseshoe Lake which has increased 
from three to seven sites in the last decade Many dispersed activity uses are increasing at a rate of 
approximately four percent 

The capacity in PAOT of these sites is greater than the developed sites on the Forest There are 106 
heavy use dispersed sites on the Forest, and some of these dispersed campsites are showing dam- 
age to vegetation and soils Field reviews during the summer of 1996 and 1997 indicate a few of 
these sites are in need of management actions to stabilize or minimize such impacts Monitoring stud- 
ies during the summer of 1997 indicate that only a small percentage of these dispersed campsites 
have soil disturbance in excess of the Forest-wide soil standard in the Revised Forest Plan These 
more disturbed sites have had management action recommendations developed that will be imple- 
mented on a trial basis over the next few years 

Outfitters and Guides (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-79) 

Special Uses (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-79) 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

The area primarily affected by the Forest in terms of economic and social concerns comprises Bon- 
neville, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison and Teton counties in Idaho (RFP-FEIS, page 111-79-92) 
Together these counties make up the great majority of the Forest's total administrative area and ac- 
count for the largest part of Forest-related employment, personal income and payments to local gov- 
ernments These counties are recognized as being the Area of Primary Forest Economic Influence 
(APFEI) (Table 111-27 - RFP-FEIS, page 111-80) Information for the Shoshone-Bannock reservation at 
Fort Hall is also provided 

Some observations can be readily made Bonneville county has the highest median household in- 
come and the highest incidence of college graduates Clark county has the highest incidence of So- 
cial Security recipients Fort Hall's median household income is somehow comparable to the counties 
listed and yet its unemployment rate seems inconsistently high This may be the result of having more 
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wage-earners per household and/or some distortion in the estimate of unemployment Fremont 
county's high rate of unemployment was possibly associated with timber harvests which were declin- 
ing from peak levels Jefferson county had the highest incidence of owner-occupied housing units and 
high school graduates Because most of these counties have very small populations, statistics must 
be thought through Teton county's infant death rate for instance, actually reflects the death of only a 
single infant Teton county has the highest rate of heating with wood and the lowest unemployment 
rate 

The Forest is of lesser economic importance to other area counties including Teton and Lincoln coun- 
ties in Wyoming and the Idaho counties of Bannock, Bingham, Butte and Lemhi Bannock and Bing- 
ham counties have no lands administered by the Forest The Forest does manage significant 
amounts of land in Butte, Lemhi, Lincoln, and Teton (Wyoming) counties However, management of 
the Forest as depicted in the various alternatives under consideration is not expected to have signifi- 
cant effects on these counties Even though these counties are not included in the APFEI they still 
have important links to the Forest The Grand Targhee Ski Resort, for instance, is located in Teton 
County, Wyoming It is an important source of income and employment Services and supplies for the 
facility must come through Teton County, Idaho, however 

People from outside this area also have strong ties to the Forest Besides Idaho, Wyoming and Mon- 
tana the Forest receives many visitors from Utah, California, and the rest of the nation The designa- 
tion of an area of influence does not diminish the interests others have in the area or the attention 
paid to their input 

Most of the area's population lives in cities like Idaho Falls, Blackfoot and Rexburg The area's popu- 
lation is relatively small and concentrated in Bonneville County which contains Idaho Falls, the area's 
largest city with a population in excess of 42,000 It regularly ranks as Idaho's second- or third-largest 
city 

Perhaps the most striking characteristic of the area's population is the growth that has occurred in 
Bonneville and Madison counties during recent decades, and Teton county in recent years Since 
1950 the population within the APFEI has more than doubled, from 63,334 in 1950 to 137,991 in 1994 
(REIS 1996, RFP-FEIS, page R-9) Bonneville and Madison counties have increased over 2 5 times 
during that same period Teton county's population has increased by more than six percent annually 
from 1990 to 1995 Available information indicates this population growth is traditional (based on em- 
ployment growth), rather than being the cause of employment growth (Taylor and Fletcher 1995, 
RFP-FEIS, page R-11) 

Employment and Income (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-81) 

Payments to Local Governments (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-84) 

Amenity Interests 

Many people in the area, and outside the area, enjoy the Forest for the recreational opportunities it 
provides, for the scenic vistas it offers, for its aesthetic values, for its importance to wildlife and fish 
and for the contributions it makes to the greater ecosystem Interests include those associated with 
the effects of clearcutting on the visual landscape and on area plants, fish, and wildlife, spiritual con- 
cerns, land ethics, and environmental concerns in general 

Tribal Interests 

The Forest lies within the aboriginal territory of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes The Tribes collectively 
comprise a single, federally recognized Indian tribe with a governing body, the Fort Hall Business 
Council, which is duly recognized by the Secretary of the Interior Tribal members are successors-in- 
interest of Indian signatories to the Fort Bridger Treaty In part, that treaty led to the creation of the 
Fort Hall Indian Reservation in the Idaho Territory as a permanent tribal homeland The 544,000-acre 
reservation lies generally between Blackfoot and American Fails, Idaho 

Article 4 of said treaty secured for the Tribes in perpetuity the continuation of a wide variety of "use 
rights" to off-Reservation lands More specifically, by virtue of Article 4 of the treaty, the Tribes ex- 
pressly reserved the right to hunt " on the unoccupied lands of the United States so long as game 
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may be found thereon" including such lands owned by the federal government outside the boundaries 
of the Reservation The courts decided in the Tinno decision (State v Tinno 1972) that the right to 
hunt also included a right to fish (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 1992b, RFP-FEIS, page R-10) Hanes 
(1995, RFP-FEE, page R-5) observed, "The court agreed that the Indian peoples expected rights to 
harvest food on the unsettled lands as a means of subsistence and an integral part of their way of 
life 'I 

The Tribes have historically used the Forest for hunting, fishing and gathering American Indians his- 
torically used at least 838 species of plants on the Forest, covering virtually every type of plant com- 
munity These activities are important economically as well as socially and culturally Part of the eco- 
nomic importance to the Tribes lies in their use of hunted meat to provide food for the elderly and the 
disabled "The philosophy and management direction from the Tribes has always been for subsis- 
tence hunting and this is reflected in the Tribes Big Game Regulations," (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
1992a, RFP-FEE, page R-IO) 

Rights to believe, express, and exercise traditional religions are protected by various federal laws, in- 
cluding the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 This includes, but is not limited to, ac- 
cess to sites, the use and possession of sacred objects and the freedom to worship through ceremo- 
nial and traditional rites Additionally, rights reserved under treaty may possess an inherent measure 
of resource protection (U S v Washington (759 F 2d 1353, 1985) in Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
1992b) 

The Forest has worked with representatives of the Tribes to coordinate the Revision with them Rep- 
resentatives of the Tribes have stressed the following points 

Treaties are the supreme law of the land (U S Constitution, Article 6, Clause 2) Treaty rights 
cannot be negotiated at the Department level of the United States government Consultations 
with the Tribes are on a government-to-government basis 

The multiple JuriSdiCtiOnS they have to work with make any attempts at working with the Forest an 
extremely frustrating exercise Their territory lies within the boundaries of many National Forests, 
on lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management, on state lands and on lands privately 
held This complicates even relatively simple matters like interpretive signs 

The processes the Forest uses to handle archaeological sites and cultural values do not fully ad- 
dress the Tribes' concerns It is important to protect sites, to keep them unpublished and to rec- 
ognize that providing access to sites invites vandalism It is important for the Forest to consult 
with the Tribes on a case-by-case basis when providing protection to sites It is important that 
vandalism of sites be vigorously prosecuted to serve as a deterrent 

The Revision must recognize the sacredness of the land, need for protection, obligation to con- 
sult with the Tribes as outlined in the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, the NEPA and 
NFMA. and many aspects of reserved rights including, but not limited to, the priority nature of 
rights reserved under the treaty, as well as an inherent measure of resource protection to satisfy 
these rights 

The Forest must be recognized for its religious and spiritual significance to the Tribes That sig- 
nificance is not limited to vision quest sites or traditional camp sites The Forest and even the 
lands beyond its borders are important in their entirety As with many other religions, tribal mem- 
bers are not free to share all the dimensions of their faith 

The Tribes also have a significant economic interest in the Forest These include subsistence activi- 
ties like hunting, fishing and gathering They also include important aspects of Tribal life like sharing 
the fruits of the land Riverine ecosystems are important to the Tribes not only for their resources but 
also for the role they play in the Tribes' religion The Forest will continue to work and coordinate with 
the Tribes 

Heritage Resources 

Heritage resources are described for each of the subsections as follows 
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Lemhi/Medicine Lodae - This area contains over 200 heritage resources of predominately 
American Indian sites including habitation sites and rock art 

Centennial Mountains - The Centennial Mountains contain the highest frequency of heritage 
resource sites on the Forest Over 400 heritage resources of predominately American Indian 
sites have been identified 

Island Park - Heritage resources in the Island Park area are primarily related to the Tie Hack 
Period (cutting trees for railroad ties) and early Forest Service history The 140 sites identified 
are composed primarily of tie hack camps associated with the Yellowstone Railroad, Forest 
Service administrative sites such as guard stations, ranger stations, fire lookouts and recre- 
ational cabins dating to the early 1900s 

Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus - The Madison-Pitchstone Plateaus contains one of the lowest 
frequencies of heritage resource sites on the Forest Relatively extensive inventory has iden- 
tified only 25 sites 

Teton Ranae - The Teton Range has high frequencies of American Indian sites in the upper 
reaches of the drainages Over 79 heritage resource sites have been identified 

Bia Hole Mountains - This area contains over 100 heritage resource sites with most sites lo- 
cated along the northwestern edge of the Big Hole Mountains 

Caribou Ranae Mountains - The Caribou Range is one of the least inventoried areas of the 
Forest, however, 50 heritage resources have been identified 

Quality of Life 

The Center for Business Research and Science (CBRS) and the Center for Rural Economic Develop- 
ment (CRED) of Idaho State University have conducted recent surveys of Quality of Life perceptions 
among area residents in Fremont County and the City of Idaho Falls These two areas are vastly dif- 
ferent in terms of population, income structure, employment opportunities and other demographic 
characteristics In both surveys, many of the questions relate to concerns people have with regard to 
their everyday lives - things like shopping and local government services The amount of information 
presented which relates to the Forest is limited The surveys do provide some insight into how area 
residents perceive their living environments 

The Center for Business Research and Science (CBRS) and the Center for Rural Economic Develop- 
ment (CRED) of Idaho State University have conducted surveys of Quality of Life perceptions among 
area residents in Fremont County and the City of Idaho Falls The amount of information presented 
which relates to the Forest is limited 

Fremont County respondents were most satisfied with Air Quality and Open Spaces and Green 
Spaces and least satisfied with Employment Opportunities and the Availability of Retail Shopping 
Forty-three percent felt that Tourism was the type of ideal business they would like to see locate in 
Fremont County Some 34 percent felt the same way about General Manufacturing The most impor- 
tant factors in determining Quality of Life were Employment Opportunities, Level of Individual Well- 
Being, and Public Education (CBRS, CRED a and b) 

City of Idaho Falls respondents identified a Low Local Tax Rate, Medical Services, and Salary and 
Wage Levels as favorable characteristics of their community When faced with making choices, 
people preferred to Limit Economic and Population Growth (32 percent) and Increase Taxes and the 
Local Cost of Living (31 percent) Their least desirable courses of action were to Permit Degrading of 
the Environment (30 percent) and Increase Taxes and the Local Cost of Living (27 percent) (CBRS) 

Minorities and Women (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-92) 

Coordination with Other Agencies (see RFP-FEIS, page 111-92) 
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PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

Timber 

The amount of forested land by species group, age class and subsection on the Forest was displayed 
in Table 111-3 in the RFP-FEIS (page 111-12) 

Table 111-33 in the RFP-FEIS (page 111-93) displays the average mature volume of saw timber growing 
on the Forest by species and subsection 

Tentatively Suitable Forest Land (see RFP-FEIS. uaae 111-93) 

Future SUDD~V and Demand (see RFP-FEE. Daae 111-97) 

k) 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Livestock Grazing 

Livestock grazing has been a use of both forested and non-forested plan communities throughout the 
Forest since before 1900 (RFP-FEIS, page 111-98-100) Approximately 73 percent (1,371,066) of the 
187 million acres under Forest grazing administration are identified as being in grazing allotments 
Of these acres, about 782,005 (53 percent) are capable for livestock grazing Approximately 496,049 
acres (27 percent) are presently closed to grazing There are 145 allotments (76 cattle and 69 sheep) 
on the Forest where livestock grazing occurs, of which 109 have AMPs 

As documented in the Annual Operating Plans and/or the Allotment Management Plans, all of the al- 
lotments open to grazing have grazing systems in place which implement various grazing strategies 
These plans include grazing utilization standards that implement direction from the Revised Forest 
Plan (page 111-29) 

The current permitted livestock use reported on the Forest is 148,775 AUMs Permitted livestock con- 
sists of 22,066 cattle and 71,985 sheep Currently 182 permittees hold 277 grazing permits which au- 
thorize grazing on the Forest Presently, based on 1993 data, the numbers of livestock actually using 
the forest are 20,362 cattle for 84,212 AUMs and 54,478 sheep for 44,006 AUMs 

To better manage livestock, many structural improvements have been constructed using equal (50 
percent Forest Service and 50 percent permittee) contributions from the Forest Service and the graz- 
ing permittees These improvements include 563 miles of fence, 670 water developments, 72 5 miles 
of pipeline, 8 wells, 16 corrals, 7 stock bridges, 2 herder cabins, 74 cattleguards, and 25 miles of 
stock trail The Forest portion of these improvements is generated from grazing receipts (range bet- 
terment funds) and usually is in the form of materials and supplies Range improvement structures 
are maintained by the grazing permittees 
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CHAPTER IV 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

READER'S GUIDE - In this chapter you will find. 

A description of the consequences of implementing the alternatives with respect to the following com- 
ponents and key issues 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

The consequences are described in some or all of the following terms - Consequences Common to 
AI1 Alternatives, Consequences Which Vary by Alternatives, and Cumulative Effects 

NOTE to READERS Please refer to the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for a "Glossary" of terms used in 
this document 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

The RFP-FEE, pages IV-1 through IV-12 describes the ecological processes and patterns which 
would result from management actions of the Revised Forest Plan Road and trail transportation 
management were also considered during that analysis, and management goals and objectives and 
standards and guidelines were developed to minimize environmental consequences of motorized 
travel 

PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 

Soils and Geology 

Indicators 

1 Road and trail acres removed from productive land base 

2 Miles of roads and trails transecting soil types having mass stability concerns 

3 Acres placed back into productive land base 

Consequences Common to Al l  Alternatives - Soil disturbance from dispersed camping and OHV use 
will continue to be a challenge to soil quality management. Demand for these uses will continue to 
escalate with corresponding concems 

Consequences Which Vaiy by Alternabve - 
Land removed from the oroductive land base, due to roads and trails, would be greatest under Alter- 
native 1M - approximately 9,120 acres (Table IV-1) or roughly 5 percent of the Forest's land base Of 
these acres, approximately 1,527 acres (17 percent) would naturally recover over the long-term due 
to having year-long restrictions 

Alternative 3M(+) would result in approximately 7,389 acres removed from the productive land base 
or roughly 4 percent of the Forest's land base Of these acres, approximately 1,184 acres (16 per- 
cent) would naturally recover over the long-term due to having year-long restrictions Alternative 3M 
would result in approximately 7,215 acres removed from productive land, or 5 percent of the Forest's 
land base Of these acres, approximately 1,237 acres (17 percent) would naturally recover over the 
long-term due to having year-long restrictions Alternative 3M(-) would have the fewest acres 



removed from the productive land base - approximately 7,200 acres Of these, approximately 1,248 
acres (17 percent) would naturally recover over the long-term due to having year-long restrictions 
These lands (minus the acres with year-long restrictions in the long-term) would be effectively re- 
moved from the Forest's total productive land base for the life of the road and trail and would be sus- 
ceptible to erosion and subsequent sedimentation A high percentage of these acres occur within the 
Aquatic Influence Zones (AiZs), thus having a short delivery distance to a stream channel One objec- 
tive under the watershed activity schedule is to inventory roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream 
crossings within the AIZ's by the year 2007 This inventory will identify problem areas and suggest 
remedial actions (RFP-FEE page IV-13-14) 

Table IV-1 Alternative Effects on Soils and Productivity 

Thus, in the short-term the ranking (greatest to least) of Alternatives that would remove acres from 
the productive land base would be lM,  3M(+), 3M, and 3M(-) In the long-term (taking into consider- 
ation the recovery of year-long restricted access routes) the ranking of acres removed from productiv- 
ity (greatest to least) would also be lM,  3M(+), 3M, and 3M(-) 

Miles of roads/trails transectina soil tvDes havina mass instabilitv concerns would be greatest under 
Alternative 1 M, approximately 1,297 miles of which 900 miles (69 percent) occur on slopes over 40 
percent None of the roads planned for decommissioning1 under this alternative would occur on soils 
where mass instability is a concern, 44 percent (41 of the 93 miles) of the roads on soils having mass 
instability concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent would have year-long restrictions Alterna- 
tive 3M(+) would result in approximately 950 miles of roads on unstable soils, of which 644 miles (68 
percent) occur on slopes over 40 percent Approximately 61 percent (104 of the 171 miles) of the 
roads on soils having mass instability concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent would be de- 
commissioned In addition, 50 percent (29 of 58 miles) of the roads on soils having mass instability 
concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent would have year-long restrictions Alternative 3M 
would result in approximately 916 miles of which 614 (67 percent) occur on slopes over 40 percent 
Approximately 62 percent (121 of the 195 miles) of the roads on soils having mass instability con- 
cerns and that have slopes over 40 percent would be decommissioned In addition, 48 percent (30 of 

' Decomm ssioned Roan Any road wnich has been lrealeo n sLch a manner so as to no longer ILncIion as a road or Ira I lor 
summer molorizeo use This can be accomplished IhroJgh one or a combinat on 01 several means ncluding reconlomng TO 
original slope. placement of .egging. road. or forest aebris. plant ng 01 shrdbs. trees. elc See Amendix E 01 !his DElS lor oro. 
cesses lo be used an Ihe Forest 
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62 miles) of the roads on soils having mass instability concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent 
would have year-long restrictions Alternative 3M(-) would result in approximately 860 miles of which 
570 miles (66 percent) occur on slopes over 40 percent Approximately 61 percent (120 of the 196 
miles) of the roads on soils having mass instability concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent 
would be decommissioned In addition, 50 percent (31 of 62 miles) of the roads on soils having mass 
instability concerns and that have slopes over 40 percent would have year-long restrictions 

Thus, in both the short and long-term the ranking of Alternatives having the greatest to least potential 
effect on mass instability concerns would be 1 M, 3M(+), 3M, and 3M(-) 

Acres Dlaced back into DrOdUCtiVity (stabilized and revegetated) through road reclamation/ decommis- 
sioning would be ranked (greatest to least) 3M(-), 3M, 3M(+), and 1M This would occur in the short- 
term with active road decommissioning and reclamation Taking into account long-term recovery re- 
sulting from roads having year-long restrictions (these would recover with time) the ranking (greatest 
to least) would be 3M(-) - 4,709 acres, 3M - 4,681 acres, 3M(+) - 4,470 acres, and 1 M - 3,161 acres 
Decommissioned roads would have a lower inherent site productivity than adjacent undisturbed sites 
but overall benefits from decommissioning and year-long closures IS beneficial to soil and watershed 
conditions 

Overall, in ranking the alternatives as to their benefits to soil productivity and soil hydrologic function 
(soil quality) the rankng (most beneficial to least beneficial) would be. 3M(-), 3M, 3M(+), and 1M. This 
is mainly because of the potentials associated with roads on soils having mass instability concerns, 
especially on slopes that are over 40 percent and due to short and long-term reclamation differences 
The difference between Alternatives on acres taken out or placed back into productivity are fairly 
close and thus do not play as significant a role in making this determination of ranking Alternatives. 

Cumulafive Effects - Effects indicated above and for all foreseeable projects would be very similar to 
those stated in the RFP-FEE and including those for cross-country travel, since there is no change in 
cross-country from that indicated by the Revised Forest Plan Overall, soil quality on the Forest 
should improve over the existing situation under all alternatives (RFP-FEE, page IV-15) This effect is 
due to the decommissioning and reclamation and yearlong restrictions of roads which will allow for 
recovery of soil productivity and hydrologic function Soil quality standards and guidelines have been 
established to help direct soil quality improvement, maintenance and/or enhancement within man- 
aged portions of the Forest These standards and guidelines have been incorporated in the 1997 Re- 
vised Forest Plan 

Air Quality 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Alternative 1 M allows the most open motorized routes, 
however this is not as much potential activity as described for Alternative 1 in the RFP-FEE (page IV- 
15) Alternative 1M has the most potential for adverse effects to air quality from dust The three 3M 
alternatives have somewhat less potential for air quality impacts from open roads 

Another consequence which would vary would be potential for severe wildfire as indicated in the RFP- 
FElS (page IV-15) As more roads are decommissioned from Alternative 1M toward Alternative 3M(-), 
the potential for severe wildfire increases because access for fire crews becomes more restricted 

Caves 

Consequences Common to AI/ Alternafwes - Impacts on cave resources would result from normal 
recreational use that would be similar for all alternatives (RFP-FEIS page IV-16) 

Lands 

Consequences Common to all Alternatives -There would be no impacts on lands from any alternative 
(RFP-FEIS page IV-16). 
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Minerals 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Since overall access will decrease from Alternative 1 M 
through Alternative 3M(-), access for potential mineral exploration or development could likewise be 
limited somewhat 

BIOLOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Aquatic and Riparian Ecosystems 

Analysis of consequences specific to these motorized travel alternatives is covered under the soils, 
water, and fisheries sections The Revised Forest Plan FEIS addressed the major aquatic and ripar- 
ian issues which dealt mostly with improving riparian vegetation conditions to meet Desired Vegeta- 
tive Condition (DVC) and Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) objectives along the hydric greenline 
(HGL) - (RFP-FEE, pages IV-17-19) Overall, aquatic and riparian conditions (DVC and PFC) will 
improve as the alternative range moves from 1M toward 3M(-) The effects of Alternative 1M would 
result in slow improvement of vegetative composition and percent of riparian areas meeting DVC The 
three 3M alternatives would all have a slightly improved rate of recovery of these ecosystems over the 
recovery rate of Alternative 1M 

Water 

Indicators: 

1 Miles of road and trail in AIZ 

2 Acres of road and trail in AIZ 

3 Number of Stream Crossings 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - Land disturbance and impacts to riparian resources will 
take place under all alternatives, however, the magnitude of the impacts will vary between 
alternatives as discussed below Decommissioning of roads and trails in the AIZ will result in soil 
disturbance, with short-term creation of sediment sources which will have the potential to deliver 
sediment to streams for approximately 3 years, or until they are stabilized Determination of exact 
amounts of sediment is very difficult due to the wide variety of soils, slopes, vegetation, etc that exist 
on the Forest. Decommissioning would, however, provide a long-term benefit to aquatic and ripanan 
resources once it became effective (I e ,  when the vegetation is established) Closing roads by 
installation of gates may slowly provide benefits over time, by not allowing continued rutting of road 
surfaces, but recovery is slower than if a road is decommissioned (i e , ripped) Since road prisms will 
not be removed where they exist in floodplains (Appendix B - Road Decommissioning Protocol), 
floodplain and stream functions could be adversely affected by the confinement presented by these 
features, even with road decommissioning andlor closure This is the reason for including closed 
roads as sources of impact in the assessment of effects 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Direct impacts to streams and riparian areas are of three 
general types (p IV-19, RFP-FEIS) 

1 Changes in riparian soil, vegetation and streambank characteristics, 

2 Direct in-channel alterations (e g , putting a structure into a stream or altering its geometry), 

3 Changes in the amount of sediment delivered to streams and therefore the load that the stream 
must transport (Note some of this may be a result of indirect effects) 

Roads and trails in Aquatic Influence Zones (AIZs) have the potential to cause the impacts listed in 
numbers 1 and 3, above The greatest overall potential for direct impacts would exist under 
Alternative l M ,  with 863 miles (3020 acres) of roads and trails in AlZs (Table IV-2). followed by 
Alternatives 3M(+), 3M, and then 3M(-) - the latter having 641 miles (2244 acres) of AIZ roads and 
trails Such a decrease in roads and trails within the AIZ means a proportional decrease in the 
potential for sediment delivery to streams, for delivery of other pollutants and for detrimental impacts 
to riparian areas (RFP-FEIS, page IV-20) A relative comparison of the four alternatives follows 
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Alternative 1 M vs 3MI+) - Alternative 1 M would have more open, motorized roads and trails than 
3M(+) and the other 3M alternatives along Fritz Cr , Henrys Fork, Brockman Cr , East and West 
Camas Cr , and Sheridan, North Moody, and Kelly Canyon These streams are either listed by the 
State as existing or proposed Water Quality Limited (WQL) streams or are streams recognized as 
being potentially impacted by adjacent roads Therefore, there is more potential for adverse effect to 
WQL streams in Alternative 1M than in the other alternatives However, improvement of the Skyline 
Road in Alternative 1 M would reduce the risk of impacts to water quality in at least one location 

Alternatives 
Miles of rd /tr in AI2 
Acres of rd /tr in AIZ 
Number of stream 
crossings 

Table IV-2 Indicators of Potential Effects to Water Quality 

1M 3M(+) 3M 3M(-) 
863 702 677 641 
3,020 2,457 2,370 2,244 
4,248 3,263 3,153 2,988 

Alternative 3M(+) vs Alternatives 3M and 3M(-1 - Under Alternative 3M(+), there would be 
approximately 13 more miles of road and motorized trail along intermittent tributaries to perennial 
streams than under Alternative 3M, with the associated potential to deliver sediment to streams Most 
of these miles are on the Dubois Ranger District There are also approximately 12 more miles along 
probable perennial stream reaches than under 3M and again, most of the miles are proposed on the 
Dubois Ranger District The most noteworthy differences between Alternative 3M(+) and Alternative 
3M would include the following conditions in 3M(+) which would not exist in Alternative 3M 

Proposed open roads and trails up Fritz Creek under 3M(+) are in the headwaters of a perennial 
stream that has its lower reaches (from the Forks to Medicine Lodge Creek) listed as Water 
Quality Limited (WQL) 

The four wheel drive roadhrail up Grouse Canyon under 3M(+) would be along a perennial stream 
which flows into a listed WQL stream (Warm Springs Creek) 

Two roads/trails would exist under 3M(+) up intermittent tributaries to West Camas Creek, which 
flows into Camas Creek - a listed WQL stream 

A roadhrail crosses the headwaters of tributaries to Horseshoe Creek under 3M(+), which is WQL 
listed 

All roads or motorized trails being proposed for deletion under Alternative 3M(-) are on the Palisades 
and Teton Basin Ranger Districts Approximately 21 miles are proposed to be dropped along 
probable perennial reaches of stream, while an additional 10 miles are proposed for deletion along 
intermittent tributaries to perennial streams Noteworthy deletions include the following 

Patterson Creek the road is confining the creek and IS frequently flooded at the lower end The 
district is considenng gravelling the flooded section of the road and installing a culvert to remedy 
the wet area problems Under Alternative 3M(-) the road would be closed and the impacts to 
riparian-dependent resources reduced 

Henderson Creek AI2 Road Inventory Forms cited this road as confining the stream channel 
Closing it would benefit riparian-dependent resources 

Murphy Creek, Pole Canyon, and Patterson are included in the WQL reach of the Teton River 
that includes the headwaters to Trail Creek confluence 

North and South Indian Creeks (from the Wyoming state line to Indian Creek) are newly proposed 
for listing as WQL on the 1998 list 

There is a gully in the bottom of Long Spring Canyon that developed in the existing road during 
spring runoff in 1997 Watershed specialists advised moving the trailhead further down the 
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canyon to avoid large-scale vehicle use where the gully occurred An improved roadhrail could 
exacerbate runoff-related problems, while in contrast, leaving the area undeveloped and 
rehabilitated under 3M(-) would reduce the probability of similar impacts 

Stream crossings, including both fords and those that have crossing structures (mainly culverts), have 
the potential to cause the impacts listed m numbers 1,  2, and 3 (above) during construction, and 
numbers 2 and 3 in the long run Unprotected ford crossings may cause accelerated sediment 
delivery to streams via five major processes (Brown, 1994) 

a undercutting of banks due to vehicle bow-wave attack on banks (waves created by the vehicle), 

b creation of wheel ruts (on approaches) and the concentration of surface runoff after a 

c backwash created by water draining from a vehicle as it emerges after fording a stream, 

d the existence of tracks, and therefore areas of exposed surface, and 

e compaction and subsequent reduction in infiltration rates of soils, leading to increased surface 
runoff 

Although culverts and bridges reduce or eliminate these effects, placement and maintenance of 
structures still creates sediment sources, and approaches to crossings may still be rutted during 
precipitation events or early in spring For all these reasons, stream crossings are used as an 
indicator of potential impacts to water resources Potential for adverse impacts associated with 
stream crossings is highest under Alternative 1 M, with 4248 crossings This potential then decreases 
from Alternative 3M(+), through 3M, to a low under 3M(-) which has a total of 2988 stream crossings 

Indirect effects include higher water quantities (flows) from Alternative 1M than from the 3M 
alternatives which would be approximately the same in terms of quantity This is a result of higher 
delivery to streams due to greater amounts of collection surfaces and more efficient delivery systems 
(culverts, ditches, etc) 

Cumulatwe Effects - Effects discussed above would be cumulative in the sense that all roads 
remaining under each of the alternatives, regardless of when they were constructed, would contribute 
to any resulting effects to streams and riparian areas Potential for sediment delivery to streams, and 
changes in other channel and water quality parameters (e g , water temperature) would all be 
reflected in the indicators chosen Actual implementation of Best Management Practices and Revised 
Forest Plan (RFP) objectives, standards, and guidelines will largely determine the on-the-ground 
success of management in protecting aquatic and riparian-dependent resources This will be 
independent of the alternative chosen All alternatives would meet State water quality standards 
(RFP-FEIS, page IV-21) Forest-wide except for localized areas with possible sedimentation concerns 

Fisheries 

hdicators 

1 Miles of open and closed road and motorized trail within AIZs occupied by cutthroat trout 

2 Number of stream crossings of open and closed road and motorized trail within cutthroat trout 
streams 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives 

1 Miles of Open and Closed Road and Motorized Trail - Impacts to AIZ's along cutthroat trout 
streams from land management activities associated with livestock grazing, grazing by recreational 
stock, camping in designated and dispersed sites, fishing, firewood cutting, and vehicular travel on 
and off of designated routes will continue under all alternatives These activities are secondary im- 
pacts associated with roads and motorized trails and tend to increase with increased access (Furniss, 
et al 1991) RFP standards and guidelines do not fully protect AIZs, they merely limit the amount and 
type of impacts which are permissible (refer to RFP pps 111-106-1 12) Additional impacts may occur 
which are associated with inadvertent, unauthorized or planned events such as human caused fire. 
forest insect and disease due to fire exclusion, or violations of vehicular travel regulations Also, 

precipitation event , 
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impacts associated with natural processes such as natural levels of wildfire, forest insects and dis- 
ease, and erosion will continue regardless of alternative implemented 

Under any of the alternatives, there are at least 545 stream crossings and 157 miles of road and mo- 
torized trail within AIZ's occupied by cutthroat trout These roads, motorized trails, and stream cross- 
ings will continue to degrade cutthroat trout habitat as long as they exist (unless completely decom- 
missioned, e g removed) Roads, motorized trails, and their associated stream crossings tend to 
modify stream structure and function (Furniss et al 1991, King 1989) Roads located within stream 
floodplains effectively reduce the size and shape of the floodplain When a stream no longer has ac- 
cess to its floodplain, stream energy is adjusted (equalized) by increasing stream velocity, resulting in 
downcutting or lateral scour of the stream channel When roads impinge on stream floodplains, 
streams sinuosity is reduced Pool quality and quantity are reduced when stream courses are 
straightened Sediment is increased through road construction and maintenance and through stream 
erosion caused when roadbeds cause stream confinement When sediment is increased beyond what 
the stream can transport, it can alter the productivity and character of the stream As pool size is re- 
duced due to sediment deposition, the number of large age class fish that the stream can support is 
also reduced (Mclntyre 1991) Unnaturally high amounts of sediment deposited in streams can settle 
in spawning gravel and kill cutthroat eggs and embryos and reduce fry development (Thurow 1991, 
Hausle and Coble 1976, and Furniss et al 1991) Sediment also reduces the productivity of aquatic 
invertebrates used as forage by cutthroat trout (Cordone and Kelly 1960) When trees and shrubs are 
removed within road rights-of-way, woody debris is removed from the stream ecosystem This re- 
duces the amount of woody substrate in the stream and reduces many aquatic invertebrates Woody 
debris also forms pools and creates areas of spawning gravel deposition Pools provide necessary 
hiding and resting cover for cutthroat trout 

2 Number of Stream Crossings Within Cutthroat Trout Streams - Same as above 

For further details of other potential consequences, refer to RFP-FEIS, page IV-19 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative 

1 Miles of Open and Closed Road and Motorized Trail - Table IV-3 displays the number of stream 
crossings, miles of open/closed road and motorized trail, and miles of decommissioned road within 
AIZ's occupied by cutthroat trout that would be allowed under each alternatives Alternative 1 M would 
allow the most total miles of road and motorized trail at 203 Alternative 3M+ would allow 179 total 
miles Alternative 3M would allow 170 total miles. Alternative 3M- would allow the fewest at 157 total 
miles Conversely, under Alternative 1 M, no roads would be decommissioned, while under Alternative 
3M+, 10 miles would be decommissioned, and under Alternatives 3M and 3M-, 13 miles would be de- 
commissioned Approximately one mile of road along Ching Creek would be open under Alternatives 
1M and 3M+ but closed under Alternatives 3M and 3M- Nearby Moose Creek would have 0 7 mile of 
open road in Alternative 3M+ that would be closed in all other alternatives 

There is a difference between alternatives in the amount of motorized trail access in cutthroat trout 
habitat No motorized trail would be decommissioned under any alternative Motorized trails in cut- 
throat trout habitat, which vary by alternative, affect primarily Calamity, Rainey, North Indian, and 
South Indian Creeks as described in Table IV-4 Rainey Creek is a very high priority stream for pro- 
tection because it is one of four main spawning tributaries supporting the cutthroat trout fisheries on 
the South Fork Snake River The specific type and amount of impact of increased motorized access 
to the streams listed above would depend upon the specific road or trail surface, road or trail location, 
type of stream crossing(s), amount and type of use, season of use, level of user compliance, water- 
shed health and stability, and fish population health on each site 

Up to 13 miles of road would be decommissioned within cutthroat AIZ (Table IV-3) This would in- 
clude culvert and culvert fill removal and seeding of bare soil adjacent to streams, but not road fill re- 
moval within the stream floodplain (Appendix B - Road Decommissioning Process Guidelines) Where 
road fill would remain in the stream floodplain, stream structure and function would continue to be im- 
paired Where this is extensive, the rate of recovery of stream structure and function would be very 
slow and total recovery of the area may not occur (would remain nearly the same) Where roads oc- 
cur primarily at stream crossings, (as opposed to paralleling the stream), recovery of decommissioned 
road segments would be relatively rapid (3-5 years) and complete. It is expected that trees and 
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shrubs would become established within the abandoned rights-of way within approximately 7-10 
years These trees and shrubs would provide shade within 20-30 years and provide woody material to 
the stream environment within 100-400 years Recruitment of large wood to the stream would im- 
prove stream structure and function 

Table IV-3 Number of Stream Crossings and Miles of Open/closed Road, and Motorized Trail Within 
AIZ's Occupied by Cutthroat Trout by Alternative 

Alternative 
Number of 
stream crossings 
Open & closed 
road miles 
Open motorized 
trail miles 
Decommissioned 
road miles 

1M 3M(+) 3M 3M(-) 
618 610 595 545 

122 109 104 106 

81 70 66 51 

0 <O 13 13 

Table IV-4 Miles of Motorized Trail Within AIZs Occupied by Cutthroat Trout Streams Showing the 
Greatest Differences Between Alternatives 

Alternative 1M 

Calamity 2 
Rainey 16 
North Indian 11 
South Indian 9 

STREAM - 
3M(+) 3M 3M(-) 

2 2 1 
16 12 9 
11 11 0 
9 9 0 

2 Number of Stream Crossings Within Cutthroat Trout Streams - The number of stream crossings 
existing under each alternative is displayed in Table IV-3 The number of stream crossings increases 
as the miles of open and closed road increases The general impacts of stream crossings are similar 
to that of roads and motorized trails within the AIZ and are described above Specifically, stream 
crossings are of three general types ford, culvert, and bridge 

Stream fords tend to generate sediment at the crossing site, and if not properly designed or con- 
structed, can channel streamflow down the road or trail Culverts may halt fish movements during low 
water conditions and during spawning migrations (Furniss et al 1991) Culverts may become clogged 
and cause the stream to scour out portions of roads which causes excessive sediment delivery to 
streams Culvert crossings tend to impinge upon the stream floodplain and may alter the stream gra- 
dient Culverts occasionally wash out due to inadequate size or inadequate maintenance Culvert fail- 
ures usually result in increased sediment input to the stream The effects of excessive sediment input 
are described above Properly designed and maintained bridges tend to produce the least impact to 
stream structure and function and fisheries 

For further details of potential consequences, refer to RFP-EIS IV, pages 19-21 

Cumulatwe Effects (for Indcafors 1 and 2) - The difference in cumulative effects between alterna- 
tives is not great However, cumulative adverse impacts to cutthroat trout habitat and populations 
would increase as the miles of road and stream crossings increase Most of the healthy cutthroat trout 
populations occur within unroaded or slightly roaded drainages 

Cutthroat trout are also affected by roads outside the AIZ, livestock grazing, fishing, streambank tram- 
pling by fishermen, OHV use, logging, firewood cutting, past logging within AIZs, and so on 

Although it is unlikely that any of the proposed alternatives would threaten the population viability of 
native cutthroat trout over the next 10-15 years, differences in rate of recovery of degraded habitats 
and overall habitat quality would result from implementation of the various alternatives (see Appendix 
D of this DEE) Fisheries habitat quality, including that for native cutthroat trout, would be the lowest 
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under Alternative 1 M Alternative 1M would result in a slow rate of recovery of degraded habitats Al- 
ternatives 3M(+), 3M, and 3M(-) would result in a moderate rate of recovery of degraded habitats and 
slightly higher levels of fish habitat quality 

Wildlife Associated with Aquatic and Riparian Ecosystems 

Process Paper D and the FEE for the Revised Forest Plan are incorporated by reference and present 
additional information about wildlife populations and habitat which will not be repeated in this EIS, 
because it is not pertinent to the issues of this analysis 

Bald Eaale Habitat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - All of the bald eagle nesting territories on the Targhee 
National Forest, except for a couple of territories along Palisades Reservoir, contain roads and trails 
either within their primary use areas (Zones I and II) or their total foraging areas Most of these roads 
and trails were present prior to the time when the bald eagles established their territories (most of the 
bald eagle territories became established on the Forest from the mid-1970's to the present) For the 
four alternatives being considered in this EIS, there is no difference in the miles of roads and trails 
within bald eagle territories 

Forest-wide standards and guidelines for bald eagles provide management direction for roads and 
trails in bald eagle habitat, and this management direction is the same in all Alternatives The follow- 
ing management prescriptions also provide suitable habitat for bald eagles 2 9 1, 2 9 2, 2 3, 2 4, 2 5, 
and 2 8 3 All existing bald eagle nesting territories will be maintained in all alternatives 

Vehicular traffic (including watercraft) traveling along prescribed routes or within strict spatial limits 
and at relatively predictable frequencies is least disturbing to bald eagles (Greater Yellowstone Bald 
Eagle Working Group, 1996). 

