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Abstract: The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) f o r  the Ashley 
National Forest Land and Resource I'lanagement Plan displays ten a1 ternatives 
which were developed and evaluated i n  the analysis process. 
National Forest includes 1,384,699 acres of National Forest lands i n  north- 
eastern Utah and southwestern kyomin . The a l te rna t ives  are:  ( A )  Current 
Program, ( B )  Coordinated Resources, ? C )  Market Opportunities, ( D )  Non-Market 
Opportunities, ( E )  RPA 80 Program, ( F )  Current Budget, ( G )  Reduced Budget, 
( H )  Livestock-Timber Emphasis, ( I )  Accelerated Harvest; and (3) Balanced 
Resource Management. 

Alternative J is  the Forest Service preferred a l te rna t ive  and i s  the proposed 
action used t o  develop the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 
Forest Plan will guide the management of the Ashley National Forest f o r  this 
and the next four decades. The P l a n  will be revised on a ten year cycle or 
a t  l e a s t  every f i f t een  years. 

The Draft Environmental Ispact statement was made available t o  Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)  dnd the public on July 16, 1985. 

The Ashley 

The 

OCT 09 1986 Date FEIS made available: 

Last Date t o  Exercise Appeal R i g h t s :  0 NOV 2 4  1986 



SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

Forest  Planning requ i res  two major documents. 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which explores a range o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
f o r  management o f  a Nat iona l  Forest .  The second document i s  t h e  Fo res t  Plan 
which i s  the  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  €IS. 
exp la ins i n  d e t a i l  t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  the  Ashley Nat iona l  Fo res t  
intends t o  take f o r  t h e  next  10-15 years. 

This  summary b r i e f l y  o u t l i n e s  t h e  content  o f  t h e  Environmental Statement. 
For more d e t a i l e d  ana lys l s  and understanding, r e f e r  t o  t h e  d e s i r e d  sect ions.  

A g lossary o f  terms used i n  the  FEIS and Forest  Plan i s  i nc luded  i n  Appendix 
F t o  a i d  reviewers i n  understanding the  content  o f  both documents. 

The F ina l  Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) discusses t h e  t e n  a l t e r n a -  
t i v e s  developed i n  p repara t ion  o f  the  proposed Land and Resource Management 
Plan (Forest  Plan) f o r  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  The Fo res t  P lan prov ides 
d i r e c t i o n  f o r  the  nex t  10 years o r  u n t i l  r ev i sed  and i t  was developed based 
on ana lys is  us ing a t ime pe r iod  o f  150 years.  Analys is  i n f o r m a t i o n  has been 
d isp layed i n  t h e  E I S  f o r  a 50 year  t ime pe r iod  t h e  use o f  t h e  term "p lann ing  
per iod"  i s  used in terchangeably  f o r  t h e  10, 50, and 150 y e a r  t ime pe r iods  
as de f ined i n  the  Glossary. 
environmental consequences o f  implementing each a1 t e r n a t i v e  a r e  a1 so 
discussed i n  t h e  E IS .  The E I S  was publ ished i n  d r a f t  form f o r  p u b l i c  reviews 
and comment. Subsequently, a f i n a l  E I S  and Forest  Plan which responds t o  t h e  
comments o f  the  p u b l i c  was prepared. 

The Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  conta ins a p o r t i o n  of  t h e  High U in tas  Wi lderness 
which was f o r m a l l y  es tab l i shed  by the  98th Congress and s igned i n t o  Law by 
the  Prer ident  i n  1984. 
c e r t a i n  lands f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  Nat ional  Wilderness Preserva t ion  System 
and f o r  t h e  re lease o f  o the r  lands f o r  m u l t i p l e  use management. 

The f i r s t  document i s  t h e  

The Fo res t  Plar. 

The environment t o  be a f f e c t e d  and t h e  

0 

B a s i c a l l y  the  l e g i s l a t i o n  prov ided f o r  des igna t ion  o f  

CHAPTER I - PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  manages mountain lands locateci i r :  Nor theastern 
Utah and Sobthwestern Wyoming t h a t  occur i n  th ree  major geoqraphical  areas: 

-The eastern p o r t i o n  o f  the  U in ta  Mountains. 
-The southwest p o r t i o n  o f  Wyomino i n  t h e  Green R ive r  Basin.  
-The Tavaputs Plateau area south o f  Duchesne, Utah. 
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Plann ing  i s  conducted under t h e  au tho r i t )  o f  t h e  M u l t i p l e  Use-Sustained Y i e l d  
Ac t  o f  1960, and t h e  Fo res t  and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Ac t  
(RPA) o f  1974, as amended by t h e  Nat iona l  Fc res t  Management Ac t  (NFMA) o f  
1976. Assessment o f  t h e  environmental  consequences o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
considered i n  t h e  development o f  t h e  Fc res t  Plan i s  done i n  conformance w i t h  
t h e  Na t iona l  Environmental Pol i c y  Ac t  (F;EPA) o f  1969 and implementing 
r e g u l a t i o n s  (40 CFR 1500 - 1508). 

The scope o f  t h e  issues and concerns t o  be addressed i n  t h e  Forest  Plan and 
FEIS were i d e n t i f i e d  f rom comments s o l i c i t e d  through i n d i v i d u a l  and group 
contac ts ,  w r i t t e n  responses, and f rom t h e  Forest  Serv ice  S t a f f .  
were analyzed and condensed i n t o  13 p lann ing  issues. 

The issues  are  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  p lanning process. 
t h e  development and e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
i n  one o r  more a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  d i sp layed  i n  Chapter I 1  o f  the  FEIS. 

The comments 

They are  l i n k e d  t o  
A l l  issues are  addressed 

The r e s o l u t i o n  o f  p lanning issues by each 

CHAPTER II - ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Ten a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  managing t h e  lands and resources o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  
F o r e s t  were evaluated i n  d e t a i l .  Various combinations o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  are  
used t o  b u i l d  and analyze a l t e r n a t i v e s  and more d e s c r i p t i v e  explanat ion i s  
i n c l u d e d  i n  Chapter 11. 

A1 t e r n a t i  ve A1 t e r n a t i v e  Emphasi_s Benef i t "  Cost* 

A Cur ren t  blyt. "No Ac t i on "  a l t e r n a t i v e  represents  a 765.9 237.0 

- 

A b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  each fo l lows:  
- 

D i r e c t i o n  a c o n t i n u a t i o n  o f  t h e  cu r ren t  program. 

B Coordinated Th is  d l t e r n a t i v e  i s  designed t o  salvage 819.1 315.5 
and u t i l i z e  b e e t l e - k i l l e d  lodgepole and 
ponderosa p ine  by acce le ra t i ng  t imber  
ha rves t  du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  two decades; 
t o  inc rease heavy maintenance i n  deve- 
loped r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s ;  and t o  ma in ta in  
low t o  moderate w i l d l i f e  and l i v e s t o c k  
improvement programs. 

C Market Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  emphasizes conmodity 844.1 347.1 
p roduc t i on  such as t imber ,  l i v e s t o c k  
forage, and developed recrea t ion .  

D Non Market T h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  emphasizes nonnarket 793.8 259.0 
se rv i ces  such as d ispersed recrea t ion ,  
w i l d l i f e ,  and water. 

Resource 

Oppor tun i t ies  

E 1980 RPA Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  designed t o  meet 829.3 307.6 - 

Program RPA 80 ou tpu t  t a rge ts .  
- *Present Value B e n e f i t i C o s t  which i s  an i n d i c a t i o n  o f  ou tpu ts  and cos t  f o r  

resources valued a t  4% d iscoun t  r a t e  f o r  150 years i n  MM$. 
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A1 ternat ive A1 te rna t ive  Emphasis BeneFit* Cost*- 

F Current Budget T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  designed t o  deter-  645.5 163.2 
w 

mine what level of goods and service 
could be produced based on present 
level budgets .  

G Reduced Budget T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  designed t o  deter- 
mine the level of goods and services 
t h a t  could be produced if  budget levels  
were reduced 25 percent from the past  
10 year average. 

H Livestock- 
Timber 

T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  designed t o  deter-  
mine the f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  meeting d ra f t  
RPA 85 Alternative 9 t a rge t s  f c r  timber 
and grazing.  

657.3 178.8 

847.6 313.7 

I Accelerated This a l t e rna t ive  i s  designed t o  accele- 892.4 353.9 
r a t e  salvage and u t i l i z a t i o n  of teetle 
k i l l ed  timber t o  a higher level than B. 

vage beetle k i l l ed  pine where pract i -  

the recent commodity outputs, giving 
special  emphasis t o  recreation and 

re1 a t i  ng t o  cer ta in  management 
pract ices  have been appl led during 
the f i r s t  planning period f o r  such 
t h i n g s  a s  r e s t r i c t ion  of new road 
construction i n  various areas. 

Harvest 

J Balanced T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  i s  designed t o  sa l -  822.1 285.8 
Resource 
Management cal while maintaining approximately 

(Preferred 
A1 ternative) wildlife resources. Constraints 

*Present Value Benefit/Cost which is  an indication of o u t p u t s  and cost  f o r  
resources valued a t  4% discount r a t e  f o r  150 years i n  MM$. 
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CHAPTER 111 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This i s  a summary of the chapter t h a t  describes the current condition of each 
resource and  the environment t o  be created or  affected by implementing any of 
the a l te rna t ives .  
supply tha t  demand are  summarized. Information i n  t h i s  chapter was drawn 
primarily from the Analysis o f  the Eianagement Situation (AMs) prepared in 
1982 and amended i n  1984. 

1. Recreation Overview - Current Situation 

The future  demand for fores t  resources and the a b i l i t y  t o  

The Ashley National Forest i s  popular f o r  p r o v i d i n g  opportunities f o r  
recreation. In 1980, this  fo re s t  provided recreationbl use of about 
1,600,000 v i s i t o r  days. 

The Forest i s  1Gcated close t o  nationally recognized areas such as 
Dinosaur National I4onument and i s  located on scenic Highway 191 tha t  
t i e s  together Yellowstone National Park i n  Wyoming and several National 
Parks i n  Utah. In addition, the Forest contains Flawing Gorge National 
Recreation Area and a portion of the H i g h  Uintas Wilderness. Other 
areas w i t h  exis t ing o r  proposed formal c lass i f ica t ions  exist  on the 
Forest such as Sheep Creek Geological Area, Green River Wild and Scenic 
River, and L i t t l e  Hole and F i s h  Creek National Recreation t r a i l s .  W i t h  
the complete development of proposed Central Utah Project reservoirs ,  
the Forest will contain more "Flat  Water" than any other Forest i n  the 
Intermountain Region. 

Developed s i tes  on the Forest are  an important element i n  the recreation 
program because of t h e i r  importance f o r  v i s i t o r s  w i s h i n g  to  camp as well 
as  t h e i r  importance as  the focal p o i n t  f o r  discussed uses such as  
h i k i n g ,  backpacking, f i s h i n g ,  boating and swimming. A t  present, the 
e x i s t i n g  developed f a c i l i t i e s  will be used a t  capacity sometime between 
1990-1995, and possibly sooner. 

Dispersed recreation use i s  considered t o  be a l l  use outside of devel- 
oped si tes.  
and gathering fuelwood a re  among the most popular a c t i v i t i e s  on this 
Forest. 
skiing a re  gaining i n  popularity. 

The Forest has a current t o t a l  of a b o u t  700 miles of t r a i l s  w i t h  some 
opportunities t o  expand the t r a i l  system. 
need of heavy maintenance, trailheads t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t r a i l  system users 
are  needed i n  some areas ,  and the s i g n i n g  of a l l  t ra i ls  needs t o  be 
updated. 

Driving f o r  pleasure, camping, f ishing,  h u n t i n g ,  hiking, 

Winter sports  a c t i v i t i e s  such as snowmobiling and cross country 

The exis t ing system i s  in  

2. Wilderness Overview - Current Situation 

The 98th Congress designated the High Uinta Wilderness (containing 
460,000 acres )  f o r  inclusion i n  t h e  National Wilderness Preservation 
system and  released National Forest Roadless areas t o  multiple uses 
other t h a n  Wilderness. 
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A major portion of t h i s  Wilderness i s  located on the Ashley National 
Forest and the remainder of the area i s  on the Wasatch-Cache National 
Forest. 

3. Wildlife and F i s h  Overview - Current Situation 
I 

The Ashley National Forest has a wide d ivers i ty  of f i sh  and wi ld l i fe  
species,  some w i t h  special habi ta t  needs. 
f ish,  amphibians, rep t i les ,  b i r d s ,  and mammals inhabit  the Ashley 
National Forest (31 species of f i s h ,  8 species of amphibians, 21 species 
of r ep t i l e s ,  289 species of birds,  and 88 species of mammals). The 
Forest contains several d i s t i n c t  habi ta ts  tha t  a r e  important t o  
differ ing groups of wildl i fe  species. 
habi ta t  and wildl i fe  present, there are  spec i f ic  habi ta t  requirements 
for most of the groups. Wildlife populations are  proportional t o  the 
quantity and quality of the habi ta t .  

Range Overview - Current Situation 

The Ashley National Forest provides grazing f o r  approximately 12,500 
c a t t l e  anti 29,000 sheep f o r  a to ta l  of about 75,000 Animal U n i t  Months 
(AUM's) each year. Livestock grazing takes place mostly during the 
summer months (June-September). 
U n i t  of the  Duchesne Di s t r i c t  and on the Flaming Gorge National 
Recreation Ared ( F G N R A ) .  
and 5 recreational stock allotments administered by the Forest. 
Portions of the Flaming Gorge Di s t r i c t  ( a l l  of the NRA i n  Wyoming and 
Goslin Mountain Allotment i n  Utah) a re  administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management under cooperative agreements. 
grazing permits are  held by 130 permittees. 

A t  the present time, about 84% of the Ashley's 1,384,699 acres are  
w i t h i n  permitted livestock allotments. The amount of sui table  acres 
varies with the designated class  of l ivestock. Currently, there a re  
455,285 acres on the Forest su i tab le  f o r  l ivestock grazing, b u t  19,115 
of those sui table  acres are  closed t o  livestock use t o  protect other 
resources. If the Forest permits were converted t o  c a t t l e  only, the 
number of sui table  acres would drop  t o  about 306,000 acres. On the 
other hand, if  the Forest permits were converted t o  sheep only, the 
number of sui table  acres would r i s e  t o  about 67C1,OOO acres. 

An estimated 437 species of 

Even with many overlaps between 

4. 

Some exceptions are  found on the South 

There are  ROW 84 livestock grazing allotments 

Currently, Forest Service 

5. Timber Overview - Current Situation 

T h i s  Forest has 512,578 acres of commercial timber stands comprised of 
Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, subalpine 
f i r ,  dnd aspen. 

Lodgepole pine covers about 240,263 acres and i t s  h i g h  suscept ib i l i ty  t o  
a t tack by mountain pine beetle has resulted in an epidemic s i tuat ion 
which has l e f t  the majority of the lodgepole and ponderosa pine stands 
dead. 
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As a consequence, the exis t ing composition o f  age groups,  l i ve  and dead 
e t c . ,  has been changed d ras t i ca l ly  and the Forest capabili ty t o  produce 
various products has changed w i t h  sh i f t ing  product demands. 

The i n t e r e s t  i n  fuelwood on the Forest has grown rapidly and  there has 
been recent interest i n  somewhat speculative new uses of wood products, 
Current d i rec t ion ,  as ident i f ied  i n  the AMs, is  t o  harvest the old 
growth, beet le-ki l led and susceptible lodgepole pine f i r s t .  There has 
a l so  been new interest i n  expanding timber management ac t iv i t i e s  i n  
ponderosa pine t o  reduce i t s  suscept ib i l i ty  t o  mountain pine beetle. 

6. Water Overview - Currdt Si tuat ion 

The entire 1.38 mill ion acres  of the Ashley National Forest is available 
f o r  contributing water t o  streams, rivers, lakes ,  and reservoirs. The 
Ashley delivers approximately one million acre f e e t  of water annually t o  
streamflow and contributes a la rge ,  b u t  unmeasured quantity, of water t o  
groundwater aquifers.  

Streamflow i s  transported from the Forest throughout the year by 687 
miles of perennial streams t h a t  a re  t r ibu tary  t o  the Colorado River 
System. 

The municipal watersheds o f  the Ashley Valley and other small towns in 
the Uintah Basin a re  located on the Forest. In addition, increased 
demands f o r  water on the Wasatch Front and i n  the Colorado River Basin 
will heavily impact the Forest. 

Such demands may require a more rapid implementation of watershed 
improvements o r  may change p r io r i t i e s .  The springs and drainages t h a t  
produce water will be considered h i g h  value and pressures t o  eliminate 
a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  m i g h t  cause reduction i n  water quali ty will be high. 

7.  Minerals Overview - Current Si tuat ion 

Minerals exploration and development a c t i v i t i e s  a re  d i rec t ly  related t o  
the interest generated by the general public and industry. Management 
of this resource i s  responsive t o  these public in te res t s  along w i t h  
industry interest i n  coordination with various other public agencies and 
resources. For these reasons, the minerals resource poses programming 
and scheduling problems t h a t  a r e  n o t  common w i t h  management of  other 
resources. In accordance w i t h  the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (FLPMA) of 1976, the Forest Service must consider t h a t  a l l  National 
Forest system lands a re  avai lable  f o r  mineral exploration and 
development unless they a re  withdrawn from mineral entry and  leasing. 
The to t a l  area within the Forest boundary i s  1,405,609 acres. Approxi- 
mately 20,910 acres of t h i s  area i s  s t a t e  and private. 
1,384,699 acres  avai lable  f o r  leasing, subject t o  the constraints 
ident i f ied i n  Chapter IV and Appendix I of the FEIS . 
Currently, the BLM has issued 236 o i l  and gas leases on the Forest, f o r  

For locatable  minerals, there are  140 claimants and 912 claims. There 
a re  7 appl icat ions f o r  phosphate prospecting on a to t a l  of 32,706 acres. 
Other leases  and lease  appl icat ions e x i s t  f o r  other minerals and energy 
resources and can be found in more de ta i l  i n  Chapter I .  

T h i s  leaves 

a t o t a l  of 517,628 acres ,  with 72 leases s t i l l  pend ing  on 250,615 acres. ~ 

~ 
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CHAPTER IV - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

D i r e c t  and I n d i r e c t  Environmental E f f e c t s  

This i s  a summary o f  t h e  chapter about d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  environmental 
e f f e c t s  o r  consequences. Environmental consequences are  t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  
e f f e c t s  o f  app ly ing  management p rac t ices  t o  l and  areas. 
f o r  each a l t e r n a t i v e  because d i f f e r e n t  mixes o f  p rac t i ces  produce d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l s  o f  resource outputs. 

Environmental consequences o r  " e f f e c t s "  o f  implementing t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  are  
descr ibed i n  phys ica l ,  b i o l o g i c a l ,  soc ia l ,  and economic terms. These 
consequences a r e  both d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t .  D i r e c t  e f f e c t s  occur  a t  t h e  same 
t ime and p lace  as t h e  i n i t i a l  management a c t i v i t y  o r  output .  I n d i r e c t  
e f f e c t s  o f t e n  r e s u l t  f rom the  i n t e r a c t i o n  between Fores t  resources and 
management a c t i v i t i e s .  
l oca t i on ,  b u t  a r e  nevertheless foreseeable. 

What f o l l o w s  i s  a summary comparison o f  e f f e c t s  o f  var ious  a l t e r n a t i v e ?  by 
resource element. 

1. Recreat ion Overview - Environmental E f f e c t s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

Consequences vdry  

They occur e i t h e r  l a t e r  i n  t ime o r  a t  a d i f f e r e n t  

For more d e t a i l e d  in fo rmat ion ,  see Chapter 11. 

Developed rec rea t i on  f a c i l i t i e s ,  e x i s t i n g  o r  proposed, genera l l y  w i l l  
n o t  adverse ly  a f f e c t  o ther  resources i n  any o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
Concentrat ion o f  rec rea t i on  use a t  developed s i t e s  can c rea te  
environmental problems bu t  w i t h  proper design, redesign, cons t ruc t i on  
and recons t ruc t i on  these problems can be m i t i ga ted .  The t o t a l  acres 
i nvo l ved  i n  e x i s t i n g  and proposed development s i t e s  is  smal l  compared 
w i t h  t h e  t o t a l  FGrest acreage. 

I n  general ,  t h e  developed s i t e  capac i ty  and ou tpu ts  do n o t  vary  s i g n i f i -  
c a n t l y  by a l t e r n a t i v e .  Demand i s  constant  throughout t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
The degree t h a t  we can m i t i g a t e  impacts on o the r  resources i s  d i r e c t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  Fores t ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  f i nance  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  program. 
l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  the  developed capaci ty ,  e x i s t i n g  and proposed, is 
w i t h i n  Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion Area, which was es tab l i shed by 
l e g i s l a t i o n  and which inc ludes s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  prov ides 
p r i m a r i l y  f o r  rec rea t i on  emphasis. I n  add i t i on ,  most d ispersed 
a c t i v i t i e s  such as f i s h i n g ,  boat ing,  f l o a t i n g  o r  h i k i n g  a r e  d i r e c t l y  
t i e d  t o  developed rec rea t i on  oppor tun i t i es .  
o f  developed s i t e s  on t h i s  Forest  is  very  impor tant .  

More v a r i a t i o n  occurs f o r  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  between a1 t e r n a t i v e s  
because o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  o ther  coord inated resource d c t i v i t i e s .  
Each a l t e r n a t i v e  o f f e r s  d i f f e r e n t  degrees o f  management emphasis f o r  
d ispersed recrea t ion ,  depending on t h e  combinat ion o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  used 
i n  t h e  a1 te rna t i ve .  Dispersed rec rea t i on  occurs ou ts ide  o f  developed 
s i t e s  and inc ludes  such a c t i v i t i e s  as d r i v i n g  f o r  pleasure, h i k i n g ,  
boat ing,  f i s h i n g ,  hunt ing,  gather ing f o r e s t  products,  photography and 
many others.  A l l  wi lderness use i s  i n  t h e  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  element. 
Most d ispersed rec rea t i on  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  supported by developed s i t e s  
such d s  campgrounds, boat ing  s i t e s ,  and t r a i l h e a d s  t h a t  p rov ide  f o r  
overn igh t  accommodations o r  s tag ing  areas f o r  var ious a c t i v i t i e s  s ince  a 
l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  users come from areas more than 100 m i les  away. 

A 

For  t h i s  reason, management 
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Dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  management ph i losophy remains constant  i n  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  t h e  Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion Area. I n  near ly  
a l l  s i t u a t i o n s  where c o n f l i c t  e x i s t s  between rec rea t i on  and another 
resource i n  t h e  NRA, i t  w i l l  be reso lved i n  favor  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  and 
scenics,  as requ i red  by t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  governing t h e  management o f  t h e  
area. 

Dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  t h a t  occurs i n  t h e  High U in ta  Wilderness, w i l l  have 
a r e c r e a t i o n  use capac i t y  t h a t  i s  constant  f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
t h e  recen t  formal  des ignat ion  o f  t h e  High Uinta Wilderness, previous 
est imates o f  demand may prove t o  be low s ince Wilderness des ignat ion 
h i s t o r i c a l l y  increases use. Recreat ion use w i l l  cause impacts on pr imary 
access p o i n t s  and a long major  t r a i l s  w i t h i n  the wi lderness b u t  these 
impacts can be managed w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t s  prescr ibed i n  t h e  Plan. 

O f  a l l  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  J has assigned l a r g e  areas t o  
nondeveloped uses t h a t  w i l l  n o t  pe rm i t  c e r t a i n  types o f  management 
a c t i v i t i e s  d u r i n g  the  f i r s t  decade. 
t o  t imber  ha rves t i ng  and associated roading a c t i v i t i e s  w h i l e  a l low ing  
f o r  many types o f  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t ies .  A l t e r n a t i v e  J ,  
t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  p laces t h e  h ighest  emphasis on rec rea t i on  
(d ispersed and developed) and w i l d 1  i f e  resources. 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G would c rea te  a s i t u a t i o n  where d ispersed recrea t ion  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  may d e c l i n e  because o f  t h e  l oss  of development s i t e s  and 
assoc ia ted  suppor t  f a c i l i t i e s .  Unexceptable environmental impacts would 
r e s u l t  because o f  reduced r e c r e a t i o n  management budgets. 

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  except f o r  F, G, and J requ i re  considerably  more roads 
and w i l l  c rea te  management chal lenges. The Forest  a n t i c i p a t e s  t h a t  w i t h  
c r e a t i v e  management, good l o c a t i o n ,  and good design o f  roads and t r a i l s  
a long w i t h  t h e  Fores t  Travel  Plan, most environmental and s o c i a l  impacts 
can be mi t iga ted .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  e f f e c t  l a r g e  area c losures o r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  
d i f f e r e n t  f rom c u r r e n t  ones. 
emphasis on r e c r e a t i o n  and w i l d l i f e  than any other  a l t e r n a t i v e .  Dur ing 
t h e  f i r s t  decade i n  a1 t e r n a t i v e  J ,  t h e  pre fer red  a1 t e r n a t i v e ,  roading 
f o r  t imber  harves t  w i l l  n o t  occur  w i t h i n  var ious areas i d e n t i f i e d  on t h e  
enclosed map o f  "Area Remained Undeveloped a t  End o f  F i r s t  Planning 
Per iod" .  
where these uses can meet management ob jec t i ves  f o r  the  var ious  
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  assigned t o  the  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

With 

B a s i c a l l y  these l i m i t a t i o n s  p e r t a i n  

I n  general terms, t h e  Forest  does n o t  expect any 

A l t e r n a t i v e  J ,  however, p laces more 

ORV use and access f o r  v a l i d  mineral  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  permi t ted 

C u l t u r a l  Resources Overview - E f f e c t s  o f  A l te rna t ives :  "Cu l tu ra l  
Resources" r e f e r s  in terchangeably  t o  archaeological  and h i s t o r i c  
p roper t i es .  
impor tan t  t o  ma in ta in  t h e i r  s c i e n t i f i c ,  h i s t o r i c ,  and s o c i a l  i n t e g r i t y .  
Governed by l e g i s l a t i v e  mandates such as NFMA and t h e  A n t i q u i t i e s  Act  
( i n c l u d i n g  Pa leonto log ica l  s i t e s ) ,  Fores t  Service p o l i c y  i s  " t o  prov ide 
f o r  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  p r o t e c t i o n ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and management o f  
c u l t u r a l  resources". 

These a r e  considered nonrenewable resources, making i t  

s-8 



To f u l f i l l  this obligation, the Forest surveys, inventories,  describes, 
and evaluates cul tiiral resources on a project-by-project basis t o  
prevent adverse e f fec ts  by any undertakings which could a f f ec t  
s ignif icant  cul tural  values. Cultural resources a re  t reated the same in 
each a l te rna t ive  and will be managed t o  insure protection of the 
resource by meeting the l eg i s l a t ive  requirements. 

The al ternat ives  tha t  i n i t i a t e  higher commodity production will generate 
more cultural  resource surveys and qui te  often will accelerate  t h i s  work 
i n  the e a r l i e r  decades. 
discoveries, other management changes i n  programming and scheduling may 
be required. 

Visual Resource Overview - Effects of Alternatives: Impact on the 
visual resource i s  measured by how a given management a c t i v i t y  meets 
adopted visual qual i ty  objectives (VQOs) ident i f ied during the planning 
process described i n  Chapter I of FEIS. 
an  estimate of what visitors would expect t o  see and what would be 
acceptable i n  a forest landscape. 
contrasting features  i n  the landscape created by management a c t i v i t i e s  
t ha t  do n o t  meet the adopted VQOs. 

The adopted VQO's a re  t i ed  d i r ec t ly  t o  the management prescriptions 
selected f o r  a given a l te rna t ive  and each a l te rna t ive  i s  composed of 
d i f fe ren t  combinations of prescriptions.  
a l ternat ives  with the most roading, timber and development and will 
require the most work i n  mitigation f o r  VQO's. Timing and spat ia l  
allocations of management a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  the analysis  areas a re  
c r i t i c a l  in any of the a l te rna t ives  and require detai led on-site design 
i n  order t o  meet the VqO's ident i f ied fo r  each prescription. 

In the event of s ignif icant  cul tural  resource 

The inventoried VQO's represent 

The basic objective i s  n o t  t o  have 

Impacts a re  the greatest  i n  

2. Wilderness Overview - Effects of Alternatives 

The High Uintas Wilderness was formally designated i n  1984 and i s  
treated uniformly in a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

3.  Wildlife and Fish Overview - Effects of Alternatives 

Three species of birds,  one mammal, and one plant which may be f o u n d  on 
the Forest a re  included on the U.S. Department of I n t e r i o r ' s  l i s t  of 
threatened and endangered species. Federal l a w  spec i f ies  t h a t  habi ta t  
of these species will be protected and t h i s  will be done under a l l  
a1 ternatives.  

The Forest will be managed t o  maintain vegetative d ive r s i ty ,  p r o v i d i n g  
wildl i fe  habi ta t  f o r  a large variety of species. Special emphasis will 
be given t o  habi ta t  such as winter range, r ipar ian zones, reproductive 
areas,  aquatic systems, c l i f f s ,  t a lu s ,  snags, and old growth timber. 

There will be intensive management of f i sh  and wi ld l i f e  habi ta t  t o  
maintain viable populations of a l l  existing vertebrate species in the 
planning area and t o  maintain and  improve habi ta t  of management indicator 
species under a l l  a l te rna t ives .  Special emphasis will be given t o  the 
protection and management of c r i t i c a l  habi ta t  f o r  threatened or  
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endangered species, and r i p a r i a n  hab i ta t .  P l a n t  and animal d i v e r s i t y  
w i l l  be increased by m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  p l a n t  communities i n  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  B ,  C, E, H, I, and J .  A l t e r n a t i v e  J, t h e  p re fe r red  
a l t e r n a t i v e ,  a l s o  emphasizes w i l d l i f e  management. 

4. Range Overview - E f f e c t s  o f  A l te rna t i ves  

I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t h e  Fores t  w i l l  ma in ta in  a q u a l i t y  range program, 
managed t o  op t im ize  t h e  produc t ion  and use o f  fo rage on a l l  s u i t a b l e  
rdnge t o  t h e  e x t e n t  i t  i s  cos t  e f f e c t i v e  and i n  harmony w i t h  o the r  
resource uses. 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  A, B ,  and J would cont inue a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  
investment and ma in ta in  outputs,  w i t h  t r a n s i t o r y  range being a v a i l a b l e  
i nha rves t  areas where appropr ia te  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  apply.  There would be a 
s l i g h t  ou tpu t  inc rease i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  E and I over a l t e r n a t i v e  A. 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and H would have h igh  investment i n  forage improvement t o  
reduce non-forage types through treatment. Under these a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  
t r a n s i t o r y  range comes i n t o  use along w i t h  proper  c lass  o f  l i v e s t o c k .  
Compared t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n ,  a l t e r n a t i v e  D would have decreased 
investments, AUM's, and range capaci ty;  A l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G would a l s o  
have a decrease i n  AUM's throughout the f i r s t  5 decades w i t h  no 
investment. A l t e r n a t i v e  E would have an increase i n  AUM's f rom c u r r e n t  
l e v e l s .  

S u i t a b l e  acreage o f  p r imary  range open t o  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing remains 
cons tan t  f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

5. Timber Overview - E f f e c t s  o f  A l te rna t i ves  

Overa l l ,  t h e  immediate t imber  problem i n  t h e  nex t  decades f o r  t h e  Ashley 
i s  t h e  mountain p ine  b e e t l e  epidemic i n  t h e  predominant t r e e  species, 
lodgepole and ponderosa p ine.  How e f f e c t i v e l y  each a l t e r n a t i v e  deals 
w i t h  t h e  dead t r e e  and regenerat ion problem Forest-wide i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  
t h e  amount o f  capable and a v a i l a b l e  lodgepole p ine  and the percent  o f  
t h i s  capable and a v a i l a b l e  acreage t h a t  i s  harvested w i t h i n  30 years.  

The t imber  harves t  l e v e l  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  A does n o t  change i n  the  f i r s t  
2 decades. A f t e r  t h e  second decade there would be a s l i g h t  dec l i ne  i n  
softwood t imber  sa les o f f e r e d  w i t h  a compensating increase i n  hardwood 
sa les.  I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t imber  stands would change from 
predominately mature/o ld  growth t o  younger age classes and the re  would 
be an increased amount o f  dead/down t imber  f rom beet les.  
t imber  p r o d u c t i v i t y  would decrease t o  va ry ing  degrees due t o  low 
s tock ing  a f t e r  b e e t l e  a c t i v i t y .  
o f f e r e d  would inc rease f rom cu r ren t  d i r e c t i o n .  
dead stands would change t o  younger age c lasses and t imber  c u l t u r a l  
p r a c t i c e s  would inc rease p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  wood f i b e r  i n  harvested areas. 
An increase over c u r r e n t  harves t  would take p lace  i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  C. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  D i s  about t h e  same as cu r ren t  d i r e c t i o n  w i t h  an increase i n  
t h e  number o f  unproduc t ive  areas because o f  poor stocking. 
ha rves t  shows some increase i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  E ,  and a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G 
show a sharp decrease f rom cur ren t .  I n  a l t e r n a t i v e  F, a l i m i t e d  

Over time, 

Under A l t e r n a t i v e  E t imber  sa les 
Mature o l d  growth and 

- 
Timber 

- 

s-10 



investment i n  Timber Stand Improvement would r e s u l t  i n  lower 
p r o d u c t i v i t y  than o the r  a l t c r n a t i v e s .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  B w i t h  sa les o f fe red  j u s t  below B i n  decade 4 and 5. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  I i s  s i m i l a r  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  B a f t e r  decade 1. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  B, H ,  and I were formulated as accelerated harves t  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  use dead lodgepole, r e q u i r i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts o f  
road bu i l d ing .  
du r ing  the f i r s t  decade w i t h  minimal road cons t ruc t ion  and t o  p lace  more 
emphasis on rec rea t i on  and w i l d l i f e  resources. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  H i s  s i m i l a r  t o  

A l t e r n a t i v e  J was formulated t o  use dead lodgepole 

6. S o i l  and Water Overview - E f f e c t s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

The three watershed r e l a t e d  environmental i n d i c a t o r s  used i n  s tudy ing  
e f f e c t s  o f  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  are s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  ( e s s e n t i a l l y  est in la ted by 
on -s i t e  s o i l  eros ion) ,  sediment y i e l d  (a measure o f  how much o f  t h e  
eroded s o i l  a c t u a l l y  gets  t o  t h e  streams), and water q u a l i t y  (a measure 
o f  t h e  undcceptable p o l l u t a n t s ) .  Complex processes are i nvo l ved  i n  a l l  
o f  these ind i ca to rs .  

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t r e a t  s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  un i fo rm ly  s ince t h e  Nat ional  
Forest  Management Ac t  s ta tes  t h a t  t h e  Fores t  w i l l  no t  impa i r  l o n g  term 
s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  Any management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  have the  p o t e n t i a l  t o  
impa i r  s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  sho r t  term w i l l  implement m i t i g a t i n g  measures 
t o  p ro tec t  t h e  s o i l  resource. 

A l te rna t i ves  F and G would r e s u l t  i n  l e s s  water meeting q u a l i t y  stan- 
dards (a measurement o f  sediment y i e l d  and water q u a l i t y )  than t h e  o the r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  due t o  a l a c k  o f  investment i n  s o i l  and water resource 
improvements. A l l  o the r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  would increase water meet ing 
q u a l i t y  standards. A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  meet the  requ i red  minimum S ta te  
water q u a l i t y  standards i n  t h e  f i r s t  decade. Timber ha rves t i ng  
increases water y i e l d ,  and investment i n  s o i l  and water improvement 
increases a p ropor t ionate  amount o f  water meeting q u a l i t y  standards. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  D would produce the  l a r g e s t  increase i n  water q u a l i t y  t h e  
f i r s t  decade. By t h e  f i f t h  decade a l t e r n a t i v e s  C, E, and I would be 
producing t h e  l a r g e s t  amount o f  water meeting q u a l i t y  standards. 

I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  through a l l  decades, t he re  would be an increase i n  
water y i e l d .  A l t e r n a t i v e  0 shows t h e  grea tes t  increase i n  water  
quan t i t y  f o r  the  f i r s t  decade o f  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  By the  5 t h  decade 
a l t e r n a t i v e  C produces t h e  most water w i t h  o the r  commodity a1 t e r n a t i v e s  
a l so  producing a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  increase. 
S ta te  Water Q u a l i t y  Standards and i s  a measure o f  t o t a l  y i e l d  over t h e  
na tura l  y i e l d .  

Th i s  water may o r  may n o t  meet 

7 .  Minera ls  and Energy Overview - E f f e c t s  o f  A l te rna t i ves  

Before d iscuss ing t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  upon minera ls  and energy, 
i t  i s  necessary t o  understand t h a t  t h e  Bureau o f  Land Management (BLM) 
i s  responsib le  f o r  minera l  l e a s i n g  on Federal lands. By in teragency 
agreement, t h e  BLM r e f e r s  a l l  app l i ca t i ons  t o  lease Nat ional  Fores t  
lands t o  the  Fores t  Serv ice f o r  rev iew and recommendation. The Fores t  
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Serv ice  then recommends t o  t h e  BLM whether o r  n o t  those lands should be 
leased and, i f  so, what s t i p u l a t i o n s  a r e  needed t o  p r o t e c t  sur face 
values and uses. 
a u t h o r i t y  t o  approve c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  on leases, i t  does p a r t i c i p a t e  
i n  rev iew o f  a l l  p lans o f  operat ions and makes recommendations t o  the  
Bureau o f  l a n d  Management. 

A c t i v i t i e s  on pe rm i t s  which do n o t  i n v o l v e  exp lo ra to ry  d r i l l i n g  o r  deve- 
lopment, such as f o r  common v a r i e t y  minera ls ,  are regu la ted  by t h e  
Fores t  Serv ice.  
o f  sur face  resources on permi ts  which do i n v o l v e  e x p l o r a t i o n  d r i l l i n g  o r  
f i e l d  development. Through a cooperat ive agreement, t h e  ELM i s  
respons ib le  f o r  enforcement o f  sur face  p r o t e c t i o n  and rec lamat ion 
requirements recommended by the  Fores t  Serv ice  on lease areas. 

I n  accordance w i t h  t h e  FLPMA o f  1976, t h e  Fores t  Serv ice must consider 
t h a t  a l l  Na t iona l  Fores t  system lands a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  minera l  
e x p l o r a t i o n  and development unless they  are  withdrawn f rom minera l  en t r y  
and leas ing .  The t o t a l  area w i t h i n  t h e  Fores t  boundary i s  1,405,609 
acres. Approx imate ly  20,910 acres o f  t h i s  area i s  S ta te  and p r i va te .  
Th is  leaves 1,384,699 acres a v a i l a b l e  f o r  l e a s i n g  sub jec t  t o  
requirements such as outs tanding o r  reserved minera l  r i g h t s ,  e x i s t i n g  
wi thdrawals ,  and spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  s p e c i f i c  areas. 

(see Chapter I1  f o r  more d e t a i l e d  exp lanat ion) ,  and i n  some o the r  
s e n s i t i v e  areas, t h e  Fores t  Serv ice would recommend no sur face  occupancy 
when leases come up f o r  renewal. Special  emphasis w i l l  be given t o  
coo rd ina t i on  o f  e x i s t i n g  and p o t e n t i a l  m inera l  a c t i v i t i e s  and o the r  
resources f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Al though the  Fores t  Serv ice  does n o t  have the  

The Fores t  Serv ice i s  a l s o  respons ib le  f o r  management 

I n  spec ia l  areas where p r e s c r i p t i o n  g (undeveloped emphasis) was app l ied  - 

- 

8. Research Natura l  Areas Overview: A f f e c t s  o f  A l te rna t i ves .  

Candidate Research Natura l  Areas 

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t r e a t  Research Natura l  Areas t h e  same s ince  t h e  
Nat iona l  Fores t  Management Ac t  Regulat ions s t a t e  t h a t  "Forest  p lanning 
s h a l l  p rov ide  f o r  t h e  establ ishment  o f  Research Natura l  Areas". I n  
accordance w i t h  t h i s  requirement, t h e  Fores t  has i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  areas as Candidate Research Natura l  Areas, and they w i l l  be 
managed under p r e s c r i p t i o n  a. 

Area Acres 

Sims Peak Pothole 650 
Gates o f  B i r c h  Creek 240 
P o l l e n  Lake 1,025 
Ashley Gorge 1,085 
Shale Creek ( -U in ta  R ive r )  2,925 
G i l b e r t  Creek Basin 2,545 
Timber Canyon-Cow Hollow Ridge 334 
Lance Canyon 110 
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- 
9. Air Quality Overview: Effects of Alternatives. - 

The en t i r e  area encompassing the Ashley National Forest i s  i n  a c l a s s  2 
airshed. 
a i r  quali ty from road construction, a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  timber 
harvesting, and prescribed b u r n s .  No S ta t e  or Federal a i r  quali ty 
standards would be violated over the long term by any of the 
a1 ternatives.  

A1 1 commodity a1 ternat ives  would have temporary degradation of  

10. Fire Protection Overview: Effects of Alternative 

Under a l l  a l ternat ives  f i r e  s i z e  and in tens i ty  will increase as beet le  
ki l led t rees  f a l l  and create  "jackpots" of fue ls ,  with fuel loading 
decreasing proportionately t o  acres harvested. Although harvesting i n  
Alternatives B ,  C ,  E ,  H ,  I ,  and J will decrease the hazard, associated 
ac t iv i ty  will increase the risk of f i r e .  

11. Land Purchase, Acquisition, and Adjustment Overview: Effects of 
A1 ternatives 

In general, the l a n d  acquisit ion program is not affected by the al terna-  
t ives .  The Ashley National Forest does n o t  have large o r  numerous 
t r a c t s  of private or s t a t e  lands within the Forest boundary. 
land acquisition and exchange will be analyzed through the Environmental 
Assessment process on a case-by-case basis. T h i s  assessment will be 
made when cases a r i s e  which are  advantageous t o  the Government, 
f a c i l i t a t e  management, a r e  requested by the landowner o r  a r e  necessary 
t o  protect s ignif icant  features.  

Specif ic  

a - 
12. Fac i l i t i e s  Overview: Effects of Alternatives 

Roads Overview - Effects o f  A1 ternat ives  

The necessary a r te r ia l /co l lec tor  road system i s  i n  place on the Ashley 
except f o r  two or  three areas t h a t  are  not accessible by road. 
a l te rna t ive  except F and G ident i f ies  a need f o r  local road construction 
or  reconstruction. The construction of local roads i s  d i rec t ly  re la ted 
t o  the proposed volume of timber harvest. About  half of these proposed 
roads will be used as short-term or intermittent f a c i l i t i e s .  In a l l  
a l te rna t ives ,  road closures would be used t o  protect the i n i t i a l  
investment and reduce maintenance costs.  The a l te rna t ive  t o t a l s  f o r  
road construction kary from a low of 4.2 miles f o r  a l te rna t ive  F t o  a 
h i g h  o f  51.4 miles f o r  a l te rna t ive  I. Alternative J proposes a t o t a l  of 
25.8 miles of road construction and reconstruction per year. 

Each 

Tra i l s  Overview - Effects of Alternatives 

Effects upon the building of a new t r a i l  system would be minimal in a l l  
a l ternat ives .  The basic. a r t e r i a l / co l l ec to r  t r a i l  system ex i s t s  except 
i n  a few si tuat ions,  primarily in the High Uinta Wilderness. In some 
cases the existing t r a i l  system needs t o  be redesigned since e x i s t i n g  
roads parallel  these t r a i l s .  The original purpose o r  need f o r  some 
t r a i l s  has changed along w i t h  public demand for cer ta in  types and 
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locat ions of t r a i l s .  For example, i n  the Wilderness, some t r a i l s  need 
t o  be relocated t o  reduce damage; i n  other areas ,  t r a i l s  are  needed t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  be t te r  management of the area. 
not used t o  the extent t ha t  they were 30 years ago, b u t  dre being used 
by recrea t ion is t  o r  possibly n o t  a l l .  
reconstruction o f  the existing system i s  needed. 
a l te rna t ives  vary i n  a b i l i t y  t o  provide heavy maintenance and 
reconstruction. 
provide this project work. Alternative J ,  w i t h  i t s  emphasis on 
recreation and wi ld l i fe ,  c a l l s  f o r  doubling the amount of investment in 
the t r a i l  system compared t o  other a l ternat ives .  Many opportunities 
e x i s t  t o  develop and improve a network of t r a i l s  w i t h i n  the existing 
a r t e r i a l  and co l lec tor  system tha t  meet a broad range o f  user needs and 
Alternative J spec i f ica l ly  provides f o r  this type of management. 

Structures Overview - Effects of Alternatives 

These f a c i l i t i e s  are  usually s i t e  spec i f ic ,  such as  Forest Service 
administrative developments including guard s t a t ions ,  work centers, or 
communication s i t e s .  The to ta l  number o r  location of these f a c i l i t i e s  will 
not change s ignif icant ly  throughout the al ternat ives .  The primary 
var iable  re la ted w i t h  e f fec ts  associated w i t h  these f a c i l i t i e s  has t o  do 
w i t h  in tens i ty  of management generated by the a l te rna t ive .  
a l te rna t ives  may necessitate s l i g h t  expansion o r  re t ract ion of these 
f a c i l i t i e s .  
mitigate any major impacts on various resources. 

13. Uti1 i t y  Corridors Overview: Effects of A1 ternat ives  

Livestock drive t r a i l s  are  

Heavy maintenance and 
Effects of the various 

More commodity al ternat ives  r e s u l t  i n  less ab i l i ty  t o  

Some 

For the most par t ,  proper design of these f a c i l i t i e s  can 

- 

The Ashley National Forest has analyzed exis t ing and projected u t i l i t y  
and transportation needs as  one of the key elements i n  the Forest 
Planning process. 
a1 te rna t  i ves. 

A. Two planning "windows" a re  ident i f ied.  These "windows" are 

These corridors do n o t  vary i n  the e f fec ts  between 

c r i t i c a l  segments of te r ra in  through which rights-of-way could pass 
i n  traversing the Forest. 

rights-of-way for l ineal  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  corridor/window designation. 

Exis t ing  rights-of-way meeting standards f o r  corridor designation 
a re  ident i f ied.  A corridor i s  defined as a l i n e a r  s t r i p  o f  l a n d  
having advantages over other areas for the present o r  future 
location of transportation or  u t i l i t y  rights-of-way. 
new o r  potential corridors are  ident i f ied and tha t  existing 
corridors a re  limited t o  present wid ths  or t o  minor widening. 

B.  Nine exclusion areas are ident i f ied.  These areas prohibit 

C. 

Note t h a t  no 

0. Avoidance areas are  identified.  Avoidance areas a re  defined as 
areas having environmental, s ta tu tory ,  or  technological effects  
tha t  would be d i f f i c u l t  o r  impossible t o  mitigate. T h i s  category 
includes a l l  Ashley National Forest l a n d s  not identif7ed i n  A ,  B ,  
o r  C above. - 

1 
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14. Insec t  and Disease Overview: A f f e c t s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

Forest  pests  have a d i r e c t  and s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on f o r e s t  resources, 
a f f e c t i n g  rec rea t i on  s i t es ,  caus ing t r e e  m o r t a l i t y ,  and c r e a t i n g  v o l t "  
l oss  i n  t imber  stands. The p r i n c i p a l  i nsec ts  and diseases a f f e c t i n g  the  
Ashley Nat ional  Forest  a re  mountain p i n e  b e e t l e  (cause o f  extens ive 
m o r t a l i t y  i n  lodgepole and ponderosa p ine) ,  I p s  beet les,  commandra r u s t  
and dwarf  m is t l e toe .  Range insec ts  i nc lude  grasshoppers, b lack grass 
bugs, and Mormon c r i cke ts .  

Investment i n  extens ive c o n t r o l  measures w i t h i n  campgrounds and o the r  
development s i t e s  w i l l  be b a s i c a l l y  t h e  same f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  except 
F and G, which would no t  p rov ide  f o r  ex tens ive  p r o t e c t i o n  a t  s p e c i f i c  
s i t e s .  

I 

15. Special  Areas Overview: E f f e c t s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

Approximately 811,552 acres o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest  are sub jec t  t o  
spec ia l  laws, regu la t ions ,  execut ive  orders,  or pub1 i c  land  orders arid 
remain constant  i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  These areas have s p e c i f i c  
management requirements o r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  which 1 i m i t  t h e  k i n d  and ex ten t  
o f  resources management a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  t h e i r  boundaries. 
e f fec ts  remain t h e  same i n  a l l  Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  spec ia l  areas are  
t r e a t e d  t h e  same i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  These land areas inc lude:  

Because the  

- Area & 
Admin is t ra t i ve  S i tes  (2) 1,433 
Developed Recreat ion S i t e  (43) 11,213 
Bureau o f  Reclamation P r o j e c t  Withdrawals 28,969 
Reservoi r  Withdrawal f o r  Colorado 228,669 

Power S i t e  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  P r o j e c t s  73,332 
High Uintas Wilderness 273,426 
Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion  Area 190,902 
Sheep Creek Geological Area 3,608 

E x i s t i n g  Nat ional  Recreat ion T r a i  1 s 

Rive r  Storage P r o j e c t  

L i t t l e  Hole 7 m i les  
F ish  Creek 6 m i les  

16. Wi ld  and Scenic Rivers Overview: E f f e c t s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

The Green R ive r  Study completed i n  1978, D r a f t  Environmental Statement 
1979, and f i n a l  i n  1980, i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  Green R ive r  f rom Flaming Gorge 
Dam t o  t h e  southern boundary o f  t h e  Dinosaur Nat ional  Monument as an 
e l i g i b l e  Wi ld  and Scenic River.  
Flaming Gorge Dam t o  below Red Creek i s  w i t h i n  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  
Fores t  boundary and i s  approx imate ly  12 m i les  i n  length.  Rock Creek has 
a l s o  been considered as a candidate b u t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  be ing  impacted by 
the  cons t ruc t i on  o f  Upper S t i l l w a t e r  dam. This  cons t ruc t i on  w i l l  change 
t h e  charac ter  o f  Rock Creek f rom t h e  r e s e r v o i r  s i t e  down stream so i t  no 
longer  meets the  c r i t e r i a  o f  f ree- f low ing .  Green R ive r  and Rock Creek 
a r e  t r e a t e d  t h e  same i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

That  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Green R ive r  f rom 
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17. Social/Economic Effects Overview: Effects of Alternatives 

The  overall socio/economic impacts a re  insignif icant  f o r  Ashley activ- 
i t i e s  when the whole economy i s  considered. 
provide f o r  s t ab le  workforce, employment, population and returns t o  the 
treasury and i s  used as  a basis f o r  comparison of a l ternat ives .  

A budget increase will  s l i gh t ly  a f f ec t  the local economy under alterna- 
t i v e  B since there  would be an increase i n  employment, population, and 
returns t o  the  counties f o r  two decades - then a drop as harvest i s  
reduced t o  Non-Declining Sustained Yield. The budget will create  
ind i rec t  e f f ec t s  f o r  the local economy. Changes i n  Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum classes  will a f f ec t  t radi t ional  recreation 
a t t rac t iveness  and a c t i v i t i e s .  Alternative C would have an increase i n  
employment w i t h  d n  incredsed commodity output level t ha t  does n o t  
decline t h r u  the f i f t h  decade. 
increase i n  the local economic a c t i v i t i e s .  There would be a need f o r  a 
h i g h  incidence of road closures t o  meet wi ld l i fe  needs. 
would have a decrease i n  employment w i t h  decreased “commodity” output 
levels  b u t  not s ign i f icant ly .  Budget leve ls  would be s l i gh t ly  lower in 
decades 2-5 b u t  would have no s igni f icant  e f f e c t  on local economy. 
Alternative E is s imilar  t o  current employment with an increased budget 
resul t ing i n  increased local economic a c t i v i t i e s .  Alternative F would 
have reduced employment, reduced investments, b u t  would not have a 
s ign i f icant  e f f e c t  on the local economy. 
be cur ta i led .  
commodity o u t p u t ,  employment, population and returns t o  counties, 
accumulatively the lowest of a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  b u t  s t i l l  n o t  having a 
s ign i f icant  impact on the local economy. Alternatives H ,  I ,  and J are  
s imilar  t o  Alternative B. 

Energy Requirements - Overview 

Alternative A would help 

The increased budget would create  an  

Alternative 0 

Access and service roads would 
Alternative G would have negative changes i n  investment, 

The net energy balance (Energy yield minus energy consumption) f o r  the 
Ashley i s  posit ive i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  because of the energy produced by 
dams on the Green and  Colorado Rivers u t i l i z ing  water originating in the 
Forest and, t o  a l e s se r  degree, because of fuelwood extracted from the 
Forest. Major components of energy consumption are  recreation, 
(pr incipal ly  t ransportat ion) ,  and timber harvesting. 

Possible Conflicts - Overview 

There a re  several conf l ic t s  with RPA 80 direct ion and targets  t ha t  are  
ident i f ied i n  the RPA 80 a l te rna t ive  ( E ) .  
adjusted a t  the regional level .  

There a re  no known conf l ic t s  w i t h  plans of other agencies. 

These targets  will be 

I r revers ib le  and I r re t r ievable  Commitment of Resources - Overview - 
I r reversible  commitment of  resources refers  t o  resources tha t  are  
renewable only a f t e r  a long period of time (such as so i l  productivity), 
o r  t o  ncnrenewable resources (cul tural  o r  minerals). Alternatives were 

- 
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formulated with the understanding t h a t  maintenance of future  options was 
an important consideration. 
could be irreversibly affected by other resuurce uses were incorporated 
i n  the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan (Chapter IV). 

The differences between al ternat ive output leve ls  and the higher levels  
t ha t  could be produced a l so  represents an i r r e t r i evab le  commitment o f  
resources. For example, a low level of domestic l ivestock grazing or  a 
low level of water yield could be increased i n  the future  by application 
o f  di f fe ren t  management prescriptions,  b u t  the  outputs between now and 
then would be " lost"  or  n o t  available f o r  use. Therefore, the 
maintenance of future options and the current a b i l i t y  t o  u t i l i z e  the 
resources t o  the f u l l e s t  tend t o  conf l ic t  with one another. 
of Forest planning in a l l  a l ternat ives  was t o  provide a mix of uses now 
and f o r  future  time periods t h a t  balance the needs of b o t h  the current 
population and future generations. 

Measures t o  protect  those resources tha t  

The purpose 

Adverse Environmental Effects That Cannot  be Avoided - Overview 

The a l te rna t ive  formulation process considered a wide range o f  
a l te rna t ives ,  some of which had major adverse environmental e f f ec t s .  
Many of these e f fec ts  were avoided by the c r i t e r i a  established f o r  
eliminating al ternat ives  tha t  cannot be implemented. T h u s  the ten 
al ternat ives  considered in detail  represent a broad range of resource 
outputs and also a reduction of the hdverse environmental e f f ec t s  t ha t  
cannot be avoided. These effects  include: 

- Art increase i n  sedimentation resulting from so i l  disturbance and 
increased water yield.  

A short-term adverse e f fec t  on scenic qual i ty  i n  a few sens i t ive  
places because of vegetation management and road construction. 

Foregone timber volumes because of inaccess ib i l i ty  and 
inoperabili ty of steep land forms. 

Foregone timber volumes because of insect  epidemic. 

automobile emissions result ing from increased recreation use and 
vegetative management practices. 

Short-term adverse impacts on wildl i fe  areas resul t ing from 
increased timber ac t iv i ty  t o  salvage insect-damaged t rees .  

- 

- 

- 
- Short-term reduced a i r  quali ty because of d u s t ,  smoke, and 

- 

Short-term uses of Man's Environment and the I4aintenance of Long-Term 
Produc ti v i  t y  

The relationshp between short-term uses of  man's environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity i s  complex. 
Short-term uses are those that  generally occur on a yearly basis on some 
part of the Forest, such as livestock grazing as a use of the forage 
resource, and recreation and i r r iga t ion  as a use of water resource. The 
Forest Plan is  a long-range plan t o  provide direct ion f o r  the next ten 
years (or until  revised) and incorporates the sustained yield of 
resource outputs while maintaining productivity of the resources. 
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Natura l  o r  Depletab le Resource Requirements 

Natura l  resource requirements f o r  implementing t h e  Proposed Ac t i on  o r  any 
o f  t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  d e t a i l  r equ i re  the  use o f  bas i c  
s o i l  and water  resources and associated p l a n t  and animal communities 
t h a t  comprise t h e  f o r e s t  and rangeland ecosystems. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  composed o f  combinations o f  management p resc r ip t i ons ,  
a l l  o f  which a r e  designed t o  ma in ta in  o r  enhance t h e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  
renewable resources and t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  the  bas ic  s o i l  
and water resources. M i t i g a t i o n  measures t o  meet t h e  incorporated i n  
Environmental Assessments. 

The var ious 

Urban Q u a l i t y ,  H i s t o r i c  and C u l t u r a l  Resources 

Urban q u a l i t y  w i l l  be l i t t l e  impacted by implementation o f  t h e  proposes 
a c t i o n  any o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Most impacts would be r e l a t e d  t o  s o c i a l  
and economic f a c t o r s  such as employment and popu la t ion  changes is a 
d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  Nat iona l  Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s .  Changes i n  popu la t i on  and 
employment as a r e s u l t  o f  Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  due t o  t h e  
low percentage o f  t h e  t o t a l  impacted. 

A l l  undertakings which cou ld  a f f e c t  s i g n i f i c a n t  c u l t u r a l  values, r e q u i r e  
an archaeologica l  rev iew and inven to ry  p r i o r  t o  implementation. 
H i s t o r i c  and c u l t u r a l  s i t e s  i n v e n t o r i e d  w i l l  be evaluated f o r  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  by a q u a l i f i e d  archaeo log is t  i n  cooperat ion w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  
H i s t o r i c  Preserva t ion  O f f i c e r  (SHPO). 
w i l l  be nominated t o  t h e  Nat iona l  Reg is te r  o f  H i s t o r i c  Places. 

S i g n i f i c a n t  s i t e s ,  i f  located,  
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS 
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The F ina l  Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) f o r  t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  
Forest  Land and Resource l'lanagement Plan descr ibes a proposed a c t i o n  and 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  orooosed a c t i o n  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  manaaement o f  t h e  
land and resources 0; t h e  Forest .  
ronment and l i s t s  t h e  environmental consequences o f  implementing t h e  
proposed a c t i o n  and a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  J i s  one o f  t e n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  evaluated i n  t h e  FEIS. 

The proposed a c t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Environmental Impact Statement 
serves as the  bas is  f o r  t h e  
Management Plan (Fores t  Plan! which i s  d e t a i l e d  i n  a separate 
document. 
are t rea ted  as a combined document. 
p lanning pe r iod  and w i l l  be rev i sed  as o f t e n  as necessary b u t  a t  l e a s t  
every f i f t e e n  (15) years.  

The goal o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan i s  t o  f u l l y  i n t e g r a t e  a mix o f  management 
ac t ions  t h a t  a l l o w  use and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  Fo res t  resources, s a t i s f y  
gu id ing l e g i s l a t i o n ,  and address l o c a l ,  reg iona l  and na t i ona l  issues. 

The purpose o f  t h i s  Environmental Impact Statement i s  t o  d i s c l o s e  t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  phys ica l ,  b i o l o g i c a l ,  economic, and s o c i a l  e f f e c t s  on t h e  
environment o f  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice 's  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  and a range o f  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  proposal. The n e t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  t h a t  r e f l e c t  t h e  
long-term value t o  t h e  Nat ion,  l e s s  costs,  measured by bo th  q u a n t i t a t i v e  
and q u a l i t a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  a r e  considered. The issues, concerns, and 
oppor tun i t i es  i d e n t i f i e d  through the  p u b l i c  involvement process a r e  
addressed i n  t h e  E I S .  

It a l s o  descr ibes t h e  a f f e c t e d  env i -  

The p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  

roposed Nat ional  Fores t  Land and Resource 

For purposes o f  NEPA d isc losure ,  t h i s  E I S  and t h e  Fores t  Plan 
The Fores t  P lan covers a 10-year 

. I  

The Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  i s  one o f  t h e  154 Nat iona l  Forests  L' 
invo lved i n  the  p lann ing  process f o l l o w i n g  t h e  same Nat iona l  d i r e c t i v e s .  
The t o t a l  Nat ional  Fores t  p lanning e f f o r t  i s  t h r e e - t i e r e d :  

1. The Nat ional  Level 
2. The Regional Level 
3. The Fores t  Level 

The Nat ional  l e v e l  deals  p r i m a r i l y  w i t h  Nat iona l  Fores t  p lanning, p o l i c y  
making, funding, mon i to r ing ,  and l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s .  
r o l e  i s  one o f  c l a r i f y i n g  and i n t e r p r e t i n g  p o l i c y ,  p r o v i d i n g  
add i t i ona l  d i r e c t i o n  and coord ina t ion ,  as w e l l  as p r o v i d i n g  exper t i se  
upon request. I n d i v i d u a l  Forests  a re  charged w i t h  Fores t  land  and 
resource management, w i t h i n  Nat ional  and Regional d i r e c t i o n ,  from a 
l o c a l  perspect ive.  

The Regional 

L' Some o f  the  Forests a re  combined f o r  p lann ing  purposes r e s u l t i n g  i n  121 0 d i f f e r e n t  Forest  Plans. 

1-1 



The preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) i s  required 
by the National Environmental Policy Act ( N E P A ) ,  the Council of 
Environmental Qual i ty  ( C E Q )  regulations,  and the implementing 
regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). 

Planning i s  conducted under the authority of  the Mu1 tiple-Use Sustained 
Yield Act of 1960 and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource 
Planning Act of 1974 ( R P A ) ,  as amended by the National Forest Management 
Act (NFMA). An assessment of the Proposed Action's environmental 
consequences i s  required by the National Environmental Pol icy Act 
(NEPA) . 
The Forest Plan replaces a l l  previous resource management plans 
prepared f o r  the Ashley National Forest. After approval of the Forest 
Plan, a l l  permits, contracts ,  and other instruments t h a t  provide f o r  the 
use and occupancy of the National Forest System lands must conform w i t h  
the Forest Plan. 
Management Plan has been incorporated i n t o  t h i s  Plan. In addition, a l l  
subsequent a c t i v i t i e s  a f fec t ing  the Forest, including budget  proposals, 
will comply w i t h  the Forest Plan and will be tiered t o  this FEIS and the 
Forest Plan. 
included as Appendix F t o  a id  reviewers i n  understanding the content of 
both documents. 

The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area (FGNRA) 

A glossary of terms used in t h ~ s  FEIS and Forest Plan i s  

B. NATIONAL, REGIONAL, and FOREST PLANNING 

Forest Planning takes place w i t h i n  the overall planning framework 
structured by the regulations of RPA. 
the 14 planning pr inciples  s ta ted  i n  the NFMA regulations (36 CFR 
219.1); these are: 

The planning process i s  based on 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5. 

Establishment o f  goals and objectives for multiple-use and 
sustained y ie ld  management of renewable resources without impairment 
of the productivity of the land. 

Consideration of the r e l a t ive  values of a l l  renewable resources, 
including the relat ionship of  nonrenewable resources such as 
minerals, t o  renewable resources. 

Recognition t h a t  the National Forests are ecosystems, and t h e i r  
management f o r  goods and services requires an awareness and 
consideration of the interrelat ionships  among plants ,  animals, 
s o i l ,  water, a i r ,  and other  environmental factors  within such 
ecosystems. 

Protection and, where appropriate, improvement of the quali ty of 
renewable resources. 

Preservation of important h i s to r i c ,  cu l tura l ,  and natural aspects 
of our National her i tage.  
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I .  

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Protection and preservation of the inherent r igh t  f o r  freedom of 
American Indians t o  believe, express, and exercise the i r  
t radi t ional  re1 igions. 

Provisions f o r  the safe  use and enjoyment of the Forest resources 
by the public. 

Protection, t h r o u g h  ecologically compatible means, of a l l  Forest 
and rangeland resources from depredations by Forest and rangeland 
pests. 

Coordination with the land and resource planning e f fo r t s  of other 
Federal agencies, S ta te  and local governments, and Indian t r ibes .  

Use o f  a systematic, interdiscipl inary approach t o  ensure 
coordination and integration o f  planning a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  multiple- 
use management. 

Early and frequent public par t ic ipat ion.  

Establishment of quantitative and qua l i ta t ive  standards and 
guidelines f o r  land and resource planning and management. 

Management of National Forest System lands i n  a manner tha t  i s  
sensi t ive t o  economic efficiency. 

Responsive t o  changing conditions of land and other resources and 
t o  changing social and economic demands of the American people. 

Forest Service planning i s  a continuous, i t e r a t i v e  process carr ied out 
on three levels :  

1. National--RPA Assessment and Program. 

2. Regional --Regional Guide. 

3 .  Local--Forest Land and Resource Management Plans f o r  the National 
Forest System lands; Statewide Comprehensive Plans f o r  f i sh  and 
wild1 i f e  management and outdoor recreation; and S ta t e  Forest 
Resource Plans tha t  are  developed by the States  w i t h  Forest Service 
assistance f o r  State and private lands and tha t  provide information 
t h a t  i s  used a t  the Regional and National levels .  

Management direction becomes increasingly spec i f ic  as planning 
progresses from the National t o  the local level .  

NATIONAL RPA ASSESSMENT AND PROGRAM 

Every 10 years,  a comprehensive, nationwide assessment i s  made o f  the 
Forest and rangeland renewable resources in the United States .  Using 
information generated a t  the local and Regional leve ls ,  this RPA 
Assessment covers timber, range, minerals, water, wi ld l i fe  and f i sh ,  
outdoor  recreation, and wilderness. Long-range projections are  made of 
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f u t u r e  supp ly  and demand f o r  each o f  these resources. 
t hen  used t o  h e l p  determine the  des i red  l e v e l  o f  resources and t o  he lp  
de termine t h e  d e s i r e d  l e v e l  o f  f u t u r e  Fores t  Serv ice programs. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  l e v e l s  o f  ou tpu ts  and associated costs  a re  examined i n  t h e  
RPA Program, which i s  prepared every 5 years.  Based on an ana lys is  o f  
t hese  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  and cons idera t ion  o f  pub1 i c  views, t h e  Secretary  o f  
A g r i c u l t u r e  s e l e c t s  a Nat iona l  RPA Recommended Program f o r  t h e  Fores t  
Serv ice.  Based on t h e  Program, the  nat ionwide resource ob jec t i ves  are  
d i s t r i b u t e d  among t h e  n i n e  Regions o f  t h e  Nat ional  Fores t  System. The 
Recommended Program and a P r e s i d e n t i a l  Statement o f  P o l i c y  a r e  
t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  Congress, which may accept, r e j e c t ,  o r  r e v i s e  t h e  
Statement  o f  Po l i cy .  The f i n a l  Statement o f  P o l i c y  and Program together  
gu ide  t h e  f raming o f  f u t u r e  Fores t  Serv ice  budget proposals. 
program implementat ion i s  d i r e c t e d  by annual appropr ia t ions.  

REGIONAL GUIDES 

Regional  p lann ing  l i n k s  t h e  RPA Assessment and Program w i t h  l o c a l  Fores t  
and S t a t e  p lanning.  
d i r e c t i o n  f rom t h e  Nat iona l  t o  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  and in fo rma t ion  f rom the  
1 oca1 t o  t h e  Na t iona l  1 eve1 . 
The Regional  Guide communicates Nat iona l  and Regional d i r e c t i o n  f o r  
N a t i o n a l  Fo res t  p lanning,  as w e l l  as i n fo rma t ion  p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  
development o f  S t a t e  Fores t  Resource Plans and research a c t i v i t i e s .  
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  Regional Guide serves t h e  f o l l o w i n g  purposes: 

The f i n d i n g s  are  

Actual  

It p lays  a dual r o l e  by channel ing management 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

It prov ides  standards and gu ide l i nes  f o r  var ious management 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  may be c a r r i e d  o u t  on t h e  Nat ional  Forests. These 
s tandards and gu ide l i nes  s p e c i f y  t h e  ac tua l  c r i t e r i a  t o  be app l i ed  
t o  t h e  management a c t i v i t i e s .  

I t  prov ides  p lann ing  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  developing i n d i v i d u a l  Fores t  
Plans, i n c l u d i n g  those issues o r  concerns ra i sed  a t  t h e  Ndt ional  o r  
Regional l e v e l  t h a t  can on ly  be assessed o r  resolved by t h e  
Fores ts .  P lann ing  d i r e c t i o n  e s s e n t i a l l y  defers  the  f i n a l  dec i s ion  
on an i s s u e  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  Forest ,  w i t h i n  l i m i t s  es tab l i shed by 
t h e  Region. 

I t  d i s p l a y s  t h e  Regional RPA Program and d i s t r i b u t e s  t e n t a t i v e  
resource t a r g e t s  among t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  Nat ional  Forests.  RPA 
ass igned o b j e c t i v e s  are  used as t h e  bas is  f o r  one o f  the  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  examined i n  t h e  Fo res t  p lanning process. 

I t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  general coo rd ina t i on  o f  Nat ional  Fores t  System 
programs, S t a t e  and P r i v a t e  Fo res t r y  programs, and research 
programs. 

FOREST PLANS 

The Na t iona l  Fo res t  Land and Resource Management Plan considers a broad 
range o f  reasonable management a1 te rna t i ves .  To the  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a l ,  
F o r e s t  P lan  A l t e r n a t i v e s  r e f l e c t  t h e  f u l l  range o f  major commodity and 
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environmental resource uses and values t h a t  could be produced from the 
Forest. All a l ternat ives  are formulated t o  provide d i f fe ren t  ways of 
addressing the major public issues,  management concerns, and resource 
opportunities identified d u r i n g  the planning process. One a1 ternat ive 
i s  designed t o  meet the Forest ' s  t en ta t ive ly  assigned share of  the 1980 
RPA Program; others have resource outputs t h a t  are above o r  below the 
RPA Program levels .  The emphasis i n  b o t h  the RPA Program and National 
Forest Plan i s  on the future  and how the Forest can best be used and 
managed t o  meet people's needs. 

FOREST PLANNING PROCESS 

Regulations t o  implement the requirements of the National Forest 
Management Act (36 CFR 219) were promulgated on September 30, 1982, i n  
Federal Register Volume 47, page 43037. Those regulations out l ine i n  
detai l  how the proposed Forest Plan i s  t o  be prepared. 
required by the National Forest planning regulations s e t  for th  in 36 CFR 
219.12 and used i n  the planning process a re  as follows: 

The actions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Identification of purpose and need. 

Development of planning c r i t e r i a .  

Collection of inventory data and information. 

Analysis of the management s i tua t ion .  

Formulation of a l ternat ives .  

Estimated e f fec ts  of a l ternat ives .  

Evaluation of a l ternat ives .  

Recommendation of a preferred a l te rna t ive .  

Approval of Plan. 

10. 

Forest planning i s  coordinated w i t h i n  National and Regional planning as  
required by the laws ci ted above and the regulations f o r  implementing 
them. The Regional Guide establishes management standards and 
guidelines, provides planning guidance f o r  regionally s ign i f icant  issues 
and concerns, and d is t r ibu tes  National goals and ta rge ts  from the 1980 
RPA t o  individual Forests. The Forest planning process deals w i t h  
achieving those goals and addresssing local issues and concerns. 

Monitoring and evaluation of Plan. 

The Draft EIS was prepared and circulated f o r  comment upon completion of 
planning actions 1 t h r o u g h  7.  
preferred a1 ternative.  
the basis f o r  the proposed Ashley National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan detailed i n  the accompanying document. 
repeated planning actions 1 t h r o u g h  7 as necessary result ing i n  the FEIS 
tha t  will be f i l e d  w i t h  the Environmental Protection Agency, ana ni6de 

Part  of step 7 was development of a 

The Forest 

The Preferred A1 t e rna t ive  (proposed action) i s  

0 
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a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  pub l i c .  The Regional Forester  w i l l  use t h e  EIS t o  make 
a dec i s ion  under NFMA f o r  approval o f  t h e  Forest  Plan (36 CFR 2 1 9 . 1 0 ( ~ ) )  
documented i n  t h e  Record o f  Decision. 

The Fores t  Plan may be rev ised as needed on a 10-year cyc le ,  b u t  i t  must 
be  rev i sed  a t  l e a s t  every 15 years.  
whenever t h e  Fores t  Superv isor  determines t h a t  condi t ions o r  demands 
covered by t h e  Plan have changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y  o r  when changes i n  RPA 
p o l i c i e s ,  goals, o r  ob jec t i ves  would have s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  on Fores t  
l e v e l  programs. The Forest  Supervisor w i l l  review the  cond i t i ons  t h a t  
m igh t  r e q u i r e  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e  Fores t  Plar; a t  l e a s t  every 5 years.  