In a study along the Snake River in Wyoming (reported in Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Working 
Group, 1996), some bald eagle pairs' primary use areas were on the most heavily impacted section of 
the River Despite continuous and often highly intensive human use, eagles shifted their activity pat- 
terns in apparent response to periods when their presence would be least obvious to humans - very 
early morning and evening Eagles used perches on the shoreline of the Snake River with much 
greater frequency and duration than those on the opposite shore, where a heavily used state highway 
and associated boat ramps, campgrounds, and vehicle pullouts were situated 

Some bald eagles are more tolerant of human activity in the Greater Yellowstone area than others. 
There are apparently "urban" and "rural" eagles Mean distance at which resident eagles flushed from 
human activity was greater when relative exposure to human activity was less Thus, eagles in the 
vicinity of continuously inhabited areas of high human density may become habituated to human 
presence and tolerant of certain human activities more than their rural counterparts Urban eagles 
may be exposed to more human activity at gradually increasing levels, usually within clearly defined 
limits (towns, villages, roads) while human activity to which rural eagles are exposed is distributed 
and moving randomly (campgrounds, hikers, boats) at varying intensities and often seasonal and 
abrupt Whether individual eagles become progressively more tolerant to human activity over time or 
if areas subjected to excessive human activity are occupied by more tolerant eagles is unknown 
(Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Working Group, 1996) 

Cumulative Effects - The Forest-wide standards and guidelines for bald eagle nest zones and primary 
use areas apply to human activities which the Forest Service has authority to manage Bald eagle 
nest zones and primary use areas occur on adjacent National Forests, BLM lands, state and private 
lands Along the South Fork of the Snake River, a "Snake River Activity/Operations Plan" was ap- 
proved by the BLM and the Forest Service in 1991 Bald eagle habitat management was a key com- 
ponent of that Plan 

Management actions of other agencies, such as management of fishing and fish populations by the 
State Fish and Game agencies, and management of river flows by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the SE Idaho irrigators, may have positive or negative affects on the bald eagle population In some 
places, such as where summer homes have been built or are being built on private lands, additional 
roads and trails have been or are being built in bald eagle habitat However, at this time, we have no 
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indication that this additional access has been or will be detrimental to maintaining a recovered bald 
eagle population in SE Idaho 

According to records which we have been able to compile from 1972 to the present, the bald eagle 
population has increased in SE Idaho and currently exceeds recovery plan goals 

TrumDeter Swan Habitat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - The response of trumpeter swans to roads and trails var- 
ies greatly Some swans are more tolerant of human activity than others Swans in the vicinity of con- 
tinuously inhabited areas of high human density may become habituated to human presence and tol- 
erant of certain human activities, such as the swans which have historically nested along U S High- 
way 20 in Island Park Vehicular traffic along prescribed routes or within strict spatial limits and at 
relatively predictable frequencies is least disturbing to swans Whether individual swans become pro- 
gressively more tolerant to human activity over time or if areas subjected to excessive human activity 
are occupied by more tolerant swans is unknown 

For the four alternatives being considered in this EIS, there is no difference in the miles of open roads 
and motorized trails which would have an effect on trumpeter swan habitat Forest-wide goals, stan- 
dards and guidelines provide the same management direction and protection for trumpeter swans in 
all alternatives All trumpeter swan habitat is also within the aquatic influence zone management pre- 
scription This management prescription has eight guidelines specifically dealing with roads and trails 
Suitable habitat will be maintained in all alternatives 

Cumulative Effects - Cumulative effects are the same as discussed in the FElS (page IV-22) for the 
Revised Forest Plan which indicates many of the lakes and ponds historically used by trumpeter 
swans are naturally filling in with sediment and are becoming too shallow for swan use 

Suotted Froa Habitat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - The aquatic influence zone management prescription 
provides the same management direction for spotted frog habitat in all alternatives This management 
prescription has eight guidelines specifically dealing with roads and trails This management direction 
provides suitable habitat conditions for spotted frogs With our existing knowledge of habitat and 
populations, we expect the existing known distribution and abundance of spotted frogs on National 
Forest lands will be maintained in all alternatives 

Cumulative Effects - In some places, such as on private lands, additional roads and trails have been 
or could be built in wetland and riparian habitats which could adversely affect spotted frog habitat and 
populations Other cumulative effects are the same as discussed in the FEE (page 1\1-2223) for the 
Revised Forest Plan 

Common Loon Habitat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - All alternatives are the same in respect to roads and 
trails in the proximity of potential common loon habitat on the Forest The aquatic influence zone 
management prescription provides the same management direction for common loon habitat in all 
alternatives This management prescription has eight guidelines specifically dealing with roads and 
trails The Revised Forest Plan has an objective to evaluate the potential to provide and maintain suit- 
able breeding habitat for common loons at specific sites on the Forest If this evaluation proves that 
these sites are suitable breeding habitat for common loons, the Forest is to develop common loon 
management plans for these sites Current habitat conditions will be perpetuated at these sites in all 
alternatives 

Cumulative Effects - Recreational fishing activity is encouraged by the State Fish and Game Depart- 
ments at some of the lakes which have had documented common loon observations Recreational 
activity during the loon nesting and brood rearing seasons can be detrimental, especially on small 
lakes and ponds where birds would not be able to find seclusion away from human activity 
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Harleauin Duck Habitat 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - There are four creeks on the Forest which have had 
documented harlequin duck observations, including the rearing of broods Portions of these four 
creeks have existing roads and trails adjacent to them All of the alternatives maintain the presence of 
existing roads and trails along these four creeks A Forest-wide guideline, which applies to all alterna- 
tives, establishes management direction to avoid establishing new trails, new roads, or new recre- 
ation facilities within 300 feet of any stream reach with documented harlequin duck breeding activity 
Also, the aquatic influence zone management prescription provides the same management direction 
for harlequin duck habitat in all alternatives This management prescription has eight guidelines spe- 
cifically dealing with roads and trails Existing habitat conditions for harlequin ducks will be maintained 
in all alternatives 

Cumulative Effects - Portions of the four creeks with harlequin duck activity have livestock grazing, 
existing recreational facilities, are open to fishing and other dispersed recreation activity The effects 
of these activities is unknown However, harlequin duck presence has existed with these existing ac- 
tivities 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEMS 

Upland Forested Ecosystems 

These ecosystems were addressed by the RFP-FEIS (page IV-24-25) and these alternatives will have 
little or no effects 

TES and Biodiversity 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives - Site-specific activities such as culvert or fill material re- 
moval along roads to be decommissioned will be evaluated prior to disturbance to insure compliance 
with direction and policy of no loss to the threatened Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) or sen- 
sitive species and protection of habitats of high plant biodiversity, e g peatlands With our existing 
knowledge of Ute ladies’4resses occurrence on the Forest (floodplain of the South Fork of the Snake 
River), we expect that the existing known distribution and abundance of the species will be main- 
tained in all alternatives 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of all alternatives is not likely to significantly or ad- 
versely affect the protection of TES or biodiversity indicator plant species However, the potential of 
cumulative adverse impacts to these species and their habitat would increase as the miles of road 
increase These species can also be affected by livestock grazing, natural forest or riparian habitat 
succession, OHV use, vegetation manipulation (e g logging, prescribed fires), exotic plant introduc- 
tion not associated with roads, wildfires and so on 

Impacts to Ute ladies’4resses known populations along the South Fork of the Snake River such as 
livestock grazing, management of river flows and recreation have been addressed in a joint 
ForesVBLM Biological Assessment, separate from the DElS 

Upland Nonforested Ecosystems 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - Implementation of all four alternatives is not likely to sig- 
nificantly or adversely affect the management of the upland nonforested vegetation 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - None 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of all alternatives is not likely to significantly or ad- 
versely affect the management of upland nonforested vegetation 

Noxious Weeds 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - The effects of noxious weed management are disclosed 
in the 1987 Targhee National Forest Noxious Weed EA and Decision Notice and are incorporated by 
reference into this analysis and the 1997 FElS for the Revised Forest Plan (RFP-FEIS page IV-27) 
Regardless of which alternative is selected, management of noxious weeds does not change 
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Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Obviously, motorized vehicles on roads and trails that are 
open for travel contribute to the spread of noxious plants On the Targhee National Forest, most of 
the infestations of noxious weeds are along roads open to motorized vehicles, rather than trails 
Therefore, Alternative 1M would tend to have more potential for noxious weed infestations than the 
three 3M alternatives which have less open, motorized roads Decommissioned roads will be moni- 
tored for new infestations and appropriate control measures will be taken 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of any of the alternatives is not likely to significantly 
or adversely affect noxious weed management activities 

Wildlife Associated with Terrestrial Ecosystems 

Process Paper D and the FElS for the Revised Forest Plan are incorporated by reference and present 
additional information about wildlife populations and habitat which will not be repeated in this EIS, 
because it is not pertinent to the issues of this analysis 

Elk Vulnerabilitv (EV) 

Elk vulnerability (EV) is defined as a measure of elk susceptibility to being killed during the hunting 
season (Lyon and Christensen 1992, IDFG letter May 12, 1995) EV models (Unsworth et al 1993) 
have been proposed as a predictive tool that managers can use to predict mortality rates and monitor 
elk vulnerability (IDFG letter May 12, 1995) There are two primary variables in this EV analysis 1) 
the density of open motorized roads, open motorized trails, and motorized cross-country travel, 2) the 
density of hunters, expressed in terms of hunter-day densities 

For the Idaho portion of the Forest, this EV analysis is used to predict percent mortality of bull elk dur- 
ing the general antlered elk rifle hunting season For the Wyoming portion of the Forest, this EV 
analysis is used to predict percent mortality of bull elk during the general license any elk rifle hunting 
season State Fish and Game Departments have goals or thresholds for percent bull elk mortality For 
the Idaho portion of the Forest, these goals or thresholds are 50 percent or 60 percent depending on 
the particular Game Management Unit For the Wyoming portion of the Forest, these goals or thresh- 
olds are 50 percent The State Fish and Game Departments also have goals pertaining to the number 
of branch antlered bulls in the harvest and the population (which is explained in Process Paper D) 

The primary effect over which the Forest Service has control in this EV analysis is the density of open 
motorized roads, open motorized trails, and motorized cross-country travel (Motorized cross-country 
travel was previously decided in the Revised Forest Plan, and is not under consideration in this EIS 
The amount of motorized cross-country travel allowed in the Revised Forest Plan is included in this 
EV analysis ) The combined density of open motorized roads, open motorized trails, and motorized 
cross-country travel is referred to as 'motorized access density' (MAD) Process Paper D of the RFP- 
FElS describes the details of EV analysis 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Table IV-5 displays the hunter-day densities, the MAD, 
and the estimated percent bull elk mortality for each principal watershed (Figure IV-I) on the Forest 
for each alternative In Alternative 1, five watersheds exceed the goals/thresholds of the State Fish 
and Game Departments for EV, this is about 15 percent of the Forest not meeting the State EV goals 
or thresholds In Alternative 3M+, three watersheds exceed the goals/thresholds of the State Fish and 
Game Departments for EV, this is about 10 percent of the Forest not meeting the State EV goals or 
thresholds In Alternatives 3M and 3M-, two watersheds exceed the goals/thresholds of the State Fish 
and Game Departments for EV, this is about 9 percent of the Forest not meeting the State EV goals 
or thresholds 

Cumulative Effects - This analysis does not include bull elk mortality associated with archery seasons, 
controlled hunt seasons, black powder hunt seasons, or other special seasons which the State Fish 
and Game Departments may authorize Watersheds which are at or near the threshold level in this 
analysis may actually exceed the thresholds when mortality from other seasons is considered 

Hunter-day densities were provided by the State Fish and Game Departments If hunter-day densities 
change in the future, due to changes in hunting seasons, motorized access restrictions, or human 
populations, then this analysis will need to be updated 
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The degree of public compliance with, and/or enforcement of the Forest Travel Plan is also an impor- 
tant factor related to EV Noncompliance will result in higher EV 

Elk Habitat Effectiveness (EHE) 

EHE is defined as the percentage of available habitat that is usable by elk outside the hunting season 
(Lyon and Christensen 1992) For this EHE analysis, it is the spring, summer, and early fall habitat 
that is usable by elk outside the general elk rifle hunting seasons EHE is not a measure of elk popu- 
lations and it is not a measure of habitat carrying capacity (Lyon and Christensen 1992) 

There are two primary variables in this EHE analysis 1) the density of open motorized roads and 
open motorized trails, 2) elk hiding cover (measured as a percentage of an area in cover) (The 
amount of elk hiding cover was previously decided in the Revised Forest Plan, and is not under wn-  
sideration in this EIS ) Process Paper D describes the details of EHE analysis 

Consequences Which Vaty by Alternative - Table IV-6 displays cover values and motorized access 
values (based on the density of open roads and open motorized trails), and EHE for each principal 
watershed on the Forest for each alternative In Alternative 1, EHE ranges from 0 45 to 0 EO in the 
watersheds, with a Forest-wide average of 0 59 In Alternative 3M+, EHE ranges from 0 50 to 0 EO in 
the watersheds, with a Forest-wide average of 0 62 In Alternatives 3M and 3M-, EHE ranges from 
0 50 to 0 EO in the watersheds, with a Forest-wide average of 0 63 

Cumulative Effects - All roads and trails receiving motorized use are incorporated in this EHE analy- 
sis All previous timber harvesting, plus all future proposed timber harvesting are incorporated in this 
EHE analysis The effects of planned and unplanned fires is not incorporated into this EHE analysis, 
as it was not possible to predict where, when, and how many acres would potentially burn 

The degree of public compliance with, and/or enforcement of the Forest Travel Plan is also an impor- 
tant factor related to EHE Noncompliance will result in lower EHE 

Effects of Motorized Use on Trails 

During the Revised Forest Plan, there was considerable debate about whether the effects of motor- 
ized use on trails was equal in magnitude to the effects of motorized use on roads We are not aware 
of any new research which would shed new light on this debate The discussion and analysis about 
this debate presented in the FEE for the Revised Forest Plan, and in Process Paper D, is still valid in 
our opinion Therefore, this analysis also considers motorized roads and trails having equal effects on 
wildlife as indicated in the RFP-FEIS No additional discussion on this debate is presented in this EIS 
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Table IV-5 Hunter-day Density, Motorized Access Route Density, and Estimated Percent Bull Elk 
Mortality for Each Principal Watershed for Each Alternative 

- 
All 3M- 
Esti- 
mated 
percent 
Bull Elk 
Mortal- 

32 
24 
21 
21 
27 
34 
42 
32 
89'' 
59 
73,. 
30 
27 
60 
34 
34 
27 
35 
32 
39 
35 
40 
44 
28 
30 
20 
28 
17 
23 
47 
46 
54 
52 
48 
19 
21 
18 
20 
23 
23 
18 
23 
21 
28 

Ity 

- 

11 Refer to Figure IV-4 for locations of watersheds 

2/ Hunter-Days per square mile Hunter-Day densities were provided by the State Fish and Game Agencies They are the 
same for all alternatives Details are presented in Process Paper D 

31MAD = motorized access route density per square mile MAD includes the density of open roads, open motorized trails. and 
cross-country travel in each watershed Details are presented in Process Paper D 

'*Watersheds which exceed Sate Fish and Game agency goaldthresholds for elk vulnerability 
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Table IV-6 Cover Value, Motorized Access Value, and Estimated Elk Habitat Effectiveness for Each 
Principal Watershed for Each Altemative 

Watershed Cover Al l  1 Alt 1 Esti- Alt 3M+ Alt3M+ 
- I /  Value21 MAV 21 mated MAV Estimated 

EHE EHE 

Alt 3M Al l  3M Al l  3M- Alt 3M- 
MAV Estimated MAV Estimated 

EHE EHE 

11 Refer to Figure IV-1 for locations of watersheds 

Zl Cover Value is based on the amount of elk hiding cover provided by vegetation in each watershed If 50 to 60 percent of the water- 
shed vegetation provides elk hiding cover, the cover value is 1 0, the cover value declines from 1 0 when there is more than 60 per- 
cent or less than 50 percent of the watershed vegetation providing elk hiding cover Details are presented in Process Paper D 

3/ MAV = motorized access value MAV is based on the density of open roads and open motorized trails in the watershed An MAV of 
1 0 would mean no open roads and open motorized trails in a watershed As the density of open roads and open motorized trails in- 
creases, the MAV value declines Details are presented in Process Paper D 
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Figure IV-1 Targhee National Forest Principal Watersheds 

Targhee National Forest 
Principal Watersheds 

Figure IV- 1 

t 

, '  
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Elk and Deer Winter Ranae 

Motorized access during the winter period on elk and deer winter ranges was decided in the Revised 
Forest Plan Those decisions are not changed in any of these alternatives The effects on elk and 
deer winter ranges are the same as described in the Revised Forest Plan (page IV-30) As stated in 
the Revised Forest Plan, improvements in the number of acres meeting DVC's and increased restric- 
tions on cross-country snowmachine use will result in improved winter range conditions for deer and 
elk, but populations may not increase over existing levels 

Grizzlv Bear Habitat 

The following overview on the effects of motorized access is summarized from the Interagency Griz- 
zly Bear Committee Task Force Report, 1994 and 1998 

"History has demonstrated that grizzly bear populations survived where frequencies of con- 
tact with humans were very low Populations of grizzly bears and other large carnivores per- 
sisted in those areas where large expanses of relatively secure habitat were retained and 
where human induced mortality was low In the lower 48 conterminous states, this is primarily 
associated with National Parks, Wilderness areas and large blocks of public lands 

By managing motorized access on the landscape, the following grizzly bear management ob- 
jectives can be met 

Minimize habituation to humans 

Historically, management of motorized use has been primarily accomplished through restric- 
tion of certain types of motorized use on established access routes Restrictions on vehicle 
use through timing and type of vehicle have been commonplace Evaluation of the effects of 
motorized access have been based primarily on the density of open roads 

Recent research has indicated that evaluation of open road density alone is not a complete 
measure of the effects of motorized access on use of habitat by grizzly bears In addition to 
open road density, total motorized access route density along with the presence of core ar- 
eas, are important elements in the management of human access within grizzly bear recovery 
zones Core areas are free of motorized traffic and high levels of human use (Designated 
core areas were established in the Revised Forest Plan by specific management prescrip- 
tions, and are not changed by any alternative in this EIS ) 

The management of human use levels through access route management is one of the most 
powerful tools available to balance the needs of grizzly bears and many species of wildlife 
with the needs and activities of humans It has been documented in several research 
prolects, both completed and ongoing, that unregulated human access and development 
within grizzly bear habitat can contribute to increased bear mortality and affect bear use of 
existing habitat It is also documented that human use of grizzly bear habitat within many re- 
covery zones continues to increase 

Habitat security conditions cannot be defined entirely by motorized access route density 
Other factors such as vegetation (food, cover), concentrated human use locations (e g town 
sites, campgrounds), heavily used non-motorized trails and areas of high levels of dispersed 
human use will also influence the effectiveness of area in regards to habitat security How- 
ever, motorized access routes and the human use associated with these routes are one of 
the most easily defined and measurable factors that we can evaluate Motorized access is 
also one of the more influential parameters affecting habitat security " 

Minimize human interaction and potential grizzly bear mortality 

Minimize displacement from important habitats 

Provide relatively secure habitat where energetic requirements can be met 
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In January 1996 a study was completed on the relationships among grizzly bears, roads, and habitat 
in the Swan Mountains, Montana (Mace et al 1996, in press) The following is quoted from the sum- 
mary of that study 

"Seasonal use by grizzly bears of areas within a 0 5 km buffer surrounding roads was evalu- 
ated Most grizzly bears exhibited either neutral or positive selection for buffers surrounding 
closed roads and roads receiving e10 vehicles/day, but avoided buffers surrounding roads 
having s10 vehicles/day " 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes - Motorized access in the grizzly bear management units 
was a key issue in the Revised Forest Plan The Revised Forest Plan established motorized access 
standards for each bear management unit on the Forest These motorized access standards were re- 
viewed by the U S Fish and Wildlife Service during consultation, and were addressed in their Biologi- 
cal Opinion All of the alternatives in this EIS meet these standards (see Biological Assessment Up- 
date - Appendix D) There are some small differences between the alternatives, which are displayed 
in Table IV-7(a-e), however, all alternatives would comply with grizzly bear recovery objectives 

Cumulative Effects - Cumulative effects is the same as presented and discussed in the Revised For- 
est Plan, Process Paper D, and the Biological Opinion from the U S Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
will not be repeated here 
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Table IV-7a Motorized Access for the Targhee Portion of Henry's Lake BMU, Subunit 1 

2592 I 

Alt 3M 

7 0  

I Alt3M- 

70 

Motorized Road and Trail Access Density (mi Isq mi ) - _ _  

Alt 1M 1 AIt3M+ I 
Motorized Road and Trail Miles 

Open Road Miles 6213 I 
Restricted Road Miles 2617 I 25 92 
Decommissioned Road Miles 5254 I 5254 I 5254 I 52 54 
Open Motorized Trail Miles 7 0  I 7 0  I 

._ 

Restricted Motorized Trail Miles 
h -- - 

Total Motorized Access Route Miles 95 3 95 55 96 91 95 55 
7099 I 69-63 Osen Road and Oaen Motorized Trail Route Miles 6913 I 6963 I - I I I I 

0 54 O ~ e n  Road Densitv 053 I 054 I 0 55 
Restricted Road Densitv 022 I 022 I 0.22 0 22 

0 06 O ~ e n  Motorized Trail Densitv 006 I 006  I 0 06 
0 00 Restricted Motorized Trail Densitv 000 I 000 I 0 00 
0 82 Total Motorized Access Route Densitv 082 I 082 I 0 83 * - _  I I I 

0 60 O ~ e n  Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Densitv 059 I 060 I 0 61 

I /  Information in this table does not include the MS3 portion and non-National Forest portion of Henry's Lake Rat 

Table tV-7b Moturized Access for the Targhee Portion of Henry's Lake BMU, Subunit 2 

Alt3M+ I ~ Alt3M Alt I M  Alt 3M= 
I Motorized Road and Trail Miles 

23 92 23 92 2416 I O w n  Road Mrles 23 92 
I c 

0 75 0 75 Restricted Road Miles 075 I 0.75 
1 
1 

20 03 20 03 2003 I Decommissioned Road Miles 20 03 
6 40 1. Open Motonzed Trail Miles 638 I 6 39 6 39 . 

I 

0 00 0 00 Restricted Motorized Trail Miles 0 00 
31 07 Total Motorized Access Route Miles 31 06 31 29 I 31 06 

ODen Road an8.obi.n- Motorized Trail Route Miles 30 31 30 32 3054 1 30 31 
1 

Motorized Road and - Trai1"Access Density (mi /sq mi ) 
0 41 O ~ e n  Road Densitv 0 41 041  I 0.41 
0 01 Restricted Road Densitv 0 01 001 I 0-01 
0 1 1  O ~ e n  Motorized Trail Densitv 011 1 0.1 1 

1 1 
3 

0 00 Restricted Motorized Trail Densitv 0 00 0 00 
c 
L 

Total Motorized Access Route Density 0 53 054 I 0 53 0 53 
052 I 0 52 0 52 

L - .. . 
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Table IV-7c Motorized Access for the Targhee Portion of Plateau SMU, Subunit I 

1 , , . ,, , . . 

, _ ,  Total Motorized Access Route Density A 

Restricted Motorized Trail Density 

. ._ - 

002 ._ 0 02 0 02. 0 02 
0 OO__ 0 00 . 000 0 00 
097 . 0 97 ,, 

097 0 97 

Ait 1M - . . -~ Alt 3M+ Alt 3M Alt 3M- 
I Motorized Road and Trail Miles 

Restricted Road Miles 4847 I 4844 I 4847 I 48 48 - . c I I I 

Decommissioned Road Miles 96 53 . _  96 53 
Open Motorized Trail Miles 3 39 3 39 I - - - -  

Restricted Motorized Trail Miles 0 00 0 00 
Total Motorized - Access Route Miles, d - 131 98 . 131 86 131 89 131 9 
Open Road and Open Motorized Trail Route Miles 83 51 83 42 83 42 83 42 

I - .. I - 

. I Motorized Road and Trail Access Densitv (mi /sa mi I I 

Open Road Density 059 I 059 I 059 I 0 59 
Restricted Road Densitv 036 1 036 I 036 I 0 36 

. . .. 

Table IV-7d Motorized Access for the Targhee Portion of Plateau BMU, Subunit 2 
I 

!I M I Alt3M+ I Alt 3M I Alt3M- 
I Motonzed Rbad and Trail Miles t .. . .- 

I 

Restricted Road Miles 2272 I 2272 I 2272 I 22 72 
Decommissioned Road Miles 11855 I 

. . _- -  

11855 I 11855 I 11855 
Open Motorized Trail Miles 02 

Total Motorized Access Route Miles 881 1 8828 I 8799 I 87 99 
. 

Open Motorized Trail Route Miles , , .  - ..__ 65 38 6556- . 65 27 65 27 1 . . . 

. - . . . . - 

I Motorized Road and Trail Access Densitv (mi /sq mr ) 
ODen Road Densitv 055 I 055 I 0.55 1 0 55 
ResVicted Road Densitv 019 I 019 I 019 I 

Restricted Motorized Trail Densitv 000 I 000 I 0 00 

ODei-Rbad and ODen Motorized Trail Route Densitv 055 I 055 I 0 55 



Table IV-7e Motorized Access for the Targhee Portion of Bechler-Teton BMU 
A 

I 

- -  -. AEf I M I AI t 3M+. . AN 3M Alt 3Mm 
Motorized Road and Trail Miles 

Open Road Miles - 13856 . I31 54 c -  129 58 129 61 
Restricted Road Miles 

Total Motorized Access Route Density - 

I 

0 63 0 61 0 64 0 61 _ . _  

4671 I 4907 I 5907 I 4905 1 
Decommissioned Road Miles 14524 I 14524 1 14524 I 14524 I 

2 64 264 : 264 1 Open Motorized Trail Miles - - - .  

Restricted Motorized Trail Miles 000 I 000 1 000 I 
- 

1 
~- . ~~ 

Total Motorized Access Route Miles 18802 I 18325 I 191 29 I 181 3 I 
- .  . 

0 6 n  Road and OcerfMotorized Trail Route Miles 141 34 I 134 18 I 132 22 1- 13225 1 

Motorized ,Road and Trail Access Density (mi k q  mi ) 
. . . . v L c I Y c . - .  

Open Rgad Density 0 46 0 44 043 _ _  0 43 

I Open Motorized TraiI Densitv 001 I 001 1 001 I 00 
qestricted Motorized Trail Densitv 000 I 000 I 000 I 0 00 

ODen Road and O w n  Motorized Trail Route Densitv 047 I 045 I 044 I 0 4 4  I 
I 1/ Only includes acres within the Tarlahee National Forest 
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Grav Wolf Habitat 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes - The Revised Forest Plan established Forest-wide stan- 
dards and guidelines implementing the nonessential experimental population rules established by the 
U S Fish and Wildlife Service This management direction is not changed by any of these alterna- 
tives The U S Fish and Wildlife Service stated the following concerning roads (U S Fish and Wild- 
life Service 1994a and 1994b) 

"Based upon (1) current open road information, (2) the success of wolf packs in highly roaded 
habitats in Montana, and (3) that these roaded areas of public land being proposed for wolf recov- 
ery are adjacent to large (about 4-5 million acres) roadless areas, it appears unlikely that road 
density guidelines must be employed as a wide-spread land management strategy to support wolf 
recovery 

This gray wolf reintroduction does not conflict with existing or anticipated Federal agency actions 
or traditional public uses of park lands, wilderness areas, or surrounding lands (USDI Fish and 
Wildlife Service 199413) The intent of the experimental rule is that land-use restrictions not be 
routinely used solely to enhance wolf recovery However, land-use restrictions may be temporarily 
used by land or resource managers to control intrusive human disturbance, primarily around ac- 
tive den sites between April 1 and June 30, when there are 5 or fewer breeding pairs of wolves in 
a recovery area After 6 or more breeding pairs become established in a recovery area, land-use 
restrictions would not be needed (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a) " 

Cumulative Effects - Cumulative effects is the same as presented and discussed in the Revised For- 
est Plan, Process Paper D, and the Biological Opinion from the U S Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
will not be repeated here Application of the Forest-wide standards and guidelines is expected to al- 
low wolf pairs to receive the protection of the nonessential experimental population rule (RFP-FEIS, 
page IV-34) 

Primary Cavitv Nestina Habitat 

The management direction established in the Revised Forest Plan for primary cavity nesting species 
is not changed by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan 
FElS (pages IV-39-40) and Process Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the al- 
ternatives in this EIS This management proposal is expected to have little effect on cavity nesting 
habitat 

Forest Owl Habitat 

The management direction established in the Revised Forest Plan for forest owl species is not 
changed by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan FElS 
(page IV-40) and Process Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the alternatives in 
this EIS 

Furbearer Habitat 

Road access concerns were discussed for American marten, fisher, lynx and wolverine in the publica- 
tion titled "The Scientific Basis for Conserving Forest Carnivores American Marten, Fisher, Lynx and 
Wolverine in the Western United States (USDA U S Forest Service 1994) However, no specific rec- 
ommendations for road density standards or guidelines for these species were presented 

At this time, the analysis of furbearer habitat presented in the Revised Forest Plan FElS (page IV-40) 
and Process Paper D is not changed by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in 
the Revised Forest Plan and Process Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the 
alternatives in this EIS 

Road access concerns relating to Canada lynx have recently been summarized by the U S Fish and 
Wildlife Service in their proposal to list the lynx as threatened in 16 States (U S Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1998) However, no specific recommendations for road density standards or guidelines for 
Canada lynx were presented 
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Goshawk Habitat 

All known goshawk territories on the Forest have open motorized roads and trails within portions of 
their territories At this time, we do not know of any studies which document the effects of roads and 
trails on goshawks (Process Paper D) 

The management direction established in the Revised Forest Plan for goshawk habitat is not changed 
by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan FEE and Pro- 
cess Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the alternatives in this EIS The pro- 
posed management activity would maintain effective habitat and viable populations are expected to 
be sustained (RFP-FEIS, page IV-41) 

Red Sauirrel Habitat 

The effects presented In the Revised Forest Plan FElS (page IV-41) and Process Paper D for Alter- 
native 3M are the same effects for all of the alternatives in this EIS 

Perearine Falcon Habitat 

All of the peregrine falcon nesting territories on the Forest have roads and trails within them The 
presence of these roads and trails has not adversely affected the growth of the peregrine falcon popu- 
lation The U S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1994) has provided the following overview 

Other known negative factors, such as illegal shooting and collisions with wires, fences, cars, and 
buildings, are much less significant to the western American peregrine falcon at the population level 
On an individual nest-site basis, human-caused disturbance or habitat alterations close to an active 
peregrine falcon nest can be a problem For example, in some areas, rock-climbing is a growing sport 
and has resulted in nest failure Breeding-season closure of rock-climbing cliff areas also in close 
proximity to nesting American peregrine falcons has recently prevented adverse effects Power lines, 
especially distribution lines, cause peregrine falcon mortality, but the rate must be low, because many 
peregrine falcons nest successfully each year near power lines, especially in urban areas Land-use 
practices adjacent to American peregrine falcon eyries that do not result in extensive habitat changes 
or excessive disturbance sometimes appear to have little adverse effect on nesting success Gener- 
ally, the recent apparent increase in the number of pairs of American peregrine falcons in the West 
provides evidence that significant adverse factors affecting the western subspecies at the population 
level are being alleviated or have been reduced. 

The management direction established in the Revised Forest Plan for peregrine falcon habitat is not 
changed by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan FElS 
and Process Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the alternatives in this EIS 
Suitable habitat will be maintained for all existing nesting pairs plus any new nesting pairs which may 
become established 

Biahom Sheep Habitat 

The management direction established in the Revised Forest Plan for bighorn sheep habitat is not 
changed by any of the alternatives in this EIS The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan FElS 
(page IV-41-42) and Process Paper D for Alternative 3M are the same effects for all of the alterna- 
tives in this EIS 

Neotrooical Miaratorv Birds 

The effects presented in the Revised Forest Plan FElS (page IV-43) and Process Paper D for Alter- 
native 3M are the same effects for all of the alternatives in this EIS 

Predator Control 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - Implementation of any of the four alternatives is not 
likely to significantly or adversely affect predator management activities The effects of predator man- 
agement activities on the Targhee National Forest are incorporated by reference in this analysis from 
the FElS for the 1997 Revised Forest Plan (page IV-43) Predator control activities that will occur in 
travel restricted areas will be coordinated and approved by the District Ranger prior to the activity and 
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authorized by a "travel permit" This process was initiated in the spring of 1998 and is not expected to 
adversely affect the open road and trail densities for any management prescription area 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - None 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of any of the alternatives is not likely to significantly 
or adversely affect predator control management activities 

Unique Ecosystems - Research Natural Areas 

Consequences Common to a// Alternatives - Forest-wide standards and guidelines (RFP-FEIS page 
111-4) apply equally with all four alternatives Also, site-specific direction is identified in the Establish- 
ment Records for existing Research Natural Areas (RNAs) Proposed RNAs will have a site specific 
analysis conducted at a later date to determine their suitability for RNA status Regardless of which 
alternative is selected the number of proposed and existing RNA's and their management does not 
change by alternative 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - None 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of any of the alternatives is not likely to significantly 
or adversely affect Research Natural Area management activities 

FOREST USE AND OCCUPATION 

Access Management 

Road and Trail Svstem and Motorized Access 

Consequences are presented for summer motorized road and trail travel only The range of alterna- 
tive consequences has been found to be very similar to the consequences found in the Revised For- 
est Plan for those alternatives The following indicator data, when compared to the data in the RFP- 
FEIS, shows that RFP Alternative 1 and 2 closely resemble Alternative lM,  Alternative 3 (RFP) is 
close to Alternative 3M(+), and Alternative 3M (RFP) closely resembles Alternative 3M and 3M(-) in 
this analysis 

Indicators 

1 Miles of open, motorized roads 

2 Miles of seasonally restricted roads 

3 Miles of yearlong restricted roads 

4 Miles of road decommissioned inside and outside the BMU's 

5 Miles of open, motorized trails 

6 Miles of seasonally restricted trails 

7 Miles of yearlong restricted trails 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives -There will be some reduction from current levels in miles 
of open, motorized roads and trails in all alternatives This would result in increased needs and costs 
for law enforcement and signing to manage the system of restricted roads and trails (RFP-FEIS page 
IV-44) The decommissioning work necessary to close the roads in each alternative will also result in 
some reduction in hiking, horseback riding and winter snowmachine use on roads where large 
amounts of rock or tree placement and ripping or trenching occur These adverse impacts will occur 
mostly in the grizzly bear unit road closure areas which are currently used for snowmachining and 
hunt in g 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative -Table IV-8 shows the comparison of alternatives in terms 
of the indicators listed above Alternative 1M has the most open roads and trails and the least decom- 
missioned roads The three 3M alternative variations show only minor differences between them in 
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open roads or trails and decommissioned roads, but have significantly fewer open roads and trails 
and significantly more decommissioned roads than Alternative 1 

. .-. .-- 
Open 
Seasonal Restrict 
Yearlong Restrict 
Decom in BMU's 
Decom outside 

Table IV - 8 Road and Trail Access by Alternative (Miles) 

Alternative I Alt 1(M) I Alt 3M(+) 1 Alt 3M 1 Alt 3M(-) 
RnAns  I I I I 

2,077 1,672 1,617 1,613 
51 70 62 62 
399 289 303 303 
467 466 463 465 
0 473 521 524 

Costs for signing designated routes; decommissioning of roads, and providing law enforcement will 
increase significantly from Alternative 1 M through Alternative 3M(-) This effect and others mentioned 
in the RFP-FEE, page IV-45-46 will be similar for these four alternatives in the same order as the 
range of alternatives discussed in the Plan Revision 

Appendix C(M) shows the specific resource or administrative reasons why each road is open, re- 
stricted, or closed for each alternative This information was considered throughout the analysis for 
each resource in this EIS 

The RS 2477 assertions by the Counties were mapped and compared to the preferred alternative 
(3M+) as displayed in M a p  #I in the map packet. The majority of the assertions would be open to mo- 
torized travel as shown on this map Alternative 1M would have slightly more open routes that would 
match assertions and Alternatives 3M and 3M(-) would have slightly less Many of the assertions not 
covered by open, motorized routes on Map #1 are trails rather than roads and many of these are not 
open in the current travel plan Out of 910 miles of RS 2477 assertions, 72 miles are not shown as 
open in 3M(+) (the preferred alternative) Twenty-seven miles of these are trails and 45 miles are 
roads Madison County has the most assertions that are not covered by open roads or trails in Alter- 
native 3M(+) Many of these Madison County assertions are on logging roads that have been built 
and decommissioned in the last 40 years in accordance with the NEPA decision for timber sales in 
these areas We do not propose to reopen these roads because alternate routes are available 

Cumulative Effects - As acres and roadshrails open to summer motorized access decrease from Al- 
ternative 1M through Alternative 3M(-), the density of motorized users on designated routes will gen- 
erally increase on the remaining open routes (RFP-FEIS, page IV-46) The increased interaction may 
result in increased user or resource conflicts and additional resource impacts This could result in an 
overall effect of loss of enjoyment of the recreation activity for some people in some of the areas A 
secondary effect of decreasing motorized access and decommissioning roads would be reduction of 
motorized hunting and fishing opportunities and increase in non-motorized opportunities This might 
not be too significant a difference In Alternative lM,  but could be more significant as reductions to- 
ward Alternative 3M(-) are implemented 

There would also be adverse effects from closing roads and trails in terms of maintenance (including 
funding) and possible reductions in recreation opportunities as indicated on page IV-46 of the RFP- 
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FElS In addition, emergency access for fire or rescue would be reduced However, no groomed 
snowmachine trails would be impacted by decommissioning roads. 

The potential effects of RS 2477 assertions in addition to those already open roads and trails in the 
existing transportation system (red routes on Map #1) have not been included in resource conse- 
quence discussions If these routes were opened to motorized travel, there would be increased ad- 
verse effects on motorized route density, elk habitat, soils, vegetation, water quality, and fisheries 
habitat 

A Forest Travel Plan would be implemented as a result of the decision reached in the FEE for this 
proposal As a result of the analysis to date, the preferred alternative would be the proposed travel 
plan That plan would include the Transportation Plan Map #4, the proposed Forest Plan amend- 
ments, the 1998 Travel Plan Addendum and Access Tables The entire package would be combined 
and prepared similar to the 1997 Travel Plan Map with a legend and other information to help Forest 
users understand travel opportunities If another alternative were selected in the FEE-Record of De- 
cision then that alternative would be implemented as described here 

WILDERNESS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

The following topics present the effects and consequences of the alternatives on the various wilder- 
ness and recreation resources Key alternative comparison indicators for these resources are dis- 
played in Table 11-1 Overall, total recreation use would not change much between alternatives, but 
the types of use probably would change slightly The trend from Alternative 1 to 3M(-) would be away 
from semi-primitive motorized and roaded natural appearing (Recreation Opportunity Spectrum - 
ROS) to an increase in ROS of primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized, although some semi- 
primitive motorized opportunities would remain This overall trend would be due to the reduction in 
motorized access Such a trend would also support a shift from currently evolving tourism and rural 
development to a slower developing, eco-tourism type pattern 

Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas (WSA), and Recommended Wilderness 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatwes - Quality and character of designated wilderness, WSA, 
and recommended wilderness would not be degraded by any alternative This is the same as indi- 
cated in the RFP-FEIS on page IV-47 

Consequences Which Vary by Alfemative - The number of acres of recommended wilderness would 
vary by alternative as it did in the Forest Plan analysis (RFP-FEE, page 11-20 and IV-47), but it does 
not significantly affect the miles of road or trail open to motorized use between alternatives 

Cumulative Effects -Since the Jedediah Smith Wilderness Plan would be in effect for all alternatives, 
there should be little cumulative impact or secondary effects on wilderness values 

Roadless Areas 

Indicator Miles of motorized road and trail in Roadless 

Consequences Common to A// Alternatives -Although roads and trails remain open to motorized use 
in roadless areas in all alternatives, this is not expected to have adverse effects on resources or on 
potential for wilderness designation The motorized roads and trails are stable, and are not causing 
impacts to soils or vegetation 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - Miles of motorized road and trail in roadless vary as fol- 
lows 

Alternative 1 776 
Alternative 3M(+) 548 
Alternative 3M 520 
Alternative 3M(-) 469 
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This slight difference only effects the opportunity for recreation or other access, and as noted above, 
would have little effect on resources 

Cumulative Effects - Inventoried roadless areas have essentially remained unchanged (total acres), 
even during the last Forest Plan (1985 - 1995) Projected roading and timber harvest never occurred 
in areas planned, and these road and trail management alternatives are not expected to have any sig- 
nificant affect on inventoried acres during the next decade 

Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives -The eligibility of these rivers will not be affected by any 
of the alternatives, and all of the outstanding resource values will be protected by management pre- 
scriptions of the Revised Forest Plan until such time as suitability studies are completed (RFP-FEE, 
page IV-50) 

Visual Resources 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative -There would be only slight differences in effects on visual 
resources between alternatives Alternative 1 would have the most chance for ground-disturbing ac- 
tivity from motorized vehicles, but it would only be slightly higher than Alternative 3M(+) or 3M Alter- 
native 3M(-) would have the least chance of adverse visual effects from motorized travel on roads and 
trails 

Developed Recreation 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - Consequences wiil basically be the same for all aiterna- 
tives because developed recreation facility construction and reconstruction will be about the same in 
all altematives (RFP-FEE, page IV-51) 

Cumulative Effects - As the alternatives become more restrictive in terms of motorized access and 
opportunity (I e ,  Alternatives 3M and 3M-), there would likely be some displacement of recreation 
from areas now being used (RFP-FEE, page IV-51) This could place a heavier burden on existing 
developed facilities and create a need for new ones in a more concentrated geographic area 

Dispersed Recreation 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives - Approximately the same number of road-accessed, dis- 
persed campsites (293) would continue to be used in all alternatives (RFP-FEIS, page IV-51). The 
number of sites would probably stay the same, because existing sites that would become unavailable 
due to new management allocations would simply be relocated to sites in other adjacent areas 

Cumulative Effects - It is possible in Alternatives 1 and 3M(+) that some existing, dispersed camping 
sites and trails would need to be moved or closed to resolve conflicts with wildlife or aquatic manage- 
ment standards and guidelines (RFP-FEE, page IV-52) In Alternatives 3M and 3M(-), displacement 
or closure of such areas would be due to less access and because aquatic buffer restrictions are 
greater This could have an adverse impact on recreation experiences, due to having to add more fa- 
cilities elsewhere or due to crowding or congestion in smaller geographic areas This could result in a 
need for increased montoring, law enforcement and management costs to prevent unacceptable im- 
pacts to soil, vegetation, aquatic or wildlife resources 

Outfitters and Guides 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - The number of new outfitter and guide permits issued 
would probably be slightly less in Alternatives 3M and 3M(-) that in Alternatives 1 and 3M(+), (RFP- 
FEIS, page IV-52) Overall activity and amount of outfitted use would also be less in Alternatives 3M 
and 3M(-) This is due to the closure of access mutes that could be used for snowmachine or other 
motorized tours Also, there is very little opportunity remaining in non-motorized, backcountry areas 

The type of activities outfitted in Alternatives 3M and 3M(-) would be more related to backcountry, 
nonmotorized uses than in Alternative 1 and 3M(+), due to increased restrictions on motorized and 
mechanized equipment in roadless, recommended wilderness and designated wilderness 
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Special Uses (Recreation) 
Consequences Common to All Alternabves - Requests for special use permits for activities such as 
special events (e g , races, group activities, etc ) and outfitting and guiding will likely increase gradu- 
ally for all alternatives At some point of saturation, the permitted activities would reach a plateau and 
level off (RFP-FEIS, page IV-52) 

Consequences Which Vaary by Alternative - The trend for special uses in response to alternatives 
would be similar to that for developed sites In Alternatives 1 and 3M(+), there would be more in- 
crease in demand for special events and motorized access permits However, in Alternatives 3M and 
3M(-), the trend would be more towards undeveloped, backcountty experiences such as mountain 
biking, backpacking, horsepacking, hunting and similar opportunities The number of new special use 
permits would probably be less in the alternatives with less motorized access, and overall recreation 
use under permitted activities would also be less 

Cumulative Effects -Cumulative impacts of actual recreation use would likely be higher in alternatives 
1 and 3M(+), but those impacts would tend to be in the more easily accessed areas and closer to ex- 
isting developed areas or special interest roads, trails or attractions In Alternative 3M and 3M(-), the 
additional cumulative impacts of recreation use would tend to be in more undeveloped, backcountty 
areas with a more primitive experience level These too, could have a slight, measurable effect on 
wildlife, etc 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL EFFECTS 

Consequences Common to All Alternatives 

Powlation - The area is experiencing significant population increases (REIS 1996). The rate of in- 
crease (itself a function of birth, death and net-migration) is not expected to be significantly affected 
by any of the alternatives under consideration 

As the population of the area continues to grow, the percentage of the population that looks to the 
Forest for recreational use is expected to increase Correspondingly the percentage of the population 
that looks to the Forest as a source of timber and livestock forage is expected to decline 

Many people see the National Forest as a good neighbor - literally Real estate which borders the 
Forest is frequently advertised as such It is a selling point The increased level of development of pri- 
vate property located within or along the Forest's boundaries, and the associated contributions to lo- 
cal tax bases and demands for government services, are expected to continue regardless of which 
alternative is selected Increasing development may jeopardize traditional uses of private land like 
livestock grazing It may simply not make good sense financially for an individual to run livestock on 
land ripe for real estate development 

In and of itself, the permanence of the Forest does provide a certain attraction for those considering 
relocating a family or business Private property can be managed many different ways while the For- 
est will "always" be managed as a National Forest 

Land Use Patterns - Lands adlacent to and within the Forest are increasingly passing from traditional 
uses like ranching to new uses like subdivisions. Forest management has to consider these new 
neighbors when deciding how best to manage Forest resources - with particular attention being de- 
voted to fire protection, visual quality and recreation opportunity This challenge can be expected to 
continue to increase under all alternatives as the human population of the area increases 

Some newcomers to the area have deviated from long-held local custom by closing off access 
through their property to Forest lands Their focus on having a Forest in a more natural condition has 
also been at odds with those who see the Forest as being a resource to be used These sorts of con- 
flicts can be expected to continue, if not worsen, under all the alternatives due to continuing in- 
migration 

American Indians - Input from the Shoshone-Bannock tribes indicates their strong concern for con- 
tinuing the viability and abundance of plants, fish and wildlife on the Forest for the use of their mem- 
bers consistent with their treaty rights (Shoshone-Bannock 1992 a-b) Some of that input has focused 
on providing designated routes for motorized access during the tribes' hunting season The tribes 
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have also commented on their need to have the public and the Forest Service respect their rights to 
practice their native religion All the alternatives are structured so as to afford tribal members the 
rights guaranteed them by treaty 

Economics and Lifestvles - Jobs, personal income, and payments to local governments are not ex- 
pected to be significantly affected by the selection of any given alternative The alternatives do not 
vary significantly in terms of timber harvest, livestock grazing, or water available to downstream us- 
ers However, crowding is expected to occur on those trails which remain open to motorized use 

The overall level of recreational use is expected to continue to increase along with its associated in- 
come and employment opportunities Increased recreation use means more people from outside the 
immediate local area visiting, spending money and in some cases investing in local property The 
overall increase in recreation is expected to occur regardless of which alternative is selected A cer- 
tain percentage of the people visiting Yellowstone National Park can be expected to visit Forest at- 
tractions like Mesa Falls, for instance 

It is likely that there will be an increased level of summer motorized use on those roads and trails 
which remain open in each alternative The increased use would change directly and in proportion to 
the amount of roads and trails closed to motorized use in each alternative Surplus capacity exists for 
motorized use on Forest roads, but that is not the case with motorized trails 

As Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks become more crowded the Forest can expect to ac- 
commodate more of the resulting spillover traffic For instance, because snowmachining in Yel- 
lowstone National Park is reaching saturation levels, the Forest is expected to receive more of that 
traffic - regardless of which alternative is selected 

The area also provides opportunities for further development of recreational activities The recently 
opened Grizzly BearNVild Animal Park near Rigby is an example of the kind of development which 
might occur regardless of which alternative is selected 

Civil Rights - No civil rights effects associated with age, race, creed, color, national origin or sex have 
been identified 

Consequences Whch Vary By Alternative 

American Indians - Tribal members use the Forest in many ways Some of these uses are identical to 
those of the general population and are described elsewhere herein Other interests may be unique to 
tribal members For instance, gathering Forest products is an important part of the culture of some 
tribal members Those who rely on open roads or motorized trails to access favorite spots may have 
to find alternative sites if motorized access is restricted in a given alternative It is also possible that 
closing some motorized access routes may effectively deny access to some areas for some users 

Discussions with the tribes to-date have not revealed a preference for more or less roading per se 
Concerns have been voiced about closing roads during the tribes' hunting season - something that 
needs to be addressed on a continuing, site-specific basis In general though, as the alternatives re- 
duce the amount of roads and trails available for motorized use, the time and effort involved in hunt- 
ing is expected to increase That also applies to other tribal activities which require access to the land 
Reducing motorized use may improve the suitability of the land for vision quest and various other CUI- 
tural activities 

Attitudes. Beliefs, Values - Many people believe that the Forest should remain open to motorized ac- 
cess at previous levels They point out that considerable money has been spent building and main- 
taining Forest travel routes and want them to remain open for a variety of reasons associated with 
use and enjoyment of the Forest resource Because Alternative 1 maintains the highest degree of mo- 
torized access, it would best address their values The other alternatives are less responsive to their 
needs in direct proportion to the amount of motorized access eliminated 

Conversely, those whose enjoy the Forest for nonmotorized uses are likely to benefit more from those 
alternatives which restrict motorized use Thus, closing a motorized route may deny one family ac- 
cess to a traditional firewood-gathering site, but create an enjoyable mountain bike trail for another 
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Conflicts associated with enforcement efforts needed to ensure that roads and trails closed to motor- 
ized use are not used by motorized vehicles are likely to vary directly and proportionally to the amount 
of roads and trails closed to motorized use 

Big game hunting and in particular elk hunting, is a major event on the Forest Participants eagerly 
await the season's arrival Elk Vulnerability models indicate that the greater the degree of motorized 
access, and the higher the hunter densities, then a higher percentage of the elk population is har- 
vested On the Targhee, the major concern has been the high percentage of elk bulls harvested dur- 
ing the general rifle season Land management agencies control the amount of motorized access, 
and State Fish and Game agencies control the hunter densities In the past, high motorized access 
has resulted in the IDF&G using spike only hunting season regulations and shorter hunting seasons 
in some areas of the Forest to reduce the percentage of bulls being harvested IDF&G goals include 
lengthening the general rifle season for bulls, and allowing any bull elk to be harvested In order for 
these goals to be achieved, motorized access needs to be reduced 

Sense of Control, Sense of Self-sufficiency - To the extent that any individual's or group's sense of 
control or sense of self-sufficiency is associated with motorized access, that sense will be affected 
directly proportional to the extent of motorized access permitted in each alternative Thus, those who 
find their motorized access to traditional hunting or recreation areas cut off, would likely feel their 
sense of control reduced Those who enjoy a more physically demanding hunt or recreation op- 
portunity, without the chance of a motorized unit disrupting the experience, might appreciate the re- 
duction in motorized access 

Social Oraanization Communitv Cohesion and Communitv Stability - Selecting any alternative as op- 
posed to any other alternative would not likely affect community cohesion or community stability Eco- 
nomic effects associated with these alternatives are minimal, if not unnoticeable It's not a case of 
certain individual's or group's losing their jobs or a substantial portion of their personal income It's 
more a case of whether the Forest is being managed along the lines of an individual's or group's pref- 
erences - which they hold to be very important 

Civil Riahts - Those who require motorized access due to disability will find their access to the Forest 
affected directly and proportionally by the amount of roads and motorized trails restricted or decom- 
missioned This adverse effect would be the lowest with Alternative 1M and the highest with Alterna- 
tive 3M(-). This may be mitigated to an extent by a special program administered by the Forest with 
the assistance of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game to provide increased access for the dis- 
abled As indicated in the Revised Forest Plan (page lll-24), "During the big game hunting season, 
persons with disabilities may be permitted to use motorized vehicles, if needed for mobility, on re- 
stricted roads and trails which are designated for such use, with an authorized motor vehicle hunting 
permit issued by the District Ranger These persons must have a Disabled Hunting Permit issued 
from the State Fish and Game Departments " 

PRODUCTION OF COMMODITY RESOURCES 

Timber 

Consequences Common to All Alternatwes - Access for timber management would be approximately 
the same for all alternatives because the open road system is almost the same in the areas of mar- 
ketable timber In alternatives with less access, additional roads could be decommissioned so that 
alternate access could be established (within road density) to reach desired timber areas 

Livestock Grazing 

Indcators-none 

Consequences Common to All Alternatwes - For all alternatives, livestock permittees will be required 
to obtain a "travel permit" to have motorized access in travel restricted areas This direction is identi- 
fied on page 111-30 of the Revised Forest Plan (Process Paper M, RFP-FEIS) As per their grazing 
permit, livestock permittees are required to maintain their assigned improvements and to properly 
manage their allotment Doing so requires motorized access off designated routes Depending on 
specific management prescriptions, all permittees will be required to comply with the road density 
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standards on their allotments Most grazing allotments have more than one management prescription 
area within their allotments 

Permitted livestock numbers, seasons of use, and AUM's as well as the number of permittees, allot- 
ments, and grazing permits will not be affected by any of the four alternatives However, the RFP- 
FEE (page IV-71) did show a reduction in number of permits, but this was due to grizzly bear and 
bighorn sheep concerns and not motorized access 

All maintenance and reconstruction of existing and proposed range improvements will be needed 
equally with all four alternatives as outlined in the Revised Forest Plan 

Consequences Which Vary by Alternative - None 

Cumulative Effects - Forest-wide, implementation of any of the alternatives is not likely to significantly 
or adversely affect livestock grazing or permittee management of grazing allotments 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Adverse Environmental Effects that Cannot be Avoided -There would be some irretrievable losses to 
soil hydrologic function and site productivity in areas of roads or road or trail maintenance or recon- 
struction (RFP-FEE page IV-74) There would also be irretrievable loss of motorized access and rec- 
reation opportunities on closed and non-motorized roads and trails due to road restrictions and de- 
commissioning Irreversible commitments include soil losses caused by erosion and sedimentation 
from roads and trails Intermittent and localized decrease in air quality may result due to dust from 
road construction, road maintenance and use, and due to smoke from wildfires, and campfires (RFP- 
FElS page IV-74). Potential for additional conflicts between recreation use and other land use activi- 
ties would increase in some alternatives (RFP-FEIS page IV-75) where proposed management would 
restrict recreation use such as motorized travel. Also, temporary disturbance of wildlife and their habi- 
tat conditions in localized areas may result from increased human activity or changed vegetation con- 
ditions. Increased soil compaction may occur on activity sites such as recreation or OHV use areas 

Short-term Uses of the Human Environment and the Maintenance of Long-term Productivity - Short- 
term uses include providing access for motorized and non-motorized recreation or hunting and fishing 
opportunity, seasonally Short term uses would also include access for permittee, contractor or ad- 
ministrative uses. Long term productivlty would be recovered from decommissioned roads as vegeta- 
tion becomes established and disturbed sites become stabilized over time 
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APPENDIX A 

This Appendix contains the cross-country matrices which remain unchanged from the 1997 Travel Plan 
Map for the Dubois, Palisades, and Teton Basin District maps The 1997 Travel Plan Map (summer and 
winter) displays the location of the Area Reference letters (A, B, C, etc ) for each area designation in the 
matrices These 1997 Travel Plan Maps are available at the Targhee National Forest Supervisor's Office 
and District offices This Appendix A also contains the following Addendum to the 1997 Travel Plan Maps 

ADDENDUM TO 1997 TRAVEL PLAN MAPS - March 24,1998 

For purposes of clarification, the following changes/corrections now apply to the Winter and Summer 
Travel Plans for the PALISADES and TETON BASIN Ranger Districts until further notice 

WINTER TRAVEL PLAN -(the new 1997 DlanlmaD) 

1 The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST WINTER TRAVEL PLAN": 

This map describes winter travel opportunities on the Targhee National Forest from THANKSGIVING 
DAY UNTIL SOMETIME IN THE SPRING as local conditions become suitable to support wheeled vehicle 
traffic on roads and trails without damage 

SEE THE ATTACHED NEW "WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE AND WINTER DESIGNATED 
ROUTES" MATRICES THESE REPLACE THOSE AT THE BOTTOM OF THIS MAP AND GIVE DE- 
TAILED DIRECTIONS ABOUT OPPORTUNITIES AND RESTRICTIONS FOR WINTER TRAVEL 

Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource protection or public safety To 
avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District Ranger Offices for current 
travel information 

For information regarding summer travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 For the "CROSS-COUNTRY USE" Matrix, the following changes have been made 

a DELETE the entire "Wheeled Motorized Vehicles" column and the associated footnote below 
the Matrix 

b For "Area Reference Letter B" in the "Non-motorized Uses" column, the wording has been 
changed to read, "Open April 15 to Dec 15 on the Palisades Ranger District and April 15 
to Thanksgiving Day on the Teton Basin Ranger District". 

c For "Reference Area Letter C" in the "Over-snow Motorized Vehicles" column, the wording 
has been changed to read "Open Thanksgiving Day to June 1 on the Teton Basin Ranger 
District and Dec. 15 to June 1 on the Palisades Ranger District. 

3 For the "WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES" Matrix, the following change has been made 

a ADD the ATV SYMBOL to the "Over-snow Motorized Vehicles" column 

SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN - (the new 1997 planlmaD) 

1 The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN": 

Welcome to the Palisades and Teton Basin Districts of the Targhee National Forest, yours to enjoy and 
use for a variety of purposes In order to protect forest values, safeguard users, and minimize conflicts 
between users, it has become necessary to establish certain regulations for the use -- both non-motorized 
and motorized -- of areas off designated routes and the use of designated roads and trails This map 
identifies these opportunities and restrictions Please study the map carefully Your understanding and 
observance of these travel opportunities and restrictions will minimize the need for enforcement action 



This map is intended to help the summer recreationist enjoy the Targhee National Forest safely while pro- 
tecting the natural resources Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource 
protection or public safety To avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District 
Ranger Offices for current travel information 

For information regarding winter travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 The "CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX" shown on this map is in force. (This matrix is also shown 
on the old 5/1/94 Travel Plan maps - revised March 24, 1998) 

PLEASE NOTE THE FOLLOWING: 

1 Delete in their entirety the last paragraph under HOW TO USE THIS MAP and the paragraph under 
NOTICE -CLOSURE AREAS Substitute the following paragraph 

UNLESS OTHERWISE POSTED, DIRECT MOTORIZED ACCESS IS ALLOWED FOR PARKING AND 
CAMPING WITHIN 300 FEET OF ROADS AND TRAILS WHICH ARE OPEN FOR MOTORIZED USE 
PLEASE SELECT YOUR ACCESS ROUTES CAREFULLY SO AS TO AVOID DAMAGING VEGETA- 
TION AND OTHER FOREST RESOURCES DO NOT CROSS MEADOWS AND AVOID CROSSING 
STREAMS 

REMEMBER. NO MOTORIZED USE IS PERMllTED WITHIN DESIGNATED WILDERNESS. 

2 If you have any questions about any aspect of the Travel Maps and regulations, please contact any 
Ranger District Office 



PALISADES AND TETON BASIN RANGER DISTRICTS TRAVEL PLAN 

OVER-SNOW 
AREA 

LElTER EFERENCE NON-MOTORIZED USES MOTORIZED VEHICLES 

WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opporlunities and Restrictions off Designated Routes) 

PURPOSE OF REGULATION 

~~ ~ 

Open April 15 to Dec 15 on 
the Palisades RD and April 15 
to Thanksgiving Day on the B Teton Basin RD 

A I OPEN 

To protect wildlife in wintei 
range areas 

CLOSED - except on 
designated routes 

To protect wilderness or 
wildlife ranges and CLOSED - except on 

designated routes cross-country ski areas 

c OPEN 
OPEN Thanksgiving Day to 
J~~~ 1 on the Teton B~~~ RD 
and Dec 15 to June 1 on the 
Palisades RD 

To Protect wildlife going 10 
and from winter ranges 

D 

WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES 
(Opportunities and Restrictions) 

OPEN except in designated CLOSED except for For user safety 
ski resorts during the ski 
season 

administrative purposes 

DESIGNATED 
ROUTE 

~ 

OPEN 

OVER-SNOW 
NON-MOTORIZED USES MOTORIZED VEHICLES PURPOSE OF REGULATION 

OPEN to cross-country CLOSED Cross-country ski routes 
skiing only 

OPEN 

OPEN 

Designated winter travel route 
(frequently groomed for 
snowmobiles) 

Designated winter travel route 
(may or may not be groomed 
for snowmobiles) OPEN 



PALISADES AND TETON BASIN RANGER DISTRICTS TRAVEL PLAN 

SUMMER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opportunities and Restrictions off Designated Routes) 

HIGH 
CLEARANCE 

VEHICLES 
(4x4 & pickups) 
>50” in width 

ALL TERRAIN 
VEMECLES 

(AN’S)  
<50” in width 

TWO=WHEEL 
MOTORIZED 
VEHICLES 

NON-MOTORIZED 
USES 

SEDANS 
40” in width 

PURPOSE OF 
BICYCLES REGULATION 

To protect wilderness 
and other special 
management area 
resource values 

OPEN CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

To protect grczly bear 
and other wildlife 
habitat and provide a 
variety of recreation 
experiences 

OPEN OPEN CLOSED ClOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

. 

To provide a 
semi-primitive 
motor i zed re c reatro n 
experience C OPEN 

June I to 
Sept 30 

OPEN 
June 1 to 
Sept 30 

OPEN OPEN CLOSED CLOSED 

Foresf sites are 
closed Areas 
under spec i a I 
use permits 

may restrict this 
type of use 

Generally open 
HOWEVER, 
special use 
permits may 

restrict some of 
these uses 

To protect developed 
recreation site 
facilities and offer a 
variety of developed 
recreation uses 

CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

FOOTNOTE These areas are generally too small to show on this map They indude all Developed Recreation Sites such as campgrounds, picnic areas, 
boating sitedramps, trailheads, snowparks, scenic and wildlife viewing areas and fishing access points 

If also applies to Special Use Permit Recreation Sites such as ski areas, resorts, summer home sites and organization camps 



ADDENDUM TO 1997 TRAVEL PLAN MAPS - March 24,1998 
For purposes of clarification, the following changes/corrections now apply to the Winter and Summer 
Travel Plans for the ISLAND PARK and ASHTON Ranger Districts until further notice 

WINTER TRAVEL PLAN- (the new 1997 DlanlmaD) 

1 The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST WINTER TRAVEL PLAN": 

This map describes winter travel opportunities on the Targhee National Forest from THANKSGIVING 
DAY UNTIL SOMETIME IN THE SPRING as local conditions become suitable to support wheeled vehicle 
traffic on roads and trails without damage 

ROUTES" MATRICES THESE REPLACE THOSE AT THE BOTTOM OF THIS MAP AND GIVE DE- 
TAILED DIRECTIONS ABOUT OPPORTUNITIES AND RESTRICTIONS FOR WINTER TRAVEL 

Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource protection or public safety To 
avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District Ranger Offices for current 
travel information 

For information regarding summer travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 For the "CROSS-COUNTRY USE" Matrix, the following changes have been made 

SEE THE ATTACHED NEW "WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE AND WINTER DESIGNATED 

a DELETE the entire "Wheeled Motorized Vehicles" column and the associated footnote below 
the Matrix 

b For "Reference Area Letter C" in the "Over-snow Motorized Vehicles" column, the wording 
has been changed to read, "OPEN Thanksgiving Day to June 1 on the Teton Basin, Ash- 
ton, and Island Park Ranger Districts." 

3 For the "WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES" Matrix, the following change has been made 

a ADD the ATV SYMBOL to the "Over-snow Motorized Vehicles" column 

SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN (the new 1997 Dlanlmap) 

1. The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN": 

Welcome to the Island Park and Ashton Districts of the Targhee National Forest, yours to enjoy and use 
for a variety of purposes In order to protect forest values, safeguard users, and minimize conflicts be- 
tween users, it has become necessary to establish certain regulations for the use -- both non-motorized 
and motorized- of areas off designated routes and the use of designated roads and trails This map iden- 
tifies these opportunities and restrictions Please study the map carefully Your understanding and obser- 
vance of these travel opportunities and restrictions will minimize the need for enforcement action 

This map is intended to help the summer recreationist enjoy the Targhee National Forest safely while pro- 
tecting the natural resources Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource 
protection or public safety To avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District 
Ranger Offices for current travel information 

For information regarding winter travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 For the "CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX" shown on this new 1997 map, the following changes have 
been made This revised "Matrix" is in force. (This revised matrix is also shown on the old 5/1/94 Dis- 
trict Travel Plan map - revised March 24, 1998) 



a. For "Area Reference Letter F" in the "All Terrain Vehicles (Am's) c50" in width" column, 
the wording has been changed to read "OPEN". 

b. For "Area Reference Letter G" in the "Two-Wheeled Motorized Vehicles" column, the 
wording has been changed to read "Open Jun 15 to Sept 30". 

c. For "Area Reference Letter G" in the "All Terrain Vehicles (ATV's) 4 0 "  width column, 
the wording has been changed to read "Open Jun 15 to Sept 30". 