The Plan may a lso  be rev i sed  

C. LOCATION OF THE FOREST 
Phys ica l  and B i o l o g i c a l  

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  conta ins approximately 1.4 m i l l i o n  acres and 
spans a major  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  east-west U i n t a  Mountain Range, t h e  Flaming 
Gorge p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Wyoming Basin, and t h e  South U n i t  sec t i on  o f  t h e  
Tavaputs Plateau. E leva t ions  range from 6,000 t o  13,500 f e e t .  Th i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  e l e v a t i o n  a f f e c t s  the  c l ima te  and vegetat ive cover o f  the  
Fores t ,  which conta ins  fea tu res  f rom both  t h e  h igh  deser t  count ry  and 
t h e  mountainous areas above t imber l i ne .  Annual p r e c i p i t a t i o n  ranges 
f rom 8 t o  40 inches. 

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  i s  loca ted  i n  t h e  no r th  eastern p a r t  o f  t h e  
S t a t e  o f  Utah and t h e  south western p a r t  o f  Wyoming. 
count ies  a re  l oca ted  i n  t h e  boundaries o f  t h e  Forest: Uintah, Utah, 
Duchesne, Daggett, Summit, and Wasatch count ies i n  the S ta te  o f  Utah, 
and Sweetwater county i n  Wyoming. 
w i t h i n  Uintah, Duchesne, and Daggett count ies.  Large po r t i ons  of  t h e  
Fo res t  a r e  v i s i b l e  f rom U.S. Highway 40, U.S. 191 and several  s t a t e  
rou tes .  

The U i n t a  and Ouray I n d i a n  Reservat ion and two o ther  Nat ional  Fores ts  - 
t h e  U in ta  and Wasatch-Cache Nat ional  Forests  border the Ashley Nat iona l  
Fo res t  a long w i t h  BLM lands, S ta te  lands, and p r i v a t e  proper ty .  

The Fores t  headquarters and one Ranger D i s t r i c t  are loca ted  i n  Vernal, 
Utah. 
and Duchesne, Utah. 

The p lann ing  area covered by t h e  Fores t  Plan i s  the  admin i s t ra t i ve  u n i t  
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  

Por t ions  o f  seven 

The m a j o r i t y  o f  the  Forest  l i e s  

Ranger D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e s  a r e  a l s o  loca ted  i n  Manila, Roosevelt, 

Soc ia l  and Economic 

Daggett, Duchesne, and U in tah  count ies i n  Utah and Sweetwater county  i n  
Wyoming were i d e n t i f i e d  as t h e  pr imary socio-economic zone i n f l u e n c e  f o r  
t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  Main towns inc lude  Vernal, Roosevelt, and 
Duchesne on t h e  south p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Forest ;  Manila, Green R ive r  and 
Rock Spr ings on t h e  n o r t h  slope. 
accessed by highways U.S. 40 and 191 and Mani la  by Highway U.S. 191. 

Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Vernal a r e  
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D. ISSUES, CONCERNS and OPPORTUNITIES 

The ident i f icat ion of public issues,  and management concerns and 
opportunities (ICOs) was done through a publ i c  involvement process 
required by the NFMA planning implementation regulations (36 CFR 
219.12( b ) ) .  

Alternatives f o r  management of the Ashley National Forest ' s  lands and 
resources address s ign i f icant  ICOs related t o  Forest management. These 
ICOs must be addressed i n  the Plan t o  provide appropriate and effect ive 
management direction f o r  the Forest. 
es tab l i sh  the scope of the EIS (40 CFR 1501.7). 

Forest-wide public issues and management concerns were developed from 
comments so l ic i ted  from the general public, taken from past planning 
records, and from the Forest s t a f f .  
scoping process used in defining s igni f icant  ICOs and how they were 
addressed by the a1 ternat ives  can be found i n  the planning records on 
the Forest. 
discussion of the process and the issues. 

The  ICOs addressed i n  the  FEIS and the proposed Forest Plan are: 

The ICOs were also used t o  

A detailed discussion o f  the 

Appendix A of this document a l so  includes a more detailed 

IC0 # Resource Group I co 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Transportation How much and what type of 
access i s  needed on the 
Ashley National Forest? 

Fuel wood 

Watershed 

Range 

Timber 

To what extent does the 
current Ashley Forest 
fuelwood program, w i t h  bo th  
f r ee  use and charge permit 
i n  designated areas,  meet 
publ i c  needs? 

To what extent should the 
Ashley use vegetative 
manipulation or  other 
practices t o  augment water 
yields? 

What level of domestic 
livestock grazing, forage 
manipulation and range 
improvements should the 
Ashley National Forest 
s t r i v e  t o  sustain? 

What level of timber 
harvest and w h a t  type of 
management practices should 
be used on the Ashley 
Forest? 
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a,,,, 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Resource Group 

W i l d l i f e  

Recreat ion 

Landownership 

F i r e  

I co 
What l e v e l  o f  w i l d l i f e  
management a c t i v i t i e s  
should the  Ashley Forest  
emphasize w i t h  a w i l d l i f e  
h a b i t a t  management program? 

Should e x i s t i n g  rec rea t i on  
f a c i l i t i e s  o r  developments 
be maintained t o  a h igh  
q u a l i t y  standard and new 
f a c i l i t i e s  const ructed as 
needed t o  meet p ro jec ted  
demands ? 

Should more o r  l e s s  area o f  
t h e  Fores t  be made 
access ib le  by  veh ic le  o r  i s  
t h e  present  rec rea t i on  
access s u i t a b l e ?  

Should problems o f  p u b l i c  
access t o  Nat iona l  Fores t  
lands be resolved through 
ownership adjustment and 
should i t  be a h igh  Fores t  
p r i o r i t y ?  

To what e x t e n t  should f i r e  
management s t r a t e g i e s  o f  
l e s s  than immediate and 
aggress ive c o n t r o l  be 
a p p l i e d  on t h e  Forest  and 
i n  what areas? 

Minera ls  and Energy Where and under what 
cond i t i ons  can minera ls  and 
energy be developed on t h e  
Ashley? 

Are e x i s t i n g  area and road 
c losures  acceptable o r  
should the re  be more o r  
1 ess c losures? 

If a d d i t i o n a l  markets f o r  
ponderosa and 1 odgepol e 
t imber  can be found, what 
l e v e l  o f  harves t  should t h e  
Ashley at tempt  t o  achieve? 

Off-Road Veh ic le  

Timber (Pine Beet le )  
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IC0 # 

13 

Resource Group 

Wilderness 

I co 
Which Roadless Areas, o r  
p a r t s  thereof ,  should be 
recommended f o r  i n c l u s i o n  
i n  t h e  Nat ional  Wilderness 
System? (Th is  i ssue was 
resolved by t h e  1984 Utah 
Wilderness B i l l  l e g i s l a t i o n  
and no f u r t h e r  eva lua t ion  
o f  re leased areas i s  
requ i red  u n t i l  t h e  next  
p lan rev i s ion .  Refer t o  
Appendix A f o r  an expanded 
d iscuss ion o f  t h i s  i ssue 
and how i t  was resolved.) 

For those areas o r  po r t i ons  
no t  inc luded i n  wi lderness, 
what l e v e l  o f  management, 
development, o r  veh ic le  
access should be proposed? 

E. ORGANIZATION OF CHAPTERS 11, 111, and IV 

The Fores t  p lann ing  process as de f ined and requ i red  by t h e  Nat iona l  
Fo res t  Management Ac t  generated a mass o f  data. 
encountered i n  how t o  l o g i c a l l y  document these data (outputs,  costs, and 
e f f e c t s )  and d i s c l o s e  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  var ious a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  an 
environmental impact statement. The f o l l o w i n g  approach i s  used t o  
address t h i s  problem. 

- 

A problem was 

I n  Chapter 11, " A l t e r n a t i v e s  i n c l u d i n g  the  Proposed Act ion" ,  
a r e  descr ibed by  showing t h e  outputs,  costs, and major e f f e c t s  o f  
meeting t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  each a l t e r n a t i v e .  
and e f f e c t s  a re  d i sp layed  by i n d i v i d u a l  resources which were 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  issues,  management concerns, laws, regu la t ions ,  o r  
Execut ive Orders. 

- I n  Chapter 111, " A f f e c t e d  Environment", t h e  i n fo rma t ion  analyzed i n  
"A1 te rna t i ves "  and "Environmental Consequences" i s  used t o  descr ibe 
t h e  present s i t u a t i o n  as we l l  as f u t u r e  cond i t ions  created by t h e  
implementat ion o f  each a l t e r n a t i v e .  

- I n  Chapter IV, "Environmental Consequences", the  type and amount o f  
a c t i v i t i e s  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  which would produce t h e  outputs  and 
c rea te  t h e  cos ts  a1 ready i d e n t i f i e d .  
c e r t a i n  environmental consequences, b e n e f i c i a l  and adverse; c rea te  a - 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between shor t - te rm use o f  man's environment and 
maintenance and enhancement o f  long-term p r o d u c t i v i t y ;  and may o r  
may n o t  i r r e v e r s i b l y  and i r r e t r i e v a b l y  commit resources t o  c e r t a i n  
uses. 
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The reader should keep t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i n  mind w h i l e  rev iewing  t h e  
document. The l o g i c  f o r  each chapter  w i l l  be redef ined more 
e x p l i c i t l y  a t  the  beginning o f  each chapter. 

F. PLANNING RECORDS 

The resource i n fo rma t ion  and ana lys i s  procedures developed d u r i n g  t h e  
Ashley Nat ional  Fo res t ' s  Land and Resource p lanning process a r e  p a r t  o f  
t h e  Forests p lann ing  records and a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review d u r i n g  
business hours a t  the  Superv isor 's  O f f i ce ,  1680 W .  Highway 40, Ashton 
Energy Center, Vernal, Utah 84078. 

These records a r e  incorporated by reference as prov ided f o r  i n  t h e  NEPA 
implementing regu la t i ons  (40 CFR 1502.210). 
them i n  the  p lann ing  process. A lso  inc luded i n  t h e  p lann ing  records by 
reference i s  t h e  F i n a l  E I S  on t h e  1980 Service-wide Assessment and RPA 
Program f i l e d  w i t h  the  Environmental P ro tec t i on  Agency (EPA) on 
September 26, 1980. 

The i n t e n t i o n  i s  t o  i nc lude  

1-11 



CHAPTER II 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 



II. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

INTRODUCTION - In the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) planning 
process, a land management a l te rna t ive  is  a plan t o  guide management of 
the land and resources of the Forest. National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) require exploration and objective 
evaluation of a wide range of reasonable a l ternat ives  t o  the proposed 
action, including a "no action" al ternat ive.  NEPA regulations also 
require ident i f icat ion and discussion of a l ternat ives  eliminated from 
detailed study. 

In Forest planning, each a l te rna t ive  i s  a particular combination of 
management prescriptions f o r  each resource use. 
emphasizes a d i f fe ren t  management philosophy. 
considered i n  t h i s  chapter address issues and concerns ident i f ied i n  
Chapter I .  
management prescriptions,  each a1 ternative provides f o r  scheduling 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  d i f fe ren t  locations and produces varying levels  of 
outputs, goods and services. The s e t  of management prescriptions 
available i s  the same f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  except i n  special s i tua t ions  
where they a re  locked o u t  t o  achieve the objectives of those 
al ternat ives .  
assigned t o  each prescription will d i f f e r  by al ternat ive.  

Each combination 
The a l te rna t ives  

In addition t o  representing d i f fe ren t  combinations of the 

The combination of prescriptions used and the acres 

A. ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1. OVERVIEW 

The purpose of Forest planning i s  t o  identify and se l ec t  f o r  implemen- 
ta t ion tha t  plan a l te rna t ive  tha t  most nearly maximizes net public bene- 
f i t s .  Net public benefits  are  defined as: 

"...overall long term value t o  the Nation of a l l  o u t p u t s  arid 
posit ive e f fec ts  (benefits  less  a l l  associated inputs and negative 
effects-costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued o r  
not.. .consistent with the principles of multiple use and sustained 
y i el  d . " 

There is  no mathematical formula available t o  define the desired 
al ternat ive.  
par t icular  e f fec ts  of a l te rna t ives  are  positive or  negative. 
i t  i s  necessary t o  separately define the major e f fec ts  of each 
a l te rna t ive  as the basis f o r  review, judgment, and eventual selection. 

NFMA regulations, 36 CFR 219.12(f), es tabl ish c r i t e r i a  f o r  g u i d i n g  the 
development o f  al ternat ives .  

resource potential and the maximum resource potential t o  r e f l e c t  t o  the 
extent practicable the f u l l  range of major commodity and environmental 
resource uses and values tha t  could be produced from the fores t .  
Alternatives shall r e f l ec t  a range of resource outputs and expenditure 
1 eve1 s. 

Indeed, there a re  differences o f  opinion about whether 
Therefore 

These c r i t e r i a  are: 

"(1) Alternatives shall  be distributed between the m i n i m u m  
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( 2 )  

(3 )  Alternatives shal l  be formulated t o  f a c i l i t a t e  evaluation of 

Alternatives shal l  be formulated t o  f a c i l i t a t e  analysis of 
opportunity costs  and of resource use and environmental trade-offs among 
a l te rna t ives  and between benchmarks and al ternat ives .  

the e f f ec t s  on present net value, benefits ,  and costs  of achieving 
various outputs and values t h a t  a r e  not assigned monetary values 
(non-priced benef i t s ) ,  b u t  t ha t  are  provided a t  specified levels.  

Alternatives shal l  provide d i f fe ren t  ways t o  address and 
respond t o  the major public issues,  management concerns, and resource 
opportunities ident i f ied  d u r i n g  the planning process. 

Reasonable a l te rna t ives  which may require a change i n  existing 
law o r  policy t o  implement shall  be formulated i f  necessary t o  address a 
major pub1 i c  issue,  management concern, o r  resource opportunity iden- 
t i f i e d  d u r i n g  the planning process (40 CFR 1501.7, 1502.14(c)). 

( 6 )  A t  l e a s t  one a l te rna t ive  shall  be developed which responds t o ,  
and incorporates, the RPA Program tentat ive resource objectives f o r  each 
f o r e s t  displayed in the Regional Guide. 

( 7 )  A t  l e a s t  one a l te rna t ive  shall r e f l ec t  the current level of 
goods and services provided by the unit  and the most l ike ly  amount of 
goods and services expected t o  be provided in the future  if  current 
management direct ion continues. 
dl ternat ive shal l  be deemed the "no-action" a1 ternative.  

(8) 
most cos t  e f f i c i e n t  combination of management prescriptions examined 
tha t  can meet the objectives established i n  the a l ternat ive.  

( 9 )  

I .  Condition and uses tha t  will resu l t  from long-term 

11. 

(4) 

(5)  

Pursuant t o  NEPA procedures, t h i s  

Each a l te rna t ive  shal l  represent t o  the extent practicable the 

Each a l te rna t ive  shall  s t a t e  a t  l ea s t :  

application of the al ternat ive.  
Goods and services t o  be produced and the timing and flow of 
these resource outputs together w i t h  associated costs  and 
benefits .  

111. Resource management standards and guidelines. 
IV. Purposes of the management direction proposed." 

Attempts were made t o  use common language throughout the document. 
some cases, however, technical language was necessary. Please re fer  t o  
the Glossary (Appendix F) f o r  assistance w i t h  def ini t ions of these 
terms. 

ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION PROCEDURE 

PLANNING STEPS - The  formulation of a l ternat ives  culminated planning 
actions 1 through 4 of the NFMA planning process described i n  Chapter I. 
The following s teps  summarize how planning actions 1 through 5 were 
accomplished. 

1. 

In 

Major issues were ident i f ied through public involvement, past 
planning records, and Forest Staff .  

Cr i te r ia  were developed by the interdiscipl inary team f o r  the 
col lect ion and use of data. 

2. 
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3 .  Management p resc r ip t i ons  represent ing sets  o f  compat ib le management 
p rac t ices  were developed. 

The Fores t  was mapped based on t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  produce. 
c a p a b i l i t y ,  s u i t a b i l i t y ,  and management oppor tun i t i es  o f  s p e c i f i c  
areas o f  Forest  were considered i n  t h i s  step. 

Areas o f  land  such as the  Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion Area, 
Sheep Creek, and t h e  High Uintas Wilderness were inc luded 
throughout a l l  a1 te rna t i ves .  

Resource outputs  and t h e i r  costs  and values were developed f o r  each 
p r e s c r i p t i o n  and each area where the  p r e s c r i p t i o n  was t o  be 
applied. 

Demand was expressed i n  t h e  p u b l i c  issues and management concerns, 
and est imates o f  t h a t  demand were made f o r  t h e  var ious  resources. 

Supply p o t e n t i a l s  f o r  each resource were determined w i t h  t h e  
FORPLAN model. 
were used t o  e s t a b l i s h  benchmarks f o r  supply p o t e n t i a l s  o f  each 
resource du r ing  t h e  Analys is  o f  t h e  Management S i t u a t i o n  (AMs). 
Benchmarks were es tab l i shed f o r  t h e  minimum l e v e l ,  maximum s i n g l e  
resource l eve l s ,  and maximum present n e t  value. 
supply was compared t o  supply p o t e n t i a l s  o f  each benchmark. 
Oppor tun i t ies t o  resolve issues and management concerns were 
i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  each resource by comparing e x i s t i n g  t o  p o t e n t i a l  
product ion l e v e l s .  

Benchmark supply p o t e n t i a l s  were compared t o  demand and supply o f  
cu r ren t  d i r e c t i o n  t o  evaluate t h e  need and oppor tun i t y  f o r  change 
i n  response t o  p u b l i c  issues and management concerns. 

The FORPLAN model was used t o  est imate t h e  goods and serv ices  t h a t  
could be produced by each a l t e r n a t i v e .  The model i s  a mathematical 
process t h a t  uses l i n e a r  programming t o  s e l e c t  t h e  most c o s t  
e f f i c i e n t  mix o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  w i t h i n  a g iven s e t  o f  c o n s t r a i n t s  
designed t o  achieve the  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  each a1 t e r n a t i v e .  
Estimates o f  outputs  were descr ibed f o r  Forest-wide assignment o f  
management p resc r ip t i ons  scheduled over  time. 
Appendix B). 

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  FORPLAN ana lys is  f o r  each a l t e r n a t i v e  were 
evaluated t o  assure conformance w i t h  laws, p o l i c i e s ,  and 
guide l ines.  
each a l t e r n a t i v e  could be achieved. 

4. The 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
Various assumptions, cons t ra in t s ,  and ob jec t i ves  

E x i s t i n g  resource 

9. 

10. 

(Chapter I1 and 

11. 

Refinements and adjustments were made t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  
(Chapter 11) 

The range o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  be considered i n  d e t a i l  and those 
e l im ina ted  from d e t a i l e d  study were de f ined by complet ing t h e  AMs. 
ana lys is  inc ludes i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  ranges of  goods, serv ices  and uses 
t h a t  are feas ib le ;  p ro jec t i ons  o f  the  p o t e n t i a l  t o  reso lve  issues and 
concerns; t h e  techn ica l ,  economic, and environmental f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  
p rov id ing  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  goods, serv ices,  and uses r e s u l t i n g  f rom 
assigned ob jec t ives ;  and the  need t o  e s t a b l i s h  o r  change management 
d i r e c t i o n .  

Th is  

m - 
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CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT - The process f o r  t h e  fo rmu la t i on  
o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  beaan i n  Plannina Ac t i on  1 w i t h  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and 
e v a l u a t i o n  o f  pub1 i c  issues and ianagement concerns and t h e  resource 
management o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  address these issues and concerns. 

P lann ing  c r i t e r i a  were prepared t o  guide t h e  development o f  t h e  
A l t e r n a t i v e s :  
p u b l i c  issues and management concerns were reference ma te r ia l .  
b a s i c  c r i t e r i a  used t o  guide t h e  fo rmu la t i on  o f  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  are  
l i s t e d  below: 

RPA and NFMA regu la t i ons ,  e x i s t i n g  u n i t  p lans,  and the  
The 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e s  would propose combinations o f  outpu ts  and 
a c t i v i t i e s  which must be w i t h i n  the  resource produc t ion  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Nat ional  Fores t  lands p resen t l y  admin is tered by 
t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  

The no-act ion ( c u r r e n t  d i r e c t i o n )  a l t e r n a t i v e  would be used f o r  
comparing t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  each o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
a1 t e r n a t i v e  would represent  no change form c u r r e n t  management 
d i r e c t i o n .  

Each a l t e r n a t i v e  would be feas ib le .  

Departure f rom non-decl in ing y i e l d  would be examined. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e s  would address p u b l i c  issues and management 
concerns. 

The High U in tas  Wilderness, Flaming Gorge NRA and t h e  Sheep Creek 
Geologica l  Area would be t r e a t e d  t h e  same as requ i red  i n  present 
d i r e c t i o n  f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Wild and Scenic Rivers,  Nat ional  
Recreat ion T r a i l s  and Candidate Research Natura l  Areas would a l so  
be t r e a t e d  t h e  same because t h e r e  i s  n o t  a measurable d i f f e r e n c e  
and t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t .  

Cons t ra in t s  on sediment p roduc t ion  t o  meet S ta te  water  q u a l i t y  laws 
were used as a given. 

Each a l t e r n a t i v e  would prov ide a t  l e a s t  minimum v i a b l e  populat ions 
o f  i n d i c a t o r  species. 

Each a l t e r n a t i v e  would conta in  p r e s c r i p t i o n  assignments and a 
schedule f o r  ou tpu t  of goods and services.  

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  would be analyzed t o  show t h e i r  cos t  e f f e c -  
t iveness.  

Cne a l t e r n a t i v e  would address t h e  Fo res t ' s  share o f  t h e  Region's 
RPA ta rge ts .  

Th is  

Each a1 t e r n a t i v e  should comply w i t h  o the r  l e g a l  requirements. - 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  above, several  assumptions were used i n  he lp ing  t o  
broaden t h e  range o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

- 
These inc lude:  
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1. 

2. 

E x i s t i n g  p o l i c y  and d i r e c t i o n s  are  n o t  i n v i o l a t e .  

Timber harvest  l e v e l s  can be a l lowed t o  vary f rom t h e  Timber 
Management p lan  a l l owab le  c u t  f i g u r e s .  

Forage produced on t h e  Fo res t  does n o t  au tomat i ca l l y  have t o  be 
assigned t o  l i v e s t o c k .  

a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  based on demands i n  accordance w i t h  management 
d i rec t i on .  

3 .  

4. Minera ls  and energy development a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  occur  throughout 

MAKAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION - The NFMA regu la t i ons  (36 CFR 219.3) d e f i n e  
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  as "management p rac t i ces  and i n t e n s i t y  l e v e l s  
se lected and scheduled f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  on a s p e c i f i c  area t o  a t t a i n  
mu l t ip le -use  and o the r  goals and ob jec t i ves " .  

Management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  were w r i t t e n  by t h e  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  team 
a f t e r  reviewing t h e  p u b l i c  issues and concerns, consu l t i ng  c u r r e n t  
management d i r e c t i o n ,  and us ing  pro fess iona l  judgement. The complete 
s e t  o f  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  was reviewed and approved by t h e  Fores t  
Management Team. A broad range o f  management emphasis, i n t e n s i t i e s ,  
costs ,  cons t ra in ts ,  and ou tpu ts  was used f o r  both t h e  benchmarks and 
a l te rna t i ves .  A complete l i s t  o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  and c o n s t r a i n t s  used i n  
t h e  FORPLAN Model appear i n  Appendix €3. 

FORPLAN COMPUTER MODEL - A l a rge -sca le  l i n e a r  programming model, FORPLAN 
Version 1, was t h e  fundamental a n a l r t i c a l  t o o l  used b.y t h e  
i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  team t o  s imul taneously  s e l e c t  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  and 
schedule management p rac t i ces  over  time. 
t h e  Forest  p lanning ana lys is .  

F i r s t ,  i t  provided an o b j e c t i v e  bas i s  f o r  t h e  opt imal s e l e c t i o n  and 
schedul ing o f  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each ana lys i s  area. 
more p resc r ip t i ons  were se lec ted  f o r  each o f  the  ana lys i s  areas i n  each 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  The opt imal s e l e c t i o n  and schedul ing o f  management 
p resc r ip t i ons  on ana lys i s  areas depends on t h e  o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  and 
cons t ra in t s  on outputs  and management p rac t i ces  used f o r  each 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  The maximizat ion o f  present  n e t  value was t h e  o b j e c t i v e  
f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  d e t a i l .  
by cons t ra in ing  t h e  model t o  produce va ry ing  amounts o f  goods and 
serv ices and t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  t r a c k i n g  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 
q u a n t i f i a b l e  and u n q u a n t i f i a b l e  resource values. 

Second, the  ana lys is  prov ided an e f f e c t i v e  t o o l  t o  q u a n t i f y  outputs,  
costs,  and acres assigned t o  management p resc r ip t i ons .  

Based on the  l a n d ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  resource product ion,  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
were app l ied  t o  var ious  p a r t s  o f  t h e  Fores t  (Referred t o  as "Analys is  
Areas" i n  FORPLAN) t o  d i s p l a y  approp r ia te  p r a c t i c a l  ways o f  managing t h e  
Forest .  
ana lys is  areas a r e  i n  t h e  Fores t  P lanning Records. 

FORPLAN served two purposes i n  

One o r  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  were generated 

The c r i t e r i a  and r a t i o n a l e  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  t o  
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2. ROLE AND USE OF BENCHMARKS 

Dur ing t h e  Ana lys is  o f  t h e  Management S i t u a t i o n ,  resource supply 
p o t e n t i a l s  were determined, us ing  var ious  ob jec t i ves ,  cons t ra in ts ,  and 
assumptions i n  FORPLAN. Supply p o t e n t i a l s  f o r  t h e  benchmarks are 
d isp layed i n  Table 11-2 and 11-4 and ob jec t i ves ,  cons t ra in t s ,  and 
assumptions a r e  d i sp layed  i n  Appendix B. 
supply var ious  resources were determined by e s t a b l i s h i n g  minimum and 
maximum p roduc t i on  l e v e l s  f o r  a s i n g l e  resource, and produc t ion  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  were determined f o r  a s e t  o f  m u l t i p l e  resource outputs t h a t  
maximize present  n e t  value. This  a n a l y s i s  es tab l i shed  t h e  benchmark 
l e v e l s  requ i red  by n a t i o n a l  p lann ing  d i r e c t i o n .  
w i t h  t h e  minimum management requirements of  36 CFR 219.27. 

Seven "Benchmark Leve ls "  were run  and inco rpo ra ted  i n  t h e  Ashley 
Nat iona l  Fo res t  AMs. 

Fo l low ing  t h e  passage o f  t h e  Utah Wilderness B i l l  i n  1984, a l l  
benchmarks were re run  w i t h  the  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  
F o r e s t ' s  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  designated High U i n t a s  Wilderness. 
t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  wi lderness benchmarks were n o t  requ i red .  

None o f  t h e  seven benchmarks are  d i sp layed  as an a l t e r n a t i v e .  
some do e s t a b l i s h  parameters, o r  " f e a s i b l e  areas", f o r  s i n g l e  resource 
y i e l d s .  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r a t i o n a l e :  

Minimum Level  (1) 

Spec i f i es  t h e  minimum l e v e l  o f  management which would be needed t o  
ma in ta in  t h e  u n i t  as p a r t  o f  t h e  Nat iona l  Fores t  System and t o  manage 
u n c o n t r o l l a b l e  ou tpu ts  and uses. 
pe r iod  t h a t  would be requ i red  t o  move f rom c u r r e n t  t o  minimum l e v e l  
management. It assumes no t imber  harvest ,  developed recrea t ion ,  o r  
fuelwood product ion.  
comply w i t h  t h e  Secre tary  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ' s  A p r i l ,  1968, p o s i t i o n  
statement on t h e  Ute I n d i a n  T r i b e  l i v e s t o c k  use. Due t o  t h e  l ack  o f  
commodity output ,  t h i s  l e v e l  i s  assumed t o  be u n r e a l i s t i c .  

L i m i t s  i n  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  

Th is  i s  i n  compliance 

Eecause o f  

However, 

Benchmark runs were e l im ina ted  f rom f u r t h e r  cons idera t ion  us ing  

This  benchmdrk ignores  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  

L ives tock  use i s  l i m i t e d  t o  l e v e l s  necessary t o  
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Current S i t u a t i o n  (2)  

Th is  benchmark s p e c i f i e s  t h e  management most l i k e l y  t o  be implemented i n  
the  f u t u r e  i f  cu r ren t  d i r e c t i o n  i s  fo l lowed.  
investment l e v e l s ,  2) threatened and endangered (TEiE) h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  
w i l l  n o t  be impaired, and 3) no major changes w i l l  occur i n  c u r r e n t  
d i r e c t i o n .  

This l e v e l  was used t o  b u i l d  two a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  extends c u r r e n t  outputs  through t ime t o  ge t  costs.  
"Current Budget" a l t e r n a t i v e  extends t h e  c u r r e n t  budget through t ime  t o  
ob ta in  outputs.  The d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  computer runs on these two 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  made i t  impossib le  t o  p u t  t h e  Current  S i t u a t i o n  benchmark 
i n t o  a separate a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Maximum Present Net Value (PNV) (Market Pr ices)  (3)  

This benchmark s p e c i f i e s  t h e  management which w i l l  maximize t h e  present  
n e t  value o f  those outputs  t h a t  have an es tab l i shed market p r i ce .  It 
assumes t h a t  no cons t ra in t s  a r e  needed t o  p r o t e c t  T&E species; markets 
e x i s t  f o r  a l l  market goods produced, cos ts  o f  non-market outputs  must 
s t i l l  be covered, b u t  no u n i t  values a r e  assigned. No budget l i m i t  i s  
appl ied.  
benchmark does n o t  d i s p l a y  r e a l i s t i c  p u b l i c  bene f i t s .  

I t  assumes: 1) l i m i t e d  

The "Current Program" 
The 

Since no values ( b e n e f i t s )  a r e  used f o r  amenity outputs,  t h i s  

Maximum PNV (Assigned) (4)  

This  benchmark s p e c i f i e s  t h e  management which w i l l  maximize t h e  present  
n e t  value o f  those outputs  t h a t  have e i t h e r  an es tab l i shed market p r i c e  
o r  assigned monetary value. 

It has assigned values app l i ed  t o  a l l  ou tpu ts  and no budget l i m i t s  a r e  
appl ied.  It assumes t h a t  T&E species h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  w i l l  n o t  be 
impaired and markets a re  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a l l  goods and services.  Th is  
benchmark i s  n o t  f e a s i b l e  because o f  h i g h  costs  i n  the  f i r s t  decade. 

Maximum Timber (5)  

The o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h i s  benchmark i s  t o  maximize t imber.  
est imates t h e  maximum c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Fores t  t o  prov ide commercial 
t imber  products. 
i n  4. 

This benchmark and 6 and 7 below are  n o t  f e a s i b l e  because they 
emphasize s i n g l e  resource management. 

Maximum Range (6) 

The o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h i s  benchmark was Maximize L ives tock  Forage. 

Explanat ion and assumptions a r e  t h e  same as Benchmark 4 and 5. 

It 

The assumptions used i n  t h i s  benchmark a r e  t h e  same as 
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Maximum Water (7 )  

The objective function of this benchmark was Maximize Water. 

T h i s  i s  an optional Benchmark. 
w i t h  the following added: 
vegetative treatment. 
s t ructures  a re  included. 

Assumptions a r e  the same as  Benchmark 5, 
water yield would only be manipulated by 

No weather modification o r  snow deposition 

As noted e a r l i e r ,  although not d i rec t ly  usable as  a l te rna t ives ,  several 
of the "Benchmarks" d i d  establish parameters o r  l imi t s  f o r  single 
resource y ie lds .  

Benchmark outputs a re  t o  be used as reference p o i n t s  and f o r  comparative 
purposes onl). 

Selected benchmarks were used to  define the  upper and lower l imits  f o r  
the production o f  each resource. The in t e rd i sc i  l inary  team considered 
demand, supply potential (upper and lower l imi t s  P , and economic charac- 
t e r i s t i c s  t o  es tabl ish the range of a l te rna t ives .  
were determined by comparing al ternat ives  w i t h  the maximum PNV benchmark 
(see Tables 11-7, 8, 9 and Appendix 8,  Tables 8-28/6-29). 

Opportunity costs 

B. ALTERNATIVES (BROAD RANGE OF REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES) 

This section of Chapter I1 describes the a l t e rna t ives  considered in the 
planning e f f o r t .  The intent  i n  a l te rna t ive  formulation was t o  consider 
a broad range of a l ternat ives  tha t  could be considered viable i n  l i g h t  
of the land and resource capabili ty as defined by the various benchmarks 
described ea r l i e r .  

Uneven-age timber harvest was n o t  treated as an a l te rna t ive  because i t  
is considered t o  be a harvest method or management prescription to  
achieve a resource objective. 
extensive par t ia l  cut t ing i n  the past has proven t o  be generally 
unsuccessful. 
the dominant commercial t r ee  species on the Forest. 
continual source o f  mistletoe infestation for new stands, fuel loadings 
a re  impractical t o  reduce, windthrow suscep t ib i l i t y  i s  increased, and 
natural regeneration of new stands i s  reduced. For these reasons 
clearcut t ing harvest systems will be used throughout a l l  a l ternat ives  
on a forest-wide basis.  While shelterwood, s ing le  t r ee ,  and group 
select ion systems are  not precluded, they will primarily be used t o  
remove danger t r ees  from developed s i t e s ,  within the Flaming Gorge 
National Recreation Area f o r  aesthet ics ,  and i n  highly sensi t ive visual 

a limited basis  and will generally only be in the ponderosa pine timber 
stands. Agriclture Handbook No. 445, S i lv icu l tura l  Systems f o r  the 

As a harvest  method on the Ashley, 

T h i s  is particularly t rue w i t h  lodgepole pine, which is  
Leave t rees  are  a 

~ 

qual i ty  zones. Even w i t h i n  the NRA, the use of other systems will be on - 
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Major Forest Types of the United States ,  ident i f ies  even-aged management 
as the preferred s i lv icu lu t ra l  system f o r  lodgepole pine. 0 
This range of a l ternat ives  i s  discussed below under; 1. Alternatives 
Considered b u t  Eliminated from Detailed Study; and  2.  Alternatives 
Considered in Detail. 

1. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Several a l ternat ives  were developed b u t  eliminated from detailed 
analysis and inclusion a f t e r  i n i t i a l  consideration. These are  as 
follows: 

(1) Timber Management Plan 

T h i s  a l te rna t ive  was designed t o  display the e f fec ts  of 
meeting timber o u t p u t  levels in the exis t ing Ashley Forest 
Timber Management Plan. 

The resu l t s ,  were similar t o  Alternative E ,  RPA 80. 

( 2 )  and (3)  
Harvest Increase 

Several a l ternat ives  were developed in response t o  the 
mountain pine beetle epidemic on the Ashley. The above two 
addressed the resu l t s  of doubling the harvest and increasing 
the harvest by 25 percent, respectively. Both were eliminated 
from detailed study because of high costs  i n  ear ly  decades, 
because the timber o u t p u t s  f e l l  w i t h i n  the range of outputs 
generated by Alternatives A and B,  and because other scheduled 
o u t p u t  y ie lds  were similar t o  those of other a l ternat ives .  

(4)  Recreation Emphasis 

The Recreation Emphasis a l ternat ive was developed t o  display 
resu l t s  of emphasizing bo th  developed and dispersed recreation 
outputs. I t  was eliminated from additional consideration 
because the result ing o u t p u t  levels  and budget costs were very 
s imilar  t o  those of Alternative D .  

(5) Beetle Kill 

The beetle k i l l  a l ternat ive was designed t o  determine if long 
term timber capabili ty could be retained i f  early decade 
harvest levels  were increased t o  u t i l i z e  the beet le  ki l led 
timber. T h i s  a l ternat ive was not considered viable due t o  
costs and environmental effects.  

Double Timber Harvest and 25 Percent Timber 

(6)  Livestock Emphasis 

T h i s  a l te rna t ive  was developed t o  display the e f fec ts  of 
placing management emphasis on the production and u t i l i za t ion  
of forage by livestock. 
de ta i l  because two other a1 ternat ives ,  Market Opportunities 
and  Livestock-Timber, emphasize h i g h  forage production. 

I t  was not considered in fur ther  
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( 7 )  B i g  Game Emphasis 

The b i g  game emphasis a l te rna t ive  was designed t o  determine 
the e f f ec t s  of designating winter range areas t o  b i g  game. 
However, the required Non-Market Opportunities a1 ternat ive 
emphasizes the " h i g h  wi ld l i fe"  prescription and produces h i g h  
investments for  habi ta t  manipulation. 
a1 ternat ive emphasizing b i g  game was n o t  considered necessary. 

(8)  Undeveloped Dispersed Recreation Emphasis 

T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  was designed t o  display the e f fec ts  of desig- 
nating the analysis  areas adjacent t o  the High Uintas 
Wilderness Area (1979 RARE 11) proposal t o  undeveloped 
dispersed recreation if  they f i t  the primitive o r  
semi-primitive Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes .  
Several other  a1 ternat ives  w i t h  reduced amounts of roading 
designate lands adjacent t o  the High Uintas Wilderness f o r  
undeveloped dispersed recreation. 
was eliminated from detailed consideration. 

( 9 )  

T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  was developed t o  determine the e f f ec t s  of 
maintaining the ex is t ing  mix of ROS classes on the Ashley. 

I t  was not carr ied forward because Alternatives J ,  F, and G 
a l so  maintain much of the exis t ing ROS diversity.  

Therefore, a separate 

Therefore, this a l t e rna t ive  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Diversity Emphasis 

(10) Timber Harvest Departure 

T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  was designed t o  display effects  of 
accelerating timber harvest in the f i r s t  two decades in order 
t o  salvage beet le-ki l led ponderosa and lodgepole pine. I t  was 
eliminated from detai led study because of the extensive 
adverse e f f ec t s  on visual qual i ty ,  water quali ty,  and wi ld l i fe  
habi ta t  d ivers i ty .  

(11) Wilderness Alternatives 

A s e r i e s  of additional a l te rna t ives  evaluating a range of 
wilderness designations had been formulated for detailed study 
b u t  were discarded a f t e r  passage of the Utah Wilderness Act of 
1984. 

2. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

Alternatives presented in this chapter r e f l ec t  different  combinations of 
management prescriptions applied t o  d i f fe ren t  analysis areas f o r  the 
purpose of  addressing public issues and management concerns. 
represent multi-use management s t r a t eg ie s  tha t  provide o u t p u t s  w i t h i n  
the given supply levels  f o r  each resource discussed i n  the AMs. The 
a l te rna t ives  were designed t o  provide an integrated mix of resource uses 
and s p e c i f i c a l l j  t o  increase net public benefits  w i t h i n  the imposed 
l imits .  Social and economic e f f ec t s  on local populations were 
considered w i t h i n  each a1 ternat ive.  

They 
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Ten al ternat ives  are  considered in this section. These a l te rna t ives  
include: 
Resource, C. Market Opportunities, D. Non-Market Opportunities, E. 1980 
RPA Program, F. Current Budget, G .  Reduced Budget, H .  Livestock-Timber, 
I .  Accelerated Harvest, and J .  Balanced Resource Management (Preferred 
A1 ternat ive) .  

Table 11-6 shows how the a l te rna t ives  address the elements of ident i f ied  
issues. 
between al ternat ives  are  addressed i n  the narratives f o r  each 
a1 ternat ive.  

In a l l  a l ternat ives  sediment delivery t o  l i ve  streams is  limited so t h a t  
S ta te  water quali ty standards a re  met. Demand f o r  a l l  resources except 
recreation were considered t o  be constantly e l a s t i c .  This assumes t h a t  
price does not vary w i t h  changes i n  output levels. All resources except 
recreation d i d  n o t  have any constraints  on production other than meeting 
minimum management requirements. Recreation production of  outputs were 
limited t o  projected use levels  which were t ied t o  projected population 
growth ra tes  i n  Utah and Wyoming. 
prescribed harvest 1 eve1 s, none of l)he a1 ternatives would actual ly  slow 
the mountain pine beetle epidemic . 
epidemic must be considered addi t ive t o  timber harvest volume. 
species habi ta t  would be protected as  required th rough  consideration and 
consultation in a l l  a l ternat ives .  Access to  timbered analysis a reas  is 
1 imited i n  a l l  a l ternat ives  t o  prevent exceeding sediment delivery 
thresholds. 
a1 ternatives.  

All a l ternat ives  include the High Uintas Wilderness assigned t o  a 
wilderness prescription, and a l l  a l te rna t ives  contain Management Area g 
(Undeveloped Dispersed Recreation-Unroaded) with acres varying by 
a l te rna t ive  (see Table 11-1). 
various amounts of land tha t  will remain essent ia l ly  undeveloped a t  the 
end of the f i r s t  decade, although management ac t iv i t i e s  t ha t  meet the 
various management area prescription requirements, such as mineral 
a c t i v i t i e s  with valid exis t ing rights, e t c . ,  will be allowed. 
under a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  will be recommended for  mineral lease w i t h  no 
surface occupancy. Management of a l l  travel on the Forest, including 
ORV's will be handled i n  the  Travel Plan tha t  i s  based on management 
area prescription direct ion and spec i f ic  c r i t e r i a  f o r  travel management 
contained in the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan. 

ALTERNATIVE A: CURRENT MANAGEMENT DIRECTION (NO ACTION) 

OBJECTIVK AND ASSUMPTIONS - A1 ternat ive A ,  or the "no action" 
a1 ternat ive,  represents a continuation of the current program. 
objective i s  t o  display the cos ts ,  benefits  and o u t p u t  levels  t h a t  would 
occur if  current management were projected through the planning period. 
I t  is  assumed that  no major changes would occur i n  policy, d i rec t ion ,  o r  

L' During the preparation of this EIS the bark beetle s i tuat ion changed from 
an epidemic s i tuat ion t o  a post epidemic condition. As a resu l t  reference t o  
epidemic conditions vary by a l te rna t ive  depending on when the a l t e rna t ive  was 
developed during the planning process. 

A. Current Management Program (No Action), B.  Coordinated 

Discussion on the descriptions,  and comparison o r  differences 

Although al ternat ives  vary i n  t he  

Loss of old growth t o  the 
T&E 

Research Natural Areas are  treated equally i n  a l l  

In addition, a l l  a l ternat ives  contain 

Area g ,  

The 

a - 
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public demand and t h a t  current programs such as wildlife and range 
forage production would continue a t  present levels .  
provides the baseline f o r  comparison with other a l t e rna t ives .  

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - In Alternative A ,  the b u d g e t  is held t o  one and 
one half the 10 year average i n  the f i r s t  decade, timber y ie ld  i s  
l imited t o  the current l eve l ,  and the High Uinta's Wilderness i s  
assigned t o  a wilderness prescription. 

DISCUSSION - Existing trends would be perpetuated throughout the 
planning period under Alternative A. 
below Timber Management Plan (TMP) calculated leve ls .  
f a c i l i t i e s  would continue t o  deter iorate  b u t  a t  a slower r a t e  than the 
current  decline.  
hab i t a t  d ivers i ty  and habi ta t  capabili ty would be maintained a t  current 
level during the f i r s t  decade. Old growth habi ta t  would be maintained 
by the current timber program alone, b u t  could be gredt ly  reduced by the 
mountain pine bee t le  epidemic. Aspen would continue i t s  present 
de te r iora t ing  trend unt i l  the third decade. The present range capacity 
would be maintained. 
i t s  present r a t e  of spread. 
construction program would be emphasized. 

T h i s  a l te rna t ive  

Timber harvest would continue 
Recreation 

RPA 80 water yield targets  would n o t  be met. Wildlife 

The  mountain pine beet le  epidemic would continue 
A moderate t r a i l  maintenance and 

Table 11-4 displays the outputs f o r  a l te rna t ives  by decade. 

ALTERNATIVE B: COORDINATED RESOURCE ALTERNATIVE 

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - Alternative B was formulated t o  display the 
c o s t d b e n e f i t s  and outDut levels  of an accelerated timber harvest 
emphasis. 
u t i l i z e  beet le-ki l led lodgepole and ponderosa pine. I t  i s  assumed t h a t  
markets a r e  avai lable  t o  u t i l i z e  the additional timber made available 
and t h a t  budgets would be suf f ic ien t  t o  support the accelerated program. 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this al ternat ive,  no b u d g e t  constraints  a re  
imposed. Timber harvest levels are increased f o r  the f i r s t  two decades 
and then returned t o  near current level f o r  the remainder o f  the 
planning period. 
provides f o r  meeting conservative projected demands, 
range and wi ld l i f e  improvements a re  programmed a t  current levels ,  and 
the H i g h  Uintas Wilderness is  assigned a wilderness prescription. 

DISCUSSION - Implementation of Alternative B would r e s u l t  i n  conditions 
s imi la r  t o  the current program by the end of the planning period. 
However, the r a t e  of change would be over a 20 t o  30 year  period rather 
than 50. Timber harvest  levels  would increase for the f i r s t  two decades 
and t h e n  decline t o  15 percent above the current program. Deterioration 
of recreation f a c i l i t i e s  could be eliminated i n  time. RPA 80 water 
y i e ld  ta rge ts  would not be met. Although investments i n  w i ld l i f e  
improvements remain a t  the current level ,  habi ta t  capabi l i ty  for b i g  
game would decline somewhat by the end of the planning period. 
a c t i v i t i e s  alone would not adversely impact mature/old growth habi ta t  by 
the f i f t h  decade. Aspen management would approach the optimum i n  terms 
of mixed age c l a s s  d i s t r ibu t ion .  Range management investments would be 
maintained and l ivestock capacit ies would increase. A h i g h  level t r a i l  
maintenance and construction program would be emphasized. 

The reason ?or accelerating the harvest i s  t o  salvage and 

The recreation funding schedule i n  FORPLAN model 
Investments i n  

- Harvest 

- 
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- Table 11-4 displays the o u t p u t s  f o r  a l te rna t ives  by decades. 

ALTERNATIVE C: MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJNTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this a l te rna t ive  i s  t o  
display the o u t p u t  levels ,  costs ,  and benefits  resul t ing from management 
emphasis on commodities such as timber, 1 ivestock forage,  and developed 
recreation. I t  i s  assumed t h a t  there i s  a demand f o r  a l l  market value 
o u t p u t s .  

- 
FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget i s  held t o  one and one half times the 
10 year average f o r  the f i r s t  decade under this a l te rna t ive .  Timber 
harvest i s  programmed a t  a constant h i g h  level throughout the planning 
period. 
prescription. 
water/sediment 1 imits. Investments i n  range improvements a re  doubled. 

Developed recreation investments a re  s e t  t o  meet a moderate demand 
projection. Harvest levels f o r  Douglas f i r  and ponderosa pine are  
limited. 

DISCUSSION - T h i s  a l ternat ive would result i n  major changes from the 
present condition of the Ashley National Forest. Road construction 
levels would be accelerated with the increased timber harvest levels.  
The ava i lab i l i ty  of some dispersed recreation a c t i v i t i e s  would decline. 
E x i s t i n g  recreation f a c i l i t i e s  would be improved and new f a c i l i t i e s  
would be constructed. Water yields  would increase, although RPA 80 
targets  would n o t  be met and water quali ty would tend t o  decline. 
Wild1 i f e  habi ta t  divers i ty  would be maintained b u t  habi ta t  capabili ty 
for elk and deer would decline from the current s i t ua t ion  i n  the f i r s t  
decade. Aspen habitat  would continue the present trend until  the third 
decade when management ac t iv i ty  approaches the optimum. 
management would be emphasized and capacit ies would increase one and one 
half times the current by the end o f  the planning period. 
accelerated timber program would help decrease the level of fuel loading 
and increase productive acres,  the mountain pine beet le  would s t i l l  
continue t o  run i t s  course. 
reduced. A low t r a i l  maintenance and construction program would be 
emphasized. 

11-4 displays the o u t p u t s  for  a l ternat ives  by decades. 

ALTERNATIVE D: Non-Market Opportunities 

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - Alternative D i s  designed t o  display the 
output levels and costs/benefits t ha t  would occur i f  non-market services 
such as  dispersed recreation, wi ld l i fe ,  and water were emphasized 
throughout the planning period. I t  i s  assumed t h a t  demand would u t i l i z e  
a l l  outputs produced and timber harvesting would be required to  
emphasize the water resource. 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this a l te rna t ive ,  the budget would be held 
t o  one and one half times the 10 year average f o r  decade one. 
harvest is  programmed to  be constant a t  a level below the current. 
Wilderness i s  prescribed f o r  the High Uintas Wilderness. Wildlife 

The High Uintas Wilderness 1s assigned a wilderness 
Analysis area access i s  constrained t o  meet 

Harvest would be emphasized in the lodgepole pine. 

Range 

Although the 

Riparian and sagebrush habi ta t  would be 

Timber 
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h a b i t a t  improvement investment  i s  s e t  a t  a h igh  l e v e l .  
investments a re  p rescr ibed f o r  developed rec rea t i on  t o  ma in ta in  and 
increase dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  use leve ls .  

DISCUSSION - Change i n  cha rac te r  of the  Ashley Nat ional  Forest  would 
tend t o  proceed more s l o w l y  under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  Approximately 40 
percent o f  t h e  Fores t  would remain i n  i t s  e x i s t i n g  cond i t ion .  
cons t ruc t i on  l e v e l s  would be decreased w i t h  t h e  lower t imber  harvest.  
A h igh  t r a i l  maintenance and cons t ruc t i on  program would be emphasized. 
Water y i e l d  would inc rease i n  t h e  f i r s t  decade and s t a b i l i z e  a t  o r  
s l i g h t l y  above c u r r e n t  l e v e l s  b u t  RPA 80 ta rge ts  would n o t  be met. 
Water q u a l i t y  would be improved f rom a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G because o f  
programmed r e s t o r a t i o n  work. 
maintained b u t  h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  would be improved f o r  e l k  and deer 
f rom t h e  cu r ren t  s i t u a t i o n .  
adequate t o  support  e x i s t i n g  dependent species. Aspen h a b i t a t  would 
cont inue i t s  present downward t r e n d  u n t i l  t h e  t h i r d  decade. By t h e  end 
of the  p lanning per iod,  aspen age classes would be near an optimum mix. 
L ivestock forage produc t ion  would be considerably below present l e v e l s  
and capac i t i es  would dec l i ne .  Timber harvest l e v e l s  would be adequate 
t o  u t i l i z e  some o f  t h e  b e e t l e  k i l l e d  t rees bu t  f u e l  l oad ing  would s t i l l  
increase as t h e  epidemic cont inued.  

Table 11-4 d isp lays  t h e  ou tpu ts  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  by decade. 

ALTERNATIVE E: 1980 RPA Program 

Moderate t o  h igh  

Road 

W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  would be 

Old growth h a b i t a t  would be more than 

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIONS - The o b j e c t i v e  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  E i s  t o  d i s p l a y  
the  costs  and b e n e f i t s  over  t h e  Dlannina oer iod i f  RPA 80 outDut t a r a e t s  
a re  met. 
a l l  goods and serv ices  produced. 
a l lo tments  w i t h  t h e  proper  c l a s s  o f  l i v e s t o c k  i s  poss ib le .  

It i s  assumed f o r  t h i s ’ a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  demand would uti1i;e 
It i s  a l so  assumed t h a t  s tock ing  o f  

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget i s  programmed a t  one and one h a l f  t imes 
t h e  10 Year averase f o r  t h e  f i r s t  decade and then l i m i t e d  t o  RPA 80 
l e v e l s  ?or  t h e  reGaining f o u r  decades. Timber y i e l d  i s  s e t  t o  meet RPA 
80 ta rge ts  and i s  cons tan t  through t h e  planning per iod.  
prescr ibed t o  wi lderness i s  t h a t  o f  the  High Uintas Wilderness. 

DISCUSSION - Management under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would r e s u l t  i n  some 
acce le ra t i on  in t h e  present  r a t e  o f  change o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  of t h e  
Forest. As t imber  ha rves t  l e v e l s  increase, road cons t ruc t i on  would 
increase. Recreat ion f a c i l i t i e s  would cont inue t o  d e t e r i o r a t e  bu t  a t  a 
slower than present r a t e  o f  dec l i ne .  RPA water y i e l d  ta rge ts  would n o t  
be met. W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  would be maintained and h a b i t a t  
c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  e l k  and deer  would be s i m i l a r  t o  cur ren t .  

Old growth h a b i t a t  would remain adequate t o  support e x i s t i n g  populat ions 
o f  dependent species. However, add i t i ona l  l o s s  t o  t h e  mountain p ine  
bee t le  epidemic could reduce t h e  h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  considerably.  Aspen 
h a b i t a t  would cont inue i t s  p resent  t rend u n t i l  harves t  begins i n  t h e  
t h i r d  decade. 
t h e  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  and c a p a c i t i e s  would be increased somewhat. 

Acreage 

Investments i n  l i v e s t o c k  forage would be increased over 
The 

11-14 



mountain pine beetle epidemic would continue b u t  the increased timber 
harvest would help lower fuel loading. 
construction program would be emphasized. 

A moderate t r a i l  maintenance and 

Table 11-4 displays the outputs  f o r  a1 ternatives by decade. 

ALTERNATIVE F: CURRENT BUDGET 

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative F i s  t o  
determine the level of soods, services and costs/benefits tha t  could be 
produced i f  budget leveis  remain constant a t  the- present level 
throughout the planning period. 
will  continue and tha t  the Forest will continue t o  provide a mix of 
goods and services.  

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under t h i s  a l te rna t ive ,  the budget i s  made 
constant a t  the current 10 year average over the planning period. 

Timber harvest is  reduced and held constant. No investments are 
programmed f o r  wild1 i f e ,  range, or recreation improvements. Wilderness 
s t a tus  i s  prescribed f o r  the High Uintas Wilderness. 

DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative F would produce some outputs 
b u t  a l l  demands would probably n o t  be met. Timber harvest levels would 
be greatly reduced from the current. 
f a c i l i t i e s  would continue t o  deter iorate .  RPA 80 water yield targets  
would n o t  be met. 
a s  influenced by the pine beetle epidemic. Old growth habitat  would 
approach the optimum f o r  old growth dependent species except as 
influenced by the beet le  epidemic. 
would be s l i gh t ly  improved from current. Aspen habi ta t  would continue 
t o  decline until  the f i f t h  decade when harvest levels  would be greatly 
increased. Beetle-killed timber would be harvested a t  much less  than 
current r a t e s ,  therefore,  fuel loading would increase. Range production 
would decline somewhat. A low t r a i l  maintenance and construction 
program would resu l t .  

Table 11-4 displays the o u t p u t s  f o r  a l ternat ives  by decade. 

I t  i s  assumed tha t  demands f o r  o u t p u t s  

Roads, t r a i l s ,  and other 

Wildlife habi ta t  divers i ty  would be maintained except 

Habitat capabili ty for elk and deer 

ALTERNATIVE G: REDUCED BUDGET 

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative G is  t o  
determine what level of goods and services could be produced i f  budget 
levels  were reduced by 25 percent of the current 10 year average. I t  i s  
assumed t h a t  demand for outputs will continue and t h a t  some level of 
commodity production must be maintained i f  possible. I t  i s  also assumed 
tha t  the present land base will be retained i n  National Forest system 
ownership. 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Budget levels  would be limited t o  75 percent o f  
the present 10 year average f o r  the e n t i r e  planning period. Timber 
harvest is reduced from the current and held constant. 
prescription i s  assigned f o r  the High Uintas Wilderness. 
a r e  programmed f o r  range or  wi ld l i fe  improvements, or  f o r  recreation 
maintenance or  construction. 

The Wilderness 
No investments 
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DISCUSSION - The character of the Forest under management by Alternative 
G would remain basically the same as  present. 
would be reduced from the current and road construction would be slower 
than the present rate.  

Recreation improvements, roads, t r a i l s  and other f a c i l i t i e s  would 
de te r iora te .  
would not be met. 
maintained f o r  most species,  except as influenced by the  beet le  
epidemic. 
being included i n  a non-harvest prescription. 
not begin u n t i l  the t h i r d  decade, so the present downward trend would 
continue u n t i l  then. Livestock capacit ies would decline without 
investments. 
fuel loading would increase. 

Timber harvest levels 

Water y ie ld  levels would s t ab i l i ze  and RPA 80 ta rge ts  
Wildlife habi ta t  capabili ty would increase or be 

Old growth habi ta t  would be adequate w i t h  the la rges t  portion 
Aspen rejuvenation would 

The beet le  epidemic would continue t o  r u n  i t s  course and 

Table 11-4 displays the outputs f o r  a l ternat ives  by decade. 

ALTERNATIVE H :  LIVESTOCK-TIMBER 

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative H i s  t o  
determine the f e a s i b i l i t y  and the costs/benefits  of meeting the Draft 
RPA 85 t a rge t s  f o r  timber production and livestock grazing; 
assumed t h a t  the Forest would be obligated t o  provide some mix of goods 
and services.  
would be avai lable  f o r  a l l  allotments. 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget is limited t o  one and one half times 
the ten year average f o r  the f i r s t  decade i n  th i s  a l te rna t ive .  
y ie ld  i s  increased f o r  the f i rs t  two decades, reduced t o  the current 
level i n  the t h i r d  decade and then held constant. High  investment is  
prescribed f o r  range improvements. 
f o r  recredtion maintenance o r  construction. Wildlife habi ta t  
investments a r e  held t o  the current level.  
the  High Uintas Wilderness. 

DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative H would r e su l t  i n  conditions 
s imilar  t o  the current except f o r  the h i g h  level of investments i n  
l ivestock forage production. Timber harvest would increase and then 
decline t o  present levels .  Road construction would accelerate  f o r  the 
f i r s t  three decades. 

The condition of recreation f a c i l i t i e s  would continue t o  decline b u t  a t  
a slower r a t e  then a t  present. RPA 80 water yield ta rge ts  would not be 
met. Wildlife habi ta t  d ivers i ty  would probably be maintained except as  
influenced by the pine beet le  epidemic. 
probably be reduced below the exis t ing amount by the end o f  the planning 
period. 
maintained. Sage grouse habi ta t  capabili ty may be reduced as  a resu l t  
of the h i g h  level of investment i n  livestock forage production. Aspen 
habi ta t  would continue i ts  present downward trend unt i l  harvest begins 
i n  the  t h i r d  decade. The increased timber harvest would u t i l i z e  some 
beet le  k i l l ed  timber, b u t  the epidemic would continue t o  r u n  i t s  course. 
A moderate t r a i l  maintenance and construction program would resul t .  

I t  i s  

I t  i s  a lso assumed t h a t  the proper c lass  of livestock 

Timber 

There are no investments prescribed 

Wilderness i s  prescribed for 

Old growth habi ta t  would 

Habitat capabi l i ty  f o r  elk and deer would be essent ia l ly  
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0 Table 11-4 displays the outputs f o r  a l te rna t ives  by decades. 

ALTERNATIVE I : ACCELERATED HARVEST 

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this a l te rna t ive  i s  t o  
disDlav the costs,  benefits  and outouts of aoods and services tha t  would 
be ieaiized i f  the salvage and u t i l i za t ion  of beet le  k i l led  timber were 
accelerated. I t  i s  assumed t h a t  markets will be found t o  u t i l i z e  the 
additional timber made available and tha t  budgets will be suf f ic ien t  t o  
support the program. 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - There a re  no budget l imi t s  s e t  i n  t h i s  
a l ternat ive.  Timber harvest levels  are  oushed t o  h i s h  l eve ls  the f i r s t  
two decades and then drop t o  about 15 pe'rcent above the current f o r  the 
l a s t  three decades of the planning period. 
construction investments are  programmed t o  pa r t i a l ly  meet projected 
demands. 
current levels through the planning period. 
are  prescribed for the High  Uintas Wilderness. 

DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative I would r e su l t  i n  an 
acceleration i n  the r a t e  of change of the condition of the fores t .  Road 
construction would increase concurrent w i t h  increased timber harvest. 
Recreation f a c i l i t i e s  would continue t o  de te r iora te  b u t  a t  a slower than 
current ra te .  RPA 80 water y ie ld  targets  would not be met. Wildlife 
habi ta t  would be more t h a n  adequate t o  maintain the present population 
levels  of dependent species except as influenced by the beet le  epidemic. 
Overall habitat  divers i ty  would be maintained. The aspen type would 
continue i t s  present decline u n t i l  the t h i r d  decade. The increased 
timber harvest would r e su l t  in l e s s  fuel loading b u t  the pine beetle 
epidemic would continue. 

h i g h  level t r a i l  maintenance and construction program would be 
emphasized. 

Table 11-4 displays the outputs f o r  a l ternat ives  by decades. 

ALTERNATIVE J : 

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this a l te rna t ive  i s  t o  
display the o u t p u t s  and cost/benefits  t ha t  would occur while salvaging 
beetle ki l led lodgepole pine where prac t ica l ,  maintaining existing 
commodity o u t p u t s ,  and g i v i n g  special emphasis to  recreation and 
wild1 i f e  resources. 

Recreation maintenance and 

Investments i n  wi ld l i fe  and range improvements are  held t o  
Wilderness prescriptions 

" 

Range capdcities would be increased w i t h  the increased forage production resul t ing from opening timber stands. A * '  

BALANCED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (PREFERRED) 

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this a l te rna t ive  no budget constraints were 
imposed. The timber harvest levels  are limited t o  2 1  MMBF du r ing  the 
f i r s t  decade. 
on 40% plus slopes du r ing  decade 1 a re  constrained. 
investments proposed f o r  dispersed recreation development s i t e s .  
investments a re  proposed f o r  livestock and wi ld l i fe  resources. 

Commercial harvesting i n  aspen stands and cable logging 

A1 so 
There a re  h i g h  
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DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative J provides f o r  a moderate 
level of harvest of bee t le  k i l led  lodgepole while g i v i n g  emphasis t o  
recreation and wi ld l i fe .  Area G contains additional acres than 
Alternative B and acres remaining e s sen t i a l ly  undeveloped a t  the end of 
the f i r s t  planning period i s  the second highest of a l l  a l te rna t ives  
(only Alternative G i s  higher). Management under Alternative J would 
resu l t  i n  conditions s imi la r  t o  the current  s i tuat ion except f o r  higher 
levels  of investment i n  recreation and wi ld l i fe .  Road construction and 
timber harvest a r e  reduced below the B a l te rna t ive .  The condition of 
recreation f a c i l i t i e s  would improve above current level.  Old growth 
habi ta t  would be reduced due t o  the beet le  epidemic b u t  protection o f  
old growth will be emphasized i n  l i v e  conifer  vegetative types. Aspen 
habi ta t  would continue i ts  present downward trend until  harvest begins 
i n  the  t h i r d  decade except in those a reas  ident i f ied f o r  wi ld l i fe  
habi ta t  improvement. Range capaci t ies  would remain near current level.  
Water yield would increase concurrent w i t h  timber harvesting and beetle 
k i l led  t r ees ,  b u t  will  not meet RPA 80 water yield targets .  T h i s  
a l te rna t ive  contains the highest investment level of a l l  a l ternat ives  i n  
trai 1 constructi  on/recons t ruct ion.  

In addition, the Forest may consider an additional 11,000 acres o f  s i t e  
preparation per year on stagnated lodgepole stands, ( 3 "  i n  diameter), 
par t ia l  cut  areas t h a t  do not have enough l i v e  t r ees  t o  recover, and 
pole s i ze  stands (6"-7") t h a t  have bee t le  k i l l  i n  excess of 80%. These 
areas will be t reated where other resource a c t i v i t i e s  such as  wildl i fe ,  
recreation, watershed, and landscape management can be improved. This 
may be accomplished by such methods as  prescribed burns, timber 
harvesting, and fuelwood gathering. 
f u l l y  display the s i t e  spec i f i c  and cumulative effects .  

T h i s  section displays the ten a l te rna t ives  and ident i f ies  t h e i r  
s imular i t ies  and differences using various narrat ive statements and 
related tables .  

Several types of past and proposed land use decisions remain constant i n  
a l l  a l ternat ives .  These include: 

The  NEPA process will be used t o  

C. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

Endangered and threatened species 
Cultural resources Wild and Scenic River 
Human and community development 
Land purchase, acquis i t ion,  and 

Research Natural Areas High Uintas Wilderness 
Sheep Creek Geological Area 

U t i l i t y  corridors 

Central Utah Project 
(Green River potent ia l )  

adjustment Vernal Municipal Watershed 

Each a l te rna t ive  is  made up of d i f f e ren t  mixes o r  combinations of 
management prescriptions.  The FORPLAN model assigns individual pres- 
cr ipt ions t o  analysis  areas based on direct ion given to  i t  f o r  each 
al ternat ive.  The to t a l  acres assigned t o  each prescription identified 
f o r  each a l t e rna t ive  i s  shown i n  Table 11-1. W i t h  evaluation of various 
combinations of prescriptions f o r  each a l t e rna t ive  i t  i s  possible t o  
ident i fy  the differences between a l te rna t ives .  Each prescription i s  
described i n  a narrat ive form following Table 11-1 t o  fur ther  help w i t h  
the ident i f icat ion of s i m i l a r i t i e s  and differences between the 
a1 te rna t i  ves. 
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( I D  

TABLE 11-1 ACREAGE ASSlGNMENT 8Y MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION 

Nanayement 
Prescription 

a. Candidate Research Natural 
Areas (or  Custodial Nanage- 
ment) 

b. Moderate Timber 
c. Timber H i g h  

d .  h i g h  Forage Production and 
Livestock Utilizdtion 

e .  Wildlife Habitat Emphasis 

f .  Dispersed Recreation Roaded 
g .  Undeveloped Dispersed 

Recreation Unrosded 
h. Developed Reciwtion and 

Forest Administratikc Si tes  

1. h i g h  Uintas Wilderness 

k. Maximum Water YielG 

1. 0ptin~;ration of Wildlife 
Habitat Through Timber 
HarvLst a t  Moderate Levels 

n .  Range of Resource bses and 
O u t p u t s  Comodity Produciiun 
blodified for  Amenity 
Production 

nl NRA Existing Situation 

p .  N R A  Timber Emphasis 

q. NRA Forage E n p h d s i S  

r, IiRA k ' i ldlife Eaphasis 

FORPLAN Ident i f iers  
Emphasis Intensi 

Mi ri i inum 
Level 

Timber 
Timber 

Fordge 

1:ildlife 

Dispersed 
Recreatior 

Developed 
Recredtior 

hl. 1 dernes! 

hater 

Wildlife/ 
Timber 

E x i  s t 1 ng 
SltUdtlOli 

N R A  Timber 

NRA fwage 

NRA 
Wildlife 

Minimum 
Level 

Moderate 
High 

H i g h  

High  

oderate 
i g h  

ow 

odrrate 

High  

Moderare 

ow 

i g h  

High 

Hish 

A1 t e r n d i v e s  
A B C D E F G H I J 

23,009 1,993 1,993 1,993 21,993 21,993 218,711 1,993 1,993 1,993 

15,674 33,967 119,576 10,101 29,665 --- --- 13,876 25,374 11,364 
29,944 --- 66,871 52,027 54,916 --- __- 32,335 27,063 --- 
54,258 73,059 125,595 46,480 79,814 2,345 2,345 176,976 66,190 64,567 

20,353 20,353 --- 34,885 34,885 28,307 24,595 19,345 21,215 28,605 

67,753 155,356 120,933 60,913 111,859 245,846 109,796 78,919 ii1,309 155,830 
59,857 69,401 6,062 145,844 6,933 147,188 180,006 55,SZO 7,164 83,785 

--- 20,000 20,000 20,000 --- --- _-- 20,000 50,000 20,000 

73,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 

3,015 3,G89 3,015 693 .3,015 --- 6C 2,261 3,015 3,015 

294 294 294 294 2,210 88,765 43,146 294 294 1,794 

101 502 450 101 --- __- _ _ _  ion 102 111 

_-- _ _ _  --- 13,949 --- _-- _-- 1,534 885 --- 

16,194 15,144 5,760 59,905 32,918 62,350 381 16,228 14,907 14,661 

--- Indicates prescription d i d  not cume into solution fo r  that  dlterriative. 
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M A  PRESCRl"S 
P 

(See Table 11-1 For Acres Assigned t o  Each Prescr ip t ion By Al ternat ive)  

- 1- 
w 

Descr ipt ion of These are areas o f  minimal manage- This occurs on forested lands w i th  This occurs i n  commercial timbered 
Area ment impacts. Various representa- commercial timber stands. Although analysis areas outside o f  Flaming 

providing the Ashley Forest's highest Gorge NRA, High Uintas Wilderness t Ive ecosystems are be ing inven- 
to r i ed  t o  be malntained i n  near timber production, there i s  s t i l l  and other such special areas. 
natural conditions f o r  fu tu re  only a tinderate* level  of investment 
research use. See the candidate f o r  the timber resources. 
areas I isted by-name, size, and 
locat ion i n  the € I S .  The pre- 
scr i p t i on  i s  designed for custodial 
lev-t. 

BacUaLm Use w i l l  not  be encouraged and may High dispersed use. Development Generally w i l l  be i n  roaded natural 
be discouraged or  even limited. w i l l  not  be detrimental t o  the R.O.S. areas. Recreat Ion management 
Minimal admini s t r a t  ion. Low timber resources. May l i m i t  use f o r  and administrat ion w i l l  be a t  f u l l  
Investment. VQO's managed as publ ic safety and/or t o  protect  the service level. v.Q.0. '~ of  minimum 
inventor led. investment o r  resource. Standard modif icat ion w i i r  be acceptable. 

service level. VQO's of  Maximum 
Modiflcatlon or M o d i ~ l o n .  

No improvements Developments w i l l  not  Increase the Improvements permitted i f  they do 
cost o f  timber production o r  riot decrease tlrnber y ie lds  or 
decrease timber y l e l d  (1.e. no Increase timber casts. Short term 
permanent vegetative conversions.) benef i ts  t o  some species may occur 

as a r e s u l t  o f  vegetative management 
but  other species dependant on o l d  
gr-ed. 

Closed t o  permitted grazing a f t e r  Transi tory range i s  aval lab le far 
o f f i c i a l  designation. Grazlng Tivestock & it does not o r  herdlng where necessary t o  pro- 
presently not encouraged. No i n te r fe re  w i th  regeneration. t e c t  reproduction from grazing. 
improvements. lmproverrrents only i f  they don't 

Protect  cutover areas by fenclng b i l e  

aecrease the y i e l d  o r  increase the 
cost of orpdUCtion 
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A w v t t ? ,  

IMmc No harvest Open t o  comnerclal and personal use Same as be except t h a t  regeneratlon 
harvest. Cul tural  treatments t o  o f  harvested stands w 1 I I general I y 
meet product Ion object  Ives. be by p lant lng Instead o f  natural 

regeneratlon. Addltional cu l tu ra l  
treatment en t r l es  w l l  I be by p lant lng 
I n s t e s d i o n .  

"s Lease w i t h  no surface occupancy. A l l  disturbed s l t es  must be rehabl l -  No r e s t r l c t l o n s  other than what's 

EncuEm 

l f a t e d d .  Tn the S- and Ines. 

No u t l l i t y / t ranspor ta t l on  corrldors. Constructlon as needed t o  m e e t  
No constructlon. No t r a l l  malnte- management objectlves. Mafntenance management objectives. Maintenance 
nance. as required. Local roads usual l y  as required. Local roads usual ly 

Constructlon as needed t o  meet 

closed a f te r  fuelwood removal unless closed a f t e r  fuelwood removal unless 
needed for resource management 
activwues. s c t b  It les. 

Protect  tlmber resources as neces- Protect  tlmber resources as neces- 
sary. Immediate and aggressive con- sary. lmmedlate and aggresslve con- 
t r o l  but  w i th  a cost  consistent w l t h  t ro l  buT w l th  a cost conslstent w l t h  
the l-ves. the -toblectlve%. 

needed for resource management 

Manage f o r  natural conditions. .- E" 

RlDarian Protect  Restore and malntaln. Special Restore and maintain. 
harvestlng technlques rsqulred. 