PLEASE NOTE THE FOLLOWING: 

1 Delete in their entirety the last paragraph under HOW TO USE THIS MAP and the paragraph under 
NOTICE - CLOSURE AREAS. Substitute the following paragraph 

UNLESS OTHERWISE POSTED, DIRECT MOTORIZED ACCESS IS ALLOWED FOR PARKING AND 
CAMPING WITHIN 300 FEET OF ROADS AND TRAILS WHICH ARE OPEN FOR MOTORIZED USE 

TION AND OTHER FOREST RESOURCES DO NOT CROSS MEADOWS AND AVOID CROSSING 

NESS. 
2 If you have any questions about any aspect of the Travel Maps and regulations, please contact any 
Ranger District Office 

PLEASE SELECT YOUR ACCESS ROUTES CAREFULLY SO AS TO AVOID DAMAGING VEGETA- 

STREAMS REMEMBER. NO MOTORIZED USE IS PERMITTED WITHIN DESIGNATED WILDER- 



ISLAND PARK AN0 ASHTON RANGER DISTRICTS TRAVEL PLAN 

IESIGNATED 
ROUTE 

WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opportunities and Restrictions off Designated Routes) 

OVER-SNOW 
NON-MOTORIZED USES MOTORIZED VEHICLES PURPOSE OF REGULATION 

A 1 OPEN 

~ ~~ 

OPEN 

c 1 OPEN 

OPEN 

E 1 OPEN 

OPEN OPEN 

OVER-SNOW 
MOTORIZED VEHICLES 

CLOSED - except on 
designated routes 

Designated winter travel route 
(occasional use routes snow 
depths may not allow 
snowmachine use some years 

OPEh - Thannsgir.ng Day io 
June 1 on !he Teion Bas n. 
Asnlon and Is ana Park RDs 

OPEN January 1 to April 1 

PURPOSE OF REGULATION 

To protect wilderness or 
wildlife ranges and 
cross-country ski areas 

To rotect wildlife going to 
an8trom winter ranges 

To protect wildlife going to 
and from winter ranges 

WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES 
(Opportunities and Restrictions) 

OPEN to cross-country CLOSED 
skiing only 

Cross-country ski routes 

Designated winter travel route 
(frequently groomed for 
snowmobiles) 

~ - 1  OPEN OPEN 
Designated winter travel route 
(may or may not be groomed 
tor snowmobiles) 



ISLAND PARK AND ASHTON RANGER DISTRICTS TRAVEL PLAN 

SUMMER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opportunities and Restrictions off Designated Routes) 

HIGH 
CLEARANCE 

VEHICLES 
(4x4 & pickups' 

>50" in width ' 

ALL TERRAIN 
VEHICLES 

4 0 "  in width 
(A-nr,S) 

TWO-WHEEL 
NON-MOTORIZED 

USES 
MOTORlZED SEDANS 

40" in width 
PURPOSE OF 
REGULATION BICYCLES VEHICLES 

OP€N 

-- 

TO protect wilderness 
and other specla! 
management area 
resource values 

To protect grrzzly bear 
and other wlldhfe 
habitat and provide a 
variety of TGC reat ion 
experiences 

CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

OPEN OPEN CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

To provide a 
sem r-pri m rfive 
motorized recreation 
experience 

OPEN 
June 1 to 
Sept 30 

OPEN 
June 1 to 
Sept 30 

OPEN OPEN CLOSED CLOSED 

. .- 

OPEN 
To maintain or 
enhance t h e  Scenic 
Visual Quality of areas 

OPEN OPEN OPEN OPEN OPEN 

Generally open 
HOWEVER, 
special use 
permits may 

restrict some of 
these uses 

_-  

forest sites are 
closed Areas 
under special 
use permits 

may restrict this 
type of use 

To protect developed 
recreatron site 
facilities and offer a 
varrety of developed 
recreation uses 

CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

~ 

To enhance long-term 
forest health along 
urban interface areas OPEN OPEN OPEN OPEN CLOSED CLOSED 

To provide a 
sem i-prim i t ive 
motorized recreatron 
eXperlenCe 

OPEN OPEN 
CLOSED CLOSED OPEN OPEN June 1 to June 1 to 

sept 30 Sept 30 

FOOTNOTE These areas are gmml ly  too small to show on this map They include all Developed Recreation SIfes such as campgrounds, picnic areas, 
boating sitedramps, trailheads, snowparks, scenec and wrldlife viewing areas and fishing access points 

It also applres to Spectal Use Permit Recreation Sites such as ski areas, resorts, summer Rome sites and organization camps 



ADDENDUM TO 1997 TRAVEL PLAN MAPS - March 24,1998 
For purposes of clarification, the following changes/corrections now apply to the Winter and Summer 
Travel Plans for the DUBOIS Ranger District until further notice 

WINTER TRAVEL PLAN - (the new 1997 Dlanlmap) 

1 The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST WINTER TRAVEL PLAN": 

This map describes winter travel opportunities on the Targhee National Forest from THANKSGIVING 
DAY UNTIL SOMETIME IN THE SPRING as local conditions become suitable to support wheeled vehicle 
traffic on roads and trails without damage 

SEE THE ATTACHED NEW "WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE AND WINTER DESIGNATED 
ROUTES" MATRICES THESE REPLACE THOSE AT THE BOTTOM OF THIS MAP AND GIVE DE- 
TAILED DIRECTIONS ABOUT OPPORTUNITIES AND RESTRICTIONS FOR WINTER TRAVEL 

Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource protection or public safety To 
avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District Ranger Offices for current 
travel information 

For information regarding summer travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 For the "CROSS-COUNTRY USE" Matrix, the following change has been made 

a DELETE the entire "Wheeled Motorized Vehicles" column and the associated footnote be- 
low the Matrix 

3 For the "WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES" Matrix, the following change has been made 

a ADD the ATV SYMBOL to the "Over-snow Motorized Vehicles" column 

SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN - (the new 1997 DlanlmaD) 

1 The following new introductory statement replaces the first and second paragraphs under "TARGHEE 
NATIONAL FOREST SUMMER TRAVEL PLAN": 

Welcome to the Dubois District of the Targhee National Forest, yours to enjoy and use for a variety of 
purposes In order to protect forest values, safeguard users, and minimize conflicts between users, it has 
become necessary to establish certain regulations for non-motorized and motorized use of areas and des- 
ignated routes (roads and trails) This map identifies these opportunities and restrictions Please study the 
map carefully Your understanding and observance of these travel opportunities and restrictions will mini- 
mize the need for enforcement action 

This map is intended to help the summer recreationist enjoy the Targhee National Forest safely while pro- 
tecting the natural resources Additional closures or restrictions may be made at any time for resource 
protection or public safety To avoid inconvenience, Forest visitors are encouraged to contact local District 
Ranger Offices for current travel information 

For information regarding winter travel opportunities, see the reverse side of this map and the attached 
addendum information 

2 The "CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX" shown on this new 1997 map is in force. (This matrix is also 
shown on the old 5/1/96 District Travel Plan map - revised March 24, 1998) 

3 Travel opportunities and restrictions for road and trail travel are the same as existed in 1997 as dis- 
played in the individual 1996 District Travel Plan Map as revised March 24, 1998 The statement: "If 
roads are open (not gated or otherwise closed), then travel is permitted on these routes" has been 
removed from the designated road and trail matrix on all maps. 



4 Delete in their entirety the last paragraph under HOW TO USE THIS MAP and the paragraph under 
NOTICE - CLOSURE AREAS Substitute the following paragraph 

UNLESS OTHERWISE POSTED, DIRECT MOTORIZED ACCESS IS ALLOWED FOR PARKING AND 
CAMPING WITHIN 300 FEET OF ROADS AND TRAILS WHICH ARE OPEN FOR MOTORIZED USE 
PLEASE SELECT YOUR ACCESS ROUTES CAREFULLY SO AS TO AVOID DAMAGING VEGETA- 
TION AND OTHER FOREST RESOURCES DO NOT CROSS MEADOWS AND AVOID CROSSING 
STREAMS REMEMBER, NO MOTORIZED USE IS PERMITTED WITHIN DESIGNATED WILDER- 
NESS 
5 If you have any questions about any aspect of the Travel Maps and regulations, please contact any 
Ranger District Office 



DUBOIS RANGER DISTRICTTRAVEL PLAN 

WINTER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opportunities and Restricttons off Designated Routes) 

A 1 OPEN 
To protect wilderness or 
wildlife ranges and 
cross-country ski areas 

CLOSED - except on 
designated routes 

c 1 OPEN 
OPEN . Tnankg v ng Day Io 
Jme 1 on tne Duo0 5 RD 

To proiect wi.dl.fe go ng to 
ano from v, nier ranges 

WINTER DESIGNATED ROUTES 
(Opportunities and Restrictions) 

)ESIGNATED 1 
ROUTE NON-MOTORIZED USES 

OPEN to cross-country 
Skiing only 

OPEN +--- OPEN 

OVER-SNOW 
MOTORIZED VEHICLES 1 PURPOSE OF REGULATION 

CLOSED Cross-country ski routes 

OPEN Des gnateo w nter trave route 
(frequent y groomeo for 
snowmob es) 

OPEN 
1 Desgnatw w nter iravel rode 

(may or may not oe groomea 
for snowmooiles, 

I 

Designated winter travel route 
(occasional use routes snow 
depths may not allow 
snowmachine use some years 

OPEN 



DUBOIS RANGER DISTRICT TRAVEL PLAN 

SUMMER CROSS-COUNTRY USE MATRIX 
(Opportunities and Restrictions off Designated Routes) 

HIGH 
CLEARANCE 

VEHICLES 
(4x4 8r pickups) 

350" rn width 

ALL TERRAIN 
VEHICLES 

(ATV'S) 
<SO" in width 

TWO-WHEEL 
MOTORIZED 
VEHICLES 

NON-MOTORIZED 
USES 

SEDANS 
40" in width 

PURPOSE OF 
REGULATCON BICYCLES 

To protect wi 1 de rn ess 
and other specral 
management area 
resource values 

OPEN CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

To protect grizzly bear 
and other wildlife 
habitat and provide a 
variety of rec re at1 o n 
experiences 

OPEN OPEN CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED 

Generally open To protect developed 
recreation site 
facilities and offer a 
variety of developed 
recreatron uses 

HOWEVER, CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED specla1 use 
permits may 

restrict some of 
these uses 

FOOTNOTE These areas are generatty too small to show on this map They include all Developed Recreation Sites such as campgroundsf picnic areas, 
boating siteshamps, trailheads, snowparks, scenrc and wildlife wewing areas and fishing access points 

It aka applies to Special Use Permit hcn%it~on Sites such as ski areas, resork1 summer home sites and Organization camps 



APPENDIX B 

ROAD DECOMMISSIONING PROCESS GUIDELINES 
The following is a description of the procedures to be followed during road reclamation and decommis- 
sioning as directed by the Revised Forest Plan 

Culverts - On perennial streams, culverts will be pulled and the edges of the fill slopes for bedding will be 
pulled back until the fill slopes are rounded off, but not all of the bedding, fill will be removed from the 
trench On intermittent streams, the majority of the pipes will be pulled and treated as on perennial 
streams-especially where it is evident the culvert has carried water repeatedly Dry culverts with no water 
flow evident will remain in place These culverts generally have heavy vegetation growth of trees, grass, 
and bushes in the stream channel above the pipe Where culverts are removed, dig to grade of natural 
stream channel and to a width that the stream will not undercut remaining fill 

Surface Ripping - This will be done on a case by case basis where needed to remove visual evidence of 
a road or access to it or adjacent areas These are generally areas with long straight Right-of-Ways where 
there is little adjacent vegetation, or other barricade along wide open road surfaces Ripping will also be 
done in areas where it would be important to expose additional soils to allow vegetation to reestablish 

TrenchingBurface Debris Placement - This will be done as needed, and mostly at the start of decom- 
missioned segments to prevent travel behind closure gates 

Fill Slopes - These will not be reclaimed or pulled back into the road cut - even when in AI2 or adjacent 
to a stream, unless significant stream impacts are occurring or are anticipated 

Seeding - The seed mix developed by Rose Lehman and Duane Monte will be used on all disturbed soils 
in or near perennial stream channels or water bodies, on disturbed soils that occur within watersheds 
identified as WQL streams, and along road segments that have slopes that are over 10% grade The con- 
tract inspectors will mark these areas needing seeding on forest maps, so that crews can easily locate the 
areas and apply the seed as soon after disturbance as possible In areas away from water, and where 
natural seed sources are available, we will depend on natural seeding 

Location Direction - Roads inside the BMUs that have been or will be decommissioned are shown on 
Map #4 - Alternative 3M(+) These roads will be decommissioned according to the guidelines in this Ap- 
pendix Roads to be decommissioned outside the BMUs in the next few years will be decommissioned in 
a similar way to those inside the BMUs with treatments varying from complete obliteration in some cases 
to less intensive treatments as necessary to deter summer motorized use Those routes outside the 
BMUs do not need to meet the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee access management guidelines, so 
there will be more flexibility to use less intensive closure methods on these roads 



APPENDIX C 

APPENDIX C (1998 Update) AND C(M) ACCESS STATUS TABLES 

This appendix contains the following, two, access status tables Appendix C (1998 Update) is the same 
as Appendix C for the 1997 Travel Plan ROD, except that the 1997 tabular forms (Update of Appendix C - 
Summer and Winter Access - Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Forest Plan - Au- 
gust, 1997) have been further updated by deleting the rows with "strikeovers" and by adding ratings in the 
blanks to show reasons why every road was left open, or closed Appendix C (1998 Update) has been 
provided as a bridge between the 1997 Update version and the new Appendix C(M) Appendix C(M) was 
developed by using ratings from Alternative 3M from the 1998 Update and by adding ratings for the three 
new alternatives considered Roads and trails have been rated in these forms according to the letters 
(segments open) or numbers (segments closed) on the status criteria cover sheets for each table 

This access analysis is based on the same process outlined in the RFP-FEE, pages C-1 through C-5 
Page C-5 of the RFP-FEIS states 

"Determinations for leaving a road open were made using a priority system First priority was given to 
Federal Highway system roads, State and county roads, existing roads needed to access private 
property, Yellowstone National Park, State Parks and State lands, and existing roads that access ad- 
ministrative sites, electronic sites, communication sites (under permit) or high use recreation sites 
such as ski areas, boat ramps, etc In some areas, the application of management prescriptions and 
the road density standard resulted in these "first priority" roads being the only roads designated 
"open" for the area The Forest incorporated guidelines from the Eastside Ecosystem Management 
Project (EEMP) to establish a rule set to insure consistency as each District prepared their access 
maps District personnel and Forest planning specialists met over several months to fine tune and co- 
ordinate motorized access between Districts Roads and trails were selected for restriction or closure 
depending on the need to maintain wildlife habitat, prevent resource damage, and to balance the 
level of use to recreation opportunity Cost of maintaining the road or trail was also a factor A set of 
Road Decision Criteria Tables have been developed, showing the decision in keeping roads and trails 
open in each alternative " 

It should be noted that roads which are not open in any alternative have been removed from table C(M) 
because they have been or will be decommissioned (due to road density limits needed to meet objectives 
for Forest Plan management prescriptions) and are not available for motorized travel Roads inside the 
BMUs that have been or will be decommissioned are shown on Map #4 - Alternative 3M(+) These roads 
will be decommissioned according to the guidelines in Appendix B Roads to be decommissioned outside 
the BMUs in the next few years will be decommissioned in a similar way to those inside the BMUs with 
treatments varying from complete obliteration in some cases to less intensive treatments as necessary to 
deter motorized use Those routes outside the BMUs do not need to meet the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Committee access management guidelines. so there will be more flexibility to use less intensive closure 
methods on these roads These routes are also displayed on map #4 in the map packet These decom- 
missioned roads have been fully considered in the consequences analysis in this EIS (see the Soils and 
Access consequences sections for specific details) 



APPENDIX C(M) 

OPEN ROAD AND MOTORIZED TRAIL ROUTE (OROMTRD) DECISION CRITERIA TABLES 

CRITERIA DEFINITIONS 

Open to Motorized Use: 

A Core Access Needed to access private property, adjoining State and Federal Parks or State Lands 
and roads that access administrative sites, campgrounds and picnic areas, electronic sites, permitted 
communication sites, ski areas, boat ramps and special recreation sites such as Mesa Falls and Big 
S p r i n g s 

B First Priority These roads were selected to remain open or be seasonally restricted because they are 
one of the only roads left on the system in the area 

C Eastside Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) Guidelines EEMP guidelines used to establish a 
rule set to insure consistency as each District prepared their access maps 

D Coordinated Access Roads/trails that provide inter-District and intra-District access for administrative 
use 

E Maintenance of Wildlife Habitat Road /trail selected causes less impact 

F Resource Damage Road/trail selected caused less impact 

G Cost Lower cost to maintain road/trail 

H District-specific criteria (e g historical, etc ) 

I District-specific criteria (e.g berry picking, etc ) 

J RS 2477 assertions by county 

K Additions within the Open Road Open Motorized Trail and Route Density (OROMTRD) in response to 
a specific road and trail comment 

* Roads that are seasonally restricted 

Closed to Motorized Use (year-round closure): 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 No longer accessible 

- Roads not on the ground 

No longer needed for re-occurring resource activities 

For the protection of wildlife and reduced road maintenance costs 

To avoid soil erosion and protect water quality 

To meet Open Road Open Motorized Trail and Route Density (OROMTRD) 

To respond to specific road and trail comments 

Note Roads and trails shown with letter(s)/number(s) are multiple segment routes, part of which are open 
and part closed Refer to the Transportation Map for details 



ROAD 
NUMBER . NAME - 

ROADS 
80001 
80002 
80003 
80004 
80005 
80006 
80007 
80008 
80QtQ 
8001 I 
8001 5 
80016 
8001 7 
8001 9 
80020 
80021 
80022 
80023 
80026 
80027 
80029 
80080 
80087 
801 71 
8U173 
801 74 
80178 
80177 
801 78 
801 79 
801 80 
801 81 
801 82 
801 83 
801 84 
801 85 
801 87 
80188 
80189 
801 90 
801 91 
80192 
80193 
801 95 
80196 

80199 
80200 
80201 
80202 
80203 
80204 
80205 
80240 
80272 
80275 
80278 

am 

ALTERNATIVE 
l(M) - 3M+ .. 3 M 

Modoc-West 
Stoddard Creek 
Stoddard Creek CG 
Idaho Creek 
Modor: 
West Camas-Miners Creek 
Alex Draw East 
Van Noy Canyon 
Pete Creek 
Alex Draw 
Allan Canyon 
McGarry Canyon 
Dairy Creek 
Bear Gulch 
Lung Cr 
Three Mile 
Left Fork Middle Creek 
Coalmine 
Cottonwood Loop 
Ching Creek 
Trail Creek 
Alex Draw Spur 3 
Dairy Cr Spur 
Fritz Cabin 
Eightmile Canpn 
Italian Canyon 
Long Canyon 
Corral Creek 
Crooked Creek 
Crooked Creek Bench 
Slate Basin 
McGarry Spur 1 
Rocky Canyon 
Mammoth Canyon 
Kelly Canyon 
Big Springs Creek 
Irving Creek 
Charcoal Kiln 
willow Creek 
Scott Canyon 
Myers Creek 
Emigrant Trail 
East Fork Irving Creek 
Medicine Lodge Bencb 
Webber Creek CG 
Grouse Canyon 
Frttz Creek 

Gallagher Canyon 
Chandler Canyon 
Blue Canyon 
Middle Creek 
West Indian Creek 
Kaufman Springs 
Viola Gulch 
Buckhorn 
NicRoka 

West Dv-Huntley 

0 
AB 
A 
B 
AB 

ABD 
AB” 
AB 

AB/2,4 
AB * 

B 
A8 
AB 

AW2,4 
AB 
AB 
B 
B 
A0 
AB 
A0 
0 

AB 
A0 
A6 
AB 
AB 
B 

AB 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

ASE 
AB 

ABD 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
B 

ABD 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
I3 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
0 
0 

ABD 
0 
B 

BJ 
ABJ 

A 
BJ 

AB3 
ABDJ 

B* 
A8J 
A83 
ABJ’ 
BJ 
AM 
ABJ 
ABJ 
ABJ 
AB3 

J 
BJ 

ABJ 
ABJ 
AB 
0 

ABJ 
AB3 
ABJ 
AB 
ABJ 
0J 

ABJ 
BJ 
BJ 
0 
BJ 
6 
BJ 
ELI 
BJ 
A 0  
AB 
AB 
ABJ 
AM 
BJ 
AM 
A0J 
AM 
AM 
BJ 
Bs 
BJ 
BJ 

ABS 
BJ 
B 

AB 
&I 

B 
A 0  
A 
B 

AB 
ABD 
AB* 
AB 

A8/2,4 
AB* 
B 

AB 
AB 

AB/2,4 
AB 
A6 
3 
0 

AB 
AB 
A5 
0 
AB 
AB 
A6 
AB 
AB 
B 
AB 
B 
8 
0 
B 
B 
B 
3 

ABE 
A0 

ABD 
AB 
A0 

ABD 
E3 

ABD 
A 0  
AB 

ABD 
B 
0 
0 
B 
AB 
I3 
B 

ABD 
B 
s 

BJ 
ABJ 

A 
BJ 

ABJ 
ABDJ 

B* 
AW 
AB3 
ABJ’ 
83 
AM 
ABJ 
AM 
AB] 
ABS 

J 
BJ 

ABJ 
ABJ 
AB 
0 

AM 
AM 
A8J 
A5 
A5J 
&I 

ABJ 
&I 
&I 
5 
53 
B 
0J 
BJ 
BJ 
AB 
A5 
A 0  

ABJ 
AM 
&I 
AM 
A53 
AW 
ABJ 
M 
BJ 
8J 
ac 

ASJ 
0J 
B 

AB 
BJ 
SJ 

DUBOlS Appendix C(M) = 1 of 6 



1 NUMBER 
80279 
80280 
80296 
80297 

80300 
80323 
80325 
80477 
80478 
80479 
80483 
80530 
80531 
80532 
80533 
80534 
80537 
80538 
80539 
80540 
00551 
80564 
80566 
80671 
80672 
80673 
80674 
80675 
80676 
80678 
80679 
80680 
80682 
80684 
80002 
80002 
80006 
80006 
8081 1 
80006 
80006 
80824 
80836 
3001 1 
80823 
8001 7 
80017 
80020 
8081 2 
80810 
80820 
80021 
80021 
80021 
808i4 
8081 8 
8081 7 
80026 

a0298 

ROAD 
NAME 
Snaky Canyon 
Bannock Pass 
Spnn g Mount am 

Skull-Timber 
Caw Camp 
Pleasant Valley 
Sheep Greek 
Middle Threemile 
Sieel Creek 
Upper Corral Creek 
School Section 
Bartel Canyon 
Cedar Canyon 
Cliff Canyon 
Daws Canyon 
Deer Canyon 
Pierce Canyon 
South Fork Wotlhmg 
Surrett Canyon 
Tyler Canyon 
Camas Greek 
Scalp Creek 
Prospect Main 
Bear Gulch Spur 4 
West Cottonwood East 
Lower East Cottonwood 
Bear Gulch Spur 8 
Bear Gulch Spur 9 
Lower Hers h I 
Cow Creek 
Berry Creek 
West Cottonwood E Spur 
Lava Creek 
Hann site 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 
Unnamed Road 
Clay Creek 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 10 
Castle Creek 
McGarry Whip 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Alex Draw Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Long Creek Extension 
Electronic Site 
BQatmn Spring 
Long Creek Spur A 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 10 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Ratlesnake Loop 
Waters Flat 
Saw Creek 
Unnamed Spur 8 

KJte CanyOtl 

10 
AB 
A0 

ABD 
AB 

ABD 
AB 

D l 3 4  
AB 

BE 

BD 
BE 
BD 
0D 

BE 
0 

W2,4 

0 
B 
B 
B 
0 
0 
0 
I3 
B 
6 
B 
B 
A 0  
B 
B 
B 
AB 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
B 
B 
I3 

214 
214 
I3 

AB 
AB 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 

6J 
AM 
A 0  
BJ 

ABJ 
ABJ 
AM 
ABJ 
ABJ 
AW 
BJ 
BJ 
BE 
B 
B 
B 
BE 
0J 
I3 
BJ 

BEJ 
234 
BJ 

BEJ 
8 

234 
294 
214 
214 
z 4  
BJ 
BJ 
214 
214 
5 

Z4 
214 
294 
Z 4  
214 
2?4 
214 
E 
B 

214 
AB 
214 
294 
B3 
AB 
B 
B 

214 
214 
z 4  
BJ 
AB 
AB 
214 

AB 
A5 
B 

ABD 

BE 

BD 
BE 
BD 

BE 
214 

B€/2,4 
244 

214 
2,4 
2,4 
214 
B 
214 
214 
8 

294 
z 4  
214 
B 
z 4  
2,4 
B 
B 
214 
A0 
214 
214 
B 

AB 
B 
€3 

Z 4  
214 
z 4  
B 

AB 
AB 
Z 4  

214 

SJ 
ABJ 
A8 
BJ 

ABJ 
ABJ 
AB3 
AOJ 
ABJ 
ABJ 
BJ 
BJ 
BE 
B 
B 
B 
BE 
BJ 
B 
BJ 

BEJ 
214 
5J 
8EJ 

B 
214 
a 4  
Z 4  
214 
294 
BJ 
0J 
Z 4  
214 
B 

214 
z 4  
244 
Z 4  
z 4  
234 
2,4 
0 
€3 

214 
AB 
2,4 
2,4 
BJ 
AB 
B 
0 
2,4 
Z 4  
214 
BJ 
AB 
AB 
2,4 
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NUMBER 
80798 
80799 
801 76 
801 76 

801 77 
80177 
80177 
801 77 
801 78 
80699 
801 83 
80708 
80709 
8071 0 
8071 1 
8071 2 
8071 3 
8071 4 
8071 5 
801 88 
801 89 
80834 
80831 
80195 
801 95 
80851 
801 98 
801 98 
801 98 
801 98 
80801 
80855 
80751 
80835 
80753 
80754 
80795 
80796 
80275 
80279 
80280 
80280 
80280 
80832 
80833 
80280 
80280 
80280 
80296 
80683 
80837 
80323 
80808 
80323 
80323 
80801 
80821 
80325 

aoi 77 

ROAD 
NAME 
Kyle Canyon 
Kyle Canyon Soutt 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Mammoth Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 2 

Fork 

Bell Mountain Canyon 
McCoy Canyon 
willow Canyon 
UC Gulch 
willow Spring 
Magpie Spring 
Meadow Canyon A 
Meadow Canyon Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Hunting Camp 
Porky Spring 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Webber Spur 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Skyline Road 
Left Fork Indtan Cree~  
Diamond Peak #I 
Kaufman Springs Spur 
Diamond Peak #2 
Diamond Peak #3 
Diamond Peak #4 
Diamond Peak #5 
Buckhorn Extension 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Limestone 
Round Top 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Horseshoe Gulch 
Skull Mine 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Swampy Draw 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Skyline Extension 
Owens Creek 
Unnamed Spur 5 

10 
I3 
B 
B 
B 
0 
0 
0 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
5 
B 
B 

AB 
B 
B 
B 
A 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
0 
E3 
0 
5 
BJ 
0 
B 
B 
B 
I3 
B 
B 
B 
B 
6 

AB 
AB 
B 

AB 
0 
0 
B 
B 

AI3 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M+ 

294 
214 
BD 
BJ 
B 
6 
E3 
5 
294 
0 
BJ 
Z 4  
Z 4  
214 

214 
BJ 
8 

2,4 
214 
Z 4  

AB 
AM 
z 4  
AB 

2,314 
2,394 

B 
BJ 
A0 

214 

B 
B 

214 
294 
z 4  
2,4 
294 
214 
Z4  
2P4 
0 

294 
B 
0 
0 
13 
B 
8 
13 
B 

214 
214 
AB 
B 

214 
2,4 
A 

294 
214 
214 
214 
BD 
SJ 
B 
B 
0 
0 

214 

B 
BJ 
214 
294 
214 
214 
&I 
0 

Z4 
214 
214 

294 
AB 
A& 
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NUMBER 
8081 5 
80856 
80483 
80670 
80698 
80533 
80538 
80789 
80793 
80740 
80794 
80551 
81 034 
80838 
80839 
81 035 
80763 
80780 
80787 
81 047 
81 047 

81 047 
81 047 
80827 
81 047 
80826 
81 047 
80828 
81 047 
81130 
81 130 
81130 
81 130 
80857 
80857 

80857 
80857 
81 173 
80797 
8071 6 
81173 
81 173 
81 I84 
81 2Ul 
8071 8 
81 332 
8071 7 
80858 
8071 9 
80720 
80667 
80722 
80732 
81 332 
80723 
80761 
80829 

a0825 

80857 

ROAD 
NAME 
Steel Creek North 
School Section Creek 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Coal Kiln Sprrng 
Coal Kiln Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 5 
So Fork Worthing Extension 
Hilt Road 
Tyler D 
Tyler C 
Tyler Guzzler 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Timber 
Long Canyon Spur 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Windfall Canyon 
Post Canyon 
Big Dry Canyon 
Unnamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Sprrng Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Deadman Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Bloom Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 11 
Peterson Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 13 
Unnamed Road 1 
Unnamed Road 2 
Unnamed Road 3 
Unnamed Road 4 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Meadow Canyon 
Sagebrush Flat 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Keg Springs 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Keg Gulch 
LMe Elk Sprrng 
Rocky Canyon 
Wagnor Canyon 
Saw mil I 
Big Sawmill 
Kaufman Spring 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Big Horn Canyon 
South Fork Bald Mt Spring 
Reynolds Crossing 

fo 
AB 
B 
B 
B 
€3 
BD 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
B 
0 
B 
I3 
B 
€3 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 
€3 
I3 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
I3 
B 
E3 
0 
0 
0 

AB 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
€3 
B 
E3 

214 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
E3 
€3 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M= 

AB 
B 
I3 
E3 
8 

BDJ 
8J 
BJ 
BJ 

ABJ 
2,4 
294 
BJ 
f3J 
2,4 
BJ 
BJ 
BJ 
2,4 
2,4 
0J 
2,4 
2!4 
BJ 
214 
BJ 
214 
BJ 
z 4  
z4 
214 
214 
Z 4  
0 

A 8  
0 
B 
B 
294 
B 
B 

214 
214 
294 
234 
B 
294 
6 
E 
B 
0 
B 
0 
13 

2r4 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
214 
B 
B 

2,4 
BD 
B 
0 
B 
AB 
214 
214 
B 
B 

z 4  
B 
5 
B 
Z4  
214 
B 

2,4 
2,4 
B 

214 
B 
2,4 
8 
Z4  
214 
214 
214 
294 
B 

AB 
8 
E3 
B 
214 
B 
B 

214 
214 
z 4  
294 
0 
2!4 
I3 
0 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 

z 4  
B 
E3 
B 

AB 
E3 
6 
B 
B 

BDJ 
BJ 
83 
0J 

ABJ 
214 
214 
BJ 
8J 
214 
BJ 
B3 
ar 
Z 4  
214 
BJ 
214 
214 
BJ 
2,4 
&I 
2,4 
0J 
214 
214 
214 
234 
294 
B 

AB 
E3 
E3 
B 

214 
B 
B 

214 
214 
294 
z 4  
B 

2,4 
E3 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

214 
B 
B 
B 
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80830 
80661 
80643 
80791 
80635 
80636 
80840 
80638 
80863 
80864 
80865 
8U866 
80868 
80869 
80873 
80874 
80875 
80876 
80877 
80878 
80879 
80880 

80889 
80890 
80891 

a0888 

auaw 
8OO12 
80050 
80081 
80249 
80308 
80346 
80356 
80473 
80481 
80641 
80542 
80028 
80091 
80245 
80668 
80669 
801 75 
80172 
80566 

ROAD 
NAME 
Deep Creek 
Upper Antelope 
Middle Threemile Spur 
Tyler Canyon C 
Camp Creek 
Picnic Hollow 
Sagebrush 
Beacon Hlll 
KiNy Springs 
North Fork Snaky Canyon 
Crystal Gulch 
Sage Hen 
Sullivan Ridge 
Black Mountain 
Head Canyon 
Cole Canyon 
Buckboard Gulch 
South Fork Fritz 
Horse Creek 
Limestone 
Lake Creek 
Telephone Creek 
Swee! Springs 
Spring Creek 
Scalp Creek 
Moose Creek 
Cross Country 

West Pe!e Creek 
Alex Draw Spur 2 
Alex Draw Spur 4 
Stump Creek 
Jug Creek 
Low e r Stump 
West Camas A Spur 
West Camas Spur 
West Camas "A' 
Beaver Ponds 
corral Creek Spur 3 
West Rattlesnake 
Warnor 
Steel Creek Spur 1 
Bear Gulch Spur I 
Bear Gulch Spur 2 
Mandingo 
Pete Creek Breaks 
Prospect Main 

10 
B 
6 
B 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
B 
I3 
B 
8 
B 
B 
0 
0 
B 
B 
0 
0 
B 
B 
0 
€3 
6 
€3 
B 

B '  
0' 
B *  
B *  
B "  
0' 
B *  
B *  
B *  
B *  
B *  

214 

214 
2,4 
2,4 
214 
2,4 

ALTERNATIVE 

B 
B 
BJ 
BJ 
AB 
AB 
AB 
A0 
BJK 
&I 
BJ 
83 
&I 
83 
0J 

WK 
BJK 
BJ 
WK 
0J 

SJK 
f3JK 
BJ 
&I 
E3J 
BJ 
0J 

BJ* 
BJ' 
E3* 
B* 
Z 4  
2,4 
294 
BJ' 
0' 
Bf 
B" 
214 
z 4  
214 
294 
214 
214 
2,4 
214 

3M 

0 
I3 
E3 
A0 
A0 
A6 
AB 
0 
0 
5 
6 
0 
0 
E 
B 
B 
0 
B 
B 
B 
I3 
0 
0 
E3 
B 
8 

B 
0 
BJ 
l3J 
AB 
ABJ 
AB 
A0 
BJK 
&I 
BJ 
0J 
BJ 
BJ 
BJ 

8JK 
MK 
BJ 

BJK 
BJ 

BJK 
BJK 
BJ 
BJ 
BJ 
BJ 
&I 



I 
P I I 1 

1 3M 3M- NUMBER NAME 1(M) 3M+ 
- 

TRAIL ALTERNATIVE 

TRAILS 
18002 
18003 
18004 
18005 
18008 
18025 
18026 
I8034 
18045 
18047 
18081 
18110 
18111 
18113 
18175 
18177 
18179 
13180 
18013 
18022 
18024 
18323 
-18174 
18132 
18OQ1 
18135 
18136 
18137 
18184 
1819U 
18191 
18130 
18134 

Stoddard Creek 
West Camas creek 
Continental Divide 
Signal PeaWLookout Point 
Bear GulcMable Mountain 
North Fork Eight-Mile 
Pass Creek Lake 
Webber Creek Lakes 
Souih Fork Pass Creek 
Rocky Canyon 
Crooked Creek-willow Creek 
Corral Canyon 
Webber Creek-Divide Creek 
Myers Creek 
Lone Pine Pass 
Van Noy Canyon 
St odda rd-Hun tley Cutoff 
Allan Canyon 
Coal Kiln 

Teepee Draw 
Unnamed Trait 
Scott Canyon Rtght Fork 
Goldmine 

South Fork Eight-Mk 

Huntley 
West Fork Indian 
West Modoc 
httle Table 
Long Gulch 
Pek Creek 
West Threemite Creek 
Nicholia Trail 
Buckhorn Trail 

AB 
294 
z 4  
AB 
2,4 
0 

ABD 
8 
B 

214 
8 
B 

AB 
0 
5 
B 
B 

234 
294 
B 
B 
B 
5 
8 
B 
0 
B 
B 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 

ABJ 
2,4 
2,4 
ABJ 
234 
B 

AB 
SJ 
0 

z 4  
BJ 
SJ 

ABJ 
BJ 
BJ 
8J 
BJ 
z 4  
214 

€3 
EJ 
214 
B 
6 
I33 
BJ 
BJ 
0J 
BJ 
BJ 
BJ 
&I 
E3J 

AB 
2,4 
244 
AB 
294 
E3 

ABD 
0 
B 
214 
B 

BD 
AB 
0 
B 
B 
B 
2,4 
214 
B 
B 

2,4 
B 
B 
B 

z 4  
2,4 
214 
Z 4  
z 4  
2,4 
214 
214 

ABJ 
214 
2,4 
AM 
2,4 
0 

AB 
Eu 
B 

214 
BJ 
BJ 

ABJ 
8J 
BJ 
BJ 
&I 
214 
2,4 
8 
83 
214 
0 
B 
BJ 
&I 
w 
BJ 
0J 
SJ 
BJ 
BJ 
0J 
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I ROAD I ALTERNATIVE I 

A 
ABD 

B 
B 

AB/2,4 
A 

2,3,4 
A 
J 
A 

AB 
AB 

AB/3,4 
2 4  
B 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 

ACD 
ACD 
AB 
A 
A 

AB12.4 
ABD 1 AB/2,4 
812 

B/2,4 
BO 

ABD 
AB0 
AD 
AB 
AB 
A 
BD 
A 

AD 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 

I NUMBER I NAME I 1(M) I 3M+ I 3M I 3M- I 
DISTRICT ISLAND PARK 
ROADS 
80024 
80030 
80033 
80034 
80035 
80036 
80037 
80039 
80042 
80043 
80044 
80045 
80046 
80047 
80048 
80049 
80051 
80052 
80053 
80055 
80056 
80057 
80058 
80059 
80060 
80061 
80062 
80064 
80066 
80082 
80089 
80100 
80104 
80112 
80117 
801 19 
80126 
80127 
80128 
80129 
80130 
80131 
80134 
80135 
80136 
80137 
80138 
80139 
80141 
80142 
80143 
80144 
80145 
80146 
80147 
80148 
80149 

Sawtell Peak 
Kilgore-Yale 
West Fork Dry Creek 
Schneider Creek East 
Howard Creek 
Schneider Creek West 
Taylor Creek 
willow Creek Pit 
Keg Springs 
Upper Coffee Pot Campground 
Howard Spring 
willow Creek Cutoff 
Willow Creek 
Dry Canyon 
Blue Creek 
Icehouse 
Bootlack 
Stamp Meadows 
Red Rock 
Henrys Lake 
Divide 
Targhee Creek 
West Fork Mill Creek 
Big Springs Loop 
Meadow Creek 
Two Top Canyon 
North Fork Club 
Toms Creek Pole 
Black Canyon 
Fish Creek 
Black Canyon BPA Line 
IPS 
Hope Creek 
Eccles 
Old Chick Creek 
Trude Siding 
Buttermilk Loop 
McCrea Bridge CG 
Jackson Landing 
Mill Creek Landing 
Flatrock 
Flatrack C G 
Old Highway No 3 
McCreaTimber 
Buffalo SH South 
Island Park R S 
Bufialo C G 
Island Park Dam 
Big Springs SH 2 
Thurmon Ridge 
Moose Creek SH Area 
Big Springs Boat Landing 
Bishop Well 
Big Springs Summer Home 1 
Big Springs C G 
Norlh Fork SH Area 
IP Sanitary Landfill 

A 
ABD 

B 
B 

AB/2,4 
A 

2.3.4 
A 
AB 
A 
AB 
AB 

AB/3,4 
B 
B 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 
A 

AB/2,4 
ABD 

AB/2,4 
BIZ 

B/2,4 
BD 

ABD 
ABD 
AD 
AB 
AB 
A 
BD 
A 
AD 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 

A 
ABD 

B 
B 

AB/2,4 
A 

2,3,4 
A 
AB 
A 
AB 
AB 

AB/3,4 
24 
B 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 
A 

AB/2,4 
ABD 

AEV2.4 
B/2 

B/2,4 
BD 

ABD 
ABD 
AD 
AB 
AB 
A 
BD 
A 
AD 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 

I A  

A 
ABD 

B 
B 

AW2.4 
A 

2 3 4  
A 
AB 
A 
AB 
AB 

AB/3,4 

B 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
A 
A 

AB/2,4 
ABD 

AB/2,4 
B/2 

B/2,4 
BD 

ABD 
ABD 
AD 
AB 
AB 
A 
BD 
A 
AD 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 

2,4 
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I ROAD I ALTERNATIVE I NUMBER 
801 50 
80167 
80223 
80284 
80287 
80291 
80292 
80293 
80294 
80301 
8031 1 
80327 
80333 
80334 
80335 
80336 
80337 
80338 
80339 
80357 
80409 
80412 
80413 
80414 
80419 
80420 
80421 
80422 
80423 
80424 
80426 
80437 
80451 
80455 
80456 
80457 
80458 
80459 
80463 
80465 
80472 
80474 
80552 
80560 
80563 
80843 
80870 
80871 
80872 
81211 
81213 
81214 
81217 
81219 
81221 
80628 
80371 
80372 
81216 

NAME 
Warm River Road 
Green Canyon 
Box Canyon Boat Launch 
Box Canyon C G 
Davis Lake 
ChickCreek 
Chick Creek Flat 
Ridge Road 
Mesa Falls Scenic Drive D-2 
Island Park Boat Landing 
Coffeepot 
East Dty Creek 
Toms Creek Spur 
Big Bay C G 
Rocky Point 
Island Approach 
Buttermilk C G 
Lagoon Access 
Lakeside 
Orme SH 
Weeks SH 
Reservoir North 
Dike 
BOR Site 
Elk Creek 
Elk Creek Estates-North 
Macks Substation 
Outlet No 1 
Outlet No 2 
Kooch Ranch 
Buflalo River 
Fransen Mill 
Crow Creek 
East Sawtelle 
West End A 
West End B 
West End C 
West End D 
Kenny Creek 
West End C G 
Kick Creek 
Big Bend 
Bishop Burn 
Pit 
Buffalo North 
Ripley Butte East 
Randy's Box Canyon Access 
Last Chance Fisherman Access 
Big Springs Snow Park 
Meadow Cr Cutoff 
Orme Ranch 
Mickelsen Ranch 
Buffalo River Spur 1 
Head of Buffalo 
Coffee Pot Lodge 
State Shed Road 
Mill Creek 
Mill Creek North 
Ice House East 

10 
ABD 
ABD 

A 
A 

ABD 
AB0 
ABD 

B 
AB0 

A 
AB0 

AB/2,4 
A 

AB 
A 
A 
AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

N2,4 
A 
BO 
A 
A 
2 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
1 
A 
A 

3Mt 
AB0 
AB0 

A 
A 

ABD 
AB0 
AB0 

B 
ABD 

A 
AB0 

AB/2,4 
A 

AB 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

N2,4 
A 

BD 
A 
A 
D 
A 
A 
A 

BO 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

3M 
ABD 
AB0 

A 
A 

AB0 
ABD 
AB0 

B 
ABD 

A 
AB0 

AB/2,4 
A 
AB 
A 
A 
AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

N2,4 
A 
BO 
A 
A 
D 
A 
A 
A 
ED 

3M- 
ABD 
AB0 

A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB0 

B 
ABD 

A 
ABD 

AB/2,4 
A 
AB 
A 
A 
AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

N2.4 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
D 
A 
A 
A 
BO 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 NUMBER .. 