* Moderate Investment = Timber - one precomnerclal th inn ing and one or  m r e  Low Investment = 40% o f  area may be treated w l th  
precomnerclal and/or commercial operatlons. comnerclal th lnn lng operatlons. 
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(See Table 11-1 for k r e s  Asslgned t o  Each Prescr lp t lon by A l te rna t lve l  

AcTlvlTy * -  H- . -  
Oescriptlon of May occur on forested o r  Includes port ions of: summer and Areas receiv ing a var le ty  o f  uses I n  
Area 

L l V F S S O C K T l O N  

non-forested analysts areas 
scattered throughout the Forest. 

w in te r  ranges, T&E hab l tat ,  
s t r u t t l n g  areas, ca lv ing and 
fawnlng areas, and spawning areas Forest I n  a roaded envlronment. 
on tlmbered and non-t lmbered anal y- 
s i <  area+. 

a var le ty  o f  landforms and vegeta- 
t l o n  types located throughout the 

hCm&lQo Open t o  a l l  recreational uses and 
generally a l l  t ravel .  May I l m l t  
or dlscourage use t o  reduce 
conf I l c t s  w l t h  I lvestock use. 
Standard servlce level VQD's 
var lab le to  m e t  range resource 
neeeds except I n  h lgh ly  
sen+l t lve area+. 

May be closed o r  res t r i c ted  In  a VQDls a t  Inventorled standards. Dls- 
D l s t r l c t  Travel Plan during key persed recreat ion Is favored over 
area use periods. Standard servlce other resources. Travel plan w i t  I 
level. No new developed sl tes.  be used t o  protect  resources whi le 
Road closures may be c o " n  I n  permlt t lng access. Standard 
stress seasons for  the  featured servlce level .  
species. VQDls var lab le t o  meet 

5 .  

wrldllfe New wild1 I f e  Improvements In  p r l -  Key areas protected to  malntaln Improvements deslgned t o  enhance 
mary and secondary range w l l l  be t h e i r  funct lonabi l l ty .  P r l o r l t y  recreat ion opportunl t les and op t l -  
caordlnated closely w l t h  range f o r  w l l d l  i f e  Improvement-dol lars. mlze specles d lvers l ty .  Key or  
Interests and w l l l  not  be de t r l -  c r l t l c a l  areas w l l l  be emphasized. 
mental t o  I Ivestock. Habl tat  
d l ve rs i t y  may be reduced as the 
r e s u l t  of 

- Secondary range w I I I be aggres- Forage a l locat lons go f i r s t  t o  
s l ve l y  Improved. Investments on w l l d l  l f e  needs. A I  I Improvements may require expenslve controls. 
prlmary range w l l l  be malntalned w I I I be des igned i io t  t o  be de t r  l -  
p r l o r  t o  new Improvements and mental t o  w l l d l  Ife. L lvertock w l l l  be al located t o  permltted 
p r l o r  t o  development on secondary grazing may be I l m l t e d o r  excluded. I lvestock. 

Travel (or  recreat ion) c o n f l i c t s  

Forage not required f o r  w l l d l  I f e  

aanea 
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A" - 
ImQc Harvest allowed for lncreaslng Sale a c t l v l t l e s  allowed w l th ln  Harvest deslgned t o  enhance recrea- 

forage productlon and I f  no forage/cover r a t i o  requirements tlon. wild1 Ife. and vlsual opportu- 
Interference I n  grazlng management and to  malntaln o r  enhance habitat. n l t les .  Transltory range allocated 
systems. Harvest can be used fo r  S l te  preparation. regeneratlon, and t o  wlldl lFe. 
permanent vegetative converslons. TSI work w l l l  be deslgned t o  
Slmllar prescr lp t lon as MA b but 
regeneratlon not encouraged. 

meet cover needs/requlrements. 
Some stands may be held beyond nor- 
mal ro ta t l on  ages. Retalns 5% o f  
area i n  0- hahltat. - 

nllmmh Sites on primary and secondary May have seasonal res t r l c t l ons  for No res t r l c t l ons  other than what's I n  
range w l l  I be rehab11 l ta ted  t o  access o r  ssismfc work. No surface Fhe Standards and Guide1 Ines. 
impcove f o r a o e t l o n .  ccc- led. 

E8cumBs As needed t o  malntaln AMP's. Temporary roads for tlmber harvest. Constructlon allowed as needed. 
Other construction permltted I f  New constructlon mlt lgated for Aalntenance a t  high levels ( 3  or 4)  
confl  l c t s  w l th  I lvestock are w l l d l  Ife needs. on main roads. 
ml t-ed. 

Prescrlbed f i r e  t o  Improve forage 
product Ion and range cond It Ion. 

ew3sLkm Prescrlbed burnlng may be cMnonly 
used t o  Improve w l l d l f e  forage pro- resources but  aggresslve preventlon 
duction and condltlons. 

Prescrlbed burning used t o  manage 

and suppression t o  protect resources 
u-v use levels. 

Malntaln t o  protect  streambank Allow a c t i v i t y  only t o  Improve Maintain. Control as needed t o  
Stab11 l ty .  n i l d l  I f e  habltst. Protect. protect streambank stab I I Ity, 

mlnlmlze sedlmntatlon, prevent 
compactlon, and malntaln vlsuals. 

RlDsrran 
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(See Table 11-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescr lp t lon By Al te rns t l ve l  

- 
mvln F-MWlWlSTRlYTlVES 

D e x r l p t l o n  of 
Area 

A var le ty  o f  timbered and 
non-tlmbered lands between mld through-out the Forest In other the Utah Wllderness Act of 1984. 
and -Ion<. areas a5 Lnrluslons. 

resolve conf l  l c t l n g  uses. Fac l l  I- standard service level. Entrance permlts o r  other types of 
t i e s  c o m n l y  used for pub1 I C  
safety and convenlence and f o r  
protect ion o f  the s l te .  Moderate VQO Is preservatlon. Standard 
investment. cerv Ice I eve1 . 

luuJLfs Improvements allowed t o  Improve Streamside Improvements only. Habl tat  manlpulatlon by natural 

These f a c l l l t l e s  are located Management Is under the d l rec t l on  of 

lk” Travel Plan w l l  I be used t o  Developed recreat lon emphaslzed a t  No developed recreat lon s i tes.  

managemnt too l s  may be necessary t o  
prevent over use or user conf l l c ts .  

habltat. onlv. 

Structural Improvements only I f  Closed t o  permitted use. Admlnls- Llvestcck ut11 i r a t l o n  permltted. 
they don’t detract  from t r a t l v e  and recreat lon horse use Range Improvement construct lon only 
recreatlonal use. I n  deslgnated areas where I lvestcck f o r  the protect lon of the wllderness 

ImBC No harvest. Vegetative manlpul a- Harvest only I n  hazardous sl tua- No harvest. Dead and down mater la ls 
Can be used for fuelwood fo r  on-site 

Bsaoe 

can f rompybl lc .  reqource. 

t l o n  I lmited f o  creat lon of 
w l l d l  l f e  openlngs and f o r  investments) o r  t o  i m p l m n t  use only. 
enhancement of recreat lon oppor- 
t u n i t  les. 

Tions ( t o  the pub1 IC or the 

vegetative management plans. 

!Lu”ki St lpu lat lons w l l l  be appl led as Wlthdraw from mineral en t ry  or Wlthdraw from mlnlng and mineral 
needed t o  protect  the resources or 
ml t lga te  Impacts. Val idat ion exam- t lon.  
lnat lons w i l l  he required p r i o r  t o  
explorat  Ion or c la im development. 

use No Surface Occupancy Stlpula- entry. 

R- 

E&J&Js No road constructton. F a c l l l t l e s  New construct lon w l th ln  approved 
may be constructed f o r  publ lc  s l t e  plans. T r a f f l c  cont ro ls  and 
safety, convenlence, and protec- gat ing may be-used. . 
t l o n  of the slte. 
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MlNTIMaD 

m1vln F-TES 

Protectton Control only to protect Investments. Protect a l l  investments. 
Prescribed burning may be used to 
Improve forage production and 
ra- 

Wildfire and rarely prescribed fire 
may be used t o  reduce fuel loadlng 
and to maintain or enhance the 
w I I dernas- resource. 

RJDarlan Protect. Maintain to protect streambank 
stabll ity. minimize sedimentation, 
prevent compaction, and malntain 
v isuals. 
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(See Table 11-1 For Acres Asslgned To Each Prescr ip t ion By Alternat ive) 

Descr lpt lon of These areas are i n  forested stands This area occurs in  timbered Resource protect ion as needed 
Ares a t  mid t o  high elevations. analysis areas outslde Flaming outside o f  NRA. Low investment. 

Gorge NRA and the High Uintas 

Refreation No Improvements. Dispersed Vehicle access t o  meet the manage- Resource protect lon as needed, 
recreat ion would be a t  less than ment obJectives contro l led i n  the covered i n  Travel Plan. Developed 
standard service levels. VQO can Travel Plan. VQO’s may be reduced recreat ion St less than standard 
be Modif icat ion or Maximum Modi- from inventoried levels. service level  except i n  A l ternat ive 
f i ca t  ion. J where standard service level Is 

used. VOO’s as invenh-ied. 

Wlldlife Vegetatlve manipulation would con- Optimize species d i ve rs i t y  ar.d Access may be contro l led t o  
s ider locat ion, shape, slze, and production. Vegetatlve manipula- enhance w l l d l  i f e  habitat. Improve- 
o r len ta t lon  o f  harvesting units. t i o n  achieved through tlmber ments a i  lowed on a low investment 

harvest. basis. Habi tat  d i ve rs l t y  would 
i n  f a i r l y  stable- 

Permitted l ivestock may be used Forage not required f o r  w i i d l  i f e  Improvements coordinated w i th  
fo malntaln harvested openings. F i l l  be al located t o  permitted w i i d l  i f e  and recreation. 

Baaoe 

LIrnher Small sales w i th  the obJective of Natural regeneration. Manage Harvest coordinated w i th  w l l d l  i f e  
Increasing water yields. Vegeta- timber t o  re ta in  a t  least  5% of and recreatlon. Some o l d  growth 
t i v e  manipulating would consider the area i n  o l d  growth habitat. retalned. Low inve5tment. 
location, shape, size, and or  ienta- 
t ion of har-Its. 

lu”.s No r e s t r i c t  ions other than what No res t r i c t i ons  other than what No r e s t r i c t i o n s  other than what i s  
i s  i n  the S-aodGuldellnes I s  I n  the  S t m  and G-3. 

Construct ion as needed t o  meet Construction as needed t o  meet 
management obJectives (1.e. management obJectives. Maintenance management obJectives. Maintenance 

In  the S-. 

Construction as needed t o  meet E a c u k h s  

water quai itv.) a+ reqylred. as r w .  
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HARYFW AT 

P C d a G t h  Control only t o  protect investments. Prescrlbed burning t o  enhance habi- Prescribed f i r e  allowed. 
Prescr ibed f i r e  may be used t o  meet t a t  and reduce conf I agrat ion 
the ob iect  ives of the Manaaement ootent i a i  . 

RlDarlsn Maintain. Maintain and restore. Maintain and restore. 

I 1-27 



(See Table 11-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescr lp t lon By Alternat ive) 

mvln - FzLLdJiW SIllJATlON - T-SIS F- 

Descr ipt ion of These are lands i n  the NRA t h a t  These lands are the timbered areas These lands are i n  the NRA tha t  w i l l  
Area have the ex is t ing  low prescr ip t ion w i th in  the Flaming Gorge NRA t ha t  be managed t o  optimize l ivestock 

appi led. A c t i v i t i e s  and pract ices are ident i f ied  as su i tab le fo r  forage whi le recognizing the doml- 
recognize and emphasize the timber production. Timber produc- nance o f  recreat ion and scenlcs. 
recreat ion and w l l d i  I f e  values t i o n  w i l l  be optimized whi le 
w i th in  the NRA. Standards and meeting the in tent  and d i rec t ion  
guidelines are modified t o  comply 
w i th  P u  Law 90 - 540. 

Dispersed recreat ion i s  high and Dispersed recreat ion opportuni t ies Dispersed recreat ion opportunl t ies 
w i l l  be managed a t  standard 
service level over most o f  area. Natural ROS class. Natural ROS class. 

o f  Publ ic Law 90-540. 

w i l  I general ly be in  the Roaded w i l l  generally be i n  the Roaded 
RQc” 

Recreation a c t i v i t i e s  managed a t  
standard service level. standard service level. 

ORV res t r i c t i ons  used t o  protect  ORV res t r i c t i ons  used t o  protect  
w i  Id1 Ife, recreation, and watershed w I I d i  ife, recreation, and water- 
values. VQO a t  Inventoried level. shed values. VQO a t  inventoried 

Recreation a c t i v i t i e s  managed a t  

Wlldl Ife habl ta t  d i ve rs i t y  would Transitory forage increases from Improvements permitted If not i n  
remain stable. 

Improvements made on ex is t lng  herd 
u n i t  plans where compatible w i th  
NRA direct ion.  Access control  may 
be used fo r  w l i d i  i f e  enhancement 
wher-lbie w i th  N W \ t i o n .  

Maintain levels of u t i l i z a t i o n  and Livestock use of avai lab le forage Increases i n  forage above back- 
investment based on allotment w i l l  be permitted when wild1 i f e  ground levels  permitted for 
management plans where compatible needs have been met. l ivestock production. Range 
w i t h  NRA dlrect lon.  improvements permitted where 

Improvements permitted I f  ccmpat- compatible w i t h  NRA objectives. 
lb le  w i th  V@’s and recreat ion 
o m t u n i t i e s .  

flrnber a c t i v i t i e s  w i ! :  be al located 
t o  w i l d i  ife. obJective. 

conf l  i c t  w i th  prescr ip t ion 
m 

- 
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CONTlHllED 

ACTIVITY W I N G  slU!ATloN 0- - 1-1s - FpBdGLfl4ewS I S 

umber Timber stands w i l I general l y  be Timber stands w i l l  generally be Harvest a l  lowed f o r  increas ing 
managed on an uneven-aged basis.* managed on an uneven-aged basis. forage production and if no 

Rotation ages w i l l  be extended and cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r ies  w i l l  be systems or  recreation. Harvest 
cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r i es  w i l l  be on lengthier cycles than normal. can be used for conversion. 
on lengthier cycles than normal. Timber stands w I I  I generally be 

fianaged on an uneven-aged basls. 
Rotat ion ages w i I I be extended and 
cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r ies  w i l l  be 
on 1- than normal. 

Rotation ages w i l l  be extended and c o n f l i c t  w i th  grazing management 

Mlnerals Mineral a c t i v i t i e s  permitted when Mineral a c t i v i t i e s  permitted when Mlneral a c t i v i t i e s  permitted when 
i n  compliance w i th  P.L. 90-540. 

Use of s t ipu la t ions  for minerals 
a c t l v l t i e s  w i l l  be applied In  
accordance w i th  the matr ix i n  
Aapandix I .  

I n  compl lance w l th  P.L. 90-540. i n  compliance w l th  P.L. 90-540. 

EasxLuk Transportation system location, Locate, design, construct, and 
design, construction, and mainte- maintain systems t o  serve timber 
nance based on NRA l eg i s la t i ve  management a c t l v l t i e s  and dispersed 
objectives. recreation. Seasonal closures may 

be used t o  pr5tect  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
T r a i l  maintenance w i l l  ususaily be resource qual i ty .  Temporary road 
To standard levels. dens I t y  w I I I generarl y be greater 

than i n  tinbered areas outside the 
NRA. 

Locate, design construct, and 
maintain systems t o  serve timber 
management a c t i v i t i e s  and dispersed 
recreation. Seasonal closures may 
be used to  pr6tect  f a c i l l t i e s  and 
resource quai i t y .  Temporary road 
dens 1 t y  w i I I general-l y be greater 
than i n  tlmbered areas outside the 
NRA. 

Ar te r la l /co l  lec to r  roads generally 
open t o  publ ic,  Local roads closed open t o  public. Local roads closed 
a f t e r  use. T r a i l s  w l l l  be main- a f t e r  use. T r a i l s  w l l l  be msln- 
tained t o  me7 the needs of recrea- 
t i o n  users and t o  a standard servlce recreat ion users and t o  a standard 

Ar ter ia l /co l  lector  roads general l y  

tained to  meet the needs of 

*This i s  interpreted t o  mean tha t  "stands" w i l l  generally contain two or  more age classes o f  trees. This age spread may be 
at ta ined by harvesting i n  small un i t s  (1/4 acre t o  40 acres) and/or s ing le t ree  removal. 
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~ MLsTlw S W A T I O N  - T-SlS - F-IS 
i 

J h l t s t b  Some vegetative manipulation by Prescrlbed f i r e  permitted. Pre- Prescribed f i r e  permitted. Pre- 
prescribed f i re  where It i s  i n  scr ip t ions based on f a c i l  i t i e s  pro- scr ip t ions based on f a c i l  l t i e s  pro- 
keeping w i th  scenic, w i l d 1  Ife, and tection, fue ls  abatement, management tection, fue ls  abatement, management 
recreation purposes as required by obJectives, and VgO requirements. obJectlves, and VQO requirements. 
NRA I eg I s i  a t  ion. 

Prescript ion based on protection of 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  w l i d i  ife, VQO's. and 
fuels abatement. 

Protect. Protect. Maintain t o  protect  streambank 
stabi I i ty .  

RIDarlan 



(See Table 11-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescr lp t lon By Alternat ive) 

A C T i V l ~  - FE FMPHASIS 

Descr lpt lon of This Management Area consists o f  
Area those lands i den t i f i ed  as having 

special or c r i t i c a l  w l l d l  i f e  capa- 
b i l  i t i e s  In  the Flaming Gorge NRA. 
obJective i s  t o  maintain or 
increase w i l d l i f e  species d i ve rs i t y  
and numbers whi le m e t i n g  the 
d i rec t ion  for protect ion of 
recreat ion and visual resource I n  
Pub1 IC Law 90 - 540. 

Recreation Dispersed recreat ion opportuni t ies 
w i l l  generally be i n  the Roaded 
Natural ROS class. 

Recreation a c t i v i t i e s  managed a t  
standard serv Ice I eve1 . 
ORV res t r i c t i ons  used t o  protect  
w l l d l i f e ,  recreation, and watershed 
vaiua5. VOO a t  inventoried level. 

Wildllfe Structural  and non-structural 
habi ta t  improvements permitted. 

Transi tory forage increase 
resu l t ing  from harvest a c t l v i t i e s  
wou I d be as5 

L lvestock u t  i I i za t  ion may be 
cur ta  i led o r  precl ued t o  
enhance or  maintain the wild1 l f e  
resources. 

.. 

t o  w i kLLEc3 use. 

Raw0 
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ndlw Timber stands w l l i  generally be 
managed on an uneven-aged basis. 

Rotation ages w l l i  be extended and 
cui  t u ra i  treatment en t r  ies w i I I be 
on I ~ m a n o r m a l .  

Mineral a c t i v i t i e s  permitted when 
i n  -lance wi th  P.L. 90 - 540. 

Locate, des Ign, construct, and 
maintaln systems t o  serve timber 
management a c t i v i t i e s  and dispersed 
recreation. Seasonal closures may 
be used t o  pr6tect  f ac l  I i t i e s  and 
resource qual i ty .  Temporary road 
dens I t y  w 1 I I general-l y be greater 
than i n  timbered areas outside the 
NRA. 

Ar te r la l /co l lec to r  roads generally 
open t o  pub1 IC. Local roads closed 
a f t e r  use. T r a i l s  w i l l  be maln- 
talned t o  meef the needs of recrea- 
t i o n  users and t o  a standard service 

"Lals 

E a c u u h  

Protsctlon F i r e  prescr ipt ions based on wild1 l f e  
needs modified to  meet VQO and 
r e c r b  1 on cr i t e r  I a. 

Rtaarian Protect. 

I 1-32 



I n  add i t i on ,  more i n fo rma t ion  i s  prov ided by var ious  resources t o  
f u r t h e r  d e f i n e  d i f f e rences  between a1 t e r n a t i v e s  o r  t o  compare them. 

RECREATION AND WILDERNESS 

S p e c i f i c  i n fo rma t ion  t h a t  compares r e c r e a t i o n  outputs  w i t h  p ro jec ted  
demand and est imated R.O.S. capac i ty  f o r  each a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  shown 
f o l l o w i n g  t h i s  i n t roduc t i on .  
outputs  i n  MRVDs f o r  developed s i t e s ,  d ispersed areas, wi lderness,  
i n c l u d i n g  w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  user days a r e  compared t o  p ro jec ted  and 
est imated R.O.S. capac i t ies .  

When rev iewing  t h e  FORPLAN supply o f  outputs  i n  terms o f  MRVD's i t  i s  
obvious t h a t  these outputs  do no t  meet demand f i g u r e s  shown i n  t h e  same 
tab le .  The FORPLAN b u i l d i n g  b locks such as y i e l d  tab les ,  economic 
tab les,  and associated schedul ing e n t r i e s  were purposely s t r u c t u r e d  so 
t h a t  t h e  demand f i g u r e s  cou ld  n o t  be exceeded. 
i n i t i a l  FORPLAN modeling i n s t r u c t i o n s  1 i m i t i n g  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  resource 
t o  non-e las t ic  demands. 
outputs,  t h e  economic program f o r  t h e  FORPLAN model prov ides f o r  fund ing  
o f  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  resource f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a t  a l e v e l  t h a t  would 
a l l o w  f o r  meeting r e c r e a t i o n  demand regard less o f  cjutputs shown i n  these 
tab les .  
t imes h i g h e r  than any o f  the  o the r  resources and subsequently f u r t h e r  
man ipu la t ion  o r  upward adjustments i n  t h e  FORPLAN outpu ts  would be o f  
l i t t l e  value. The impor tant  t h i n g  t o  keep i n  mind i s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  value 
o f  these f i g u r e s  and t h a t  i t  i s  poss ib le  t o  use these f i g u r e s  t o  compare 
t h e  ou tpu ts  o f  each a l t e r n a t i v e  and how they  r e l a t e  t o  est imated demand 
and capaci ty .  

Even though demand cou ld  probably be met f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G i t  
would be a t  a reduced l e v e l  o f  serv ice.  Wi th  A l t e r n a t i v e s  B, H, I and 
J, t h e  se rv i ces  would be more i n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  importance and emphasis 
g iven t o  r e c r e a t i o n  on t h e  Forest .  
more v a r i a t i o n  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t i es  than A l t e r n a t i v e s  B, H, and 
I, because o f  r e s t r i c t i o n s  imposed on roading i n  t h e  f i r s t  decade. 
Improved methods o f  management us ing vo lun tee r  programs would be used i n  
a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  reduce costs  and h e l p  t o  meet p u b l i c  needs. 

I n  add i t i on ,  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  (3)  

This  a c t i o n  was based on 

Even w i t h  t h e  s l i g h t l y  lower  than demand 

Recreat ion 's  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  present  n e t  worth i s  severa l  

However, A l t e r n a t i v e  J prov ides f o r  
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COMPARISON OF RECREATION OUTPUTS WITH PROJECTED DEMAND AND 
ESTIMATED CAPACITY FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE BY TIME PERIODS 

Decades 
41 ternative FORPLAN Supply o f  Outputs MRVDs 

1 2 3 4 5 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
3 

1.771 2.022 2 -332 2.644 2.953 - ~~ i :806 2,096 2;403 2;732 3;051 
1,795 2,076 2,388 2,704 2,995 
1,794 2,063 2,357 2,679 3,004 
1.744 1.987 2,287 2,590 2,890 
1;714 1;871 2;072 2;255 2 J 503 
1,639 1,741 1,896 2,033 2,194 
1,800 2,088 2,397 2,720 3,033 
1,816 2,105 3,009 3,550 4,069 
1,827 2,134 2,472 2,813 3 , 144 

4MS Demand MRVDs 2,005 2,509 3,009 3,550 4,069 
m d  time periods (1985 to (1995 to (2005 t o  (2015 to (2025 to 

Inventoried R. 0.S. 

1994) 2004) 2014) 2024) 2035) 

Capacity 

h Wilderness - 360 360 360 360 

Devel oped 2,260 2,260 2,260 2,260 2,260 
Dispersed 1,815 1,815 1,815 1,815 1,815 

360 

Total 4,435 4,435 4,435 4,435 4,435 

- 
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Al t .  J .  Outouts 
MRVD I s 

AMS Pro iec t ion  
supply (FORPLAN)’ MRVD’S  Demand per iod 

Decades Developed Dispersed Wilderness WFUDs Total 

809 531 
(186 WFUDs) 

940 617 266 311 
(217 KFUDs) (94 W F U D S ) ~ ’  - 

,119 735 266 352 
(258 WFUDs) (94 WFUDS)~’ 

5 1,476 968 
(340 NFUDs 

Developed 
Capacity 
2,260 

4 1,300 853 266 394 

266 434 

(300 NFUDs) (94 WFUDS)~’ - 

(94 W F U D ~ ) ~ /  - 
Wilderness 
Capacity 
360 

1,827 1’ 2,005 1985 t o  

2,134 1’ 2,509 1995 t o  

2,472 L’ 3,009 2005 t o  

2,813 1’ 3,550 2015 t o  

1994 

2004 

2014 

2024 

3,144 1’ 4,069 2025 t o  
2035 

Capacity for  t o t a l  Dispersed ( including Dispersed, Wilderness and WFUD’s) 
2,175 

These t o t a l  supply figures are  s l i g h t l y  less than demand but  w i t h  improved 
management methods i t  i s  expected t h a t  ou tputs  could be increased  t o  meet 
demand throughout decade 5. 
r u n n i n g  ahead of reported use s tar t ing i n  decade 1 i t  is expected t h a t  
demand and actual use should  tend t o  equalize d u r i n g  the planning horizon. 

2/ WFUDs shown here are included i n  t o t a l  WFUDs column but  a r e  shown so  t h a t  
a t o t a l  dispersed and wilderness  supply figures can be determined. 

I n  add i t ion  even though projected demand is 
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WILDLIFE AND FISH 

No action will be taken i n  any a l te rna t ive  t h a t  will adversely a f fec t  a 
Threatened or Endangered species. 
Threatened or Endangered species would be managed so t h a t  present population 
levels  are  maintained o r  increased. 

Under a l l  a l t e rna t ives ,  the habitat  of 

All a l ternat ives  will support a t  l e a s t  the minimum viable populations of a l l  
species presently inhabiting the fores t .  

Alternatives D ,  F ,  and G would provide f o r  the grea tes t  potential increase i n  
b i g  game populations and fish production. 
increased level of habi ta t  improvement w i t h  these a l te rna t ives .  The greatest  
decrease i n  big game numbers and fish production would occur i n  a l ternat ive 
C ,  because there is  considerable habi ta t  disturbance and only modest habitat  
improvement. 

Dur ing  recent years ,  approximately $40,000 (1982 do l l a r s )  per year has  been 
invested i n  s t ructural  and non-structural habi ta t  improvements for wildlife 
and f i sher ies  on the Ashley National Forest. T h i s  level of investment will 
continue in a l l  a l te rna t ives  except J. 
a l te rna t ive ,  will provide about  $43,000 (1982 do l l a r s )  per year f o r  wildlife 
and f i she r i e s  habi ta t  improvement. 
range f o r  b i g  game species occurs off the Forest, th is  becomes a major 
controll ing fac tor  i n  actual b i g  game population leve ls .  

There i s  only a small amount of variance of w i ld l i f e  and fish user days 
(WFUD's) between a l te rna t ives .  
increase in the f i r s t  decade, w i t h  a l te rna t ive  G having the greatest  decline. 
WFUD's increase in a l l  a l te rna t ives  i n  the f i f t h  decade over the f i r s t  decade 
current (Alt. A ) .  

Elk and deer a re  b i g  game Management Indicator Species. Alternatives D ,  F ,  
and G provide the l a rges t  increases i n  elk habi ta t  capabi l i ty ,  whereas 
Alternative C shows the l a rges t  decline. For deer, Alternative D shows the 
largest  increase and C the l a rges t  decline. Alternative J ,  the Preferred 
Alternative,  provides a habi ta t  capabi l i ty  of over 5,800 for elk and 45,200 
f o r  deer. 
Resources goals of 5,500 elk and 42,000 deer f o r  the Ashley. 

This i s  d i r e c t l y  related t o  an 

Alternative J ,  the preferred 

However, since over 80% of the winter 

Alternative B ,  H ,  I ,  and J show the largest  

This compares favorably w i t h  the Utah Division of Wildlife 

RANGE 

Tables 11-4 and 11-5 display t h e  changes t h a t  occur i n  range outputs (Animal 
Unit Months - AUM) for a l l  a l ternat ives .  
occurs under Alternatives C and H .  
decline is  Alternative G i n  the  f i r s t  decade. 

Alternatives H and C have the la rges t  amount of acres assigned t o  a h i g h  
forage and livestock u t i l i za t ion .  Under these a l t e rna t ives ,  the largest  
amount of t ransi tory range could be assigned t o  l ivestock. 

most t ransi tory range would be assigned t o  wildl i fe .  
have moderate amounts of acreage assigned. 

Sensit ive plant species a r e  maintained under a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

The l a rges t  increase i n  AUM's 
The a l te rna t ive  showing the largest  

Alternative F and 
G have the l e a s t  amount of l a n d  assigned t o  the l ivestock prescription and - 

The other alternatives 
- 
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TIMBER 

The long-term sustained yield (LTSY) capacity of a l l  the a l te rna t ives  

A1 ternat ive LTSY (MMCF/ Allowable Sale Quantity per Decade 
Decade) Decade 1 Decade 5 Decade 10 Decade 15 

A. Current Proqram 47.332 38.000 38.000 38.000 47.332 
B. Coordinated-Resource 68.480 
C. Market Opportunity 87.369 
D. Non-Market Opportunity 48.421 
E. 1980 RPA Program 71.268 
F. Current Budget 72.991 
G. Reduced Budget 43.720 
H. Livestock-Timber Emphasis 57.130 
I. Accelerated Harvest 65.380 
J. Preferred 63.191 

75.000 46.000 48.000 
60.000 60.000 60.000 
38.306 38.306 38.306 
53.000 58.000 58.000 
10.136 10.136 39.920 
30.817 30.817 30.817 
68.000 44.200 44.200 

110.769 50.000 50.000 
53.000 48.000 48.000 

68.480 
87.369 
48.421 
58.000 
39.920 
39.964 
44.200 
53.661 
48.000 

Chapter I11 and Appendix B contain tables  t h a t  display the acreage of land 
sui table  f o r  timber management under the exis t ing s i tuat ion.  
land available f o r  management a c t i v i t i e s  varies between a l te rna t ives  a s  more o r  
l e s s  acres a re  assigned t o  non-developed prescriptions. 

The acres  of timber 

Comparison of capable available and sui table  acres by a l t e rna t ive .  

C1 ass i f  ication A B C D E F G H I J  

1. Non-Forest Land (Includes 536.4 M Acres - All Alternatives 
Water) 

2. Forest Land 836.8 M Acres - All Alternatives 
3. Forest Land Withdrawn * 147.4 M Acres - All Alternatives 
4. Forest Land Not Capable ** 96.7 M Acres - All Alternatives 
5. Forest Land Physically 

Unsuitable 
6. Forest Land-Inadequate 61.9 M Acres - All Alternatives 

Inform. *** 
7. Tentatively Suitable 530.5 M Acres - All a l ternat ives  
8. Forest Land Not Appropriate 

9. Unsuitable Forest Land 

10. Total Suitable ( M  Acres) 
111. Total National Forest Land 

0 Acres - All Alternatives 

**** ( M  Acres) 154.8 29.7 0.9 139.8 0.9 141.1 206.6 49.8 2.5 

( M  Acres) 461.1 336.0 307.2 446.1 307.2 447.7 512.9 356.1 308.8 
375.7 500.6 529.6 390.7 529.6 389.1 323.9 460.7 528.0 

1,373.2 M Acres - All Alternatives 
* 

*** 
**** 

Forest land included i n  the  High  Uintas Wilderness 
** P i  nyon-Juni per 

Forested land producing l e s s  than 20 cubic f e e t  of wood f i b e r  per acre 
per year 
Includes RNA's, Sheep Creek Geological Area and other 
non-development prescriptions 
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None o f  the Forest has been ident i f ied as having extreme so i l  s t a b i l i t y  o r  
regeneration problems t h a t  cannot be overcome w i t h  existing technology. I t  
m u s t  be noted,  however, t h a t  some areas of the Forest a re  sensitive and will 
requi re  extra precautions on the location, t i m i n g  and methods of harvest t o  
prevent other resource damage. 

Logging methods a p p l i e d  i n  the various al ternat ives  f o r  5 decades include 
tractor logging and cable logging. 

~ 

A1 ternative Tractor - M Acres Cable - M Acres 
A 127.9 43.4 
B 156.6 82.9 
C 

I D  
168.3 
142.8 
161.0 
41.4 

113.8 
186.6 
176.2 
147.8 

I 93.2 
38.2 
94.5 
7.7 

22.2 
44.8 
90.8 
62.3 

Clear cu t t ing  harvest  systems will be used throughout a l l  a l te rna t ives  on a 
forest-wide basis. 
systems a re  not  precluded, they will primarily be used t o  remove danger trees 
from developed s i tes ,  within the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area f o r  
a e s t h e t i c s ,  and i n  highly sensi t ive visual quali ty zones. 
NRA, the  use of other systems will be on a limited basis and will generally 
only b e  i n  the ponderosa pine timber stands. 

Extensive par t ia l  cu t t ing  i n  the  past has proven t o  be generally unsuccessful 
on t h e  Forest. 
trees were a continuing source of mistletoe infestation for new stands,  where 
fue l  loadings were impractical t o  reduce, where windthrow suscept ib i l i ty  was 
increased, and where successful natural regeneration of new stands was 
reduced. 

As shown below, intermediate harvests become increasingly important a f t e r  s ix  
decades in most a l t e rna t ives .  These intermediate harvests a r e  commercial 
thinning entries t o  maintain spacing and should n o t  be confused w i t h  par t ia l  
cuts which a re  regeneration harvests. 

Following a re  displays t h a t  compare, by decade, the amount of intermediate 
and f i n a l  harvests by a l t e rna t ive  over a f i f t een  decade time period. 

While shelterwood, s ingle  t r ee ,  and group select ion 

Even w i t h i n  the 

T h i s  i s  par t icular ly  true w i t h  lodgepole pine where leave 
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FINAL HARVEST - M ACRES 

A1 ternative 

Decade A B C D E F G H I 3 
1 23.7 44.7 33.3 23.1 33.6 5.6 17.2 38.3 59.4 31.7 ~ 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

32.4 
41.4 
38.9 
35.0 
39.3 
38.4 
33.5 
33.7 
21.3 
30.9 
16.2 
23.0 
31.8 
36.0 

-__- ---- --_- -___ ---_ ---- 
2.8 
4.0 
3.4 
7.8 
13.7 
28.1 
0.7 
8.1 
0.5 

55.9 48.8 31.1 47.0 8.8 25.7 50.5 54.4 39;3 
47.7 62.3 50.3 60.0 10.1 31.9 54.1 53.0 49.3 
47.6 62.3 39.3 60.5 10.0 33.5 46.3 52.1 47.6 
43.5 54.9 37.2 54.5 14.5 27.7 
45.9 57.5 39.3 53.4 52.7 37.0 
41.2 60.9 47.2 58.8 46.4 37.2 

42.2 48.1 41.9 
45.3 50.0 46.1 
47.7 59.7 45.0 

47-0 51.0 26.4 4911 45-3 27-8 . 38.5 41.9 49.3 
36.1 56.6 36.8 49;0 36I3 25.7 39.6 42.7 43.1 
32.7 15.7 22.5 27.0 35.7 23.7 24.5 31.3 29.9 
35.9 31.3 31.1 29.6 39.9 15.5 37.5 26.8 35.5 
32.4 8.9 20.4 15.3 40.2 25.5 23.6 16.7 37.1 
21.0 15.0 24.2 23.5 26.3 19.6 
34.4 9.7 32.7 17.3 35.0 24.0 
24.4 46.6 33.6 43.2 17.1 35.4 

Intermediate Harvest - M Acres 

__-- -___ -_-_ ---- ---- ---- 
29.8 14.7 1.0 21.7 ---- ---- 
23.6 33.0 3.4 24.8 7.0 ---- 
39.9 31.5 2.6 11.0 ---- 0.6 
34.2 112.9 3.8 59.1 ---- 1.2 
32.4 62.4 10.1 29.1 ---- 0.6 
21.9 155.3 25.3 86.6 0.1 1.5 
21.8 47.6 1.7 6.3 32.6 0.8 
9.4 82.6 4.6 15.1 15.0 1.5 
1.7 7.7 0.7 0.5 39.3 0.4 

29.1 30.9 24.8 
33.9 40.4 32.2 
23.7 50.1 43.4 

---- ---- ---- 
2.4 2.4 17.7 
3.4 7.5 11.3 
3.4 11.0 9.4 
7;7 37.1 31.9 
17.9 17.0 29.1 
33.8 63.9 24.0 
1.9 4.8 9.8 
10.9 30.2 9.8 
1.3 0.7 0.7 
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Natural regeneration is  t rad i t iona l ly  used on the Ashley National Forest. 
The  major species component of the commercial timber i s  lodgepole pine. 
Lodgepole cones on the Ashley a re  approximately half  (50%) serotinous which 
r e su l t s  i n  a ready source of seed t h a t  i s  compatible w i t h  the moderately 
harsh sites found on the Forest. The average time f o r  natural regeneration 
t o  reach acceptable stocking levels  i s  from seven t o  ten years. 
technical capabi l i ty  ex is t s  t o  assure sa t i s fac tory  re-stocking w i t h i n  f i v e  
years. However, natural regeneration is  much l e s s  cos t ly  and resul ts  i n  
eventual over-stocking tha t  requires thinning t o  maintain growth. 

Alternative J includes a concept t ha t  spec i f ica l ly  proposes t o  t r e a t  a to ta l  
of 22,000 acres of lodgepole stands t h a t  need s i t e  preparation treatment t o  
obtain natural regeneration. T h i s  area includes 5,000 acres of stagnated 
stands usually under 3" i n  diameter, 5,000 acres of par t ia l  stands that  do 
not have enough l i v e  basal area t o  recover, and 12,000 acres of larger 6"-7" 
pole s i z e  stands t h a t  have 80% plus beet le  k i l led  t rees .  I t  i s  proposed t o  
do s i t e  preparation work on 11,000 acres of t h i s  area d u r i n g  the f i r s t  
decade. 
by other su i t ab le  methods. T h i s  work will b e  keyed d i r ec t ly  t o  management 
objectives such as  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  improvement, meeting adopted VQO's fuel 
loading break u p ,  and timber stand regeneration. The NEPA process will be 
used t o  f u l l y  display the s i t e  spec i f ic  and cumulative effects .  

The 

S i t e  preparation work will be done by b u r n i n g ,  cutt ing,  crushing, o r  

WATERSHED 

As is common i n  the ar id  and semi-arid regions o f  the  West, water quali ty and 
quantity a re  major issues w i t h  many of the publics served by the Ashley 
National Forest. 

WATER YIELD 

In a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  water yield would be increased as  a resu l t  of both the 
beet le  epidemic and management a c t i v i t i e s ,  primaril 
Coordinated Resource (E),  Market ( C ) ,  Non-Market (0 -Y , RPA ( E ) ,  
Livestock-Timber ( H ) ,  and Accelerated Harvest ( I )  a l te rna t ives  have the 
grea tes t  increase i n  water yield;  Current Budget (F),  and Reduced Budget ( G )  
have the l e a s t  increase. 
Alternative ( J ) ,  have moderate increases i n  water y ie ld .  The following 
two tables  display a comparison by a l te rna t ive  o f  water yield increases over 
natural ,  and y i e ld  meeting qual i ty  standards. 

timber harvest. 

The  Current Program (A), and the Preferred 
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WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.) INCREASES OVER 
NATURAL* AND CHANGE FROM FIRST DECADE CURRENT (ALTERNATIVE A) 

- 

Time Per iod  

A1 t e r n a t i v e  86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30 - 
- 11 21 - 11 - 21 - 11 21 - 11 21 - 11 21 

A1 t e r n a t i v e  86-90 91-00 01-10 

- 11 21 - 11 21 - 11 21 
A 960 (882) 972 (928) 982 (938) 
B 963 (885) 981 (937) 996 (952) 
C 961 (883) 976 (932) 992 (948) 
D 971 (893) 983 (939) 995 (951) 
E 963 (885) 979 (935) 995 (951) 
F 966 (871) 969 (874) 972 (877) 
G 959 (864) 970 (875) 979 (884) 
H 963 (885) 981 (937) 996 (952) 
I 967 (889) 989 (945) 1004 (960) 
J 960 (882) 973 (929) 986 (942) 

Max Water 970 (892) 999 (955) 1024 (980) 
Benchmark 

A 
B 
C 
D 

5 (0) 13 (8) 24 (19) 33 (28) 39 (34) 
8 (3) 22 (17) 38 (33) 49 (44) 56 (51) 
6 (1) 17 (12) 34 (29) 50 (45) 61 (57) 
16 (11) 24 (19) 37 (32) 48 (43) 55 (501 

F 
G 
H 
I 
J 

Max Water 

11 
4 
8 
12 
5 
15 

10 
11 
22 
30 
14 
40 

14 
21 
38 
46 
28 
66 

19 
29 
50 
55 
40 
82 

21 
34 
55 
60 
50 
81 . .  . ,  . .  . .  . .  

I Benchmark 

* Increases i nc lude  a l l  water increases, and 

'1 Increase over  n a t u r a l  

n o t  j u s t  water meeting q u a l i t y  goals. 

Change f rom 1 s t  Decade Current  ( A l t e r n a t i v e  A) 

TOTAL WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.) 
AND YIELD MEETING QUALITY STANDARDS 

11-20 - 
- 11 21 

989 (945) 
1005 (961) 
1006 (962) 
1004 (969) 
1007 (963) 
975 (880) 
985 (890) 
1006 (962) 
1011 (967) 
996 (952) 
1038 (994) 

21-30 

- 11 21 

993 (949) 
1010 (966) 
1016 (972) 
1009 (965) 
1016 (972) 
976 (881) 
988 (893) 
1009 (965) 
1014 (970) 
1002 (958) 
1035 (991) 

1 - Total  Water Y i e l d  2' Water Y i e l d  meeting q u a l i t y  standards 
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WATER QUALITY 

I t  i s  important t o  note i n  the above t ab le  tha t  9,500 acre f e e t  of water 
cur ren t ly  does not meet S t a t e  standards and is  not improved i n  Alternatives F 
and G because there i s  no watershed improvement programmed i n  these 
a1 te rna t ives .  A1 ternat ives  t h a t  have investments f o r  watershed restoration 
bring t h i s  f igure u p  t o  standards by the year 2000. During the f i r s t  decade, 
sediment would increase and water qua l i ty  would decline s l igh t ly  from current 
condition in  Alternatives 8, C ,  E ,  I ,  and J i n  localized areas. 
S i te -spec i f ic  problems, such as  so i l  compaction and surface erosion would 
r e s u l t  from recreation uses and lack of cover improvement work. Water 
qua l i ty  would be maintained a t  near current condition under Alternatives A 
and D. 

The following table  displays a comparison of a l ternat ives  by sediment yield 
displaying the changes in tons of sediment delivered t o  l i v e  streams. Note 
t h a t  while several a l te rna t ives  indicate  a s ign i f icant  increase i n  sediment 
del ivery,  a l l  a l te rna t ives  were constrained i n  the  FORPLAN model t o  not 
exceed the  10 Nephelometer Turbidity Units (NTU) increase s e t  as  a S ta te  of 
Utah qual i ty  standard f o r  tu rb id i ty .  

SEDIMENT YIELD ( M  TONS) 
AND CHANGE FROM CURRENT FIRST DECADE ( ). 

Time Periods 

21-30 - A1 ternati ve 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 

- I/ 
A 32 
8 32 
C 34 
D 32 
E 36 
F 31 
G 32 
H 32 
I 32 
J 32 

Max Water 38 
Benchmark A( Total Sediment Yield 

- 2 1  - 1/ 

(3) 38 
(35) 48 
(14) 51 

(2)  38 
(14) 51 

(1) 34 
(3) 38 

(11) 50 
(9)  48 

(19) 54 

(-1) 32 

- 2/ - 1/ 

( 6 )  36 
(16) 49 
(19) 50 

( 6 )  35 
(19) 50 
(0) 34 
(2) 36 
( 6 )  37 

(18) 48 
(16) 48 
(22) 53 

5' Change from f i r s t  decade current Alternative A 

Under a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  watershed protection would be coordinated w i t h  local ,  
S t a t e ,  and Federal agencies. 

SOILS 

Soil erosion would increase under a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  b u t  w i t h i n  the threshold 
so i l  and water quali ty constraints  established by law and regulations. 
qua l i ty  and so i l  productivity monitoring would be most intensive i n  areas 

Water 
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where land-disturbing management activities take place in all alternatives 
except F and G. 
watershed improvement needs being met by the year 2000 in all alternatives 
except F and G. 

All alternatives could result in changes to the environment which may reduce 
short term soil productivity, or that affect other uses or resources. 

Data to accurately evaluate soil productivity relationships are generally not 
available in Region 4. 
should be available in the future. 

The following table displays the percentage of National Forest System land 
which provides for the long-term maintenance of soils productivity. 
given are for the end of the decade. Acres not maintaining long term soil 
productivity are considered to be the sum of: 

Soil productivity would increase slightly with the present 

If current direction is implemented, better data 

Figures 

(1) 
back1 og . 
(2 )  
(3) 

Acres identified as part of the soil and water resource improvement 

Acres permanently taken out of productivity. 
Acres where established soil loss tolerance levels are exceeded. 

There are currently 1,817 miles on the inventoried road system, 1,400 acres 
of administrative sites and approximately 1,000 acres identified as part of 
the soil and water resource improvement backlog. 

TABLE 11-2 
LAND PROVIDING FOR THE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF SOIL 

PRODUCTIVITY ( %  MAINTAINED AT THE END OF THE FIRST DECADE) 

Decade 1 A B C D E 
Current 

Acres maintained 1,358,372 1,357,064 1,357,640 1,358,654 1,357,430 
% maintained 98.9 98.8 98.9 98.9 98.9 
Acre loss 14,847 16,155 15,579 14,565 15,789 

F G H I J 

Acres maintained 1,359,560 1,359,940 1,357,346 1,356,872 1,359,159 
% maintained 99.0 99.0 98.8 98.8 98.9 
Acre loss 13,659 16,273 15,873 16,347 14,060 
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WATERSHED RESTORATION BACKLOG 

Under a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  a l l  s o i l  and water  resources are  managed through 
m i t i g a t i o n  and coo rd ina t i on  w i t h  o t h e r  resources t o  prevent  degradat ion o f  
t h e  watershed. A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  except  F and G, program watershed 
r e s t o r a t i o n  t o  complete t h e  back log by  t h e  yea r  2000. 
and G watershed c o n d i t i o n  would g e n e r a l l y  remain s t a t i c  Forest-wide, b u t  
would d e c l i n e  i n  some areas where t h e  un t rea ted  watershed i n  the  backlog 
would cont inue t o  cause eros ion  problems. Watershed cond i t i ons  w i l l  improve 
under  a l t e r n a t i v e s  A, B, C, D, E, H, I ,  and J where r e s t o r a t i o n  work has been 
complete. 

Coord ina t i on  and m i t i g a t i o n  o f  l a n d  use a c t i v i t i e s  on s o i l  and water would be 
i n t e n s i f i e d  under A l t e r n a t i v e s  C, E, H, and I, because o f  increased 
management a c t i v i t i e s .  

RIPARIAN 

The amount o f  r i p a r i a n  ecosystem would remain e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same in a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  except C and I where some l o s s  i s  an t ic ipa ted .  R ipar ian  
ecosystem c o n d i t i o n  would be mainta ined o r  improved i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  D and J. 
I n  a l t e r n a t i v e  H, a d e c l i n e  i n  c o n d i t i o n  i s  an t ic ipa ted ,  p r i m a r i l y  as a 
r e s u l t  o f  increased, o r  l e s s  r i g o r o u s l y  managed, l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  i n  
r i p a r i a n  areas. 
on approx imate ly  50% o f  t imbered r i p a r i a n  areas. 
would emphasize t imber  on approx imate ly  20% o f  t imbered r i p a r i a n  areas. 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  D and J would emphasize w i l d l i f e  i n  r i p a r i a n  areas and t imber  
h a r v e s t i n g  would be done t o  b e n e f i t  w i l d l i f e  o r  o ther  resources. 
improved r i p a r i a n  c o n d i t i o n  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  0 and 3, r e c r e a t i o n  use w i l l  
i nc rease,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  J .  Increased use may r e s u l t  i n  needed 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  ma in ta in  t h e  r i p a r i a n  ecosystem. Use o f  r i p a r i a n  areas i n  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G would increase due t o  a l ack  o f  management causing an 
o v e r a l l  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  resource. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

The f i r e  e f fec t i veness  index  f o r  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  based on t o t a l  f i r e  
p r o t e c t i o n  cos ts  p lus  resource va lues l o s t  d i v ided  by t h e  acres protected.  
F i r e  e f fec t i veness  f o r  areas assigned t o  wi lderness p r e s c r i p t i o n s  was assumed 
t o  be  cons tan t  so o n l y  those acres ou ts ide  t h e  wi lderness p r e s c r i p t i o n  were 
used i n  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  f i g u r e s  shown i n  Table 11-4. 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  B, C, H, I ,  and J a r e  c a l c u l a t e d  on increased budgets needed 
because o f  increased a c t i v i t i e s  ( r i s k ) .  
on budgets decreased t o  meet t o t a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  budget l i m i t a t i o n s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e s  D and E a re  c a l c u l a t e d  on a constant  base l e v e l  budget, and 
a l t e r n a t i v e  A i s  ca l cu la ted  on a c u r r e n t  budget l e v e l .  

Fue l  t reatment  acreages a r e  based on t imber  harvest  acres i n  c learcu ts .  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  are  compared i n  Table 11-4. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  decade one o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  A which has approximately 24 
thousand acres o r  2,400 acres annual ly .  

Under a l t e r n a t i v e s  F 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and I would be managed w i t h  a t imber  emphasis 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  A, B, E, and H 

With 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G a re  ca l cu la ted  

The 
The comparison base f o r  t h e  
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Minerals a c t i v i t i e s  a re  typical ly  demand related.  National and international 
issues and a c t i v i t i e s  t r igger  increases and decreases in the amount of demand 
that  "walks i n  the door". 
capability of t h i s  plan. Therefore, i t  i s  assumed tha t  the number of cases 
will remain the same under a l l  a l ternat ives .  How mineral ac t iv i ty  will  be 
affected by al ternat ives  i s  displayed i n  Chapter IV. Although case numbers 
are  expected t o  be the same underall a l te rna t ives ,  where the a c t i v i t y  will 
take place varies by al ternat ive.  Refer t o  Chapter IV f o r  r e s t r i c t ions  by 
alternatives.  Use of s t ipu la t ions  f o r  mineral ac t iv i t i e s  will be applied i n  
accordance w i t h  the matrix and standard and special s t ipulat ions i n  Appendix 
I .  
resource a c t i v i t i e s .  

Projections of demand and ac t iv i ty  are beyond the 

Refer t o  Chapter I11 f o r  discussion of areas available f o r  minerals 

TRANS PORTAT I ON SYSTEM 

Basically the long range a r t e r i a l  and col lector  road system on this Forest 
i s  complete. The local road system a lso  i s  basically i n  place. Most of the 
road construction proposed i n  a l l  a l ternat ives  would take place in  the form 
of temporary roads and s k i d  t r a i l s  associated w i t h  timber harvesting 
ac t iv i t i e s .  
become deteriorated o r  no longer function properly. 
cons t ruc t ion / recons t ruc t ion  proposed f o r  each a1 ternative can be f o u n d  i n  
Table 11-4. 
4.2 miles for a l te rna t ive  F t o  a h i g h  of 51.4 miles f o r  a l te rna t ive  I w i t h  
the current s i tuat ion of 18.7 miles per year. 
of 25.8 miles of road construction o r  reconstruction per year. 

ECONOMICS 

Present net value (PNV) is the measure of economic efficiency used i n  Forest 
Planning. 
value of a l l  priced outputs and the discounted value of a l l  expenditures f o r  
management and investment (the process of discounting expresses a l l  values a t  
a common date) .  PNV is one important component o r  e f fec t  t ha t  i s  included i n  
net public benefits. PNV i s  considered along w i t h  other public values which 
have not had values assigned. Some o f  these benefits  pertain t o  such things 
as endangered species,  visual qua l i t i es  and desirable spat ia l  arrangement of 
various management a c t i v i t i e s .  Similarly, differences i n  PNV may be related 
t o  the production of public benefits  t o  which prices have been assigned. 
Further, differences i n  PNV may be d i rec t ly  related t o  the budget 
res t r ic t ions associated w i t h  the a1 ternatives.  

An important purpose of t h i s  section i s  t o  define the differences i n  the 
production of public benefits  among al ternat ives  tha t  lead t o  the differences 
i n  PNV. 

Tables 11-3, 11-7, 11-8, 11-9 and the Economic Efficiency Analysis in  
Appendix B summarize the economic information tha t  is used i n  defining 
Present Net Value (PNV)  and t o  some extent Net Public Benefits f o r  each 
al ternat ive and f o r  the Min Level and Max PNV (Assigned) benchmarks. 
11-2 displays the to t a l  P N V ,  Present Value Costs ( P V C ) ,  and Present Value 

Reconstruction of exis t ing roads would take place as roads 
The to ta l  miles of road 

The a l te rna t ive  t o t a l s  f o r  road construction vary from a low of 

Alternative J proposes a to ta l  

a - 
I t  i s  defined as the difference between the discounted do l l a r  

- 
Table 
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B e n e f i t s  (PV8) under 4% and 7% discount  ra tes  f o r  a l l  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and 
the two benchmarks. Tables 11-7 t h r u  11-9 prov ide i n fo rma t ion  f o r  PNV and 
FORPLAN p r i c e d  outputs ,  PNV and non p r i ced  outputs,  and PNV and q u a l i t a t i v e  
e f f e c t s .  
Tab le  IV-8, and t h e  Economic E f f i c i e n c y  Analys is  i n  Appendix 8. (Note: Some 
combina t ion  o f  c o s t  ca tegor ies  i s  necessary t o  support  p roduc t ion  o f  any 
p a r t i c u l a r  p r i c e d  ou tpu t  on a Forest-wide bas is  under a system o f  m u l t i p l e  
use  o r  i n t e g r a t e d  Fores t  management. Therefore, i t  would n o t  be c o r r e c t  t o  
assume t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a one-to-one r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  d o l l a r  b e n e f i t s  
l i s t e d  under c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  t imber,  o r  o ther  p r i c e d  output, t o  t o t a l  
d i scoun ted  b e n e f i t s '  and t h e  cos ts  l i s t e d  under ' c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  t imber ,  o r  
o t h e r  c o s t  category,  t o  t o t a l  d iscounted cos ts . ' )  

Tab le  11-4 d i s p l a y s  t h e  undiscounted average annual costs  and b e n e f i t s  by 
a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  f i v e  decades o f  the  p lanning hor izon. 
d i s p l a y s  changes i n  cos ts  and b e n e f i t s  f rom the  f i r s t  decade Current  Program 
A1 t e r n a t i v e  by each a l t e r n a t i v e .  

More d e t a i l e d  i n fo rma t ion  can be found i n  Chapter I V ,  Table IV-7, 

Table 11-5 

TABLE 11-3 
Present Net  Value a t  4 and 7% Discount Rates 

(1978 MM D o l l a r s  I n f l a t e d  t o  1/1/82) 

PNV PVC PVB 
4% 7% 4% 7% 4% 7% 

BENCHMARKS 

1. MIN LEVEL 358.6 
4. Max PNV (Assigned) 598.7 

(ALTERNATIVES) 
A. Cur ren t  Program 528.9 
B. Coordinated Resources 490.1 
C. Market Oppor tun i ty  497.0 
D. Non-Market 534.8 
E. 1980 RPA 521.8 
F. Cur ren t  Budget 482.3 
G. Reduced Budget 478.5 
H. L i v e  Timber Emphasis 534.0 
I. Acce lera ted  Harvest  539.0 
J. P r e f e r r e d  517.2 

203.7 
307.3 

270.1 
254.5 
249.3 
273.3 
258.5 
250.5 
251.2 
270.7 
273.1 
261.3 

69.1 
365.3 

237.0 
315.5 
347.1 
259.0 
307.6 
163.2 
178.8 
313.7 
353.9 
286.0 

40.1 427.7 
229.0 964.0 

132.0 765.9 
183.0 805.6 
191.7 844.1 
143.7 793.8 
170.9 829.4 
86.5 645.5 

103.5 657.3 
180.1 847.7 
211.3 892.9 
159.2 803.2 

243.8 
536.3 

402.1 
437.5 
441.0 
417.0 
429.4 
337.0 
354.7 
450.8 
484.4 
420.5 

I n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  P r i ces  o f  Outputs inc luded i n  PNV ana lys is  can be found i n  
Appendix B under Table 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-6, and 8-7. 
a r e  d i sp layed  i n  Table 8-8. 

Costs by  resource output  
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Resource Outpu t s ,  Activit ies,  Costs, and Eenefits by Alternative 
and Benchmark on Annual Basis per Decade * 

TAELE 11-4 

Derhae 1 
Oecade 2 
Dtcade 3 
Decade 4 
Lecade 5 

Dispersed Recreation Other MRVCSI/  
Decade 1 

R.O.S. ( R N ;  

wo9 
779 798 
881 920 

1045 1083 
1210 1257 
1374 1426 

W-3 
W-5 and 
lu-7 393 403 

52 52 
66 68 

445 465 
5& 60 
75 79 

528 547 
61, il 
89 92 

695 721 
90 04 

792 
909 

1075 
124' 
1397 

400 
52 
67 

460 
60 
77 

542 
71 
92 

627 
82 

106 

705 
52 

791 
3G3 

1058 
li29 
1401 

400 
52 
67 

456 
59 
77 

535 
70 
50 

621 
81 

105 

7 08 
92 

Output/Activi ty MIH P l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt. Min  Max Max Max Max 

Recreation 
Units Codes A b C 0 E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range liater 

OwelODed MRVDS 
765 749 709 794 6G3 809 0 787 677 757 673 
862 801 732 9i6 925 94G 0 917 665 843 E32 

1021 907 814 1080 1032 1119 0 1089 701 952 648 
1182 1004 887 1251 1274 1300 0 1262 727 1081 b96 
1341 1136 972 1417 1444 1476 0 1432 769 1199 754 

387 3i8 358 402 406 409 809 398 343 382 340 
50 49 47 52 53 53 1C5 52 44 50 44 
65 64 60 68 69 69 136 67 51; 65 57 

435 404 370 463 467 475 725 464 393 426 320 
57 53 48 60 61 62 04 60 51 55 42 
74 68 62 78 79 80 122 78 66 72 53 

5i6 459 411 545 551 566 7C3 550 354 481 327 
67 60 54 71 72 74 9 i  71 46 63 43 
87 78 65 52 93 96 119 93 60 81 55 

598 507 448 632 644 657 681 638 367 546 352 
78 66 51; 82 84 85 89 83 46 71  46 

1 O C  86 76 107 109 111 115 107 6~ 92 59 

878 574 491 715 730 745 660 723 389 606 361 
88 75 64 93 85 97 86 94 50 79 49 

114 57 83 121 123 126 111 122 66 102 64 
~~ ~~ 

(SPNM) 117 121 119 12@ 
1/ IIFbhS must be added t u  these iirjures to  obtain total  recreation use. 

* Fcr comparison purposes, decade 1 corresponds to  the 1985 snG 1986-1990 RPA time periods; decade 2 corresporids t o  the 1991-2000 RPP time period; decade 3 
corrtsponds to  the 2001-2010 RPA time period, decaoe 4 correspcnds IO the 2Gi:-2020 RPA time period, dnd decade 5 corresponds to  the 2021-2030 RPA time 
DeriOd. 11-47 



CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-4 

Output /Act iv i  ty I.iIt' A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Min Max Max Wax kiax 
A1 t e r n a t i v e s  Benchmark5 

U n i t s  Codes A 0 C D E F G H I J Level PNV Tiniber Range Water 
Wilderness MRVDSL/ 
Decade 1 u-33 

R.O.S. (PRIM) 142 
(SPNM) 00 
(SPM) .9 

Decacie 2 
(PKIEi) 
(SPNM) 
(SPM) 

Decade 5 
(PRIM) 
(SPhf<] 
(SPI"!) 

i l i lderness Managenient I4 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade S 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

169 
96 
1 

ALL ALTERNATIVLS AND BENCHMARKS MRVGS AkE THE SAME AS ALT. A 

169 
96 
1 

169 
96 
1 

169 
96 
1 

w-3c 
273.4 
273.4 
273.4 
273.4 
273.4 

ALL ALTERNATIVES AND BENCHNARKS ACKEMES ARE THE SAhE AS ALTERbATIVE A 

- 1; WFUDS must be added t o  these f i g u r e s  t o  ob ta in  t b t a l  r e c r e a t i o n  use. 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-4 

OutputIActivi t y  MIH A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  P l t .  A l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt. Eiin [.lax Max hax Max 

WilalTfe STRUC C03 

A1 terrat ives  Genchmarks 

h i t s  Codes A e C 0 E F G H I J Lwel PNV Timber Ranse Eater 

Structural Habitat Imp. 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Non-Structural Hab. Im. 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Wildlife and Fish Use 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Elk* 
Uecade 1 
Oecaae 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Deer A 

AC coil 

l4WFUD(l&VDS)~/ 

MANIP 

MANIM 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

5125 
9;: 5 
925 
925 
925 

258 

335 
373 
411 

z s i  

5.8 
5.9 
5.8 
5.7 
5.5 

45.2 
45.9 
45.7 
44.7 
43.0 

14 
l A  
14 
14 
14 

925 
s25 
925 
925 
925 

262 
306 
344 
384 
423 

5.8 
6.0 
6.0 
5.9 
5.6 

45.4 
46.9 
47.6 
45.9 
43.7 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

350 
350 
350 
350 
350 

261 
304 
345 
381 
416 

5.3 
5.4 
5.6 
5.4 
5.4 

40.9 
42.2 
43.4 
43.3 
41.5 

Decade 4 
Decade 5 

- 11 Fish and Wildlife portion o f  total  recreation Lse. 

26 
26 
26 
26 
26 

2307 
2307 
2307 
2301 
2307 

261 
302 
338 
Si7 
417 

6.4 
6.4 
6.5 
6.3 
6.3 

49.6 
50.3 
50.8 
50.2 
45.2 

26 
24 
22 
17 
14 

?307 
1974 
1641 
3 0 0  
992 

254 
252 
330 
366 
4C3 

5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.0 
5.7 

45.4 
45.4 
47.5 
46.8 
44.4 

4 
17 
0 

17 
19 

14s 
1321 

0 
1321 
1354 

251 
263 
262 
298 
318 

19 
0 

17 
0 

17 

i558 
0 

1201 
0 

1201 

242 
305 
34s 
382 
421 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

925 
525 
925 
925 
925 

261 
307 
546 
388 
427 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

925 
525 
925 
925 
925 

2 GS 
279 
303 
326 
356 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

500 
500 
500 
500 
500 

264 
311 
35: 
354 
434 

0 16 
C 0 
0 16 
0 0 
0 16 

D 1146 
0 0 
0 1148 
0 0 
0 1148 

224 255 
225 305 
221 345 
217 385 
213 424 

14 
34 

C 
0 

15 

si5 
2307 

0 
0 

525 

234 
273 
255 
261 
271 

0 
G 
G 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
C 
0 

252 

313 
?43 
371 

208 

0 
0 
G 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

233 
24G 
244 
254 
268 

6.3 6.2 5.8 5.8 5.9 E.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.6 
6.3 6.2 5.9 6.0 5.5 8.5 6.5 5.0 A.0 5.0 
6 .3  6.2 6.0 6.0 5.6 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 
6.3 6.2 5.8 5.9 5.8 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.C 
6.2 6.2 5.7 5.6 5.7 8.5 6.5 5.C 4.0 5.0 

49.2 48.1 45.4 45.5 45.3 58.0 46.0 40.0 32.C $0.0 
49.0 48.1 46.7 47.5 46.7 58.0 46.0 40.0 32.0 40.0 
48.9 48.1 47.0 48.3 47.6 Eb.O 46.0 40.0 32.0 40.C 
48.8 48.2 46.3 46.8 46.S 58.0 46.0 40.0 32.0 40.C 
48.3 48.3 44.5 43.9 43.6 58.C 46.0 40.0 32.0 40.0 

* I t  I S  important t o  note that  these levels are  what rhe Forest can SuppGrt seasonally (sprins, sbnmrr, and f a l l )  arc  that  w 1 t h o L t  rraJor improvement of 
adjacent lands, which conpnse over 80% of the b l g  game winter range, these levels can not be marntained. 
below State objectives. 11-49 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-4 

Al te rna t ives  Benchmarks 
Output/Acti  v i  t y  MIH A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  M in  Max Max Max kax 

Un i ts  Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Ranqe Water 
F ish Production i/ MLBS 

(Case F ish)  
A lp ine Lakes 91 
Mid-elevation Lakes 2i90 
Rivers and Streams 39 

l o t a l  Annual 2320 
Irnbrovement s t ruc tu res  

F ish h a b i t a t  improvement szructures w i l l  be developed t o  mainta in  production l e v e l s  and IC 
prov ide s l i g h t  inctceses i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  A, 6, 0, E, F, H, I ,  and J .  
i n  a l l e r n a t i v e s  C and G would ofi ly  maint f i in  product iuh leve ls .  

Range MAUElS 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Cecade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Timber Sales Offered MMCF 
SdWtiKber (Softhood) 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decaae 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Sawtimber (hardwood) MMCF 
Decade 1 
Decaot. 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

77 
8G 
82 
83 
84 

3.3 
3.3 
1.9 
3.3 
3.6 

(J 

0 
1.4 
.3 

0 

e2 
e5 
91 
99 

108 

6.1 
5.5 
4.0 
3.6 
4.1 

.4 

.4 

.2 

.6 

.1 

95 
100 
105 
109 
115 

5.2 
5.2 
4.5 
4.6 
5.2 

0 
0 

.7 

.6 
0 

69 
71 
72 
73 
74 

3.3 
3.3 
2.4 
3.0 
3.2 

0 
0 

.9 

.3 

.1 

84 
87 
91 
93 
95 

4.6 
5.0 
4.3 
4.3 
5.c 

0 
0 

.7 

.7 
0 

63 
64 
64 
64 
64 

.9 

.9 

.5 

.9 
G 

0 
0 
0 
0 

.9 

52 
54 
57 
59 
59 

2.7 
2.7 
2.3 
2.; 
2.4 

0 
0 

.4 

.5 

.3 

95 
101 
104 
105 
112 

5.9 
5.9 
2.9 
3.4 
3.6 

D 
0 
.9 
.4 
.2 

&3 
86 

92 
92 

89 

9.7 
6.3 
3.4 
4.1 
4.4 

0 
C 
1.0 
.3 

0 

Assumes bes t  manasement p rac t ices  w i t h  no water q u d l l t y  degradation i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i b e s  i n  a l l  decaaes. 

81 
84 
91 
99 

ioe 

4.5 
4.5 
3.5 
3.5 
3.9 

0 
0 

.7 

.7 

.3 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

78 
107 
97 

113 
100 

10.3 
8.3 
5.9 
4.6 
3.6 

.8 

.1 

.4 

.1 
0 

51 115 32 
60 164 43 
76 153 56 
87 171 69 
101 149 75 

10.8 11.1 11.3 
8.0 8.3 e.4 
5 . 6  6.2 5.7 
3.4 4.2 4.2 
3 2 3.7 3.5 

.2 0 
.1 

0 
.l .I 
.3 .2 .7 

1.1 .7 .6 
.1 0 .I 

Note t h a t  wh i le  t imber harvest  t o t a l s  f o r  t h e  Flax Range and Max Water Benchmarks are  h igher  than f o r  the  Max T isber  benchmark i n  the  f i r s t  f i v e  
decaoes, by the  end o f  decade ten, Max Timber exceeds the  t o t a l  harvest  f o r  the  o ther  Benchmarks. 
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CONTINUATION UF TABLE 11-4 

A1 terndtives Eenchmarks 
MIH Alt. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  P l t .  A l t .  Alt. Alt. A l t .  Alt .  Mln Max hax Kax h i x  

Level PhL limber Range Water Units Codes A 6 C I, E F G H I J OutputIActlvi ty 

Fuelwood MMCF 
Decade 1 10.1 11.2 
Decade 2 8.3 9.5 
Decade 3 8.0 7.2 
Decade 4 6.5 6.3 
Decade 5 4.6 6.4 

Roundwood 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Reforestation 
Uecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

TS 1 
Decade 1 
Decaoe 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

MMCF 

MAC 

AC 

Water 
Meetlng Quality Goals MACIFT 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Uecade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

.4 .8 

.4 .8 

.4 .5 

.4 ." 

.4 .5 
F. 

3.4 5.4 
3.2 5.7 
4.1 4.8 
3.9 4.8 
3.5 4.4 

0 0 
20 3130 
20 2293 

296 2157 
386 3406 

882 885 
928 937 
938 952 
545 961 
949 566 

10.9 
9.E 

11.3 

6.8 
9.8 

_. 
.I 

. I  

.7 

.7 

.7 

4.4 
4.9 
h.2 
6.2 
5.5 

0 
4267 
2482 
7875 
5242 

883 
932 
945 
962 
972 

13.7 16.1 14.6 10.0 10.7 10.1 8.S 11.2 13.6 10.4 0 11.3 
13.5 13.3 11.4 9.5 11.0 8.5 7.7 10.7 9.6 9.4 0 12.1 

7.6 11.5 8.4 6.7 8.2 7.6 9.2 0 7.7 13.5 8.7 8.1 
7.0 8.5 7.6 5.8 7.2 7.7 6.8 o 3.1 7.1 5.2 5.6 
5.5 7.0 7.8 4.3 4.8 6.1 5.9 0 2.4 5.8 3.C 3 . i  

.4 .6 .I . 3  .8 1.2 .6 0 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 

.4 .5 .1 .3 .5 .6 .5 0 .6 .6 .6 .6 

. 4  .6 .1 .3 .8 .8 .6 0 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 

. 4  .6 .1 .3 .5 .6 .5 G .8 .E .8 .8 

.4 .6 .I .3 .5 .6 .5 0 .4 .4 .5 .4 

3.4 4.5 .7 2.5 4.9 7.0 4.2 0 5.1 9.4 9.7 8.7 
3.1 4.7 .9 2.6 5.0 5.4 4.1 0 6.7 6.7 6.9 7.7 

4.9 0 7.3 7.1 10.3 9.7 5.0 6.0 1.0 3.2 5.4 5.3 
3.9 6.0 1.0 3.9 4.6 5.2 4.0 0 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.7 
3.7 5.4 1.4 2.8 4.2 4.8 4.0 0 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.7 

0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20 3401 @ @ 2@ 461 1565 C 673 0 
20 20 696 G 20 20 356 0 0 5460 0 0 

E l  6458 

113 3693 128 0 254 1103 254 0 378 13545 9546 6471 
332 2256 0 C 338 675 2224 0 2438 985: 2785 4825 

893 885 b71 864 685 889 882 86@ 855 885 891 a52 
939 935 874 875 937 945 529 864 957 SO5 954 955 

969 S63 880 8% 962 967 552 861 984 972 944 994 
551 951 a77 884 952 960 s 4 ~  863 977 5 6 ~  980 980 

991 991 965 072 881 893 565 970 958 859 977 973 
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CONTINUATIOI4 OF TABLE 11-4 
Alternatives Benchmarks 

OutputIActivity MIH Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. A l t .  A l t .  Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Min tqdX Max Max Max 
Units Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range Water a 

Decade 1 5 8 6 ~. ~ ~ 

Decade 2 
Decade 3 
DeCdde 4 
Decade 5 

13 22 17 
24 56 34 
33 49 50 
39 56 62 

Sediment TOTALIMTONS 
Cecade 1 32 32 34 
Decade 2 33 38 4 1  
Decade 3 35 43 46 
Decade 4 38 48 51 
Decade 5 36 43 50 

so1 1s AC 
Resource Improvement 

Decade 1 57 57 57 
Decade 2 57 57 57 

Assumes backlog complete by 2000 

Prot.ectToo . .. 
Fire ilgnt Ef f  Index $/M?C 

Uecade 1 309 333 333 
Decade 2 309 333 333 
Decade 3 309 333 333 
Decade 4 309 333 333 
Decade 5 3u9 333 333 

Fuelbreaks and Fuel M PCRES 
Treatment 

Deraoe 3 
Decade 4 

2.4 4.5 3.3 
3.2 5.6 4.9 
4.1 4.8 6.2 
3.9 4.8 6.2 

16 
24 
37 
4b 
55 

32 
33 
34 
38 
35 

57 
57 

3 3  
329 
329 
329 
329 

2.3 
3.1 
5.0 
3.9 
3.7 

8 
20 
37 
5 1  
62 

36 
44 
46 
51 
50 

57 
57 

329 
329 
329 
329 
329 

3.4 
4.7 
6.0 
6.0 
5.4 

11 
10 
14 
19 
2 1  

3 1  
3 1  
3 1  
32 
34 

0 
0 

531 
531 
531 
531 
531 

.G 

.9 
1.G 
1.0 
1.4 

4 
11 
21 
29 
34 

32 
32 
33 
34 
36 

0 
0 

531 
531 
531 
531 
531 

1.7 
2.6 
3.2 
3.4 

8 
22 
38 
50 
55 

32 
33 
35 
38 
37 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
335 
333 

3.8 
5.1 
5.4 
4.6 
4.2 

12 
30 
46 
55 
60 

32 
36 
43 
50 
48 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
333 
333 

5 
14 
28 
40 
48 

32 
36 
41 
48 
48 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
333 
333 

5.9 3.2 
5.4 3.9 
5.3 4.9 
5.2 4.8 
4.8 4.2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3 1  
3 1  
31 
3 1  
3 1  

0 
D 

329 
329 
329 
329 
329 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

18 
42 
63 
72 
67 

33 
35 
35 
35 
36 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
333 
333 

8.1 
6.7 
7.3 
5.2 
3.7 

e 
24 
46 
60 
63 

40 
48 
48 
52 
53 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
333 
333 

8.3 
6.7 
7.1 
5.4 
3.6 

15 
39 
66 
82 
81 

41 
47 
50 
52 
54 

57 
57 

3 3  
333 
333 
333 
333 

8.6 
6.9 

10.3 
5.6 
3.7 

15 
40 
66 
G2 
81 

38 
46 
51 
54 
53 

57 
57 

333 
333 
333 
333 
333 

7.6 
7.7 
9.7 
5.7 
3.7 Decade 5 3.5 4 4 5.5 2.8 

*Includes a i l  water illcrease and n o t  just water meeting quality goals. All water yield increase over current meets Stdte water cbali ty standdrds. 9500 
Alternatives tha t  hdVe investments f o r  watershed restoration b r i n g  t h i s  f igure ~p t o  standards by the acre f ee t  currently do nc t  meet State standards. 

year 2COG. 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-4 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  Benchmarks 
O u t p u t I A c t i v i t y  M I H  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  J Min Max Max Max Max 

minera ls  CASES 
Cf i i t s  Codes A 8 C D E F G ti 1 Level PNV Tirriber Range l la te r  

Leases ariu Permits 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85 

85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85 
85 85 85 85 85 85 G5 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85 
85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85 

85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85 

tiC2D 
kuman Resource Programs ENRYR TARGETS RETAINED AT REGIONAL LEVEL 

Lands 
Land Pur. & Acq. 