80373 
80375 
80376 
80378 
80631 
80395 
801 26 
80626 
80126 
80134 
80639 
80147 
80431 
80432 
80445 
80446 
80482 
80486 
80632 
80633 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80465 
8061 I 
80557 
80536 
80559 
80629 
80630 
80627 
80484 
80557 
80509 
80637 
8061 4 
80589 
80040 
80063 
80067 
80068 
80072 
80083 
80098 
80099 
80116 
80118 
80340 
80394 
8041 5 
8041 7 
8041 8 
80443 
80447 
80448 
80449 

ROAD 
NAME 
Trude North 
Trude Cut-across 
Mach Substation East 
Stamp Meadows South 
BPA Powerline 
Reynolds Pass 
McCrea Pit 
Powerline Road (Krlgore) 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Old Hwy - Last Chance 
Bishop Well Cutoff 
Big Springs Campground -We 
Island Park Siding Pit 
Trude South 
Coffeepot Spur 
Outlet 1A 
Outlet Spur IB 
Outlet 2A 

Fransen Mill South 
West End South 
West End East 
West End North 
West End Spur 6 
West End Loop 
West End Spur 
West End 
Coffeepot Lodge B 
Unnamed Road 
Coffeepot Lodge Spur 
Coffeepot Lodge Loop 
Reynolds Rock Pit 
Preussner Road 

Fish CreekA 
Fir 
Defasus Mine 
Lagoon Access West 
Coffeepot Lodge Spur C 
Coffeepot Lodge A 
White Elephant 
Garner Canyon 
West Road 
East Road 
Black Canyon Break 
North Fork 
Tie 1 
Dynamite Springs 
Log HaulNo 7 
Kick Creek Spur 
Bear Canyon 
Reynolds Pass Pit 
Smead Well 
Ripley Butte South 
Ripley Butte Nortb 
Blind willow South 
Log Haul 4 Spur 2 
Log Haul 4 Spur 3 
Blind Willow Spur 4 

Lagoon AccBs-WBt 

coffeepot Well 

10 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
0 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
0 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
AB 
A 
A 
A 
5D 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 

AB2,4 
294 
Z 4  
294 
214 
214 
2 

Z 4  
z 4  
214 
2,4 
2 
2 
2 

214 
214 
Z 4  
Z 4  

3M+ 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
4 
A 
1 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
E3 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
h 
A 
A 
112 
A 
A 

AB 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 

3M 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
1 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
8 
A 
12 
A 
A 
AB 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 

ABt2,4 
z 4  
2r4 
z 4  
294 
Z 4  
2 

214 
214 

Z 4  
2 
2 
2 

214 
214 
Z 4  
Z 4  

z14 

A 
A 
A 
A 
0 
0 
A 
A 
I 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
E3 
8 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
0 
A 
112 
A 
A 
AB 
A 
A 
A 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
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1 NUMBER 
80450 
80496 
80570 
80845 
80846 
80850 
80852 
80853 
80861 
80862 
81215 
80369 

80397 
80398 
8041 6 
80425 
80495 
9051 3 
80436 
80452 
801 04 
801 21 
8051 4 
801 05 
80634 
80640 
80393 
80327 
80465 

a0396 

ROAD 
NAME 
Eccles Spur 2 
Eccles Spur 1 
Smead Canyon 
East Fork Sherichan Cr 
East Fork SheridIan Cr Sp 1 
Bear Ganym Spur 1 
West Cooney Canyon 
East Cooney Canyon 
Moonshine 
White bghtnin 
Twin Creek 
Ripley North Spur A 
Dynamite Springs A 
Eccles Spur i West 
Dynamite Springs Loop 
Chick Creek West 
Chick Creek East 
Eccles Spur 2A 
Eccles Spur f A  
Chick Creek Flaf Spur 3 
Eccles Spur 4 
Hope Creek 
Dugway Fork-Split Creek 
Eccles Spur 1B 
Log HauINo 4 
Ecdes Spur IC 
White hghtnin Spur 
Targhee Pass BPA 
East Dry Creek 
West End 

10 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

2,4 
214 
214 
2,4 
214 
2,4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

214 

2 
214 
A* 
AB* 
A" 

ALTERNATIVE 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

214 
294 
2,4 
2 4  
2 4  
214 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

214 
2 

214 
A" 

AB' 
A' 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

Z4 
2 4  
2 4  
2,4 
2?4 
z 4  
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

294 
2 
2,4 
A" 

AB" 
A' 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

2,4 
214 
214 
2,4 
z 4  
214 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Z 4  
2 

294 
2 
2,4 
A* 

AB' 
A* 

TRAIL ALTER NATIVE I 

DISTRICT ISLAND PARK 
TRAILS 
28001 

28004 Continental Divide TraiI(See Trave! P1an)Section of Road 
#066 - Seasonally Restricted 

A 

A 

A A 

A 

A 
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ROADS 
20006 
20027 
20032 
20043 
20047 
20048 
20064 
20261 
20264 
20265 
20582 
80582 
80582 
20589 
80082 
80082 
80092 
80094 
80097 
80110 
80112 
80120 
80124 
80150 
80150 
80151 
80153 
80154 
80156 
80158 
80159 
80160 
80161 
80162 
80163 
80164 
80168 
80169 
80170 
80241 
80242 
80243 
80246 
80261 
80263 
80264 
80265 
80286 
80289 
80294 
80295 
80299 
80303 
80304 
80305 
80307 
80313 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
AB 
1 
1 
A 

ABD 
1 
BD 
AB 
A 
AB 
BD 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
1 
B 
AB 
A 

Cave Falls CG 
Camp Loll 
Squirrel Meadows Spur 1 
Tillery Lake 
Fish Lake 
Loon Lake 
Hominy Peak Trailhead 
Ashton Flagg Ranch 
Jackass Loop Road 
Coyote Meadows 
Cave Falls 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur3 
Bergman Reservoir 
Fish Creek 
Unnamed Spur 200 
Snow Creek 
Snow Creek Butte 
Warm River C G 
Warm River Lookout 
Eccles 
Bishop Mtn 
Wyoming Cr 
Warm River 
Unnamed Spur 300 
Wood Road 6 
Flat Canyon 
Warm River Springs 
Grave Yard Flats 
Warm River Butte 
Gulch 
Pole Bridge C G 
Baker Draw 
Elk Butte 
Sheep Falls 
Anderson Mill Canyon 
N Antelope Flat 
Sadorus Hill 
Lyle Springs 
Robinson Cr 
Porcupine GS 
Fall River Ridge 
Horseshoe Lake 
Ashton-Flagg Ranch 
Conant-Fall River 
Jackass Loop 
Coyote Meadows 
S Hatchery Butte 
Marysville Hill 
Mesa Falls-Scenic Dnva 
Upper Mesa Falls 
Middle Rack Creek C G 
July Creek 
Riverside CG 
Lower Rock Creek C G 
Porcupine C G 
Wood Road 16 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
AB 
1 
1 
A 

ABD 
1 
BD 
AB 
A 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
1 
B 
AB 
A 

ASHTON -AI 

A 
A 
BD 
B 
AB 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 
AB 
1 
1 
A 

ABD 
1 
BD 
AB 
A 
AB 
BD 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
1 
B 
AB 
A 
B 
ED 
A A 

A 
BD 
B 
AB 

A 
BD 
B 

B 
ABD 
BD 
A 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
BD 

ABD 
AB 
B 

ABD 
ABD i A  

AB 
B 
BD 
B 

ABD 
BD 
A 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
BD 

ABD 
AB 

B 
ABD 
BD 
A 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
BD 

ABD 
AB 
B 

ABD 
A 
A 

B 
ABD 
ABD 

A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

I A  
A 

ndix C(M). 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

ABD 
ABD 
AB 1 AB 

I :  
A I ABD 
1 
ED 
AB 
A 
AB 
AB I :; 

ABD 
1 
B 
AB 
A 
B I BD 

A 
BD 
B 
AB 

ABD 
BD 
A 
AB 
AB 

ABD 
BD 

ABD 
AB 
B I ABDJ 

I :  
A 1 :  

1 ;  
1013 

B B 
BD I ED 

D D 
BD 1 ED 

A i ; l :  



I NUMBER 
8031 4 
8031 5 
8031 7 
8031 9 
80331 
80341 
80343 
80344 
80348 
80349 
80351 
80352 
80352 
80367 
80374 
803BO 
80470 
80501 
80502 
8051 8 
80527 
80552 
80553 
80555 
80556 
80557 
80558 
80561 
80562 
80572 
80582 
80584 
80590 
80606 
80607 
8061 0 
80621 
8000 
80701 
80724 
80735 
80736 
80760 
80764 
80767 
80768 
80771 
80773 
80776 
80779 
20030 
80765 
80361 
80150 
801 67 
801 67 
80649 
80362 
8031 3 

ROAD 
NAME 

.. . - 

Wood Road 12 
N Hatchery Butte 
Little Butte 
Highpoint 
Wood Road 11 
Lyle Springs Stock Driveway 
Free Use Canyon 
Rattlesnake 
Grandview C G 
Hale Canyon 
East Hatchery Ford 
Griffe1 
Black Mountain Spring Pit 
Wood Road 1 
IYTC Camp 
North Antelope Springs 
Shaeff er Creek 
Fall River Hollow 
Porcupine Spur 
Snow Creek Butte Spur 5 
Snow Cr Cutoff 
Bishop Burn 
South Antelope Flat 
Stock 
Parallel 
Fir 
Mt Bell 
Sheep Ridge 
Fogg Butte 
Big Grassy 
Cave Falls 
County Cutoff 
REA Power hne 
Cold Springs 
Pioneer 
Wood Road 14 
Cinder Butte 
State SBdron Access 
West Hatchery Ford 
N Hatchery Butte Spur 7 
Sheep Falls Spur I 
South Hatchery Butte Spur 1A 
Sheep Falls Trailhead 
Power hne Spur 1 
North Antelope Flat Spur 1 
North Antelope Flat Spur 3 
Antelope Cutoff 
Flat Canyon Spur i 
Flat Canyon Spur 3 
Hidden Res 
Squirrel Meadows Ranch 
Wood Road 14A 
Thompson Hole 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Bird Man 
Osborne Pit 
Unnamed Spur 1 

BD 
BD 
BD 
€3 

ABD 
B 

B1,2 
A 

ABD 
AB 
AB 
B 

ABD 
A 
BD 
B 
D 
D 
B 
BD 
BD 

ABD 
BD 
0D 
BD 
A 
B 
BD 
AB 
AB 
AD 
AD 
B 
BD 
A 
A 

AB 
BD 
A 

A 
AB 
5 
BO 
B 
B 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
6 
0 
A 
AB 

ALTERNATIVE 

B 
BD 
BD 
BD 
B 

hBD 
0 

W2,4 
A 

ABD 
AB 
AB 
B 

ABD 
A 
BD 
B 
DK 
DK 
B 
BD 
BO 

ABD 
0D 
BD 
BD 
A 
B 
BD 
AB 
A 0  
AD 
AD 
0 
8D 
A 
A 
A 
A 0  
BD 
A 

a 4  
A 
A 
AB 
1 2  
BD 
8 
B 
BD 
A 

0 
BD 
BD 
BD 
6 

ABD 
0 

BR,4 
A 

ABD 
AB 
AB 
B 

ABD 
A 
BD 
B 
D 
D 
B 
BD 
BD 

ABD 
BD 
0D 
BD 
A 
B 
BD 
AB 
A6 
AD 
AD 
B 
BD 
A 

A 
AB 
BD 
A 
214 
A 
A 
AB 
1 2  
8D 
0 
0 
BD 
A 
4 

6 
BD 
BD 
BD 
B 

ABD 
E3 

W2,4 
A 

ABD 
AB 
AB 
B 

ABD 
A 
BD 
B 
D 
D 
B 
BD 
BD 

ABD 
BD 
0D 
BB 
A 
B 
BD 
AB 
AB 
AD 
AD 
0 
BD 
A 
A 
A 
AB 
BD 
A 

2,4 
A 
A 
AB 
1 2  
BD 
0 
B 
BD 
A 
4 
A 
12 
12 
12 
B 
A 
12 
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I NUMBER 
80313 
80315 
80317 
80363 
8031 9 
80346 
80348 
80352 
80352 
80352 
80367 
80380 
80553 
80557 
80610 
80724 
80901 
80345 
80612 
80647 
80648 
20642 
20644 
20645 
80285 
80900 
20034 
80488 
80123 
80516 
80554 
80571 
80578 
80702 
80744 
80368 
80344 
80345 
80512 
80491 
80749 
80781 

TRAIL 
NUMBER I NAME 

NAME 
Unnamed Spur 3 

ALTERNATIVE 
1(M) I 3Mt I 3M I 3M- 

Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 1 
tittle Butte Plt 
Jnnamed Spur 1 
ro Blue Creek Res 
Jnnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 400 
Unnamed Spur 500 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Robinson Ridge 
Rattlesnake Spur 5 
Elk Butte Pit 
Conant West 
Conant East 
Moose Lake 
South Boom 
Baone Bridge 
Warm River Power Line 
SearcMMesa Falls 
Hominy Creek 
Cow Camp 
Anderson Mill Spur 4 
Anderson Mill Spur 2 
Snow Creek Spur 1 
North Baker Draw 
Long Meadows 
Fish Creek Spur 
Fish Creek Spur 20A 
Yellowstone Ditch 
Rattlesnake 
Rattlesnake Spur 5 
EasWVest Road 
Huckleberry Ridge 
Fish Creek Spur 3 
Twisted Drain 

ALTER 
JL 

AB 
AB 
AB 
A 
B 
A 
AB 
B 
B 
B 
AB 
B 
B 
A 
B 
B 
A 

AB 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
A' 
2 

2,4 

2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 

2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

24 
2,4 

2.4 

2,4 

LTIVE 

Bitch Creek 
38001 Railroad OR!! Trail 
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ROAD 
NUMBER I NAME 

ROADS 
20017 
20020 
20021 
20024 
20037 
20056 
20057 
20058 
20055 
20059 
20065 
20066 
20070 
20074 
20076 
20077 
80203 
20081 
20082 
20083 
20084 
20085 
20086 
20087 
20138 
20143 
20151 
20157 
20158 
20159 
20161 
20170 
20060 
20173 
20067 
20182 
2021 1 
20247 
20248 
20274 
20277 
20278 
20162 
20279 
20283 
20286 
20288 
20376 
20863 
80206 
80206 
80210 
80212 
80213 
80217 
80218 
80222 
80227 

ALTERNATIVE 
1(M) 1 3Mt I 3M I 3M- 

4th of July Commissary 
Long Springs-Alpine 4H 
Alpine Summer Home 
Jordan Canyon 
Antelope Creek 
Gibson Creek 
Bally's Hole 
Bear Creek-Elk Jensen 
Bear Creek-Corral Road 
Long Gulch 
Fisher Road 
Blackail Can-Pt Lookout 
Nelson Creek 
McNeel Creek 
Snake River-Calamity 
Fall Creek-Skyline 
Fleming Road 
Garden Canyon 
Pritchard Creek 
South Fork Bear Creek 
Lava Creek 
South Fork Fall Creek 
Brockman Creek 
Salt River-McCoy 
Trout Creek 
Corral Ridge 
Sawmill Creek 
Indian Fork 
Brockman Ridge 
Lombard Corral 
Indian Creek 
Rash Canyon 
Bagley 
South Fork lava Creek 
McCoy Creek Campground 
Bates Canyon 
Lone Pine Ridge 
Bear Creek Trailhead 
Brockman GS 
Hell Creek 
Gravel Flats 
Calamity Shortcut 
Mike Spencer Spur 
Tag Alder 
Brockman Basin 
Pat Canyon 
Hawthorne Hollow 
June Creek 
West Fork Elk Creek 
South Fork Snake 
South Fork Snake Spur 1 
Big Burns 
FullmerlCottonwood Landing 
Hinckley Creek 
Table Rock Canyon 
Kelly Canyon 
Browning Creek 
Cold Spring 

I ABHl 
A i ;; 

AH 
I 

AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHl 
A i ;I 
AI 
I 1 AFHl 

ABFHI 
AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 1 AD1 
DI 

AI 
PJ6 
I 
A 
AI 

I A: 
I A  

I 
I 

AI 
I 

I ABDHI 

I AB I ABHl 
I 

AH 
A 

AB1 
AH1 
AH1 
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ABHl 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
I 

AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 
A 
AI 

ADHl 
A 
A 
A 
I 

AI 
AI 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

AB1 
AI 

AI 
AI 
Ai6 
I 
A 
AI 
AB1 
A 

AH 
A 
A 

1,3,6 
I 

AI 
I 

ABDHI 
AB1 
AB1 
AB 

ABHl 
1,3,4 
AH 
AI 
AB1 
AH1 
AH1 
A 
I 

of 6 

ABHl 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
I 

AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHl 
A 
A 
A 
I 

AI 
AI 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

AB1 
AI 

2 3 4  
DI 
AI 
AI 
A16 
I 
A 
AI 
AB1 
A 

AH 
A 
A 

1.3.6 
I 

AI 

ABDHl 
AB1 
AB1 
AB 

ABHl 
1 3 4  
AH 
AI 
AB1 
AH1 
AH1 

A 
I 

ABHl 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
I 

AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 
A 
AI 

ADHl 
A 
A 
A 
I 

AI 
AI 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

AB1 
AI 

2 3 4  
Dl 
AI 
AI 
Ai6 

AB1 
A 

AH 
A 
A 

1.3.6 
I 

AI 
I 

ABDHI 
AB1 
AB1 
AB 

ABHl ~ 

1.3.4 
AH 
AI 
AB1 
AH1 
AH1 
A 
I 



I NUMBER 
80229 
80230 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M+ 
AB 
A 

ABHl 
A 

ABH 
ABJK 

AI 
ABDl 

A 
AB 
AB1 
A 

AB1 
2,3 
ABF 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AH 
I 

2 3 4  
2,3,4 

80232 
80238 
80248 
80250 
80252 
80253 
80255 
80257 
80258 
80259 
80260 
80260 
80262 
80268 
80270 
80271 
80281 
80282 
80318 
80399 
80401 
80404 
80464 
80466 
80467 
80651 
80883 
80887 
20017 
20017 
20038 
20019 
20014 
20059 
20001 
20002 
20066 
20066 
20066 
20066 
20072 
20040 
20041 
20004 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20003 
20084 
20005 
20102 

3M 3M- 
AB AB 
A A 

ABHl ABHl 
A A 

ABH ABH 
AB1 AB1 
AI AI 

ABDl ABDl 
A A 

AB AB 
AB1 AB1 

A A 
AB1 AB1 
2 3  2 3  
ABF ABF 
AI AI 
A A 

, AB1 AB1 
AB1 AB1 
AI AI 
AI AI 
A A 

AH AH 
I I 

2,3,4 2,3,4 
2,3,4 2 3 4  

20143 
20157 
20157 

ROAD 
NAME 
Fleming Canyon 
West Pine Creek 
Graham Hollow 
Table Rock C G 
Pine Basin Ski Area 
Mike Spencer 
Tie Canyon 
Upper Rainey Creek 
Palisades Campground 
Lower Rainey Creek 
North Moody Road 
Sawmill Canyon 
Sheep Creek 
Sheep Creek200 Spur 
Big Elk Creek 
Ltttle Elk Creek 
Big Elk Creek Campground 
Blowout Canyon 
South Indian 
North Indian 
Windy Ridge 
Spaulding's Road-Table Rock 
Adams Homestead 
Spring Run 
Fish Cr Sp 1-South Moody 

Big Elk Creek Boat Landing 
Moody Swamp 
Wolverine 
Buckskin Morgan 
Commissary Ridge Extension 
Commissary Ridge Spur 3 
Alpine Cemetary Road 
Haul Road 
Pond Road 
Long Gulch E Spur 
Fisher A Spur 
Fisher B Spur 
Blacktail-Point Lookout A Spur 
Blacktail-Point Lookout B Spur 
Blacktail-Point Lookout C Spur 
BlacMail-Point Lookout D Spur 
Hawthorne Hollow County Road 
Spring Creek Boat landing 
River Access 
Bed Ground Road 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 3 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur9 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 10 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 20 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 33 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 444 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 200 
Phosphate Canyon 
Lava Creek Spur 1 
Little Box 
Fish and Game A Spur 
Corral Ridge Spur 143A 
Indian Fork Spur 1 
Indian Fork Spur 2 

Fish Cr Sp 2-South Moody 

10 
AB 
A 

ABHl 
A 

ABH 
AB1 
AI 

ABDl 
A 

AB 
AB1 

A 
AB1 
AB1 
ABF 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AH 
I 

AI 
AI 
A 

ABFl 
AI 

AB1 
AI 

I 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
I 
A 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
A 
A 
AI 
A 
I 
I 

A A A 
ABFl I ABFl I ABFl 

AI AI 
AB1 AB1 
2,4 2,4 
2,4 2,4 
A A 

A I A I A  
A A A 

2.4 I 2.4 I 2.4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
AI 
AI 
1,4 
I 

2.4 
2.4 

2.4 
2 4  
2,4 

I 
3.4 
A 
AI 
2 4  
4 
4 

2,4 

2,4 

AI 
1.4 
I 

2.4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2.4 
2,4 
I 

3,4 
A 
AI 
2 
4 
4 

AI 

I 
2 4  

1,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2.4 
2,4 
2,4 
I 

3,4 
A 
AI 
2 
4 
4 
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I ROAD 1 NUMBER 
20157 
20161 
20170 
20170 
20242 
20023 
20022 
20042 
20281 
20278 
20278 
20376 
20004 
20004 
20004 
80254 
80277 
80283 
80302 
80228 
80353 
80218 
80218 
80343 
80218 
80218 
80342 
80218 
80218 
80218 
80222 
80222 
80222 
80229 
80232 
80232 
80234 
80258 
80258 
80258 
80258 
80258 
80231 
80318 
80318 
80400 
80464 
80651 
80651 
80651 
80651 
80883 
80903 
80903 
81085 
81 085 
81085 
20035 
80233 
80211 

NAME 
Indian Fork Spur 4 
Indian CreekA Spur 
Rash Canyon willow Spring Sp 
Rash Canyon Extension 
Calamity C G Water System 
Gravel Flats Spur 
Antelope Creek, Head 
Little Box Canyon 
Tissue Point 
Calamity Shortcut Spur 1 
Calamity Shortcut Spur 2 
June Creek Spur 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 2 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 3 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 4 
Roller Canyon 
Shurtlifi Canyon 
Oakden Canyon 
Holland Canyon 
Unnamed Road 
Mud Springs 
Kelly Canyon Spur 1 
Kelly Canyon Spur 2 
Kelly Sheep Corrals 
Kelly Canyon Spur 4 
Kelly Canyon Spur 5 
Morning Glory Mine 
Kelly Canyon Spur 8 
Kelly Canyon Spur 10 
Kelly Canyon Spur 1 1  
Browning Creek Spur 1 
Browning Creek Spur 2 
Browning Creek Spur 3 
Fleming Canyon Spur 1 
Graham Hollow Spur 1 
Graham Hollow Spur 2 
Lower Rainey Diversion 
North Moody Spur 1 
North Moody Spur 2 
North Moody Spur 3 
North Moody Spur 5 
North Moody Spur 6 
Butler Canyon Road 
Windy Ridge Spur 1 
Windy Ridge Spur 2 
3ymes Homestead 
-ish Creek South Moody Spur A 
Woody Swamp Spur 1 
Moody Swamp Spur 2 
Moody Swamp Spur 3 
Moody Swamp Spur 4 
Nolverine Spur 1 
3PA Powerline B Spur 
3PA Powerline C Spur 
Stateland 
'rivate A 
'rivate B 
lordan Canyon Access 
Atle Sheep Road 
rable Rock Pit Road 

ALTE 
A 

I 
A 
I 
I 
A 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
I 
I 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AH 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
A 
A 
A 
A 
F 
A 
A 
A 

3Mt 
4 
4 
2,3 
2,3 
A 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 
1,23 
12,3 
2,3 
1,3 
13 
1.3 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1,2,3 
A 
3,4 
3,4 
A 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AH 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
3.4 
3,4 
3.4 
4 
4 
3,4 
3.4 
3,4 
AF 
A 
A 

4TIVE 
3M 
4 
4 
23 
23 
A 

AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 
1,2,3 
123 
2,3 
13 
13 
1,3 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1,2,3 
A 
3,4 
3,4 
A 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
AI 
3.4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AH 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
3.4 
4 
4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AF 
A 
A 

3M- 
4 
4 
2,3 
2,5 
A 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 
1,2,3 
1,2,3 
2,3 
13 
1,3 
1,3 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1.23 
A 
3,4 
3,4 
A 
3,4 
$4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3.4 
3,4 
3.4 
3.4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AH 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
3.4 
3,4 
3,4 
4 
4 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AF 
A 
A 
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I NUMBER 
80004 
20009 

BI 
DI 
DI 
BI 

2 3 4  

20868 
80329 
20181 
20061 
20062 
80269 
80402 
20078 
20241 
80322 
80220 
80221 
80251 
80273 
80274 
80659 
80882 
20386 
20406 
20166 
20167 
80320 
20320 
80321 
20069 
20280 
80256 
80881 
80251 
80256 
80256 
80256 
80273 
80274 
80659 
80256 
80885 

5 
DI 
5 
5 

2,3,4 

ROAD ~~ 

NAME 
Alpine Boat Landing 
Papoose Creek (pnvate) 
Hoffman Summer Home Loop 
Blowout Boat Ramp 
Hoffman Summer Home Area 
Calamity Summer Home Road 
Palisades Summer Homes 
Sheep Creek Summer Home Loop 
Mennonite Camp Road 
Boy Scout Camp Little Lemhi 
Calamity Campground 
Dry Canyon 
Timber 
Upper Timber Drive 
Lower Farnes 
Garner Ponds 
Upper Browning Creek 
Argument Ridge 
Kelly Mtn Spur 
Travertine Mine Spur 
Deer Creek 
Hoffman Water User 
Hoffman CG Water 
BPA Power Line 
BPA Power Line 
BPA Power Line 
Hoffman Campground 
Snake River Boat Club 
Upper Farnes 
Kelly Mtn Road 
Lower Fames Spur 1 
Upper Fames Spur 3 
Upper Fames Spur 4 
Upper Fames Spur 5 
Upper Browning Creek Spur 2 
Garner Ponds Spur 1 
Argument RidgeA Spur 
Upper Farnes Spur 1 
Cold Springs Road 

10 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

Al' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 

ALTERNATIVE 

4 
K 

2.4 
2,4 
2.4 
4 
4 

2 4  
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
HI 
Al' 
Al' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 

2,4 
2 4  
2 4  
4 
4 
4 

2,4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
HI 
AI' 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

A' 

3M- 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
4 
4 
K 

2,4 

2 4  
4 
4 

2,4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
HI 
AI' 
AI' 
A 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 

2,4 

48196 
42045 
42046 
42053 
42055 
42061 
42056 
42057 
42058 
42059 
42122 
45004 
45026 
45027 
45028 
45029 

Road Canyon Trail 
Indian Creek Loop 
Big Basin 
Green Knoll 
Long Springs 
Driveway Canyon 
DivideTrail 
Burnt Timber 
Deadhorse 
Elk Creek Divide 
North Indian 
Black Mountain Trail 
Garden Creek 
Pritchard Creek 
Porcupine 
Bear Creek Sheeo 

A 
BI 
BI 
I 

BI 
BI 
DI 
DI 
BI 
BI 
BI 

AD1 
A 

AI 
AI 
AI 

K,J 
BI 
BI 
2 3  
BI 
BI 
DI 
K 
BI 

2,3,4 
BI 

AD1 
A 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2.3 I 2,3 
BI 5 

BI 5 
AD1 I AD1 

A A 
AI ti I AI 

AI AI 
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I NUMBER 
45030 
45032 
42127 
45033 
45034 
45035 
45036 
45037 
45038 
45039 
45040 
45041 
45042 
45043 
45044 
45047 
45048 
45049 
45055 
45130 
45138 
45140 
45142 
45144 
45148 
45157 
45158 
45159 
48031 
48060 
48063 
48064 
48066 
48067 
48068 
48070 
48071 
48073 
48073 
48074 
48076 
48077 
48078 
48079 
48080 
48082 
48089 
48090 
48092 
48094 
48120 
48155 
48161 
48162 
48464 
42053 
42153 
45021 
45022 
45023 

NAME 
South Fork of Fall Creek 
South Fork-Rash Canyon 
Oat Canyon 
Fourth of July Ridge 
Fourth of July-Red Peak 
Red Ridge 
Yeaman Creek-Dry Gulch 
Russell Creek 
Deadhorse Ridge 
Indian Creek 
White Spring 
bttle Elk Mtn 
Deadman Creek 
Currant Creek 
Muddy Cr 
Bear Creek 
South Fork of Bear Creek 
North Fork of Bear Creek 
Box Canyon 
Elk Mountain Ridge 
Garden-Pritchard 
Horse Creek 
Echo Canyon-Indian Creek 
Golden Gate 
Warm Springs Ridge 
Five Pine 
Poker Peak Wells 
ElkCreekJensen Creek 
Hawley Gulch 
Carlton Cutoff 
Mike Spencer Loop 
Coalmine Canyon 
N Rainey-S Rainey 
Prospect Peak 
Big Burns Creek 
Hell Hole 
LMle Burns Creek 
Little Burns-Black Canyon 
httle Burns-Slide Rock 
Black Canyon 
Castle Lake 
Thousand Springs 
Wesl Pine Creek 
Fleming Canyon 
Dry Canyon 
Wolverine Creek 
North Fork Rainey 
South Fork Rainey 
Water Canyon 
Dry Elk 
Spring Run-Blowout 
South Fork 
Tie Canyon 
Spencer Mountain 
Trail Ext 
Green Knoll Hunter Trail 
Red Slide 
Basin 
Pritchard Cr Cutoff 
Jim Hill 

ALTEf 
A!!L 

AI 
AI 
BI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 

A 
I 
I 

A 
AB 

3M+ 
AI 
AI 
BI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2.3,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
2,3.4 

I 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

1.2,3,4 
1,2,3,4 

AI 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
2 3 4  

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2,3,4 
2.3.4 
2.3 
AI 

2.3.4 
AI 
2.3 
2,3 
3 
I 

A 
AB 

.TIVE 
3M 
AI 
AI 
BI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2.3,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
2 3 4  

I 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

1,2,3,4 
1,2,3,4 

AI 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
2 A 4  

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

23,4 
2 A 4  
2 3  
AI 

2,3,4 
AI 
2 3  
2.3 
3 
I 

A 
AB 

3M- 
AI 
AI 
5 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2 3 4  
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
2,3,4 

I 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

1,2,3,4 
1.234 

AI 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
5 
AI 
AI 
A 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
2,3,4 

AI 
AI 
AI 
5 
5 

2,W 
2.3.4 
2 3  
AI 

2.3.4 
AI 
23 
2.3 
3 
I 
A 

AB 
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I NUMBER 
45024 
45026 
45026 
45027 
45028 
45035 
45129 
45038 
45042 
45059 
45013 
48051 
45077 
45077 
45141 
45146 
45130 
48068 
48031 
48115 
48119 
48131 
48139 
48219 
48169 
48083 
45123 
48079 
48086 
48087 
48116 

NAME 
Taa Alder 
Priichard-Nelson 
GardemNelson 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Porcupine Creek 
Red Spring 
Red Ridge Repeater 
hnle Currant Hollow 
Deadman Creek1 
Long Gulch-Indian Creek 
Flatiron Pond 
Sheep Driveway 
Jim Hill 5 
Jim Hill 6 
Flatiron 
Hunter 
Elk Mountain 
Big Burns Creek 
Hawley Gulch 
Rainey Creek 
BlowouVQuaker Flat 
Lookout Mountain 
Morning Glory Mine 
Unnamed Trail 
Leaning Fir 
South State 
Blowout 
Fleming Canyon . .  
Corral 
Burnt Can-Dry Fork 
Spring Canyon 

ALTEF 
10 

I 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
I 

1/3,4 
AI 
I 
3 
3 
A 
I 
AI 
AI 
I 
3 
AI 
I 

AD1 
I 
I 
A 
A 
A 
A 

3M+ 
I 

2,3 
2 3  
2,3 
2 3  
2 3  
A 

2 3  
2 3  
AI 
I 

1/3,4 
1,2,3 
1,2,3 

A 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
2 3  
AI 
AI 

1.2,3 
ADI 
I 

2,3,4 
A 

w3 
K 
K 

WVE 
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ROAD 
NUMBER 1 NAME 

ROADS 
20007 
20008 
20009 
20010 
20011 
20012 
20013 
20016 
20025 
20049 
20050 
20063 
20098 
20099 
20123 
20125 
20254 
20255 
20266 
20267 
20276 
20383 
20656 
20809 
20813 
20818 
80013 
80207 
80219 
80235 
80236 
80237 
80239 
80253 
80266 
80267 
80276 
80328 
80330 
80381 
80383 
80543 
80544 
80546 
80547 
80657 
80663 
80800 
80802 
80806 
80809 
80175 
80922 
20009 
20009 
20009 
20019 

ALTERNATIVE 
1(M) 1 3M+ 1 3M 1 3M- 

North Leigh 
South Leigh 
Teton 
Raprd Creek 
Teton Creek Spur 
Darby Canyon 
Dry Ridge 
Trail Creek C G 
Fred's Mountain 
Teton Campground 
Darby Girls Camp 
Fox Creek 
Reunion Flat 
Horse Transfer Station 
Tiehack Spur 4 
Swanner Cr 
South JacQine 
Steep Creek 
JackpinelPinochle 
Rammell Mountain 
Moose Creek 
Pole Canyon North 
Indian Meadows 
Briggs Cabin 
Poachers Trail 
Commissary Ridge 
Dry Ridge 
Birch Spur 
Relay Ridge 
Horseshoe-Packsaddle 
Mahogony Creek 
Patterson Creek 
Mike Harns 
Upper Rainey 
Jackpine-Pinochle Loop 
Rammell Mountain 
Mwse Creek 
Kirkham Hollow 
Mike Harris Campground 
Rammel Hollow Rd-Packsaddle 
Pole Canyon North 
Henderson Creek 
l ry  Fork Henderson 
;rove Creek 
'ole Canyon South 
;randview Guard Station 
;randview Main 
:arlton Creek 

lecoster 
3riggs Cabin 
3pur 18 
31eggi Gwseneck 
reton Canyon Spur 4 
reton Canyon Spur 6 
relon Canyon Spur 11 
reton Pass 

WW 

AB1 
AB1 

ABHl 
AH 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

ABH 
A 
AI 

1.24 
A1/1,2,4 

AI 
AB1 
AH 
AB1 
ABJl 

AI 
ABJl 

AI 
1.24 
AB1 
AI 
AB1 
AB1 
1,s 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AJ 
AB1 

AB1/1,2,3 
AI 
AJ 

ABJl 
AB 
A 

AB 
AB1 
AJ 
AB1 
12 
A 

1.2,4 
ABJl 
AH 

1.2.4 
A 
A 
A 
A 

1.2,4 

AB1 
AB1 
ABJl 
AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 
AI 

1 2 4  

Al/l,2,4 
AI 

AB1 
AJ 
AB1 
ABJl 
AI 

ABJl 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AI 

AB1 
AB1 
AB 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AJ 
AB1 

ABJ111.4 
AI 
AJ 

ABJl 
AB 
A 

AB 
AB1 
J 

ABJl 
A 
A 

1 2 4  
ABJl 

A 
AJ/l,2,4 

1 3  
1.3 
1 3  
1.4 

1,2,4 

AB1 
AB1 

ABHl 
A 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 
AB 
A 
A 

1.2,4 
1,2,4 

Al11,2,4 
AI 

AB1 
AH 
AB1 
ABlJ 

AI 
ABHl 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AI 

AB1 
AB1 
AB 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AH 
AB1 

ABII1,2,3 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AB 
A 

AB 
AB1 
AH 
AB1 
A 
A 

1,2,4 
ABHl 
AH 

1 2 4  
1,3 
1 3  
1,3 
1,4 

AB1 
AB1 
AMI  
AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 
AI 

12,4 
1 2 4  

A111,2,4 
AI 

AB1 
AJ 
AB1 
AJI 
AI 

ABJl 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AI 

AB1 
AB1 
AB 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
ABI 
AJ 
AB1 

ABJ1/1,4 
AI 
AJ 

AB4 
AB 
A 

AB 
AB1 
J 

ABJl 
A 
A 

1.2.4 
ABJl 

A 
1.2,4.5 

1.3 
1 3  
1,s 
1,4 
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I NUMBER 
20672 
20509 
20912 
80031 
80088 
80219 
80209 
80508 
80235 
80235 
80235 
80328 
80328 
80901 
80901 
80901 
80901 
20018 
20466 
80309 
20044 
20045 
20046 
80194 
20088 
20090 
20122 
20123 
20384 
20393 
20660 
20661 
20801 
20802 
20809 
20810 
20819 
80031 
80074 
80070 
80075 
80076 
80155 
80073 
80140 
80383 
80384 
80547 
80653 
80662 
80804 
80805 
80806 
80807 
80867 
20089 
20125 
20816 
20385 

NAME 
Baldy Knoll 
Baldv Knoll Sour 1 
Pinnial Road 
BPA Powerline 
Irene Creek (Spur 16) 
Spur 1 
Graham Springs 
Packsaddle Dam 
Spur 2(ldaho Mine) 
Spur 9 
Spur 11 
Spur 4 
Spur 5 
Spur 1 
Spur 2 
Spur 4 
Spur 6 
Coal Creek 
Mail Cabin 
Pine Creek C G 
Bustle Creek 
Dry Creek Power Lne 
Cold Spnngs 
235-D (HorseshodPacksaddle) 
Kiln Creek 
Kiln Cr Spur 2 
Tiehack 3 
Tiehack4 
Bitch Creek 
Tiehack Spur 1 
Cave 
Slow Elk 
Jackpne Boundary 
Jackpine Boundary S 
809 D 
Briggs Cabin Spur 1 
Wildcat 
BPA Powerline Trail 
235-E Spur 4 
235J Spur 5 
235-L Spur 12 
235-M Spur 13 
235-N Spur 14 
235-0 Spur 15 
253-6 Spur 17 
Pole Canyon N 
Bitch Cr N Jackpine 
Pole Canyon South 
Twodraw 
Horse Creek 
Tiehack Spur 2 
Tiehack Spur 5 
Decoster 
Decoster Spur 
867A (Morris Creek) 
Kiln Creek Spur 1 
Swanner Cr 
Badger Springs Spur 1 
Pole Canyco Spur 

ALTEF 
A!!L 

AH 
AH 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
A 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
D 
D 
D 
D 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
AI 
A' 
2 

1 2 4  

1,2,4 
1,2.4 
1 2 4  
12.4 
1 2 4  
1,2,4 
12,4 
1 2 4  
1,2,4 
A' 
Al' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
E' 

ABl' 
1 2 4  
A' 

t2.4 
1 2 4  
12.4 
1,2,4 
1 2 4  
1 2 4  
1 2 4  
1.2.4 
1.2.4 

AU12.4 
1,2.4 

1,2,4 

\TIVE 
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ROAD ~ 

~ ~ 

I 
NAME 
Juniper 

I NUMBER 
20386 
20392 
20538 
20539 
20540 
20541 
20627 
20651 
20667 
20668 
20817 
20256 
80033 
80382 
80208 
80387 
80389 
80390 
80392 
80654 
80655 
80385 
80658 
80652 
80664 
80665 
80666 
80803 
80816 
80822 
80922 
80951 

Tiehack 
Grouse Cr Spur 
Wiggleton Hollow 
Bear Walk 
Bear Walk Spur 
Yellow Cr 
Grouse Cr 
PolePatchA 
PolePatch B 
Little Dry Cr 
Steep Creek Spur 
BPA Powerline 
Teepee 
Klein Spur 
Pony Bench 
Tepee Ridge 
Packsaddle Ridge 
Tiehack 
Teepee Ridge 
Lower Teepee 
Pole Canyon Spur 
Reservoir 
Dry Creek 
Boundary Creek 
Crooked Creek 
Pony Creek 
Carlton Cr Spur 
Calamity 
Kirkham Hollow Spui 
Bleggi Gooseneck 
Milk Creek Ridge 

ALTEf 4TIVE 
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I NUMBER 
52077 
58065 
58069 
58070 
58071 
58051 
52032 
52034 
52043 
58049 
58174 
58053 
58056 
58057 
58062 
58063 
58064 
58066 
58067 
58069 
58070 
58072 
58078 
58079 
52013 
52015 
52036 
58029 
58030 
58047 
58049 
58052 
58054 
58058 
58059 
58060 
58060 
58060 
58061 
58061 
58014 
58081 
58076 
58195 

lAME 
'oly-wog 
3lacMail 
;pur 1 
ienderson Cut Off Spur 
I ry Henderson 
sheep Driveway (1000 SPR) 
spring Creek 
kpen 
3urbank 
Nike Harris-Mail Cabin 
'ole Canyon 
319 Hole Crest 
South Horseshoe 
U Mahogany-Elk Flat 
i l k  Flat-Relay Ridge 
:anyon Creek-South Fork 
:anyon Creek-North Fork 
;am Mountain 
iilton 
rwin Creek 
$/et Henderson 
;rove 
North Pine 
Rocky Peak 
Dry Ridge 
Indian Meadows-Bear Canyon 
North Game Creek 
Gov Pack Trail A 
Gov PackTrail B 
Wood Canyon Ridge 
Mike Harris Spur 1 
Smith Canyon 
Fork of Patterson 
Wright Trail 
Graham Trail 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Calamity Creek 
Off Kirkham Hollow Rd Spur 1 
Allen Canyon 
Murphy Creek 
Corral Creek 
Nickerson Grove 

ALTEF 
10 

A 
AD1 
A 
A 
AI 

ADJ111.3 
AI 
AIJ 
A 
A 

AIJ 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
3,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
A 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3.4 
AI 
3,4 

3Mt 
3,4 
AD1 
AJ 
A 
AJ 

ADJ1/1,3 
A 

2 3  
3,4 
3.4 
AJI 
AI 
AI 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AI 
AI 

2,3,4 
23.4 
2 3 4  
3 4  
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
AI 
3,4 
AIJ 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

3.4.5 
AI 

3.4 
3,4 
AI 

ADH1/1.3 
AI 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
AD1 
A 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2,3,4 
2,3,4 
2,3,4 
2,3,4 

AI 
3,4 
3,4 
A 
AI 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

3.4s 
3.4 

3M- 
3.4 
AD1 
AJ 
35 
35 

ADJ1/1,3 
AI 
2 3  
3,4 
3,4 
3,5 
AI 
AI 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
AIJ 
3.5 
AIJ 

2,3,5 
AI 

2,3,4 
2,3,4 
2,3,4 
3,4 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 

2,3,4,5 
3,4 
AIJ 
3,4 
3,4 
3,4 

3,45 
AI 
AI 

3.4.5 
3,4,5 

AI 
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APPENDIX C - (1998 UPDATE) 

OPEN ROAD AND MOTORIZED TRAIL ROUTE (OROMTRD) DECISION CRITERIA TABLES 

Note This table is similar to the 1997 Update version However, "strikeovers" (deletions) on the 1997 
table were deleted in the 1998 update Also, rating for closed roads have been added to show reasons for 
closure 

DEFINITIONS 

Following are the definitions of the criteria used on the OROMTR Decision Criteria Tables 

Open to Motorized Use: 

A Core Access. Needed to access private property, adjoining State and Federal Parks or State Lands 
and roads that access administrative sites, campgrounds and picnic areas, electronic sites, permitted 
communication sites, ski areas, boat ramps and special recreation sites such as Mesa Falls and Big 
Springs 

B First Priority These roads were selected to remain open or be seasonally restricted because they are 
one of the only roads left on the system in the area 

C Eastside Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) Guidelines EEMP guidelines used to establish a 
rule set to insure consistency as each District prepared their access maps 

D Coordinated Access Roadshrails that provide inter-District and intra-District access for administrative 
use 

E Maintenance of Wildlife Habitat Road /trail selected causes less impact 

F Resource Damage Roadhrail selected caused less impact 

G Cost Lower cost to maintain road/trail 

H District-specific criteria (e g historical, etc.) 

I District-specific criteria (e g berry picking, etc ) 

* Roads are seasonally restricted 

Closed to Motorized Use (year-round closure): 

1 No longer needed for re-occurring resource activities 

2 For the protection of wildlife and reduced road maintenance costs 

3 To avoid soil erosion and protect water quality 

4 To meet Open Road Open Motorized Trail and Route Density (OROMTRD) 

5 To respond to specific road and trail comments 

6 No longer accessible 

- Roads not on the ground 

Note Roads and trails shown with letter(s)/number(s) are multiple segment routes, part of which are open 
and part closed Refer to the Transportation Map for details 
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RUADlTRAlL ALTERNATIVE - 

NUMBER NAME 1 2 3 3M 4 5 6 
- - -. - 

- 

DISTRICT DUBOlS 
ROADS 
80001 
80002 
80003 
80004 
80005 
8Q006 
80007 
80008 
80010 
8001 1 
8001 5 
8001 6 
8001 7 
80019 
8OQ20 
80021 
80022 
80023 
80026 
80027 
80029 
80080 
80087 
801 71 
80173 
801 74 
80176 
801 77 
80178 
80179 
80180 
801 81 

80i03 
801 84 
80185 
801 87 

80182 

Modce West 
Stoddard Creek 
Stoddard Creek CG 
Idaho Creek 
Modoc 
West Camas-Miners Creek 
Alex Draw East 
Van Noy Canyon 
Pete Creek 
Alex Draw 
Allan Canyon 
McGarry Canyon 
Dairy Creek 
Bear Gulch 
Long Gr 
Three Mile 
Left Fork Mtddle Creek 
Coalmine 
Cottonwood Loop 
Ching Creek 
Trail Creek 
Alex Draw Spur 3 
Dairy Cr Spur 
Fritz Cabin 
Eightmile Canyon 
ltalian Canyon 
Long Canyon 
Corral Creek 
C m k d  Creek 
Crooked Creek Bench 
Slate Basin 
McGarry Spur 1 
Rocky Canyon 
Mammoth Canyon 
Kelly Canyon 
Big Springs Creek 
Irving Creek 
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I NUMBER 
80188 
80189 
80190 
80191 
80192 
801 93 
80195 
801% 
80198 
80199 
80200 
80201 
80202 
80203 
80204 
80205 
80240 
80272 
80275 
80278 
80279 
80280 
80296 
80297 
80298 
80300 
80323 
80325 
80477 
80478 
80479 
80483 
80530 
80531 
80532 
80533 
80534 
80537 
80538 
80539 

ROAD/TRAIL 
NAME 
Charcoal Kiln 
willow Creek 
Scott Canyon 
Myers Creek 
Emigrant Trail 
East Fork llving Creek 
Medicine Lodge Bench 
Webber Creek CG 
Grouse Canyon 
Fritz Creek 
West Dry-Huntley 
Gallagher Canyon 
Chandler Canyon 
Blue Canyon 
Middle Creek 
West Indian Creek 
Kaufman Springs 
Viola Gulch 
Buckhorn 
Nicholia 
Snaky Canyon 
Bannock Pass 
Spring Mountain 
Kite Canyon 
Skull-Timber 
Cow Camp 
Pleasant Valley 
Sheep Creek 
Middle Threemile 
Steel Creek 
Upper Corral Creek 
School Seclion 
Bartel Canyon 
Cedar Canyon 
Cliff Canyon 
Daws Canyon 
Deer Canyon 
Pierce Canym 
South Fork Worthing 
Surrett Canyon 

5 
A,B 

A,B,D 
2,4 
3,4 

A,B,D 
2,4 

2,3.4 
A,B 
A,B 

A , B D  
B 

2,4 
B 

2,4 
A,B 
B 

2,4 
A,E,D 

B 
2,4 
B 

A,B 
A,B 

2 3 4  
A,BD 
2,3,4 
A,B,D 

A,B 
D,E/2,4 

A B  
2.3,4 

B 
2,4 
2,4 
2.4 
2,4 
2,4 
2 4  

2,4 
a,4 



I NUMBER 
80540 
80551 
80564 
80566 
80671 
80672 
80673 
80674 
80675 
80676 
80678 
80679 
80680 
80682 
80684 
80002 
80002 
80002 
80002 
80002 
80002 
80006 
80006 
8081 I 
80006 
80006 
80824 
80836 
8001 1 
80823 

8001 7 
80020 
80812 
80810 
80820 
80021 
80021 
80021 
8081 4 

aooi 7 

ROADFRAIL 
NAME 
Tyler Canyon 
Camas Creek 
Scalp Creek 
Prospect Main 
Bear Gulch Spur 4 
West Cottonwood East 
Lower East Cottonwood 
Bear Gulch Spur 8 
Bear Gulch Spur 9 
Lower Hershi 
Caw Creek 
Berry Creek 
west mttonwood € Spur 
Lava Creek 
Hann Site 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Unnamed Spur 10 
Unnamed Spur 1 I 
Unnamed Spur 15 
Unnamed Spur 
Unnamed Road 
Clay Creek 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 10 
Castle Creek 
McGarty Whtp 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Alex Draw Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Long Creek Extension 
Electronic Slte 
Boatman Spnrrg 
Long Creek Spur A 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 10 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Rattlesnake Loop 

1 
- - 

&E 
8 
B 

B,W2,4 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
6 
€3 
B 
6 
B 
6 
0 
B 
B 
8 
0 
0 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A B  
f3 
0 
B 

A B  
0 
0 
B 

A,B 
0 
0 
0 

214 
214 
8 

2 3 
ALTERNATIVE 

6 3M 4 5 

I 
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ROADlTRAlL 
NAME 
Waters Flat 

I NUMBER 
80818 
80817 
80026 
80798 
80799 
80176 
80176 
80177 
80177 
80177 

80177 
80178 
80699 
80183 
80708 
80709 
80710 
8071 1 
80712 
8071 3 
80714 
80715 
80188 
80189 
80834 
80831 
80195 
80195 
80851 
80198 
80198 
80198 
80198 
80801 
80855 
80751 
80835 
80753 
80754 

8 o i n  

Saw Creek 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Kyle Canyon 
Kyle Canyon South Fork 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Mammoth Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Bell Mountain Canyon 
McCoy Canyon 
Willow Canyon 
UC Gulch 
Willow Spring 
Magpie Spring 
Meadow Canyon A 
Meadow Canyon Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Hunting Camp 
Porky Spring 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Webber Spur 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Skyline Road 
Left Fork Indian Creek 
Diamond Peak #1 
Kaufman Springs Spur 
Diamond Peak #2 
Diamond Peak #3 

1 
A B  
A B  

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A B  
B 
B 
B 
A 
B 
B 
8 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

2 
A B  
A,B 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

2,4 
B 
B 

A,B 
B 

2,4 
2,4 
A 
B 
B 
6 
B 
B 
€3 
B 
B 
B 
B 
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I ROADITRAIL I ALTERNATIVE 1 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 

I NUMBER I NAME 
80795 I Diamond Peak #4 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 

80796 
80275 
80279 
80280 
80280 
80280 
80832 
80833 
80280 
80280 
80280 
80296 
80683 
80837 
80323 
80808 
80323 
80323 
80801 
80821 
80325 
80815 
80856 
80483 
80670 
80698 
80533 
80538 
80789 
80793 
80790 
80794 
80551 
81034 
80838 
80839 
81035 
80759 
80763 

B 
B 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 

Diamond Peak #5 
Buckhorn Exlension 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
hinestone 
Round Top 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Horseshoe Gulch 
Skull Mine 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Swampy Draw 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Skyline Extension 
Owens Creek 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Steel Creek North 
School Section Creek 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Coal Kiln Spring 
Coal Kiln Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 5 
So Fork Worlhing Extension 
Hill Road 
Tyler D 
Tyler C 
Tyler Guzzler 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Timber 
Long Canyon Spur 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Bald Mountain 
Wlndfall Canyon 

B 
B 

A,B 
2A 
B 
B 

B 

B +4 
B 

B : I ;  
B 

B B 
B I B  
B I B  
B B 

A.6  I A.B 

B I B  

B 
B ' 1  8 
B I B  

," 1 2: 
B B 

B I  6 
B 1 2,4 

2.4 2.4 

B 
A.B 

B 
B 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

4 
2.4 

B 2,4 
2.4 I A.B 

B I 2;4 

2:4 I 2:4 

2.4 2.4 

+' 2 4  

2,4 2,4 
2.3.4 I 2.3.4 



ROADKRAIL I NUMBER 
80780 
80787 
81047 
81047 
80825 
81047 
81047 
80827 
81047 
80826 
81047 
80828 
81047 
81130 
81130 
81130 
81130 
80857 
80857 
80857 
80857 
80857 
81173 
80797 
80716 
81173 
81173 
81 184 
81201 
80718 
81332 
80717 
80858 
80719 
80720 
80667 
80722 
80732 
81332 
80723 

NAME 
Post Canyon 
Bio Dry Canvon 
Uinamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Spring Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Deadman Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Blwm Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 11 
Peterson Canyon 
Unnamed Spur 13 
Unnamed Road 1 
Unnamed Road 2 
Unnamed Road 3 
Unnamed Road 4 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Opal Mine 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Meadow Canyon 
Sagebrush Flat 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Keg Springs 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Keg Gulch 
W e  ElkSpnng 
Rocky Canyon 
Wagnor Canyon 
Sawmill 
Big Sawmill 
Kaufman Spring 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Big Horn Canyon 

DUBOIS -Appendix C .6 of 8 

1 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
El 

2 
B 
B 

2,4 
2,4 
B 

2,4 
2A 
2,4 
B 

2,4 
B 

2 4  
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

2,4 

d 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
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ROAD/TRAIL 
NUMBER I NAME 
80721 Little Sawmill 
80761 South Fork Bald Mt Sprina 

ALTERNATIVE 

B B B B B 2,4 2,4 
B B B B B 2.4 2.4 

1 2 I 3 3M 4 5 6 1 
80829 
80830 
80661 
80643 
80791 
80635 
80636 
80840 
80638 
80031 
80028 
80091 
80245 
80668 
80669 
80175 
80172 
80012 
80050 
80081 
80249 
80308 
80346 
80356 
80473 
80481 
80641 
80542 

DISTRICT 
TRAILS 
18002 
18003 
18004 
18005 
18008 
18025 
18026 
18034 

. .  
Reynolds Crossing 
Deep Creek 
Upper Antelope 
Middle Threemile Spur 
Tyler Canyon C 
Camp Creek 
Picnic Hollow 
Sagebrush 
Beacon Hill 
Lookout Point 
West Rattlesnake 
War r [or 
Steel Creek Spur 1 
Bear Gulch Spur 1 
Bear Gulch Spur 2 
Mandingo 
Pete Creek Breaks 
West Pete Creek 
Alex Draw Spur 2 
Alex Draw Spur 4 
Stump Creek 
Jug Creek 
Lower Slump 
West Camas A Spur 
West Camas Spur 
West Camas 'A' 
Beaver Ponds 
Corral Creek Spur 3 

DUBOIS 

Stcddard Creek 
West Camas Creek 
Continental Diwde 
Signal PeakILookout Point 
Bear Gukhrable Mountain 
North Fork Eight-Mile 
Pass Creek Lake 
Webber Creek Lakes 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 

2,4 
2,4 
2 4  
2,4 

2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2.4 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 

B 
B 
C 
B 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
2,4 
2,4 

2 4  
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
B' 
B' 

2,4 
B' 
B' 

2,4 
B' 
B̂  
B' 
B' 

2,4 

2,4 

2,4 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 

2,4 

B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
B' 
B' 
B' 
B' 

2,4 
2.3.4 
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ROADflRAIL I NUMBER 
18045 
18047 
18081 
18110 
18111 
18113 
18175 
18177 
18179 
18180 
18013 
18022 
18024 
18323 
18174 
18132 
18001 
18138 

NAME 
Soulh Fork Pass Creek 
Rocky Canyon 
Crooked Creek-Wtllow Creek 
Corral Canyon 
Webber Creek-Diwde Creek 
Myers Creek 
Lone Pine Pass 
Van Noy Canyon 
Sloddard-Huntley Cutofl 
Allan Canyon 
Coal Kiln 
South Fork Eight-Mile 
Teepee Draw 
Unnamed Trail 
Scott Canyon Right Fork 
Goldmme 
Huntley 
Robbins Creek 

1 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

B 
B 
B 

A,B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

2,4 
2 4  
B 
B 

2,4 
B 
B 
B 
B 

TERNATI\ 
3M 

B 
2 4  
B 

2,4 
A,B 

B 
B 
B 
B 

2,4 
2,4 
B 
B 

2,4 
B 
B 
B 
B 

6 
2.3.4 

4 
B 

B 
2,4 

2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

2,4 

A,B 
B 

B 

E 
B 

2,4 



ROAD 
NUMBER NAME 

DISTRICT ISLAND PARK 

ALT E RN AT1 VE 
1 2 3 3M I 4 5 6 - - -  

ROADS 
80024 
80030 
80033 
80034 
80035 
80036 
80037 
80039 
80042 
80043 
80044 
80045 
80046 
80047 
80048 
80049 
80052 
80052 
80053 
80055 
80056 
80057 
80058 
80059 
80060 
80061 
80062 
80063 
80064 
80066 
80071 
80077 
8007% 
80079 
80082 
80089 
801 00 
80104 

Sawtell Peak 
Kilgore-Yale 
West Fork Dry Creek 
Schnader Creek East 
Howard Creek 
Schneider Creek West 
Taylor Creek 
willow Creek Pit 
Keg Springs 
Upper Coffee Pot Campground 
Howard Spring 
willow Creek Cutoff 
Willow Creek 
Dry Canyon 
Blue Creek 
Icehouse 
Bootjack 
Stamp Meadows 
Red Rock 
Henrys Lake 
Divide 
Targhee Creek 
West ForkMill Creek 
Big Springs Lwp 
Meadow Creek 
Two Top-Canyon Creek 
North Fork Club 
Garner Canyon 
Toms Creek Pole 
Black Canyon 
Middle Road 
Little Stud 
Park h e  
Lat ham Springs 
Fish Creek 
Black Canyon BPA Line 
IPS 
Hope Creek 
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ROAD I NUMBER I NAME 
801 05 
80112 
80113 
80114 
801 15 
80117 
801 I9 
80122 
80125 
80126 
80127 
80128 
801 29 
801 30 
801 31 
801 32 
801 33 
801 34 
801 35 
80136 
80137 
80138 
80139 
80141 
80142 
80143 
80144 
80145 
801 46 
801 47 
801 48 
801 49 
801 50 
801 52 
801 67 
80223 
80284 
80287 
80291 
80292 
80293 

LogHaulNo 4 
Eccles 
Lucky Dog 
Lucky Dog Spur I 
Upper Split Creek 
Old Chick Creek 
Trude Siding 
Split Creek Breaks 
Black Mountatn 
Buttermilk Loop 
McCrea Bridge CG 
Jackson Landing 
Mill Creek Landing 
Flatrock 
Flatrock C G 
Upper Split Creek Spur A 
Upper Split Creek Spur A I  
Old Highway No 3 
McCrea Timber 
Buffalo SH South 
Island Park R S 
Buffalo C G 
Island Park Dam 
Big Springs SH 2 
Thurmon Ridge 
Moose Creek SH Area 
Big Springs Boat Landing 
Bishop Well 
81g Springs Summer Home I 
Big Sptings C E 
North Fork SH Area 
IP Sanitary Landfill 
Warm River Road 
Upper Split Creek Spur A2 
Green Canyon 
Box Canyon Boat Launch 
Box Canyon C G 
Davis Lake 
Chick Creek 
Chick Creek Flat 
Ridge Road 

1 I 2 
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- - 

ROAD - I NUMBER I NAME ~ 

80294 
80301 
8031 1 
80326 
80327 
80333 
80334 

80336 
80337 
80338 
80339 
80357 
80405 
80406 
80409 
8041 2 
8041 3 
8041 4 
8041 9 
80420 
80421 
80422 
80423 
80424 
80426 
80427 
80433 
80437 
80438 
80439 
80440 
80441 
80451 
80453 
80454 
80455 
80456 
80457 
80458 
80459 

a0335 

Mesa Falls Scenic Dwe, 0-2 
1 Island Park Boat Landing 

Coffeepot 
~ 

Upper Split Creek Spur A4 
East Dry Creek 
T ~ m s  Creek Spur 
Blg Bay C G 
Rocky Point 
Island Approach 
Buttermilk C G 
Lagoon Access 
Lakeside 
Orme SH 
Tuxedo 
Long shot 
Weeks SH 
Reservoir North 
Dike 
BOR Site 
Elk Creek 
Elk Creek Estates-Nmtb 
Mack  Substation 
Oufle! No 1 
Outlet No 2 
Kmch Ranch 
Buffalo River 
Thirsty Dag 
Log Haul No 7 spur I 
Fransen Mil1 
Chick Cr Flat Spur 5 
Trude South 
Ridge Road Spur 1 
Ridge Road Spur 2 
Crow Creek 
South Fork Splrt Greek 
South Fork Split CreekSp I 
€tist Sawtdle 
West End A 
West End 6 
West End C 
West End D 

1 
45s) 

A 
AlB,D 

0 
A 3  

A 
A 
A 
A 

A D  
A 
A 
A 
B 
6 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
5 
0 
A 

BID 
E 

B, 0 
A 
B 
B 

A,B!2*4 
A 
A 
A 
A 

2 
ALTERNATIVE 

4 
A,B,D 

A 
A , W  

214 
A 3  

A 
3 
A 
A 

AID 
A 
A 
A 

2,4 
214 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
3 
A 

214 
2,4 
A 

214 
214 
2,4 
2?4 
A 

214 
214 

A W2 I 4 
A 
A 
A 
A 

- 
5 



c 

I NUMBER 
80463 
80465 
80472 
80474 
80480 
80552 
80560 
80563 
80843 
80849 
80850 
80860 
80870 
80871 
80872 
81205 
81 207 
81 208 
81 21 1 
81 21 3 
81 21 4 
81217 
81218 
81 21 9 
80220 
81 221 
80020 
80020 
00628 
80030 
80371 
80372 
80030 
80030 
81 21 6 
80030 
80030 
80037 
00373 
80375 
80050 

ROAD 
NAME - 

Kenny Creek 
West End C G 
Kick Creek 
Big Bend 
Sherrdan Creek 
B\shop Burn 
PI t 
Buffalo North 
Ripley Butte East 
Lucky Dog Spur 3 
bunday 
Ghost 
Randy's Box Canyon Access 
Last Chance Fisherman Access 
Big Springs Snow Park 

Black Canyon Spur 1 
Black Canyon Spur 2 
Meadow Cr Cutoff 
Orme Ranch 
Mickekn Ranch 
Buffalo River Spur 1 
Buffalo River Spur 2 
Head of Blrffalo 
8uffalo River Spur 3 
Coffee Pot Lodge 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Slate Shed Road 
Unnamed Spur i 
Mill Creek 
Mill Creek North 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Ice House East 
Unnamed Spur 25 
Unnamed Spur 126 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Trucle North 
Trude Cut-across 
Unnamed Spur I19 

Lucky Dog Spur2 

1 
A 
A 

812,4 
A 
A 

B?D 
A 
A 

B,D12 
B 
0 
€3 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
0 

B' 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
0 
A 
B 
0 
A 
A 
A 
E3 
A 
A 
E3 

2 
A 
A 

N2,4 
A 
A 

B,D 
A 
A 

BJY2 
0 
B 
B 
A 

A 
A 
6 
B 
8 

B,D 
A 
A 
A 
8 
A 

214 
A 
A 

114 
A 
A 
B 
A 
B 

114 

A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

6 - 3M 4 
- 

A 
A 

N2,4 
A 
A 

B D  
A 
A 

B, W2 
214 
2r4 
2,4 
A 
A 
A 

8 4  
214 
214 
2'4 
A 
A 
A 

214 
2'4 
214 
A 
A 

114 
A 
A 

t 4  
A 

1: 14 
1,4 
A 

114 
114 

114 
A 

114 

1 r4 

5 



ISLAND PARK. Appendix C .5uf 8 

ALTERNATIVE I 
1 
A 
A 
B 

I ROAD I 
2 3 3M 4 5 6 
A A A A A A 
A A A A A A 

1,4 1,4 1,4 1,4 1,4 

80376 

80055 
80055 
80055 
80056 
80631 
80061 

80066 
80066 
80395 
80106 
80121 
80121 
80126 
80626 
80126 
80126 
80128 
80134 

80639 
80147 
80149 
80128 
80284 
80431 
80293 
80432 
80294 
80445 
80334 
80336 
80357 
80412 
80413 
80418 
80446 
80482 
80430 

80064 

m i 3 4  

Macks Substation East 

Unnamed Spur 12 
Unnamed Spur 13 
Unnamed Spur 14 
Unnamed Spur 1 
BPA Powerline 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Reynolds Pass 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 23 
McCrea Pit 
Powerline Road (Kdgore) 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Old Hwy - Last Chance 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Bishop well cuton 
Big Springs Campground -Well 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Island Park Slding Pit 
Unnamed Spur 14 
Trude South 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Colfeepot Spur 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 118 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 148 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Outlet 1A 
Outlet Spur 1B 
Unnamed Spur 1 

A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
B 

A 
A 
A 
B 

1,2,4 
12,4 

B 
B 
B 

12.4 
1,2,4 
1.2,4 

A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
2 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 

12,4 
4 
1 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
B 

12 1 2  
1.2 I 1.2 

1,2,4 I 1,2,4 
B B 

. .  . .  
A I  A 

A 
B B 
A A 
A A 

12,4 1,2,4 
2 2 
A A 
B B 
A A 
B B 
A A 

12,4 1,2,4 
4 4 
1 1 
A A 
B B 
A A 
A A 
B B 



ISLAND PARK * ApperldIx C - 60f 8 

80486 
80632 
80633 
80451 
80455 
80455 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80465 
80485 
80465 
80465 
8061 I 
80552 
80552 
80557 
80560 
80560 
80560 
80560 
81 205 
81 207 
80536 
80559 
8U629 
80630 
80627 
80484 
80557 
80509 
8Q637 
8061 4 
80589 
80081 
80040 
80067 
80068 
80072 
80083 
80098 