F a c i l i t i e s  
T r a i l s  ConstIRecon 

Decade 1 
Decade 5 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Decadt 1 
Decade 2 
Decadt 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decaoe 4 
Decade 5 

Road ConstIReconst 

Local b a a  ConstIRecon 

ACE5 
TARGETS RETAINED AT KEGIONAL LEVEL 

MILES A10 and 
EX1 30 40 10 40 30 10 0 30 40 8G 0 30 40 40 40 

40 40 40 
40 40 40 
40 40 4C 
40 40 40 

30 40 10 40 30 10 0 30 40 SC 0 30 
30 40 10 40 30 10 0 30 40 80 0 30 
30 40 10 4b 30 10 0 30 40 80 0 30 
30 40 10 40 30 10 0 30 40 SO D 30 

.9 2.7 2.7 1.4 1.8 F .? 2.0 6.9 2.0 0 1.2 11.5 7.3 11.9 
1.7 3.6 3.4 1.0 6.7 0 0 2.3 2.3 1.5 0 10.9 10.2 11.3 4.6 
1.9 4.1 8.7 0 7.6 0 .2 3 3 2.7 4.6 0 1.6 7.3 1.8 l . C  
0 4.4 5.5 .2 2.4 c G 5.0 5.0 1.8 0 0 2.1 4.9 3.3 

.3 3.5 3.1 0 3.8 0 0 2.9 2 9 1.8 0 0 3.5 1.3 3.7 

17.8 31.4 33.4 17.3 25.2 4.2 12.9 26.7 44.5 23.8 0 60.5 62.3 64.3 57.3 
24.3 41.7 36.6 23.2 35.2 6.6 19.3 37.8 40.8 29.5 0 50.3 50.0 51.6 57.8 
31.1 39.7 46.7 37.6 45.0 7.6 23.9 40.6 39.6 37.0 0 55.1 53.1 77.2 72.tr 
29.2 39.G 46.7 29.5 45.4 7.4 25.1 34.7 39.0 35.7 0 39.0 40.7 42.2 43.1 
26.2 35.2 41.2 27.9 40.3 10.9 20.8 31.6 36.1 36.5 0 27.6 27.2 27.6 27.7 

MILES 

MILES 
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CONTINUATION OF TAELt  11-4 

Alternatives Benchmarks 
OUtpLt/kCtl v i  t, 1.1 I H A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Alt. Ait. A l t .  A l t .  H l t .  A l t .  A l t .  M i n  Max Max Max hax 

Timber Purch Rd ReconstIConst MILES 
Units Codes A E C u E F 6 H I J Level PLV Timber Range Water 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Dtcade 5 

12.4 22.C i3 .4  12.1 17.6 3.0 9.0 2C.1 31.1 16.7 0 42.4 43.E 45.C 40.1 
35.2 35.0 36.1 40.5 17.0 29.2 25.6 16.3 24.7 4.6 3.5 26.5 2 8 . 6 2 0 . 6  0 
38.6 37.1 54.1 50.7 21.8 27.8 32.7 26.4 31.5 5.5 16.8 20.3 2 7 . 8 2 5 . 9  0 

20.4 27.3 32.7 20.6 31.6 5.3 17.6 24.3 27.3 25.0 0 27.3 28.5 25.5 30.2 
19.3 19.1 19.3 19.4 18.3 24.6 28.8 19.5 28.6 7.6 14.6 22.1 2 5 . 2 2 2 . 0  0 

rollowing I S  a re-calculation of road construction. This re-evaluaticn i s  a more r ed l i s t i c  portrayal of actual system road development. The original 
display atove i s  retained f o r  comparision purposes. 

Mileslyear Durins Decade 1 
A 8 C D E F G H I J 

Arterial Collector - C 0.4 1.1 1.1 0.6 0.7 0 0 0.8 2.8 0.8 
0.1 1.2 4.1 1.2 Arterial Collector - RC 

SUbtGtdl A/C 2.7 2.7 1.4 1.8 0.1 2.0 6.9 2.0 

Local - c 1.4 2.5 2.7 1.4 2.0 0.3 1.0 2.3 3.6 1.9 

SuttotalLocal 6 . 3  6.7 3.5 5.0 0.8 2.6 5.7 E.9 4.8 

Total - C 1.8 3.6 3.8 2.0 2.7 0.3 1.0 3.1 6.4 2.7 
Toral - RC 2.7 5.45.6.44.111.74.69.4 4.1 

- - - -  1.6 i . G  0.8 1.1 0 0.5 - - - - 

Local - EC 2.2 ~4.0.83.00.51.63.43.4.9 

Subtotal C/RC 4.5 9.0 9.4 4.9 6.6 0.8 2.7 7.7 15.e 
Temporary roads, s k i d  t r a i l s ,  

14.2 25.1 26.7 ~ 13 8 - 20.2 - 3.4 - 10.3 - 23.F - 35.6 - 19.0 
TOTAL 17.8 31.4 33.4 17.3 25.2 4.2 12.9 28.7 44.5 25.8 

- -  and landings 

PIC = Arterial Collector C = Construction RC = Reconstruction 

NOTE. Tiii,bt.r purchaser road conswuct ion l recor is t ruc t ion  miles are  included i n  the above to t a l s .  
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CONTINUATION OF TA6LE 11-4 
A1 ternatives Benchmark5 

OutputIActivi ty  MIH Alt.  Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt.  Alt. Alt. Alt.  Alt. Alt. Min Max blax Max IEax 

BENEFITS (MI1 1982 $ Undiscounted) 
Recreation 

Units Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Ranqe Water 

Developed nblg 
Decade 1 7.i  7.6 7.6 7.7 7.5 7.5 7.2 7.6 8.7 7.6 0 7.7 5.3 7.4 6.9 
Decade 2 8.7 8.7 8.6 8.7 8.5 8.2 7.8 8.7 8.7 9.0 0 8.9 7.1 8.3 7.0 
Decade 3 5.9 9.8 9.7 9.8 9.5 9.0 8.5 9.8 5.9 9.9 0 10.2 7.5 9.2 7.2 
Decade 4 11.1 11.0 11.0 11.0 10.7 9.8 9.1 11.0 11.2 11.2 0 11.5 7.7 10.1 7.6 
Decade 5 12.4 12.3 12.1 12.4 12.0 10.9 10.0 12.3 12.5 12.5 0 12.9 8.0 11.1 8.1 

5.0 5.0 5.0 5.G 4.9 4.9 4.7 5.0 5.7 5.0 9.3 5.0 3.5 4.9 
6.0 5.7 5.6 5.7 5.5 5.4 5.1 5.7 5.7 5.8 9.1 5.8 4.7 5.5 
6.5 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3 5.9 5.7 6.5 6.5 6.5 9.0 6.7 4.9 6.0 
7.3 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.0 6.4 6.0 7.2 7.3 7.3 8.9 7.5 5.1 6.7 
6 ; l  8.1 7.9 8.1 7.9 7.1 6.6 8.1 8.1 8.1 8.8 8.4 5.3 7.1 

Dispersed 
becade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

MM$ 

Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Wildlife (WFUD's) Irk$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
5.c 
5.3 

1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.1 1.5 1.4 
1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.4 1.8 1.5 1 .7  1.4 
2.0 2.0 Z.D 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.0 2 . 1  2.2 1.3 2.1 1.5 1.9 1.5 
2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.9 2.3 2.6 2.4 1.3 2.4 1.6 2.1 1.6 
2.6 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.5 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.6 2.7 1.3 2.7 1.7 2.3 1.7 

2.4 2.3 2 .3  2.3 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.6 2.3 3.7 2.3 1.6 2.2 2.1 
2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.6 2.6 2 7  3.6 2.7 2.2 2.5 2.1 
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.6 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.6 3.1 2.3 2.8 2.2 
3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.0 2.8 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.5 2.3 8.1 2.3 
3.8 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.0 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.9 2 .4  3.4 2.4 
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OutputIActi vi ty MIH Alt. 

... 
Decade 3 7 . 7  7 ?. 1 q 7 7  7 7  7 6  

Range MM$ 
Decade 1 
Oecade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Timber M I 6  
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Oecade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Fuelwood MM$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decdde 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Oecade 4 
Decade 5 

*Water Yield MMS 

2.8 1.0 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.8 1.1 1.0 2.0 1.8 1.6 .3 2.1 1.2 
1.1 3.2 2.4 2.1 .3 3.6 1.6 5.0 1.3 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.0 2.4 1.1 

4.6 1.6 2.5 2.7 3.5 2.3 2.8 1.1 1.2 3.3 2.7 2.5 .3 3.4 1.8 
5.5 1.8 2.6 2.8 3.6 2.4 3.0 1.1 1.2 3.7 2.9 2.6 .3 3.9 2.1 
4.9 1.9 2.7 2.8 3.7 2.5 3.1 1.1 1.2 3.6 3.0 2.6 .3 3.5 2.2 

4.2 6.5 6.3 4.2 6.0 1.1 3.5 6.9 10.8 5.3 0 13.4 12.1 12.6 12.5 
9.0 8.8 9.0 9.7 4.2 6.4 6.0 4.1 5.8 1.0 3.5 6.8 7.2 4.9 0 
6.5 6.2 6.8 6.0 2.3 4.3 4.9 3.0 4.7 .9 2.7 3.5 3.7 3.8 0 

.9 2.3 3.8 4.9 3.4 0 4.8 3.8 4.1 4.5 3.3 4.9 5.1 3.3 4.9 
0 4.3 4.9 3 8 0 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.6 6.2 3.6 5.6 0 

.3 .3 .3 .2 .3 .4 .3 0 .3 .4 .4 .4 
.3 .3 .3 .2 .2 .3 .3 .3 0 .3 .4 .4 .3 
.3 .2 .3 .2 .2 .2 .2 .3 0 .' .4 .2 .2 

.2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .1 .L .2 .2 0 .1 .2 .1 .1 
.2 .A .2 .2 .1 .1 .2 .2 0 .I .1 . I  .1 

1.1 1.8 1.4 2.0 1.6 .h .8 1.8 2.5 1.1 0 3.4 2.0 3.2 3.3 

2.7 4.0 4.1 3.9 4.2 1.6 2.4 4.1 4.1 3.3 0 5.7 4.9 

.3 .3 .3 

.2 .3 

.2 .2 

.2 

.1 .2 

- 
I )  

1.2 1.2 

5.1 3.8 5.4 5.4 
6.7 6.7 

5.5 5.1 6.6 6.6 

.4 .7 .5 1.3 .8 .9 .3 .8 1.0 .4 0 1.5 .7 

2.0 3.1 2.8 3.0 3.0 1.1 1.7 3.1 3.8 2.3 0 

3.2 5.6 5.1 4.5 5.1 1.7 2.8 4.5 4.9 3.9 0 

*Increases over background water are only valued. 11-5G 
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OutputIActivi tj MIH Alt. A l l .  Alt. Alt. ,Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Min Max bhx Max Max 

- COSTS (hti 1982 $ Undiscounted) 

Plternatibes Benchmarks 

Units Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Rar,ge Water 

Total Forest Budget 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

5.s 
6.8 
7.7 
8.0 
8.4 

Fixed Costs 
Protection 

G.A. (General Administration) 
Decades 1-5 .3 

Decades 1-5 1.1 

Variable Costs 
Investments 

Total Roads MM$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

App Roads 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

MM9 

Purch Crd Rds MMO 
Decaae 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

.7 

.9 
1.5 
1.0 
.9 

.3 

.3 

.7 

.3 

. 3  

.4 

.6 

.S 

.7 

.6 

7.6 
9.5 
9.2 
9.6 

10.2 

.3 

1.1 

1.5 
1.8 
1.8 
2.0 
1.7 

.3 

.3 

.4 

.6 

.5 

1.2 
1.5 
1.4 
1.4 
1.2 

7.6 
10.1 
11.8 
11.4 
11.4 

.3 

1.1 

1.0 
1.7 
2.5 
2.4 
1.8 

.4 

.e 
1.4 
1.3 
.8 

.6 

.9 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 

6.6 
7.7 
6.6 
8.9 
9.4 

.3 

1 1  

.6 
1.0 
1.4 
1.3 
1.0 

.2 

.4 

.5 

.6 

.3 

.4 

.6 

.9 

.7 

.7 

6.8 
8.8 
9.3 
9.4 

10.1 

.3 

1.1 

1.0 
2.2 
2.6 
1.9 
2.0 

.4 
1.3 
1.5 
.8 

1.0 

.6 

.9 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
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4.8 
5.3 
5.6 
5.6 
5.9 

.3 

1.1 

.1 

. 3  

.3 

.3 

.4 

0 
.1 
.1 
.1 
.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

. 2  

.3 

4.7 
5.1 
5.5 
5.7 
4.e 

.3 

1.1 

.4 

.7 

.9 

.9 

.7 

.1 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.2 

.3 

.5 

.6 

.6 

.5 

i . 5  
9.1 
9.5 

10.0 
10.1 

. 3  

1.1 

1 . 2  
1.7 
1.8 
2.0 
1.7 

.5 

.a 

.s 

.5 
., 

. I  

.7 

.9 
1.0 

.8 

.8 

8.8 
7.4 
9.1 

10.1 
10.2 

.3 

1.1 

2.5 
1.7 
1.8 
2.0 
1.7 

1.4 
.7 
.8 
1.1 

.9 

1.1 
1.0 
1.0 

.9 

.D 

7.0 
8.1 
9.1 
9.9 
9.9 

.3 

1.1 

.ti 
1.0 
1.3 
1.3 
1.1 

.E  

.7 

.7 

.7 

.8 

.2 

.3 

. 3  

.3 

.3 

.3 

1.1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
U 
0 

.3 

1.1 

2.1 
3.3 
2.2 
1.7 
1 . G  

.7 
2.1 

.8 

.5 

.3 

1.4 
1.2 
1.4 
1.2 

.7 

.3 

1.1 

3.2 
3.2 
2.6 
1.7 
1.2 

1.7 
2.0 
1.: 

.7 

.5 

1.5 
1.2 
1.3 
1.0 
.7 

.5 

1.1 

3.2 
3.5 
3.0 
2.0 
1.1 

1.6 
2.2 
1.1 
1.0 

.4 

1.6 
1.3 
1.9 
1.0 

.7 

_I 

.J 

1.1 

3.6 
2.6 
2.1 
1.9 
1.4 

2.2 
1.2 

.7 

.9 

.7 

1.n 
1.4 
1.4 
1.0 

.7 
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Decade 2 
Decade 5 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Rec. Inv. 
becade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

W i l d l i f e  Inv .  
Eecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Timber Inv. 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Opera t i on 
Decade 1 

Decade 5 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

MMS 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

MMB 
.c4 
.04 
.04 
.04 
.04 

MMb 
.09 
.12 ~~ 

.07 . li 

.17 

MCI: 
3.63 
4.33 

n i t .  
B 
.04 
.04 
.04 
.04 
.04 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.18 

.71 

.3S 

.31 

.37 

3.84 
4.81 
4.84 
5.11 
5.75 

C 0 E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range Water 

.08 

.08 

.08 

.08 

.06 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

_. 
. I  

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.02 

.46 
1.08 
1.30 
.72 
.79 

4.05 
5.13 
5.81 
6.09 
6.61 

.03 

.03 

.G3 

.03 

.G3 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.09 

.10 

.14 

.14 

.17 

3.78 
4.77 
4.83 
5.23 
6.C 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.05 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.1 

.08 

.07 

.Ob 

.04 

.31 

.45 

.13 
36 
.43 

3.94 
5.09 
5.05 
6.19 
6.18 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  Benchmarks 
Output IAct i  v i  t y  k I t I  A l t .  .- A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  H i t .  Min Max Mar Pax Ilax 

U n i t s  Codes A 
Range Inv.  MM$ 

Decade 1 .04 0 
0 
0 
0 
D 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.01 

. u t  

.OE . 08 
0 

.02 

.03 

.12 

.05 
0 

3.27 
3.51 
3.7 
3.99 
4.02 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.07 

.Ob 

.Ob 

0 

0 

.@7 

.10 

.11 

.10 
0 

2.76 
2.9 
3.03 
3.3 
2.64 

.15 

.08 

.?l 

.09 

.ll 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

7 .. 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.12 

.14 

.10 

.14 

.16 

3.99 
5.04 
5.35 
5.63 
5.99 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.G 
7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.ll 

.12 

.il 

.21 

.;2 

5.81 
3.4 
5.01 
5.71 
5.8 

.04 

.04 

.04 
04 
.04 

.5 

.5 

.I, 

.5 

.5 

.c4 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.16 

.42 

.18 

.21 

.52 

4.0€ 
4.7 
5.64 
6.41 
6.3 

0 
G 
C 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
C 
0 

0 
0 
C 
0 
0 

1.4 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.2 

.20 

18 

. I6  

C 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
C 

.06 

.06 

.06 

0 

0 

.28 
.47 
.23 
2.40 
3.sc 

3.5 
8.6 
8.1 
7.8 
8.6 

.04 

.01 

.07 

.01 . (18 

0 
0 
0 
0 
G 

.04 

.17 
0 
0 
.05 

.06 
.17 
.G5 
.08 

2.00 

7 9  
9.4 
9.0 
7.3 
6.4 

.41 

.37 

.38 

0 

0 

0 
C 
0 
0 
0 

0 
CJ 
0 
c 
0 

.23 
1.50 
.37 
1.24 
.45 

8.6 
5.4 
9.7 
1G.4 
8.9 

0 
.01 
.01 
.01 
.01 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

li 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.08 

.24 

.34 

.85 

.68 

6.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.4 
5.7 
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CONlINUATION OF TABLE 11-4 

A1 ternatives Eenchmarks 
OutputIActivity MIH A l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt A l t .  Alt. h l t .  Alt. K i n  Max Max Max Max 

Nan Forest Service 
h i t s  Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Ranse L t e r  

Cost txcluding Rds. MMS 
5.4 9.2 Decade 1 3.0 4.5 4.6 3.0 4.3 .9 2.6 5.0 7.8 3.7 0 8.0 8.9 

Decade 2 2.6 4.3 4.3 2.7 4.2 .E 2.3 4.6 4.9 2.7 0 6.1 6.6 6.4 6.6 
Decade 3 1.0 3.8 2.9 1.3 2.5 .5 1.5 1.6 2.9 2.9 0 3.7 3.9 3.4 2.8 
Decade 4 1.9 2.3 3.1 1.8 2.9 .5 1.1 2.1 3.4 2.6 0 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.7 

2.5 2.6 Decaoe 5 2.5 2.6 4.1 2.2 3.9 0 0 2.6 3.3 2.3 0 2.8 2.3 

Returns t o  Treasury MM$ 
Decdde 1 1565 2238 1085 1550 1613 SO0 1348 2175 3160 1959 381 3378 267: 3077 3317 
Decade 2 1858 Z U i E  1837 1850 18G4 1208 1646 2329 2207 1706 381 3156 2309 2705 319C 
Decade 3 2327 2421 2934 2324 2756 1199 1354 2546 2423 2459 381 2753 2829 3099 2457 
Decade 4 3661 3721 4138 3651 3882 1224 1551 400€ 3509 4134 381 4258 4CE7 $318 4030 
Decade 5 7898 8i18 8379 8035 8111 1029 1603 8024 7959 8111 381 7455 7949 6082 7876 
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TABLE 11-5 

Resource Outputs, A c t i v i t i e s ,  Costs, and Benef i t s  by A l t e r n a t i v e  
and Benchmark Measured from F i r s t  Decade Gutput 

i n  Current D i rEc t ion  on an Annual Basis per  Decade 

A l te rna t ives  Benchiflarks 

b m t s  Current A n C D E F I; t i  I <l Level PNV Timber Range Water 
Max Max Output/Pct1v1ty l s t l  

Recrea t 1 on MRVDS 799 
Oeveloped 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 

Gerade 4 
Decade 5 

DeCddt. J 

0 19 13 -8 -14 16 -70 15 24 30 -175 8 -102 -22 -106 
102 141 130 124 83 22 -47 137 146 161 -779 138 -114 64 -147 
266 304 296 279 242 128 35 301 313 340 -779 310 -78 173 -131 
431 478 463 450 403 225 108 472 495 521 -779 483 -52 302 -83 
595 647 618 622 562 357 193 638 665 697 -779 653 -10 340 -25 

Dispersed Recreatiou Other bIKVDS 
(Not Inc lud ing  !dFW's)L/ 

Decade 1 
R.D.S. (RN) 393 0 10 7 7 -6 -15 -35 9 13 16 416 5 -50 -11 -53 

(SPM) 52 Ir IJ 0 0 -2 -3 -5 0 1 1 53 0 -8 -2 -8 
(SPNM) 66 0 2 1 1 -1 -2 -6 2 3 3  70 1 -8 -1 -9 

Oecade i 
(RN) 
(SPli) 
(SPNM) 

Decade 3 
(RN) 
(SPM) 
(SPNM) 

(RN) 
(SPW 
(SPhM) 

(RN) 
(SPk) 
(SPNM) 

Decade 4 

Gerade 5 

52 72 67 63 42 11 -23 70 74 82 332 71 0 3J -73 
6 8 8 7 5 1 -4 E 9 10 42 8 -1 3 -10 
9 13 11 3 8 2 -4 12 13 14 56 12 0 6 -13 

135 154 149 142 123 66 18 152 156 173 10 157 -39 88 -66 
17 1 Y  19 18 15 8 2 19 20 22 39 19 -6 1: -9 
23 26 26 34 21 12 3 26 27 30 53 27 -b 15 -11 

153 -41 
28 3 i  30 29 26 14 C 30 32 33 37 31 -4 19 -6 

219 242 234 228 205 114 55 239 251 264 288 245 -26 

37 41 40 39 34 20 10 41 43 45 49 41 -4 26 -7 

302 328 312 315 4&5 181 98 322 357 352 267 330 -4 213 -12 
38 42 40 40 36 23 12 41 33 45 34 42 -2 27 -3 
51 55 53 54 48 31 17 55 57 60 45 56 0 36 - 2  

- 1; WFUDS must be added t o  these f i g u r e s  t o  ob ta in  t o t a l  recrea t ion  use. 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 

CutputlActlvity 1s t  Cecade Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt A l t .  A l t .  Alt. A1 t. Alt. A l t .  Min  Mar Max Max hdx 
A1 ternatives Benchmarks 

h i t s  Current A B C D E F G tl I J Level PtiV Timber Ranse Water 

Ihlderness (Not Includiny IuFUU's! 
Decade 1 

R.O.S. (RN) 142 0 
80 ir 

.9 0 
(SPM) 
(SPNM) 

Decade 2 
(PRlf.!) 

Gecaae ? 
(PRlN) 
(SPNEi) 
(SPM) 

Decade 4 

Decade 5 
(PRIM) 
(SPNI:) 
(SPk)  

.1 
All Alternatives and Benchmarks MRVDS are the same d s  Alternatlve A 

27  
16 
.1 

27 
16 
.1 

27 
16 
. 1  

Wilderness fldndgement MAC 2 7 3  
Decade 1 0 
~~~~~~ ~ 

Decade 2 
Decdue 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0 
0 
0 
0 

All Alternatives and Benchmarks acreages are  the same as Alternative A. 
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CONTINUATIOH OF TABLE 11-5 
Alterndtives Benchmarks 

h i t s  Currert H B C D E F G Ii J Level PEN Timber Rdise Llater 
Elax Max OUtput/Actl v i  t y  1st Dec Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Min  Max Elax 

Wildlife 
Structural Habitat Imp. 

Decade 1 
3ecade 2 
Cecade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Non-Structural Hab. Im. 
Decade 1 
Clecade 2 
becade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Wildlife and  Fish Use 
Decade 1 
Decaoe 2 
Decdde 3 
Decace 4 
Decade 5 

Elk* 
Decade 1 
Decade i 
DeL.oe 3 
Decade 4 
Uecade 5 

Deer * 
Decade 1 
Decaae 2 
Decade 3 
Decaae 4 
Decade 5 

SThUC 14 

MAC Y2 5 
C 
0 
0 
G 
0 

153 

0 -9 12 12 
0 -9 12 10 
0 -9 12 8 
0 -s 12 3 
0 -9 12 0 

0 -575 1382 1382 
o -575 i382 1 ~ 4 ~  
0 -575 1382 716 
0 -575 1382 383 
0 -57 1382 67 

a 7  7 -a 
48 46 4; 35 
86 84 80 72 

126 123 119 106 

MANIM 5.b 
0 0 -.5 .6 0 
.1 .2 -.4 .6 .1 

0 .2 -.2 .l .2 
-.l .? -.4 .6 .2 - 3 -.2 -.4 . 5  -.l 

t.lAANIM 45.2 
0 .2 -4.3 4.4 0 

.7 1.1 -3.0 5.1 0 

.5 2.4 -2.0 5.6 2.3 
-.5 .7 -1.9 5.0 1.6 

-2.2 -1.5 -3.3 4.0 -.8 

-10 
3 

-14 
3 
5 

-776 
396 

-925 
396 
463 

-7 
5 

24 
n o  
60 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.5 

.4 

4.0 
3.8 
3.7 
3.6 
3.1 

5 
-14 

3 
-14 

3 

623 
-925 
276 

-925 
276 

-16 
47 
85 

124 
163 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.4 
.4 

2.9 
2.9 
2.S 
3.0 
3.1 

0 
C 
0 
0 
C 

0 
0 
0 
C 
0 

3 
49 
88 

130 
169 

0 
.1 
.2 

0 
- 1  

-.l 
1.5 
1.8 
1.1 
-.3 

0 
0 
0 
0 
C 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5 
21 
45 
6L 
98 

0 
.2 
.2 
.I 

-.2 

.3 
2.3 
3.1 
1.6 

-1.3 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

-500 
-500 
-500 
-500 
-500 

6 

94 
136 
116 

C.7 *- 

.1 

.1 
0 
0 
-.2 

.1 
1.5 
2.4 
1.7 

-1.6 

-14 2 
-14 -14 
-14 2 
-14 -14 
-14 2 

-925 223 
-925 -525 
-925 223 
-925 -925 
-925 223 

-34 1 
-33 47 
-37 8 1  
-41 127 
-45 166 

2 7 . I  
2.7 .7 
2.7 .1 
2.7 .1 
2.7 .7 

12.8 .8 
12.8 .e 
12.8 .8 
12.8 ,6 
12.8 .8 

-13 
-14 
-13 
-1G 
-12 

-905 
-925 
-694 
-131 
-074 

-24 
15 
-3 
3 

13 

-.8 
-.G 
-.8 
-.6 
-.8 

-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 

-14 
-14 
-14 
-14 
-14 

-925 
-925 
-Y25 
-Y25 
-525 

-6 
30 
55 
65 

113 

-1.8 
-1.8 
-1.8 
-1.8 
-1.8 

-13 2 
-13.2 
-13.2 
-13.2 
-13.2 

-14 
-14 
-14 
-14 
-14 

-925 
-925 
-(125 
-925 
-925 

-25 
-18 
-14 

-4 
10 

-.8 
-.8 
-.8 
-.8 - 

-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 
-5.2 

* I t  i s  important t o  note t h a t  these levels dre what the Forest call support seasondlly (spring, summer, and f d l l j  dnd  that  without major’ irprovement of 
adjacc-lit lands. which comprise over 80% of the b i g  gave winter range, these lev61s can n o t  be maintaineo. 
f a l l  below State ObJectives 

Only under alternative C do elk numbers 

- 11 F i s h  and l i i ldl i fe  p c r t i o n  of total  recreation use. 11-62 



CONTINUATION O i  TABLE 11-5 

Alternatives Benchmarks 
Output/Activl ty 1st Oec \ Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. hax Max 

Units Current A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range Water 
Q>""., MPllMC 77 I ~ " a ' 3 c  . "ll. .I , , 

DeLade 1 0 5 18 -8 -7 -14 -25 18 6 4 -74.5 1 -26 36 -45 
Decade 2 3 8 23 -6 10 -13 -23 24 9 7 -74.5 30 -17 67 -34 
Decade 3 5 14 28 -5 14 -13 -20 27 12 14 -74.5 io -1 76 -21 
Decade 4 6 22 37 -4 16 -13 -18 32 15 22 -74.5 36 10 94 -8 
Decade 5 7 31 38 -3 18 -13 -18 35 15 31 -74.5 23 24 72 -2 

Timber Sales Offered I4MCF 3.3 

Decade 5 

0 2.8 1.9 0 1.3 -2.4 -.6 2.6 6.4 1.2 -3.3 7.0 7.5 7.8 8.0 
0 2.6 1.9 0 1.7 -2.4 -.6 2.6 3 1.2 -3.3 5.0 4.7 5.2 5.1 

-1.4 .7 1.2 .9 1.0 -2.4 -1 .4 .1 .2 -3.3 2.6 2.5 3.0 2.4 
-.4 .3 1.3 -.3 1.0 -2.4 -1.1 -.l .8 .2 -3.3 1.3 .1 .9 ~9 .- 

1;i 1.2 -.I .a 1.9 -.I 1.7 -3.3 - .9 .3 1.1 .6 -3.3 .3 0 

Sawtimber (Hardwood) MMCi 0 
Decade 1 0 .4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .8 0 .z 0 
Decade 2 0 .4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1 .1 .I ~1 
Oecade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Fuelwood MMCF 10.1 
Oecade 1 
Decade i 
Decade 3 
Oecade 4 
Decade E, 

.- .. 
1.4 .2 .7 .9 .7 0 .4 .9 1.0 .7 0 .4 .3 .2 .7 

0 .1 0 .1 0 .9 . 3  .2 0 . 3  0 0 .1 0 .1 
.3 .6 .6 .3 .7 0 .5 .4 .3 .7 0 .1 1.1 .7 .6 

0 1.1 .8 -.i .6 0 -1.2 1.1 3.5 .3 -10.1 1.2 3.6 6.0 4.5 
-1.8 .6 -.5 -.6 .9 -1.6 -2.4 .6 -.5 -.7 -10.1 2.0 3.c  3.2 1.3 
-2.1 -2.9 1.2 -2.5 1.4 -1.5 -3.4 -2.1 -2.5 -.3 -10.1 -2.4 3.4 -1.4 -2 
-3.6 -3.6 -.3 -3.1 -1.8 -2.5 -4.3 -2.9 -2.4 - 3 . 3 - 1 0 . 1  -7 -3 -4.9 - 5 ~ 1  -.- .~ 
-5.5 -3.7 -3.3 -4.6 -3.1 -2.3 -5.6 -5.3 -4.0 -4.2 -10.1 -7.7 -4.6 -7.1 -7 

Roundwood MMCF .4 
.2 -.4 1 1.0 1 1 

.6 .7 7 
Decdde 1 0 .4 .3 0 .2 0 .1 .4 .8 
Decade 7 0 .4 .3 0 .2 0 .1 .4 .4 .2 -.4 .7 
DeLade 3 
Decade 4 
DecaGe 5 

.. .. .~ 
0 .1 .3 0 .2 0 .1 .1 .2 .1 -.4 .4 .4 .4 .4 
0 .1 .3 0 .1 0 .1 .1 .2 .1 -.4 .2 .2 .2 . 2  
0 .1 .3 0 .2 0 .1 .1 .2 .1 -.4 0 0 .: 0 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 
A1 ternatives Benchmarks 

OutputIActivity 1st Dec Alt. Alt. Alt. H l t .  Alt. Alt. A l t .  Alt. Alt. Alt. M i n  Max Max Max Max 
Units Lurrent A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Ranqe Water 

Reforestation MAC 3.4 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

TS I AC 0 
Decade 1 
Derade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Water MAC/FT 
Meeting Quality Goals 882 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Increase over Natural 11 
EIACIFT 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Sediment TDTAL/T 32 
Decaae 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0 
-.2 

.7 

.5 

.1 

D 
20 
20 

296 
386 

0 
46 
56 
63 
67 

0 
G 

19 
28 
34 

0 
1 
3 
6 
4 

2.0 

1.4 
1.4 
1.0 

2.3 

0 
313C 
2293 
2152 
3406 

3 
55 
70 
79 
84 

3 
17 
33 
44 
51 

0 
6 
:i 
16 
17 

1.0 D 
1.5 -.3 
2.8 1.9 
2.8 .5 
2.1 .3 

n n 
4267 26 
2482 20 
7879 113 
5242 332 

1 11 
50 57 
66 69 
80 76 
SO 83 

1 11 
1 2  19 
29 32 
45 43 
57 50 

2 0 
9 1 

14 2 
19 6 
18 3 

1.1 
1.3 
2.1 
2.1 
2.0 

0 
34Gl 

20 
3693 
2256 

3 
53 
69 
81 
90 

3 
15 
32 
46 
57 

4 
12 
14 
10 
18 

-2.7 -.9 
-2.6 -.8 
-2.4 -.2 
-2.4 0 
-2 

0 
0 

696 
12s 

0 

-11 
-6 
-5 
-2 
-1 

6 
5 
9 

14 
16 

-1 
-1 
-1 
0 
2 

-.6 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-18 
-7 

2 
8 

11 

-1 
6 

16 
24 
29 

0 
0 
1 
2 
4 

1.5 3.6 
1.6 2.0 
2.0 1.9 
1.2 1.8 

.8 1.4 

.8 -3.4 5.7 5.0 6.3 

.7 -3.4 3.3 3.3 3.5 
1.5 -3.4 3.9 3.7 6.9 

.6 -3.4 1.8 2.0 2.2 

.6 -3.4 . 3  .2 .3 

0 
20 
20 

254 
338 

3 
55 
70 
80 
83 

3 
17 
33 
46 
50 

0 
1 
3 
6 
5 

0 
461 
20 

1103 
675 

7 
63 
78 
85 
88 

7 
25 
41 
50 
55 

0 
4 

11 
18 
16 

0 
1565 
356 
254 

2224 

0 
47 
60 
70 
76 

0 
9 

23 
35 
45 

0 
4 
9 

16 
16 

0 
0 
0 
C 
0 

-22 
-12 
-19 
-21 
-23 

-5 
-5 
-5 
-5 
-5 

-1 
-1 
-1 

-1 
-1 

0 0 
81 6458 

0 5460 
378 13945 

2436 5851 

13 13 
75 23 
95 78 

102 90 
95 91 

13 3 
37 15 

67 55 
62 58 

58 41 

1 8 
3 16 
3 16 
3 20 
4 21  

0 
673 

0 
9546 
2789 

10 
72 
98 

11;: 
109 

10 
34 
61  
77 
76 

Y 
15 
18 
20 
22 

5.3 
4.3 
6.3 
2.3 

.3 

0 
0 
0 

6471 
4825 

10 
73 
98 

112 
109 

10 
35 
61 
77 
76 

6 
14 
19 
22 
21 

11 Includes a l l  increase - Not just meetins quali ty goals. 
*Incliides a l l  water increase 2nd not just water meeting quali ty p a l s .  All water y ie ld  increase over current neet5 S ta t e  water quali ty standards. 9500 

Al te rna t i r t s  t ha t  have investments f o r  watershed restoration b r i n g  th is  f igure  up t o  standards by the  acre f e e t  currently do not meet Sta te  standards. 
year 2000. 11-64 



CONTINUATION OF TABLE Ii-5 

OutputIActivity 1s t  Dec Alt. A l t .  A l t .  Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. A ~ L .  Min Max Kax Max Max 
P1 t e r n a t u r s  Benchmarks 

Units Current A 8 C D E F G H I 3 Level PNV Timber Range Water 
57 Sol s AC 

Resource iniprovement 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 

0 G 0 0 G -57 -57 G 0 0 -57 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 -57 -57 0 0 0 -57 0 0 0 0 

Azsunies backlog complete by 2000 

Protection 
Fire M y n t  Eff Index $/MAC 309 

Decade 1 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 24 24 24 20 25 24 24 24 
Decade 2 0 24 24 2G 20 222 222 26 c4 24 20 24 24 26 24 
Decade 3 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 24 24 24 20 24 24 24 24 
Decade 4 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 24 24 24 2G 2.i 24 24 24 
Decade 5 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 24 24 24 20 24 24 24 24 

Fuelbreaks and Fuel M ACRES 2.4 
Treatment 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 

Decade 5 

Minerals CASES 
Leases and Permits 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0 2.1 .9 -.l 1.0 -1.8 -.7 1.4 3.5 .ti -2.4 5.7 5.9 6.2 5.2 
1.5 -2.4 4.3 4.3 4.5 5.3 

1.7 2.4 3.8 2.6 3.6 -1.4 .8 3.0 5.9 2.5 -2.4 4.9 4.7 7.9 7.3 
1.5 2.4 3.8 1.5 3.6 -1.4 l . G  2.2 2.8 2.4 -2.4 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.3 
1.1 2.0 3.1 1.3 2.0 -1.0 .4 1.8 2.4 1.8 -2.4 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 

.8 3.2 2.5 .7 2.3 -1.5 .2 2.7 3.0 

85 

0 
G 

0 
0 

0 

0 

HC&G 
Human Resource Programs ENRYR TARGETS RETAINED AT REGiONAL LEVEL 

Lands ACRES 
Land Pur .  8 Acq. TARGETS RETAINED AT REGIONAL LEVEL 

0 
G 

0 
0 

-55 
-55 
-55 
-55 
-55 

0 0 
0 

6 
0 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 

OutputlActivity 1st Dec Alt. Alt. Rlt. A l t .  Alt. Alt. A l t .  Elt .  Alt. A l t .  Min  Max P1.x Max Max 

Faci l i t ies  

Benchmarks Alternatives 

Units Current A B C D E F G ti I J Level PNV Timber Range Water 

Trai ls  ConstIRecon MILLS 30 
Decade 1 0 10 -20 10 0 -20 -30 10 -30 50 0 10 10 1c 10 
Decade 2 0 10 -20 10 0 -20 -30 10 -30 50 0 1c 10 10 10 
Decade 3 0 10 -20 10 0 -26 -30 10 -30 50 0 10 10 10 1c 

Decade 5 0 i o  -20 10 0 -20 -30 10 -30 50 0 10 10 10 10 

Decade 1 0 1.8 1.8 .5 .9 -.4 -.a 1.1 6 1.1 -.9 .3 10.6 6.4 11.0 Decade 2 .8 2.1 2.5 .1 5.8 -.9 -.9 1.4 1.4 .6 -.9 10.0 9.3 10.0 3.7 
Decade 3 1.0 3.2 7.8 -.9 6.7 -.9 -.7 2.4 1.8 3.7 -.9 .7 6.4 .9 .1 
Decade 4 -.9 3.5 4.6 -.7 1.5 -.9 -.9 4.1 4.1 .9 -.9 -.9 1.2 4.0 2.4 
Decade 5 -.6 2.6 2.2 -.s 2.9 -.9 -.s 2.0 2.0 .9 -.9 -.9 2.6 .4 2.8 

Decade 4 0 10 -20 10 0 -io -30 10 -30 50 0 10 10 10 iC 

Road ConstIReconst MILES 9 

Local Road CanstIRecon NILES 17.8 
Decade 1 0 11.4 15.6 -.5 7.4 -13.6 -4.9 10.9 26.7 6 -17.8 42.7 44.5 46.5 39.6 
Decade i 6.5 23.9 18.8 5.4 17.4 -11.2 1.520.0 23.0 11.7 -17.8 32.5 32.2 33.8 40.0 
Decade 3 13.3 2 i .S  28.9 20.0 27.2 -10.2 6.1 22.8 22.0 19.2 -17.8 37.3 35.3 59.4 54.6 
Decaoe 4 11.4 21.2 28.9 11.7 27.6 -10.4 9.3 16.9 2l.L li.9 -17.8 21.2 22.9 24.4 25.3 Decade 5 8.4 17.4 23.4 10.1 23.1 -6.9 3.0 15.8 18.3 16.7 -17.8 9.8 9.4 9.8 9.9 

Timber Purch Rd Const MILES 1ncluded below 
Timber Purch Rd Reconstl 

Cons t MILES 12.4 
Decade 1 0 9.6 11.0 .3 5.2 -9.4 -3.4 7.7 18.7 4.3 -12.4 130.0 3i .2  -12.4 27.7 
Decade 2 4.6 16.8 13.2 3.9 12.3 -7.8 1.114.1 16.2 8.2 -12.4 22.8 22.6 23.7 28.1 
Decade 3 9.4 15.4 20.3 14.0 19.1 -7.1 4.415.9 15.4 13.5 -12.4 26.2 24.7 41.7 38.3 
Decade 4 G.0 14.9 20.3 8.2 19.4 -7.1 5.2 11.51 i4.9 12.6 -12.4 i4.9 16.i 17.1 17.8 
Decade 5 5.9 12 2 16.4 7.1 lG.2 -4.8 2.2 9.7 12.8 9.6 -12.4 6.9 6 7 6.9 7.0 

BENEFITS 

Recreation 
Developed BMM 7.7 

Decade 1 0 -.I -.l 0 -.2 -.2 -.5 -.i 1.0 -.l -7.7 0 -2.4 -.3 -.e 
Decade 2 1.0 l.u .9 1.0 .8 .5 .1 1.0 1.0 1 . 3  -7.7 1.2 -.6 .6 -.7 
Decade 3 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 1.8 1.3 .8 2.1 2.2 2.2 -7.7 2.5 -.2 1.5 -.5 

2.4 -.l Decade 4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.0 2.1 1.4 3.3 3 . 5  3.5 -7.7 3.8 0 
Decade 5 4.7 4 6 4.4 4.7 4.3 3.2 2.3  4.6 4 8 4.8 -7.7 5.2 .3 3.4 .4 
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4 B  

CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 

OUtpUt/ALtlVltY l b t  Dec 5 A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Max I k x  
A l t e r n a t i v e s  Benchlndrks 

U n i t s  L u r r e n t  A R C D E F G H I J Level PNV Tiniber Ranqe E a t e r  
Disoersed MMB 5.0 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Wilderness MMS 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Cecade 4 
Decade 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 

Decade 4 
Decade 5 

M i l d l i f e  (WFUD's: MMS 

Decdde 5 

Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Range MM: 

1.5 

2.4 

MN$ 

1.7 

0 -.l -.l -.3 0 .7 0 4.3 G -1.5 -.l -.5 0 0 0 
1.c .7 .6 .7 .5 .4 .1 .7 .7 .8 4.4 .8 -.3 .5 -.4 
1.3 1.4 1.4 1 4  1.3 .9 .7 1.5 1.5 1.5 4.0 1.7 -.I l.C - . 3  
2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.0 1.4 1.0 7.2 2.3 3.3 3.9 2.5 
3.1 3.1 2.3 3.1 2.9 2.1 1.6 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.8 3.4 .3 2.1 . 3  

.1 1.7 0 

0 .l .1 .1 .1 0 0 .1 -.l .2 -.l .I -.4 0 -.l 
.3 .3 .3 ." 2 .3 .2 .1 .3 .3 .4 -.l .3 u .- 7 -.l 
.5 .5 .5 .5 .5 .4 .3 .5 .G .7 - .2  .6 0 .4 0 
.8 .e .8 .8 .7 .5 .4 .5 1.i .9 -.i .s .1 .6 1.1 
1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 .8 .6 1.1 1.1 1.2 -.2 1.2 .2 .5 1.2 

0 -.l .8 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.4 .9 .9 -.l 2.1 1.5 .5 2.2 .4 
.2 .2 2.6 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 .3 2.1 1.9 .9 .9 .5 
.6 .6  3.3 1.9 1.8 1.e 1.8 1.8 1.8 . G  1.9 2.2 1.2 1.2 .8 
. Y  .9 z.1 2.3 2.3 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.3 i.0 1.9 2.5 1.5 1.6 .9 
1.4 1.3 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.8 1.4 1.8 2.2 1.5 2.1 1.2 

1.8 
0 0 -.l .I 0 .2 .4 0 0 0 .8 .1 .3 -.4 .4 
.3 .4 0 .5 .3 .4 .8 .3 .3 .4 .8 .5 .3 -.4 .4 
.4 .5 .1 .4 .4 .G .6 .4 .4 .4 .8 .3 .3 -.4 .4 
.5 .6 .1 .6  .4 .6 .8 .4 .5 .4 .8 .5 .3 - . 3  .4 

.4 .5 .1 .4 .4 .7 .8 .4 .5 .8 .4 .3 - . 3  .4 

0 0 .3 -.l .1 -.6 -.7 .3 .1 -.l -1.4 1.4 -.5 1.1 -.7 
.5 .7 1.2 . 3  .7 -.G -.6 1.5 .7 .4 -1.4 1.9 -.l 3.3 -.4 
.ti 1.0 1.7 . 6  1.1 -.6 -.5 1.6 1.0 .5 -1.4 1.7 .1 2.9 -.I 
.9 1.1 1.9 .7 1.3 -.6 -.5 2.0 1.2 .6 -1.4 2.2 .4 3.8 .I 
1.0 1.1 2.0 .8 1.4 -.6 -.5 1.9 1.3 .6 -1.4 1.8 .5 3.2 .2 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 

OutputIActivity 1 s t  Dec Alt. Glt. Alt. AlC. Alt. Alt.  Alt. Alt.  Alt. Alt. Min #ax Mdx Max Max 
A1 ternatives Benchmarks 

Units Current A e C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Ranqe h'aler 
Timhor M M R A ?  I .I.."_. . .. ._ 

Gecade 1 0 2.9 2.1 0 1.8 -3.1 -.7 
Decade 2 G 1.4 1.8 -.l 1.6 -3.2 -.7 
Decade 3 -:.9 0 .7 -1.2 .5 -3.3 -1.5 
Decade 4 -.9 .7 .9 -.9 .7 -3.3 -1.9 
Decdoe 5 -.3 .4 2.0 -.6 1.6 -4.2 -4.2 

ruelwood 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Water Yield * 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

MMB 

EIMS 

0 0 0 0 0 
-.l 0 0 0 0 
- . l  -.l G -.l 0 
-.l -.? -.l -.l -.l 
-.2 -.l -.l -.2 -.l 

C .I .1 .7 .2 
.7 1.2 .9 1.3 1.1 
1.3 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.1 
1.3 2.6 2.7 2.E 2.8 
1.9 2.9 3.3 2.9 3.3 

0 -.l 
-.l -.l 
-.l - 1 
-.l -.2 
-.l -.2 

.4 0 

.5 .6 

.7 1.1 

.9 1.5 
1.0 1.7 

2.7 
2.6 
-.7 
-.4 

.1  

0 
0 
-.l 
-.l 
-2 

.2 
1.2 
2.1 
2.7 
2.9 

Costs ( M M  1902 $ Undiscounted) 
Total Forest Budget 
Fixed Costs - There arc 110 changes from current for  fixed ccsts  between ,Iternatlves or decades. 

Variable Costs 

Investments 
Total Roads HH$ .7 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0 .8 .3 -.l .3 -.6 -.3 .5 
.2 1.1 1.0 .3 1.5 -.4 0 1.0 
.8 1.1 1.8 .7 1.9 -.4 .2 1.1 
.3 1.3 1.7 .6 1.2 -.4 .2 1.3 
.2 1.0 1.1 .3 1.3 -.3 0 1.0 

6.6 
3.0 
-.5 
.7 
.7 

.1 
0 
-1 
-1 
-.l 

.4 
1.7 
2.6 
3.0 
3.2 

l.E 
1.0 
1.1 
1.3 
1.0 

1.1 
.7 
-.4 
-.3 
-.4 

0 
0 
0 
-.l 
-.l 

0 
.7 
1.9 
2.9 
3.5 

.i 

.3 

.6 

.6 

.4 

-4.2 
-4.2 
-4.2 
-4.2 
-4.2 

-.3 
-.3 
-.3 
-.3 
-.3 

-.3 
-.3 
-.3 
-.3 
-.3 

-.7 
-.7 
-.7 
-.7 
-.7 

9.2 
4.8 
2.3 

.6 
-.4 

0 
0 
-.l 
-.2 
-.2 

.7 
2.4 
3.5 
4.1 
4.1 

1.4 
1.6 
1.5 
1.0 

. 3  

7.9 
4.6 
2.0 
-.4 
-.6 

.1 

.1 

.1 
-.l 
-.2 

.2 
1.3 
2.6 
3.3 
3.3 

2.5 
2.5 
1.9 
1.0 

.5 

8.4 
4.8 
2.6 
-.l 
-.4 

.1 

.1 
-.l 
-.2 
-.2 

.6 
2.2 
3.7 
4.5 
4.4 

2.5 
2.8 
2.3 
1.3 
.4 

8.3 
5.5 
1.8 
.3 
-.3 

.1 
0 
- . l  
-.2 
-.2 

.6 
2.3 
3.8 
4.6 
4.4 

2.9 
1.9 
1.4 
1.2 
.7 

*Values for increases over natural only 
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CONTINUATIClN OF TABLE 11-5 
Benchmarks A1 ternativcs 

Output lkt ivl ty  1st Dec A l t .  Alt. A l t .  Alt. Alt. A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  A l t .  Min Max llax Max Max 
Uni t s  Current A B L D E F G H i J Level PNV Timber Range Water 

App Roads MM$ .3 
Uecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Purch Crd Rds 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 

MMF 

Range Investment MM$ .04 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Rec. Investment MM$ 0 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0 
0 

G 
0 

.4 

.4 

.2 

.4 

.3 

.2 

0 

U 
0 
C 
G 
0 

U 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
.1 
.3 
.2 

.a 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 

.6 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.J  

.7 

.1 

.5 
1.1 
1.0 

.5 

.2 

.5 

.7 

.7 

.6 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

7 .. 

-.l 
.1 
.2 
.3 

0 

0 
.2 
.5 

.3 

-.01 
-.01 
-.01 
-.01 
-.01 

1 .J 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.1 
1.0 
1.2 

.5 

.i 

1.2 
.5 
.7 
.7 
.6 

. G 1  

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-.3 
-.2 
- .2  
-.2 
-.2 

-.3 
- .2  
-.2 
-.2 
-.l 

-.u4 
-.04 

-.04 
-.04 

-.a4 

G 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-.2 
-.l 0 

-.l .1 

0 
-.l 

.2 

.2 

.1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

a 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.2 

.5 

.6 

.4 

.2 

.3 

.5 

.6 

.4 

.4 

.15 

.04 

.u7 

.05 

.07 

.6 

.7 

.7 

.7 

.7 

1.1 .3 
.4 .4 
.5 .4 
.6 .4 
.6 .5 

.7 -.2 

.6 -.1 

.6 -.l 

.5 -.l 

.4 -.l 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

a a 

.6 .5 

.7 .5 

.7 .5 

.7 .5 

.7 .5 

-.3 .4 .~ 
-.3 1.8 
-.3 .5 
-.3 .2 
-.3 0 

-.4 1.0 

-.4 1.0 
-.4 .a 
-.4 .3 

-.4 .a 

-.04 .16 
-.04 -.04 
-.04 .14 
-.04 -.04 
-.C4 .14 

0 0 
0 0 
D 0 
a 0 
0 0 

1.4 
1.7 
.s 
.4 
.i 

1.1 
.8 
.9 
.6 
.3 

0 
-.03 
.03 

-.03 
.04 

0 
0 
0 
U 
0 

1.3 
1.9 

.8 

.7 

.4 

1.2 
.9 

1.5 
.6 
.3 

.37 
-.u4 
.33 

-.04 
.34 

C 
0 
0 
G 
0 

1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

.7 

.4 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

.6 

.3 

-.G4 
-.u3 
-.03 
-.G3 
-.03 

0 
G 
0 
0 
0 

11-69 



CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-5 

GutputIActi v i  t y  1st Dec Alt. Alt. A l t .  Alt.  A l t .  Alt. Alt.  Alt. Alt.  Alt. Min Max Max Max Max 
A1 ternatives Benchmarks 

Units Current A B C D E F 6 H I J Level P N V  Timber Range hater 
Wi ld l i f e  Invest-  

ment MM$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Derade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Timber I n v .  EIM$ 
@ecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Operatior,al MM$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

llon Forest Service 
Cost excluding Ftobds MM$ 

Cecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Cecade 4 
Decade 5 

Returns t u  Treasury M$ 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 2 
Iiersde 4 
Uecarie 5 

.04 

.09 

3.63 

3.6 

1565 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 .05 
.03 .62 

-.02 .29 
.Ob .22 
.C8 .28 

0 .21 
1.2 1.18 

. I  1.21 
1.72 1.48 
2.22 2.12 

. 

0 .9 
-.a .7 

- ~ . 6  .2 
-1.7 -1.3 
-1.1 -1.0 

0 673 
293 513 
i 6 2  856 

2096 2156 
6333 6553 

-.OS .06 
-.03 .OE 
-.03 .ti6 
- 03 .06 
-.Os .06 

.37 G 

.99 .01 
1.21 .05 

.63 .05 
.70 .08 

.42 . I5  
1.5 1.14 
2.21 1.2 
2.46 1.6 
2.56 2.3i 

i .0 
.7 

-.7 
-.5 

.5 

460 
272 

1369 
2573 
6&14 

-.6 
-.9 

-2.3 
-1.8 
-1.4 

-15 
285 
759 

2066 
6470 

.06 -.03 .03 0 

.04 .02 -.04 0 

.03 -.04 .02 0 

.02 .02 -.04 0 
0 .04 .ti2 0 

.E2 -.07 -.a2 .03 

.36 -.06 .01 .05 

.04 .03 .02 .GI 

.27 -.04 .01 .V5 
.34 -.09 -.09 .07 

.31 -.36 - 87 .36 
1.46 -.12 -.73 1.41 
1.42 .07 -.6 1.72 
2.56 .36 -.33 2.0 
2.55 .39 -.99 2.36 

.7 -2.7 

.6 -3.0 
-1.1 -3.1 
-1.7 -3.1 

.3 -3.6 

248 -665 
299 -357 

1193 -36b 
2317 -341 
6546 -536 
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-1.0 1.4 
-1.3 1.0 
-2.1 -2.v 
-2.5 -1.5 
-3.6 -1.0 

-217 614 
81 764 

-211 Y l t i  
-14 2443 
38 6459 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.02 

.03 

.02 

.12 

.13 

2.18 
.23 

1.38 
2.08 
2.17 

4.2 
1.3 

-1.7 
-.2 
-.3 

1595 
64; 
C58 

2144 
6394 

.05 -.04 

.05 -.04 

.05 -.e4 

.05 -.04 

.05 -.04 

.7 -.09 

.33 -.09 

.9 -.09 

.12 -.09 

.43 -.09 

- . 53  -1.96 
-.43 -2.33 
-.43 -2.33 
-.33 -2.43 
-.33 -2.43 

.4 -3.6 
1.1 -3.6 
2.0 -3.6 

2.7 -3.6 
2.8 -3.6 

394 -1184 
141 -1184 
934 -1184 

2569 -1184 
6546 -1184 

.02 ti - 04 -.04 
-.04 .13 -.U4 -.04 

.U2 -.04 -.04 -.04 
-.04 -.04 -.G4 -.04 

.01 -.04 -.04 

.21 -.03 .14 -.L1 

.38 .O& 1.41 .15 

2.31 -.Oi 1.15 .76 
3.81 1.51 .36 .59 

. I 4  -.04 .?a .25 

-.13 4.27 4.97 3.27 
4.57 5.77 5.77 2.31 
4.47 5.37 6.07 2.47 
4.17 3.67 6.77 2.77 
4.97 2.77 5.27 2.07 

4.4 5.3 
2.5 3.0 
.1 .3 

-.9 -1.5 
-.s -1.3 

1813 1307 
1591 i 4 4  
1188 1264 
2653 2502 
5390 6384 

5.8 5.6 

-.2 -.8 
-1.2 -.9 
-1.1 -1.0 

1512 1752 
114b 1625 
1534 892 
2753 2465 
6517 6313 

2.8 3.2  



TABLE 11-6 
Comparison of Response t o  Issues, Concerns and Opportunities 

Table 11-6, which follows, compares the responsiveness of each a l te rna t ive  t o  some of  the issues and concerns tha t  
have been ident i f ied f o r  the Ashley National Forest. 
this Table 11-6 using percentages o r  quant i t ies  t o  g i v e  a picture of issue resolution. 

To the extent possible issues and concerns are  compared i n  

Issue Element Alternatives A through I: A l l  Decades 

1. Transportation - "How much and what type of access is needed on the Ashley National Forest?" 

The publics expressing in t e re s t  i n  this issue were divided between those desiring more and eas ie r  access and 
those wanting limited o r  l e s s  access t o  National Forest lands. In general, the access question was related t o  
road access, therefore those al ternat ives  w i t h  the most miles of road construction and reconstruction (B, C ,  
E ,  H, and I )  would be most responsive t o  those publics desiring more and eas ie r  access and  the al ternat ives  
w i t h  the l e a s t  road construction and re-construction (A, D, F,  G ,  and J )  would most nearly sa t i s fy  the publics 
desiring less  access. 

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade 
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

2. Fuelwood Available MMCF per year 1 100 110 107 99 105 100 88 110 134 100 
2 82 94 95 94 108 84 76 105 95 100 
3 79 71 111 75 113 83 66 8 1  75 100 
4 64 62 97 69 84 75 57 7 1  76 66 

60 66 5 45 63 67 54 69 77 42 47 

Fuelwood ava i l ab i l i t y  i s  a major issue w i t h  the  local publics us ing  the Ashley National Forest. 
The figures shown above display how each decade of each a l te rna t ive  compares t o  the amount of 
fuelwood available i n  decade 1 of Alternative A. 
and Alternative A,  decade 1, shows 10.0 NMCF available. Note tha t  even Alternative G decade 
f i v e ,  which has the lowest percentage (42%) of fuelwood ava i l ab le ,  s t i l l  exceeds present demand 
by over half  a million cubic feet. 

Current demand equals approximately 2.1 MMCF 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-6 

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade 
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

3. Water Qual i ty  M Tons of 1 100 100 106 100 112 97 100 100 100 100 
Sediment per 2 103 118 128 103 137 97 100 106 112 113 
year 3 109 134 143 106 143 97 103 109 134 128 

4 118 150 159 118 159 100 106 118 156 150 
5 112 153 156 109 156 106 112 115 150 150 

Sediment delivered t o  l i v e  streams is a rough indication of one water quali ty fac tor ,  turbidi ty .  
The above percentages display a comparison t o  a background level f o r  this fac tor  of 32 thousand 
tons annually. 
percentage increases, i t  should be recognized t h a t  practices such as road construction 
logging and grazing were limited i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives  t o  leve ls  t h a t  would not exceed the 10 
NTU increase l is ted as a Utah S ta t e  Standard. 

While some a l te rna t ives  and some decades show apparently s ign i f icant  

Comparison Percent of Current direct ion Alternative A First Decade 
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

3. Water Quantity M Ar F t  1 100 100 100 101 100 98 97 100 100 100 
Yield Der 2 105 106 105 106 lG6 99 99 106 107 105 .~ 

year 3 106 107 107 107 107 99 100 107 108 106 
4 107 108 109 109 109 99 100 109 109 107 
5 107 109 110 109 110 99 101 109 109 108 

The water y ie ld  percentages shown above a re  comparisons t o  decade one, A1 ternat ive A ,  background 
level calculations.  While a l l  the percentages a re  re la t ive ly  close,  even a one percent increase 
i n  water i s  important f o r  down stream uses such as i r r iga t ion .  
d i r ec t ly  influenced by and influence sediment yields  shown i n  the previous set  o f  figures. 

Note t h a t  water quant i t ies  a re  
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-6 

Comparison Percent o f  Cur ren t  d i r e c t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e  A F i r s t  Decade 
Issue Element U n i t s  Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

4. Range Management M D o l l a r s  1 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 375 100 100 
Invested 2 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 205 100 100 ~~ ~ -.. .~ -~ ~ 

200 75 125 0 0 286 100 100 
75 125 0 0 232 100 100 

Range improvement investment l e v e l s  a r e  d isp layed above as they compare t o  an average o f  pas t  
investment l eve l s .  
1982 d o l l a r s .  A l t e r n a t i v e  H shows t h e  h ighes t  t o t a l  investment i n  a l l  decades. 

Th is  average was $28,000 i n  1978 d o l l a r s  o r  t h e  equ iva len t  o f  $40,000 i n  

Comparison Percent o f  Current  d i r e c t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e  A F i r s t  Decade 
Issue Element U n i t s  Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

M AUMs 
Produced 
oe r  Year 

1 100 106 123 90 109 82 68 123 108 105 
2 105 110 130 92 113 83 70 131 112 109 
3 108 118 136 94 118 83 74 135 116 118 - 
4 110 129 142 95 121 83 77 142 119 129 
5 112 140 149 96 123 83 77 146 119 140 

The l i v e s t o c k  use o r  thousands o f  AUMs produced are  o f  pr imary importance t o  t h a t  segment o f  
t h e  p u b l i c  i nvo l ved  i n  t h e  ranch ing / l i ves tock  business. 
produced may be r e l a t i v e l y  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  due t o  l a c k  o f  demand, smal l  decreases i n  product ion 
such as those shown f o r  A l t e r n a t i v e s  0, F and G can be c r i t i c a l  f o r  l o c a l  ranchers dependent 
upon Nat iona l  Fores t  a l lo tments  t o  round o u t  t h e i r  g raz ing  seasons. 
a r e  comparisons t o  decade 1 o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  A a t  a l e v e l  o f  77,000 AUMs. 

While l a r g e  increases i n  AUMs 

The percentage f i g u r e s  

Comparison Percent o f  Current  d i r e c t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e  A F i r s t  Decade 
Issue Element U n i t s  Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

5. p1 12. Timber MMCF per  yea r  1 100 184 157 100 139 27 8 1  178 293 155 
Management 2 100 178 157 100 151 27 8 1  178 190 155 

27 69 87 103 142 3 57 121 136 72 130 
4 10G 109 139 100 130 27 66 103 124 142 
5 109 124 157 96 151 0 72 109 133 142 

The volume o f  t imber  harves t  i s  an issue o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  l o c a l  economy 
t h a t  i s  t imber  re la ted .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  economic s ign i f i cance,  t h e  on-going mountain 
p ine  b e e t l e  epidemic has created a h i g h  l e v e l  of concern bo th  l o c a l l y  and reg iona l l y .  Dead 
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-6 

and dying lodgepole and ponderosa pine stands are both an aesthet ic  and a f i r e  protection 
concern t o  knowledgeable publics. 
t o  a harvest level of 3.3 MMCF per year shown as  100% in Alternative A,  decade one. Note tha t  
a l ternat ives  A,  C ,  D, E, F, G ,  and J show basical ly  even-flow harvest programs a t  differ ing 
levels.  Alternatives 8 ,  H, and I harvest levels  would accelerate harvest f o r  decades one and 
two and then s t ab i l i ze  a t  levels  s l i gh t ly  higher then current. 
adversely impact timber industry based employment and income. 

The above figures compare each decaae of each a l te rna t ive  

Alternatives F and G could 

Comparison Percent 

Acres Clearcut 1 100 187 137 95 141 25 70 158 245 133 
per year 2 133 175 206 129 195 37 108 212 225 163 

3 170 200 258 208 250 41 133 225 220 204 
4 162 200 258 162 250 41 141 191 216 200 
5 145 183 229 154 225 58 116 175 200 175 

I 

Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J 
~ 

The acres clearcut o r  harvested has a d i r ec t  correlation t o  the timber volume harvested. 
percentage figures shown above a re  based on a comparison t o  2,400 acres per year from f i r s t  
decade o f  a l te rna t ive  A. 80th of the above sets of figures indicate response t o  timber 
management level and t o  the mountain pine beetle concern. 

The  

Comparison Percent 
Issue Element Units Decade A 8 C D E F G H I J 

6. Wildlife Management M Dollars 1 100 100 25 250 250 25 175 100 100 100 
Invested 2 100 100 25 250 200 150 0 100 100 100 

per year 3 100 100 25 250 175 0 150 100 100 100 
4 100 100 25 250 150 150 0 100 100 100 
5 100 100 50 250 100 150 125 100 100 100 

The percentage figures shown f o r  investment i n  wi ld l i fe  and fish habitat  improvements are  a 
comparison t o  an average of past investment levels. 
o r  the equivalent of 40,000 i n  1982 dollars.  The range displayed is  from a zero program i n  
Alternatives F and G f o r  some decades where budget l imitations were extreme t o  approximately a 
100,000 i n  1982 dollars  annual program i n  Alternative D.  

T h i s  average was 28,000 i n  1978 dollars  
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 11-6 

Comparison Percent 

Numbers o f  1 100 100 91 110 100 109 107 100 100 102 
Elk  2 102 103 93 110 101 109 107 102 103 102 
(Summer ) 3 100 103 97 112 103 109 107 103 103 100 

4 98 102 97 110 103 109 107 100 102 100 
5 95 97 93 109 98 109 107 98 97 98 

Issue Element U n i t s  Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

Numbers o f  1 100 100 90 110 100 109 107 100 101 100 
Deer 2 102 104 93 111 100 108 107 103 105 102 
(Summer) 3 101 105 96 112 105 108 107 104 107 104 

4 99 102 96 112 104 108 107 102 104 101 

The f i g u r e s  shown above f o r  e l k  and deer h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  a r e  comparisons t o  c u r r e n t  est imated 
h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  summer range. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  C, t h e  h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y  on t h e  Nat ional  Forest  equals o r  exceeds t h e  S ta te  
D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources goals. 
c u r r e n t  h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y .  

As noted i n  Table 11-4, except f o r  e l k  h a b i t a t  i n  

Comparison f i g u r e s  are  5,800 e l k  and 45,200 deer i n  

Comparison Percent 
Issue Element U n i t s  Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

7. To ta l  Recreat ion MRVD's per  yea r  1 100 101 101 101 98 96 92 101 102 103 
Use (Dispersed, 2 114 118 117 116 112 105 98 117 118 120 
Oevel oped and 3 131 135 134 133 129 117 107 135 136 139 
Wilderness) 4 149 154 152 151 146 127 114 153 156 159 

5 166 172 169 169 163 141 123 171 174 178 

The percentages f o r  rec rea t i on  use comparisons, above, a r e  based on t h e  A l t e r n a t i v e  A, decade 
one p r o j e c t i o n  o f  1,771 MRVD's per  year. 
over t h e  p lann ing  hor izon.  
o f  f a c i l i t i e s .  Lack o f  maintenance r e s u l t s  i n  o l d e r  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  d e t e r i o r a t i n g  beyond 
t h e  p o i n t  o f  safe use. Th is  r e s u l t s  i n  a s h i f t  f rom developed s i t e  use t o  dispersed types o f  
use and a c t i v i t i e s .  A l t e r n a t i v e  J provides f o r  t h e  most outputs  s ince  added emphasis i s  
prov ided t o  t h e  rec rea t i on  and w i l d1  i f e  resources. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  G shows t h e  lowest  increase i n  RVDs 
Th is  i s  due t o  reduced investments i n  maintenance and cons t ruc t i on  
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8. Landownership "Should problems of  public access t o  National Forest lands be resolved through ownership 
adjustment and should i t  be a h i g h  Forest pr ior i ty?"  

This issue received limited public in te res t .  The Ashley Forest has only a small amount of 
private land inholdings and these have h is tor ica l ly  created l i t t l e  conf l ic t  ard/or problems. 
Landownership ad juSb"S  will be similar for a l l  a l ternat ives  except F and G. In general, 
al ienated lands w i t h i n  the Forest boundary will be obtained as opportunities a r i s e  and i f  
budgets are  suff ic ient .  Alternatives F and G ,  having t i g h t  budget l imitat ions,  would use 
the same p r io r i t i e s  f o r  acquisition o r  disposal of lands b u t  over a longer time frame. 

In addition t o  regular land adjustment as noted above, the Central Utah Project ( C U P ) ,  has 
obtained lands f o r  wild1 i f e  habitat  mitigation purposes and transferred these lands t o  the 
National Forest f o r  administration. This program would not vary by al ternat ive.  

9. Fire Management "To what extent should f i r e  management s t ra teg ies  of l e s s  than immediate and aggressive 
control be applied on the Forest and i n  what areas?" 

T h i s  issue and concern is  aggravated by the exis t ing mountain pine beet le  epidemic which is  
increasing fuel loading and the potential f o r  catastrophic s i ze  f i r e s .  Alternatives E, C ,  
E ,  H and I a l l  have increased timber harvest which will reduce fuel loading by salvaging 
dead materials and by breaking up the large continuous areas of dead lodgepole and ponderosa pine. 

Comparison 
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G ti I J 

10. Area Open t o  Acres 
Mineral Exploration 

1-5 See Chapter IV for vsriations between a1 ternatives.  

11. Off-Road Vehicles "Are existing area and road closures acceptable o r  should there be more o r  less  closures?" 

T h i s  issue d id  not receive intense public in te res t .  
and area closures are ,  and will continue t o  be, temporary i n  nature since they a re  imposed 
primarily f o r  resource protection. 
h u n t i n g  seasons t o  provide f o r  escape cover. 
o r  res t r ic ted  will be the same f o r  a l l  a l ternat ives .  
of these acres may change s l igh t ly  with changing management practices. 

I t  should be recognized tha t  many road 

Examples are  closures of areas and roads d u r i n g  b i g  game 

The only variable is tha t  the location 
Basically, to ta l  acres involved i n  areas closed 
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(I) 
12. See Item 5 

~ ~ ~ ~~ 

Compa ri son Percent 
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J 

13. Mi 1 derness Acres 1-5 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

this issue was resolved w i t h  the  passage o f  the Utah Wilderness act o f  1984. 
treated the same i n  a l l  alternatives. 

Wilderness i s  
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TABLE 11-7 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE) AND PRICED OUTPUTS 

(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MI!$ FOR PNV, PNC, AND PVb) 

PVC by Resource PVE by Resource 
Timber Water Approp Purch 

PNV PVC PVB Rec Wldns WLIF WLFor Rnge Fuelwod Y l e l d  Pro tec t  GA Fnd Rd Cr.Rd Rec WLIF Rang Tinlb Oper Other 
Benchmarks 
I'nnimum Level 358 69 428 288.6 34.2 92.3 65.0 7.5 0 
Max PNV(Assgn1 599 365 964 407.7 51.4 74.8 53.3 77.5 202.2 88.0 29.68 6.58 14.81 21.06 0 1.0 2.60 5.55 196.1 87.5 

0 29.68 6.52 0 0 0 0 0  0 32.8 0 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  
A. Current  Prg 
E. Coord. Res. 
C. Mar. Opprt. 
D. Nonllarket 
E. 1980 HPA 
F. Current B S t  
G. Reduced B y t  
H Lv-Tbr Emp 
I. Acc Harvest 
J. Preferred 

529 
504 
497 
535 
522 
482 
478 
534 
538 
518 

237 
315 
347 
259 
307 
163 
179 
314 
354 
286 

766 
019 
844 
794 
829 
645 
657 
847 
692 
803 

397.7 
370.2 
354.6 
398.8 
398.2 
371.2 
347.1 
398.3 
402.0 
527.3 

50.1 
61.2 
49.7 
50 . t  
49.0 
46.7 
43.7 
50.2 
50.6 
52.7 

73.0 
93.9 
72.4 
73.2 
71.4 
68.1 
63.9 
73.1 
73.8 
73.8 

52.6 
52.5 
46.0 
64.5 
51.5 
57.3 
61.7 
51.3 
51.5 
53.8 

55.6 
58.6 
12 5 
52.3 
62.3 
29.3 
28.7 
74.0 
60.6 
54.7 

96.2 

144.1 
36.1 
75.9 

141.2 
182.7 
120.3 

40.7 
58.4 
57.9 
66.6 
61.8 
36.8 
35.0 
59.5 
71.2 

11-78 



TABLE 11-6 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE) AND NON PRICED OUTPUTS 

(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN N M J  FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVtr) 

Returns t o  Non-Struct. 
Deer Elk Str.Hab.Impr. Habit.Impr. Water Q u b l i t y  Treasury (M$. 

PlVV PVC PV6 (MANIM) (MANIM) (S t ruc tu res )  (Acres) (MacIFt) Undiscounted) 
Benchmarks 

fiinimum Level 
Decade 1 

358.6 

Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Max PNV (Assiyned) 598.7 
Oecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Oecade 4 
Decade 5 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  
A. Current  Program 

[recade 1 
Decade 2 

528.9 

Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Gecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Oecadr 5 

6. Coordinated Resources 503.6 

69.1 

365.3 

237.0 

315.5 

4i7.7 

964.0 

765.9 

619.1 

58.0 
58.6 
58.0 
56.0 
58.0 

46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 
46.0 

42.5 
45.9 
45.7 
44.7 
43.0 

45.4 
46.9 
47.6 
45.9 
43.7 

8.5 
8.5 
8.5 
8.5 
8.5 

6.5 
6.5 
6.5 
6.5 
6.5 

5.8 
5.9 
5.8 
5.7 
5.5 

5.8 
6.0 
6.0 
5.9 
5.9 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

16 
0 

16 
0 

16 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

0 
0 
c 
0 
0 

114E 
0 

1148 
c 

1146 

925 
925 
925 
925 
925 

925 
925 
925 
925 
925 

86G 
664 
863 
661 
659 

695 
957 
977 
904 
977 

882 
928 
938 
945 
949 

885 
936 
952 
961 
966 

381 
381 
381 
361 
381 

3378 
3156 
2753 
4258 
7495 

1565 
1856 
2327 
3361 
7698 

2238 
2076 
2421 
3121 
a118 
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TABLE 11-8 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% D I S C C l j h T  RATC) AND NON P R I C E D  OUTPUTS 

(1982 DOLLAkS CXPRESSEG 1I.r MM$ FOk PhV, PVC, ANG PVB)  

Non-Struct. Returns t o  
Deer Elk Str.Hab.In r. Habit.:mpr. Water Suality Tredwry (MB. 

PNV PVC PVB (MAliibi) (MAN 112) (Structures! (Acres) (Mac/Ft) Undiscounted) 
C. Mdrket ODvurtunitv 497.0 347.1 h44.1 . .  
Uecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

0. Non Market 
Decade I 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

E. 1980 RPA 
Decade 1 
Uecaae 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Uecade 5 

534.8 

521.7 

F. Current Budget 482.3 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 

G. Reduced Budget 478.5 

DeCadE 5 

259.0 

307.6 

163.2 

178.E 

793.8 

829.3 

645.5 

657.3 

40.9 5.3 5 
42.2 5.4 5 
43.4 5.6 5 
43.3 5.4 5 
41.9 5.4 5 

49.6 6.4 26 
50.2 6.4 26 
50.8 6.5 26 
50.2 E.3 26 

350 
350 
350 
35G 
350 

2307 
2307 
2307 
2307 

49.2 6.3 26 2307 

45.4 5.8 
45.4 5.9 

26 
E4 

2307 
1974 

47.5 6.0 22 1641 
46.8 6.0 17 1308 
44.4 5.7 14 992 

49.2 6 3  4 149 
49.0 6.3 17 
48.9 6.3 0 
48.5 6.3 17 
48.3 6.3 19 

48.1 6.2 19 
48.1 6.2 0 
48.1 6.2 17 

1321 
0 

1321 
1394 

1558 
0 

1201 
48.2 6.2 0 0 
48.3 6.2 17 1201 

883 
932 
948 
562 
972 

893 
539 
951 
569 
965 

885 
935 
551 
963 
972 

871 
874 
877 
880 
861 

864 
875 
884 
89G 
893 

1085 
1637 
2934 
4138 
8379 

1550 
1850 
2324 
3651 
8C35 

1813 
1c64 
2758 
3882 
e111 

900 
1208 
1199 
1224 
1u29 

1348 
1646 
1354 
1551 
1603 
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TABLE 11-6 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DlSCCUNT RATE) GIKI PlON PRICED OUTPUTS 

t i982 DOLLARS EXPRESSEG 1 N  M4$ FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVB! 

Deer 
PhV PVC PVB ( I lnNIM) 

Decade 1 45.4 
Decade 2 46.7 
Decade 3 47.0 
Decade 4 46.3 
Decade 5 44.9 

Decade 1 45.5 5.8 
Decade 2 47.5 6.0 
Decade 3 48.3 6.0 
Decade 4 46.8 5.5 
Decade 5 43.9 5.6 

H. Livs-Timber Emphasis 533.9 313.7 847.6 

I. Accelerated Harvest 538.5 353.9 692.4 

hon-Struct. Returns t o  
Deer E l k  Str.Hab.Impr. Habit.Impr. Water Gull  i t y  Treasur j  (MM$. 

PhV PVC PVB ( I lnNIM) ( M A N U : )  (S t ruc tures)  (Acres, ( k d F t )  l indiscountcd) 
H. Livs-Timber Emphasis 533.9 313.7 847.6 
Decade 1 45.4 5.6 14 925 885 2179 
Decade 2 46.7 5.9 14 925 337 2329 
Decade 3 47.0 6.0 14 9L5 952 2546 
Decade 4 46.3 5.8 14 s25 962 400E 
Decade 5 44.9 5.7 14 925 565 E024 

I. Accelerated Harvest 538.5 353.9 692.4 
Decade 1 45.5 5.8 14 925 829 3160 
Decade 2 47.5 6.0 14 925 945 2207 
Decade 3 48.3 6.0 14 925 560 2423 
Decade 4 46.8 5.5 14 925 967 3609 
Decade 5 43.9 5.6 14 925 97G 7959 

J .  Preferred 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 4 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

51e 206 803 

E l k  
( M A N U : )  

5.6 
5.9 
6.0 
5.8 
5.7 

14 
14 
14 
14 
14 

~~ 

9L5 
s25 
925 

hon-Struct. Returns t o  
Str.Hab.Impr. Habit.Impr. Water Gull  i t y  Treasur j  (MM$. 
(S t ruc tures)  (Acres, ( k d F t )  l indiscountcd) 

14 925 885 2179 
14 925 337 2329 
14 952 2546 
14 962 400E 
14 565 E024 

925 829 3160 
925 945 2207 
925 560 2423 
925 967 3609 
925 97G 7959 

500 
50L 
5GO 
5CO 
500 

882 1959 
929 1706 
942 2499 
952 4134 
956 8111 



1AELE 11-9 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE) AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS 

(i982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MM$ OVEK 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVB) 

PNV PVC PVB Nar ra t i ve  
Benchmarks 

Eiinimum Level 

Max PNV (Assigned) 

A l t e r n a t i r t s  
A. Current Program 

B. Coordinated Resources 

356.6 

596.7 

523.9 

503.6 

69.1 

365.3 

237.0 

315.5 

427.7 

964.0 

765.9 

815.1 

Th is  benchmark i s  based on a cus tod ia l  management philosophy. 
unccnt ro l lab le  outputs would be managed except f o r  l i v e s t o c k  use i d e n t i f i e d  i n  a USDA 
posi t ior t  statement on the  Ute Ind ian  T r i b e  l i v e s t o c k  use. I t  hds the  lowest  PUC ar,d PNV 
i n  comparison t o  a l l  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and benchmarks. 
of t h i s  benchmark i t  would have less  o f  a response t o  issues and concerns, oppor tun i t ies  
(ICO) than would the  w r r e n t  prograio d l t e r n d t i v e  
inventor ied  - budgetiny i r l  a cus tod ia l  s i t u a t i c n  would no t  prov ide f o r  imaiiagement 
o t  t h i s  resource. 

The purpose of t h i s  benchmark i s  t o  maximize the  PNV of d l l  the  resources a s s i g n ~ d  
values i n  the FORPLAN mcdel. 
a l t e r n a t i r e s .  For most issues, t h i s  benchmdrk QXCeedS a l t e r n a t i v e  A. Costs invo lved i n  
road const ruct ion,  range and w i l d l i f e  investments arc  a lso  higher. 
acres have been assigned t o  d p r e s c r i p t i o n  t h a t  could allovr k a r i a t i o n  frori; t h e  
inventor ied  VQO. 

Only na tura l  o r  

Due t o  i h e  manayenent philosophy 

Visual c L a l i t y  would be as 

Ir has the  h ighest  PNV and PVC i r i  comparisor t u  a l l  the  

A l a r g e  number o f  

The "No Act ion"  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  the  cont inuat ion  o f  cur ren t  management uutputs dnd 
a c t i v i t i e s  throush t h e  p lanning period. 
r e l a t i o n  t o  Forest  outputs assuming cur ren t  demand f o r  goods ana serv ices remains 
constant over time. It i s  ranked four th  l r w e s t  i n  PVC and t h i s  i s  due t o  low resohrce 
investments and road costs. I t  i s  a lso  ranked f i f t h  h ishes t  i n  PNV and t h i s  i s  due t o  
l b u e r  costs p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t imber and rodd cons t ruc t ion  i n  comparison t o  other  
a l te rna t ives .  
dev ia t ion  f rom inventor ied  UQC's. 

Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  7s aeveloped t o  respond t o  the  beet le  epidemic issue (Issue 5 and 12) 
wh i le  mainta in ing o ther  resuurce program under the  mul t ip le-use philosophy. 
comparison t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  A, i t  i s  more responsive t o  issues such as the  beet le  epidemic 
fuelwood u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  and f i r e  management. 
p u b l i c  iii regard t o  the  t r a s p o r t a t i o n  issue. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t h e  f o u r t h  h ighest  
i n  PVC ana t h i s  i s  p r i m a r i l y  due t o  the  h igh  costs  i n  t imber n,anagement and road 
cons t ruc t ion i recons t ruc t ion  i n  t h e  f i r s t  twu decades. 
which p r i m a r i l y  due t o  the h igh Lusts invo lved w i t h  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  Resource 
nianayement a c t i v i t i e s  would create a s i r u a t i o n  w i t h  moderate d c v i a t i o n  from inventor ied  
VUO'S. 

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  responsive t o  most ICO's i n  

Resobrce imanagement a c t i v i t i e s  would create a s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  moderate 

I n  

I t  i s  l e s s  responsive t o  a segment of the 

It is the  f o u r t h  lowest PNV 
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TAGLE 11-9 
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% LilSCOUNT RATE) AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS 

(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED I N  MM$ OVER 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PNC, AND PVB) 

FNV PVC PVB l i a r r a t i v e  
C. f ld rket  Opportunity 497.0 347.1 844.: The purpose o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  g ive management emphasis on the  product ion o f  

L. Non Market 

E. 1980 RPA 

F. Current Budget 

G .  Peduced Budget 

534.8 

5L1.7 

482.3 

478.5 

255.0 

307.6 

163.2 

178.8 

793.8 

829.3 

645.5 

657.3 

market resources such as t imber, l i v e s t o c k  forage, and developed recreat ion.  
t o  ICG's, most o f  the  outputs produced under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  are h igher  than the  
Current Program d l  ternat ibe.  
The PVC f o r  t h i s  . l te rna t ive  i s  the  t h i r d  h ighest  amwg a l l  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and the  two 
benchmark. I t  i s  rarked severrth i n  h ighest  PNV. 
create a s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  a h igh  dev ia t ion  from i n v t n t o r i e d  VCO's. 

Maragement o f  non-market resources such as dispersed recreat ion,  w i l d l i f e ,  and w a w r  
would be emphdsized under t h i s  a l te r r ia t i ve .  
(ICOS 3, 6,7) r e l d t e d  t o  these resource thdn the cur ren t  ployram a l t e r n a t i v e  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  l i s t e d  f i f t h  i n  the  l e a s t  PVC ranking and t h i r d  i n  the  h ighest  PNV 
ranking. 
and road const ruct ion.  
a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and benchmarks. Resourw management d c t i v i t i e s  aould create a 
S i t u a t i o n  w i t h  a low dev ia t ion  from inventor iea  VQO's. 

The o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i t e  i s  t o  meet RPA (1980) resource output targetb.  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  more responsive t o  issues (ICC# 2, 5, 6) r e l a t e d  t o  fuelhood, t imber and 
w i l d l i f e  than a l t e r n a t i r e  A. 
l e v e l  o f  investments under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  than a l t e r n a t i v e  A p a r t i c u l a r l v  f o r  t imber, 

I n  regard 

W i l d l i f e  management would s u f f e r  under t h i s  a1 ternat ive.  

Resource management a c t i v i t i e s  would 

It would be more responsive t o  issues 
This  

The costs  f o r  mapaging these resources tend t o  be less than those f o r  t imber 
Dispersed r e c i e a t i o n  provides a major p o r t i o n  o f  benef i ts  f o r  

This  

There i s  d higher It i s  ranked s i x t h  i n  PVC and i n  PNV. 

road cons t ruc t ion  and w i l d l i f e .  
w i t h  a h igh  d e v i a t i o n  from inventor ied  VQO's. 

Resource indnayement a c t i v i t i e s ' w c u l d  creLte a s i t u a t i o n  

Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  was designed t o  manage resource goods and s t r v i c e s  basPd on the  cur ren t  
bUdQet l e v e l  f o r  the  e n t i r e  o l a n n i w  oeriod. Diie t o  the  buaut t  cons t ra in t ,  t h i s  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  less  responsibe t o  s& issues (ICO# 3, 4, 5,-7) and iiiore responsive t o  
others ( I C O #  2 and 6) i n  comparison t o  a l t e r n a t i r t  P. 
i n  the  l e a s t  PVC rankir iy and n i n t h  i n  the  h ighest  PNV ranking. 

It i s  l i s t e d  seconu 
This i s  &e t o  a 

low investment l e v e l  w i t h  the  resul-c o f  a low PNV. Resource management e c t i v i t i e s  would 
create a s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  I low dev ia t ion  from inventor ied  VqO's. 

l h e  purpose of t h i s  a l t e r r i a t i v e  was t o  derronstrate what l e v e l  of resource goods and 
serv ices could be produced under a budget t h a t  was 25 percent lower than the  
cur ren t  ten year  average. 
( K O #  2, 3, 7) i n  comparison t o  t h e  cur re l i t  program wh i le  f o r  other issues i t  i s  con- 
s i s t e n t  w i t h  a l t e r n a t i v e  A, 
ten th  i n  the  h ighest  PNV ranking. 
i n  t h a t  low l e v e l  investments r e s u l t  i n  low PNV. 
c reate a s i t u a t i o n  k i t h  low dev ia t ion  from inventor ied  VQO's. 

Again, t h i s  a l t e r n d t i v e  i s  iess responsive t o  some issues 

It i s  l i s t e d  t h i r d  i n  the l e a s t  cos t  (PVC) ranking and 
The reason l o r  t h i s  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  d l t e r n a t i v e  F 

Resource management a c t i v i t i e s  would 
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TABLE 11-9 
~~~ .. 

PRESENT NET VALUE (Pk DISCOUNT RATE] AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS 
(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED I N  MM$ OVER 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PVC, PhD PVB) 

Phb PVC PVB Narrative 
H. Li\s-Timber Eii,Fhasis 533.9 313.7 847.6 This alternative was designed t o  allow fo r  niaragement ac t iv i t i e s  t o  meet the 1985 RPA 

target levels fu r  t h i s  Forest. In regard to  issues, i t  i s  more responsive t h a n  
al ternative A t o  fuelwood, range, timber and recreation issues and consistent w i t h  
al ternative A on the remaining 1ssuEs. 
alternative kranked seventh) and has a s l ight ly  higher PNV than alternative A (ranked 
fourth).  Resource management aLt ivi t ies  would create a si tuatiun Wi th  high deviation 
from invtntoried VQO's. 

I t  has a higher PVC than the current program 

I Accelerated Harvest 538.5 353.9 802.4 This alternative was designed for the purpo5e ut  responding t o  the beetle epidemic issue 
This and management emphasis i s  on the salvage and ut i l izat ion of beetle killed timber. 

alternative i s  more responsive t u  issues such as fuelwood, timber, recreation and f i re  
management than dl t r rnat ive A b u t  less  resporisive to  such issues as wildl i fe  and water 
quality. I t  i s  ranked terttr t o r  the l ea s t  PVC and stxond highest i n  PNV. 
costs are niostly due t o  timber management ac t iv i t i e s  and road construction. The h i g h  
net vdlue i s  due t o  greater cmtr ibut ion t o  PVB by dispersed recreation and by higher 
tmber  and water outputs. 
moderate deviation from inventoried VQO's. 

The h i g h  

Resource management ac t iv i t i e s  would create a si tuation w i t h  

592.1 265.1 803.2 T h i s  al ternative was designed t o  acconmodate publ ic  responses along w i t h  management 
objectives and i t  gives more emphasis t o  recredtion and wildl i fe  resobrces while 
salvaginc beetle ki l led timber where practical .  A large area i s  beinq nianaqed i n  a WBI 

J. Preferred 

Lhat does n N  allow fo r  tiniber harvest ac t iv i t i e s  and associated road; d u r i n g  Lhe 
f i r s t  decade. 
dnd I. The PNV f o r  t h i s  alternatives i s  only exceeded by alternative I .  
the alternatives have a lower PVC and only 4 alternatives have higher PVB. 

Road construction i s  considerabl) l e s s  than fo r  alternatives B ,  C ,  H, 
Cnly 4 of 
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111. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose o f  t h i s  chapter  i s  t o  descr ibe  t h e  e x i s t i n g  environment on 
the  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  It descr ibes t h e  present c o n d i t i o n  o f  each 
Fores t  resource and the  environment a f f e c t e d  by implementing any o f  t h e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Each resource element i s  discussed i n  terms o f  c u r r e n t  
s i t u a t i o n ,  demand, and oppor tun i ty .  
drawn p r i m a r i l y  f rom t h e  rev i sed  AMs, completed i n  March, 1984 -I, along 
w i t h  recent  data developed as a r e s u l t  o f  1984 Utah Wilderness 
l e g i s l a t i o n .  The f u t u r e  environment, as a f f e c t e d  by t h e  Proposed A c t i o n  
o r  t h e  o the r  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  w i l l  be discussed i n  d e t a i l  i n  Chapter I V  
e n t i t l e d  "Environmental Consequences ." 
P r i o r  t o  t h e  Utah Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984, t h e  Forest  p lann ing  process 
had developed an i nven to ry  o f  lands t h a t  a re  e s s e n t i a l l y  unroaded and 
undeveloped, meeting t h e  minimum d e f i n i t i o n  o f  wi lderness, and q u a l i f i e d  
f o r  wi lderness eva lua t i on  per  NFMA Regulat ion 219.17. 
contained 13 roadless areas, t o t a l l i n g  717,792 acres Forest-wide. 
i nven to ry  and d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  each area i s  f i l e d  w i t h  t h e  Fo res t ' s  
p lann ing  records. 

The Utah k ' i lderness Ac t  o f  1984 designated 273,426 acres on t h e  Fores t  
and 750,050 acres w i t h i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Utah as Wilderness. 
est imated t h a t  t h i s  area w i l l  meet t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  demand f o r  w i lderness  
du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  p lanning per iod.  A t  the  end o f  t h i s  per iod,  and d u r i n g  
Fores t  Plan r e v i s i o n ,  t h e  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  wi lderness w i l l  be 
evaluated. The t o t a l  acres t h a t  a r e  est imated t o  be a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h a t  
t ime i s  shown i n  Chapter I V .  

Th is  l a n d  and resource management p l a n  prov ides f o r  a f u l l  range o f  
management p rerogat ives  f o r  t h e  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands involved. T h i s  
inc ludes  some lands which a r e  t h e  sub jec t  o f  ongoing l i t i g a t i o n  
concerning t h e  boundaries o f  t h e  U in tah  Ind ian  Reservation. A r e c e n t  
dec i s ion  o f  t h e  Un i ted  States Cour t  o f  Appeals f o r  t h e  Tenth C i r c u i t  i n  
S ta te  o f  Utah v. Ute I n d i a n  Tr ibe ,  773 F.2d 1087, r u l e d  t h a t  t h e  1905 
des ignat ion  o f  aprox imate ly  one m i l l i o n  acres o f  na t i ona l  f o r e s t  d i d  n o t  
d im in i sh  t h e  boundaries o f  t h e  U in tah  I n d i a n  Reservation. The S t a t e  o f  
Utah i s  appeal ing t h e  dec i s ion  o f  t h e  c o u r t  o f  appeals t o  the  U n i t e d  
States Supreme Cour t  which may hear  t h e  case. Although the  outcome o f  
t h i s  case may a f f e c t  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e  over persons i n  t h e  
na t i ona l  f o r e s t ,  t h e  Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  does n o t  construe t h e  
dec i s ion  as a f f e c t i n g  fede ra l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  the  lands and resources 
pursuant t o  the  laws and regu la t i ons  governing t h e  na t i ona l  f o r e s t s .  
Accordingly,  t h i s  p lan  i s  n o t  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  s ta tus  o f  the  boundaries 
o f  t h e  Uintah I n d i a n  Reservation. 

In fo rmat ion  i n  t h i s  chap te i  was 

The i n v e n t o r y  
Th is  

It i s  

B. PHYSICAL and BIOLOGICAL SETTING 

The Ashley Nat ional  Forest  con ta ins  lands l oca ted  i n  southwestern 
Wyoming and eas tern  Utah. 
areas: 

L' 

These lands f a l l  w i t h i n  t h r e e  geographical  
t h e  Wyoming Basin, t h e  U i n t a  Mountains, and t h e  Tavaputs 

The AMS i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  rev iew a t  t h e  Forest  Superv isor 's  O f f i c e .  
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Plateau. The land  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  range from h i g h  deser t  country  t o  
h i g h  subalp ine mountain areas. 
6,000 t o  a h i g h  o f  13,528 f e e t  above sea l e v e l  a t  t h e  s u m m i t  o f  Kings 
Peak. 

The annual p r e c i p i t a t i o n  va r ies  f rom approx imate ly  16 inches i n  t h e  h i g h  
dese r t  count ry  t o  35 inches o r  more a t  t h e  h ighe r  e leva t i ons  as a r e s u l t  
o f  bo th  snowfa l l s  du r ing  t h e  w i n t e r  and summer r a i n s .  
evapora t ion  i s  h i g h  because o f  low humid i ty ,  h i g h  temperatures, and 
winds. 

Topographical d i v e r s i t y  and i n t e n s i v e  l a n d  management has served t o  
p r o t e c t  t h e  v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  on t h e  Forest .  The e x i s t i n g  vegetat ion 
p a t t e r n s  and t h e  geologica l  fo rmat ions  f u r t h e r  add t o  t h e  aes the t ics .  

Acres o f  ou ts tand ing  scenic beauty e x i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  Fores t  such as t h e  
Sheep Creek Geological  Area, t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness, and t h e  Flaming 
Gorge Nat iona l  Recreat ion Area. 

The Fores t  has o the r  v i sua l  assets  such as steep canyons and h igh  
mountain peaks, g lac ia ted  basins,  l a r g e  open meadow areas, as we l l  as a 
d i v e r s i t y  o f  vegeta t ion  and w i l d l i f e  arrangements. 
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Forest  o f f e r s  a scenic  backdrop f o r  t h e  communities o f  
bo th  t h e  south and n o r t h  s lopes o f  t h e  Uintas.  

The b i o l o g i c a l  l i f e  zones vary f rom t h e  h igh  dese r t  t o  t h e  h igh  
mountains. 
f o r e s t s  a t  t h e  lower  e leva t i ons  and grdsses and shrubs a t  h igher  
e leva t i on .  
way t o  mixed aspen and c o n i f e r  f o l l owed  by c o n i f e r  f o res ts .  
c o n i f e r  f o r e s t s  a re  comprised o f  lodgepole p ine  w i t h  mix tu re  o f  f ir and 
spruce. 
and f o r b s  above t imber1 ine. 

The b i g  game species inc lude e l k ,  bear, cougar, moose, mule deer and 
antelope. 
c o n d i t i o n  and amount o f  a v a i l a b l e  w i n t e r  range o f f  t h e  Forest  a re  
c r i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  governing t h e  deer and e l k  populat ions.  

The m a j o r i t y  o f  w i n t e r  range occurs o f f  t h e  Forest .  
h a b i t a t  w i t h  s u i t a b l e  browse f o r  w i n t e r  range has decreased i n  past  
years  because o f  development, min ing,  and road cons t ruc t ion .  
range f o r  deer  and e l k  i s  much l e s s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  the  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  
Forest .  It i s ,  however, a l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r  on t h e  South U n i t  o f  t h e  
Tavaputs P la teau because o f  l a c k  o f  water i n  t h e  summer months. 

Cur ren t l y ,  more management emphasis i s  be ing d i r e c t e d  towards the  
non-game and smal l  game animal species. Non-game b i r d  and r a p t o r  
h a b i t a t  i s  a l s o  recognized as an impor tant  p a r t  o f  t h e  Forest. 
management e f f o r t  i s  being d i r e c t e d  towards t h i s  resource. 

The e l e v a t i o n  v a r i e s  f rom a low o f  about 

Mois ture 

The U in ta  Mountain 

Grasses and shrubs o f  t h e  deser t  grade i n t o  p inyon- jun iper  

Aspen i s  found a t  t h e  mid e leva t i ons  o f  the  Forest, g i v i n g  
These 

A t  t h e  h igher  e leva t ions ,  Krumholtz f ir gives way t o  grasses 

Rocky Mountain sheep have r e c e n t l y  been introduced. The 

The a v a i l a b l e  

The summer 

More 
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C. SOCiAL and ECONOMIC SETTING 

1. PRIMARY ZONE OF INFLUENCE 

The Ashley National Forest is  located primarily i n  northeastern Utah, 
w i t h  some borders penetrating southern Wyoming. 
concerned are:  
Wyoming. 
county in Utah as well as visitors from Colorado. 
influences do n o t  comprise major factors  i n  the primary zone of 
influence. 
census). 
Green River and Rock Springs area. 

The majority of Forest users reside south o f  the south slopes of the 
Uintas in Ashley Valley ( c i t y  of Vernal, Naples and populated centers of 
Maeser, Jensen, Glines, and Ashley), Roosevel t, Duchesne and numerous 
small communities i n  Duchesne and Uintah counties. There a r e  three 
d i s t inc t  cul tures  w i t h i n  the zone of influence; the Ute Indians, 
longtime residents,  and the newcomers t o  the area.  Forest users 
generally concentrate t he i r  e f fo r t s  on the developed and dispersed 
recreation f a c i l i t i e s  and on the scenic drives i n  and around the Forest. 

For Da ye t t  County, the t o t a l  area i s  461,440 acres o f  which 258,938 
acres 9 50%) a re  National Forest land. The north slope of the Uinta 
Mountains i s  located i n  this county w i t h  the two major population 
centers being Manila and Dutch John. The major employment sectors  a re  
government, tourism, industry, and farming and ranching. The minority 
population of Daggett County i s  1.9%. 

Duchesne County has a to ta l  area of 2,086,000 acres of which 726,125 
acres (35%) a re  National Forest land. The major population centers a re  
Roosevelt, Duchesne, and Myton, with the major employment sectors being 
government, m i n i n g ,  r e t a i l  and wholesale t rade and agriculture.  The 
minority population of Ouchesne County is  4.5 percent, 

Uintah County has a to ta l  area of 2,856,320 acres of which 270,430 acres 
(10%) are  National Forest land. The major population centers a re  
Vernal, Maeser and Jensen with the major employment sectors being 
m i n i n g ,  t rade,  service,  government, and tourism. The minority 
population of Uintah County i s  12.7 percent. 

Sweetwater County, which i s  t ied t o  the Flaming Gorge National 
Recreation Area, has a total  area of 6,706,669 acres of which 126,701 
acres (2%) a re  National Forest land. 
Green River and Rock Spr ings ,  Wyoming w i t h  the major employment sectors  
being m i n i n g  and energy resource development w i t h  related services,  
construction, and pub1 i c  administration. 
Sweetwater County i s  6 percent. 

Four main counties 

However, these 

Duchesne, Uintah, and Daggett i n  U t a h ,  and Sweetwater i n  
There a re  some influences f e l t  from Utah county and Summit 

The to ta l  population of the four county area is  75,515 (1980 
Sweetwater, Wyoming, has the most influence directed from the 

1. ’ 

The major population centers a r e  

The minority population of 

The 1970 and 1980 populations f o r  the counties within the zone of 
influence of  the Forest are  shown in Table 111-1 (1980 preliminary U.S. a w Census): 

Table 111-2 shows county receipts f o r  1978, 1979, and 1980. 
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TABLE 111-1 
~ ~ 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS PAST TRENDS AND BASELINE PROJECTIONS 
(1978 do l l a r s  inf la ted t o  1/1/1982) 

~ -~ 

Past Trends Baseline 
% Change From 1980 

1960 1970 1977 1980 1985 1990 1995 - - - - -  
Population ( M  Persons) 37.8 39.0 64.9 75.4 +.512 +.512 t.909 

Income (MM$) 70.2 214.0 1122.1 1166.3 +2.631 +2.631 +4.626 

Employment (M Persons) 6.8 18.0 27.3 32.6 +134 +134 +229 
Agriculture 2464 2134 2300 2800 +11 +11 4-10 

100 100 +15 t 1 5  +15 Logging and Sawmills N/A N/A 

Tourism and Retail Trade 1034 2772 2862 6114 +55 +55 +I13 
Government (Federal, 1171 3305 632 4552 --- --- --- 

--- --- Manufacturing 236 485 N/A 763 --- 

S t a t e  and Local) 

TABLE 111-2 

COUNTY RECEIPTS ($) 

1980 - Payment i n  Lieu of Taxes 1978 1979 
3 6 , 0 7 0  3 6 , 0 7 0  36,070 

Duchesne 381,137 387,863 378,973 
Uintah 427,913 502,992 516,582 I 

I Sweetwater No Record 531,479 693,303 

Twenty-Five% Fund 
Paid t o  Daggett 29,525 19,555 28,285 
S ta t e  from Duchesne 79,558 52,760 76,312 
Forest Service Uintah 30,835 20,423 29,540 
Collections Sweetwater 10,891 7,271 10,517 

The above data indicates t h a t  b o t h  U i n t a h  and Daggett counties 
experienced a growth ra te  higher t h a n  tha t  for the s t a t e  of Utah. 
Sweetwater County experienced a 126 percent population growth r a t e  f o r  
the same ten year period. T h i s  information i s  important in tha t  these 
three counties are  the primary recreation users of the Forest. 

There a r e  s t i l l  some livestock and timber industr ies  dependent on Forest 
l a n d  f o r  economic support .  Several sawmills i n  the Vernal area are 
ac t ive  and u t i l i z e  most of  the annual harvest from the Forest. Ranchers 
use Forest c a t t l e  allotments f o r  summer grazing. 
did not e x i s t ,  i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  maintain the c a t t l e  they now 
have. There i s  an  economic reliance,  par t icular ly  i n  small rural 
locat ions,  on these industries.  

I f  these allotments 
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Almost a l l  of the water used f o r  domestic purposes and much of the water 
used f o r  i r r igat ion in the Uintah Basin originates within the Forest 
boundaries. Water administration and management pol ic ies  and pract ices  
are particularly important t o  the Ashley National Forest and adjacent 
communities. I t  may be a growing issue o r  concern f o r  Forest management 
because of future water needs. 
issues on the Forest which could cause changes w i t h i n  the county a s  well 
as on the Forest. 

a. Economic Indicators 

As indicated in the population s t a t i s t i c s ,  the Uintah Basin has 
experienced an average of 66% growth i n  population d u r i n g  the ten year 
period from 1970 to  1980. 
energy development w i t h  the projected growth dependent on developments 
i n  the energy related f ie lds .  * 

There are  some development or water 

Much of t h i s  growth has been t i ed  d i r ec t ly  t o  

2. SECONDARY ZONE OF INFLUENCE 

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  designate where boundary l i nes  should be drawn f o r  
the Secondary Zone of Influence because of the ac t ive  recreational 
ou t le t s  in northeastern Utah which have a t t rac ted  many national 
v i s i to rs .  
within the Forest boundary or  influenced by Forest decisions b u t  s t i l l  
gett ing impacts from the Forest. 

There has been s ignif icant  impact on the Utah economy due t o  tourism, 
and there i s  an economic reliance i n  the Basin area towards Secondary 
Zone of Influence income. 
metropolitan area going t o  Flaming Gorge (as  well as t o  the Dinosaur 
National Monument) have affected large economic gains. Since Flaming 
Gorge i s  receiving national recognition a s  a "trophy" f i s h i n g  s i te,  
there are even more national v i s i to rs .  
i n  Forest planning and management. 

The Secondary Zone of Influence comprises areas n o t  d i r ec t ly  

Visitors from the S a l t  Lake/Ogden 

These impacts must be recognized 

* Information contained i n  the  Social Economical Overview f o r  the 
primary zone of influence was based on 1980 labor data and 
projected growth was t ied  t o  energy development. 
changes on a national level have brought changes in the energy 
related sectors t o  the local level.  Since 1982 a reduction i n  the  
energy sector has resulted i n  a 12.0% unemployment r a t e  as  o f  
April, 1986, for the Uintah Basin (Uintah and Duchesne counties) 
w i t h  Uintah County having an 10.9% unemployment rate.  
currently an over abundance of homes on the market as  a r e su l t  of 
the projected energy related growth r a t e  and an expected i n f l u x  of 
people i n t o  the area had not been realized. The projections of 
1980 have n o t  been realized due t o  changes in the energy sector .  
Projections t o  the year 2000 a t  this time are  d i f f i c u l t  t o  make and 
growth will be a resu l t  of national direct ion i n  energy related 
f ie lds .  

Since 1980, 

There i s  
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Water can be de f i ned  as another s i g n i f i c a n t  Secondary Zone o f  I n f l u e n c e  
issue.  Water i s  obv ious ly  c r i t i c a l  t o  the  s u r v i v a l  o f  t h e  U in tah  Basin, 
b u t  water  f rom t h e  t h e  Basin i s  a l s o  suppor t ing t h e  Wasatch F r o n t  area 
through t h e  Cent ra l  Utah P r o j e c t  as w e l l  as c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  s t a t e s  
downstream i n  t h e  Colorado R i v e r  system. Since growth impacts i n  t h e  
Pr imary Zone o f  I n f l uence  a r e  t e n t a t i v e l y  f o r c i n g  a more a c t i v e  water  
management p o l i c y ,  bo th  Zones o f  I n f l uence  must be considered. 

Obviously t h e  energy i n d u s t r y  now loca ted  i n  the  U i n t a  Basin area has 
n a t i o n a l  overtones. 
i s  t h e  i ssue  o f  the  ~ O ' S ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  Utah. The Basin has r e l i e d  on 
these i n d u s t r i e s  f o r  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  income and s u r v i v a l  w h i l e  
t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  n a t i o n  r e l i e s  on a l l  energy sources f o r  s u r v i v a l .  As i s  
t h e  case i n  southern Wyoming, Utah i s  an energy r i c h  s t a t e  whose economy 
i s  becoming more and more i n f l uenced  by those indus t r i es .  

A d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  Soc ia l  Economic Overview i s  contained i n  
Appendix B and i n  t h e  A.M.S. i n  t h e  Forest  Superv isor 's  O f f i c e  i n  
Vernal ,  Utah. 

Concern f o r  t h e  growth o f  o i l  and gas e x p l o r a t i o n  

D. RESOURCE ELEMENTS 

1. RECREATION 

The Ashley Na t iona l  Fores t  i s  a popular  outdcor rec rea t i on  Fores t  
because o f  t h e  h i g h  q u a l i t y  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t ies .  
range f rom camping i n  t h e  summer t o  snowmobiling i n  t h e  winter .  There 
i s  a g r e a t  deal  o f  f i s h i n g  on t h e  Fores t  as we l l  as many o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
f o r  hunt ing.  

S i g n i f i c a n t  a t t r a c t i o n s  and impacts i n f l u e n c i n g  t h e  rec rea t i on  s i t u a t i o n  
on t h i s  Fo res t  can be placed i n  two categor ies.  
inc ludes  n a t i o n a l  r e c r e a t i o n  a t t r a c t i o n s  such as Flaming Gorge Nat iona l  
Recreat ion Area, High U i n t a  Wilderness, and i t  i s  l oca ted  adjacent  t o  
Dinosaur Na t iona l  Monument. Second, t h i s  Forest  i s  s i t u a t e d  i n  t h e  
midd le  o f  major  minera l  and energy r e l a t e d  development areas o f  t h e  
U in ta  Basin and southwestern Wyoming, w i t h  expanding populat ions.  
Specia l  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  may have an impact on f u t u r e  rec rea t i on  
management a r e  t h e  d e t e r i o r a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  caused by inadequate 
investment i n  f a c i l i t y  maintenance, f u t u r e  funding l e v e l s ,  and t h e  
present  i n s e c t  epidemic causing losses  t o  t h e  lodgepole pine. 

Areas w i t h  e x i s t i n g  o r  proposed formal  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  such as Sheep 
Creek Geologica l  area, Green R ive r  Wild and Scenic River ,  L i t t l e  Hole 
and F i s h  Creek Nat iona l  Recreat ion T r a i l s  add t o  t h e  rec rea t i on  
a t t r a c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  Forest .  With t h e  completion o f  t h e  Central  Utah 
rese rvo i r s ,  t h i s  Fores t  w i l l  p robably  conta in  more acres o f  " F l a t  
Water", which i s  a major a t t r a c t i o n  i n  the  a r i d  west, than any o t h e r  
Fores t  i n  t h e  reg ion .  

Flaming Gorge A t a  i s  unique i n  many ways b u t  a spec ia l  s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  
here because of t h e  amount and t ype  o f  e x i s t i n g  c a p i t a l  improvements. 

Popular uses 

F i r s t  t h i s  Fores t  
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In all probability there are very few if any National Recreation areas 
in the National Forest System that contain the type of capital 
investments present here. 
and maintain. Visitor information services are an important part of the 
program. They involve cooperation with other agencies and interpretive 
associations. The Forest Service has made a commitment to manage 
special areas and the public generally expects that commitment to be 
fulfilled, as expressed in the public involvement sessions. 

Central Utah Projects and associated recreation features are being 
constructed on and near this Forest. Recreation development around 
these reservoirs will be providing many new attractions that will tend 
to provide a more even distribution of site capacity on the Forest. At 
present a large part of our developed site capacity exists on the 
Flaming Gorge District. 
development of trailhead facilities to compliment dispersed recreation 
use are also being planned and constructed. 
trails are being designed and constructed to facilitate the development 
sites and dispersed recreation areas. Essential administrative 
facilities are also being planned. 

These investments are expensive to operate 

Stabilization of high lake reservoirs and 

In addition, roads and 

a. Developed Recreation - Public 
Flaming Gorge Ranger District receives a large part of the total 
Forest recreational use. Recreation use has increased 
substantially over the last 10 years. 
developed facilities, by Ranger Districts, is shown in Table 111-3. 
Most use of developed facilities is during the summer months and 
the fall hunting season, and facilities adjacent to plowed highways 
receive some use during the winter months. 

The number of major 

TABLE 111-3 - MAJOR DEVELOPED SITES BY RANGER DISTRICT 
Devel oped Sites 

Ranger District Public Private Capacity PAOT Total 

D-1 Flaming Gorge 68 
D-2 Vernal 9 
D-3 Roosevel t 11 
D-4 Duchesne 7 

Total 

14,490 
905 

1,233 
830 
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I n  recent  years,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  rec rea t i on  
f a c i l i t i e s  has d e c l i n e d  because Fores t  Serv ice budgets have been 
reduced and human resource programs have been reduced o r  
e l im ina ted .  
f o r  cons t ruc t i on  o f  rec rea t i ona l  f a c i l i t i e s  as c u r r e n t  funding 
a l lows l i t t l e  more than minimum opera t ion  and maintenance. 

With the  present  s i t u a t i o n  c a r r i e d  i n t o  t h e  fu tu re ,  t h e  Ashley 
Nat ional  Fores t  w i l l  n o t  be ab le  t o  meet even t h e  most conservat ive 
p u b l i c  demands a t  developed s i t e s  beginning about 1990. Many o f  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  and r e l a t e d  improvements a t  developed s i t e s  
have n o t  been mainta ined t o  a standard t h a t  prevents s i g n i f i c a n t  
d e t e r i o r a t i o n .  Demand cont inues t o  increase and most of  the  
developed campground s i t e s  a r e  now be ing  used a t  about 30% o f  
maximum t h e o r e t i c a l  capac i t y  (For  campgrounds 100% occupancy can be 
expected when use approaches 40% o f  maximum t h e o r e t i c a l  capaci ty) .  
Pred ic ted  demand f o r  developed p u b l i c  rec rea t i on ,  i s  d isp layed i n  
Table 111-7. 

It does n o t  appear t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be an oppor tun i ty  

b. Developed Recreat ion - P r i v a t e  

Developed r e c r e a t i o n - p r i v a t e  inc ludes  rec rea t i ona l  oppor tun i t i es  
prov ided by p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  under spec ia l  use pe rm i t  f rom the  
Fo res t  Service.  
a c t i v i t i e s  on t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  

The f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e  summarizes p r i v a t e  rec rea t i on  

TABLE 111-4 
Specia l  Use Recreat ion S i t e s  

S i t e  Number 

Resorts 5 
Mar i na s 3 
Concessions 8 
Summer Homes ' 58 

c. Dispersed Recreat ion 

Dispersed Recreat ion i s  t h e  use ou ts ide  o f  developed s i t e s .  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d e  such th ings  as ga ther ing  fuelwood, d r i v i n g  f o r  
pleasure, camping, f i s h i n g ,  h i k ing ,  and hunt ing.  
r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  i nc lude  cross-country  s k i i n g  and 
snowmobiling. Ac tua l  d ispersed use and i t s  impacts a r e  d i f f i c u l t  
t o  measure and manage. 

Dispersed r e c r e a t i o n  areas rece ive  in tense use on weekends and 
hol idays.  Fuelwood c u t t i n g  and water  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  very popular. 
D i f f e r e n t  types o f  users such as snowmobilers and cross-country 
s k i e r s  o f t e n  compete f o r  use o f  a g iven rec rea t i ona l  area. 

These 

Winter  dispersed 

- 

- 
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The capaci ty  cl f  t h e  Fores t  f o r  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  was est imated 
by us ing  the  rec rea t i on  oppor tun i t y  spectrum (R0S)survey method. 
The number o f  acres i n  each ROS c l a s s  was converted t o  r e c r e a t i o n  
v i s i t o r  days (RVD's). Table 111-5 d i sp lays  use i n  RVD's and Table 
111-6 d isp lays  ROS c lasses i n  acres. 

Capacity f o r  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  as i n v e n t o r i e d  i n  t h e  R.O.S. 
survey i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  ease o f  access and a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
support  f a c i l i t i e s .  The eas ie r  t h e  access and a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
f a c i l i t i e s  the  more they  a t t r a c t  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  users. If 
t h e r e  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  change f rom present  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system, 
then the  conversion o f  t h e  R.C.S. c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f rom t h e  e x i s t i n g  
i nven to ry  could be expected. 
capac i ty  could a l s o  occur because o f  t h e  change i n  t h e  s o c i a l ,  
managerial, and na tu ra l  s e t t i n g s  o r i g i n a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d .  

Pred ic ted  demand f o r  a l l  types o f  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  and 
developed rec rea t i on  i s  d isp layed i n  Table 111-7. 

Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion Area p o t e n t i a l  ROS capac i t y  as 
i nven to r ied  f o r  developed s i t e s  i s  1,776 MRVDs. 
reached sometime a f t e r  2030. The p o t e n t i a l  ROS capac i t y  f o r  
d ispersed areas a t  t h e  NRA i s  1,196 MRVDs and would a l s o  be reached 
sometime a f t e r  2030. 
f o r  developed s i t e s  i s  484.2 MRVDs and i s  reached sometime a f t e r  
t h e  year  2000. 
reached sometime a f t e r  t h e  year  2000. 

A change o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  R.O.S. 

Th is  would be 

For  t h e  remainder o f  t h e  Fores t  ROS capac i t y  

Dispersed areas RCS capac i ty  i s  640.8 and would be 

TABLE 111-5 
Recreat ion Use (RVDs) 1971 - 1980 

T o t a l  Dispersed -. Year Devel oped 

1971 578,700 771,500 1,350,200 

1972 619,900 820,000 1,439,900 

1973 557,800 835,900 1,393,700 

1974 506,800 810,500 1,317,300 

1975 492,900 840,500 1,333,400 

1976 538,100 886,700 1,424,800 

1977 576,200 833,500 1,409,700 

1978 616,600 780,000 1,396,600 

' 1979 569,100 791,000 1,360,100 

1980 702,400 877,000 1,579,400 
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TABLE 111-7 Demand f o r  Wilderness, 1/ Dispersed and Oeveloped Recreat ion MRVOs - 

Year Wilderness O i  spersed Devel oped To ta l  1 
1980 221.7 
1985 265.0 
1990 301.6 
1995 331.6 
2000 360.8 
2010 434.3 
2020 503.6 
2030 572.9 

641.7 
767.0 
873.2 

814.7 
913.8 

1,108.7 

1,678.1 
2,005.8 
2,283.5 

1,266.3 912.0 
1.044.5 1.326.2 2.731.5 
1 i257.3 
1,457.8 
1,658.4 

11596.3 
1,851;O 
2,105.7 

3;287;9 
3,812.4 
4.337.0 

L/ Demand t a b l e  developed du r ing  t h e  preparat ion o f  the  AMS. 

Current pa t te rns  o f  use a long w i t h  t h e  present mix o f  r e c r e a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s  a re  expected t o  cont inue unless t h e  economy changes 
d r a s t i c a l l y  o r  c e r t a i n  techn ica l  o r  na tura l  cond i t ions  change 
unexpectedly. Use w i l l  genera l l y  be most in tense on areas served 
by h igh  standard roads and on weekends and hol idays.  

Resource d e t e r i o r a t i o n  such as s o i l  and vegetat ion loss w i l l  
increase i f  present increase i n  use cont inues w i t h  c u r r e n t  budgets. 
Increased use o f  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  areas f o r  over f low camping 
and grea ter  crowding cou ld  increase user ’s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

Timber sa les w i l l  add m i les  o f  road t o  the  Forest  road system. 
These new roads w i l l  tend t o  change the  present R.O.S. 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  where t h e  var ious p resc r ip t i ons  permit .  
good management, increased motor t r a v e l  o f f  roads and t r a i l s ,  
espec ia l l y  du r ing  t h e  hunt ing  season and wet per iods o f  t h e  year,  
w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  increased resource damage. 

Demand f o r  fuelwood i s  expected t o  increase. 
inadequately designed roads can impact the  s o i l  and water resource 
i f  n o t  p roper l y  managed. 
removal o f  fuelwood i n c l u d i n g  regenerat ion o f  new stands and 
poss ib le  reduc t i on  o f  f u e l  bu i ldups.  

Oppor tun i t ies f o r  improving t h e  dispersed rec rea t i on  experience, 
reducing c o n f l i c t s  between user  groups, and reducing resource 
damage inc lude:  

--Developing a program f o r  t r a i l  head const ruct ion.  
--Encouraging use a t  remote s i t e s  and hardening h e a v i l y  used s i t e s .  
--Oeveloping a program f o r  a l l  types o f  d ispersed w i n t e r  

- -Prov id ing adequate s a n i t a t i o n  f o r  both summer and w i n t e r  use. 
--Determining appropr ia te  management f o r  areas near lakes  and 

Without 

O f f  road use and 

However b e n e f i t s  a re  created w i t h  t h e  

recrea t ion .  

reservo i rs .  
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--Restricting cer ta in  k inds  of use by season o r  area. 
--Encouraging s t a t e s  and counties t o  provide parking and sanitation 

--Developing a program f o r  managing dispersed and overflow camping 

--Implementing information and education programs, i .e. ,  Tread 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  where appropriate, f o r  winter use. 

areas.  

Lightly, Leave No Trace. 

d. T ra i l s  

The Forest has approximately 775 miles o f  t r a i l s .  
is  i n  the  summer b u t  winter use i s  increasing. 

The Forest t r a i l  system i s  in f a i r  condition w i t h  occational 
sections showing deterioration because o f  lack of maintenance and 
improper location. 
t o  protect  the public. 
t r a i l s  where rights-of-way have not been obtained. 
between types of t r a i l  users will increase i n  number and intensity.  
The t r a i l  system w ~ l l  need t o  be improved t o  meet increased demand. 

Tra i l s  avai lable  f o r  motorized use a re  l imited.  Most t r a i l s  were 
not designed f o r  motor vehicles. Use of motor vehicles on t r a i l s  
is  prohibited i n  the High  Uintas Wilderness and i n  other areas 
ident i f ied i n  t he  Forest Travel Plan, 

Trai l -users '  experience and resource protection could be improved 
by providing be t t e r  trailhead f a c i l i t i e s ,  improved maintenance, 
t r a i l  signs, t r a i l  information, and in te rpre t ive  f a c i l i t i e s .  No 
other agency, public o r  private, manages land in northeastern Utah 
so uniquely suited t o  providing t r a i l s  w i t h  long, continuous 
s t re tches  of high mountain land. 

Many opportunities e x i s t  f o r  development and management of t r a i l s  
t ha t  could accommodate a wide variety of users. 
these opportunities varies depending on the emphasis of the various 
a l t e rna t ive  and prescriptions assigned, as  well as  budget 
a 1 1 ocat i ons . 

e. Cultural Resources 

Most t r a i l  use 

Tra i l s  tha t  have become unsafe s h o u l d  be closed 
Private landowners may close additional 

Conflicts 

Implementation of 

A t o t a l  of 345 h i s to r i c  and prehistoric s i t e s  have been recorded on 
the Forest. There a re  266 prehistoric and 79 are  h i s to r i c  s i t e s  of 
which 62 of the recorded s i t e s  are  located on the Duchesne Ranger 
D i s t r i c t ,  11 a re  located on the Roosevelt Ranger Di s t r i c t ,  46 are  
located on the Vernal Ranger Dis t r ic t ,  225 a re  located on the 
Flaming Gorge Ranger Dis t r ic t ,  and 1 crosses both the Vernal and 
Flaming Gorge Ranger Distr ic ts .  

l i s t e d  on the National Forest Register, both on the Flaming Gorge 
Ranger Di s t r i c t .  

located on Forest Route 005. 

A t  the present time, the Ashley National Forest has two s i t e s  

junction of S t a t e  Highways 44 and 260; and the Ute Fire Tower 

- 

The Oscar Swett Homestead located near the 
- 
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Eleven s i t e s  located on the Ashley National Forest have been 
determined by the Forest Archaeologist as  potentiall)  e l i g ib l e  f o r  
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Two of 
these s i t e s  are  on the Vernal Ranger Di s t r i c t :  
near East Park Reservoir and the h i s to r i c  flume i n  Dry Fork. Seven 
of these s i t e s  are  located on the Flaming Gorge Ranger Dis t r ic t .  
One is  a s e t  o f  prehis tor ic  petroglyphs located on the Henry's Fork 
River with the remaining s i x  being prehis tor ic  l i t h i c  s ca t t e r s  
located i n  the Manns Bench area. The two other s i t e s  consis t  of 
the Carter Military Trail  and associated features which crosses 
both the Flaming Gorge and Vernal Ranger Di s t r i c t s ,  and an h i s to r i c  
log cabin a t  the south end o f  Lodgepole Lake on the Duchesne Ranger 
Distr ic t .  Df the remaining s i t e s  located on the Forest, 163 have 
been determined as  being not e l i g i b l e  for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places and 169 have not been evaluated as  t o  
t h e i r  e l i g i b i l i t y  o r  non-el igibi l i ty  f o r  inclusion on the regis ter .  

On the Ashley National Forest there  are  440 project reports t h a t  
have been written and 16,664 acres  o f  National Forest land t h a t  
have had a Cultural Resource Survey. 

The Flaming Gorge Di s t r i c t  has a program f o r  the interpretat ion of 
local cultural resources f o r  the public. A t  Flaming Gorge Dam 
Visitor Center there  a re  h is tor ica l  displays depicting ear ly  
American l i f e  in the area. A movie en t i t l ed  "Flaming Gorge: 
Story Written In Water" i s  shown t h a t  depicts the human and natural 
history of the area. 
Association, i n  cooperation w i t h  the  Forest Service, has published 
a booklet en t i t l ed  Flaming Gorge. 
there are  his tor ical  displays depicting various cul tural  resources 
in the area. Various books pertaining t o  local history are  sold a t  
both the Flaming Gorge Dam and the Red Canyon Visitor Center. 

the h is tor ic  mill 

A 

The Flaming Gorge Natural History 

A t  Red Canyon Visitor Center 
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f .  Research Natural Areas 

There a re  presently no formally designed Research Natural Areas 
currently on the Forest. Table 111-8 summarizes the current s ta tus  
of RNA nominations on the Ashley National Forest and gives a 
description o f  those candidate and potential  candidate areas. 

Table 111-8 
Candidate and Potential Candidacy Status  

as  of Autumn 1985 

RNA Candidate Acres Status  

1. Sims Peak Pothole 650 Establishment Report SAF: Lodgepole pine. 
Completed 1984 PNV: Spruce-fir. 

Lentic: pond, marsh, 
bog, wet meadow. 
Geologic: Metanorchic 
rocks, l a te ra l  moraine, 
ke t t l e s  (potholes). 

2. Pollen Lake 1025 Reconnaissance Report 1984 SAF: Spruce-fir. 
ER t o  be completed 1985 PNV: Spruce-fir, alpine. 

Other veg. : subalpine 
herb1 and, wi 11 ow: Parrya 
rydberqii, Penstemon - u i n -  
thahensis. 
Lentic: lake, ponds, 
marsh, wet meadow. 
Geologic: metamorphic 
rocks, moraines, cirque. 
Sc ien t i f ic :  Polen chron- 
ology, limonology. 

3 .  Gates of Birch Creek 240 Reconnaissance Report 1984 SAF:" Lodpepole pine, 
In te r ior  Douglas-fir. 
PNV: Douglas-fir. 
Geologic: Sedimentary 
rocks (limestone). 
Unusual : Disjunct subal- 

ER t o  be completed 1985 

p?ne fir/Linnaea borealis 
habi ta t  type. 
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RNA Candidate Acres Status 

4. Ashley Gorge 

5. Shale Creek 
(Uinta River) 

6. Gilbert Creek 
Basin 

7. Timber Canyon - 
Cow Hollow Ridge 

8. Lance Canyon 

1085 Reconnaissance ReDort 1985 SAF: Blue SDruce, amen. 

2925 

2545 

l e s s )  
(or  

334 

110 

ER t o  be done 1986 

I n i t i a l  Survey 1985 
Reconnaissance report  pend- 
ing ER possible 1986-1987 

I n i t i a l  Survey 1985 
Reconnaisance report  pend- 
i n g  ER possible 1986-87 

I n i t i a l  Survey 1985 
Reconnaisance report  pend- 
i n g  ER possible 1986-87 

I n i t i a l  survey 1985 
Reconnaisance report  pend- 
i n g  ER possible 1986-87 

. -  
lodgepole pihe, ponderosa 
pine, cottonwood. 
Other Vet.: Mountain 
mahogany, serviceberry.  
Lotic: Type 3 ( h i g h  
gradient perennial)  
stream, r ipar ian  dogwood. 
Geologic: metamorphic, 
sedimentary rocks. 

SAF: Spruce-fir ,  lodge- 
pole pine. 
PNV: Spruce-fir ,  a lpine.  
Other veg.: willows, 
subalpine herb1 and. 
Lentic: lakes ,  ponds, 
marsh, wet meadows. 
Geologic : metamorphic 
rocks, morains, cirque 

SAF: Spruce-fir .  
PNV: Spruce-fire,  a lpine 
Other veg.: willows, 
subalpine herblands. 
Lentic: l akes ,  marshes, 
wet meadows. 
Lotic: Type 2,  3 streams. 
Geologic: metamorphic 
rocks, cirque. 

SAF: Ponderosa pine, 
aspen, Doug1 as - f i  r. 
Other Veg. : Mountain 
brush. 
Geologic: sedimentary 
rocks; 

SAF: Douglas-fir, 
pinyon- juni per. 
PNV: Douglas-fir, 
pinyon-juniper, b i g  
sagebrush. 
Other veg. : Mountain 
mahogany, s a l ina  wildrye. 
Geologic: sedimenary 
rocks mass, mass move- 
ment. 
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P o t e n t i a l  Candidate Areas (no t  y e t  i nven to r ied )  

1. Shale Creek (Ouchesne R ive r )  
2. P a i n t e r  Basin 
3. Oweep Creek 
4. Eas t  Basin 

9. - Visua l  Resources 

An i n v e n t o r y  o f  t h e  v i sua l  resources on the  Fores t  has been 
completed, us ing  t h e  v i sua l  management system out1 i n e  i n  "Nat ional  
Fo res t  Landscape Management--Vol ume 2." 

The p resen t  VQO inventory  ( e x i s t i n g  VUOS) showed t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
areas i n  each v i sua l  management category: 

Acres 
Preserva t ion  338,068 
Reten t ion  473,545 
P a r t i a l  Retent ion 240,485 
M o d i f i c a t i o n  316,949 
Maximum Mod i f i ca t i on  15;632 

Tota l  acres 1,384,699 

These ca tegor ies  a re  de f ined i n  t h e  Glossary. 

2. WILDERNESS 

The High U i n t a  Wilderness i s  l oca ted  t o t a l l y  w i t h i n  t h e  Ashley and 
Wasatch Na t iona l  Forests.  The Utah Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984 designated 
t h i s  area as wi lderness,  making i t  a component o f  t h e  Nat iona l  
Wi lderness P rese rva t i on  System. 

P r i o r  t o  t h e  Utah Wilderness Act  o f  1984 the  Forest  p lann ing  process had 
developed an i n v e n t o r y  o f  lands t h a t  a re  e s s e n t i a l l y  unroaded and 
undeveloped, meet ing t h e  minimum d e f i n i t i o n  o f  wi lderness and q u a l i f i e d  
f o r  w i lderness  eva lua t i on  according t o  NFMA regu la t i ons  219.17. The 
i n v e n t o r y  conta ined 13 roadless areas t o t a l l i n g  715,405 acres Fores t  
wide. Th is  i n v e n t o r y  and d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  each area i s  f i l e d  w i t h  t h e  
Fo res t  p lann ing  records.  

The Utah Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984 designated 273,426 acres on t h e  Fores t  
as t h e  High U i n t a  Wilderness and 186,574 acres on t h e  Wasatch f o r  a 
t o t a l  of  460,000 acres. I t  is est imated t h a t  t h i s  area, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
areas t h a t  e x i s t e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  Act, w i l l  meet t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  demand 
f o r  w i lderness  d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  p lann ing  period. 
p lann ing  p e r i o d  a d d i t i o n a l  wi lderness w i l l  be evaluated. 

A t  t h e  end o f  t h i s  
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a - TABLE 111-9 R.O.S. CLASSES 
IN THE HIGH UINTA WILDERNESS 

Percent 
of 

R.O.S. Class Total Acres 

a - 

Primitive 
Semi Primitive NON MOTORIZED 
Semi Primitive MOTORIZED * 

1980 
1985 
1990 
1995 

I Roaded Natural 

73.1 
26.6 
.3 
.o 

199,875 
72,731 

820 
0 

I 100.0 273,426 
* Area is classed as SP(Motorized) however management within the 
Wilderness would preclude motorized uses (The k.0.S. Inventory was 
completed before establishment of the Wilderness Area). 

TABLE 111-10 
Projected demand for Wilderness 

AS DETERMINED DURING PREPARATION OF THE AMS 

Total Total 2/ 
Year MRVD E 4  Acres 

2000 
2010 
2020 
2030 

221.7 
265.0 
301.6 
331.6 
360.a1/ 

503.6 
572.9 

434.3- 

221.7 
265.0 
301.6 
331.6 
360.8 
434.3 
503.6 
572.9 

- "Estimated capacity o f  wilderness unless users can be encouraged to use low 

- 2/The High Uinta Wilderness Acreage is 273,426. 
use areas and new management methods can be implemented to increase capacity. 

3. WILDLIFE AND FISH 

The Ashley National Forest has a wide diversity of fish and wildlife 
species, some with special habitat needs. The Forest contains several 
distinct habitats that are important to differing groups of wildlife 
species. 
there are specific habitat requirements for most of the groups. 
Wildlife populations will be proportional to the quantity and quality of 
the habitat, and this is presented in the discussion below. 
indicator species will be monitored because they are sensitive to 
management activit3es, are of special concern, or their changes indicate 
effects of management on other species. The A.M.S. provides additional 
information on fish and wildlife. 

Even with many overlaps between habitat and wildlife present, 

The 
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a. 

b. 

Forest Species 

An estimated 437 species of f i s h ,  amphibians, rep t i les ,  b i r d s ,  and 
mammals inhabit  the Ashley National Forest (31 species of f i sh ,  8 
species of amphibians, 21 species of r ep t i l e s ,  289 species of 
birds ,  and 88 species of mammals). Appendices 1 and 2 of the 
wi ld l i fe  section of the A.M.S. l i s t  t he  fish and wildlife species 
t h a t  a r e  found on the Forest. T h i s  document is  available i n  the 
Supervisor's Office i n  Vernal, Utah. 

Habitat Diversity 

The amount of avai lable  habi ta t  determines t o  a large degree the 
abundance of wi ld l i fe  on National Forest lands. A reduction i n  
f i r e  frequency during the past  50-80 years due t o  increased f i r e  
suppression has permitted many of the plant communities t o  reach 
maturity. 
conifer communities, inc luding  heavy fuel  b u i l d - u p s ,  loss  of 
associated plants ,  and a reduction i n  carrying capacity f o r  early 
successional stage wi ld l i fe ,  while increasing habitat  f o r  l a t e  
successional stage wi ld l i fe  (Table 111-11). 
of wi ld l i fe  species above minimum viable population levels requires 
t h a t  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  include a l l  s tages  of plant development 
w i t h i n  exis t ing plant communities. 
breakdown of the Forest by vegetation types and indicates t he i r  
general condition and trend. 

In addition t o  plant successional s tages  and dis t r ibut ion of plant 
communities, seasonal habi ta ts  located on lands adjacent t o  the 
Forest a r e  important in maintaining wild1 i f e  abundance on Forest 
lands. 
adjacent lands f o r  over 80 percent of their winter range 
requirements. 

T h i s  has resulted i n  widespread successional advances in 

Maintaining a variety 

Table 111-12 provides a 

B i g  game herd units associated w i t h  the Ashley rely on 

Table 111-11 Forested communities on the Ashley National Forest by age 
classes.  

Seed1 ings/ Mature 
Poles - Acres (%) Old Growth - Acres (%) Total 

5,371 ( 9)  51,540 (91) -1 1 
m 
Douglas-fir 

Lodgepol e ,  Engl e- 106,759 (22) 380,084 (78) 486,843 
man Spruce, Sub- 
Alpine Fir 

Aspen 18,578 (28)  47,773 ( 7 2 )  66,351 

Ponderosa P i n e  10,712 (24) 34,203 (76) 44,915 

Pinyon-Juniper * --- 96,681 96,681 

Non-comm Softwoods * --- 79,865 79,865 

Non-comm Hardwoods * --- 5,285 5,285 
TOTALS 141,420 695,431 836,851 * Age c lass  estimates are  not available.  
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Table 111-12 Breakdown of vegetation types on the Ashley National Forest 

General Condition 
Vegetation Type Acreage and Trend 
Grass1 and 50,507 Fair f 
Shrub/Browse 212,655 Fair  + 
Meadows 118,920 Good + 
Pi non-Juni per 96,681 Fair 
Conifers 668,534 Fair  7 
(Incl . Non-Commercial) 
Aspen 71,636 Fair 4 
(Incl . Non-Commercial) 
Barren/Rock 103.007 Fair + 

0 

I Aauatic . , 511279 
Riparian - I/ 69;028 I TOTAL 1,373,219 

Good -D 

Fair 
J 

- 1/ 

c. Management Indicator Species 

This i s  the preliminary acreage estimated f o r  the r ipar ian.  
T h i s  acreage i s  included i n  the other vegetation types. 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 rovides direct ion f o r  
select ing management indicator  species (MIS P f o r  Forest planning. 
MIS are  considered t o  be key species i n  re la t ion t o  other wi ld l i fe .  
MIS are  the species f o r  which population and habi ta t  objectives 
will be established; the species which will represent the wi ld l i fe  
and aquatic resources i n  estimating the e f f ec t s  of management 
a l te rna t ives ;  and the species which habi ta t  will be monitored 
following implementation o f  the Forest Land Management Plan. 

The Management Indicator Species (MIS) were selected from those 
categories out1 ined below: 

(1) Species on S ta te  and Federal l i s t s  c lass i f ied  a s  threatened, 

(2)  

(3) 

(4)  

Following i s  the l i s t  of selected wi ld l i f e  species which will  be 
used as the MIS on the Forest. Table 111-13 outlines the 
MIS/habitat re la t ionships  f o r  the Ashley National Forest. 

endangered, o r  sens i t ive ;  

Species of some economic value, those tha t  a re  hun ted ,  fished, 
or  trapped; 

Species w i t h  special habi ta t  needs; 

Species whose population changes a re  believed t o  indicate  
e f fec ts  of management on other species. 
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Elk  Sage Grouse 
Mule Deer Wh i te - ta i l ed  Ptarmigan 
Goshawk Cu t th roa t  T rou t  
Golden Eagle Macroi nver tebra tes  
Warbl i n g  V i reo  Ye l low-be l l ied  Sapsucker 
L i n c o l n ' s  Sparrow Song Sparrow 

Rat iona le  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  these species were as fo l l ows :  

Species o f  some economic value. 
represent  t h i s  category due t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e l y  wide d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  
economic importance and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  mon i to r  changes i n  t h e i r  
populat ions and hab i ta t s .  

E l k  and mule deer were se lected t o  

Species w i t h  spec ia l  h a b i t a t  needs and/or species t h a t  i n d i c a t e  
e f f e c t s  o f  management. 
s o e c i f i c  h a b i t a t s  and/or reoresent  a h a b i t a t  o r  h a b i t a t s  which mav 

Species inc luded i n  t h i s  group r e q u i r e  

be i n f l uenced  t o  a measurable degree by land uses o r  management 
p rac t ices .  

" 

Aquat ic Deciduous Wood1 ands * 
Cu t th roa t  T r o u t  
Macroinvertebates 

Ye l l ow-be l l i ed  Sapsucker 
Warbl ing V i reo  

Old Growth Timber R ipa r ian  Shrubs Sagebrush 

Goshawk L i n c o l n ' s  Sparrow Sage Grouse 
Song Sparrow 

C l i f f s /Rock  A lp ine  Mea& 

Golden Eagle Wh i te - ta i l ed  Ptarmigan 

* Aspen and R ipar ian  Hardwoods 

Rat iona le  f o r  n o t  s e l e c t i n g  any species on Sta te  and Federal l i s t s  
were t h a t  no breeding populat ions a r e  p resen t l y  found on t h e  Ashley 
Nat ional  Forest .  The peregr ine  f a l c o n  and whooping crane are  
migrants  t h a t  a r e  o n l y  passing through t h e  Fores t  f o r  a s h o r t  t ime 
i n  the  s p r i n g  and f a l l .  
ad jacent  lands, b u t  never on t h e  Forest .  
p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  NRA and a long t h e  Green River .  

The b lack- foo ted  f e r r e t  has been seen on 
The ba ld  eagle w in te rs  
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HebltatlSpeclss Rslatlonshlps for the MIS on the Ashley NBtional Forest 

M I S  

~~ ~ 

R R R R  

R R R R R  
E l k  F a i r  F F F F F  F F  F F  F F  F F F  

Mule Deer F a i r  - F F F F F  F F F F  F F  F F F F  
R R R  

Goshawk Good * F F F F F  F 
R 

Golden Eagle Good - F F  F F F F F F F F  F F  F F F F  

Sage Grouse F a i r  - F F F  
R 

R R  
Whi te - ta i led  Ptarmigan Good - F F  F 

R 
F F  

R 
F F F  
R R 

F F F F  
R R 

L i n c o l n ' s  Sparrow F a i r  z 
Yel low Warbler F a i r  4 
Warbling V i reo  F a i r  i 
Yel low-bel l  i e d  Sapsucker F a i r  4 F F 

R 

R 
Macro inver tebrates Good - F 

Cut th roa t  T r o u t  Good - F 
F = Feedina H a b i t a t  R = Reoroduction H a b i t a t  
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Management Levels  f o r  M I S  

Popu la t ion  d e n s i t i e s  o f  t h e  b i g  game M I S  a r e  g iven a t  t h e  minimum 
v iab le ,  e x i s t i n g ,  S t a t e  ob jec t i ve ,  and p o t e n t i a l  l e v e l s .  For  t h e  other  
M I S ,  popu ld t i on  l e v e l s  a r e  n o t  known and t h e  S t a t e  has s e t  no 
ob jec t i ves .  
s u s t a i n  t h e  popu la t ions  a t  t h e  minimum v iab le ,  e x i s t i n g  and p o t e n t i a l  
l e v e l s  was determined. See Table 111-14. 

So f o r  those species, the amount o f  h a b i t a t  needed t o  

(1) Mule Deer and E l k  (B ig  Game MIS) 

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fo res t  has 1,016,350 acres o f  b i g  game summer range 
and 316,900 acres o f  b i g  game w in te r  range. 
prov ides fo rage f o r  mule deer and e l k  du r ing  t h e  spr ing ,  summer, and 
f a l l .  
c o n d i t i o n  and t h e  t r e n d  is s t a b l e  f o r  the  b i g  game M I S .  The 
predominance o f  l a t e  successional  p lan t  stages exceeds cover  
requirements f o r  b i g  game and o f t e n  l i m i t s  the  fo rage product ion.  

The m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  b i g  game w i n t e r  range occurs on ad jacent  BLM, 
S t a t e  and p r i v a t e  lands. 
b i g  game numbers a t  t h e  f o u r  management l e v e l s  was cons t ra ined t o  
seven months f o r  mule deer  and e i g h t  months f o r  e l k ,  due t o  the  
l a c k  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts o f  w in te r  rdnge on t h e  Forest .  

Table 111-14 d i sp lays  minimum v i a b l e  populat ions,  e x i s t i n g  populat ions,  
s t a t e  popu la t i on  ob jec t i ves ,  p o t e n t i a l  populat ions,  and c u r r e n t  
c a p a b i l i t y .  The A.M.S. document contains a d e t a i l e d  n a r r a t i v e  o f  these 
populat ions.  

It i s  impor tan t  t o  no te  t h a t  these l e v e l s  a r e  what t h e  Fores t  can 
suppor t  seasonal ly  (spr ing,  summer, and f a l l )  and t h a t  w i t h o u t  
ma jor  improvement o f  ad jacent  lands, which comprise over  80% o f  
t h e  b i g  game w i n t e r  range, these l e v e l s  cannot be maintained. 

(2 )  Goshawk (Old Growth Timber) 

The goshawk is p r i m a r i l y  found i n  mature and o l d  growth t imber  w i t h  a 
minimum o f  30 percent  crown c losure.  It requ i res  25 acres o f  
undis turbed c o n i f e r s  f o r  n e s t i n g  and has a hunt ing  t e r r i t o r y  o f  25,000 
t o  38,000 acres o f  n lost ly  t h i c k  stands o f  aspen and con i fe rs .  

Due t o  t h e  predominance o f  mature t imber stands on t h e  Forest ,  t h e  
h a b i t a t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  t h e  goshawk is gcod. The t rend  i s  s tab le ,  
however, t h e  mountain p ine  b e e t l e  problem will reverse t h e  t rend  
downward. 