ROAD 
NAME 
Outlet 2A 
Lagoon Access-West 
Fransen Mill South 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
West End South 
West End East 
West End North 
West End Spur6 
West End Loop 
West End Spur 
West End 
Coffeepot Lodge 8 
Unnamed Spur 24 
Unnamed Spur 26 
Unnamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 22 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur I 
Cofleepot Lodge Spur 
Coffeepot Lodge Loop 
Reynolds Rwk Pit 
Preussner Road 
Coffeepol Well 
Fish CreekA 
F1r 
Defasus Mine 
Lagoon Access West 
Coffeepot Lodge Spur C 
Coffeepot Lodge A 
Two Top-Canyon Creek Ext 
Whte Elephant 
West Road 
East Road 
Black Canyon Breaks 
North Fork 
TIe 1 

- - 
1 

I 

6 
F .  

2 3 
A LT€ RN AT1 VE 

3M 4 5 



1 NUMPER 
80099 
801 16 
80118 
80340 
80394 
8041 5 
8041 7 
80418 
80443 
80447 
80448 
80449 
80450 
80496 
80570 
80845 
80846 
80850 
80852 
80853 
80861 
80862 
81215 
80369 
80396 
80397 
80398 
804116 
00425 
80495 
8051 3 
80436 
80452 
801 21 
80514 
80105 
80634 
80640 
80084 
80085 
801 03 

ROAD 
NAME 
Dynamite Springs 
Log Haul No 7 
Kick Creek Spur 1 
Bear Canyon 
Reynolds Pass Pit 
Smead Well 
Ripley Butte South 
Ripley Butte North 
Blind Willow South 
Log Haul 4 Spur 2 
Log Haul 4 Spur 3 
Blind willow spur 4 
Ecdes Spur 2 
Eccles Spur I 
Smead Canyon 
East Fork Sheridian Cr 
East Fork Shendian Cr Sp 1 
Bear Canyon Spur 1 
West Cwney Canyon 
East Cooney Canyon 
Moonshine 
White Lightnin 
Twin Creek 
Ripley North SpurA 
Dynamite Springs A 
€ d e s  Spur 1 West 
Dynamite Springs Loop 
Chick Creek West 
Cbck Creek East 
Ecdes Spur 2A 
Eccles Spur I A  
Chick Creek Flat Spur 3 
Eccles Spur 4 
Dugway Fork-Spli! Creek 
Ecdes Spur IB 
Log HaulNo 4 
Eccles Spur IC 
White Lightnin Spur 
Reas Pass 
Dead Coyote 
ReslsPassNo 2 

1 
2 

2,4 
214 

2 
2 
2 

294 
2,4 
214 
214 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

214 

2,4 
2?4 
214 
24 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

294 
2 

2,4 
2 

214 
4 
4 
E3' 

z14 

214 

214 

2 
2 

2,4 
214 
Z 4  
2,4 
2 
2 
2 

294 
2,4 
214 
214 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

214 
2?4 
214 
214 
214 

294 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

214 
2 

214 
4 
4 
4 

3 
2 

214 
214 
2,4 
294 
2 
2 
2 

214 

Z 4  
2,4 
214 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

214 
214 
z14 
2,4 
214 
2,4 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

&4 
2 
24 

2 
214 
B* 
B* 
8+ 

ALTERNATIVE 
8M 

2 
214 
2,4 
2?4 
214 

2 
2 
2 

214 
214 
214 
214 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 

2?4 
214 

214 

294 
z 4  
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

214 
2 

2,4 
4 
4 
4 

214 

4 
2 

214 
z 4  
214 
214 

2 
2 
2 

214 
214 
294 
294 
2 
2 
2 

314 
3k4 
2,4 
274 
214 
294 
294 
2,4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

214 
2 

21 4 
2 

214 
4 
4 
4 

5 
2 

214 
214 
2,4 
Z 4  
2 
2 
2 

214 
2,4 
214 
214 
2 
2 
2 

a14 
3?4 
2,4 
214 
2f4 
214 

214 
214 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2,4 
2 
24 
2 

214 
4 
4 
4 

2 
2t4 
214 
214 
214 

2 
2 
2 

Z 4  
2?4 
294 
214 
2 
2 
2 

314 
3?4 
2,4 
214 
2#4 
2?4 
294 
z 4  
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2,4 
2 

214 
2 

214 
4 
4 
4 



I 

I NUMBER 
801 07 
801 08 
80114 
81 205 
80393 
80327 
0Q465 

ROAD 
NAME 
Bootjack 
South Fork Split Creek 
Lucky Dog Spur I 
Lucky Dog Spur 2 
Targhee Pass BPA 
East Dry Creek 
w m  EIKI ce 

DISTRICT ISLAND PARK 
T R A M  
28001 

28004 

Railroad R-0-W 
Continental Divide Trail (See Travel Plan) Section of 
Road #066 - Seasonally Restricted 

3 
4 
4 
4 
4 

A* 
A,B* 

A" 

A 

A 

2 
4 
4 
4 
4 

A" 
A, B* 

A" 

A 
A 

3 
4 
B' 
4 
4 
A" 

A#' 
A" 

A 

A 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M 

4 
4 
4 
4 
A* 

A, B* 
A* 

A 

A 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

214 
A,B* 

A" 

A 

2+4 

5 
0* 
4 
4 
4 

214 
214 
A* 

A 

234 

6 
B* 
4 
B* 
4 

214 
214 
A* 

A 

214 



ROADS 
20006 
20006 
20026 
20027 
20032 
80033 
20043 
20047 
20048 
20064 
20261 
20264 
20265 
20582 
80582 
80582 
20589 
80082 
80082 
80082 
80092 
80094 
80096 
80097 
801 10 
80112 
80120 
801 24 
80150 
801 50 
80151 
801 53 
801 54 
801 56 
801 57 
80158 
801 59 
80160 

Cave Falls CG 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Lake of the Woods 
Camp Loli 
Squirrel Meadows Spur 1 
Blue Creek Pit 
TMry Lake 
Fish lake 
L a m  Lake 
Hominy Peak Trailhead 
Ashton Flagg Ranch 
Jackass Loop Road 
Coyote Meadows 
Cave Fiat15 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Bergman Reservoir 
Fish Creek 
Rec Powerline 
Unnamed Spur 200 
Snow Creek 
Snow Creek Butte 
Crafer Road 
Wam Rwer c G 
Warm River Look Out 
Eccles 
Bishop Mtn 
Wyoming Cr 
Warm River 
Unnamed Spur 300 
Wmd Road 8 
Flat Canyon 
Warm River Springs 
Grave Yard Flats 
Rattlesnake Spur 2 
Warm Hrver 8 u k  
Gulch 
Pole Bridge C G, 



1 NUMBER 
80161 
801 62 
80163 
801 64 
80166 
80168 
80169 
801 70 
80241 
80242 
80243 
80246 
80261 
80263 
80283 
00264 
80265 
80286 
80288 
80289 
80294 
80295 
80299 
80303 
803Q4 
80305 
8D307 
80313 
8031 4 
80315 
8031 6 
8Q3l7 
8031 9 
80331 
80341 
80343 
80344 
80344 
80348 
80349 

ROAD I 

NAME 
Baker Draw 
Elk Butte 
Sheep Falls 
Anderson Mill Canyon 
Rattlesnake Spur 3 
N Antelope Fiat 
Sadoms Hili 
Lyle Springs 
Robrnson Cr 
Porcupine GS 
Fall River Ridge 
Horseshoe Lake 
Ashton-Flagg Ranch 
Conant-Fall hver 
Unnamed Spur 100 
Jackass Loop 
Coyote Meadows 
S Hatchery Butte 
North Antelope Spur 2 
Marysvrlle Hill 
Mesa Falls-Scenic Drive 
Upper Mesa Falls 
Middle Rock Creek C G 
July Creek 
RiversidsCG 
Lower Rock Creek C G 
Porcupine C G 
Wood Road 16 
Wood Road 12 
N Hatchery Butte 
Deek Loop 
Little Butte 
High point 
Wwd Road 11 
Lyle Springs Siock Driveway 
Free Use Canyon 
Ranlesnake 
Unnamed Spur f 
Grandview C G 
Hale Canyon 

I 
1 2 

ALTERNATIVE 
4 5 



L NUMBER 
80351 
80352 
80352 
80367 
80374 
80380 
80470 
80501 
80502 
80505 
80507 
BO51 8 
80522 
80527 
80552 
80553 
80555 
80556 
80557 
80558 
80561 
80562 
80572 
80582 
80503 
80584 
80587 
80588 
80590 
80606 
30607 
80608 
80609 
#610 
80621 
80624 
80700 
80701 
80724 
80726 

ROAD 
NAME 

- 

EGt Hatchery Ford 
Griff el 
Black Mountain Spnng Prt 
Wood Road I 
IYTC Camp 
Nom Antelope Springs 
Shaeffer Creek 
Fall River Hdbw 
Porcupine Spur 
July Creek Spur I 
North Antelope Springs Sp 1 
Snow Creek Butte Spur 5 
Anderson MJJI Spur I 
Snow Cr Cutoff 
6ishop Burn 
South Antelope Flat 
Stock 
Parallel 
Fir 
Mt Bel 
Sheep Ridge 
Fogg Butte 
Big Grassy 
Cave Falls 
Granjle Creek 
county Cutoff 
Elk BuRe Spur 1 
Warm River Spur 1 
REA Power h e  
Cold Spnngs 
PlOflHZT 
Machery Ford Spur 1 
Hachery Ford Spur 2 
W d  Road 14 
Cinder Butte 
Graveyard Flat Spur I 
State Seciion ACCESS 
West Hatchery Ford 
N, Hatchery W e  Spur 7 
North Hatchery Butte Spur 7C 

I 2 
ALTERNATIVE 

3 5 
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I NUMBER- 
80730 
80735 
80736 
80743 
80755 
80756 
80757 
80760 
80761 
80764 
80766 
80767 
80768 
80771 
80772 
80772 
80773 
80776 
80779 
20830 
20047 
20261 
80765 
20261 
20261 
20261 
20261 
20261 
20261 
20261 
20264 
20264 
80020 
80020 
80020 
80020 
80082 
80082 
80082 
80082 

ROAD 
NAME 
Anderson Mill Spur 6 
Sheep Falls Spur 1 
South Hatchery Butte Spur I A  
fish Creek Spur 20 
North Baker Draw Spur 2 
North Baker Draw Spur 2B 
North Baker Draw Spur 2C 
Sheep FdIs TraWead 
Fish Creek Spur 3E 
Power Lrne Spur I 
North Hatchery Butte Spur 70 
North Antelope Flat Spur I 
North Antelope Flat Spur 3 
Antdope Cutoff 
Conant Creek 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Flat Canyon Spur 1 
Fial Canyon Spur 3 
Hidden Res 
Squml Meadows Ranch 
Unnamed Spur i 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Wood Road 14A 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Unnamed Spur I 1  
Unnamed Spur 12 
Unnamed Spur 19 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur f 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur 9 
Unnamed Spur 10 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 



. NUMBER - 

80082 
80082 
80082 
80082 
80094 
80361 
80150 
801 50 
80154 
801 60 
80164 
801 67 
80167 
80167 
80167 
801 67 
80167 
801 60 
801 68 
80168 
801 68 
801 68 
80169 
80169 
801 70 
801 70 
80241 
80241 
80243 
80261 
80261 
8U261 
80261 
80261 
80261 
80263 
80263 
8U263 
80263 
80265 

ROAD 
NAME 
Unnamed Spur 11 
Unnamed Spur 12 
Unnamed Spur 27 
Unnamed Spur 22 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Thompson Mde 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed S p u ~  3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 8 
Unnamed Spur IO 
Unnamed Spur 14 
Unnamed Spur 15 
Unnamed Spur 16 
Unnamd Spur 17 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur f 

I 2 3 
ALTERNATIVE 

3M 4 5 



I NUMBER 
80286 
80289 
80294 
80294 
90294 
80294 
80362 
80294 
8031 3 
80313 
8031 5 
8031 7 
80363 
8031 9 
80346 
80348 
80348 
80352 
80352 
80352 
8Q367 
80380 
80509 
80527 
80553 
80557 
80582 
80582 
80582 
80582 
80582 
80582 
80584 
80590 
80590 
80590 
8061 0 
80621 
80724 
80730 

ROAD 
NAME 
Unnamed Spur 1- 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Osborne Pit 
Marriman State Park 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Little Butte Pit 
Unnamed Spur 1 
To Blue Creek Res 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 400 
Unnamed Spur 500 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Road 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 5 
Unnamed Spur 6 
Unnamed Spur 7 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur 1 

Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 2 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Unnamed Spur I 

- 

unnama Spur 2 

I 2 3 
ALTERNATJVE 

3M 4 5 6 



I NUMBER 
80901 
20034 
80488 
80123 
80516 
80554 
80571 
80578 
80702 
80744 
80368 
80344 
80345 
80512 
80612 
80491 
80158 
80749 
80285 

ROAD 
NAME 
Unnamed Road 
Hominy Creek 
Caw Camp 
Anderson Mill Spur 4 
Anderson Mill Spur 2 
Snow Creek Spur 1 
North Baker Draw 
Long Meadows 
Fish Creek Spur 
Fish Creek Spur 2OA 
Yellowstone Ditch 
Rattlesnake 
Rattlesnake Spur 5 
EasWest Road 
Elk Butte Pit 
Huckleberry Ridge 
Warm River Butte 
Fish Creek Spur 3 
Warm River Power Line 
HTON DISTRICT 

TRAILS 
32002 Bitch Creek 
32059 Hidden Lake 
38001 Railroad ORV Trail 

ASHTON . Appendix C - 7 of 7 

ALTERNATh 

. .  
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
A' 

A 
A 
A 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
A' 

2,4 
I A  2,3,4 

2.4 2.4 

I A I  A 

4 
2,4 
2.4 

5 
2.4 
J 2.4 

2,4 I 



PALISADES - Appendix C = f of 9 
_____ 

I ROMnRAIL 
_____ -~ - ~ - .. 

ALTERNATIVf 

ROADS 
2001 7 
20020 
20021 
20024 
20037 
20056 
20057 
20058 
20055 
20059 
20065 
20066 
20070 
20074 
20076 
20077 
20079 
20081 

20083 
20084 
20085 
20086 
20087 
20138 
20i43 
20151 
207 57 
20358 
201 59 
20i61 
2Q170 
20060 
20173 
20067 
201 82 
2021 1 
20247 

20082 

NUMBER NAME 1 2 3 3M 4 - 5 6 - m 

4th of July Commissary 
Long Springs-Alpine 4H 
Alpine Summer Home 
Jordan Canyon 
Antelope Creek 
Gibson Creek 
Ball@ Hole 
Bex Creek-Elk Jensen 
Bear Creek=Corral Road 
Long Gulch 
Fisher Road 
Blacktail Can-Pt Lookout 
Nelson Creek 
McNeel Creek 
Snake River-Calamity 
Fall Creek-Sky line 
Fleming Road 
Garden Canyon 
Pri tchard Creek 
South Fork Bear Creek 
Lava Creek 
South Fork Fall Creek 
Brockman Creek 
Salt River-McCoy 

Corral Ridge 
Sawmill Creek 
Indian Fork 
Brockman Ridge 
tom bard Corral 
Indian Creek 
Rash Canyon 
Bagley 
South Fork Lava Creek Spur I 
McCoy Creek Campground 
Bates Canyon 
Lone Pine Ridge 
Bear Creek Trailhead 

TtWt CWbr 

ABHI 
A 

AF 
AF 
AH 

1 
AH 
A01 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
\ 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

A\ 
AI 

AB1 
AI 

AD1 
DI 
AI 
AI 

N 6  
I 

A 
AI 

A01 
A 

ABHl 
A 

AF 
AF 
AH 
I 

AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
314 

AFHl 
ABFHl 

AI 
AI 

AB1 
AI 

2,314 
Dl 
4 

AI 
A16 

I 
A 
AI 

AB1 
A 

ABHI 
A\ 
AF 
AF 
AH 

I 
AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADH[ 
A 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
334 

AFHI 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

AB1 
AI 

2,314 
Dl 
4 

AI 
N6 
314 
A 
A\ 

A M  
A 

ABHI 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
I 

AH 
A H  
AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH! 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 
A 
A 
I 

AI 
AI 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

ABI 
AI 

2,394 
DI 
AI 
AI 
#6 
314 

A 
A’] 

AB[ 
A 

ABHl 
Al 
AF 
AF 
AH 

I 
AH 
A81 

AI 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
334 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

Ai 
4 

ABI 
AI 

2,314 
Dl 
AI 
AI 
N6 
3?4 

A 
AI 

3?4 
A 

ABHl 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
2,3 
AH 
AB1 
AI 
Al 
A 

AB1 
AH\ 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
314 

AFHl 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

A61 
AI 

2,314 
Dl 
AI 
AI 
N6 
394 
A 

213 
3,4 
A 

ABHI 
AI 
AF 
AF 
AH 
293 
AH 
AB1 
AI 
AI 
A 

A01 
AH1 

A 
AI 

ADHI 
A 

AI 
AI 

2,314 
AI 
314 

AFHI 
ABFHI 

AI 
4 

A H  
AI 

2,314 
z3 
AI 
AI 
Ntj 
314 

A 
213 
314 
A 



I NUMBER 
20248 
20274 
20277 
20278 
20279 
20283 
20286 
20288 
20376 
20863 
80206 
80206 
8021 0 
8021 2 
80213 
8021 7 
8021 8 
80222 
80227 
80229 
80230 
80232 
80238 
80248 
80250 
80252 
80253 
80255 
80257 
80258 

&?a0 
80260 
80262 
80268 
80270 
80271 
80281 
80282 
80318 

a o z ~  

ROADlTRAIL 
NAME - 

Brdman GS 
Hell Creek 
Gravel Flats 
Calamity Shortcu! 
Tag Alder 
Brockman Basrn 
Pat Canyon 
Hawthorne Hollow 
June Creek 
West Fork Elk Creek 
South Fork Snake 
South Fork Snake Spur 1 
Big Burns 
FulImerAXtonwmd Landing 
Hinckley Creek 
Table Rock Canyon 
Kelly Canyon 
Browning Creek 
Cdd Spring 
Fleming Canyon 
West Pine Creek 
Graham Hollow 
Table Rock C G 
Pine Basin Sk  Area 
Mike Spencer 
Tie Canyon 
Upper Rainey Creek 
Palrs ad es Camp you nd 
Lower Rainey Creek 
North M d y  Road 
Sawmill Canyon 
Sheep Creek 
Sheep Creek 200 Spur 
Big Elk Creek 
L~ttle Elk Creek 
Big E[k Creek Campground 
Blowout Canyon 
South Indian 
North Indian 
Windy Ridge 

1 
AH 
A 
A 
I 

AI 
1 

ABDHI 
A H  
AB1 
AB 

ABHI 
I 

AH 
AI 

AB1 
AHI 
AH1 

A 
I 

AB 
A 

ABHI 
A 

ABH 
AB1 
AI 

ABDI 
A 

A 8  
AB1 

A 
A81 
A H  
A8F 

AI 
A 

A81 
A01 
AI 
AI 

2 
AH 

A 
4 

1,316 
AI 
I 

ABDM 
AB1 
AB1 
A6 

ABHl 
11314 

AH 
AI 
4 

AMI 
AH1 

A 
394 
A0 
A 

A8HI 
A 

ABH 
AB1 
AI 

ABDl 
A 

A0 
AB1 

A 
AB! 
2,3 
ABF 

AI 
A 

ABJ 
AB1 
AI 
AI 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

6 
AH 
A 
A 

1,316 
A1 
I 

ABDH 
AB1 
ABI 
AB 

ABHl 
1,314 

AH 
AI 

AB1 
AH1 
AH1 

A 
314 
AB 
A 

ABHI 
A 

ABH 
A H  
AI 

ABDI 
A 

A0 
A H  

A 
A01 
A61 
ABF 

Al 
A 

AB1 
AB1 
AI 
AI 

3M 
AH 
A 
A 

1,396 
AI 
I 

A B M  
AB1 
AB1 
A0 

ABHl 
I- ,3,4 

AH 
AI 

AB1 
AH1 
AHC 

A 
I 

A0 
A 

ABHI 
A 

ABH 
A H  
At 

ABDI 
A 

A 0  
AEI 

A 
AS1 
2,3 
ABF 

AI 
A 

AB1 
A01 
AI 
AI 

4 
AH 
A 
A 

1 !316 
At 
4 

ABDHI 
AB1 
A H  
AB 

ABHl 
11394 

AH 
AI 

A81 
AMI 
AH1 

A 
314 
AB 
A 

ABM 
A 

ABH 
AB1 
AI 

ABUI 
A 

AB 
A H  

A 
A61 
213 

ABF 
AI 
A 

AB1 
AB1 
AI 
AI 

5 
AH 
A 
A 

1,316 
AI 
4 

ABDHI 
A H  
A81 
AB 

ABHl 
11594 

AH 
AI 
4 

AH1 
AH1 

A 
3P4 
394 

A 
ABHI 

A 
ABH 
A H  
AI 

ABM 
A 

AB 
AB1 

A 
A81 
2,3 
A0F 

AI 
A 

AB1 
AB1 

4 
AI 

AH 
A 
A 

1,316 
AI 
4 

ABDHf 
3 

AB1 
AB 

ABHl 
11314 

AH 
AI 
4 

AH1 
AH1 

A 
3!4 
314 

A 
ABHI 

A 
ABH 
AB1 
AI 

A6Dl 
A 

A6 
A H  

A 
A01 
2,3 

ABF 
AI 
A 

A01 
AB1 

4 
AI 
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1. NUMBER 
80399 
80401 
80404 
80464 
80466 
80467 
80651 
80883 
80887 
2001 7 
2001 7 
20038 
2001 9 
2001 4 
20059 
20001 
20002 
20066 
20066 
20066 
20066 
20072 
20040 
20041 
20004 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20077 
20003 
20084 
20005 
20102 
201 43 
201 57 
20t 57 
201 57 

ROADITRAIL 
NAME 
Spauldrng’s Road-Table Rock 
Adams Homestead 
Spring Run 
Fish Cr Sp I-Soufh Moody 
Frsh Cr Sp &South Moody 
Big Elk Creek Boat Landing 
Moody Swamp 
Wolverine 
Buckskin Morgan 
Commissary Ridge Extension 
Commissary Ridge Spur 3 
Alpine Cemetary Road 
Haul Road 
Pond Road 
Long Gulch E Spur 
Fisher A Spur 
Fisher B Spur 
Blacktail-Paint Lookout A Spur 
Blacktail-Point Lookout B Spur 
Blacktail-Potnt Lookout G Spur 
Blacktail-Point Lookout D Spur 
Hawthorne Hollow County Road 
Spring Creek Boat Lending 
River Access 
Bed Ground Road 
Fall Creek-Skytine Spur 3 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur9 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 10 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 20 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 33 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 444 
Fall Creek-Skyline Spur 200 
Phosphate Canyon 
lava Creek Spur 1 
Little Box 
Fish and Game A Spur 
Corral Ridge Spur 143A 
Indian Fork Spur 1 
Indian Fork Spur 2 
Indian Fork Spur 4 

A 
AH 
I 

AI 
AI 
A 

ABFl 
AI 

AB1 
AI 

1 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
I 
A 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A 
A 
AI 
A 

1 
I 
I 

2 
- -- 

A 
AH 
I 

AI 
Z3’4 

A 
ABFl 

4 
4 

274 

A 
4 
4 

2,4 
4 
4 

2,4 
2,4 
2r4 
Zl4 

3 
AI 

1’4 
1 

214 
214 
294 
214 

2,4 
214 
214 

4 
3,4 

A 
AI 
2 
I 
4 
I 

214 

3 
A 

AM 
334 

2,3,4 
2,3,4 

A 
ABFl 

AI 
4 

AI 
214 

A 
A 

AI 
2,4 

A 
A 

2,4 
214 
214 

214 
AI 
AI 

1,4 
I 

2,4 
214 

214 
214 

214 
I 
I 

A 
4 

AI 
A 
4 
4 
4 

214 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M 

A 
AH 

I 
2,314 
&3,4 

A 
ABFl 

AI 
AB1 
214 
214 

A 
A 

AI 
214 

A 
A 

2,4 
Z 4  
214 
234 
AI 
AI 

114 
I 

294 
2,4 
214 
214 
214 
2,4 
2’4 

I 
314 

A 
AI 
2 
4 
4 
4 

4 
A 

AH 
3,4 

2,394 
2,314 

A 
ABFl 

At 
4 

Al 
214 

A 
A 

AI 
214 

A 
A 
1 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 

1’4 
I 

214 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 

214 
I 
I 

A 
4 

AI 
A 
4 
4 
4 

214 

5 
A 

AH 
314 

2,314 
2,394 

A 
4 
4 
4 

Al 

A 
A 
4 

2,4 
A 
A 

z 4  
2,4 
214 
214 
AI 
AI 

114 
I 

234 
2’4 
214 

Z4 
214 
z 4  
I 
I 
A 
4 

At 
A 
4 
4 
4 

214 

A 
AH 
314 

2,3?4 
z3,4 

A 
4 
4 
4 

z 4  
214 

A 
A 
4 

z 4  
A 
A 

214 
2,4 
214 
214 
AI 
AI 

1 P4 
I 

214 
294 
294 
2,4 
214 
214 

I 
I 

A 
4 

AI 
A 
4 
4 
4 



I NUMBER, 
201 61 
201 70 
201 70 
20242 
20023 
20022 
20042 
20287 
20278 
20278 
20376 
20004 
20004 
20004 
80254 
80277 
80283 
80302 
80228 
80353 
8021 8 
8021 8 
80343 
8021 8 
80218 
80342 
8021 8 
8021 8 
80218 
80222 
802.22 
80222 
80229 
80232 
80232 
80234 
80258 
80258 
80258 
80258 

ROADflRAlL 
NAME 
Indian CreekA Spur 
Rash Canyon willow Spring Sp 
Rash Canyon Extension 
Calamity C G Wafer System 
Gravel Hats Spur 
Antelope Creek, Head 
Little Box Canyon 
ksue Porn[ 
Calamity Shortcut Spur 1 
Calamity Shortcut Spur 2 
June Creek Spur 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 2 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 3 
Alpine Boat Landing Spur 4 
Roller Canyon 
Shu dliff Canyon 
Oakden Canyon 
Holland Canyon 
Unnmamed Road 
Mud Spnngs 
Kelly Canyon Spur 1 
Kelly Canyon Spur 2 
Kelly Sheep Corrals 
Kelly Canyon Spur 4 
Kelly Canyon Spur 5 
Morning Glory Mine 
Kelly Canyon Spur 8 
Kelly Canyon Spur 10 
Kelly Canyon Spur I1 
Browning Creek Spur 1 
Browning Creek Spur 2 
Browning Creek Spur 3 
Fleming Canyon Spur I 
Graham Hollow Spur 1 
Graham Hollow Spur 2 
Lower Rainey Diverston 
North Moody Spur 1 
North Moody Spur 2 
North Moody Spur 3 
North Moody Spur 5 

1 
A 
I 
I 

A 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
I 
I 

A 
I 
I 

AI 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

AI 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2 
A 

I 
4 
4 

AH 
AI 
AJ 

1,213 
19293 
213 

A 
A 
A 
4 
4 
4 
4 

1293 
4 

314 
314 
314 
314 
3P4 

4 
314 
3?4 
334 
314 
314 
314 
314 

3r4 
3,4 

I 
3,4 
314 
3,4 

213 

W 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

6 i 

A 
2P3 

I 
A 

AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 

1,213 
1,213 

213 

1 t3 
1 t3 
AI 
A 
A 
4 
A 
4 

314 
A 

3r4 
3t4 
3, 4 
314 
314 
314 
314 
314 

113 

W 
a14 
W 
3t4 
314 
3?4 

I 
394 
314 
394 

3M 
.. 

4 
213 
2?3 

A 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 

1,213 

213 
1 t3 
It3 
113 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

11z3 
A 

3t4 
3,4 

A 
314 
3?4 
AI 

314 
394 

314 

3 4  
3,4 
314 
394 
AI 

3,4 
314 
394 
314 

19213 

a14 

W 

4 
4 

213 
I 
4 

AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 

1213 
19213 
213 
113 
113 
1 !3 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 

314 
314 
314 
314 
354 

4 
314 
314 
314 
314 
314 

W 
314 
394 
314 
394 
314 
394 
3!4 

5 
4 

213 
I 
4 

AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 

1,213 

213 
113 

113 

AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 

314 
314 
3,4 
3r4 
3,4 

4 
314 
314 
3?4 
314 
314 
314 
31 4 
314 
3,4 
3P4 
8,4 
314 
3,4 
3,4 

1,213 

113 

4 
2,3 
213 

4 
AI 
AH 
AI 
AI 

1,293 

Z3 
1 t3 
1t3 
113 

4 
4 
4 
4 
A 
4 

3,4 
3F4 
3,4 
3?4 
3F4 

4 
314 
314 
314 
314 
314 
314 
3r4 
314 
314 
314 
314 
394 
3!4 
3,4 

11213 
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I NUMBER 
80258 
80231 
8031 8 
8031 8 
80400 
80464 
80651 
80651 
80651 
80651 
80883 
80903 
80903 
81085 
81 085 
81 085 
20035 
80233 
8021 1 
80004 
20009 
20868 
80329 
201 81 
20061 
20062 
80269 
80402 
20078 
20241 
80322 
80220 
80221 
80251 
80273 
80274 
80659 
80882 
20386 
20406 

ROAWTRAIL 
NAME 

~ -. - ~~ 

North Moody Spur 6 
Butter Canyon Road 
Windy Ridge Spur 1 
Windy Ridge Spur 2 
Byrnes Homestead 
Fish Creek South Moody Spur A 
Moody Swamp Spur 1 
Moody Swamp Spur 2 
Moody Swamp Spur 3 
Moody Swamp Spur 4 
Wolverine Spur 1 
BPA Powerline E3 Spur 
BPA Powerline C Spur 
Staleland 
Private A 
Private 0 
Jordan Canyon Access 
L W  Sheep Road 
TaWe Rock Fit Road 
Alpine Boat Landing 
Papoose Creek (private) 
Hoffman Summer Home Loop 
B!owout Boat Ramp 
Hoffman Summer Home Area 
Calamity Summer Home Road 
Paltsades Summer Homes 
Sheep Creek Summer Home Loop 
Mennonite Camp Road 
Boy Scout Camp Little Lemhi 
Calamity Campground 
Dry Canyon 
Timber 
Upper Timber Drive 
Lower Fames 
Garner Ponds 
Upper Browntng Creek 
Argument Ridge 
Kelly Mtn Spur 

I ! Travertine Mine Spur 
i DeerCreek 

1 1 2 

AI 
I 

AH 
I 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
A 
A 
A 
A 
AI 
A 

314 
3?4 
AM 
314 
394 
314 
314 

3P4 
3t4 

4 
4 

Sl4 
3,4 
314 
AF 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
4 
4 

z 4  
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

294 

ALTERNATIVE 
3M 
3?4 
AI 

3t4 
3A 
AM 
31 4 
314 
314 
314 
314 
314 

4 
4 

3?4 
3t4 
3r4 
AF 

A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
4 
4 

2?4 
214 
z 4  
4 
4 
4 

214 

- 4 
394 
AI 

3!4 
3?4 
AH 
3,4 
3r4 

314 
314 
3,4 

4 
4 

3?4 
314 
394 
AF 
A 
A 
A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
4 
4 

2?4 
2?4 
2?4 
4 
4 
4 

2,4 

W 

5 
3,4 
AI 

334 
3,4 
AM 
3t4 
3,4 
3t4 
3t4 
314 
314 

4 
4 

314 
314 
334 
AF 
214 

A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
A 
4 

2?4 
2,4 
2,4 
4 
4 
4 

274 

214 

3,4 
AI 
3,4 
314 
AH 
3t4 
314 
W 
W 
314 
314 

4 
4 

314 
314 
394 
AF 
214 

A 
A 

AD 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
4 
A 
4 

294 
294 
294 

4 
4 
4 

214 

214 
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I ROADfrRAIL I 
NUMBER NAME 
20166 Hoffman Water User 
20167 Hoffman CG Water 
80320 BPA Power Line 

1 2 3 
A 4 4 
A 4 4 
A 4 4 

20320 I BPA Power Line I A I  4 1  4 

3M 4 

80321 
20069 
20280 
80256 
80881 
80251 
80256 
80256 
80256 
80273 
80274 
80659 
80256 
80885 

5 6 

BPA Power Line 
Hoffman Campground 
Snake River Boat Club 
Upper Farnes 
Kelly Mtn Road 
Lower Farnes Spur 1 
Upper Farnes Spur 3 
Upper Farnes Spur 4 
Upper Farnes Spur 5 
Upper Browning Creek Spur 2 
Garner Ponds Spur 1 
Argument Ridge A Spur 
Upper F a r m  Spur 1 
Cold Springs Road 

DISTRICT PALISADES 
TRAILS 
42045 
42046 
42053 
42055 
42061 
42056 
42057 
42058 
42059 
42122 
48116 
45004 
45026 
45027 
45028 
45029 
45030 
45032 
45033 

Indian Creek Loop 
Big Basinn 
Green Knoll 
Long Springs 
Driveway Canyon 
DivideTrail 
Burnt Timber 
Deadhorse 
Elk Creek Divide 
North Indian 
Spring Canyon 
Black Mountain Trail 
Garden Creek 
Pritchard Creek 
Porcupine 
Bear Creek Sheep 
South Fork of Fall Creek 
South Fork-Rash Canyon 
Fourth of July Ridge 

A 
A 
A' 

AI' 
A' 
A^ 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
A' 
Al' 
A' 

BI 
BI 
I 

BI 
BI 
DI 
DI 
BI 
81 
BI 
A 

AD1 
A 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

4 
4 
4 

Al' 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Al' 
A' 

DI 
BI 
BI 
2,4 
2,4 
2 
A 
AI 
AI 
2 
2 

AI 
AI 

4 
4 
4 

Al' 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A 

AI' 
A' 

BI 
I 

2,3 
BI 
BI 
DI 
DI 
BI 
BI 

2.4 
2 
A 
AI 
AI 
2 
2 

AI 
AI 

2,4 

,LTERNATlVE I 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 

Al' 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A 

AI' 
A' 

BI 
23 
BI 
BI 
DI 
DI 
BI 

234 
BI 
2,4 
AD1 

A 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

AI' 
A' 

BI 
2,3 
23 
BI 
2,4 
2,4 
2,4 
2!4 

23,4 
2,4 
24 

2 
A 

AI 
AI 
2 
2 

AI 
AI ' 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
A' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

BI 
23 
2.3 
2,4 

2.4 
2,4 
2.4 

234 
2.4 
2,4 

2 
A 
AI 
AI 
2 
2 

2,4 
2,4 

2,4 



I NUMBER 
45034 
45035 
45036 
45037 
45038 
45039 
45040 
45041 
45042 
45043 
45044 
45047 
45048 
45049 
45055 
45130 
45138 
45140 
45142 
45144 
45148 
451 57 
45158 
45i59 
48031 
48051 
48060 
48063 
48064 
48066 
48067 
48068 
48070 
48U71 
48073 
48073 
48074 
48076 
48077 
48078 

r - 

6 
1 

ROADITRAIL 
NAME 
Fourth of July-Red Peak 
Red Ridge 
Yeaman Creek-Dry Gulch 
Russell Creek 
Deadhorse Ridge 
Indian Creek 
Whtte Spring 
Little Elk Mtn 
Deadman Creek 
Currant Creek 
Muddy Cr 
Bear Creek 
South Fork of Bear Creek 
North Fork of Bear Creek 
Box Canyon 
Elk Mountain Ridge 
Ga rden-Pntchard 
Horse Creek 
Echo Canyon-Indian Creek 
Golden Gate 
Warm Springs Ridge 
Five Pine 
Poker Peak Wells 
Elk CreekcJensen Creek 
Hawley Gulch 
Sheep Driveway 
Carlton Cutoff 
Mike Spencer Loop 
Coaimine Canyon 
N Rainey-S Rarney 
Prospect Peak 
Big Burns Creek 
Hell Hole 
Little Burns Creek 
Little Burns-Black Canyon 
Liitle Bu ms-Slide Rock 
Black Canyon 
Castle Lake 
Thousand Springs 
West Pine Creek 

1 
AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A1 

1 
I 
1 

AI 
AD1 
AD1 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A! 
A 

A! 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
AI 

2 
AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 

213 
213 

2,3,4 
213 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 

1 ,21314 
1 1 W A  

AI 
2,3 
AD1 

AI 
2t4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
2,3 
AI 
2 

AI 
AI 
3 

2,4 
AI 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 

213 
213 

2,394 
213 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 

12,314 
192,314 

AI 
213 
AD1 

AI 
214 
AI 
AI 
AI 

213 
AI 
2 

AI 
AI 
3 

214 
AI 

3M 
AI 
AI 

2,314 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
21314 

I 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
Al 
AI 

1,2,3,4 
1,2,3,4 

AI 
AD1 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 

AI 
AI 

2,3,4 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
AI 

4 
AI 
AI 

233,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 

213 
2r3 

2,3,4 
213 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 

1 ,2,8,4 
1 A3,4 

AI 

AD1 
AI 

234 
AI 
AI 
A1 

233 
AI 
2 

AI 
AI 
3 

AD1 
AI 

213 

5 
AI 
AI 

AI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
I 
I 

AI 
AI 

213 
293 

2,334 
293 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
I 

19293t4 
1293t4 

294 
2?3 
214 

214 

214 
AI 

2,4 
2t4 
2,3 
2,4 

2 
Z3?4 

2,4 
3 

2,4 
2t4 

2,314 



I NUMBER 
48079 

48082 
48089 
48090 
48092 
48094 
481 20 
481 55 
401 61 
481 62 
48464 

42053 
421 53 
45021 
45022 
45023 
45024 
45026 
45026 
45027 
45028 
45035 
451 29 
45038 
45042 
45059 
4501 3 
45077 
45077 
45141 
45146 
42127 
451 30 
48031 
481 15 
481 19 
48131 
48139 

4a080 

ROADflRAlL 
NAME 1 
Fleming Canyon 
Dry Canyon 
Wolverine Creek 
North Fork Rainey 
South Fork Rainey 
Water Canyon 
Dry €Jk 

South Fork 
Tie Canyon 
Spencer Mountain 
Trail Exf 
Road Canyon 
Green Knoll Hunter Trail 
Red Slide 
Basin 
Pritchard Cr Cutoff 
Jim Hill 
Tag Alder 
Pntchard -N el son 
Garden-Ne[son 
Unnamed Spur 1 
Porcupine Creek 
Red Spring 
Red Ridge Repeater 
Little Currant Hallow 
Deadman Creek I 
Long Gulch-Indian Creek 
Flali ron Pond 
Jrm HIIf 5 
Jim Hill 6 
F!ati ron 
Hunter 

Spring RUWBlOWout 

Elk Mountain 
Hawtey Gulch 
Rainey Creek 
BlowouVQuaker Flat 
Lookout Mountain 
Morning Glory Mine 

AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

1 
I 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 

A 
A 

t 
I 
A 

AB 
I 
I 

Ai 
I 

AI 
I 

A 
1 
I 

AI 
1 

AI 
1 
3 
I 

01 
I 

AI 
AI 
I 
3 

AI 

2 
AI 
AI 
2 

AI 
AI 

29394 
2,314 

I 
AI 

21314 
2,394 
Z3 
2*4 
213 

3 
2,4 
294 

2 
2 
1 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 

A 
I 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 
3 
2 

I 
AI 
AI 
I 

AI 
AI 

3 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A[ 

z3t4 
&3?4 

213 
AI 

2,314 
2A4 
2,3 
214 
213 

3 
24 
2,4 

2 
2 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
I 

A 
233 

I 
AI 
I 

1 A23 
1 A 3  

3 
I 

I 
AI 
AI 

213 
AI 
AI 

ALTER NATIVE 
3M 4 

AI 
AJ 
AI 
AI 
AI 

z3t4 
2,314 

z13 
AI 

29314 
2,314 
293 
214 
2,s 

3 
214 
2,4 

2 
2 
I 

AI 
I 

AI 
213 

4 
213 

I 
AI 

214 
1,213 
1213 

2 
2 

I 
AI 
AI 

213 
3 

A! 