Table 111-14 d i sp lays  t h e  minimum v iab le  popu la t ion ,  e x i s t i n g  
popu la t ion ,  and p o t e n t i a l  populat ion.  

The Fores t  p r i m a r i l y  

I n  general ,  t h e  Fo res t  Serv ice lands are  i n  f a i r  eco log i ca l  

The amount o f  forage needed t o  s u s t a i n  

(3 )  Golden Eagle (C l i f f s /Rock )  

111-22 



The golden eagle i s  p r i m a r i l y  a c l i f f - n e s t e r  t h a t  hunts over a v a r i e t y  
o f  hab i ta ts .  
p o t e n t i a l  impacts t o  c l i f f  areas f rom t h e  CUP, p ipe l i nes ,  and phosphate 
mining . 

The golden eagle was chosen as a MIS because o f  t h e  

Also, t h e  golden eagle i s  a good i n d i c a t o r  o f  t h e  h a b i t a t  f o r  o the r  
c l i f f - n e s t e r s ,  such as p r a i r i e  f a l c o n  and osprey. The general c o n d i t i o n  
o f  the  c l i f f  h a b i t a t  i s  good and t h e  t rend  i s  s tab le .  But t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
impacts could change the  s i t u a t i o n  r a p i d l y .  

Table 111-14 d isp lays  minimum v i a b l e  populat ion,  e x i s t i n g  
populat ion,  and p o t e n t i a l  populat ion.  

(4) Sage Grouse (Sagebrush) 

Sage grouse are  dependent upon t h e  sagebrush vegeta t ion  type f o r  food 
and cover. As ind ica ted  on Table 111-13 t h e  sage grouse a l s o  makes use 
of r i p a r i a n  hab i ta t .  There are  breeding popu la t ions  on t h e  Flaming 
Gorge and Vernal D i s t r i c t s  and on t h e  South U n i t  o f  t h e  Duchesne 
D i s t r i c t .  The cu r ren t  cond i t i on  o f  t h e  sage grouse h a b i t a t  i s  f a i r  and 
the  t rend  i s  stable.  Vegetat ive p r o j e c t s  have o f t e n  manipulated 
sagebrush t o  increase forage produc t ion  f o r  1 i ves tock  dnd b i g  game. 
These sagebrush manipulat ion p r o j e c t s  have had p o s i t i v e  and negat ive  
impacts on sage grouse depending on t h e  s ize ,  t h e  shape, and t h e  method 
o f  treatment. This i s  t h e  reason why sage grouse were chosen as a MIS. 

Table 111-14 d isp lays  minimum v i a b l e  popu la t ion ,  e x i s t i n g  popu la t i on  
and p o t e n t i a l  populat ion.  

( 5 )  Whi te - ta i led  Ptarmigan (A lp ine  Eleadow) 

This species was recen t l y  re in t roduced i n  t h e  High Uintas Wilderness. 
Ptarmigan are  associated w i t h  h igh  a l p i n e  meadows w i t h  a w i l l o w  complex 
f o r  s u r v i v a l  dur ing  the  w in te r .  The ptarmigan was chosen as a MIS t o  
moni tor  g raz ing  and rec rea t i on  impacts on t h e  a l p i n e  meadows. 

The o v e r a l l  cond i t i on  o f  the  a l p i n e  meadows i s  good and the  t rend  i s  
s tab le.  
and t rend  can occur r a p i d l y  due t o  t h e  s h o r t  growing season. 

Table 111-14 d isp lays  minimum v i a b l e  popu la t ion ,  e x i s t i n g  populat ion,  
and p o t e n t i a l  populat ion.  

The a l p i n e  meadow ecosystem i s  f r a g i l e  and changes i n  c o n d i t i o n  

(6) Yel low-be l l ied  Sapsucker and Warbl ing V i reo  *(Deciduous Woodlands) 

The ye1 low-bel 1 i e d  sapsucker i s  a cav i t y -nes te r  p r i m a r i l y  assoc iated 
w i t h  aspen and cottonwoods. A breeding p a i r  requ i res  a 10 acre  
t e r r i t o r y  w i t h  16 snags a t  l e a s t  10 f e e t  t a l l  and 10 inches DBH. 
warb l ing v i r e o  i s  a l so  p r i m a r i l y  assoc iated w i t h  aspen and r i p a r i a n  
deciduous t rees.  
po le-sapl ing t o  the  mature successional stages. These two species were 
chosen as MIS because o f  the  l i m i t e d  amount o f  deciduous woodlands on 
the  Forest .  The general c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  deciduous woodlands i s  f a i r  

*Aspen & Ripar ian Hardwoods 

The 

This  species nests  i n  t h e  deciduous t rees  f rom t h e  
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w i t h  a downward t rend.  
t h e  upper l i m i t s  and p r o s t r a t e  j u n i p e r  on t h e  lower  l i m i t s .  The 
r i p a r i a n  hardwoods have been impacted by roads, rec rea t i ona l  uses, 
fuelwood c u t t e r s ,  and water  impoundments. 

Table 111-14 d i sp lays  minimum v i a b l e  popu la t ion ,  e x i s t i n g  populat ion,  
and p o t e n t i a l  popu la t ion .  

The aspen zone i s  be ing  invaded by con i fe rs  on 

(7)  L i n c o l n ' s  Sparrow and Song Sparrow (R ipa r ian  Shrub) 

The two species a r e  associated w i t h  r i p a r i a n  shrubs, p r i m a r i l y  wi l lows,  
on t h e  Forest .  
meadows i n  t h e  grass-shrub successional s tage f rom the  mid-elevat ional  
ranges t o  t h e  a lp ine .  
mid-e levat ional  ranges and i n  t h e  shrub- fo res t  successional  stage. The 
o v e r a l l  c o n d i t i o n  o f  r i p a r i a n  shrub h a b i t a t  i s  f a i r  and the  t rend i s  
s l i g h t l y  down. 
have had impacts on t h i s  h a b i t a t  type. 

Table 111-14 d i s p l a y s  minimum v i a b l e  popu la t ion ,  e x i s t i n g  populat ion,  
and p o t e n t i a l  populat ions.  

The L i n c o l n ' s  sparrow i s  found by  streams, lakes and 

The song sparrow i s  found a t  t h e  lower t o  

Grazing, water  impoundments, and rec rea t i ona l  a c t i v i t i e s  

( 8 )  

Th is  species was se lec ted  as a M I S  t o  h e l p  eva lua te  t h e  Forest  aquat ic  
ecosystems f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reasons: 

a. It i s  t h e  f i s h  species on t h e  F o r e s t  most s e n s i t i v e  t o  changes 
i n  i t s  environment and i s  i n d i c a t i v e  of management e f f e c t s  on 
o the r  f i s h  species. 

It t y p i c a l l y  i n h a b i t s  key reaches of streams where most 
management a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  o r  w i l l  be occur r ing .  

It i s  t h e  o n l y  s e n s i t i v e  f i s h  on t h e  Fo res t  t h a t  can be 
recognized as be ing  na t ive .  A l though most c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t  
popu la t ions  have been exposed t o  h y b r i d i z a t i o n  and are  n o t  
"pure", they  do main ta in  t h e  appearance o f  n a t i v e  t r o u t  and 
should be recognized and managed as such. 

It reproduces n a t u r a l l y  i n  most Fores t  streams and i s  stocked 
i n  some lakes  on t h e  Forest .  

The general c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  aqua t i c  ecosystem i s  good and the  t rend i s  
c u r r e n t l y  s tab le .  However, impacts due t o  i r r i g a t i o n  d ivers ions,  t imber  
and graz ing  a c t i v i t i e s  have a l ready  a f f e c t e d  some streams. The CUP has 
impacted c u t t h r o a t  t r o u t  h a b i t a t  w i t h i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  area and w i l l  
cont inue t o  do so. Recent ly,  u t i l i t y  and i r r i g a t i o n  companies have been 
f i l i n g  f o r  water  f rom t h e  Fores t  f o r  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power product ion 
purposes. S i g n i f i c a n t  impacts t o  c u t t h r o a t  h a b i t a t  cou ld  r e s u l t .  Good 
data on pounds and number o f  f i s h  a re  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h i s  time. 
Therefore, t h e  management l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  aqua t i c  h a b i t a t  were d isp layed 
as m i les  o f  streams and sur face  acres o f  l akes  and rese rvo i r s  and are  
determined based on t h e  l e v e l s  discussed below. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
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Minimum Viable Population - Major streams, lakes,  and reservoirs  managed 
a t  a reduced qua1it.v anrDroduction (50% below the existins habi ta t  
condition and 'population level) .  

- 

Existin 
& p r o m i o n .  

Population - The existing aquatic habi ta t  managed a t  existing 

Potential Population - The improvement o f  existing aquatic habi ta t  plus 
the construction of some new reservoirs and habi ta t  improvement on some 
marginal streams t o  maximum production (50% above the exis t ing habi ta t  
condition and population leve l ) .  
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MIS SPECIES 

TABLE 111-14 
~~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~- 

Minimum Viable Exis t ing  S ta te  Potential Current* 
MIS Population Population Objective Popul a t i  on Capability 

Elk 
Number o f  Animals 

Deer 
Number of Animals 

Elk 
Pounds of Forage ( M M )  

Mule Deer 
Pounds of Forage ( M M )  

Goshawk 
Number of Acres 

Golden Eagle 
Number of  Acres 

Sage Grouse 
Number of Acres 

Whitetai 1 ed Ptarmigan 
Number of Acres 

Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker 
and Warbling Vireo 

Number o f  Acres 

**Riparian Hardwoods 
Lincoln's Sparrow and 
Song Sparrow 
**Number of Acres 

Riparian Shrub 
Cutthroat Trout 

Miles of Stream 
Surface Acres o f  Lakes 

and Reservoirs 

Aspen 

365 

1, 180 

1.14 

1.2 

95,190 

11,826 

24,240 

23,280 

27,000 
3,300 

9,900 

532 

44,816 

3,300 

23,600 

10.3 

24.0 

380,750 

23,655 

58,175 

37,250 

70,700 
6,900 

20,700 

730 

48,347 

10,300 

61,800 

32.2 

62.8 

653,760 

47,310 

96,960 

93,120 

90,900 
11,000 

33,000 

769 

50,241 
- 

* T h i s  level is the  number of mule deer and elk the Forest can support on summer and winter range under the 
current s i tua t ion .  
f igure.  

The larger  number i s  the summer range f igure and the smaller number is the winter range 

** These acreage f igures  a re  based on preliminary data and w i l l  be firmed u p  upon completion o f  the r ipar ian 
inventory. 
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(9)  Macroinvertebrates (Aquatic) 

Mayfly 

Stonefly 

Requires good water quali ty and good instream 
Epeorus sp. habitat .  Must have a resident population. 

Depends upon allochthanous leaf l i t t e r  f o r  
Zapada sp. nutrients.  

r iparian habitat  qual i ty  or quantity. 
Re1 a t ive  numbers generally indicate  

Mayfly Requires good water quali ty and good instream 

qual i ty . 

f lag  species when t h e i r  numbers increase. 

Highly tolerant  t o  multiple forms of pollution. 

dominate the community uhen pollution is 
severe. 

Ephemerella doddsi habitat .  Relative numbers can indicate habi ta t  

Mayfly Moderately tolerant  t o  sediment. Good red- 

Dipteran 

Ephemerella inermis 

Chironomidae Particularly tolerant  t o  sedimentation. Often 

The species i n  the  above l i s t  were chosen as  MIS for the following 
reasons : 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The wide range of conditions they monitor. 

Their re la t ive ly  large s i ze  which f a c i l i t a t e s  ident i f ica t ion .  

Their limited mobility r e s t r i c t s  them t o  a par t icu lar  
environment. 

They have a l ifespan of  months or years which allows f o r  
response t o  impacts over time. 

d .  

The species l i s t e d  above are  b u t  a sample of the species considered when 
aquatic macroinvertebrate samples are  collected f o r  evalaution o f  the  
aquatic ecosystem. 
data on most major streams since 1975. Therefore baseline information 
i s  available.  
management levels .  They will be used t o  monitor changes i n  the habi ta t  
by comparing t o  the baseline data. 
i n  species composition and divers i ty  us ing  re la t ive  numbers and 
d ivers i ty  indices. (See Scale below). 

The following scales a re  based upon aquatic macroinvertebrate community 
composition which i s  used t o  indicate how the qual i ty  of an aquatic 
ecosystem compares t o  i t s  potential quali ty.  

The Forest has been collecting macroinvertebrate 

Macroinvertebrates are  not displayed a t  the various 

This will involve monitoring changes 

Scale DAT Standing Crop BCI 

Excellent 18 - 26 4.1 - 12.0 above 90 
Good 11 - 17 1.6 - 4.0 75 - 90 
Fair 6 - 10 0.6 - 1.5 below 75 

Diversity Index a 

I Poor 0 - 5  0.0 - 0.5 below 75 
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d.  Fo res t  SFecies  ( S e n s i t i v e ,  threatened,  o r  endangered) 

24 Wi ld l i f e  and f ish species t h a t  i nhab i t  the Forest have been 
c l a s s i f i e d  a s  sensitive, threa tened ,  o r  endangered by Federal and S t a t e  
agencies (1 reptile, 1 amphibian, 4 f i sh ,  12 b i r d s ,  and 6 mammals). 
complete l i s t  of these species can be found i n  the A.M.S. document a t  
the Superv i so r ' s  Of f i ce  irt Vernal, Utah.  

A 

e. S t a t e  Agency Objectives 

See Table 111-14 

f .  - Wild l i f e  Use (Demand) 

The w i l d l i f e  resource i s  a multiproduct ou tput ,  w i t h  food and recrea t ion  
as the p r inc ipa l  products .  The demand f o r  h u n t i n g  and f i s h i n g  
oppor tun i t i e s  has increased  markedly and is  expected t o  continue. Table 
111-15 o u t l i n e s  the demand on the w i l d l i f e  resource for 1977 thru 1981. 
Given the oppor tuni ty  f o r  users t o  par t ic ipate  a t  an acceptab le  c o s t ,  
w i t h i n  a decade t h e r e  may be a 30 percent  increase i n  w i l d l i f e  
observa t ion ,  w i t h  o t h e r  uses changing i n  corresponding fash ion .  
111-16 o u t l i n e s  the projected demands f o r  the w i l d l i f e  resource t h r u  
2030. 
planning period and a r e  based on RPA values.  

Table 

The output  va lues  f o r  wildlife are  assumed constclnt over the 
They a r e  a s  follows: 

B i g  game h u n t i n g  
Small game h u n t i n g  
Waterfowl h u n t i n g  
F i s h i n g  
Wonconsumptive 
Wi ld l i f e  

' 26.88iWFUD 
32.00/WFUD 
17.85/WFUD 
29.OO/WFUD 

TABLE 111-15 
THE DEMAND ON THE WILDLIFE RESOURCE FOR 5 YEARS ON THE 

ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 
(Based on RIM and Utah OWR d a t a )  

WFUD's 
1978 1981 - 1980 - 1979 - - Act iv i ty  1977 

F i s h i n g  148,900 149,400 144,200 151,000 167,900 

B i g  Game 65,200 70,800 73,300 59,600 60,800 

Small Game 5,700 6,000 6,400 6,500 6,800 

Waterfowl 1,500 1,800 1,500 1,600 2,300 

Non-consumptive 20,500 22,000 22,800 23,500 24,300 
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TABLE 111-16 
THE PROJECTED DEMAND THRU 2030 FOR THE WILDLIFE RESOURCE ON THE 

ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST (Based on RPA Projections) 

ioe 
3 2 80 
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1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

---- Non-Consumpti ve 
Fishinq 

. . . . . . . . Waterfowl 
Big Game 
Small Game 

-----_ 

g. Habitat Improvement 

Minimum viable population level - This level would require some habitat 
improvements during the last two decades to maintain the limited amounts' 
of key habitats such as aspen and riparian. 

Existing population level - Habitat improvement i s  needed not only to 
maintain forage quality, quantity, and distribution, but also, for the 
maintenance o f  existing plant and wildlife diversity. This will require 
maintenance and enhancement of key plant communities, such as aspen, 
sagebrush, willow and aquatic. 
improvement is in the aspen vegetation type. 
perpetuation of existing aspen acres will require an increase in 
treatment levels over the next several decades. 

The greatest need for increased habitat 
The maintenance and m - 
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Sta te  objective level - Habitat improvement is  required t o  increase 
forage qua l i ty ,  quant i ty ,  and d is t r ibu t ion  f o r  the b i g  game MIS (mule 
deer and e lk)  t o  meet t h i s  level.  

Potential population level - Habitat improvements f o r  this level will 
depend on which  MIS a re  managed a t  t h i s  leve l .  I t  i s  not possible t o  
manage a l l  of the MIS a t  the-potential population leve ls  a t  the same 
time. 

4. RANGE 

The Ashley National Forest provides grazing f o r  approximatly 12,500 
c a t t l e  and 29,000 sheep f o r  a t o t a l  of about 75,000 AUM's each year. 
The grazing takes place mostly during the summer months 
(June-September). Some exceptions are found on the South U n i t  of the 
Duchesne District and on the Flaming Gorge NRA. A t  the  present time, 
there a re  84 l ivestock grazing allotments and 5 recreational stock 
allotments administered by the Forest. Portions o f  the Flaming Gorge 
Di s t r i c t  ( a l l  of the NRA i n  Wyoming and Goslin Mountain Allotment in 
Utah) a re  administered by the Bureau of Land Management under 
cooperative agreements. Currently, Forest Service grazing permits are 
held by approximately 130 permittees. 

A t  the present time, about 84% of the Ashley's 1,384,699 acres are 
w i t h i n  range allotments. The amount of su i t ab le  acres  varies w i t h  the 
designated c l a s s  of l ivestock.  
the Forest su i t ab le  f o r  l ivestock grazing, u s i n g  the current livestock 
mix. 
protect  other resources (Table 111-19). 
c a t t l e  only, the number of su i tab le  acres would drop  t o  about 306,000 
acres. On the o ther  hand, if  the Forest converted t o  sheep only, the 
number of su i t ab le  acres  would r i s e  t o  about 676,000 acres.  

All of the allotments on the Forest, including those administered by 
BLM, have a complete range analysis.  
vegetation types,  range condition and trend, and range su i t ab i l i t y  f o r  
each allotment. Table 111-19 summarizes the range analysis  data f o r  the 
Forest. A1 lotment management plans have been implemented on 74 
allotments administered by the Forest. The allotment management plan i s  
prepared i n  consultation, cooperation and coordination w i t h  the 
pernnttee and the o ther  resources. The allotment plan contains the 
following sections:  
and 1 ivestock management programs; 3) evaluation procedures; and 4) 
proper use c r i t e r i a .  There a re  small p o r t i o n s  of Forest lands w i t h i n  
six allotments administered by the BLM. 
approved management plans, although an EIS covering one allotment has 
been completed. 

Most of the su i t ab le  range i s  i n  f a i r  t o  good condition from the 
resource standpoint and in a s t ab le  t o  upward trend (Table 111-19). 

Currently, there a re  455,265 acres on 

B u t  19,115 of those su i tab le  acres a re  closed t o  livestock use t o  
If the Forest were converted t o  

The range analysis  determines the 

1) production and management objectives;  2 )  range 

None o f  these allotments have 

The 



majority o f  the poor range i s  located on the South Unit o f  the Duchesne 
Dis t r i c t  and on the Flaming Gorge NKA i n  Wyoming. Some of these areas  
are just naturally low forage-producing range and are sens i t ive  t o  
management a c t i v i t i e s .  
ecologically b u t  poor f o r  resource value. The only solution on these 
areas is  t o  manage livestock numbers a t  a level t h a t  will maintain the 
vegetation. There are ,  a l so  small acreages on other parts of the Forest  
t h a t  could be t reated f o r  the benefi t  of l ivestock and, i n  some cases ,  
wild1 i f e .  

Stocking for most allotments i s  considered near capacity and no major 
reductions o r  increases a re  current ly  planned. There are ,  however, a 
few allotments where additional improvements or  more intensive 
management could r e su l t  i n  some increase i n  capacity. 
few allotments, there may have t o  be some modifications i n  the season o r  
reductions in livestock numbers t o  maintain o r  improve range conditions. 

In addition t o  the c a t t l e  and sheep grazing, there  i s  some occasional 
t ransient  o r  intermittent grazing by wi ld  horses on the Wyoming pa r t  of 
the NRA. These wild horses a re  from adjacent BLM wild horse and burro 
t e r r i t o ry .  The BLM is i n  the process of rounding u p  the excess horses 
tha t  a re  wandering outside of the t e r r i t o r y .  
by saddle and pack horses used by recrea t ion is t s .  
short  term and on dispersed type recreation areas ,  such as the H i g h  
Uintas. This type of use will probably increase i n  the future. 

The range improvement program on the Forest i s  primarily intended t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  grazing, b u t ,  when possible,  improvements a re  made t o  support 
a combination o f  benefits .  
developments and fences t o  improve d is t r ibu t ion  of 1 ivestock and obtain 
proper u t i l i za t ion  of the forage resource. 
several thousand acres o f  range t h a t  could not be restored through 
grazing systems alone. Many of these projects  have benefited o ther  
resources, such as wi ld l i fe  and watershed. 
involved in the control of noxious farm weeds on Forest Service 
administered l a n d s  i n  cooperation with S ta t e  and local weed control 
organizations. 

Grazing on the Ashley i s  an h i s t o r i c  and t rad i t iona l  use of the forage 
resource. Early s e t t l e r s  grazed l ivestock on the area long before the 
establishment of the National Forest The Forest has only a portion of 
the livestock use t h a t  i t  had i n  the l a t e  1800's and ear ly  1900's. 
During t h a t  period much of the range became seriously overgrazed. 
the 1940's, the Forest has made major adjustments i n  the permitted 
numbers and season of use, rehabi l i ta ted thwsands of acres of poor 
range, and i n i t i a t e d  sound grazing management systems based on range 
analysis.  
1940. There has been a major decline i n  sheep numbers and minor 
fluctuations i n  c a t t l e  numbers. 
reduction of sheep numbers has been the conversion of sheep operations 
t o  c a t t l e .  Past and recent grazing records show t h a t  actudl use has 
been 10 t o  20 percent below the permitted use (Table 111-18). 

Many of these areas  a re  i n  good condition 

Conversely, on a 

There is  a l so  some grazing 
T h i s  use is generally 

The Forest has constructed many water 

The Forest has revegetated 

The Forest has been ac t ive ly  

Since 

Table 111-17 outl ines  the changes i n  livestock grazing s ince  

A major f ac to r  t h a t  contributed t o  the  

m h  - 
111-30 



TABLE 111-17. Livestock Historical Use: Permitted l ivestock use on the 
Ashley National Forest since 1940. 

YEAR 

1940 
1945 
1950 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1970 
1975 
1980 
1984 

CATTLE 

9,161 
9,225 
8,119 

12,557 
12,292 
10,207 
10,181 
11,595 
12,216 
12,195 

SHEEP 

81,947 
74,234 
63,468 
79,192 
69,671 
58,758 
48,932 
40,356 
28,886 
29,365 

AUlvl I s 

111,563 
101,931 
85,154 

117,748 
99,445 
97,638 
82,142 
82,236 
78,667 
74,915 

I 

TABLE 111-18. Permitted livestock use, actual use and ten ta t ive  capacity. 

Range Analysis 
Permitted Use Actual Use* % of* Ten t a  ti ve 

( AUM ' s ) (AUM' s) Permitted Use Capacity (AUM's) 

77,110 64,880 82% 73,194 

*Average f o r  the l a s t  f i v e  years. 

TABLE 111-19. Summary o f  the Range Analysis data on the Ashley National 
Forest .  

Vegetation Types 

Grass1 and 
Dry Meadow 
Wet Meadow 
Forb 
Sagebrush 
Mountain Brush  
Conifer 
P i  nyon-Juniper 
Aspen 
Desert S h r u b  

Suitable acres by Vegetation Type 

Acres 

45,663 
28,547 
15,610 
9,946 

98,352 
33,075 
97,272 
9,580 

67,791 

Total 455,285 
49,449 

% 

10 
6 
4 
2 

22 
7 

21 
2 

15 
11 
100 

- 

Sui tab le  Acres by Condition and Trend 

% Condition Class Acres - % Trend Acres - 
113,882 25 
250,406 55 

Good 154,342 34 UP 

20 Poor 106,992 23.5 Down 91,057 - 
Total 455,285 1 0 0  Total 455,285 100 

F a i r  193,951 42.5 Stable 
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TABLE 19 cont. Su i tab le  Acres By A v a i l a b i l i t y  and L ives tock  Class 

Acres Open t o  L ivestock - Acres Closed t o  L ives tock  - 
TReason f o r  Closure) 

C a t t l e  251,270 Wild1 i f e  8,820 
Sheep 120,820 Watershed 1,400 
Common Use 46,730 Recreat ion 8,895 
Horse 17,350 

Tota l  436,17(; To ta l  19,115 

lviost o f  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  forage consumed on t h i s  Fores t  i s  produced on open 
rangelands c l a s s i f i e d  as s u i t a b l e  f o r  l o n g  te rm l i v e s t o c k  use. The 
timbered areas produce very l i t t l e  l i v e s t o c k  forage.  
harvests  between 1,800 and 2,000 acres o f  t imber  each yea r  with t h e  
average s i z e  o f  a c u t t i n g  area i s  10 t o  40 acres. 
some add i t i ona l  forage f o r  a 1C t o  15 yea r  per iod,  b u t  t h e  needs o f  
t imber  regenerat ion and p r a c t i c a l i t y  o f  herd ing  i n  those i s o l a t e d  
patches must be considered. 
harvested areas i s  n o t  a major  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  o v e r a l l  l i v e s t o c k  forage 
base on t h e  Forest .  

Demand 

Product ion on t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  i s  assumed t o  have no 
s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on t h e  p r i c e  o f  a u n i t  o f  g raz ing  and i t  i s  assumed 
t h a t  a l l  t h e  graz ing  capac i ty  produced on t h e  Ashley w i l l  be u t i l i z e d .  
I n  terms o f  1978 d o l l a r  values, the  va lue  of an AUM o f  ac tua l  g raz ing  on 
t h e  Fores t  i s  considered t o  be $10.17/AUM as determined by a zone 
economist (Shep Buchanan 1980). 
d i r e c t i o n  w i l l  remain f a i r l y  constant  over time, b u t  w i l l  be l e s s  than 
t h e  amount t h a t  can be absorbed by t h e  l o c a l  market. 
problems now a f f e c t i n g  t h e  sheep indus t r y ,  such as l abo r ,  p redator  
c o n t r o l  , and economics, w i  11 be resolved. 

The Fo res t  

Th is  does p rov ide  

Therefore, t r a n s i t o r y  range i n  the t imber  

Product ion under c u r r e n t  nidnagement 

Th is  assumes t h a t  

TABLE 111-20. Pro jec ted  c u r r e n t  outputs,  Regional ob jec t i ve ,  supply 
p o t e n t i a l  and demand 

Pro jec ted  1986- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 
Category U n i t s  1983 1984 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 
Current  MAUM 77 77 77 78 82 83 85 86 

Regional 
Ob jec t i ve  MAUM 77 78 80 82 85 85 86 87 

Supply 
P o t e n t i a l  

Maximum 
Uncon- 
s t r a i  ned NAUM 79 83 87 100 162 151 175 160 

Minimum 

Demand A l l  o f  t h e  AUM's oroduced on t h e  Fores t  w i l l  be  used. 
Acceptable MAUM 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
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5. TIMBER 

a. E x i s t i n g  S i t u a t i o n  and H i s t o r L  

As i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  Timber Management Plan 
t h i s  Fo res t  has 512,578 acres o f  commercial t imber  stands. Table 
111-21 d i s p l a y s  t h e  var ious  species by age group. See Chapter I1 
f o r  d i s p l a y  o f  lands s u i t a b l e  f o r  t imber  management. 

Lodgepole p i n e  covers about 240,263 acres,  i s  h i g h l y  suscept ib le  t o  
a t t a c k  by mountain p ine b e e t l e  and a t  present  an epidemic s i t u a t i o n  
is  sLbs id ing  i n  a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  these stands. The ponderosa 
p i n e  stands have a l s o  been severe ly  damaged, e s p e c i a l l y  on the  
Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t ,  by t h e  mountain p i n e  bee t le .  As a r e s u l t ,  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  composi t ion o f  var ious aye groups, l i v e  and dead etc .  
i s  be ing  changed d r a s t i c a l l y .  Consequently, t h e  Fo res t ' s  
c a p a b i l i t y  t o  produce var ious products  as planned i s  changing and 
demands f o r  products  a re  s h i f t i n g .  

The present  growing stock inventory  on  lands s u i t a b l e  f o r  t imber  
h a r v e s t i n g  under t h e  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  615.532 MMCF and t h e  
p r o j e c t e d  annual n e t  growth i s  a minus 8.82 MMCF. The negat ive n e t  
growth r e s u l t s  f rom t h e  e x i s t i n g  mountain p i n e  b e e t l e  epidemic. 

The p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  does n o t  meet t h e  requirement t h a t  growth 
w i l l  equal a t  l e a s t  90 percent o f  t h e  l ong  term susta ined y i e l d  by 
t h e  y e a r  2030. Th is  l e v e l  o f  growth i s  n o t  reached u n t i l  about 
decade 12 i n  t h e  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  ( J ) .  Th is  i s  due t o  t h e  
l a r g e  l o s s  o f  growing s tock i nven to ry  as a r e s u l t  o f  the  mountain 
p ine  b e e t l e  epidemic. 

Fu ture  Stands Cond i t ion  Under Current  Management 

Table 111-22 was developed a t  t h e  t ime  t h e  AMS was assembled and 
i l l u s t r a t e s  p ro jec ted  t imber  output  by species and t ime per iods.  
As can be seen, t h i s  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  chanye f rom h i s t o r i c  t rends. 
Since t h i s  t a b l e  was developed the  p i n e  b e e t l e  epidemic has 
expanded a t  a much f a s t e r  r a t e  than was expected. As a r e s u l t  t h e  
r a t i o  between l i v e  and dead has c rea ted  t h e  need f o r  program 
adjustments t o  compensate f o r  these problems. 
s i t u a t i o n ,  s h i f t s  i n  demands f o r  var ious  k inds  o f  products has 
occurred. 
r a p i d  r a t e .  Recent ly the re  has been some i n t e r e s t  expressed i n  
somewhat specu la t i ve  new uses of wood products  f rom t h i s  Forest. 
Cur ren t  d i r e c t i o n  as i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  AMS i s  t o  harves t  the  o l d  
growth b e e t l e  suscep t ib le  lodgepole p ine  f i r s t  w i t h  an annual s e l l  
program o f  approximately 14 MMBF, i nc reas ing  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  
p o t e n t i a l  y i e l d  l e v e l  o f  18.8 MMBF upon demand. 
lodgepole p ine  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  being s o l d  a t  t h e  r a t e  o f  about 3 MMBF 
per  year .  
Recent ly  t h e r e  has been new i n t e r e s t  i n  expanding t imber  management 

b. 

To compl icate the  

The i n t e r e s t  i n  fuelwood on  t h i s  Fo res t  has grown a t  a 

Species besides 

Expansion o f  t h i s  d iscuss ion  can be found i n  the  AMs. 
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a c t i v i t i e s  i n  ponderosa pine t o  reduce i t s  susceptabili ty t o  
mountain pine beet le ,  along with acceleration of a l l  harvest 
a c t i v i t i e s  if  markets can be found. 

The price of timber d u r i n g  the l a s t  10 years has been very e r r a t i c .  
Increased costs for road construction, logging, and milling have 
caused most timber sales  t o  be below cost.  

Most sa les  have occurred on slopes of l e s s  than 40% and t r a c t o r  
logging has been the primary yarding method used. 

Fuelwood has become a major a t t rac t ion  and this  ac t iv i ty  represents 
be t te r  than half of the to ta l  volume of wood f i b e r  t ha t  i s  removed 
from this  Forest. Presently, compared w i t h  marketing of other wood 
products, fuelwood offers  economically a t t r a c t i v e  s i tua t ions  and 
provides an opportunity t o  reduce fuel loading and improve the 
timber resource. 

Table 111-23 depicts the his tor ical  annual cut  f o r  approximately 
the l a s t  40 years. 
harvesting by cut t ing methods used on t h i s  Forest between 1965 and 
1981. The local mill capacity d u r i n g  a normal season i s  
approximately 18.3 MMBF, log scale. 

Table 111-24 i l l u s t r a t e s  a pattern of past  

c. Land Su i t ab i l i t y  by Alternatives 

See Chapter 11. C. f o r  information pertaining t o  acres i n  various 
timber c lassi f icat ions.  
basic concept about what timber management a c t i v i t i e s  can be 
expected f o r  each al ternat ive.  

Review of t ha t  information can provide the 

d.  Demand Analysis 

Demand f o r  a l l  timber resource o u t p u t s  i s  assumed t o  be completely 
e l a s t i c .  
produced in a given al ternat ive o r  a given time period the FORPLAN 
model assumes tha t  the various o u t p u t s  will be sold a t  constant 
prices valued in the model. 
timber outputs o r  any of  the other resources can create  a major 
change i n  present net value and may necessi ta te  a plan revision. 

In other words, whatever outputs a re  theoret ical ly  

Failure t o  actual ly  market these 
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TA8LE 111-21* 
COMMERCIAL FOREST AREA OF SPECIES TYPE BY AGE GROUP 

DF I Age Group - 
Non-Stocked 1251 
1-9 1251 
10-19 -- 
20-29 1134 
30-39 -- 
40-49 -- 
50-59 -- 
60-69 4468 
70-79 9969 
80-89 6623 
90-99 4477 
100-119 3308 
120-139 7537 

160-179 4480 
140-159 8214 
_. ~ ~ 

18G-199 2795 
200-300 4001 
300+ -- 

5933E 

PP - 
2 94 
293 -- 
-- 
-- 
-- -- 
2256 
1127 
2203 
2879 
1902 
3329 
2161 
1033 

17078 
9915 

-- 

44,470 

LPP 

10100 
4779 
1996 
1145 
3384 

851 
3891 
12376 
32573 
23355 
48487 
31032 
23203 
19078 
11654 
7644 
4213 

24- 

- 

-- 

ES - 
-- -- -- 
-- 
-- 
-- -- 
1149 -- 
-- 
1149 
8170 
8484 
9914 
13393 
10731 
16574 -- 

1111 9105 
2138 17076 
7154 5666 
8313 11309 
3016 5629 
2131 1686 
3134 2264 
2012 -- 
1874 -- -- -- 

Total 
11645 
8021 
3141 
3411 
4310 
2266 
3157 
17446 
33688 
60613 
45180 

59027 
47309 
43382 
27192 
471 73 

ai489 

.. _. - 
14128 
12,578 

* Table 11-21 i s  based on the Ashley National Forest Timber Management/Plan 
da ted  10/30/78. 
included in this Table. 

Forest land w i t h i n  the High  Uintas Primitive Area were not 
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PROJECTED TIMBER OUTPUTS 
VOLUME SOLD 

TABLE EL-22 

1981 1991 2000 201 I 2021 2031 

TIME PERIODS 

INCLUDES FIREWOOD SALES 
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TABLE JE-23 

TIMBER CUT IN MMBF ON THE ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 1941-1981 

MMBF 

1 1 1 1 1 , 1 , , , 1 , , 1 1 , 1  1 1 1 1 1 , 1 1 1 , 1 1 1 1 1 ' 1  1 1 1 , 1 1 1  
1941 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 
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- 

- - 
65 66 67 6E i9 70 71 72 73 74 75 7E 

YEARS 

TABLE IIL- 24 

ACREAGE HARVESTED BY CUTTING METHOD 
1965 - 1981 

PARTIAL CUT 
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6. WATER 

The e n t i r e  1.38 m i l l i o n  acres o f  t h e  Ashley Na t iona l  Fo res t  i s  ava i l ab le  
f o r  c o n t r i b u t i n g  water  t o  streams, r i v e r s ,  lakes,  and reservo i rs .  The 
Ashley d e l i v e r s  approximately one m i l l i o n  acre  f e e t  o f  water  annual ly t o  
s t reamf low and c o n t r i b u t e s  a l a r g e  b u t  unmeasured q u a n t i t y  o f  water t o  
groundwater aqu i fe rs .  

The h i g h  q u a l i t y  water  produced on t h e  Ashley Na t iona l  Fores t  serves 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  needs o f  t h e  Forest  Serv ice  and i s  used and enjoyed by 
t h e  p u b l i c  on and o f f  t h e  Forest  f o r  domestic purposes, recrea t ion ,  and 
aes the t ics ,  mun ic ipa l  and i n d u s t r i a l  uses, i r r i g a t i o n ,  l i v e s t o c k  
water ing,  power product ion,  and f o r  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  

Current  management e f f o r t s  are geared t o  maintenance o r  improvement o f  
watershed c o n d i t i o n s  and p ro tec t i on  o f  water  resources f o r  on-s i te  use. 
Recent emphasis has been placed on s t a b i l i z a t i o n  o f  watersheds, stream 
banks, and l o w  standard roads. Water q u a l i t y  i s  be ing  monitored a t  
25-30 s t a t i o n s  (depending on t h e  year)  on t h e  Forest .  The USGS Water 
Resources D i v i s i o n  mainta ins 13 s t a t i o n s  where water  q u a n t i t y  i s  being 
measured. 
t o  mon i to r  p a r t i a l  f l o w  and 2 p r e c i p i t a t i o n  gages. The S o i l  
Conservat ion Serv i ce  a l s o  maintains 25 snow survey s i t e s  and 23 
p r e c i p i t a t i o n  s t a t i o n s  on the  Forest. 

Streamflow i s  t ranspor ted  from the  Forest  throughout  t h e  y e a r  by 687 
m i l e s  of perenn ia l  streams which c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  Green R ive r  Basin and 
t h e  Duchesne and U i n t a  Sub-basins. 

The munic ipa l  watershed o f  the  Ashley Valley m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and other  
smal l  towns i n  t h e  l i i n t a h  Basin a re  l o c a t e d  on t h e  Forest .  Special land  
management measures may be requ i red  t o  ma in ta in  cont inued supply o f  h igh 
q u a l i t y  water  i n  amounts needed f o r  munic ipa l  and i n d u s t r i a l  use. 

The munic ipa l  watershed inc ludes 2 main drainages: Ashley Creek 
Drainage and Dry Fork Drainage. 
res iden ts  on t h i s  watershed f o r  c u l i n a r y  water  d i c t a t e s  a c a r e f u l  review 
o f  a l l  management dec is ions.  

Water Q u a n t i t y  

Al though t h e  Fo res t  has n o t  been invo lved i n  d i r e c t  p r a c t i c e s  o f  
i nc reas ing  water  y i e l d ,  there  has been i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
increases through weather mod i f i ca t ion ,  snowpack man ipu la t ion ,  and 
vege ta t i ve  manipulat ion.  

Cur ren t l y  management i s  n o t  d i rec ted  toward i nc reas ing  t h e  quan t i t y  o f  
water  f rom t h e  Fo res t  and cur ren t  management d i r e c t i o n ,  i f  continued, 
w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  a major  change i n  a v a i l a b l e  water  t o  t h e  year  2030. 
Some increases i n  water  y i e l d  occur as a r e s u l t  o f  management a c t i v i t i e s  
on t h e  Forest .  
a c t i v i t i e s  and a r e  n o t  done f o r  the  purpose o f  i n c r e a s i n g  water  y i e l d .  

- 

The Ashley Nat ional  Forest  has an a d d i t i o n a l  6 s t a t i o n s  used 

Dependency o f  approx imate ly  20,000 

- These increases are  a r e s u l t  o f  ongoing management 

- 
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Opportunities do ex i s t ,  however, t o  increase water yield on the Forest. 
Primarily this would include increasing the r a t e  o f  timber harvesting, 
snow fencing, and weather modification. 

The amount of water claimed by the Forest Service will be limited t o  the 
amount needed f o r  National Forest purposes. 

The period of water uses claimed will be limited t o  the actual t i m i n g  of 
uses. Stockwater, recreation and other water uses occur largely between 
May 1 and November 1. Administrative and wi ld l i fe  water use a re  year 
around uses. 

Consumptive Needs: Downstream water uses include municipal and 
industrial uses which require a f a i r l y  even flow ra t e  year round and 
agricultural  uses which require water between May 1 and October 1. 

The Ashley National Forest 's current water use inventory iden t i f i e s  
3,197 consumptive water uses amounting t o  a t o t a l  volume of 4,213 acre 
fee t .  

In summary, there are  about 3,197 sources i n  the Forest Inventory of 
current and foreseeable consumptive use needs. 
been f i led .  

Nonconsumptive (instream flow) : 
maintain instream flows for recreation, fish habi ta ts ,  wi ld l i fe ,  
stockwatering, r iparian,  vegetation, aes the t ics ,  and channel morphology. 
Stream reaches where instream flows a r e  needed will be ident i f ied  as  a 
component of the water uses inventory i n  time f o r  basin adjudications 
and quantified as required by the court .  
needed year around f o r  fish habi ta t s ,  and waterfowl; May through 
November f o r  other uses; and short  duration h i g h  flows are  needed f o r  
channel morphology. 

Instream flow determinations have previously been ident i f ied f o r  4 
streams on the Forest and 163 streams have been ident i f ied a s  
potentially needing quantification. 

Since 1900, two major pipelines, 45 dams and 28 canals have been 
constructed on the Ashley National Forest. Specific information can be 
found i n  the AMS a t  the Supervisor's Office i n  Vernal, Utah. 

There are  approximately 500 lakes and reservoirs on the Ashley National 
Forest, with an estimated storage capacity o f  3,900,000 acre f e e t  
(including Flaming Gorge Reservoir w i t h  about 3,812,000 acre f e e t  of 
water). The  approximate to ta l  surface area of lakes and Reservoirs on 
the Forest i s  50,000 acres. 

Some opportunities ex i s t  on the Forest f o r  enlargement of old or  
construction of new reservoirs t o  meet increased demands fo r  water. 
Some of these opportunities will con f l i c t  w i t h  maintenance o r  
improvement of f i sher ies  and other resource values of the Forest. 

About 3030 claims have 

Current management direct ion i s  t o  

Water for instream uses is 
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Water Qual i ty  

The necessary level of water qual i ty  can be met by compliance w i t h  
Federal and S ta t e  water qual i ty  standards. Numerous water quali ty 
investigations on the Ashley National Forest d u r i n g  the past decade have 
shown the water on and leaving the Forest t o  be of h i g h  quality. I t  i s  
generally adequate t o  meet o r  exceed the needs t o  identified beneficial 
use requirements and w i t h i n  the  S ta te  water quali ty standards. 

The primary sources of water pollution on the Forest include grazing, 
construction associated with the Central Utah Project,  logging, and road 
construction and maintenance. These a c t i v i t i e s  can influence the 
bac ter ia l ,  chemical, and physical (sediment) components of water 
qual i ty .  

Nutrient enrichment i n  Flaming Gorge Reservoir has been assessed i n  the 
southwest Wyoming 208 water qual i ty  plan which a t t r ibu tes  i t s  origin t o  
phosphorous production outside the National Recreation Area. There i s  
no evidence of ons i te  o r  downstream chemical contaminants affecting 
beneficial uses or exceeding allowable S ta te  standards, other than a t  
F1 ami ng Gorge. 

Presently, the Sta te  water qual i ty  standard s t a t e s ,  "No water quali ty 
degradation i s  allowable which would in te r fe re  w i t h  or become injurious 
t o  existing instream water uses." The State  of Utah has s e t  the 
turb id i ty  standard f o r  instream aquatic wi ld l i fe  uses a t  a 10 NTU 
(nepholometric Turbidity Units) increase above background turbidi ty .  
However the level of suspended sediments t ha t  i s  tolerable or acceptable 
f o r  d i f fe ren t  components of the aquatic ecosystem has n o t  been 
ident i f ied.  
produce large amounts o t  sediment. 

Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs: A Soil and Water Resource 
Improvement Needs Inventory was carried out on the Ashley National 
Forest t o  ident i fy  areas on the Forest t h a t  a r e  i n  need of so i l  and 
water restoration. There a re  a to ta l  of 985 acres identified in past 
restoration projects.  

Currently there  a r e  1,031 acres ident i f ied i n  the Soil and Water 
Resource Improvement Need Inventory. 
ident i f ied watershed improvements will not be accomplished by the year 
2000. 

Soil and water personnel will continue the so i l  and water resource 
improvement needs inventory, w i t h  areas requiring treatment being added 
annually and acres t reated being subtracted. 
improvement projects i s  t o  improve, maintain, or  restore the condition 
of the watershed. 

Special Conditions o r  Si tuat ions Involving Hazards t o  Resource 

Geologic Hazards: 

possible ear ths l ide  damming. 

Management a c t i v i t i e s ,  par t icular ly  road construction, can 

Under current level funding 

The objective of watershed 

- 
The s l i d e  area i n  the Upper Sheep Creek Narrows can 

be a major problem in maintaining a road o r  other development due t o  - 
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Areas o f  p o t e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  problems and ground water p o l l u t i o n  have 
been i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  Land Systems Inven to ry  f o r  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  
Forest. 
o f  t h e  t o t a l  Forest. 

R ipar ian  Areas: 
associated f loodp la ins ,  lakes, ponds, and wet lands. Wet lands o f  t h e  
Forest  inc lude seeps, spr ings,  bogs, wet-meadows, and wil low-sedge 
marshes. The cond i t i on  o f  t h e  F o r e s t ' s  r i p a r i a n  areas, w i t h  b u t  a few 
exceptions i s  genera l l y  good. 

R ipar ian  areas are used by many Nat iona l  Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s .  Where t h e  
r i p a r i a n  area i s  a i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  a c t i v i t y  creates 
demand. 
are road const ruct ion,  rec rea t i on  and ORV use. t imber  harvest,  and 
l i v e s t o c k  grazing. 
purposes on t h e  watershed w i l l  tend t o  reduce t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  water  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  instream f lows and may cause a l o s s  o f  r i p a r i a n  
ecosystems. 
reviewed t o  ensure t h a t  "bes t  management p r a c t i c e s "  a re  i n s t i t u t e d  t o  
p r o t e c t  r i p a r i a n  q u a l i t i e s .  The l i m i t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a s p e c i f i c  
a c t i v i t y  i s  i t s  e f f e c t  on t h e  r i p a r i a n  area. 

Some o f  the  r i p a r i a n  areas w i l l  r ece i ve  t imber  management. 
i s  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  t h i s  Forest ,  on a case-by-case basis,  t h a t  
s i l v i c u l t u r a l  p resc r ip t i ons  i n  r i p a r i a n  areas should l i m i t  t imber  
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  those which enhance o the r  resources. 

Management a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  r i p a r i a n  areas must comply w i t h  Execut ive 
Order 11990 on p ro tec t i on  o f  wetlands. 

R ipar ian  areas modify stream f l ows  t o  reduce peaks and extend low f lows.  
They genera l l y  occur over v a l l e y  f i l l s  t h h t  have good water i n f i l t r a t i o n  
and pe rco la t i on  rates.  
as a r e s e r v o i r  t o  r e t a i n  water du r ing  wet per iods  and s lowly  re lease 
water t o  t h e  streams du r ing  d r y  per iods.  
mod i f i ca t ion .  
the  Forest .  
r i p a r i a n  monitor ing.  

Flood Prone Areas: 
Forest  have a h igh  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  r a i n  on snow type f l oods  because much 
o f  the  Forest  l i e s  above 9,000 f e e t  and because bas i c  bas in o r i e n t a t i o n  
tends t o  ho ld  snow u n t i l  the  warm storm season a r r i ves .  This  p o t e n t i a l  
becomes h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  years  when t h e  p red ic ted  runof f ,  based on 
snow course date, i s  above average. 

Most major f l o o d  events on t h e  U i n t a ' s  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  snowmelt events. 
No summer storm events have accounted f o r  any o f  t h e  recorded annual 
peaks. 
p o s s i b i l i t y .  However, in tense summer storms have r e s u l t e d  i n  ex tens ive  
f l o o d  damage, espec ia l l y  i n  t h e  Sheep Creek drainage. 

Almost a l l  recorded peak f l o w  events have occurred between A p r i l  and 
June. 

These areas are smal l ,  l o c a l i z e d  u n i t s  and a f f e c t  l e s s  than 5% 

Ripar ian  areas on t h e  Fores t  i nc lude  streams and t h e i r  

The a c t i v i t i e s  which have t h e  g rea tes t  impact on r i p a r i a n  zones 

The increas ing  demand f o r  water f o r  h y d r o e l e c t r i c  

I n  order  t o  minimize impacts, management a c t i v i t i e s  a re  

However, i t  

Thus t h e  volume o f  t h e  f i l l  can (and does) a c t  

The r e s u l t  i s  a f l o w  
There i s  approximately 161,000 acres o f  R ipar ian  area on 

See sec t i on  under i n d i c a t o r  species i n  W i l d l i f e  f o r  

The U in ta  Mountains w i t h i n  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  

This does no t  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  summer storm type o f  event as a 

Eighty  percent have occurred between May and June. 
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T h e  Central Utah Project ( C U P ) ,  probably the largest  federal water 
resources development ever authorized and funded by the United States  
Congress, has the primary purpose of diverting f o r  Utah's use a portion 
of the annual water yield of the Colorado River drainage. 
uses of the water will be i r r iga t ion ,  municipal and industrial  supplies, 
and hydroelectric power production. 

The amount of water to  be diverted i s  limited by the Upper Colorado 
River Basin Compact o f  1948, i n  which f ive  s t a t e s  - Arizona, Colorado, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming allocated among themselves the average 
annual water supply of the Upper Colorado River drainage. The  actual 
projects  required t o  physically d iver t  the allocated water are  
authorized by the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956. 
is  secured by the Secretary of the In te r ior ,  and construction is  done by 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 

Under the  1948 Compact, Utah may d ive r t  up  t o  1,322,000 acre f e e t  per 
year ,  o r  23% of the average annual yield of the Upper Colorado River 
drainage. For planning and construction, the Bureau has divided the CUP 
i n to  six se ara te  units, three of  which ( the  Bonneville, Upalco, and 
Uinta units P d i rec t ly  impact the Ashley National Forest. The Bonneville 
U n i t  will d iver t  Uintah Basin water from the Green River drainage. 

Each of the CUP units could be constructed and operated independently of 
the other units, and the Bureau has t o  f i l e  separate environmental 
impact statements f o r  each one. 

Principal 

Funding  

Impoundments, Transmission F a c i l i t i e s ,  Wells and Man-made Developments: 
The  Forest Service has l i t t l e  o r  no control over many o f  these water 
uses. 
l i t t l e  or no Forest Service i n p u t  and there  i s  not suf f ic ien t  time for  
proper planning. 

Demands f o r  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  produce hydropower from low flows and low head 
s t ruc tures  will increase. Such f a c i l i t i e s  will demand diverting water 
from streams t o  the detriment of instream flow uses. Transmission 
losses  through seepage will be overcome by piping and canal l ining. 
These demands will conf l ic t  w i t h  instream flow uses. 

Demands f o r  instream flow amenities f o r  recreation and fish habi ta ts  
will  increase while the population increases. 

Impoundments will be needed t o  regulate flow and provide even flow 
throughout the year f o r  industr ia l  and municipal uses. 

Wells and springs will be preferred t o  streams as sources o f  high 
qua l i ty  water. 

The  Bonneville-Jensen and Upalco u n i t s  of the Central Utah Project are  
i n  progress and involve several s o u t h  slope Uinta Mountain r ivers  and 
streams. 
described. ~ 

Because of this, most of these outservice projects are  done w i t h  

~ 

The implications f o r  Forest Management have already been 
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For the Vernal, Roosevelt, and Duchesne Dis t r ic t s ,  the socio-economic 
section indicated tha t  population will increase with a concurrent demand 
for  municipal and industrial  water. Increased municipal and industr ia l  
water needs will cause a conversion from agricultural  use. Many farm 
lands may be converted t o  hobby farms o r  urban and industrial  land uses. 
Municipalities will l ook  f o r  additional supplies and more e f f i c i en t  
collection and dis t r ibut ion systems. 

For the Flaming Gorge Dis t r ic t  only small increases i n  growth  are  
anticipated. 
demand for  water t o  increase slowly. 

The National Forest water needs f o r  recreation, administration, 
f isher ies ,  wildl i fe ,  and riparian will increase. Nevertheless, the 
amount of water consumptively used by the Forest Service will remain a t  
l ess  than 1% of the supply. 

Increased demands f o r  water on the Wasatch Front will heavily impact the 
Ashley National Forest. 

The demand for h i g h  quali ty water f o r  a l l  uses will increase. The cost  
of water treatment, changes in water use, and technological chanses will  
i n i t i a t e  searching f o r  additional sources of h i g h  qual i ty  water. There 
will be a demand f o r  lower sediment loads. 

Such demands may require a more rapid implementation of watershed 
improvements or may change p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  watershed improvements. The 
springs and drainages tha t  produce water will be considered h i g h  value 
and pressures t o  eliminate a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  might cause pollution 
will be h i g h .  

Upsteam watersheds t r ibutary t o  the Colorado River will become 
increasingly important in helping t o  meet the growing demands within the 
basin and the National obligation t o  provide water t o  Mexico. 

The Ashley National Forest currently produces about 950,000 acre-feet  of 
water annually. The demand f o r  water i s  presently l e s s  than or equal t o  
supply f o r  most downstream users. Studies of projected future  demand i n  
Utah indicate tha t  before the year 2000 the demand f o r  water will 
approach supply. For the Uintah Basin and Daggett County there i s  a 
projected demand of 968,200 acre-feet annually. 

The area is expected t o  remain rural w i t h  the projected 
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1/ Present and Future Water Use - 
TABLE 111-25 

Water Used Present 2000 Increase 

(Consumptive Use) (Acre-Feet) ( %  of Total (Acre-Feet) ( %  of Total (Acre-Feet) 

Muni c i pa 1 2,500 .3 17,700 1.8 15,200 
Indus t r ia l  4,600 .6 72,800 7.6 68,200 
I r r i g a t i o n  & 

Livestock 393,400 50.2 486,100 50.2 92,700 
Wetlands & 

Pub1 i c  Lands 8,900 1.1 16.600 1 .? 7,700 
TOTAL 784.400 100.0 968.200 100.0 183.800 

Use) Use) 

Evaporation 375,000 47.8 375,000 38.7 0 
- - 

L' "State of Utah  - 1980" Utah Division of Water Resources 

7. MINERALS AND ENERGY 

Minerals information re la t ing  t o  the current s i tuat ion is  discussed in 
d e t a i l  i n  the AMS. Additional discussion i s  contained i n  the other 
chapters  of t h i s  report .  
t he  AMS and related information t o  describe the current condition of the 
Forest  a s  it re la tes  t o  minerals management. 
development a c t i v i t i e s  a re  d i r ec t ly  related t o  the interest generated by 
the  general public and industry. Management of this resource i s  
responsive t o  these public i n t e re s t s  along w i t h  industry interest i n  
coordination w i t h  various other pub1 i c  agencies and  resources. 
t hese  reasons, the minerals resource poses programming and scheduling 
problems t h a t  a re  not common w i t h  management of other resources. 

Management requirements f o r  minerals a r e  based on s ta tu tory  and 
regulatory direct ion f o r  locatable,  leasable ,  and saleable minerals. 
Also considered a re  s ta tu tory  and other  management c r i t e r i a  f o r  surface 
protect ion appropriate t o  the lands involved to  prevent o r  control 
adverse environmental impacts. The mineral -related management 
requirements a re  presented i n  three categories t o  cover environmental 
impacts typical ly  associated with exploration and development operations 
f o r  the various mineral commodities. 

The f i r s t  category is  M i n i n g  Law Compliance and Administration f o r  
loca tab le  minerals. 
M i n i n g  Laws i s  a s ta tu tory  r i g h t  granted by Congress. 
Service reviews proposed plans of operations t o  ensure tha t  operations 
w i l l  meet Federal environmental protection standards. These standards 
include those f o r  a i r  and water a s  prescribed by Federal and Sta te  laws 
and  regulations.  
prompt reclamation and restorat ion of disturbed lands, t o  the degree 
prac t icable ,  f o r  the planned uses of the area. 
mining claims i s  not expected t o  vary s igni f icant ly  between 
a1 ternat ives .  

The remaining two categories a re  leasable minerals and saleable 
minerals.  For these two categories,  reasonable access t o  Forest lands 

Here we have included a very brief summary of 

Minerals exploration and 

For 

Access t o  lands open t o  operations under the General 
The Forest 

In addition, the plan of operation must provide f o r  

Mineral ac t iv i ty  on 
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i s  also guaranteed once the discretionary decision i s  made t o  issue a 
lease, permit, o r  l icense allowing surface use and occupancy. 
are issued by the Forest Service f o r  i n i t i a l  geophysical prospecting 
(seismic operations f o r  o i l  and gas, shdllow d r i l l i ng  f o r  geothermal 
temperature gradient measurement, and geologic investigations for sol id  
minerals). Permits a r e  f o r  the land uses only and grant no r igh ts  t o  
the permittees t o  the minerals involved. the Forest Service has to ta l  
discretion f o r  disposal of common (saleable) var ie t ies  of mineral 
materials. The BLM issues a l l  other leases,  l icenses ,  or permits f o r  
exploratory d r i l l i n g  and production o f  leasable minerals. 

BLM proposals t o  issue a l icense,  permit, o r  lease f o r  leasable minerals 
i n  National Forest System lands a re  forwarded t o  the Forest Service 
asking whether o r  n o t  the lands are  available for mineral exploration 
and development. 
be available, standard and special s t ipulat ions necessary f o r  the 
management of the surface resources are ident i f ied.  
direction f o r  leasable minerals as  t o  ava i l ab i l i t y  ("lease" o r  "no 
lease"),  and surface resource manayement requirements are  ident i f ied 
through the NEPA process by the National Forest. 

Recommendations as  t o  ava i l ab i l i t y  of lands f o r  mineral leasing are  
based on whether development a c t i v i t i e s  of the leasable mineral could be 
implemented on National Forest System l a n d  and s t i l l  meet the management 
requirements f o r  minerals i n  the Forest Plan. Those mineral management 
requirements r e f l e c t  surface resource protection and restoration needs. 

Secondary mineral processing, other than concentration (mil l ing) ,  and 
energy conversion f a c i l i t i e s  will be prohibited in  wilderness. Special 
areas, such as  research natural areas and cul tural  resource areas ,  can 
only be recommended f o r  leasing without surface occupancy since 
disturbance o f  the surface resources would damage the special 
character is t ics  of  the land f o r  which they were c lass i f ied .  

One of the main direct ives  i n  the Forest Service Regional Guide f o r  the 
Intermountain Region (dated January 1984), concerning minerals, i s  t h a t  a 
maximum l a n d  base be provided f o r  minerals/energy prospecting, leasing, 
and development through conservative use of withdrawal authority,  use of 
overly r e s t r i c t i v e  surface use s t ipu la t ions ,  and constraining management 
direction. 

A formal review of exis t ing withdrawals will be conducted by the Forest 
between 1985 and 1988. 

a. Availabil i ty 

Permits 
w 

I f  the lands a re  determined by the Forest Service t o  

Management 

In accordance w i t h  the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, the Forest Service must consider t h a t  a l l  National Forest 
system lands a re  available f o r  mineral exploration and development 
unless they are  withdrawn form mineral entry and leasing. 
total  area within the Forest boundary i s  1,405,609 acres. 
Approximately 20,910 acres of th i s  area i s  s t a t e  and private. T h i s  
leaves 1,384,699 acres available subject t o  the constraints imposed 
by the following: 

The 
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1. Outstanding o r  Reserved Mineral R i g h t s :  There a re  22,356 
acres-0-Forest boundarv where 
a l l  mineral 'rights a r e  outstanding or reserved. 
5,087 acres have the o i l  and gas r ights  only outstanding. 

2. E x i s t i n g  Withdrawals: 77 areas consis t ing of 42,145 acres 
have been formally withdrawn from a l l  forms of appropridtion under 
the public land laws. 
common variety minerals b u t  does n o t  include mineral leasing. 

- A breakdown of withdrawals includes: 

An addiGona1 

T h i s  includes appropriation of locatable and 

Forest Service - 60 areas total ing 12,646 acres;  
Bureau of Reclamation - 11 areas to t a l ing  28,969 acres;  
FERC - 2 areas to ta l ing  35 acres; 
and 4 public water reserves to ta l ing  495 acres .  

As directed by FLPMA, a l l  withdrawals on the Forest must be 
reviewed f o r  continuation or revocation prior t o  1991. 

- 

3. Special Legislation: Approximately 185,645 acres of the 
Ashlev National Forest was withdrawn under P.L. 90-540 when the 
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area was established on October 
1, 1968. 

4. Wilderness Act 1984 includes 273,426 acres.  

5. Summary: The National Forest land with the above constraints 
t o t a l s  523,572 acres.  T h i s  leaves 861,127 acres ,  which includes 
outstanding o i l  and gas rights,  considered ava i lab le  f o r  mineral 
appropriation and entry as  follows: 

Locatable Minerals 
Leasable Minerals 
O i l  & Gas 

861,127 Acres 
1,083,830 Acres 
1,083,830 Acres 

b. Capabili ty 

Normally, the Forest Service does n o t  determine which areas are  
"capable of minerals and energy production." T h i s  i s  largely a 
function of the pr ivate  sector.  This Forest has a low potential 
f o r  locatable  minerals based on geological reports.  Known 
locatable  minerals include copper, g o l d ,  s i l v e r ,  iron ore, i r o n  
oxide and metalurgical limestone. Leasable minerals of energy 
include o i l  and gas, o i l  shale,  coal, uranium, and t a r  sands. 
Non-energy includes trona,  and phosphate. Mineral materials of 
stone, sand and gravel a r e  located throughout t he  Forest. 

c. Su i t ab i l i t y  
- 

The area of the Forest considered available and capable of 
mineral/energy exploration is also considered su i tab le  f o r  mineral 
entry and leasing, b u t  not necessarily suitable f o r  development. 
Major development a c t i v i t y  f o r  mineral recovery (by location or 

- 
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lease) could have s ignif icant  adverse e f fec ts  on s o i l ,  water, a i r ,  
scenics, vegetation, wi ld l i fe ,  and wilderness values. 

Exploration, prospecting, and production of minerals and energy 
from available acres may be tempered by protective s t ipu la t ions ,  
operating procedures, clauses,  and requirements necessary for 
protection of other resources. 
determine su i t ab i l i t y  of lands f o r  mineral exploration and 
development i s  limited. 
Law where ddmage t o  surface resources cannot be prevented, only 
minimized. In the case of leasable and salable  minerals, the 
Forest Service can recommend against  leasing o r  s a l e  i f  the value 
of the land and i t s  resources outweighs the foreseeable benefi ts  
t ha t  would be derived from exploration of the mineral resource and 
the existing use cannot be adequately protected by s t ipu la t ions .  

Forest Service authority t o  

This i s  par t icular ly  t rue w i t h  the Min ing  

d. Expected Future Condition 

Future technology, change in economic conditions, new discoveries,  
and changing needs will determine t o  a large extent where and which 
minerals are  developed. 
st ipulations and operating procedures a re  included on leases  and 
operating plans t o  coordinate w i t h  other resources as  required. 
These s t ipulat ions and procedures may exclude surface occupancy, 
require special provisions, and/or may r e su l t  i n  increased 
operating costs. 

As these things occur, special 

E. SUPPORT ELEMENTS 
1. LANDS 

1. Gross acreage of t he  NRA 
is  201,114, which includes 10,212 acres of State  and pr ivate  land 
and 190,902 acres of Forest lands. A breakdown of a l ienated lands 
includes 1,333 acres of S ta te  and 8,879 acres in private ownership. 

Development of these lands by private in te res t s ,  mainly f o r  
recreational purposes, h a s  occurred on a limited basis. Potential  
f o r  intensive mining, indus t r ia l ,  and recreational development 
ex is t s  and i s  being contemplated on many t r a c t s  of private land 
w i t h i n  and immediately outside the NRA. 
create impacts which may not be compatible w i t h  the purpose for 
which the NRA was established. 

Private land owners a r e  encouraged t o  provide more sophisticated 
recreational services than are  available on National Forest lands. 
Fee t i t l e  or  scenic easement will be purchased only when ( a )  S ta te  
law or county zoning ordinances are  inadequate to  prevent serious 
confl ic t  between private development and NRA objectives,  o r  ( b )  
when nonconforming and conflicting private land uses occur or a re  
imminent. 

There i s  increasing pressure from private land owners t o  develop 
the minerals under land they own or t h e i r  reserved mineral es ta te .  

Any major development will 
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Since development of  the minerals cannot be accomplished w i t h o u t  
in te r fe r ing  w i t h  o r  detracting from recreational values the l a n d s  
should be acquired. Proposed land and/or mineral exchanges would 
be used t o  accomplish t h i s  were possible. 

To date,  there  has been 1,256 acres acquired i n  f ee  purchases. The 
majority of the remaining acreage, 8,640 acres in fee  and 11,500 
acres in  mineral i n t e re s t s  should be acquired by exchange. 

A large percentage of the land on the S o u t h  Slope of th\e Roosevelt 
and Duchesne Di s t r i c t s  i s  National Forest. Private inholdings 
to ta l  3,627 acres in 18 small scat tered t r a c t s .  There are no State  
lands w i t h i n  this area.  Nost of the pr ivate  lands are located i n  
the  major drainage bottoms and went t o  patent through homestead 
entry f o r  agr icul tural  uses. Ranching remains the primary use, blrt 
resor t  and recreational residence development increases annually. 

Land1 ine location work along the Reservation boundary and private 
t r a c t s  i s  an acute problem, 
for lack of funding. There are  known o r  suspected trespasses in 
several l o c a l i t i e s .  

There a re  6,380 acres  o f  privately owned land w i t h i n  the Vernal 
Ranger Di s t r i c t .  There is  no State land. Chevron Resources is  
act ively mining phosphate from private lands just  outside the 
Forest boundary. These lands are contiguous w i t h  lands they own 
w i t h i n  the  southeast portion of the d i s t r i c t .  Four small t rac t s  
a r e  patented m i n i n g  claims, b u t  there i s  l i t t l e  mining ac t iv i ty  on 
them. Few problems e x i s t  as a resu l t  of the m i n i n g  lands, Chevron 
is  expanding their present operation adjacent t o  the Forest and 
could have impacts on the Forest. 

The  remaining pr ivate  land is  ranch land i n  Dry Fork and rangeland 
i n  Davenport and Lambson Draws. 
w i t h  adjoining National Forest lands. 

T h i s  work has lagged for  several years 

T h i s  land i s  grazed i n  conjunction 

Special Uses 

Flaming Gorge: Special uses i n  the area vary from simple 
s t ruc tures ,  such a s  cor ra l s  and gravel p i t s ,  t o  major gas and power 
transmission l i nes  and resorts.  These land uses a re  authorized by 
permit, l ease ,  easement, l icense,  or memorandum of understanding. 
An increasing number of requests i s  being made for additional land 
uses t h a t  u t i l i z e  o r  a f f ec t  forage, timber, recreational and scenic 
values. The reasons f o r  the new demands a r e  increasing population, 
growing recreation use, popularity of t h e  NRA, the 
improved access, and the desire  t o  expand u t i l i t y  services. 

Many exis t ing permits and leases were issued pr ior  t o  establishment 
of the NRA. Some a re  not i n  accordance w i t h  the objectives o f  the 
NRA and de t r ac t  from i ts  value. 
gas, power, and water transmission l i n e s ;  and range and 
recreational developments f a l l  i n t o  this category. 

p rof i t  motive, 

- 
Some rock and gravel quarries; 

- 
111-49 



Because of the intense public scrut iny and the objectives of the 
NRA, the administration of permits must be thorough and t o  a h i g h  
standard. 
manpower and financial r e s t r i c t ions .  

The two classes of special use permits f o r  commercial a c t i v i t i e s  
within the NRA are: those authorizing concessionaires t o  provide 
services t o  the recreational public and those authorizing 
u t i l i za t ion  and development of nonrecreational resources. T h i s  
second class  covers transmission l i nes  f o r  power, water, and gas; 
gravel p i t s ;  roads; and mineral exploration. Requests for these 
types of special use permits a r e  increasing. 

Special use permits f o r  concessionaires now authorize three 
marinas; the Dutch John Airport; and two others providing 
automotive service,  food service,  r a f t  ren ta l s ,  and lodging. 
Expansion will be permitted as  public demand for t h e i r  services 
increases. Allowance f o r  new concessionaire developments will be 
permitted only when the present ones can not or h i l l  not s a t i s fy  
the public demand and when the Forest Service determines t h a t  such 
services are  needed and a re  not avai lable  on adjoining private 
1 ands. 

South Slope (Roosevel t and Duchesne Di s t r i c t s )  

Land uses on the Roosevelt and Duchesne Dis t r ic t s  on the South 
Slope a re  many and varied. 
17 memorandums of understanding and 10 right-of-way easements. 
These uses are  dispersed throughout areas ,  b u t  are  most numerous i n  
the more developed canyon bottoms. 

Power s i t e  withdrawals and Federal Power Commission withdrawals 
cover 55,030 acres. 
1926 t o  1933 on Whiterocks River, Uinta  River, Yellowstone River, 
S w i f t  Creek, Lake Fork, Rock Creek, and Granddaddy Basin. 
these power s i t e  withdrawals do not withdraw the land from mineral 
entry, they do g7ve pr ior i ty  of use t o  power sites. 
known power projects are  contemplated and the existance of the 
withdrawals has not been a major consideration i n  locating the 
wilderness boundary. 

Special use permits include three (3) resor t s ,  eight (8) recreation 
residences, seven ( 7 )  u t i l i t y  l i nes ,  two ( 2 )  electronic  s i t e s ,  
f i f teen  (15) water transmission l i nes  (both domestic and 
agr icu l tura l ) ,  one (1) m i n i n g  camp, e ight  (8) pastures, seven (7 )  
range f a c i l i t i e s ,  and e ight  (8) o u t f i t t e r  guides. Seventeen (17) 
memorandums of understanding a re  granted t o  other governmental 
agencies f o r  gaging s ta t ions ,  water diversion, hydro-meteorologic 
s i t e s ,  u t i l i t y  l i nes ,  roads, and water transmission l ines .  
Right-of-way easements a re  primarily f o r  roads, b u t  other uses 
include canals, reservoirs,  and water diversion structures.  

Special land uses may have t o  be limited because of 

These include 58 special use permits, 

These withdrawals were f i l e d  d u r i n g  the period 

While 

However, no 
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The major withdrawals within the d i s t r i c t s  a r e  f o r  phosphate, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Federal Power Commission. The  
phosphate withdrawals cover about 28,000 acres located along the 
southern border of  the Forest. Reclamation withdrawals cover 
26,084 acres. 
t he  Central Utah Project and a re  located mainly i n  the canyon 
bottoms. 

These withdrawals are  for  the Moon Lake Project and 

Vernal 

One hundred four special use permits a re  i n  e f f ec t  on the Vernal 
Ranger Dis t r ic t .  These permits cover a variety of uses and 
a c t i v i t i e s  such water impoundments and transmissions, power 
transmission, two summer home t r a c t s ,  electronic s i t e s ,  fences, 
cor ra l s ,  pipelines, roads, herder cabins, mineral leases,  e tc .  
Water impoundment and transmission, a necessity f o r  this ar id  
country, poses some of the more serious special use problems. 

High voltage power l i nes  from Flaming Gorge cross the eastern end 
of the d i s t r i c t .  Also, there  a re  two designated communications 
s i t e s  one on Grizzly Ridge and one on Marsh Peak. Visual impacts 
of these powerlines, roads, e lectronic  s i t e s ,  and other special 
uses a re  detrimental t o  the scenic quali ty.  
t o  create  the l ea s t  visual impact. The annual inspections and 
follow-up of special use permits i s  time consuming and adds 
s igni f icant ly  t o  the administrative workload. 

Most are located so as  

Withdrawals: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act directed 
t h a t  a l l  withdrawals be reviewed f o r  continuation or revocation 
pr ior  t o  1992. These areas  include; 20 administrative s i t e s  (1,433 
ac res ) ;  43 recreation areas (11,213 acres ) ;  16 reclamation projects 
re la ted  t o  the C.U.P. (28,969 acres) ;  reservoir withdrawal f o r  
Colorado River storage projects  (128,669 acres) ;  and Federal Power 
Commission and 10 power s i t e  c lass i f ica t ion  projects (73,332 
acres ) .  

Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area: The lands within the NRA 
subject t o  valid and ex is t ing  r i g h t s  a r e  withdrawn from mineral 
locat ion or entry and patent-under the m i n i n g  laws by section 5 of 
P.L. 90-540, October 1, 1968. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers: 
l i s t e d  i n  1980 a s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  study f o r  possible inclusion i n  the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. 
from the Flaming Gorge Dam t o  the south boundary of the Dinosaur 
National Monument and Rock Creek, located on the Duchesne Ranger 
Di s t r i c t .  

T h e  Green River was studied by an interagency team i n  1978 and a 
Final Environmental Impact Statement was published in 1980. This - 
statement recommends Scenic s t a tus  f o r  t ha t  portion of the Green 
River from the Flaming Gorge dam downstream t o  the Gates of Lodore. No action has been taken cn this  recommendation, t o  date. - 

Two r ivers  on the Ashley Forest were 

These a re  the Green River 
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Rock Creek has been determined t o  be i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  study as a p a r t  
o f  t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  p lann ing  e f f o r t  which looked a t  
e l i g i b i l i t y  o f  r i v e r s  on a fo res t -w ide  basis.  Th is  de terminat ion  
of  i n e l i g i b i l i t y  i s  based on loss  o f  f ree - f l ow ing  charac ter  and low 
volume o f  water r e s u l t i n g  f rom t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  the  Upper 
S t i l l w a t e r  Dam, p resen t l y  under const ruct ion.  Rock Creek above t h e  
dam i s  l oca ted  i n  t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness, hence i t  needs no 
f u r t h e r  p ro tec t i on .  

RNA's:  See Research Natura l  Areas under Recreat ion i n  Chapter 111. 

- Lands Ava i l ab le  f o r  Disposal :  
i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  d isoosal .  I n  1966 and 1963 the  Forest  and Reaion 

No s p e c i f i c  lands have been 

completed two majok l and  exchanges w i t h  the  Sta te  o f  Utah, w t k r e i n  
two i s o l a t e d  sec t ions  o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  ( P h i l  P ic0 
-3,200 and Tabby Nountain - 27,522 acres) were exchanged f o r  
c e r t a i n  S ta te  sec t i on  lands l oca ted  w i t h i n  the  Ashley, Wasatch, 
D ix ie ,  Fishlake, and Sawtooth Nat iona l  Forests. Th is  e l im ina ted  
most o f  t h e  i s o l a t e d  S ta te  sec t ions  w i t h i n  the  Forest .  

See the  AMS document i n  t h e  Superv isor 's  O f f i c e  i n  Vernal, Utah, 
f o r  a more d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion  o f  Lands. 

2. SOILS 

The Ashley Nat ional  Forest  has a v a r i e t y  of geographical areas, 
landscapes, c l imate ,  and vegetat ion.  
t h e  h igh  dese r t  areas t o  t h e  a l p i n e  zones above t imberland. 
v a r i e t y  o f  processes have been invo lved  i n  forming the  s o i l s  on t h e  
Forest. The d i v e r s i t y  o f  a l l  o f  these s o i l s  forming f a c t o r s  has 
produced a m ix tu re  o f  s o i l  p a t t e r n s  w i t h  h i g h l y  p roduc t ive  s o i l s  
t h a t  a re  in te rspersed w i t h  s o i l s  t h a t  have low p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

S o i l  P r o d u c t i v i t y :  S o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  va r ies  w i t h  d i f f e rences  i n  
e leva t ion ,  p r e c i p i t a t i o n ,  aspect, t ex tu re ,  depth, i n t e r n a l  
drainage, content  o f  rock fragments, parent  ma te r ia l ,  s lope and 
vegeta t ive  cover. The Ashley Nat iona l  Forest  has a wide range o f  
landforms a f f e c t e d  by a wide range o f  environmental parameters. 
E leva t ions  range f rom 6,000 f e e t  i n  t h e  Wyoming Basin t o  13,528 
f e e t  a t  t h e  h igh  mountain tops.  S o i l s  and s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  vary  
accord ing ly .  S o i l  e ros ion  i s  addressed under the  spec ia l  
cond i t ions  sect ion.  

The h i g h e r  e l e v a t i o n  lands i n  the  B o l l i e s  ( c r e s t  o f  U in ta  Mountains 
e leva t i ons  above 10,600 f e e t )  a re  genera l l y  o f  a lower p r o d u c t i v i t y  
than lands adjacent  t o  t h i s  u n i t .  
l i k e l y  t o  be a f f e c t e d  on t h i s  u n i t  by  t h e  c o l d  temperatures, h i g h  
winds, and very s h o r t  growing season than by t h e  inherent  f e r t i l i t y  
of t h e  s o i l s .  These s o i l  a re  s e n s i t i v e  t o  d is turbance and h i g h l y  
suscep t ib le  t o  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  on a seasonal bas is .  Surface 
d is turbance has major  e f f e c t s  on compaction and erosion, e s p e c i a l l y  
i n  those areas associated w i t h  f r o s t .  These areas are  unique and 
s e n s i t i v e  eco log i ca l  u n i t s  suppor t ing  a d i s t i n c t  vegeta t ive  type. 

S o i l s  vary accord ing ly  f rom 
A 

However, p r o d u c t i v i t y  i s  more 
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The mid elevations of the fo re s t  have many so i l  units associated 
w i t h  h i g h  water tables.  
du r ing  the wet times of year and have res t r ic ted  water 
i n f i l t r a t i o n .  
timber units on slopes less  than 8% on the Vernal Ranger Distr ic t .  
Special recognition needs t o  be given t o  these areas f o r  timber 
harvesting especially i n  the Vernal Municipal Watershed. 

Those lower elevation lands receive low precipitation. 
Tavaputs plateau, natural erosion rdtes  a re  h i g h  and much 
weathering of the limestone and shale goes i n t o  solution w i t h  the 
r e su l t  of  l i t t l e  so i l  formation. 
the primary cause of low prcductivity in both Wyoming and the South  
unit .  

To maintain or improve inherent soil productivity by management 
practices,  moni tor ing  and the establishment of a data base i s  
needed. 

These s o i l s  are  sensi t ive t o  puddel ing 

They occur i n  association w i t h  the majority of 

In the 

Lack of moisture appears t o  be 

Monitoring is addressed in following discussions. 

Soil Productivity Improvement: 

Current management a i rect ion i s  t o  eliminate the backlog of the 
so i l  and water improvement program. I t  i s  estimated tha t  1,031 
acres of land would need t o  be treated by the year 2000. Current 
budgets will allow about 75% accomplishment by 2000. Improved 
range management will a lso resu l t  i n  increased so i l  productivity. 

The primary means of improving the soi l  productivity then would be 
by reducing soi l  erosion rates  so the r a t e  of soi l  formation will 
exceed the ra te  of  soi l  l o s s ,  and reducing compaction associated 
w i t h  recreation, grazing, and timber harvesting. 

Soil Monitoring: 

The need f o r  additional information t o  analyze opportunities and 
l imitat ions of the soi l  resource and t o  predict  the e f fec ts  of 
management a c t i v i t i e s  i s  great. 

Soil monitoriny provides l a n d  managers w i t h  a sound so i l  data base 
from which t o  ident i fy  and analyze s igni f icant  production 
opportunities and l imitations of the so i l  resource. 

Special Conditions: 

Soil erosion: 
accelerated ) involve hazards t o  soi l  productivity. 
uppermost layer o f  so i l  greatly reduces the nutrient leve l ,  water 
holding capacity, and i n f i l t r a t i o n  ra te  and therefore reduces the 
productivity of the s o i l .  

adjusted t o  the natural erosion rates  as determined f o r  those 
u n i t s .  
located i n  the NRA portion of the Wyoming basin and the Tavaputs 
plateau region i n  Utah. 

Areas of excessive soi l  erosion ( b o t h  natural and 
Erosion of the 

In those areas where natural erosion i s  high the tolerance level i s  - 

- These lands are  predominantly the pinyon juniper lands 
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Lands of h i g h  natural erosion rates:  

- Pinyon-Juniper Basin Lands (19,188 acres) .  - Pinyon-Juniper Canyon Basin Lands (50,416 acres) .  
- Pinyon-Juniper Canyon (14,603 acres) .  - Pinyon-Juniper South Face Lands (11,371 acres) .  

Gullied lands in the Tavaputs plateau region are  areas of excessive 
erosion b u t  no attempt was made to  quantify t h i s  loss.  

Management practices tha t  reduce the ground cover t o  l e s s  than 70% 
accelerate erosion. 
identified w i t h  accelerated erosion are  roads, especially open 
non-system roads. 

Current management direction regarding excessive so i l  erosion 
paral le ls  t h a t  of the Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs 
Inventory. Areas with excessive erosion need to  be p u t  in to  the 
Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs Inventory. As projects 
are ident i f ied,  the watershed improvement work can be accompl ished 
to  reduce the erosion rates  and maintain o r  enhance productivity. 

One of the most common problem areas 

Soi ls  Requiring Special Attention: 

The Ashley National Forest has an unusual s i tuat ion w i t h  s o i l s  
having a seasonally h i g h  water table .  These are  f o r  the most par t  
some of the more productive timber stands on the fores t .  Although 
these s o i l s  a r e  quite common in depression areas,  they a re  a l so  
very prevalent on ridges and slopes up  t o  10% on the Flaming Gorge 
and the Vernal Ranger Dis t r ic t .  These s o i l s  need t o  be recognized 
as a special s i tuat ion i n  road construction, timber sa l e  layout,  
and any other management practice that  involves disturbance t o  the 
area. 

W i t h  timber harvesting being proposed on these areas and a n  already 
wet s i tua t ion ,  the removal of vegetation adds water t o  the s o i l ,  
creating a potential problem for bo th  the timber operator and the 
Forest Service. 

See section of Soil Productivity f o r  additional discussion on 
sensi t ive so i l s .  

Special emphasis a l so  needs to  be given t o  s o i l s  associated w i t h  
r ipar ian,  especially wet meadows and c r i t i c a l  wi ld l i fe  areas;  and 
a l so  many of the s o i l s  associated with aspen, especially near the 
heads of drainages and side slopes. 

E x i s t i n g  Inventory: 

Detailed order 2 soi l  resource inventory has been completed on 
approximately 192,700 acres ( t h r o u g h  FY82) on the Forest. An 
additional 46,000 acres i s  inventoried annually. There is  also a 
land systems inventory f o r  the Ashley National Forest t h a t  has 
s o i l s  as  one of i t s  major components. 
correlated t o  meet the standards o f  an Order 3 Soil Resource 
Inventory . 

T h i s  inventory has not been 
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The exis t ing Order 3 and Order 4 level so i l  inventories, which 
cover the e n t i r e  Forest, have not been correlated t o  standards. 
Both the Order 3 and Order 4 level inventories will require 
updating inc lud ing  review, correlat ion,  and documentation by the 
year 2030. 

Approximately 175,000 acres on the South Unit of the Tavaputs 
Plateau has been surveyed a t  an order 3 w i t h  reviews. 
area i s  expected t o  be completed i n  F.Y.85. 

Additional Order 2 soil  surveys on the f o r e s t  are  required. By 
manual (FSM 2552) direct ion,  a l l  vegetation manipulation projects 
proposed on the Forest will require a completed Order 2 so i l  survey 
before the implementation of the project .  
Order 2 and Order 3 level inventories i s  expected t o  exceed the 
amount t h a t  present soils personnel can supply i n  the near future.  

This survey 

The need f o r  adequate 

3.  FACILITIES 

The  Ashley National Forest has numerous f a c i l i t i e s  including roads, 
bridges, administrative s i t e s ,  and buildings. 
considerable time and money f o r  operation and maintenance. There 
have been large investments i n  these f a c i l i t i e s  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the 
development, protection, and use of fores t  resources. A detailed 
description o f  the  f a c i l i t i e s  on this fo re s t  can be found i n  the 
AMs. 
a. Administrative S i t e s  and Buildings: 

They require 

Currently the Forest has 147 b u i l d i n g s  of which 37 are  between 
20 and 30 years old; 3 are  between 30 and 40 years old; 19 are  
between 40 and 50 years old and 17 are  50 years old and older. 
Currently the f o r e s t  has 40 road bridges and 7 t r a i l  bridges. 

The buildings on the Forest have been deter iorat ing due t o  
insuf f ic ien t  f u n d i n g  t o  maintain them. The maintenance work 
performed each year has not been keeping u p  w i t h  the needs. 
To do the maintenance work, we have rel ied on the limited 
amount of  f a c i l i t i e s  maintenance money, rental money, and 
contributed support from SCSEP and YACC programs. 
amount of money has come from projects.  

For several years there have been many problems on the Forest 
w i t h  owned buildings. These problems include: excess o r  
seldom used buildings; deter iorat ion of many buildings; lack 
of sufficient funds t o  maintain bui ld ings  properly; and poor 
energy eff ic iency associated w i t h  older buildings. 
percent of the buildings are  over 30 years old. 

Continuation of past management will perpetuate the 
deter iorat ion of some buildings. 
ident i f ied a s  surplus and will be removed o r  destroyed. Other 
b u i l d i n g s  wil l  probably be surplus a t  a l a t e r  date. Disposal 
o f  these buildings will be done i n  compliance w i t h  36 CFR 800. 

A small 

Twenty-six 

Some buildings have been - 
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The Forest  has approximately 1817 m i les  o f  i n v e n t o r i e d  road 
system. 
m i les  o f  Fores t  Serv ice Roads, 160 m i les  o f  p r i va te ,  135 m i l e s  
l o c a l  se rv i ce  roads and 70 m i l e s  o f  S ta te  Highways. 

The o v e r a l l  e x i s t i n g  road d e n s i t y  i s  approx imat ly  1.11 m i l e s  
o f  road per  square m i l e  o f  land, exc lud ing  t h e  High U in tas  
W i  1 derness. 

The Forest  i s  a l so  accessed by  a t r a i l  system o f  about 775 
m i les  o f  i nven to r ied  t r a i l .  The t r a i l  system i s  discussed 
under t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  sec t ions  o f  t h i s  repo r t .  

Flaming Gorge Reservoi r  prov ides a r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  water  way 
t h a t  i s  a l s o  considered as a means o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  
var ious r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Construct ion o f  new roads on t h e  Fores t  Development System has 
t o t a l e d  about 55 m i l e s  f rom 1971-1981, f o r  a y e a r l y  a d d i t i o n  
o f  5.5 m i les  per  year.  
have been r e b u i l t  f o r  an average o f  9.4 m i les  per  year .  The 
numbers o f  m i les  o f  road mainta ined on t h e  Fores t  has averaged 
about 1,160 m i les  a year  f rom 1974 t o  1982. Using these data, 
t h e  mi leage maintained was 2% a t  l e v e l  1, 23% a t  l e v e l  2, 28% 
a t  l e v e l  3, 35% a t  l e v e l  4, and 12% a t  l e v e l  5. Leve ls  used 
here r e l a t e  t o  a standard o f  maintenance. 

The necessar j  a r t e r i a l / c o l l e c t o r  system i s  i n  p lace  except  f o r  
two o r  t h r e e  l a r g e  unroaded areas. The l o c a l  road system w i l l  
have t o  be extended t o  p rov ide  access t o  t h e  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  
needs o f  t imber  harves t  and minera l  exp lo ra t i on .  
Approximately h a l f  o f  these roads rri71 be c l a s s r f i e d  as 
shor t - term f a c i l i t i e s  o r  i n t e r m i t t e n t  f a c i l i t i e s .  

Most o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  roads a r e  adequate f o r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
condi t ions;  approx imate ly  20% t o  30% need some improvement. 
New t imber  and minera l  impacts and an increase i n  general  use 
w i l l  r e q u i r e  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  improvements t o  s a f e l y  handle t h e  
increased use. 

Road cons t ruc t i on  and maintenance fund ing  needs t o  be improved 
t o  meet management d i r e c t i o n .  
a l l  f a c i l i t i e s  have n o t  been g iven adequdte importance o r  
p r i o r i t y .  It i s  here t h a t  i n i t i a l  investments a r e  p ro tec ted  
and resource damage minimized. 

An increased use o f  s h o r t  term f a c i l i t i e s ,  road c losures,  and 
t r a f f i c  management w i l l  be used t o  reduce t h e  cos ts  o f  i n i t i a l  
investment and maintenance. 

The e x i s t i n g  road j u r i s d i c t i o n  inc ludes  about 1,451 

S l i g h t l y  more than 94 m i les  o f  road 

H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  maintenance o f  
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c. Tra i l s  

Discussion of the t r a i l s  system is included i n  the recreation 
portion of th i s  chapter. 

d .  U t i l i t y  and Transportation Corridors 

Three l and  management plans have been completed for  planning 
units on the Forest. 
ident i f ied i n  any of these plans. 
corridor right-of-ways are  processed on a case-by-case basis 
following the NEPA process. 
a demonstrated need and only a f t e r  assurance tha t  the use i s  
properly coordinated w i t h  other resources and w i t h i n  land 
capabi l i t i es .  

Management d i rec t ion  concerning corr idor  si t ings i s  tha t  the 
Forest wil l  par t ic ipa te  i n  the locat ion s tudies ,  preparation 
of construction specif icat ions (pa r t i cu la r ly  in reference t o  
surface disturbance and reclamation), and inspection of 
construction and reclamation procedures. 
is t o  accommodate e lec t r ica l  transmission and pipelines within 
existing corr idors  i n  conjunction w i t h  multiple use land 
management objectives and mitigate,  as  much as possible, 
adverse impacts created by the projects .  

As par t  of the Forest planning process existing and potential 
u t i 1  i t y  corr idors  have been studied and discussion pertaining 
t o  this analysis  can be found i n  the  various chapters of the 
EIS and i n  Appendix H .  

Existing t ransportat ion corridors bas ica l ly  provide the 
primary access t o  a l l  areas of the Forest. 
major i n t e r e s t  expressed on the need f o r  any new primary 
access roads on the Forest except f o r  t he  road tha t  would 
paral le l  the Green River from L i t t l e  Hole eas t  t o  NRA 
boundary. The county has proposed this location b u t  the 
Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have opposed 
because of the conf l i c t  tha t  would be created with the 
recommendation f o r  inclusion o f  the Green River i n  the Wild 
and Scenic River System. 

There were no corr idor  ROW's formally 
Presently,  request f o r  

New ROW's a r e  authorized based on 

The Forest 's  policy 

There has n o t  been 

4. PROTECTION 

The current  f i r e  management po l i c j  requires appropriate 
suppression response on a l l  wildf i res .  
t i m i n g  of suppression action i s  based upon f i r e  management 

1970 through 1979 there was an average of 50 f i r e s  per year. 
About 41% of these f i r e s  were human-caused and an average of 
680 acres burned each year. 

The kind, amount, and 

direct ion under current and expected b u r n i n g  conditions. From - 

- 
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Three f i r e  management areas were approved in 1980 b u t  a r e  
currently withdrawn from implementdtion pending revisions 
needed t o  meet recent management policy. 

Ultimately a large portion of the Ashley National f o r e s t  will  
be covered by modified suppression plans. Until such time as  
the plans a re  approved there  will n o t  be any prescribed f i r e s  
as  a resu l t  of unplanned ignitions.  

The Ashley National Forest has a Cooperdtive agreement w i t h  
the  wildfire control agencies of the Uintah Basin. These 
Agencies include the Bureau of Indian Affairs,  the  Bureau of 
Land Management, Dinosaur National Monument, and the S t a t e  of 
Utah Division of Forestry and Fire  Control. 

Fuel Treatment Policy: 

Fuel treatment can be broken down into three separate areas:  
natural fue l s ,  created fue l s ,  and created fuels  carried over. 

Natural fue ls  are  accumulating as  a resu l t  of the bark bee t le  
epidemic, o l d  growth  timber stands, and long-term f i r e  
protection. 

The Ashley National Forest ' s  policy f o r  t rea t ing  natural f u e l s  
i s  t o  use fue l s  as one c r i t e r i a  f o r  pr ior i ty  determination i n  
the selection of sa les  and t h e i r  timing. Timber sa les  t h e n  
become one method of fuel treatment. The fue ls  may be removed 
commercially as timber products or  they may be t reated 
(generally machine-piled) as  one of the sa l e  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Carry-over slash from e a r l i e r  sa les  and from blowdown has been 
and i s  continuing t o  be t reated th rough  sales procedures. 

Firewood cut t ing has a l so  been used t o  t r e a t  these same f u e l s  
and this opportunity will be used more intensely and w i t h  
greater  e f f ec t  w i t h  the  newly implemented charge system.. 

Other areas t h a t  have no opportunity f o r  commercial removal 
o r  treatment are  programmed f o r  treatment w i t h  appropriated 
funds.  The pr ior i ty  i s  t o  f i r s t  t r e a t  those areas t h a t  wil l  
do the most t o  a l l e v i a t e  a par t icular ly  hazardous s i tua t ion  
from a r a t e  of spread and resistance t o  control standpoint. 
This i s  correlated with values a t  stake and project cost .  
Natural fue ls  have been t reated w i t h  prescribed burning w i t h  
other than f i r e  management funds, primarily f o r  range and 
wi ld l i fe  benefits .  

The fuel management policy in  created fue ls  i s  t o  t r e a t  t he  
created fuel i n  a timely manner w i t h  the fuels  work being 
completed a t  the end of the project. T h i s  does not mean t h a t  
a l l  slash will be physically removed. All created s lash  will  
be evaluated and t reated as  necessary t o  meet fue l s  and 
s i lv icu l tura l  needs a s  well as  the needs o f  other functions.  
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There is  a large backlog of carry-over slash tha t  is  
considerably older than the backlog date of 1975. I t  will be 
many years before this can be t reated and i n  many cases, will 
require multi-financed projects such a s  f i r e  management and 
s i t e  preparation finds t o  complete spec i f ic  areas. 

Many areds of carry-over slash may never be t reated,  a s  
prescriptions fo r  these stands may ca l l  f o r  an acceptance of 
the existing s i tuat ion w i t h  treatment deferred u n t i l  the time 
of harvest. 

Numbers of f i r e s  and acreage burned are  expected t o  increase 
i n  the  future because of increasing recreation, fuelwood 
cut t ing ,  and increasing fuel loading. The North and South 
slopes of the Uinta Mountains have potential f o r  large and 
cos t ly  f i r e s  because of the dense, continuous stands of 
lodgepole pine t h a t  a re  subject t o  pine bark beetle k i \ l .  

b. Air Qual i ty  

There are  no Class I or nonattainment areas i n  the v ic in i ty  of 
the Uinta Basin. The portion of Dinosaur National Monument i n  
Colorado, which does not border the Ashley National Forest, i s  
c l a s s i f i ed  a Class I area by Colorado. 
does n o t  carry the some c lass i f ica t ion .  
nonattainment areas i n  Utah a re  along the Wasatch Front .  

The a i r  qual i ty  on the Forest is  generally excellent.  A t  
times during the dry summer months vehicular t r a f f i c  produces 
d u s t  which  temporarily lessens the a i r  quali ty.  The amount of  
smoke impact from occasional grass,  b rush  and/or conifer f i res  
i s  s l i g h t  since most f ires a re  small and burn  a short  period 
of time. Dur ing  the period of March th rough  October, s t ab le  
atmospheric conditions build only d u r i n g  evening and n i g h t .  
Dur ing  the daytime, surface heating normally causes the a i r  t o  
become unstable thus dispersing pollutants through a thick 
layer  of the atmosphere and  consequently decreasing pollution 
concentrations t o  insignif icant  levels .  

The Ashley Forest f a l l s  en t i r e ly  i n  Class I1 airshed. 
Controlled burns a re  never conducted when the Clearing Index 
is  500 o r  below. When the Clearing Index i s  between 500 and 
600, grass ,  brush, and scattered s lash can be burned. Slash 
p i les  and fue l s  which produce a large amount of smoke can be 
burned when the Clearing Index i s  600 or above. Most of the 
burning i n  the Forest is  done a t  8,000 f e e t  or  above, w i t h  the 
heavy s lash region a t  about 8,500 f ee t .  
Clearing index 600 or below a t  t ha t  elevation. 
which occur d u v i n g  the summer months do not create  a large 

a re  usually above 600 a t  the f i r e  elevation. 

c rea te  ideal conditions f o r  inversions t o  occur. Dur ing  the 
ear ly  morning  hours, radiation from the sun destrGys these 

The monument i n  Utah 
The only 

Rarely i s  the 
Wildfires 

amount of pollution due t o  the elevation. Clearing Indexes - 

n i g h t t i m e  atmospheric conditions and the broad f l a t  basins 
However, 

- 
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n i g h t l y  invers ions  and creates adequate convect ion t o  d isperse  
t h e  smoke p o l l u t i o n .  W i l d f i r e s  l a r g e  enough t o  c rea te  a l a r g e  
amount o f  smoke occur i n  J u l y  when t h e  o n l y  r a i n  shower 
a c t i v i t y  i s  created by sca t te red  af ternoon cumulus bu i ldups  
which d i s s i p a t e  a f t e r  dark; there fore ,  heavy a i r  t rapp ing  
p o l l u t a n t s  f rom smoke does n o t  c rea te  a ser ious  p o l l u t i o n  
problem. 

There i s  no data a v a i l a b l e  f o r  1975-1977 prescr ibed burn ing  
p a r t i c u l a t e  emissions. 

Ac id  Deposi t ion:  

Po ten t i a l  e x i s t s  f o r  o f f - s i t e  sources o f  a i r  p o l l u t i o n  t o  
a f f e c t  Forest  resources. 
t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a c i d  r a i n  is a g rea te r  t h r e a t  t o  t h e  
in termounta in west than had p rev ious l y  been thought. 

The High Uintas have received r e c o g n i t i o n  as t o  i t s  poss ib le  
s e n s i t i v i t y  t u  ac id  deposi ton processors, such as s u l f u r  
d iox ide.  Sections o f  the  Fores t  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  suscep t ib le  t o  
a c i d  r a i n  due t o  t h e  low b u f f e r i n g  capac i t y  o f  l akes  and s o i l s  
o f  the  q u a r t z i t i c  watersheds. I n  1984 and 1985 a s c i e n t i f i c  
team conducted a survey on t h e  h igh  l akes  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e i r  
s e n s i t i v i t y  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  conclusions: 

1. A l l  o f  t h e  sampled lakes a r e  a t  l e a s t  s e n s i t i v e  t o  a c i d  
depos i t ion  because t h e i r  a l k a l i n i t i e s  a r e  l e s s  than 200 
ueq/l. 

Twenty-f ive percent  o f  the  sampled lakes  a r e  i n  a very 
s e n s i t i v e  c o n d i t i o n  because t h e i r  a l k a l i n i t y  ranges 
between76-100 ueq/ l .  

For  example, recen t  s tud ies  appear 

2. 

3. S i x t - y - f i ve  percent o f  t h e  sampled lakes  a r e  i n  an 
u l t r a - s e n s i t i v e  cond i t i on  because t h e i r  a l k a l i n i t i e s  a re  
l e s s  than 75 ueq/ l .  

4. The l a k e  system i n  the  High U in ta  Wilderness, as a whole, 
appears even more s e n s i t i v e  t o  a c i d  depos i t i on  than t h e  
Br idger  Wilderness system. 

Since the  High U in ta  lakes  a r e  l oca ted  downwind f rom S a l t  
Lake C i t y ,  a non-at ta inable a i r  q u a l i t y  area, t h e  
mon i to r ing  o f  a c i d  depos i t ion  (wet and d r y )  and l a k e  
a l k a l i n i t y  t rends should be encouraged. 

5. 

c. I nsec t  and Disease: 

Forest  pests have a d i r e c t  and s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on f o r e s t  
resources a f f e c t i n g  rec rea t i on  s i t e s  by causing t r e e  m o r t a l i t y .  
The p r i n c i p a l  insec ts  and diseases a f f e c t i n g  t h e  Ashley Na t iona l  
Forest  a re  mountain p ine beet le ,  i p s  beet les,  commandra r u s t  and 
dwarf m is t l e toe .  
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Mountain p i n e  beetle has caused extensive mortality i n  lodgepole 
and ponderosa pine stands f o r  several decades. 
the beet le ,  recorded since the 1940's, have continued t o  cycle 
through the Forest, removing most of the larger  diameter t r ees  i n  
infested stands. 
1970's around Greendale Junction, and has caused extensive 
mortality around the Flaming Gorge NRA. 
occurred i n  1982 w i t h  an estimated 3.5 million t rees  ki l led by the 
beetle. blortality decreased i n  1983 t o  1.4 million pine, b u t  i s  
expected t o  continue unt i l  most of the la rger  diameter t rees  a re  
k i l led  i n  infested stands. 

The pandora moth caused severe defoliation and some t ree  mortali ty 
on 15,000 acres of  lodgepole i n  1960-61. 
occurred a t  epidemic levels  since tha t  time. 

In 1961, an outbreak of lodgepole pine needle miner caused defolia- 
t ion on 40,000 acres i n  the Greendale Junction area. The 
infestat ion continued i n  1962-63 causing an additional 20,000 acres 
of defol ia t ion on lodgepole pine. 

Dwarf mistletoe causes s ign i f icant  losses i n  fores t  stands. 
Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine and ponderosa pine can have severely 
retarded growth from dwarf mistletoe infection causing s igni f icant  
volume loss  and eventual t r e e  mortality. A roadside survey of the 
Ashley National Forest i n  1978 indicated t h a t  144,000 acres o r  58 
percent of the lodgepole pine type were infected with dwarf 
mistletoe. 
1,872,000 cubic f e e t  per year i n  lodgepole pine. The same survey 
indicatea dwarf mistletoe infected 21 percent of the Douglas-fir, 8 
percent of the ponderosa pine, and 23 percent of  the mixed conifer. 

Seventy percent of the infected t r ees  were of sawtimber s i ze  w i t h  
34% having a DMR (Hawksworth rating) of three o r  higher. Losses i n  
these mature stands will increase because dwarf mistletoe in tens i ty  
increases an average of one severi ty  c lass  every 15 years. Natural 
regeneration under this declining overstory will become infected a t  
a very ear ly  age and will sustain heavy losses before rotation age. 

Commandra rust i s  a lso widespread t h r o u g h  the lodgepole pine type 
on the Ashley National Forest. Infection i s  sporadic and d i f f e r s  
greatly i n  in tens i ty ,  depending on host suscept ibi l i ty ,  climate, 
and abundance of a l te rna t ive  host plants.  The rust attacks t r ees  
of a l l  ages, b u t  g i rd les  seedlings more rapidly than older t rees .  
An epidemic will therefore be obvious i n  young stands, b u t  may not 
be noticeable i n  mature stands f o r  up  t o  25 years. 
epidemics can be expected t o  occur throughout the lodgepole pine 
type. 

Root rots  cause0 by Fames annosus and Armillaria mellea cause 
mortality and growth loss  in localized centers. These fungi . 

survive a s  saprohytes i n  stumps and pose a th rea t  t o  regeneration 
on infested s i t e s .  Infection leads t o  growth loss  and mortality. 
Root rots  great ly  reduce the s t ructural  s t a b i l i t y  of infected 
t rees ,  thereby creating potential hazards i n  recreation s i t e s .  

Epidemic levels  of 

The most recent outbreak began i n  the ear ly  

The heaviest mortality 

This insect has not 

T h i s  parasi te  caused an estimated volume loss of 

Sporadic 
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Damage due t o  root ro t s  can be expected t o  increase s teadi ly  unless 
control measures a re  undertaken. 

Broom rus ts  of subalpine f i r  and Engelmann spruce are  common in 
spruce-fir fores t s  i n  the region. 
and mortality of heavily infected t rees .  
diseases can be expected t o  continue i n  the future .  

The Ashley National Forest has, i n  the past ,  been exposed t o  range- 
land insect in fes ta t ions ,  b u t  the problems have never been 
extensive enough t o  cause great  alarm. Localized areas have had 
suff ic ient  buildup t o  warrant control programs. These treatments 
along w i t h  natural low population cycles have confined damages t o  
re la t ively small areas.  

Those insects t h a t  have had h i g h  enough populations t o  cause 
concern are: grasshoppers, black grass bugs,  and Mormon cr ickets .  
Another range pest tha t  has become somewhat v i s ib le  on occasion is  
the ten t  ca t e rp i l l a r .  I t  has occasionally been seen i n  su f f i c i en t  
numbers in bitterbrush stands t o  a t t r a c t  the at tent ion of range 
special is ts .  Natural control and subsidence has removed any 
fur ther  concern, however, Forest range spec ia l i s t s  have worked 
closely w i t h  representatives of the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service (APHIS) i n  identifying, monitoring, t rea t ing ,  
and follow-up work w i t h  range insects.  
change from one a l te rna t ive  t o  another. 

Because of insect and disease population dynamics, weather 
patterns, and stand conditions, current management has, t o  date ,  
accomplished l i t t l e  s ign i f icant  change i n  overall pest conditions. 

If current management, which does not regularly consider integrated 
pest management, is continued f o r  the next 50 years,  conditions 
will be much the same as they are presently. 
examinations, and surveys have ident i f ied currently available 
resource values and form the basis f o r  future  projections; thus 
fores t  insect  and disease e f fec ts  have already been incorporated 
i n t o  the current and fu ture  resource ava i lab i l i ty .  

Management direct ion f o r  the Ashley National Forest must include an 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program t o  prevent future  impacts 
from the above-mentioned and other fores t  pests. The National 
Forest Management Act def ined  IPM as  "a process i n  which a l l  
aspects of p e s t - h a t  system are  studied and weighted t o  provide the 
resource manager w i t h  information f o r  decision making. 
pest management i s ,  therefore,  a par t  of fo re s t  o r  resource 
management." A good example of this approdch was the coordinated 
control e f f o r t  t o  reduce spruce beetle mortality i n  1959 on the 
U i n t a ,  Wasatch, and Ashley National Forests. Stand hazard r a t i n g ,  
monitoring spruce beet le  populations i n  blowdown areas and acres 
near logging operations and prompt removal of infested t rees  will 
prevent future  losses  from spruce beetle. Douglas-fir beetle can 
be managed using the same management methods described f o r  spruce 
beetle. 

They cause top-ki l l ,  growth loss 
Losses from these 

These practices would not 

Inventories, 

Integrated 
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TABLE 111-26 

EFFECTS OF FOREST AND RANGE INSECTS AND DISEASES 
~ ~~ 

Element Forest and Range Insects and Diseases Can 
Cause: 

Which May Result In:  

Recreation - overstory mortality - 

Wildlife and Fish 

Timber 

- discolored foliage - hazard trees 

- reduced windfirmness 

- overstory mortality 

- seed predation/reduction 

- overstory mortality 

loss of laroe,  "cathedral l ike"  t rees  i n  
developed sites. 
t r a i l  impediments dnd increased t r a i l  
maintenance t o  clean fal len trees.  
loss of shade. 
loss of buffers between people and 
vehicles, noise and visual. 
degradation of visual environment. 
death or in ju ry  t o  forest recreationist  
damage t c  property and recreational s i te  
improvements. 
death or injury t o  forest recreationist .  
damage t o  property and recreational s i t e  
improvements. 
loss of wind protection. 
improvements i n  forage production. 
fa l len trees which may i n h i b i t  movements 
of b i g  game. 
reduced cover. 
1 oss o f  old growth trees. 
increased habitat for  cavity nesting birds. 
reduced food source fo r  those animals 
feeding on seeds from cones. 
loss of shade t o  streams. 
improved f i sh  habitat  as trees f a l l  across 
streams. 
increased f i r e  hazard. 
reduced food source fo r  those animals 
feeding on seeds from cones. 

decreased/increased timber value. 
altered stand species composition. 
altered stand structure. 
reduced stand density. 
competition w i t h  herbaceous vegetation. 
a1 tered gene pool. 
different  successional stage. 
increased supp ly  of firewood, houselogs, . .  . 
and other deadwood products. __ 1 I I, 



Table 111-26 
Forest and Ranoe Insects and Which Mav Result In: 

Timber (cont.) - regeneration mortality 

- reduced growth potential 

- t o p  k i l l  

- seed predation/reduction 

- stem rots 

- reduced windfirmness - deformed trees 
- lower wood quality 

biater - overstory and regenerdtion mortality 

Protection (Fire) - overstory and regeneration mortality 

Insect and Disease - tree depredations 

Range - reduced forage production 

reduced stocking. 
increased need fo r  reforestation. 
reduced supply of Christmas trees. 
longer rotations. 
poor t r ee  vigor .  
reduced volume. 
longer rotations. 
poor t ree  vigor. 
lower wood quality (excessive limbing). 
understocked stands. 
increased need fo r  reforestation. 
shortages i n  nursery stock. 
reduced merchantable volume. 
windthrow. 
oredisoosition t o  bark beetle attacks. 
wi ndthiow potent i  a1 
reduced merchantable volume. 
reduced timber value. 

change i n  water yield.  
change i n  water quality. 

standing dead o r  fa l len trees lhich 
add t o  fuel load. 
increased potential fo r  1 ightning caused 
f i r e s .  

increased costs o f  pest detection, 
evaluation, and suppression. 

reduced AUM's. 
increased erosion. 
increased costs t o  permittee. 
loss of wildlife forage. 
costly treatment practices. 
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d. Law Enforcement: 

The Forest Service i s  responsible f o r  enforcing Federal laws 
and regulations on the National Forest. T h i s  responsibi l i ty  
cannot be delegated t o  other agencies of local law enforcement 
enti t i e s .  

The  Forest Service may cooperate with s t a t e  and local agencies 
i n  enforcing cer ta in  s t a t e  laws on National Forest lands. The 
Sisk Act provides s ta tutory authority t o  reimburse local and 
s t a t e  law enforcement agencies f o r  the protection of persons 
u s i n g  National Forest lands and property. 

Most employees assigned t o  recreation and f i r e  prevention 
receive m i n i m u m  law enforcement training. 
not adequate t o  handle many of the law violations they 
encounter. 
t o  carry out an e f fec t ive  law enforcement program. 

Employees assigned law enforcement duties a re  trained t o  
perform such duties w i t h  competence and confidence. The 
Forest presently has the part-time services of one Zone 
Special Agent and three level four Law Enforcement Officers. 

The Forest ' s  major areas of concern and law enforcement 
a c t i v i t y  a r e  man-caused f i r e s ,  vandalism, t h e f t  of government 
property and f o r e s t  products, ORV violations,  t respass ,  t h e f t  
of campground fees ,  and alcohol and drug related problems 
associated w i t h  large group gatherings. 
t h a t  these types of incidents and other law enforcement 
problems will increase w i t h  the growth of the general 
population. 

T h i s  t ra ining i s  

Budgeting f o r  law enforcement is also not adequate 

I t  i s  anticiapted 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A. INTRODUCTION 
Th is  chapter  forms t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  and a n a l y t i c a l  bas is  f o r  
comparison of t h e  a1 te rna t i ves .  
implementing each a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  terms o f  product ion,  cost ,  and 
environmental changes. 

A f f e c t s  on some a c t i v i t i e s  o r  programs and associated e f f e c t s  do 
n o t  change s i g n i f i c a n t l y  between a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

I t  descr ibes t h e  consequences o f  

These are:  

1. Endangered and threatened species. 
2. Cu l tu ra l  resources. 
3. Human and community development. 
4. 
5. U t i l i t y  co r r i do rs .  
6. RNA's 

Land purchase, a c q u i s i t i o n ,  and adjustment. 

D i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  a r e  discussed f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  by each 
resource. 
occur a t  t h e  same t ime and place. 
caused by t h e  a c t i o n  b u t  occur  l a t e r  i n  t ime o r  f a r t h e r  removed i n  
distance. 

D i r e c t  e f f e c t s  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  caused by t h e  a c t i o n  and 
I n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  which are  

B. DIRECT and INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

1. RECREATION 

I t i s  est imated t h a t  demand can be met f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  
a l though a t  var ious l e v e l s  o f  se rv i ce  and standards. 
mentioned i n  Chapter I1 t h e  ou tpu t  f i g u r e s  a r e  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  
than demand b u t  t h a t  demand can be met and t h e  ou tpu t  f i g u r e s  
should be considered i n  l i g h t  o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  va lue  when 
comparing each a l t e r n a t i v e .  E f f o r t s  w i l l  be made t o  improve 
methods o f  management and make b e t t e r  use o f  vo lun teer  
programs, t o  improve s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  and manage t h e  
land. A l t e r n a t i v e  F and G would be managed a t  a l e v e l  where 
serv ices  would be lowest  f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  A l t e r n a t i v e  J 
would prov ide  f o r  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  p u b l i c  serv ice .  For  
s p e c i f i c  d e t a i l s  r e l a t i n g  t o  demand, outputs,  and capac i t y  
r e f e r  t o  Chapter 11. 

As 

a. Developed Recreation: Developed r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
e x i s t i n g  o r  proposed, g e n e r a l l y  would n o t  adverse ly  a f f e c t  
o t h e r  resources; 
s i t e s  can c rea te  environmental problems, b u t  w i t h  proper  
design, redesign, c o n s t r u c t i o n  and recons t ruc t ion ,  these 
problems can be mi t iga ted .  The t o t a l  acres i nvo l ved  i n  
e x i s t i n g  and proposed development s i t e s  i s  smal l  compared w i t h  
t h e  t o t a l  Fores t  acreage. 

Concentrat ion o f  r e c r e a t i o n  use a t  developed 
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Many o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  and r e l a t e d  improvements a t  
developed s i t e s  have n o t  been ma in ta ined  t o  a standard t h a t  
prevents s i g n i f i c a n t  d e t e r i o r a t i o n .  Th is  c o n d i t i o n  has 
r e s u l t e d  i n  some environmental s i t e  d e t e r i o r a t i o n ,  s i t e  
c losures,  and f a c i l i t y  f a i l u r e s .  
and most o f  t h e  developed campground s i t e s  a re  being used a t  
about 30% above maximum t h e o r e t i c a l  capac i t y  ( f o r  campgrounds 
100% occupancy can be expected when use approaches 40% o f  
maximum t h e o r e t i c a l  capac i ty ) .  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  B, C, D, H, and I as modeled i n  FORPLAN were 
developed us ing  t h e  low l e v e l  investment  program f o r  heavy 
maintenance and new cons t ruc t i on .  A l l  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were 
programmed a t  t h e  no investment l e v e l ,  except A l t e r n a t i v e  J 
which uses t h e  h i g h  investment program f o r  new cons t ruc t ion .  
Those a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  t h e  l o w  l e v e l  investment represent a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  i m  rovement over t h e  c u r r e n t  budget s i t u a t i o n  
( A l t e r n a t i v e  F P . The r o u t i n e  maintenance costs  t h a t  were 
b u i l t  i n t o  t h e  FORPLAN model v a r i e s  between a l l  a l t e rna t i ves .  
Since A l t e r n a t i v e  J budget f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h igher ,  i t  o f f e r s  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  major improvement i n  
rec rea t i on  management programs. 
o the r  resources and t h e  environment w i t h i n  and adjacent t o  t h e  
development s i t e s  can be m i t i g a t e d  and managed w i t h i n  
acceptable l i m i t s  p r o v i d i n g  funded i s  made ava i l ab le .  

The developed s i t e  capaci ty ,  ou tpu ts ,  and e f f e c t s ,  do n o t  vary  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  by  a l t e r n a t i v e  and demand i s  constant  
throughout. The degree t h a t  t h e  Fo res t  can m i t i g a t e  impacts 
on o the r  resources i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
f inance t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  program. The FORPLAN model was 
s t ruc tu red  t o  a l l o w  f o r  about a 3% increase i n  demand, which 
i s  very  conserva t ive  even though i t  i s  t i e d  t o  Wyoming and 
Utah growth ra tes .  I f growth r a t e s  inc rease s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
f rom 3% annual ly ,  and f o r  l ong  per iods  o f  t ime, shortages i n  
development s i t e s  can be expected a long w i t h  t h e  associated 
environmental impacts a t  t h e  development s i t e s  and adjacent 
dispersed areas. 
a re  c r i t i c a l ,  and a s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a t i o n  f rom what i s  
programmed i n  t h e  FORPLAN model cou ld  r e s u l t  i n  unmanageable 
environmental impacts t h a t  would necess i ta te  a p lan  rev i s ion .  

Chapter I1  shows t h e  minor v a r i a t i o n s  o f  developed rec rea t i on  
outputs.  Based on t h e  1980 a c t u a l  use data, the  Forest  
provided 702,400 RVDs f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  
developed s i t e s .  

Demand cont inues t o  increase 

As a r e s u l t ,  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  

The f i n a n c i n g  and demand p r o j e c t i o n  elements 

A l a r g e  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  and proposed 
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developed capaci ty ,  i s  w i t h i n  FGNRA. This  area was 
es tab l i shed  by l e g i s l a t i o n  which inc luded s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n  
f o r  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  recrea t ion .  
developed s i t e s  on t h i s  Fores t  i s  very  impor tant  a long w i t h  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  developed s i t e s  are very c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  to ,  and 
a f u n c t i o n a l  p a r t  o f ,  d ispersed rec rea t i on  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Dispersed Recreation: For t h e  most pa r t ,  a l l  areas on t h e  
Fores t  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  rec rea t i on  use i n  va ry ing  degrees 
throughout  t h e  p lanning per iod.  Area c losu re  t o  veh ic les  does 
n o t  vary  by a l t e r n a t i v e ,  nor  i s  i t  expected t o  change 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f rom the  c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n ,  (see Table I V - 1 ) .  

The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  determined by t h e  
combinat ion o f  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  se lected f o r  each a l t e r n a t i v e .  
A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  except D w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  some road ing  o f  
t imbered unroaded areas, exc lud ing t h e  Wilderness area. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  J does n o t  a l l o w  f o r  roading i n  severa l  l a r g e  
areas du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  decade. 
necessary t o  i n t e n s i f y  management o f  r e c r e a t i o n  uses t o  
p r o t e c t  investments, such as t r e e  p lan t ings .  

Dispersed rec rea t i on  management i n  t h e  FGNRA i s  a l i t t l e  
d i f f e r e n t  than t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  Ashley Forest .  I n  n e a r l y  a l l  
s i t u a t i o n s  where c o n f l i c t  e x i s t s  between r e c r e a t i o n  and 
another resource, i t  w i l l  be resolved i n  f a v o r  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  
scenic  values, and w i l d l i f e .  

Dispersed rec rea t i on  use w i l l  occur i n  t h e  wi lderness and 
demand i s  est imated t o  be t h e  same f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
Recreat ion use w i l l  cause impacts on pr imary access p o i n t s  and 
a long major  t r a i l s  b u t  these impacts can be managed w i t h i n  t h e  
l i m i t s  p rescr ibed w i t h i n  t h e  Forest  Plan. 

The present  ROS as i nven to r ied  would be changed f o r  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  except F and G from t h e  present  mix toward t h e  
developed s ide  o f  t h e  spectrum r e s u l t i n g  i n  a l oss  o f  
semi -pr im i t i ve ,  and semi -pr im i t i ve  motor ized ROS acreages. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  J reduces t h i s  change du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  decade. The 
l o s s  o f  semi -pr im i t i ve  and semi -pr im i t i ve  non motor ized ROS 
acres would r e s u l t  i n  an increase o f  t h e  roaded-natural  ROS 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  acres. 

Timing o f  management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  r e s u l t  i n  changing o f  t h e  
ROS c l a s s  i s  a key f a c t o r  r e l a t i n g  t o  s o c i a l  and environmental 
impact. I n  
some s i t u a t i o n s ,  management a c t i v i t i e s  would occur i n  areas 
d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  decade and then the  areas would be a l lowed t o  
r e v e r t  t o  a na tu ra l  s ta te.  
areas cou ld  reach the  environmental, soc ia l ,  and managerial 
c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  e x i s t s  today and have the  o r i g i n a l  ROS 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  I n  a l l  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  would be an 
except ion  r a t h e r  than the  r u l e  b u t  i t  i s  

For t h i s  reason, management o f  

b. 

I n  popular  areas, i t  may be 

These changes would occur over a 150 yea r  per iod .  

It i s  poss ib le  t h a t  some o f  these 
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important t o  point out t ha t  over a 150 year period the Forest 
would not have a s t a t i c  s i tua t ion .  
would result i n  a loss  of the opportunity t o  provide f o r  
recreation a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  normally occur i n  semi-primitive 
motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized areas b u t  new 
opportunities i n  other ROS areas will be created. To a 
cer ta in  extent ,  demand f o r  these two ROS classes  of 
semi-primitive motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized could 
be met i n  primitive and roaded natural areas .  Needs i n  excess 
o f  this  Forest ' s  capacity would have t o  be met i n  other areas. 

Alternatives F and G would create  a s i t ua t ion  where dispersed 
recreation opportunities would decline because of the loss  of 
development s i t e s  and associated support f a c i l i t i e s .  
Environmental impacts associated w i t h  unregulated use would be 
created because of reduced recreation management programs 
associated w i t h  low budgets. 

Management of motorized travel i s  the same f o r  a l l  
a l te rna t ives  and would be guided by the c r i t e r i a  found in the 
Standards and Guidelines i n  the Forest Plan. In general 
terms, this procedure involves the use of the Forest Travel 
Management Plan which i s  updated annually as  needed. 
update would require tha t  annually the Forest review a l l  roads 
and t r a i l s  t o  determine i f  they are  s t i l l  needed t o  manage the 
f o r e s t ,  provide access t o  other public o r  pr ivate  inholdings 
o r  t o  provide access t o  m i n i n g  claims o r  special use permits, 
and t o  evaluate the need for  new roads o r  t r a i l s .  In a l l  of 
these s i tua t ions  seasonal or  permanent closures may be 
implemented t o  protect the road bed, w i ld l i f e  habi ta t ,  reduce 
maintenance, provide public safety,  prevent so i l  loss  or 
vegetative damage, and protect streams o r  other  natural 
ecosystems. 

Obliteration of roads o r  t r a i l s  could be expected i f  the road 
o r  t r a i l  i s  n o t  needed t o  meet Forest management objectives or  
i f  they a re  causing resource damage. 
such t h i n g s  as so i l  displacement, degrading water qual i ty  o r  
V Q O ' s ,  displacing wi ld l i fe ,  excessive noise o r  d u s t  pollution. 
Also areas beyond roads and t r a i l s  could be closed o r  
r e s t r i c t ed  t o  protect heavily used area,  unique resources, 
ecosystems, and t o  provide for a variety of recreational 
opportunities.  Each of these many conditions vary from season 
t o  season and year t o  year. As a r e s u l t ,  ra ther  than trying 
t o  conceptulize a d i f fe ren t  s t a t i c  s i t ua t ion  f o r  each 
a l t e rna t ive  based on hypothetical conditions c r i t e r i a  has been 
developed t o  govern the management of a l l  t ravel  a c t i v i t i e s  as 
conditions change and i t  i s  the same f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  
These c r i t e r i a  are  shown i n  the Forest Plan Chapter I V .  

The acres avai lable  f o r  motorized use, r e s t r i c t ed  areas ,  o r  
closed areas a t  present i s  shown in Table I V - 1 .  
the re lat ionships  o f  these figures i s  not expected t o  vary 
s ign i f i can t ly  unless conditions s e t  fo r th  i n  the  travel 

T h i s  change i n  the ROS mix 

This 

Damage would include 

- 

As mentioned 
- 
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management c r i t e r i a  can not be met. 
travel will be based on current conditions u s i n g  
pre-established c r i t e r i a  and this should give National Forest 
users a n  idea of  what type o f  management t o  expect under 
various conditions. 

The average annual dispersed recreation use through year 2030 
can be found in Chapter 11. 
Forest provided 877,000 RVD's 
within the dispersed areas. 

Management of motorized 

Based on the 1980 use data the 
f o r  recreation a c t i v i t i e s  

Table IV-1 

Acres Available f o r  Use by Motorized Vehicles by Alternatives and By 
Categories of Use 

Use Category A 8 C D E F G H I J  

Vehicle Use Permitted 878,973 The to t a l  acres shown f o r  Alternative A 
Over Most o f  the Area will remain approximately the same f o r  

a l l  a l ternat ives .  The location of  these 
Vehicle Use Prohibited 232,200 areas may change s l igh t ly  by a l t e rna t ive  
or Restricted Over Most throughout time. 
o f  the  Area 

C1 osed 273,426 

Totai Forest Acres 1,384,699 

c. Wild and Scenic Rivers: 
within the boundarv of the Ashlev National Forest were 

As noted in Chapter 111, the r ivers  

reviewed f o r  t h e i r e l i g i b i l i t y  a; potential additions t o  the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. The Green River from 
Flaming Gorge Dam downstream t o  the Forest boundary is  the 
only r iver  on the Forest determined t o  be e l ig ib l e .  
interagency study o f  the  Green River was completed with 
publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement i n  
1980. None of the a l te rna t ives  considered would adversely 
impact the potential of the Green River t o  meet the 
recommendation included i n  the  FEIS. 

The potential c lass i f ica t ion  of the Green River as Wild and 
Scenic would n o t  adversely impact any of the a l te rna t ives .  

The 

d.  Cultural Resources: "Cultural Resources" re fers  interchange- 
ably t o  prehistoric and h i s to r i c  properties and a re  considered 
as a nonrenewable resource, (including palentological s i t e s )  
making i t  imperative t o  maintain t h e i r  s c i e n t i f i c ,  h i s to r i c ,  
and social integri ty .  Governed by 
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the National Histor ic  Preservation Act of 1966, the Forest 
Service policy i s  " t o  provide f o r  the ident i f ica t ion ,  
protection, in te rpre ta t ion  and management of cultural 
resources". 

To f u l f i l l  this obligation, the Forest conducts compliance 
surveys, loca tes ,  inventories,  describes,  and evaluates 
cul tural  resources on a project-by-project basis t o  prevent 
adverse e f f ec t s  by ground-disturbing a c t i v i t i e s .  Cultural 
resources, i n  each a l t e rna t ive  would be managed t o  insure 
protection of the resource by meeting the leg is la t ive  
requirements, and following established procedures. 
Sc i en t i f i c  study t o  gain knowledge of past  human behavior and 
in te rpre ta t ion  f o r  the p u b l i c  would be important 
considerations under a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

All a l t e rna t ives  except F and G i n i t i a t e  higher commodity 
production t h a t  would generate more cul tural  resource surveys 
and quite often would accelerate  t h i s  work i n  the e a r l i e r  
decades. In the event of s ign i f icant  cul tural  resource 
discoveries changes i n  management programming and scheduling 
could be required. 

Where evaluation shows t h a t  s i t e s  a re  insignif icant ,  projects 
may proceed a f t e r  coordination w i t h  SHPO. 

e. Visual Resource: Impacts on the visual resource a re  measured 
by how a g i v e n  mana ement ac t iv i ty  meets adopted visual 
qual i ty  objectives QVQOls). The inventoried VQO's represent 
an estimate of what v i s i t o r s  would expect t o  see and w h a t  
would be acceptable i n  a f o r e s t  landscape. 
objective i s  not t o  have contrasting s i tua t ions  created by 
management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  do n o t  meet the adopted VQOs. 

The adopted VQO's a re  t i ed  d i r ec t ly  t o  the management 
prescr ipt ions selected f o r  a given a l t e rna t ive  and each 
a l t e rna t ive  i s  composed of d i f f e ren t  combinations of 
prescriptions.  
for each VQO which a re  the same f o r  a l l  a l ternat ives .  
IV-2 a l so  iden t i f i e s  the acres t h a t  a re  assigned t o  each 
prescription which var ies  by a l te rna t ive .  The adopted VQOs 
will be a s  inventoried for  a l l  prescriptions except for the 
moderate timber, h i g h  timber, h i g h  wi ld l i fe  and high water 
prescriptions.  
water prescr ipt ions exist ,  the VQOs provide f o r  modification 
and maximum modification. 
prescr ipt ions a re  applied, a variable VQO s i tua t ion  exis ts .  
These two prescriptions provide f o r  VQO's from the inventoried 
s i tua t ion  t o  maximum modification, depending on the range o r  
w i ld l i f e  program needs. 
prescr ipt ions and inventoried VQO's and resource needs would 
not be s ign i f icant .  

The basic 

Table IV-2 iden t i f i e s  the acres inventoried 
Table 

Wherever moderate timber, h i g h  timber, or h i g h  

Where h i g h  range and h i g h  wildl i fe  

Conflicts between these two 

Quite often wi ld l i f e  and 
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VQO goals a re  t h e  same. Timing and s p a t i a l  a l l o c a t i o n s  o f  
nianagement a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  t h e  ana lys i s  areas would be  
c r i t i c a l  i n  any one o f  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and would r e q u i r e  
d e t a i l e d  s i t e  design i n  o rder  t o  meet t h e  VQO's i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  
each p r e s c r i p t i o n .  

E f f e c t s  on Other Resources - The a c t i v i t i e s  assoc ia ted  w i t h  
t h e  rec rea t i on  resource would n o t  c rea te  s i g n i f i c a n t  impacts 
on o the r  resources. The d i f f e rences  between a l t e r n a t i v e s  
would be minor except f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G, where low 
l e v e l  budgets may cause c losure  o f  some developed s i t e s  and 
would cause users t o  move i n t o  d ispersed areas. 

I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  there could be minor  c o n f l i c t s  between 
l i v e s t o c k  users and the  r e c r e a t i o n i s t .  I n  a l t e r n a t i v e s  B, C, 
D, E, H and I where i n tens i ve  t imber  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
are  appl ied,  i t  may be necessary t o  i n v e s t  a d d i t i o n a l  funds t o  
manage rec rea t i on  use t o  p r o t e c t  new p l a n t a t i o n s .  Genera l l y  
these c o n f l i c t s  o r  p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t s ,  would be manageable. 
I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  other  impacts created by roads, t r a i l s ,  
and development s i t e s ,  could u s u a l l y  be m i t i g a t e d  through 
proper l o c a t i o n  and design o f  such improvements. Recreat ion 
use management i n  t h e  wi lderness requ i res  spec ia l  e f f o r t s  t o  
ma in ta in  and p r o t e c t  the  wi lderness c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

2. WILDERNESS 

The Utah Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984 designated 273,426 acres on t h e  
Fores t  as t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness and 186,574 acres on t h e  
Wasatch f o r  a t o t a l  o f  460,000 acres. 
area w i l l  meet the  an t i c ipa ted  demand f o r  w i lderness  d u r i n g  t h e  
f i r s t  p lann ing  per iod.  
a d d i t i o n a l  wi lderness w i l l  be evaluated. It i s  est imated t h a t  t h e  
area a v a i l a b l e  f o r  wi lderness eva lua t ion  a t  t h e  t ime  o f  t h e  f i r s t  
scheduled Fores t  Plan r e v i s i o n  i s  est imated t o  be approx imate ly  
280,000 acres under t h e  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  (J). 
B, 0, F, and G would have an approximate 180,000 t o  210,000 acres 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  wi lderness eva lua t ion  a t  t h e  t ime o f  t h e  f i r s t  p lan  
rev i s ion .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  C, E, H, and I would have an est imated 
150,000 t o  160,000 acres ava i l ab le  f o r  wi lderness e v a l u a t i o n  a t  t h e  
t ime o f  p l a n  rev i s ion .  These est imates o f  acreage a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
wi lderness eva lua t ion  do no t  i nc lude  t h e  273,426 acres i nc luded  i n  
t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness. Acres a v a i l a b l e  f o r  w i lderness  
eva lua t i on  under a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  could be s l i g h t y l y  reduced as a 
r e s u l t  o f  m inera ls  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a re  unforeseen a t  t h i s  t ime. 

Most o f  t h e  present  Wilderness use occurs on something l e s s  than 
10% o f  t h e  t o t a l  area. This creates heavy s o c i a l  and phys i ca l  
impacts on some l o c a l i t i e s .  
management w i l l  be necessary t o  op t im ize  use w i t h i n  t h e  Wilderness. 

It i s  est imated t h a t  t h i s  

A t  the  end o f  t h i s  p lann ing  p e r i o d  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  A, 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  o r  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  use by 
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Trails and trailheads to help with distribution o f  users are needed. 
heavy use areas are in need of rest, rehabilitation, or different 
management techniques to prevent unacceptable deterioration. 

Management problems that existed prior to designation of the 
Wilderness will continue and in some cases be amplified without a 
change in management emphasis. With the Wilderness designation, 
use is expected to increase beyond previously projected growth 
rates. Problems such as conflicts between recreationists and 
permitted livestock, hikers and horse users, and garbage removal 
will receive special attention. 

Continued management at historic levels with increasing use will 
result in deteriorating facilities and resources. If the choice is 
not to invest in management o f  the wilderness resource to a level 
that provides for maintenance of existing facilities and wilderness 
characteristics then in the near future we will be faced with 
making significant changes in the way wilderness has been 
traditionally managed. 

Some 
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Table IV-? 

L.Q.0.s by Alternatibe and Benchmark 

I v.Q.0. '~ as inventoriea and adopted Acres Inventoried and P r O g I " i  t o  Each Management PresLt iption 

A B C D E F L ti ? 2 I/ As Inventoried '190's - 
Preservation 338,088 
Retention 473,545 
P. Rttention 240,485 SAME FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES ANU BENCHMARKS 
Modification 316,549 
Max Modification 15,632 

TOTAL 1,384,699 

L' Inventory completed prior t o  passage of Utah 
Wilderness Act o f  1984 I 

hdopted VQO's by Prescription 

Min. Level (As Inventoried) 
Mod. Timber (M-MM) 
High Tinrber (MM) 
High Range (Varidble) 
H i g h  Wildlife (Variable) 
Nod. Oisp. Rec. (As Inventoried) 
H i g h  Disp RK. (As Inventoried) 
Wilderness Mod (Freservaticn! 
High  Wilderness (Preservation) 
High  Water ( M - f M )  
Mildlife Timber (As Inventoried) 
Riparian High  (As Inventoried! 
Exis t ing  Low (As Inventoried) 
Special Area (As Inventoried) 
NRA Timber (As Inventoried) 
NRA Forage (As Inventoried) 
[URA Wildlife (As Inventoried) 
NRA Recreation (As Inventoried) I Developed Recreation 

23,009 1,993 
15,674 33,967 
25,944 --- 
64,258 73,059 
20,353 20,353 
67,793 155,356 
159,857 69,401 
273,426 273,426 

3,015 3,G85 
294 294 

719,303 725,102 

101 502 _ _ _  1,534 
16,194 15,144 

_ _ _  _ _ _  
_ _ _  

--- --- 

1,553 
115,976 
66371 
125,595 

120,933 
6,062 

273,426 

3,015 
294 

647,959 

45G 
885 

5,760 

20.000 

_ _ _  

_ _ _  
_ _ _  
--- 

--- 

1,993 
10,101 
32,027 
46,480 
34,885 
60,913 
145,844 
273,426 

653 
294 

706,559 

101 

59,9133 

20.0co 

--- 

--- 
--_ 
--_ 
--- 

21,993 
29,665 
54,916 
79,814 
34,885 
111,859 
6,983 

273,426 

3,015 
_ _ _  

2,210 

741,546 
-_- 
_ _ _  _ _ _  
--- 

32,918 --- _ _ _  

21,993 _ _ _  _ _ _  
2,345 
28,307 
245,846 
147,341 
273,426 _ _ _  _ _ _  
8C,765 

523,000 
_ _ _  
--- 
--- --_ 

62,350 _-- _ _ _  

218,711 --- _ _ _  
2,345 
24,595 
105,798 
180,OCh 
273,426 

60 
43,146 

540,764 

--- 

--- 
__- --_ __- 
381 _ _ _  _-_ 

1,993 
13,876 
32,335 
176,976 
15,345 
78,919 
55,820 
273,426 

2,261 
294 

€87,698 

100 
13,949 
16,228 

20.000 

--- 

--- 
_-_ 

_ _ _  

1,993 
25,374 
27,063 
66,796 
21,215 
111,305 
7,164 

273,426 

3,G15 
294 

820,568 

102 

14,907 

20,000 

--- 

--- 
--- 
--- 
--- 

1,99: 
11,361 

64,56; 
28,60! 
155,831 
83,78! 
273,421 

3,01! 
1,791 

734,061 

li: 

14,661 

20,00( 
I 
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3 .  FISH AND WILDLIFE 

Threatened and Endangered Animals 

Three species of birds and one mammal tha t  may be found on the Forest 
have been l i s t e d  as threatened o r  endangered. The law specif ies  t h a t  
the habi ta t  of these species will be protected, and this would be done 
under a l l  a l te rna t ives .  These species are:  the bald eagle, the 
whooping crane, the peregrine falcon, and the black-footed f e r r e t .  

The endangered bald eagle winters along the Flaming Gorge Reservoir and 
Green River. 
anticipated i n  any a l te rna t ive .  

The winter and sp r ing  migration route of t he  whooping crane may pass 
over the Forest, although no birds have been observed. 
action t h a t  the Forest could take a t  this time tha t  would help i n  the 
recovery of this species. None o f  the al ternat ives  considered would 
have an e f f e c t  on this species. 

The peregrine falcon h i s to r i ca l ly  nested on the Forest, b u t  none have 
been observed in recent years. 
cooperate with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources i n  identifying 
potential hack s i t e s  (nes t  s i t e s )  f o r  reestablishment of t h i s  species. 
Habitat t h a t  appears t o  be favorable for the  black-footed f e r r e t  ex is t s  
i n  the Wyoming portion of the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area. 
To date,  no black-footed f e r r e t  s i g h t i n g s  have been reported. Surveys 
t o  ident i fy  potential habi ta t  a r e  planned. This data will be used t o  
d i r ec t  land management i n  areas occupied by the f e r r e t ,  i f  such areas 
ex is t .  

Act ivi t ies  which could e f f e c t  t h i s  species would not be 

There i s  no 

The Forest Plan includes an objective t o  

Management Indicator Species 

The AMS provides an extensive discussion of minimum viable populations 
of MIS. The MIS concept i s  based on the assumption tha t  if viable 
populations of these species are  maintained, the remainder of the 
species on the Forest will be maintained a s  well. The MIS a re  t ied  t o  
habi ta t  which includes a d ivers i ty  of  vegetation and vegetative 
communities. 

The golden eagle has been ident i f ied as  the management indicator species 
f o r  c l i f f  habi ta ts .  
population needs and is considered t o  be i n  good condition. Increased 
human a c t i v i t i e s  and development i n  a l ternat ives  B, C ,  E ,  H ,  I and J 
could reduce potential  capabi l i ty  t h r o u g h  disturbance. None of the 
a l te rna t ives  would have d i r ec t  adverse impacts on t h i s  habitat .  
Pipelines,  reservoirs or large sca le  mining operations could reduce 
habi ta t  capabi l i ty .  
included i n  permits and operating plans t o  reduce the severity o f  these 
impacts. 

The ptarmigan is  the indicator species f o r  the alpine meadow habitat .  
Estimated habi ta t  capabi l i ty  i s  250% of exis t ing population needs and i s  

Estimated habi ta t  capabili ty i s  200% of existing 

Mitigation measures and s t ipulat ions would be 

IV-10 



considered t o  be i n  good condition w i t h  a s table  trend. 
the alpine meadow habi ta t  i s  now included i n  the High Uintas Wilderness, 
none of the a l te rna t ives  would have adverse e f fec ts  on habi ta t  potential  
as  a resu l t  of man's development a c t i v i t i e s .  

The sage grouse i s  the management indicator species fo r  sagebrush 
habitats.  
existing population needs. 
capabili ty as a resu l t  of vegetative manipulation t o  increase forage 
production f o r  1 ivestock. 
and shaping of treatment areas can reduce e f f ec t s ,  i t  is  estimated tha t  
to ta l  habi ta t  capabili ty would be reduced by 20 t o  30 per cent i n  
a l ternat ives  C and H.  Alternatives A ,  B, D, E ,  I and J could maintain 
existing capabi l i t i es  w i t h  proper coordination of location and shaping 
of livestock forage improvement a c t i v i t i e s .  
improvement a c t i v i t i e s  under a l te rna t ives  F and G should maintain or 
s l i gh t ly  increase habi ta t  capabili ty over existing levels.  

The yellow-bellied sapsucker and warbling vireo are management indicator  
species f o r  mature aspen and r ipar ian deciduous t ree  habitats.  

Potential habi ta t  capabi l i ty  i s  approximately 125% of existing 
population needs. 
downward trend. 
protection forestwide s h o u l d  s t a b i l i z e  the trend in the deciduous t r e e  
portion of this habi ta t .  
aspen stands and invasion by coniferous species would continue the 
downward trend i n  the aspen habi ta t .  
by aspen sprouting i n  many areas a s  a r e su l t  of the mountain pine beet le  
caused lodgepole mortality. 
aspen management i n  decade one i s  a l te rna t ive  8. 
harvest program i n  decades one and two o f  a l te rna t ive  B should slow o r  
stop the downward condition. All other a l ternat ives  postpone ac t ive  
aspen management u n t i l  decade three. 

The Lincoln's sparrow and  Song sparrow a re  indicator species f o r  the 
riparian shrub habitat .  Potential habi ta t  capabili ty i s  estimated t o  be 
150% of existing population needs and is i n  f a i r  condition w i t h  a s l i g h t  
downward trend. 
protection would s t ab i l i ze  the downward trend. Alternatives C ,  E ,  H and 
I have the potential t o  adversely impact this  habitat  due t o  development 
ac t iv i t i e s .  
guidelines should mitigate impacts on t h i s  important habitat .  

Cutthroat t rou t  are  a management indicator species f o r  aquatic 
ecosystems. Existing and potential habi ta t  capabi l i t ies  are  very 
similar for  t h i s  indicator species. 
trend i s  s table .  None of  the a l te rna t ives  propose development 
a c t i v i t i e s  such as dams, diversions, o r  hydroelectric ins ta l la t ions  tha t  
would potentially impact the aquatic ecosystem. However, these 
developments a re  not typical ly  a d i r ec t  r e su l t  of Forest Service action. 
Mitigation measures and coordination would be required f o r  such 
proposals under any al ternat ive.  Alternatives 6 ,  C ,  E,  H ,  I ,  and J will 

Since most of - - 
Estimated habi ta t  capabi l i ty  i s  approximately 160% of 

Alternative C and H would decrease habi ta t  

While mitigation measures such as  location 

blildlife habitat  

I t  i s  considered t o  be i n  f a i r  condition w i t h  a 
The s t a n d a r d s  and guidelines applied f o r  r ipar ian area 

The mature t o  overmature condition of most 

This downward trend may be o f f se t  

The only a l te rna t ive  which act ively begins 
The l i g h t  aspen 

Standards and guide1 ines applied f o r  riparian area 

Proper coordination and adherence t o  standards and 

Condition i s  considered good and 
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Acres w i t h  Harvest 
Prescriptions b u t  Acres w i t h  Non-Harvest 

A1 t e rna t ive  not Harvested Prescription Total Acres 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
3 

~ 

213,900 
277,600 
295,400 
228,900 
301;lOO 
339,800 
197,200 
264,400 
281,800 
296,500 

275,500 
217,900 
123,800 
263,000 
123.700 
2611400 
320;300 
172,100 
125,100 
162,000 

489,400 
495,500 
419,200 
491,900 
424,800 
601,200 
517,500 
436,500 
406,900 
458,500 

Deer and elk numbers a re  very s imilar  between a l te rna t ives  and f luctuate  
very l i t t l e  from decade t o  decade. 
animals i n  th is  area i s  winter range which i s ,  f o r  the most par t ,  off of 
National Forest System lands. Alternatives A ,  B ,  H ,  I, and J would have 
b i g  game habi ta t  capabi l i ty  increasing for  2; decades as  timber harvest 
opens extensive stands. Then i t  de te r iora tes  as  re-entry occurs i n  the 
same analysis  areas.  Under a l te rna t ive  C ,  increased forage t o  livestock 
would displace animals plus reduce capabili ty.  Alternative C a l so  would 
have a reduced level of wildl i fe  improvement investment. Alternative D ,  - 
shows some increase due t o  increase i n  investment and decrease in 
l ivestock use. Under this a l te rna t ive  there would be a reduced ra te  of 
change i n  habi ta t  divers i ty .  Alternative E would have an insignif icant  
increase i n  habi ta t  capabili ty.  

The l imiting fac tor  f o r  b i g  game 

- 

Under a l te rna t ive  G d ivers i ty  and 
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capabili ty would be maintained by investment and assignment of the 
wildlife-timber prescription. Alternative F would have wi ld l i f e  hab i t a t  
investment tha t  would tend t o  maintain capacity. 

Alternatives B, C ,  E ,  H ,  I ,  and J a l l  include moderate t o  h i g h  l eve l s  of 
road construction and reconstruction. The increased access provided by 
these roads will r e su l t  i n  changes i n  the type of h u n t i n g ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  
where presently unroaded areas are made more accessible t o  more hunters. 
T h i s  e f f ec t  can be pa r t i a l ly  mitigated by imposing and enforcing road 
closures on a seasonal basis or by permanently closing roads in c r i t i c a l  
areas. 