5 
234 
234 
214 
294 
214 
2,394 
2,314 
213 
2,4 

z3,4 
2,314 
2,3 
214 
213 
3 

234 
214 

2 
2 

213 
293 

2 
213 

4 
293 
233 
2,4 
214 

1,213 
1,293 

2 
2 

254 
z314 

AI 
213 

3 
4 

213 



I NUMBER I NAME 
4821 9 
481 6g 
48083 
45123 
48079 
48051 

Unnamed Trail 
Leaning Ftr 
South State 
Blowout 
Fleming Canyon 
Sheep Driveway 

1213 
314 
I 

z314 
A 
I 

1213 
AD1 
I 

2,314 
A 
I 

1,23 
314 

1 
2,314 

A 
I I 



ROAMRAIL 
NUMBER NAME _ _  

ROADS 
20007 
20008 
20009 
2001 0 
2001 I 
20012 
2001 3 
2001 6 
20025 
20049 
20050 
20063 
20098 
20099 
201 23 
20125 
20254 
20255 
20266 
20267 
20276 
20383 
20656 
20809 
2081 3 
20818 
80013 
80207 
8021 9 
80235 
80236 
80237 
80239 
80253 
80266 
80267 
80276 
80328 

- 

ALTERNATIVE 
r 

1 - .  2 I 3 3M 4 5 I 6 L 

Noah Leigh 
South Letgh 
Teton 
Rapid Creek 
Teton Greek Spur 
Darby Canyon 
Dry Ridge 
Trail Creek G G 
Fred’s Mountam 
Teton Campground 
Darby Gins Camp 
Fox Creek 
Reunion Flat 
Worse Transfer Stahon 
Tiehack Spur 4 
Swanner Cr 
South Jackpine 
Steep Creek 
JackpindPinoc hle 
Rammell Mwntam 
Moose Creek 
Pole Canyon North 
Indian Meadows 
h g g s  Cabin 
Poachers Trail 
Cummisary Rldge 
Dry Ridge 
Birch Spur 
Relay Ridge 
Horseshoe=Packsaddle 
Mahogony Creek 
Patterson Creek 
Mike Harris 
Upper Rainey 
Jackpine-Pinochle Loop 
Rammell Mountain 
Moose Creek 
Kirkham Hollow 

AB1 
AB1 

ABHI 
AH1 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFJ 
AI 
AI 

ABHI 
AI 
AI 

1,214 
11294 

AM24 
AI 

AB1 
AH 
A01 
12 
AI 
12 
AI 

MI 12 
AB1 
A1 

A H  
AB1 
113 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AH 
A H  

AB111 23 

AB1 
AB1 

ABHl 
AH1 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

ABHI 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 

A M  24 
Al  

AB1 
AM 

AB1 
AB1 

AI 
A6Hl 

AI 
1,24 
AB1 
1 12t4 

AB1 
AB1 
AB 
A8 
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AH 
A H  

A 5 H  14 

AB1 
AB1 

ABHl 
AH1 
AI 

ABM1 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

ABHI 
AI 
AI 

1214 
1,214 

AI 
AI 

AB1 
AH 
AI31 

ABlH 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 

All24 
AB! 
1,2,4 
AB1 
AB1 
AB 
A 8  
AI 

ABDl 
A61 
AH 
AB1 

ABl/I,4 

A01 
A H  

ABHl 
AH1 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
A1 

1,214 
11214 

A M  24 
AI 

AB1 
AH 

AB1 
ABIH 

AI 
ABHl 

AI 
Mi24 

AB[ 
AI 

AB! 
ABI 
A0 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
A81 
AH 
AB1 

A0111 23 

AB1 
A H  

ABHl 
AH1 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

11294 
1,214 

A l l  24 
AI 
A61 
AH 
AB1 
A81 
AI 
12 
AI 

All 24 
AB1 
11214 

ABJ 
AB! 
A 0  
A 0  
AI 

ABDl 
AB1 
AH 
AB1 

A01/1,4 

AB! 
AB1 

ABHI 
AH1 
AI 

ABHI 
AI 
AI 

ABFI 
AI 
AI 
ABH 

AI 
AI 

1,214 
1t2,4 

AM24 
AI  

A H  
AH 

AB1 
A H  
AI 

1 2  
A1 

1 A 4  
AB1 

1,214 
ABI 
AM 
AB 
AB 
AI 

ABDl 
A81 
AH 
AB1 

ABVI ,4 

A81 
AB1 

ABHl 
AH[ 
AI 

ABHl 
AI 
AI 

ABFl 
AI 
Ai 

ABH 
AI 
AI 

1 A 4  
1,214 

All1 24 
AI 

AB1 
AH 
A H  
AB1 
AI 

112 

AI 
N124 

A61 
1,214 
AB1 
AB1 
133 
113 
AI 

ABDl 
ABJ 
AH 
AB1 

ABVI ,4 

I 



I NUMBER.- 
80330 
0U301 
80383 
80388 
80391 
80543 
80544 
80546 
80547 
80657 
80663 
80800 
0U002 
80806 
80809 
80175 
80922 
20009 
20009 
20009 
2001 9 
20672 
20509 
20912 
80031 
80088 
11021 9 
80209 
80508 
80235 
80235 
80235 
80328 
80328 
80381 
$0901 
80901 
80901 
80901 
2001 8 

ROADRRAIL 
NAME - 

Mrke Harris Campground 
Rammel Hdkw Rd-Packsaddle 
Pole Canyon North 
Wright Creek 
Wright Creek Spur 
Henderson Creek 
Dry Fork Henderson 
Grove Creek 
Pole Canyon South 
Grandview Guard Station 
Grandview Main 
CarIton Creek 
Mafla3 
Demster 
Briggs Cabin 
Spur 18 
Bleggi Gooseneck 
Telon Canyon Spur 4 
Teton Canyon Spur 6 
Tetm Canyon Spur i 1 
Teim Pass 
Baldy Knoll 
Baldy Knoll Spur 1 
hnrca\ b a d  
BPA Powerline 
Irene Greek (Spur 16} 
Spur 1 
Graham Springs 
Packsaddle Dam 
Spur 2 (Idaho Mine) 

Spur 11 
Spur 4 
Spur 5 
Packsaddle Spur 1 
Spur 1 
Spur 2 
Spur 4 
Spur 6 
Coal Creek 

SQUr 9 

I 2 
AI 
AM 
AI 

1,294 
11z4 

AB 
A 
A0 
AB1 
1 

ABI 
1,214 

A 
12,4 
ABHl 

A 
1,214 

A 
A 
A 

114 

AM 
AH 
AMI 

3 
AI 

AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1,214 
1,214 
1,314 

P 
D 
D 
D 
AI 

11214 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

m 

6 
I 

3M 4 
AI 
AH 

1,2,4 
1 A 4  
1,2,4 
AB 
A 

AB 
214 
H 

AB1 
1*z4 

A 
1,254 

1 2  
AH 
114 

A 
1?3 
A 

f ,4 
AH 
AH 
AH1 

3 
AI 
A 

AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1,214 
1,214 
1,394 

D 
D 
D 
D 
AI 

5 
Al 
AH 

1,294 
A 
A 

AB 
A 
A0 
214 

H 
AB1 

1,234 
A 

1,254 
12 
AH 
A 

113 
113 
193 
114 
AH 
AM 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
A 

AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

1 2 4  
1 A 4  

A 
214 
214 
2,4 
214 
AI 



I NUMBER 
20466 
80309 
20044 
20045 
20046 
801 94 
20089 
20125 
2081 6 
20385 
20386 
20392 
20538 
20539 
20540 
20541 
20627 
20851 
20667 
20668 
2081 7 
20256 
80033 
80382 
80386 
80208 
80387 
80389 
80390 
80392 
80654 
80655 
80385 
80658 
80652 
80664 
80665 
80666 
80803 
80816 

ROADlTRAIL 
NAME 
Mail Cabin 
Pine Creek C G 
Bustle Creek 
Dry Creek Power tine 
Cold Springs 
235-0 (HorseshodPackksaddle) 
Kiln Creek Spur 1 
Swanner Cr 
Badger Spnngs Spur 1 
Pole Canyon Spur 
Juniper 
Trehack 
Grouse Cr Spur 
wigglekm HdJw 
Bear WaI k 
Bear Walk Spur 
Yellow Cr 
Grouse Cr 
PdePatch A 
PdePatch B 

Steep Creek Spur 
BPA Powerline 
Teepee 
Juniper 
Klein Spur 
Pony Bench 
Tepee Ridge 
Packsaddle Ridge 
Tieback 
Teepee Ridge 
Lower Teepee 
Pole Canyon Spur 
Reservoir 

Boundary Creek 
Crooked Creek 
Pony Creek 
Carkon Cr Spur 
Calamity 

trttle Dry Cr 

Dry Greek 

3 
ALTERNATIVE 

3M 4 5 fi I 
b I 



I NUM6ER 
80822 
80922 
80951 
20088 
20090 
201 22 
20123 
20124 
20384 
20393 
20660 
2066i 
20801 
20802 
20809 
208iO 
2081 9 
80031 
80074 
80070 
80035 
80076 
801 55 
80073 
801 40 
80383 
80384 
80547 
80653 
80862 
80663 
80804 
80805 
80806 
00807 
80867 

ROADITRAIL 
NAME 
Kirkham Hollow Spur 
Breggi Gooseneck 
Milk Creek Ridge 
hln Creek 
Kiln Cr Spur 2 
Tiehack 3 
Treh3ck 4 
Tie hack 7 
Bitch Creek 
Tlehack Spur 1 
Cave 
Slow Elk 
Jackpine Boundary 
Jackpine Boundary S 
809 D 
Bnggs Cabin Spur 1 
Wildcat 
BPA Powerline 
235-E Spur4 

235-L Spur 12 
235-M Spur 13 
2354 Spur 14 
235-0 Spur 15 
253-6 Spur 17 
Pole Canyon N 
Bitch Cr N Jackpine 
Pole Canyon South 
Twodraw 
Horse Creek 
Grandview Main 
Tiehack Spur 2 
Tiehack Spur 5 
Decoster 
Decoder Spur 
867A (Morris Creek) 

235-J Spur5 

I 

6 
114 

112t4 

t 4  
A" 
A* 
A* 
A* 
A 
A* 
A* 
A" 
A* 
A" 
A* 

1 A 4  
A* 
A* 
A" 

AE* 
AE* 
AE* 
AE* 
AE* 
A€* 
E" 
A* 
A" 

1,294 
A* 
A* 

1 A 4  
A* 
A' 
A' 
A" 
A' 

ALTERNATIVE 



__ ~ ~ 

ROADITRAIL 
NUMBER NAME - 

DISTRICT TETQN BASIN 

ALTERNATIVE 
1 2 3 . 3M 4 5 8 - 

TRAILS 
52077 
58065 
58069 
58070 
5807f 
58071 
58901 
58051 
58060 
52032 
52034 
52043 
58049 
581 74 
58053 
58056 
58057 
58062 
58063 
58064 
58066 
58067 
58069 
58070 
58072 
58078 
58079 
5201 3 
52015 
52036 
58029 
58030 
58047 
58049 
58052 
58UM 
58058 

Pol y-wog 
Blackfar1 
Spur 1 
Henderson Cut Off Spur 
Dry Henderson 
Spur 1 
Privale 1 
Sheep Driveway (IO# SPR} 
Carlton Cutoff 
Spring Creek 
Aspen 
Burbank 
Mike Harris-Marl Cabin 
Pole Canyon 
Big Hole Crest 
South Horseshoe 
N Mahogany-Elk Fiat 
Elk Flat-Relay Ridge 
Canyon Creek-Swfh Fork 
Canyon Creek-North Fork 
Gams Mountain 
Hillon 
Twin Creeks 
Wet Henderson 
Gmve 
North Pine 
Rocky Peak 
Dry Ridge 
lndran Meadows-Bear Canyon 
North Game Creek 
Gov Pack Trail A 
Gov PackTrail B 
Wood Canyon Ridge 
Mike Harris Spur 1 
Smlth Canyon 
Fork of Patterson 
Wright Trail 

A 
AD1 
A 
A 
AI 
314 
A 

ADHl 
AI 
AI 
A M  
A 
A 

AH1 
AI 
AI 
AI  
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AJ 
AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
AI 
A 
A 
A 

AI 
A 

A 
AD1 
A 
A 
AI 
A 

214 
ADHl 
113 
AI 

AIH 
A 

394 
A M  
AI 
AI 
Al  
AI 
AI 
314 
AI 
8,4 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

2,314 
2,314 

A 
A1 
A1 
A 

314 

A 
AI 
3,4 

A 
AD1 
AH 
A 
AI 

314 
214 

ADH! 
AI H 
AI 

AIH 
3,4 
394 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
314 
AI 
3,4 
3,4 
314 
3#4 
334 
AI 

293A 
Z8,4 

A 
AI 
314 
A 

394 
334 

334 
21314 

314 
AD1 
AH 
A 
AI 
3!4 
234 

ADHl 
A1 H 
A1 

AIH 
314 

314 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

AD1 
AD1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
A1 

29314 
Z3F4 
2,394 

AI 
AI 
314 
314 
AI 
AI 
8,4 

A 
AD1 
3 
A 
AI 
3F4 
214 

ADHI 
AI 
AI 

AIW 
314 
314 
AH1 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
3!4 
A1 
W 
AD1 
394 
AI 
314 
AI 

2,314 
A 
A 
AI 
AI 
A 

g14 
394 

2,31415 
3k4 

314 
3P4 
A 
A 
AI 
314 
214 

ADHl 
113 
AI 

A H  
&4 
314 
334 
3,4 
394 
A2 
314 
a14 
314 
3?4 

314 
W 
a14 
W 
314 
314 

2131 4 
Z3P4 
21314 

AI 
AI 
314 
3,4 
394 

2!314,5 
314 

A 
314 
314 
314 
3?4 
314 
2?4 

ADHl 
113 
AI 
z 3  
3,4 
3?4 
3f4 
314 
V 
AI 
314 
&4 
3!4 
314 
314 
394 
3,4 
314 
3?4 
314 

z3*4 

21394 
3,4 
314 

3?4 
394 

2,314 
314 

W14 

z14 



NUMBER 
58059 
58060 
58060 
58060 
58061 
58061 
5801 4 
58081 
58076 

ROADlTRAIL 
NAME 

- .- -- 

Graham Trail 
Unnamed Spur I 
Unnamed Spur 3 
Unnamed Spur 4 
Calamity Creek 
Off K ~ k h m  Hollow Rd Spur 1 
Allen Canyon 
Murphy Creek 
Corral Creek 

2 
314 
A 
A 
A 

314 
3A 
334 
314 
AI 

3 
ALTERNATJE 

3,4 
314 
3,4 
3,4 
314 
394 
3,4 
3,4 
AI 

3M 
AI I 
3,4 
3r4 
314 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 
AI 

4 
314 
3r4 
314 
394 
3t4 
314 
314 
3 4  
314 

5 
314 
A 
A 
A 

314 
3t4 
314 
334 
3,4 

314 
3?4 
3A 
3,4 
3?4 

314 
394 
314 

W 

I 

I 

I 

t 



APPENDIX D 

BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION AND BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

The Biological Evaluation (BE) and Biological Assessment (BA) for the 1997 Forest Plan Revision FElS 
have been reviewed and considered in relation to the analysis of this DEIS As indicated by the analysis 
in Chapter IV of this DEIS, there are no consequences which would indicate any different conclusions 
than those reached in the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the 1997 Forest Plan Revi- 
sion The summary of conclusion of effects for sensitive species is displayed in the following table 

SENSITIVE SPECIES BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSION OF EFFECTS 

AGENCY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
for the 

(Adrosace chamae asme 



X--represents evaluated level of effects 

A BE and BA addressing all appropriate species are being prepared to reflect the analysis in this DElS The 
BA will be submitted for consideration by the US Fish and Wildlife Service during the final analysis for this 
proposal, and a Biological Opinion will be published along with the FEE and Record of Decision 
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Update of Appendu C, Summer and Winter Access 
August 1997 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Forest Plan Revision 

Targhee National Forest 

The Dlstrlct tables contained in Appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Forest Plan Revision have been updated as shown on the 
attached sheets. 

Deletuxx are shown as strike-avers. Changes and additions are shown in 
bold. Most of the changes are the result of relabeling roads and trails to 
correspond with current desrgnatrons. A large number of duplicate entrres 
have been eliminated. 



OPEN ROAD AND OPEN MOTORIZED TRAIL ROUTE (ORONTRD) DECISON CRITERIA TABLES 

DEFINITIONS 

Following are the definitions of the crlterra used on the OROMTR Decision 
Criteria Tables: 

A. Core Access: Needed to access private property, ad]olnug State 
and Federal Parks or State Lands, and roads that access admznlstratlve 
sites, campgrounds and picnic areas, electronic sLtes, permltted 
comm"nlcatLons sites, ski areas, boat rams and special recreation 
srtes such as Mesa Falls and Big Springs. 

B. Fust Priorrty: In .scme areas the applxcation of management 
prescriptlow and densrty standards resulted =n this type of 
road/trail being the only facility designated "open" in the area. 

c. Eastslde Ecosystem Management Project (EEMP) Guldellnes: EEMP 
gurdelines used to establish a rule set to insure consistency as each 
District prepared their access maps. 

D. Coorduw.ted Access: Roads/trails that provide Inter-DLstrxt 
sccess. 

E. Marntenance of Wrldlife Habitat: Road/trail selected causes less 
rmpact. 

F. Resource Damage: Road/trail selected caused less unpact. 

G. cost: Lower cost to mantan road/trail. 

H. Dlstrlct-specific criteria (rf any). 

I. District-specific criteria (if any). 



Includes the Countres of Bonnevrlle, Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemhr, Mad&on, and Teton of 
Idaho and Lrncoln and Teton Countres of Wyoming The United States Department of Agnculture (USDA) 
prohrbrts drscnmrnatron rn Its programs on the basrs of race, color, national ongrn, sex, relrgron, age, 
disabrlrty, polrtrcal belrefs, and manta1 or famrlral status (Not all prohrbrted bases apply to all programs ) 
Persons wrth drsabrlrtres who requrre alternatrve means forcommunrcatron of program rnformatron (bra&s, 
large print, audrotape, etc) should contact the USDA Office of Communrcatrons at (202) 720-2791 

To file a complarnt, write the Secretary of Agnculture, U S Department of Agnculture. Washington, DC 
20250, or call i-800-245-6340 (vorce) or (202) 720-l 127 (TTD) USDA IS an equal opportunrty em- 
ployer 
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TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST 

OPEN ROAD AND OPEN MOTORIZED TRAIL TRAVEL PLAN 

RECORD OF DECISION 

Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemhi, Madison 
and Teton Counties, Idaho 

Lincoln and Teton Counties, Wyoming 

THE DECISION - AN OVERVIEW 

This document presents my decision for the open motorized road and trail 
network for the Targhee National Forest. It explains why I have selected 
the Travel Plan Portion of Alternative 3M, as modified between the draft 
EIS and final ELS [displayed as Alternative 3M in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (final EIS) for the 1997 Revised Forest Plan]. 

The purpose and need of this Travel Plan is to offer a balanced range of 
motorized road and trail related recreation opportunities in the Forest 
that is consistent with the management prescriptions adopted in the Revised 
Forest Plan. These prescriptions include standards for the miles of open 
roads and motorized trails allowed per square mile. This Travel Plan shows 
which roads and trails will remain open to meet these road and trail 
density standards. 

The Travel Plan in Alternative 3M, as modified from the Revised Forest Plan 
draft EIS, in response to site specific public comments, responds to the 
need for a reasonable network of motorized roads and trails that meet the 
open road and open motorized trail route density (OROMTRD) standards An the 
Revised Forest Plan. This decision provides for 1,577 miles of open 
motorized roads, 25 miles of seasonally restricted roads and 540 miles of 
open motorized trails. Prior to this decision 1,985 miles of roads were 
open, 73 miles of road were seasonally restricted and 773 miles of trail 
were open for motorized use. Therefore, there will be a reduction of 
approximately 408 open miles of road, 48 miles of seasonally restricted 
road, and 233 miles of open motorized trail from existing condition to meet 
the OROMTRD standards specified in the Revised Forest Plan. FOr more 
specifics, see Table IV-13 on page IV-45 in the final EIS. 

Some signing of open motorized routes will begin this fall consistent with 
the Travel Plan maps. 
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We will also implement a monitoring and evaluation strategy to assess the 
effectiveness of this motorized travel plan. This monitoring item is a 
priority one for the Forest (See Revised Forest Plan, Chapter V for further 
details), which means it is mandatory. 

In the process of preparing this Record of Decision and its accompanying 
Travel Maps we identified numerous instances in which Appendix C of the 
Final EIS could be clarified and updated. This decision is based on that 
corrected Appendix C. 

BACKGROUND 

One of the most controversial aspects of the Revised Forest Plan is the key 
issue of access and what level of motorized access is appropriate for the 
Targhee National Forest. The Revised Plan has numerous management 
prescriptions and included in most of these prescriptions is an access 
table that indicates the type of access (motorized or nonmotorized), cross 
country travel and road and trail travel that is allowed year round and 
seasonally, including an open road and open motorized trail route density 
for most prescriptions. This Record of Decision designates the roads and 
trails that will be open for motorized use to begin implementation of the 
Revised Forest Plan. 

The final EIS  for the Revised Forest Plan portrays both the cumulative 
effects and site specific considerations for the motorized road and trail 
network (See Appendix C of the final E I S  for further information). 

During the Revision of the Forest Plan, each motorized road and trail was 
carefully scrutinized by the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) and field going 
personnel from the Ranger Districts. Resource concerns included elk 
security and elk habitat effectiveness, Threatened, Endangered and 
Sensitive species habitat, riparian areas, sensitive soils and steep 
slopes. The public was also involved in this analysis and disclosure which 
is summarized below. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Public involvement has been extensive throughout the planning and analysis 
process leading to this decision. Key public comment and participation was 
obtained on numerous occasions. I feel confident that all interested 
publics have had ample opportunities to participate and share their 
concerns regarding this Travel Plan. The following outlines the major 
steps in the public involvement effort. 

* I n  October of 1994, meetings were held in Idaho Falls and Driggs to 
give the public an opportunity to identify which individual areas, 
roads and trails should be permanently open, permanently closed, 
obliterated or seasonally restricted. 
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* Open houses were held in June 1995 in Idaho Falls, Ashton, and 
Rexburg at the Henry's Fork Watershed Council meeting to present the 
proposed action, (Alternative 3M in the draft E I S  for the Revised 
Forest Plan) to interested people, gather information and exchange 
ideas. 

The DEIS was available for a 90-day comment period from February 1996 to 
June 1996. The Travel Plan was displayed on maps 11 and 12. other 
alternatives in the Draft EIS displayed different Travel Plans to meet the 
road and trail density standards for those alternatives (various maps 
2-20). 

During the comment period, numerous public information meetings were held 
throughout the local area. Detailed travel maps were on display for 
Alternative 3M and participants were asked at each meeting to provide Lnput 
as to why individual roads and trails should be open or closed. 

Substantive access comments and the responses are listed in Appendix A of 
the final E I S  for the Revised Forest Plan (Pgs. 1-1 through 1-84). 

Public involvement and discussions continue. We lrstened to all points of 
view and incorporated many suggestions. I am confident the staff listened, 
and that public involvement in this process has strengthened this 
decision. 

PLANNING RECORDS 

With the above collaboration with the public, other agencies and expertise 
from many Forest Service employees, an IDT completed the environmental 
analyses as summarized in the Final EIS (Chapter IV) & the updated Appendix 
C .  The Team has provided detailed explanations of the analysis and results 
of the planning process in planning records. Detailed planning records can 
be reviewed at: 

Forest Supervisor's Office 
Targhee National Forest 
420 N. Bridge Street 
St. Anthony, Idaho 83445 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Based on available data, public involvement, and Final E I S  Appendix C (as 
updated), three reasonable alternatives that address varying Travel Plans 
were considered. The three Alternatives analyzed in detail are briefly 
described below. For a more complete discussion of alternative development 
see the final E I S ,  Appendix C. 
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Alternative 1 “NO Action“ - This alternative would leave the 1996 Travel 
Plan in place. This alternative was displayed on travel maps for 
Alternative 1 in the draft EIS and final EIS (maps 2 and 3). Approximately 
1,985 miles of road, 73 miles of seasonally restricted road, and 773 miles 
of motorized trail would remain open, as are currently available. No 
additional road closures would be implemented at this time. 

Alternative 3M (draft EIS) - The alternative is the travel plan for 
Alternative 3M, as displayed in the draft EIS for the Revised Forest Plan 
(maps 2 and 3). It was also the proposed action. This alternative had 
1,560 miles of open road, 120 miles of seasonally restricted road, and 438 
miles of open motorized trail. 

The selected alternative, Alternative 3M (final EIS), as modified between 
draft and final EIS - approximates the travel plan that was displayed in 
the final EIS for the Revised Forest Plan (maps 11 and 12). As displayed 
in the final EIS, this alternative had 1,577 miles of roads, 25 miles of 
seasonally restricted road, and 540 miles of motorized trails open for use. 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

The draft EIS and final EIS also displayed open motorized road and trail 
travel plans for five other alternatives considered (2,3,4-6). Neither of 
these alternatives were selected by the Regional Forester to be the Revised 
Forest Plan and therefore were eliminated from detailed study in this 
travel plan analysis because they did not meet the densities decided upon 
in the Revised Forest Plan. 

THE DECISION 

My decision is to adopt the road and trail network as shown in Alternative 
3M which was modified after reviewing site specific public comments made on 
the draft EIS for the Revised Plan (see attached map). 

The system, as mapped, will offer a variety of motorized and nonmotorized 
use across the Forest in an environmentally acceptable way. The map 
clearly describes where people may go to either enjoy or avoid motorized 
activities. 
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The following illustrates the miles of roads and trails which will be open 
for motorized use by Ranger District: 

Miles of Miles of 
Road Open Seasonally 
For Restricted 
Motorized Roads 
use 

Dubois District 359 11 

Island Park 423 4 

Ashton 356 0 

Palisades 287 7 

Teton Basin 152 3 

TOTAL 1,577 25 

Miles of 
open Trail 

98 

24 

18 

258 

142 

540 

MONITORING COSTS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ROAD AND TRAIL CLOSURES 

This project includes the commitment of the Forest to implement all the 
road and trail closures and to monitor the effectiveness of the closures as 
described in the Monitoring Plan for the Revised Forest Plan. 

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

Alternative 3M, as detailed in the accompanying Travel Maps and updated 
final E I S  Appendix C, is the result of the alternative development and 
public involvement stages of the Forest Plan Revision process. Important 
considerations to protect the environment that have influenced my decision 
include: 

Protection of the basic resources (air, soil, and water), as mandated 
by our agency's mission, vision and guiding principles, are provided 
for with the Travel Plan. 

The local and national people who use the Targhee National Forest, the 
communities they live in, and the relationship of the Forest Service 
with people and local communities. 

Compared to the other alternatives, Alternative 3M, as modified, will 
implement the open motorized road and trail density standards for the 
Forest. Reasonable access to the Forest is provided on a system of 
designated routes. 
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This decision is one that involved a balancing of compelling resource 
concerns and competing public interests with timely, responsible ecosystem 
recovery. I have reached my decision after careful consideration of the 
environmental analysis of the effects of the three alternatives, public 
comments received between draft and final EIS and associated planning 
records. 

I selected the Travel Plan for Alternative 3M. as modified, because it best 
meets the most important objectives of the Regional Forester's decision in 
selecting Alternative 3M as the Revised Forest Plan: management of the 
Forest for sustainability of all components of the ecosystem, maintaining 
or improving habitat for all wildlife species, especially elk and grizzly 
bear, maintaining or improving riparian conditions, protecting long-term 
soil productivity and providing an array of recreational opportunities. 
Other important considerations were: roadless area resources, fish habitat, 
and elk and deer winter range. 

FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS 

As the Forest Supervisor (Deciding Officer), I have considered the 
multitude of statutes governing management of the Targhee National Forest, 
and I believe that this decision represents the best possible approach 
relative to harmonizing and reconciling the current statutory duties of the 
Forest Service related to Travel Management. 

This decision complies with the 1997 Revised Forest Plan for the Targhee 
National Forest. The open motorized road and trail network, as proposed in 
Alternative 3M, as modified, meets the open motorized road and trail route 
density standards for all prescription areas for the Forest. 

This decision complies with the Clean Water Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Air Standards 
Act as shown by the conclusions presented in Chapter IV of the Final EIS 
for the Revised Forest Plan and Appendix C of the Final EIS. 

Thrs Travel Plan complies with the Endangered Species Act and the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion as shown in the conclusions 
presented in Chapter IV, Wildlife section of the Final EIS. 

THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

I am identifying the selected Alternative 3M, as modified, as 
environmentally preferable based on the following interpretation of the law 
and agency policy. 

Regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
require agencies to specify the alternative or alternatives which were 
considered to be environmentally preferable ( 40  CFR 1505.2(b)). Forest 
Service policy further defines environmentally preferable as an alternative 
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that best meets the goals of section 101 of NEPA. Ordinarily this is the 
alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment and best protects, preserves, and enhances historical, 
cultural, and natural resources. In some cases there may be more than one 
environmentally preferable alternative (FSH 1909.15-05). 

Section 101 of NEPA declares national environmental policy, calling on 
federal, state, and local governments and the public to create and maintain 
conditions under which humans and nature can exist in productive harmony. 
This broad policy is further defined in six goals: 

(1) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the 
environment for succeeding generations; 

( 2 )  assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings; 

( 3 )  attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment 
without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and 
unintended consequences; 

( 4 )  preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage and maintain wherever possible an environment which 
supports diversity and variety of individual choice; 

(5) achieve a balance between population and resource use which will 
permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities; 
and 

(6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum 
attainable recycling of depletable resources. 

The goals of Section 101 are similar to the principles of ecosystem 
management and of the Revised Forest Plan, calling for sustainable and 
balanced use, and provision for future generations. Section 101 does not 
call for the exclusion of Americans from use of their natural resources, 
but does demand that such uses avoid degradation of the environment. 
Alternative 3M, as modified best meets the goals of Section 101 of NEPA. 
By this standard, the selected Alternative 3M, as modified is the 
environmentally preferable alternative for this Travel Plan. 

MITIGATION AND MONITORING 

All practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the 
proposed designation of open motorized roads and trails in Selected 
Alternative 3M, as modified, have been adopted. Monitoring the 
effectiveness of road closures in priority one (per Chapter V, Revised 
Forest Plan) and will check the effectiveness of the closures and 
achievement of Total Motorized Access Route Density and open Road and Open 
Motorized Trail Route Density (further information can be found on pages 
V-39 through V-41 of the Revised Forest Plan). 
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APPEAL AND IMPLEMENTATION 

This decision is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36  CFR 215. 
Any appeal of this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 215.14, 
Content of Notice of Appeal, including the reasons for appeal and must be 
filed with: 

Appeal Reviewing Officer 
USDA-Forest Service 
324 25th Street 
Ogden, Utah 

Any appeal must be postmarked within 45 days from the 
of this decision is published in the Idaho Falls Post 

date the legal notice 
Register. 

If no appeal is filed, implementation may occur on, but not before, 5 
business days from the close of the appeal filing period. If an appeal is 
filed, implementation may not occur for 15 days following the date of 
appeal disposition. 

Forest Supervisor 

AUG 15 1997 
Date: 
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Includes the Counties of Bonneville, Butte, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Lemhi, Madison, and Teton of 
Idaho and Lincoln and Teton Counties of Wyoming The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
prohibits discrimination in its programs on the basts of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, 
disability, political beliefs, and marital or familial status (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs ) 
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (braille, 
large print, audiotape, etc) should contact the USDA Office of Communications at (202) 720-2791 

To file a complaint, write the Secretary of Agriculture, U S Department of Agriculture. Washington, DC 
20250, or call 1-800-245-6340 (voice) or (202) 720-1 127 (TTD) USDA is an equal opportunity em- 
ployer 
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