Other Fish and Wildlife 

The Forest would be managed t o  maintain vegetative d ivers i ty ,  providing 
wildl i fe  habi ta t  fo r  a large var ie ty  of species under Alternatives A ,  B ,  
E ,  H ,  I ,  and J. 
winter range, r iparian zones, aspen reproductive areas,  c l i f f  hab i t a t ,  
t a lu s ,  caves, snags, aquatic systems, and o l d  growth timber under these 
a1 ternatives.  

Alternative D would provide f o r  intensive management of fish and 
wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  t o  maintain viable  populations of a l l  ex is t ing  
vertebrate species i n  the planning area and t o  maintain and improve 
habi ta t  o f  management indicator  species. 

All a l ternat ives  allow t h a t  i f  a stream channel is  destroyed o r  
deteriorated either through natural o r  man-caused a c t i v i t i e s ,  mechanical 
stream channel improvement will be permitted t o  accomplish long-term 
f i sher ies  habi ta t  improvement and increased channel s t a b i l i t y .  There 
will be intensive management o f  fish habi ta t  t o  maintain viable  
populations and t o  improve habi ta t  of management indicator species  in  
a1 1 a1 ternatives.  

Fish habi ta t  improvement s t ruc tures  a re  included i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  t o  
maintain o r  s l i gh t ly  improve capabi l i ty .  Special emphasis will  be given 
t o  the protection and management of management indicator species ,  
c r i t i c a l  habi ta t  f o r  threatened and endangered species,  and r ipar ian  
habi ta t .  
Wilderness will be managed the same f o r  a l l  a l ternat ives:  Oiversi ty  
would be increased by modification of exis t ing plant communities on the 
rest of the Forest. 

Special emphasis would be given t o  habi ta t  such a s  

Long term plant and animal d ivers i ty  w i t h i n  the H i g h  Uintas 

Effects on Other Resources: Variations i n  wi ldl i fe  habi ta t  investments 
and manaqement from one a l t e rna t ive  t o  another should have no 
s ignif icant  impact on other resources. Most impacts would be r e l a t ed  t o  
area closures imposed t o  protect w i ld l i f e  during stress periods. 
types of closures would generdlly be temporary i n  nature and would be 
applied regardless of a1 ternat ive.  

Other e f f ec t s  would primarily r e l a t e  t o  timing and location coordination 
between wi ld l i fe  and other resource a c t i v i t i e s .  

These 

An exception t o  the 
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above i s  A1 t e r n a t i v e  D,  (Non-Market Oppor tun i t i es ) ,  which emphasizes 
w i l d l i f e  and o t h e r  ameni t ies over commodity a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  t h i s  
a l t e r n a t i v e ,  l i v e s t o c k  use i s  reduced o r  d i sp laced  t o  accentuate 
w i l d l i f e  use. 
budget 1 i m i t a t i o n s  than o f  compet i t ion  f o r  h a b i t a t .  
S t a t e  D i v i s i o n  o f  Wild1 i f e  Resources o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  d isp layed i n  Chapter 
111. 

One a d d i t i o n a l  e f f e c t  would be temporary a i r  q u a l i t y  reduct ions f rom 
bu rn ing  a c t i v i t i e s  used t o  manipulate vege ta t i on  and c rea te  more 
d i v e r s i t y .  

Th is  reduc t i on  o r  displacement i s  more a func t i on  o f  
Coord inat ion wi th  

4. RANGE 

Threatened and Endangered P lan ts  

No o f f i c i a l l y  l i s t e d  Threatened o r  Endangered p l a n t s  a r e  known t o  occur  
on t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  The Fishook Cactus, Sclerocactus glacus, 
a th rea tened p l a n t  species, may be l oca ted  on p o r t i o n s  o f  the  South U n i t  
o f  t h e  Duchesne Ranger D i s t r i c t ,  b u t  so f a r ,  none have been found. The 
Endangered Species Ac t  s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  t h e  h a b i t a t  o f  any threatened o r  
endangered species w i l l  be protected. I f t h e  Fishook cactus, o r  any 
threatened o r  endangered species, i s  found on t h e  Forest ,  t h e i r  h a b i t a t s  
w i l l  be p ro tec ted  under a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

There a r e  mdny p l a n t s  t h a t  a r e  endemic t o  t h e  U in tah  Basin, b u t  few o f  
these a r e  known t o  occur on t h e  Forest .  Amono those known t o  occur on 
t h e  Fo res t  are:  Ast ragulus d e t r i t a l i s ,  E r ige ron  untermani i ,  Penstemon 
acau l i s ,  P. u in tahens is ,  Parrya r y d b e g r i i ,  and Townsendia minima. These 
and o t h e r  endemic p lan ts ,  a r e  n o t  expected t o  be s e r i o u s l y  impacted by 
any o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan. 

Range Program 

The Fores t  w i l l  ma in ta in  a q u a l i t y  range program, managed t o  op t im ize  
t h e  p roduc t i on  and use o f  forage on a l l  s u i t a b l e  range t o  t h e  ex ten t  i t  
i s  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  and i n  harmony w i t h  o the r  resource uses. 

A l t e r n a t i v e s  A, B, I ,  and J would cont inue a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  
investment,  w i t h  a s l i g h t  increase i n  fo rage i n  B, I ,  and J over A, 
because o f  t r a n s i t o r y  range a v a i l a b l e  i n  t imber  ha rves t  areas. 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and H would have h igh  investment i n  fo rage improvement t o  
reduce non-forage vege ta t i ve  types through t rea tment  which may have an 
adverse impact on sage grouse. Under these a l t e r n a t i v e s  t r a n s i t o r y  
range becomes a v a i l a b l e  f o r  use by t h e  proper  c lass  o f  l i ves tock .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  0 would have decreased investments and AUM's along w i t h  
decreased range capaci ty .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G would a l s o  have a 
decrease i n  AUM's throughout t h e  5 decades. 
inc rease i n  AUM's. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  E would have an 
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Annual Livestock Investment by Alternative: (1st decade i n  1978 dol la rs )  w I i l t e rna t ive  A B C D E F G  H I 
i 0 105,000 28,000 28, 

by Benchmarks 
Minimum Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum 
Level PNV Timber Range Water 
3 1 4,9 0 03, 00 5,O 

Suitable acreage of primary range open t o  l ivestock grazing remains 
constant f o r  a l l  a l ternat ives .  

Range o u t p u t s  are  increased or  decreased by a l te rna t ive  t h r o u g h  
ac t iv i t i e s  which include s t ructural  improvements (fences, water 
developments, e tc . )  , nonstructural improvement (sagebrush treatment, 
e tc . ) ,  and the acres of t ransi tory range avai lable  t o  livestock. The 
environmental e f fec ts  change by a l te rna t ive  according t o  the level of 
each of these ac t iv i t i e s .  

The outputs of AUM's by al ternat ives  shows t h a t  Alternatives C and H 
have the la rges t  increases, and Alternative G the greatest  decline i n  the 
f i r s t  decade. Alternatives B, I ,  and J show s l i g h t  increases du r ing  the 
f i r s t  10 years,  whereas there a re  decreases i n  AUM's f o r  Alternatives D, 
E, and F. 
various a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  the a l te rna t ives .  

Treating sagebrush removes the shrub  overstory stimulating grass 
production. 
These are  re la t ive ly  short-term e f fec t s  on any par t icu lar  area. 

Construction of fences and water developments improves the dis t r ibut ion 
of livestock and provides additional grazing use outside the riparian 
zones. 
h i s tor ica l ly  overused. 
v igo r  and production of forage improves. These e f fec ts  remain as long 
as fences and water developments are  mdintained. 

Grazing 1 ivestock on t ransi tory ranges (timber-harvested lands) can 
increase AUEl production or  provide a1 te rna t ive  forage so the primary 
ranges can be rested. 

In addition there a re  e f fec ts  on l ivestock caused by the 

Grasses are preferred by l ivestock,  especially ca t t l e .  

Developments reduce the grazing pressure on areas t h a t  have been 
Through r e s t  or rotat ion grazing systems the 

Effects on Other Resources: 
and b u r n i n g ,  could have a short-term adverse e f f e c t  on deer i f  applied 

Vegetative manipulation, such as  spraying, 

on winter range, since browse u t i l i zed  by deer d u r i n g  winter months 
would be ki l led.  Alternative H could reduce the browse component on the 
Ashley National Forest because areas would be reburned t o  prevent the 
reestablishment of these shrubs. Under the other a l te rna t ives ,  much of 
the browse reinvades within a few years ,  producing forage f o r  deer use. 
The increase in grass,  following b u r n i n g  o r  spraying, would have a short  
term ef fec t  on forage available t o  both livestock and elk. 
provides an excellent fuel f o r  fu ture  b u r n i n g  of the invading brush and 
trees.  Noxious weed control does not change by al ternat ive.  

I t  a lso 
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I n  some cases pronghorn antelope and sage grouse habi ta t  could be 
adversely impacted by the conversion of sagebrush habi ta t  t o  grassland. 
Sagebrush i s  a c r i t i c a l  forage species f o r  both antelope and sage 
grouse. In addition, the s t ruc tura l  cover t h a t  sagebrush provides i s  
used f o r  fawning and nesting habi ta t .  

Non-game species associated w i t h  the shrub community i n  the rangeland 
portion of the Ashley Forest could a l so  be adversely impacted by those 
a l te rna t ives  which convert l a rge  acreages o f  sagebrush to  grass. 

Fences have a long-term e f f e c t  on wildl i fe .  
construction associated w i t h  A1 ternat ive G ,  H, and the maximum range 
benchmark would make b i g  game movement on the Forest more d i f f i cu l t .  
Even though the fences would be constructed t o  minimize adverse impacts; 
deer, elk, and especially antelope, would be impacted by having t o  
negotiate additional fences. 

Riparian habitats would be subject  t o  increased grazing pressure under 
the higher livestock a l loca t ions  of Alternatives C and H. Riparian 
lands a re  very important t o  many wi ld l i fe  species, including b i rds .  

Dense riparian vegetation makes excellent h i d i n g  and nesting cover. 
lush riparian vegetation provides excellent forage f o r  b i g  game animals 
and t o  many of the prey species of predatory animals and b i rds .  
Increased grazing would have a long-term adverse e f f ec t  on wildl i fe  
under a l ternat ives  C and H. Under the remaining al ternat ives ,  including 
the Proposed Action, r ipar ian areas  would be protected by moderate 
grazing in tens i t ies ,  r e s t  rotat ion grazing systems, o r  fencing. 

Livestock tend t o  make maximum use of riparian areas f o r  bo th  grazing 
and resting because o f  l u s h  vegetation and nearby water. The use of 
r ipar ian areas often occurs ea r ly  i n  the year. Riparian understory 
vegetation i s  opened up by l ivestock use and habi ta t  f o r  many small 
animals and birds (prey species)  i s  disturbed or destroyed. The adverse 
e f f ec t s  of this disturbance l a s t s  as  long as  livestock continue to  graze 
r ipar ian areas. Some mitigation occurs when livestock ranges are placed 
under a rest-rotation system of grazing. 
pastures a re  not grazed by l ivestock dur ing  a l l  o r  cer ta in  periods of 
the year and have opportunity t o  recover. 

Social competition between livestock and elk i s  a problem on some summer 
ranges. Elk avoid areas o f  intensive livestock concentration. 
Alternatives tha t  have high AUM ta rge ts  (a l te rna t ives  C and H) would 
increase livestock concentrations t o  levels  t h a t  may cause s ignif icant  
social  tolerance conf l ic t s  w i t h  elk. The remaining al ternat ives ,  
including the Proposed Action, l imi t  this social  conf l ic t  through 
moderate grazing in t ens i t i e s ,  rotat ion grazing systems, or fencing. 

Areas burned t o  increase l ivestock forage can expose bare soi l  for  a 

time, soi l  erosion could occur. However, w i t h  competing vegetation 
removed, grasses rapidly occupy these bare areas and protect the so i l s .  

Increased fence 

The 

Riparian areas i n  rested 

shor t  period of time. Should an extreme ra infa l l  pattern occur a t  t h i s  - 
- 
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S o i l s  i n  r ipar ian areas a re  susceptible t o  erosion and compaction i n  a l l  
a l ternat ives .  
Streambeds would be subject t o  erosion because of 1 ivestock tramp1 i n g .  
These ef fec ts  a r e  lessened by application of rest o r  rotat ion grazing, 
and construction of fences and new water developments. 
intensify with the increase i n  numbers of AUM's grazed under the 
d i f fe ren t  a l ternat ives .  
occur under a l l  a l ternat ives .  Allotment Management Plans will  ident i fy  
these impacts and implement mitigating measures. 
range and b i g  game winter range should have no adverse e f f e c t  on s o i l s ,  
a s  long as enough forage i s  l e f t  on the si tes t o  protect  both the plant 
vigor and the so i l s .  

All a l ternat ives  include livestock use of some t rans i tory  range. 
Assuming forage u t i l i za t ion  i s  n o t  excessive and monitoring assures  
young t rees  a re  not damaged, there appears t o  be no adverse e f f e c t  of 
livestock grazing on timber production in a l l  a l te rna t ives  except C and 
H .  Alternative C and H intensively use t rans i tory  range and w i 1 7  
adversely e f f ec t  reforestation success. Livestock use of these areas 
will resu l t  i n  delayed regeneration and poor stocking leve ls  of trees. 

Developed recreation s i tes  located i n  grazing allotments would be 
adversely impacted by l ivestock. 
be necessary t o  minimize conf l ic t s  w i t h  recreational use. 

Conflicts between dispersed recreation use and 1 ivestock a re  more 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  mitigate. 
overlapping use, mitigation would be done u s i n g  fences and herders o r  
l i m i t i n g  recreation use. 

Other Effects 

Air quality i s  temporarily effected by b u r n i n g  rangeland. Visual 
qual i ty  may be adversely effected through b u r n i n g  programs and range 
s t ructural  improvements. These impacts a re  generally short-term and 
localized w i t h  the exception of some s t ruc tura l  improvements. Range 
b u r n i n g  programs f a c i l i t a t e  protection a s  natural fuels a re  per iodical ly  
t reated,  reducing f i r e  hazard. 

The need f o r  mitigation of long-term e f fec t s  such a s  the e f f e c t  of 
s t ructural  improvements on visual quali ty will be analyzed through 
project assessments. 
mitigate adverse e f fec ts .  Range management has no ident i f ied  effect on 
minerals and o i l  and gas exploration or development, however range use 
can be adversely impacted by these a c t i v i t i e s .  

Wet s o i l s  can eas i ly  be compacted by concentrated use. - 
The effects 

Si te-specif ic  impacts on r ipar ian a reas  will 

Grazing t r ans i to ry  

Fences, gates ,  and c a t t l e  guards would 

Where serious problems occur because of 

Design standards and guidelines can be used t o  

5. TIMBER 

Tables 11-4 and 11-5 in Chapter I1 display outputs and changes i n  
outputs from the current direction by a l te rna t ives .  

Under a l te rna t ive  A there would be no change in  the f i r s t  two decades. 
Atter the seccnd decade there would be a s l i g h t  decline i n  softwood 
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timber sa les  offered with a compensating increase in hardwood sales.  
Timber stands would change from predominately mature/old growth t o  
younger age c lasses .  There would be an increased amount of  dead/down 
timber and over time, timber productivity would decrease due t o  low 
stocking a f t e r  beetle ac t iv i ty .  
offered would increase from current and mature old growth and dead 
stands would change t o  younger age classes.  Timber cultural  practices 
would increase productivity of wood f i b e r  i n  harvested areas. Under 
a l te rna t ive  D there would be a s l i g h t l y  reduced harvest with an increase 
i n  the number of unproductive areas because of poor stocking. Timber 
harvest would show some increase over current in a l ternat ive E and C. 
Alternatives F and G show a sharp decrease from current w i t h  limited 
investment i n  TSI i n  a l t e rna t ive  F;  this would resu l t  i n  more low 
productivity acres  than other a l ternat ives .  
a l te rna t ive  B w i t h  sa les  offered just  s l i gh t ly  above B. 
i s  s imilar  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  B a f t e r  decade 1. 

The volume production for the various al ternat ives  varies as the 
combination of prescr ipt ions and/or assigned constraints change from one 
a1 ternat ive t o  another. To determine which prescriptions and 
constraints were used i n  spec i f ic  de ta i l  will require study of Appendix 
B and Chapter I1 of  th i s  document. 

Aspen stands on the Ashley a re  mostly composed of mature and older 
t rees .  
occasional fuelwood use o r  as a r e s u l t  of wildl i fe  habitat  improvement 
ac t iv i t i e s .  
deteriorating condition due t o  age. 

In Alternative J harvesting of aspen as  a commercial species d u r i n g  the 
f i r s t  2 decades i s  n o t  allowed and harvesting on greater than 40% slopes 
i s  not required a s  par t  o f  ASQ. 
Alternative B. Salvage of beet le  k i l led  lodgepole pine where practical 
is  a primary object ive.  S i t e  preparation t o  obtain natural regeneration 
i s  planned f o r  a reas  of stagnated stands usually under 3" in diameter, 
in areas of p a r t i a l  cu t  stands t h a t  do not have enough remaining basal 
area a l ive  t o  recover, and in po le  s i z e  stands 6" - 7" tha t  have beetle 
ki l led t rees  i n  excess of 80%. In to ta l  there is  an estimated 22,000 
acres t h a t  need treatment and about 11,000 acres would be considered f o r  
treatment d u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  decade o r  planning period. 

Treatment methods could involve b u r n i n g ,  cutt ing,  crushing or other 
sui table  means. T h i s  treatment would be d i rec t ly  linked t o  wildl i fe  
habi ta t  improvement, V Q O  rehabi l i ta t ion  o r  enhancement, fuel loading 
reduction and break-up, and timber stand regeneration. The NEPA process 
will be used t o  f u l l y  display the s i t e  specif ic  and cumulative effects .  
This a l te rna t ive  sets aside a ldrge area tha t  i s  n o t  available f o r  
timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  d u r i n g  the f i r s t  decade which makes i t  
considerably d i f f e r e n t  from other a l te rna t ives .  

Under a l te rna t ive  A, aspen management would not change from current in 
the f i r s t  two decades and there  would be no timber sales  offered u n t i l  
the t h i r d  decade. 

Under a l ternat ive B timber sa les  

Alternative H i s  similar t o  
Alternative I 

These aspen stands have had very l i t t l e  harvesting except f o r  

In general ,  these stands a re  i n ,  o r  approaching, a 

Timber harvest i s  reduced from 

Aspen would continue t o  decline u n t i l  t h a t  time. 
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Under a1 ternat ive B aspen management would approach the optimum in terms 
of mixed age c lass  dis t r ibut ion w i t h  harvesting i n  the f i r s t  decade. 
Under a l l  other a l ternat ives  aspen would continue t o  de te r iora te  until  
the th i rd  decade when the f i r s t  entries would be made except f o r  
a l t e rna t ive  F which would not have entry unt i l  the f i f t h  decade. 

The acres su i tab le  f o r  timber production r e f l e c t  the extent  of timber 
a c t i v i t i e s  applied across the Forest by a l te rna t ives .  
areas ,  timber management cultural  pract ices  may be applied where they 
a r e  compatible w i t h  other resource objectives.  These cu l tura l  practices 
a re  designed t o  manage f o r  an appropriate age c l a s s  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  
maintenance of young, healthy, vigorcus stands,  reduce mortal i ty ,  
increase u t i l i za t ion  and higher production levels of this renewable 
resource. 
they remain within acceptable economic bounds. Acres of timber stand 
improvement by a l te rna t ive  a re  displayed i n  Table 11-4 in Chapter 11. 

The Forest plans t o  harvest timber u s i n g  primarily c l ea r  cut t ins  
methods. 
s ing le  tree o r  group select ion c u t t i n g  methods where pract ical  and i n  
special areas ,  b u t  this would be the exception rather  than the rule. 
These practices a re  consistent throughout a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

Even age management would be practiced i n  a l l  species except i n  special 
areas where the objectives f o r  management necessi ta tes  other  management 
pract ices .  Uneven age management could be applied t o  portions of stands 
where practical  t o  improve or maintain d ivers i ty .  

Tractor yarding i s  planned i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  b u t  the use of cable 
systems would come iitto use a s  the timber harvest of 40% and steeper 
slopes becomes more common. 
harvesting used by present logging operators would require considerable 
investment i n  d i f fe ren t  types of  logging equipment. The r a t i o  of acres 
in  t r ac to r  l o g g i n g  compared t o  cable logging would vary w i t h i n  
a1 ternat ives  a s  would the scheduling of these practices.  

The Ashley has had good success w i t h  natural reforestat ion.  
has taken s l igh t ly  more than five years t o  reach acceptable stocking 
leve ls  b u t  this natural reforestat ion is  preferable t o  a r t i f i c i a l  
regeneration because the additional costs  normally, a r e  not economical. 

As the Forest begins t o  harvest more i n  steeper areas ,  dozer pi l ing 
would be replaced by broadcast burning o r  other su i t ab le  methods f o r  
s lash disposal. T h i s  could cause increased regeneration d i f f i c u l t y  i n  
some areas due t o  the loss  of serotinous cones and crea te  a need t o  do 
some a r t i f i c i a l  regeneration. T h i s  s i tua t ion  pertaining t o  regeneration 
would be re la t ive ly  consistent w i t h  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

A t  present there are few areas of conf l i c t  between refores ta t ion  and 
t rans i tory  range use because of the ease of obtaining abundant natural 
regeneration. 

W i t h i n  these 

Such cul tural  practices a re  applicable t o  the extent t h a t  

T h i s  does not rule out the option t o  use shelterwood and 

The conversion from methods of timber 

A t  times it 
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The cumulative e f f ec t s  of  harvesting, re fores ta t ion ,  and timber stand 
improvement a re  ref lected i n  the volume production for acres assigned t o  
timber harvesting. 
f i f t y  year period as well as  outputs by decades i s  displayed i n  Table 
11-4 i n  Chapter I1  and compares the a l te rna t ives  spec i f ica l ly  as they 
r e l a t e  t o  timber production. 

As described i n  the  Insect and Disease section of Chapter IV, mountain 
pine beet le  and dwarf mistletoe a re  serious problems on the Ashley. 
most immediate problem i s  mountain pine beetle.  
a l te rna t ive  deals  with the problem Forest-wide i s  ref lected in  the  
amount of capable and available lodgepole pine and the percent of this 
capable and avai lable  acreage t h a t  would be harvested w i t h i n  30 years. 
Alternative I provides the la rges t  lodgepole pine harvest w i t h  
a l te rna t ive  B ,  having a moderate increase from the current program. 
Alternative B was formulated t o  accelerate lodgepole pine harvest i r i  the 
f i r s t  few decades. 
amount of su i t ab le  lodgepole pine harvested within 30 years. 
section on Insect and Disease f o r  a more de ta i led  discussion of the 
mountain pine beetle.  

T h i s  measure of management in tens i ty  based on a 

The 
How effect ively each 

Alternative B and a l t e rna t ive  I provide the highest 
See the 

Effects on Other Resources: 

Timber management a c t i v i t i e s  are  responsible f o r  the majority of  local 
road construction. The miles of local road construction necessary by 
a l te rna t ive  a r e  shown i n  Table 11-4, Chapter 11. The e f fec ts  of road 
construction on the resources a re  discussed in the " f a c i l i t i e s "  section 
of this chapter. 

Fire is used as  a management tool t o  reduce "activity-created" fuel such 
as right-of-way and timber harvest slash.  B u r n i n g  n o t  only reduces f i r e  
hazard, b u t  a l so  helps prepare the seedbed f o r  a new crop o f  t rees .  The 
a l te rna t ives  w i t h  the la rges t  timber harvest required the most ac t iv i ty  
fuel treatment, a s  d7splayed i n  Table 11-4, Chapter 11. 
of slash created by timber harvest i s  necessary t o  reduce insect and 
disease problems and t o  reduce the poss ib i l i ty  of uncontrolled wildfire. 
As more roads a re  developed and areas accessed the potential f o r  
man-made f i r e s  increases; especially w i t h  concentrated use such as 
firewood gathering i n  areas where ac t iv i ty  fue l s  have not been burned. 
Treatment of ac t iv i ty  fue ls  over time and increased access will reduce 
the potential  f o r  uncontrolled wildfires.  

The creation of a c t i v i t y  fuels  and t h e i r  treatment by f ire would 
increase smoke and par t iculate  matter released in to  the atmosphere. 
Alternatives which harvest the most acres would generate the most smoke 
and par t icu la te  matter. 

Table IV-4 displays the dis t r ibut ion of Forest condition classes by 
a l te rna t ive  f o r  decades 1, 5, 10, and 15. 
maintaining s ign i f i can t  amounts of old growth  ( a t  l e a s t  30%) under a l l  
a l te rna t ives ,  except f o r  a l te rna t ives  C ,  B and I i n  the tenth decade. 
Alternatives B, C ,  E ,  I ,  and J provide the best  d i s t r ibu t ion  of acreage 
w i t h i n  the seedling-sapling t o  young growth sawtimber c lasses ,  which i s  
needed f o r  d ivers i ty .  

The treatment 

These f igures  show the Forest 
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The condi t ion c l a s s e s  shown i n  Tables IV-4 and IV-4a, a s  projected by 
the FORPLAN model, a r e  f a i r l y  simplistic. While the model accu ra t e ly  
accounts f o r  vegetat ion manipulation through human a c t i v i t i e s ,  . i t  does 
not a t tempt  t o  p ro jec t  ca t a s t roph ic  events  such a s  major w i l d f i r e ,  o r  
insect and d i sease  epidemics. 

TABLE IV-4 
Forest  Condition Class Acreage by Benchmark ( M  Acres)* 

Seed1 i n g  Poles Sawtimber Old Growth Total 
Sapling 

Decades 0-29 30-79 80- 120 120 f 

Max PNV 1 12.2 110.3 
5 126.0 174.9 

10 23.5 214.5 
15 9.9 30.8 

Max Tim 1 
5 
10 
15 

66.3 465.8 655.0 ~ . . ~  ....~ 

93.8 532.1 655.0 
17.8 626.9 655.0 
---- 643.7 655.0 

66.3 465.7 655.0 
45.4 306.1 654.0 
63.9 252.4 655.0 
02.0 411.3 655.0 

27.3 95.2 66.2 465.7 655.1 
24.9 178.5 73.4 277.6 655.0 
66.8 220.6 166.5 200.3 655.0 
95.3 168.7 132.9 258.2 655.0 

Max Range 1 27.3 80.2 66.2 465.7 655.1 
5 159.1 173.4 52.0 259.9 655.1 

10 29.8 253.5 172.4 198.2 655.1 
15 205.2 126.3 217.4 125.1 655.0 

Max Water 1 27.3 95.2 66.2 
5 153.9 182.3 52.7 

10 28.2 243.5 167.6 

465.7 655.0 
265.5 655.1 
195.7 655.1 

15 182.5 177.1 139.2 215.2 655.1 

* Acreage va r i a t ions  due t o  da ta  e r r o r s  i n  these Benchmarks and 
round ing .  
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TABLE IV-4a 
Forest Condition Class Acreage by A1 te rna t ive  ( M  Acres)* 

Seedling Poles Sawtimber Old Growth Total 

Alt. B 

A l t .  C 

A l t .  D 

A l t .  E 

Alt. F 

A l t .  G 

Alt. H 

Alt. I 

Alt. J 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

1 
5 

10 
15 

Decades 0-?9 " 30-79 80-120 120 + 
93.7 Alt. A 28.9 66.3 65.7 655.1 

81.0 84.2 92.3 397.2 654.6 
67.7 192.8 79.3 314.4 655.1 
55.5 135.0 130.1 333.2 655.1 

27.5 
105.2 
86.3 
71.2 

28.8 
124.4 
101.5 

24.5 

28.8 
89.7 
63.4 
57.0 

27.3 
120.3 
98.1 
40.7 

28.8 
29.5 
83.9 
63.5 

21.3 
98.4 
56.5 
46.6 

28.8 
100.4 
78.1 
62.9 

28.8 
105.1 

71.3 

27.4 
97.2 
92.6 
57.2 

84.5 

95.4 
126.3 

153.4 

93.7 
110.9 
297.6 
157.1 

93.7 
82.7 

212.9 
137.0 

90.2 
109.3 
286.7 
169.9 

93.7 

140.5 
197.1 

59.1 
68.6 

167.0 
117.9 

93.7 
117.4 
233.3 
163.5 

93.7 
142.4 
262.6 
158.9 

88.6 
99.9 

230.1 
195.1 

258.4 

33.8 

66.3 
85.3 

114.3 
221.9 

66.2 
90.2 
98.9 

226.3 

66.2 
78.3 
71.4 

139.5 

71.2 
91.0 
97.3 

215.8 

66.3 
90.5 
22.7 
84.4 

107.3 
87.4 
61.3 

109.2 

66.2 
83.2 

105.6 
156.0 

66.2 
82.5 

130.4 
188.1 

73.0 
73.3 
87.9 

160.2 

465.8 
338.1 
196.1 
208.4 

465.7 
328.8 
156.1 
246.2 

475.8 
413.6 
326.4 
330.6 

455.7 
333.7 
171.8 
226.7 

475.8 
510.3 
417.2 
319.0 

465.7 
430.0 
369.5 
380.3 

465.7 
353.3 
235.1 
271.6 

465.7 
324.2 
176.5 
235.7 

465.8 
384.6 
245.9 
242.4 

655.0 
654.9 
655.1 
654.9 

655.0 
655.1 
655.2 
655.1 

665.1 
665.1 
665.1 
665.1 

655.1 
655.1 
655.4 
655.1 

655.1 
665.1 
665.1 
665.1 

655.0 
655.0 
655.0 
655.0 

655.0 
665.0 
655.0 
655.0 

654.4 
654.9 
655.0 
655 .O 

655.0 
655.0 
656.6 
654.8 

* Acreage variations due t o  data errors i n  these a l te rna t ives  and rounding 
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The major e f f ec t  of timber harvesting on range i s  the creation of 
t ransi tory range. 
chapter. One adverse e f f ec t  on range i s  the removal of natural ba r r i e r s  
as  a resul t  of timber harvesting. 
cattleguard construction as necessary. 

Alternative I harvests s ign i f icant ly  h i g h  levels of forested acres  
causing adverse impacts (primarily s i z e  and spatial  re la t ionship and 
changes in forage cover r a t io )  t o  wi ld l i fe  tha t  could n o t  be mitigated.  
Application of wildl i fe  standards and guidelines would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  
incorporate i n  this s i tuat ion.  

Alternatives F and G are  not expected t o  create any adverse impacts t o  
wildl i fe  since the overall acreage of timber harvest i s  low. However 
the low levels  of timber management could reduce vegetative d ive r s i ty  
over time. The chance f o r  a catastrophic event such as f i r e  o r  i n sec t  
and disease damage, would be increased. 

Available elk security cover i s  an important factor  i n  determining the 
impact of timber management on wildl i fe .  
number of acres harvested would have the largest  impact on e f f e c t i v e  e lk  
security cover. 
modification of the location and s i z e  of timber sales.  In addi t ion,  t he  
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources could consider adjusting seasons and 
tightening controls i n  some l o c a l i t i e s  if  elk are found t o  have 
insuff ic ient  security cover d u r i n g  hunting seasons. 
have fewer harvested acres should also retain much of the needed 
security cover. 

As shown previously i n  Table IV-3 wildl i fe  species will have s u f f i c i e n t  
o l d  growth under a l l  a l ternat ives .  

Fish populations are  affected by timber harvest primarily i n  r ipar ian  
areas. 
f o r  adverse impacts on f i she r i e s .  
sedimentation as a r e su l t  of harvesting ac t iv i t i e s  and roading, and 
increased water temperature as a r e su l t  of removing r ipar ian cover. 
Adverse e f fec ts  would be mitigated i n  a l l  a l ternat ives  by se lec t ion  
harvesting in riparian areas using logging systems as required t o  
minimize soi l  disturbance. Standards and guidelines f o r  management 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  r iparian areas would be applied i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

As shown i n  Tables 11-4 and 11-5 in Chapter 11, water yield increases 
s ignif icant ly .  
channel morphology as  long as increased yields  are not concentrated i n  
dny drainage. 
increase i n  water yield could a l t e r  streamflow regimes and change 
channel morphology. 

Timber a c t i v i t i e s  impact s o i l s  from two standpoints: 
road construction. 
including yarding, dozer p i l i n g ,  burning, and scar i f icat ion a l l  a f f e c t  

This i s  described under the Range discussion i n  th i s  

T h i s  i s  mitigated through fence and 

0 

Alternatives w i t h  the  h i g h e s t  

Mitigation measures include road closures and 

Alternatives which 
m - 

Riparian areas su i tab le  f o r  timber management have the  potent ia l  
These effects  include increased 

The increase i n  water yield would n o t  a f f ec t  stream 

Where limited clearcut s izes  are n o t  s t ipu la ted ,  an 

harvesting and 
Harvesting and s i t e  specif ic  management pract ices  - - 
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the  s o i l .  In addition, road construction associated with timber 
harvesting can be the most s ignif icant  source of so i l  loss  and 
sedimentation. Soil loss result ing from road construction i s  discussed 
i n  the "Fac i l i t i e s "  section of t h i s  chapter. 

Other impacts associated with timber harvest can c rea te  subsoil 
exposure, orsanic  matter loss ,  leaching, microsite e f f e c t s  and 
compaction. Those acres tha t  have dry, shallow, and i n f e r t i l e  s o i l s ,  
along w i t h  those s o i l s  t h a t  have become compacted may prove d i f f i c u l t  t o  
regenerate.  Intensive s i t e  preparation, which displaces l i t t e r  and 
surface s o i l ,  o r  includes hot burns, may r e su l t  i n  decreased so i l  
product ivi ty  f o r  a number o f  years and may increase rotat ion length.  

Al te rna t ive  I would have the greatest  potential f o r  impacting so i l  
product ivi ty  and al ternat ives  F and G would have the l e a s t  potential .  
Forest-wide standards and guidelines provide for maintaining o r  
improving long-term so i l  productivity i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

Existing recreation settings are changed by developments associated w i t h  
timber management such a s  timber harvest and road construction. 
Recreational opportunities a re  not eliminated, b u t  ra ther  a re  changed. 
For example, b i g  game hunting can take place i n  a l l  recreation settings, 
b u t  the  experience level is  dependent on the setting. Some recreation 
oppor tuni t ies ,  such as seeking soli tude,  a re  limited t o  a cer ta in  
recrea t ion  sett ing.  Changes i n  recreaticn set t ing a re  usually gradual 
over time. 
displacement of some Forest v i s i to rs .  As the recreational settings 
sh i f t  towards development, there would be changes i n  the types of 
dispersed recreational experience. While these changes i n  recreational 
experience a re  linked t o  increasing commodity production, they a re  
la rge ly  unquantifiable. 
has the l e a s t  amount o f  change since a considerable area i s  set  aside 
d u r i n g  the f i r s t  decade where timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  a re  not 
permitted. However, this will resu l t  i n  increased a c t i v i t i e s  on the 
lands outs ide of t h i s  area. 

In a l t e rna t ives  B ,  C ,  E ,  H and I ,  where intensive timber management 
prescr ip t ions  a re  applied, recreation a c t i v i t i e s  may be l imited for 
s h o r t  periods of time t o  allow f o r  establishment o f  seedlings,  t h i n n i n g ,  
and o ther  timber ac t iv i t i e s .  In a l l  a l te rna t ives  Nationdl Recreation 
T r a i l s  will be protected from incompatible timber management a c t i v i t i e s .  

Alternat ives  D, F, and G would retain large acreages i n  a natural 
recrea t ion  setting. On acres assigned t o  timber harvest ,  however, 
Alternat ives  C ,  H and I would be intensively managed f o r  timber 
production. 

Visual resources can be enhanced, rehabi l i ta ted,  anti maintained through 
vegetat ive treatment. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  depending on which prescriptions a re  brought in to  
solut ion.  Visual qual i ty  objectives es tabl ish the maximum amount  of 
change t o  the visual resource acceptable by a l te rna t ive .  Alternatives 
w i t h  the l a rge r  number of acres in the modification and maximum 

T h i s  change i n  recreational settings would r e su l t  i n  the 

Alternative J of fe rs  more opportunity since i t  

The amount of vegetative treatment varies by 
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modification classes (B, C ,  E ,  H and I) would have the potential  f o r  the 
most d i s r u p t i o n  of the visual resource. Alternative J is  the lowest of 
a l l  a l te rna t ives  except F and G which have basical ly  no acres dssigned 
to  modification or  maximum modification. 

Timber management a c t i v i t i e s  and road construction have the most 
s ignif icant  e f f ec t  on visual quali ty.  Although the impacts of timber 
management a re  generally short-termed, the immediate change t o  the 
existing landscape may be undesirable t o  Forest v i s i t o r s .  The 
establishment o f  visual qual i ty  objectives provides the method f o r  
carrying out timber management while protecting the visual resource. 
Treatments would be spaced and timed so t h a t  adverse visual impacts 
would be minimized, 
timber a c t i v i t i e s  require special treatment t o  maintain acceptable 
management of both the visual and the timber resources. 

6. WATERSHED 

Water 

+:. Water i e ld  Water yields  from management a c t i v i t i e s  would increase i n  
a1 a l te rna t ives .  The following tab le  displays increased water y ie lds  by 
a l te rna t ives .  

The mountain pine beet le  epidemic and associated 

- 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BY WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.) INCREASES OVER 
NATURAL* 

Time Periods 
I I Demand There is a demand f o r  a l l  the water t h a t  can be produced. 

I A1 ternat ive 86-90 - 91-00 01-10 11-20 - 21-30 

A 
B 
C 
D 

5 13 24 33 39 
8 22 38 49 56 
6 17 34 50 61 
16 24 37 48 55 

E 8 20 37 51 62 
F 11 10 14 19 21 
G 4 11 21 29 34 
H 8 22 38 50 55 
I 12 30 46 55 60 
J 5 14 28 40 48 

Max Water 15 40 66 82 81 
Benchmark 

* Increases include a l l  water increases, potent ia ls  
and not just water meeting qual i ty  goals. 

Overall water yield increases will be minor r e l a t ive  t o  the to t a l  water 
yield.  
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Increases i n  water  y i e l d  area r e s u l t  o f  t h e  Mountain Pine Bee t le  
epidemic and management a c t i v i t i e s  ( p r i m a r i l y  t imber  harvest ) .  
w i t h  the  inc reases  i n  wdter y i e l d  r e s u l t i n g  from p ine  m o r t a l i t y ,  t h e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  increase the number o f  acres harvested would r e s u l t  i n  
increased water  y i e l d  u n t i l  vegeta t ion  i s  reestabl ished. Increases i n  
wa te r  y i e l d  w i l l  be evaluated on each area proposed f o r  t imber  
ha rves t i ng  i n  t h e  Environmental Assessment process t o  i nsu re  t h a t  stream 
channel s t a b i l i t y  is  maintained. 

I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  through a l l  decades, there  would be an increase i n  
water  y i e l d .  
decade o f  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
t h e  most water  w i t h  o the r  commodity a l t e r n a t i v e s  a l s o  producing a h igh  
l e v e l  o f  increase.  

Along 

A l t e r n a t i v e  D shows t h e  g rea tes t  increase f o r  t h e  f i r s t  
By the  5 t h  decade a l t e r n a t i v e  C produces 

Water Qual i t y  

The necessary l e v e l  o f  water q u a l i t y  can be met by compliance w i t h  
Federal  and S t a t e  water  q u a l i t y  standards. Numerous water q u a l i t y  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  on t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  du r ing  the  past  decade have 
shown t h e  water  on and leav ing  t h e  Fores t  t o  be o f  h igh  q u a l i t y  and 
g e n e r a l l y  adequate t o  meet o r  exceed t h e  needs o f  i d e n t i f i e d  b e n e f i c i a l  
use requirements,  and t o  be w i t h i n  t h e  S t a t e  water q u a l i t y  standards. 
(See Table 11-4 and 11-5 Chapter 11,). 

The pr imary sources of water p o l l u t i o n  on t h e  Forest  inc ludes grazing, 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  assoc ia ted  w i t h  t h e  Centra l  Utah P ro jec t ,  logging,  and road 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  and maintenance. These a c t i v i t i e s  can in f l uence  t h e  
b a c t e r i a l ,  chemical ,  and phys ica l  (sediment) components o f  water 
q u a l i t y .  E f f e c t s  f rom l i v e s t o c k  graz ing  should be abated by cont inu ing  
present  m i t i g a t i o n  measures. E f f e c t s  f rom o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion ,  
m ine ra l ,  and development can cont inue t o  be m i t i ga ted  on a case-by-case 
bas is .  

Water q u a l i t y  i s  a f f e c t e d  p r i m a r i l y  by road cons t ruc t ion .  
a r e  u s u a l l y  l o c a l i z e d  and are a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  f i r s t  
3 years f o l l o w i n g  road cons t ruc t ion .  
g u i d e l i n e s  would be app l ied  t o  minimize adverse impacts t o  water 
q u a l i t y .  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G would r e s u l t  i n  l e s s  water meeting q u a l i t y  
standards than  t h e  o the r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  due t o  a l a c k  o f  investment i n  
s o i l  and water  resource improvements. A l l  o the r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  would have 
an inc rease i n  water  meeting q u a l i t y  standards. Timber harves t ing  
increases water  y i e l d  and investment i n  s o i l  and water improvement 
increases t h e  amount o f  water meeting q u a l i t y  standards. A l t e r n a t i v e  D 
would produce t h e  l a r g e s t  increase meet ing q u a l i t y  standards i n  the  
f i r s t  decade. By t h e  f i f t h  decade a l t e r n a t i v e s  C, E ,  and I would be 
producing t h e  l a r g e s t  amount o f  water meeting q u a l i t y  standards. 

These impacts 

Forest -s ide standards and 

IV-26 



No violations of State  water qual i ty  standards are  foreseen f o r  any of 
the al ternat ives .  However, there would be variations in general water 
quali ty over time and between al ternat ives .  
would present some degradation of water qual i ty  as a resu l t  of increased 
sedimentation by the 2nd decade. T h i s  would be due t o  the need t o  
harvest timber s tands  on steeper slopes,  on more erosive s o i l s ,  and on 
more d i f f i c u l t  t o  access areas. Although measures would be taken t o  
minimize erosion, an  overall increase i n  sedimentation would occur, even 
i n  those al ternat ives  w i t h  h i g h  budget levels .  
Alternative the increase should be more than o f f se t  by reductions i n  
erosion on rangelands, improvement i n  r ipar ian area condition, and 
improved streambank s t ab i l i t y .  
in  l ivestock numbers and more intensive management of l ivestock in 
riparian areas. 
would r e su l t  i n  increased sediment production from rangelands and 
riparian areas despite declines i n  l ivestock numbers, due t o  reduced 
service levels.  

I t  is assumed t h a t  the eutophication problems in Flaming Gorge would be 
addressed by a coordinated mu1 ti-agency rehabi l i ta t ion program. 
assume tha t  this program would be successful i n  improving o r  a t  l e a s t  
arrest ing the decline i n  water qual i ty  conditions. 
Constrained Budget Alternative would not allow the Forest Service t o  
sustain a pivotal role in the rehabi l i ta t ion effort. Consequently, 
water quali ty parameters i n  the lake would improve a t  a slower pace than 
i n  other a l ternat ives .  

Sediment 

Sediment from management a c t i v i t i e s  has the grea tes t  potential t o  impact 
Forest water quality. Acceleratea sediment a f f ec t s  spawning and reading 
habi ta ts  of  f i sh .  Sediment begins t o  have adverse impacts when produced 
in quant i t ies  which exceed a stream's t ransport  capabili ty.  
a l ternat ives  contain sediment r e s t r i c t ions  which would, a t  a m i n i m u m ,  be 
compatible with f i sh  habi ta t  qual i ty  goals. 

There i s  an increase i n  sediment delivery i n  the f i r s t  decade i n  
a l ternat ives  C and E. Alternative F would have reduction i n  sediment 
from the f i rs t  decade current. All other a l te rna t ives  would be similar 
t o  the current s i tuat ion i n  the f i r s t  decade. 
a l ternat ives  C and E are  the highest producers of sediment, a l te rna t ives  
B ,  I and J are  re lat ively h i g h  and a l te rna t ives  A ,  D,  F,  G ,  and H are  
re la t ive ly  low t o  moderate producers. 

The following table  displays a comparison of sediment yields  by 
a l ternat ives .  

All o f  the al ternat ives  

In the Non-Market 

This would be accomplished by reductions 

The Constrained Budget and Current Budget A1 ternat ives  

We 

However, the 

All 

By the f i f t h  decade 
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BY SEDIMENT YIELD (TONS) 

Time Periods 

A1 ternat ive 86-90 - 91-00 01-10 11-20 - 21-30 

A 32 33 35 38 36 
E 32 38 43 48 49 
C 34 41 46 51 50 
D 32 33 34 38 35 
E 36 44 46 51 50 
F 31 31 31 32 34 
G 32 32 33 34 36 
H 32 33 35 38 37 
I 32 36 43 50 48 
J 32 36 41 48 48 

Max Water 38 46 51 54 53 
Benchmark 

Wilderness areas  should remain near current levels  due t o  r e s t r i c t ions  
on sediment producing management a c t i v i t i e s .  
unforeseen occurrence o f  wild f ires.)  

Sediment del ivery t o  a stream i s  related t o  both ons i te  so i l  l o s s  and 
streambank erosion. 
construction, l ivestock trampling, ORV use and high density recreation 
use. While ons i te  so i l  l o s s  can be reduced t h r o u g h  non-structural or 
s t ruc tura l  watershed, range, and wi ld l i fe  improvement projects;  bank 
erosion can be reduced most e f fec t ive ly  through streambank 
s t ab i l i za t ion ,  r ipar ian fencing, and reduction i n  grazing and recreation 
pressures. 

Water Uses and F a c i l i t i e s  

Most of the dams arid water transmission f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  would be on the 
Forest by the end of the planning period are probably already i n  place. 
T h i s  would not change by a l te rna t ive .  There would be some additional 
diversions on the  Forest under a l l  a l ternat ives .  These would generally 
be small i n  s ca l e  and would allow f o r  instream flow needs t o  maintain 
f i she r i e s  and r ipar ian ecosystems. 
diversions where values associated w i t h  off-Forest water development 
would be favored over r ipar ian and f i sher ies  value. All a l te rna t ives  
would allow f o r  correction of the exis t ing erosion problems associated 
w i t h  water transmission f a c i l i t i e s .  

Consumptive water uses f o r  management purposes would increase s l i gh t ly  
i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives .  This increase would be greatest  i n  the Market 
Emphasis Alternat ive,  due t o  increases i n  the number of developed 
recreation s i tes  and i n  the number of permitted livestock. 

(Does not include the 

Streambank erosion may be affected by road 

T h i s  would be due t o  new water 
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Soil 

The three watershed related environmental indicators a re  so i l  
productivity (essent ia l ly  estimated by on-site so i l  erosion) ,  sediment 
yield (a measure of how much of the eroded soi l  hctually gets  t o  the 
streams), and water quali ty (a measure of the e f f ec t  unacceptable 
pollutants have on the receiving bodies of water and t h e i r  beneficial  
uses). 
Estimates are  subjective t o  a large degree, and are  based on 
considerable professional Judgement. 

A basic assumption of planning under NFMA i s  tha t  resource a c t i v i t i e s  
which s ignif icant ly  o r  permanently impair long-term so i l  productivity 
will not be implemented. Consequently, a l l  management a c t i v i t i e s  
implemented under a Forest Plan can be assumed t o  adequately maintain 
long-term so i l  productivity. Monitoring d u r i n g  Plan implementation must 
be in i t i a t ed  t o  verify t h a t  this i s  indeed the case, since i n  most 
instances, data t o  suppor t  the above assumption i s  lacking. 

Disturbance associated w i t h  road construction, timber harvest ,  and s i t e  
preparation causes widespread so i l  impacts on the Forest. The degree of 
duration of these impacts depend on the k i n d  and condition of s o i l s  and 
landscapes, the intensi ty  of the management ac t iv i ty ,  the mitigation 
measures applied, and the unpredicted events of h i g h  in tens i ty  storms o r  
wildfires.  

Mining  and energy exploration can have major impacts on s o i l .  
Short-term e f fec t s  are  usually unavoidable b u t  mechanisms e x i s t  t o  
control long-term ef fec ts .  Livestock grazing i s  responsible f o r  only 
localized so i l  loss  and disturbance. Vegetation manipulation i s  
planned so t h a t  potential damaging impacts can be avoided. 
by burning, spraying, o r  chaining a re  rapidly revegetated and the net 
e f fec t  would be posit ive f o r  both forage and so i l .  

The Forest has the potential f o r  wildfires because of  natural fuel 
loading and cl  iniatic conditions (drought). 
standing vegetation and de t r i tus .  A h o t  f i r e  can expose the s o i l ,  
destroy natural so i l  s t ruc ture ,  k i l l  micro-organisms, and cause 
hydrophobic surface s o i l .  These factors increase the potential  f o r  
surface runoff, erosion, and decrease soi l  productivity. 

The amount of soi l  loss and stream sediment produced by ORV use i s  
probably small. However, puddling and compaction of wet areas  i s  
increasing w i t h  increased use. 
b r i n g  about t i gh te r  r e s t r i c t ions  on ORV's t h r o u g h  the travel plan. 
Damage from cross-country use of  vehicles is generally localized. Area 
closures f o r  watershed i n  the future  will depend on the amount and type 
of resource damage occurring. 

- 

Complex processes are  involved in a l l  of these indicators.  

Soi ls  bared 

Hot wildf i res  consume both 

Emphasis on r ipar ian area protection may 

Watershed condition: Watershed condition is  a measure of so i l  
croductivitv, hvdroloaic condition and water aual i tv .  The condition 

~ 

bf the watgrshd may Le rated as maintained, improved, or declining. - 
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Improved watershed condition i s  the r e su l t  of watershed improvement 
projects.  Both declining and maintained watershed condition acres may 
be improved. Watershed improvement projects decrease so i l  erosion, 
improve water qual i ty  and maintain or improve s i t e  productivity. 

Declining watershed condition are  acres of land t h a t  a r e  continuing t o  
decline i n  watershed condition o r  soil productivity due t o  past  
managemert a c t i v i t i e s  o r  natural d i sas te r .  

A t  the s t a r t  of the planning period f o r  a l l  a l te rna t ives  there  were 
approximately 1,000 acres t h a t  require watershed r e s t r i c t ion .  

Completion of watershed improvement projects t o  el  iniinate the watershed 
backlog will decrease so i l  erosion, improve water qual i ty  and improve 
watershed condition. Under a l l  a l te rna t ives  except F and G the backlog 
i s  completed by the year 2000. Completion of the backlog, although 
programmed, will depend on budgeting. 

Municipal watersheds will be protected i n  coordination w i t h  City, 
County, and S ta t e  agencies under a l l  a1 ternatives. 

Soil productivity 

All a l te rna t ives  could r e su l t  i n  changes t o  the environment which could 
reduce short  o r  long-term so i l  productivity o r  t h a t  a f f ec t  other uses or 
resources. 

Cata t o  accurately evaluate so i l  productivity re la t ionships  a re  
generally not avai lable  i n  Region 4. 
implemented, be t t e r  data should be avdilable i n  the  future .  

Table IV-5 displays the percentage of  National Forest System land which 
provides f o r  the long-term maintenance of s o i l s  productivity, ( f igures  
given a r e  f o r  the end of the decade). Acres not maintaining long term 
so i l  productivity is  considered t o  the the  sum of :  

(1) 
improvement backlog. 
( 2 )  
(3 )  Acres where established soil loss tolerance leve ls  are  
exceeded. 

I f  current direct ion i s  

Acres ident i f ied as  par t  of the so i l  and water resource 

Acres permanently taken out of productivity. 

There are  currently 1817 miles on the inventoried road system, 1400 
acres of administrative s i t e s  and approximately 1000 acres ident i f ied as 
par t  of the so i l  and water resource improvement backlog. 

IV-30 



Decade 1 

Acres maintained 
% maintained 
Acre loss 

I F  

A B C D E 
Current 
1,358,372 1,357,064 1,357,640 1,358,653 1,357,430 

98.9 98.8 98.9 98.9 98.9 
14,847 16,155 15,579 14,565 15,789 

G 

Acres maintained 
X maintained 
Acre loss 

H 

1,359,560 1,359,940 1,357,346 1,356,872 1,357,430 
99.0 99.0 98.8 98.8 98.9 

13,659 16,273 15,873 16,347 14,060 

I 

I I I 

Effects 011 other Resources 

S o i l  and water restoration i s  the major project i n  the so i l  and water 
program tha t  would have an e f f ec t  on other resources. Soil and water 
restoration projects would have a beneficial e f fec t  on other resources 
such as  timber and range from the standpoint of increasing productivity,  
maintaining so i l  s t a b i l i t y ,  and decreasing erosion and sedimentation. 
There would be a beneficial e f f ec t  on the wi ld l i fe  and fish resource 
from the standpoint of improving streambed s t a b i l i t y  and r ipar ian 
ecosystem Condition. S i l t  reduction and improved water qual i ty  and flow 
conditions would improve f i s h  spawning habi ta t .  

The amount of beneficial e f f ec t  would vary by a l te rna t ive  dependant on 
the programmed soil  and water resource improvements. 

Watershed support t o  other resource elements in the environmental 
analysis and assessment process would have a beneficial e f f ec t  from the 
standpoint of resource protection. 
Alternative, the al ternat ives  provide a su f f i c i en t  amount of watershed 
management support t o  the other resources. 
identify mitigating requirements f o r  resource protection. 

There are  adverse environmental e f f ec t s  of the watershed on other  
resources. 
work. Under these al ternat ives  the untreated areas would continue t o  
erode u n t i l  t reated.  The result ing erosion, sediment, and loss  o f  so i l  
productivity a r e  adverse environmental e f f ec t s  tha t  cannot be avoided. 

Under a l l  a l ternat ives  some watershed areas will remain i n  a 
deteriorated condition o r  will de te r iora te  fur ther  before rehabi l i ta t ion  
practices can be applied. 
watershed will be the worst i n  this regard. This deter iorat ion will 
produce additional erosion and sediment. Furthermore, some r ipar ian 
areas will deter iorate  fur ther  i f  not protected. 
plus deterioration of roads and t r a i l s  will increase erosion and the 
production of sediment i n  streams. 

Except f o r  the Constrained Budget 

This could be used t o  

Alternatives F and G do not have programmed restorat ion 

Alternatives w i t h  low budgets f o r  so i l  and 

Increased use of ORV's m 
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Watershed treatment pract ices  generally involve the  removal of existing 
vegetative cover. The short-term ef fec t  on t h e  s o i l s  i s  negative, b u t  
the  anticipated long-term ef fec t  i s  posit ive,  as improved ground cover 
should lead t o  decreased onsi te  erosion. 

Soil and water resource improvement projects would improve long-term 
productivity by reducing on-site soi l  erosion and sedimentation, 
improving streambank S tdb i l i t y  and improving water quali ty.  Treated 
areas would be returned t o  producing resource outputs such as livestock, 
and wi ld l i fe  forage of wood f iber .  

None of the a l te rna t ives  t o t a l l y  eliminate so i l  erosion, nor i s  t h i s  
necessarily a desirable  goal. Those percentages of the Forest where 
long term so i l  productivity is not maintained o r  ons i te  erosion i s  not 
reduced could be considered an i r re t r ievable  loss .  

Except f o r  large sca le  watershed rehabi l i ta t ion s t ruc tures ,  there would 
be no s igni f icant  i r r e t r i evab le  and i r revers ib le  commitment of 
resources. Only the s t ruc tu re  i t s e l f  such as rock gabions, e tc . ,  would 
take any lands out of production. 
would r e su l t  i n  the entire treated area returned t o  production. 

Most watershed restoration projects 

Riparian 

Scattered areas of re1 a t ive ly  small wet1 ands, f loodplains,  and other 
r ipar ian areas occur throughout the fores t .  
f o r e s t  r ipar ian areas a r e  sui table  f o r  timber management. 
Standards and Guidelines, (see Chapter IV of the Forest Plan) give 
spec i f ic  management d i rec t ion  f o r  these areas. 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  any wetland, floodplain, o r  r ipar ian area will be designed 
t o  prevent l u n g -  and short-term adverse impacts, i n  accorddnce w i t h  
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and the direct ion outlined in the 
Forest Service Manual. 

The amount of r ipar ian ecosystem would remain essent ia l ly  the same i n  
a l l  a l te rna t ives  except C and I where some loss  of r ipar ian ecosystem i s  
anticipated.  Riparian ecosystem condition would be maintained or 
improved i n  a l te rna t ives  D and J. In a l t e rna t ive  H ,  a decline i s  
anticipated primarily a s  a resu l t  of increased o r  l e s s  rigorously 
managed livestock grazing i n  riparian areas.  Alternatives C and I would 
be managed w i t h  a timber emphasis on approximately 50% of timbered 
r ipar ian areas. Alternatives A ,  B ,  E ,  and H would emphasize timber on 
approximately 20% of timbered riparian areas .  Alternatives D and J 
would emphasize wi ld l i f e  i n  r iparian areas and timber harvesting would 
be done t o  benefi t  wi ld l i fe .  
a l te rna t ives  D and 3 ,  recreation use will increase,  especially i n  the J 
a l te rna t ive .  
r ipar ian ecosystem. 
increase due t o  a lack of management, causing an overall  deterioration 
of the resource. - 

Many of these acres of 

Forest management 

Forest-wide 

With improved r ipar ian  condition i n  

T h i s  may r e s u l t  i n  needed r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  maintain the 
Use of  riparian areas i n  a l t e rna t ives  F and G would 

- 
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Additional Management Effects of Timber Harvest on Watershed Condition 

Most timber management a c t i v i t i e s  involving land disturbance and 
vegetative manipulation contain some risk of producing adverse watershed 
impacts. 
Primary additional areas of concern include poss ib i l i t i es  of: (1) chan- 
nel encroachment from roads located in narrow drainageways; (2 )  channel 
blockages resulting from windthrow, logging debris,  or  improperly 
instal led culverts;  
result ing from increased water y ie lds ;  ( 4 )  accelerated mass f a i l u r e  
from clearcutting on slopes exceeding 60 percent steepness; and, (5) 
detrimental water temperature change resul t ing from vegetation loss 
along streams. 

There are  no technical methods t o  remove a l l  risks from al ternat ives  
which involve extensive land disturbance o r  vegetative manipulation. 
The amount of risk, however, may vary between al ternat ives  based upon 
where, when, and how a c t i v i t i e s  a re  conducted, and the level of outputs 
i n  re la t ion t o  the disturbance being produced. 

Factors t ha t  would tend t o  compensate f o r  these r i sks  include the 
Forest-wide Standards and Guide1 ines which provide direction t o  prevent, 
minimize, and mitigate these impacts. 
management a c t i v i t i e s  occur on slopes l e s s  than 45 percent steepness 
provide a great amount of f l e x i b i l i t y  w i t h  regards t o  locating roads 
away from stream channels o r  select ing favorable road locations when 
crossing a stream. 

Detrimental Change i n  Eater Temperature 

Removal of vegetative cover along waterways can resu l t  d i rec t ly  o r  
ind i rec t ly  from fo res t  management d c t i v i t i e s .  
thermal cover can have temporary and spa t i a l ly  limited d i rec t  adverse 
impact on aquatic ecosystems. 
measurable extremes. 
recovery normally occurs w i t h i n  5 t o  7 years following vegetation 
removal. 
selection means; therefore the shading o r  cover e f f ec t  will remain i n  
the areas scheduled f o r  timber management unless blowdown causes la rger  
openings. 

7. MINERALS AND ENERGY 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) i s  responsible f o r  mineral leasing 
on Federal lands. By interagency agreement, the BLM refers a l l  lease 
applications on National Forest t o  the Forest Service f o r  review and 
recommendation. The Forest Service then recommends t o  the BLM whether 
o r  not those lands should be leased and, if  so, w h a t  s t ipulat ions a re  
needed t o  protect surface values and uses. 

Activi t ies  for  common variety minerals a r e  regulated by the Forest 
Service. Act ivi t ies  on minearal leases  which involve exploration 
d r i l l i n g  o r  f i e ld  development a re  regulated by the BLM. Through a 
cooperative agreement, the BLM i s  responsible f o r  enforcement of surface 

Sediment impacts have been analyzed and discussed previously. 

( 3 )  streambank and channel destabil ization 

Also, the f a c t  t ha t  a l l  timber 

Loss of protective 

Affected stream sections can experience 
Under most timber harvest related circumstances, 

All scheduled harvest i n  r ipar ian areas a re  by uneven-age o r  

IV-33 



pro tec t ion  and reclamation requirements recommended by the  Forest  
Serv ice .  
approve c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  on l e a s e s ,  i t  does p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  review of 
a l l  permi t - to-dr i l l  app l i ca t ions ,  and i n  on-the-ground adminis t ra t ion of 
a l l  on-going projects i n  conjunction w i t h  the 6LM. 

Locatable ,  common va r i e ty ,  and l e a s a b l e  minerals a c t i v i t i e s  take  place 
on most of t he  ava i l ab le  acres  of the Forest  b u t  t h e  o i l  and gas 
commodity w i t h  a l l  of i t s  a s soc ia t ed  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  somewhat l imited.  
Leasable minerals  production, including o i l ,  gas,  and phosphate could be 
a f f e c t e d  depending on the al ternat ive selected. 
assigned t o  management p re sc r ip t ion  9. (Dispersed Recreation High) o i l  
and gas lease renewal will no t  be recommended. 
a v a i l a b l e  lands a r e  present ly  leased  and or cons t ra in ted  w i t h  standard 
and some spec ia l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  p r o t e c t  su r f ace  resource values. 

An a n a l y s i s  has been made of  the effect each a l ternat ive has on o i l  and 
gas leasing by the geologic potential  o f  the Forest .  
d i sp laqed  i n  Table IV-6. The mat r ix  i n  t he  Table IV-6 ut i l izes  the two 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  "geologic p o t e n t i a l "  and "access r e s t r i c t i o n s " .  
based on the t o t a l  Forest acres .  

Although the Forest  Se rv ice  does not have the au tho r i ty  t o  

Where the area  i s  

Most of the  Fcrest 

The results are 

I t  i s  

TABLE IV-6 Geologic Potential  f o r  Oil and Gas 
w i t h  Operating Cons t ra in ts  

Gecl ogic Potent ia l  * 
I t .  Access Restr ic t ions** High Medium Low Unknown Total 
A Total  Res t r i c t ion  10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 

H i g h  R e s t r i c t i o n  28,282 120,200 311,106 247,471 707,060 
Moderate Restriction 14,700 62,473 161,695 128,621 367,488 
Low Res t r i c t ion  1,469 6,243 16,159 12,855 36,726 
Total  55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

B Total Res t r i c t ion  10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 
H i g h  Res t r i c t ion  26,309 101,812 289,395 230,200 657,715 
Moderate Res t r i c t ion  15,893 67,544 174,821 139,062 397,320 
Low Res t r i c t ion  2,250 9,561 24,745 19,684 56,239 
Total  55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

C Total  Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,669 273,426 
H i g h  Res t r i c t ion  23,961 101,836 263,575 209,662 599,035 
Moderate Res t r i c t ion  11,791 50,113 129,705 103,174 294,784 
Low Res t r i c t ion  8,698 36,966 95,676 76,106 217,445 
Tota l  55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

D Total  Res t r i c t ion  10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 
High Restriction 29,794 126,626 327,738 260,701 744,860 
Noderate Res t r i c t ion  14,359 61,025 157,947 125,640 358,971 

Total  55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 
E Total  Res t r i c t ion  10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 

High  R e s t r i c t i o n  23,961 101,836 263,575 209,662 599,035 
Noderate Restriction 15,813 67,206 173,946 138,366 395,332 
Low Restriction 4,676 19,874 51,439 40,917 116,907 
Total  55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

F Total  Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 
H i g h  Res t r i c t ion  26,285 120,211 311,135 250,994 707,125 
Moderate Restriction 16,066 68,281 176,726 140,578 401,651 
Low Res t r i c t ion  94 399 1,032 821 2,345 
Total  55,388 235,299 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

Low Res t r i c t ion  1,898 8,065 20,875 16,605 47,443 
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Table IV-6 - CONTINUED 
Geologic Potential * 

Alt. Access Restrictions** High  Medium Low Unknown Total 
G To ta l  Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 55,699 273,426 

High Restriction 29,121 123,763 320,329 254,807 728,020 
Moderate Restriction 15,230 64,729 167,533 133,265 380,756 
Low Restriction 94 399 1.032 82 1 2.345 
Total 55,388 235,399 609;268 484,645 1,384;700 , 

H Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 
High Restriction 25,195 107,077 277,142 220,454 629,869 
Moderate Restriction 14,368 61,063 158,047 125,719 359,197 
Low Restriction 4,888 207,705 53,772 42,773 122,208 
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

I Total Restriction 10.937 46,482 120.307 95,699 273,426 
I Hiah Restriction 231961 1011836 2631575 209:662 599i035 I 

Moierate Restriction 17;850 75;864 1961354 156;191 446;260 
Low Restriction 2,639 11,216 29,031 23,093 65,979 

J Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426 
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700 

High Restriction 26,659 113,303 293,255 23,327 666,489 
Moderate Restriction 15,797 67,136 173,763 138,219 394,915 
Low Restriction 1,995 8,478 21,943 17,454 49,870 
Total 55,388 235,399 605,268 484,645 1,384,700 

* Geologic Potential 

Unknown: 
the evaluation, and the t rue rating may be low, medium o r  high. 

- Low: 
occurrence of a given resource. 

Medium: Some geologic character is t ics  are present t ha t  a r e  favorable f o r  
the occurrence of a given resource. 

m: Areas of known sources or a number of geologic cha rac t e r i s t i c s  a r e  
present t h a t  indicate the presence of a given resource. 

T h i s  applies t o  areas where few fac t s  are  known on which t o  make 

Very few geologic character is t ics  are present or favorable f o r  the 

** Access Constraints 

Totally Restricted: Statutory o r  discretionary withdrawals w i t h  no 
leasing permitted, or no lease recommended. 
management area g. 

Highly Restricted: 
st ipulation. 
Area, Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area, Research Natural Areas, and 
recreation and administrative f a c i l i t y  s i tes .  

Lands include wilderness and 

Recommendations usually contain no surface occupancy 
These areas include steep slopes, Sheep Creek Geological 

Restrictions a re  year long. 

Moderately Restricted: Leases usually show seasonal s t ipu la t ions .  Short- 
term impacts permitted i f  rehabi l i ta ted.  

Low Restriction: 
resource. 

Leasable w i t h  access unrestricted by any surface 
Reasonable surface damage can be tolerated.  
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A l t e r n a t i v e  A and G have t h e  l a r g e s t  amount o f  acres t o t a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d  
due t o  t h e  l and  area assigned t o  management area g; a l t e r n a t i v e  C, E ,  
and I have t h e  l e a s t .  
o f  acres under a l t e r n a t i v e s  F and G and t h e  most under C and H. Low 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  were t i e d  t o  commodity p roduc t ion  p resc r ip t i ons .  

Some adverse impacts can be expected from minera ls  exp lo ra t ion ,  
regard less o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  implemented b u t  t h e  RPA 80 and High 
P r o d u c t i v i t y  A l t e r n a t i v e s  would generate t h e  most d i s tu rbed  acreage. 
These impacts may i n c l u d e  road o r  t r a i l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  f o r  access t o  v a l i d  
claims, vege ta t i on  d is tu rbance du r ing  e x p l o r a t i o n  o r  development, 
degraded a i r  q u a l i t y ,  reduced water  q u a l i t y ,  and w i l d l i f e  disturbance. 
Environmental assessments f o r  s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t s  would consider  t h e  
p r o t e c t i o n  o f  su r face  resources and would be  t i e r e d  t o  the  Plan and EIS.  

The low r e s t r i c t i o n  category has t h e  l e a s t  amount 

- Use o f  Standard and Supplemental S t i p u l a t i o n s  

a. 

b. 

' c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

The Standard S t i p u l a t i o n  (Appendix I )  i s  a t tached t o  a l l  o i l  and 
gas leases and t h e r e f o r e  i s  mandatory. 

Supplemental o r  Specia l  S t i p u l a t i o n s  should be used t o  supplement 
o r  ex and, where necessary t h e  Standard S t i p u l a t i o n  (See f o l l o w i n g  
t a b l e  P . 
Supplemental S t i p u l a t i o n s  1 through 10 are  designed t o  address 
s p e c i f i c  cond i t ions .  
designed t o  combine severa l  areas o f  concern i n  one s t i p u l a t i o n .  
They can be used as s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  one o r  more o f  the  f i r s t  
s t i p u l a t i o n s .  

Supplemental S t i p u l a t i o n  14 i s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  many o f  t h e  o the r  
supplemental s t i p u l a t i o n s .  It a l e r t s  t h e  lessee/operator  t o  
spec ia l  va lues o r  uses w i t h i n  t h e  leasehold which r e q u i r e  spec ia l  
hand l ing  and may r e s u l t  i n  h i g h e r  opera t ing  costs.  
s t i p u l a t i o n  may be exc lus ionary ;  i t  a l lows use and occupancy i f  t h e  
opera tor  can meet t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o r  standards. 

S t i p u l a t i o n s  18 through 21 may be used i f  necessary. 

Review of  t h e  Standard S t i p u l a t i o n  and supplemental s t i p u l a t i o n  14 
w i l l  revea l  t h a t  most o f  t h e  common concerns a r e  prov ided f o r  by  
these s t i p u l a t i o n s .  
(Appendix I) prov ides  f o r  a s i t e - s p e c i f i c  eva lua t i on  and an 
oppor tun i t y  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  necessary s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  
p r o t e c t  any s i t e - s p e c i f i c  values i d e n t i f i e d  a t  the  t ime t h e  
A p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  Permi t  t o  D r i l l  (APD) i s  f i l e d .  

A l l  o f  t h e  Specia l  S t i p u l a t i o n s  were designed f o r  o i l  and gas 
leases. 
sub jec t  t o  r e v i s i o n  t o  adapt them t o  a leasab le  mineral .  A l l  
r e v i s i o n s  w i l l  be s u b j e c t  t o  approval by t h e  BLM before  attachment 
t o  a lease. 

Leases t h a t  e x p i r e  w i l l  be reviewed and s t i p u l a t i o n s  updated i n  
accordance w i t h  c u r r e n t  d i r e c t i o n  p r i o r  t o  be ing  reissued. 

Supplemental S t i p u l a t i o n s  11 through 13 are  

This  

The FS/BLM Memorandum o f  Understanding, 

However, t hey  can be made app l i cab le  t o  o the r  leasables,  
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Minimum Special Stipulations as a Condition o f  Mineral Leases 

Special st ipulations t o  be recommended t o  the 
Bureau of Land Management as a condition o f  
mneral lease (Not a l l  inclusive - subject t o  
s i t e  evalaution) 

Area/Environmental C o n d i t i o n  

Stipulation Summary - I/ No. 

1. 

2. Visual - road, structure,  etc. 

3,  No surface occupancy - legal subdivision 

4. 

No surface occupancy - ent i re  lease 

No surface occupancy adjacent t o  road, r iver ,  
t r a i l ,  etc.  

No dr i l l ing  or storage near reservoirs, 
archeological s i t e s ,  etc. 

No surface occupancy - steep slopes 

No surface occupnacy - seasonal 

Prohibit act ivi ty  - muddy o r  wet periods 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. Restricted trail /road 

10. Visual - p a i n t i n g  or  camouf 

11. No surface occupnacy - (May replace numbers 
1, 2 ,  and 6) 
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Special s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  be recommended t o  the  
Bureau o f  Land Management as  a cond i t i on  o f  

’ mneral lease (Not a l l  i n c l u s i v e  - subject  t o  
~ s i t e  evalaut ion)  

, Area/Environmentdl Condi t ion 
~ 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

- 

D r i l l i n g ,  storaye, surface disturbance next  t o  
(May replace numbers 4 and 5)  

KO surface disturbance, explorat ion,  d r i l l i n g  
(May replace number 7)  

Control led o r  1 i m i  t ed  surface use 

A c t i v i t y  coord ina t ion  

Pro tec t ion  o f  T & E species 

Not app l icab le  

Coordinated Explorat ion 

Condit ional  no surface occupancy 

Unstable s o i l s  

S t i p u l a t i o n  Summary - I/ No. 

21. Special w i l d l i f e  and f i s h e r i e s  h a b i t a t  
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Ef fec ts  on Other Resources 

O i l  and gas resource e x p l o r a t i o n  and development i n v o l v e  the  
cons t ruc t i on  and use o f  roads, p i p e l i n e s ,  d r i l l  pads, and t h e  a n c i l l a r y  
f a c i l i t i e s  necessary f o r  development, product ion,  and t ranspor ta t i on .  
The major on -s i t e  phys ica l  and b i o l o g i c a l  impacts o f  these a c t i v i t i e s  
are s o i l  eros ion,  water p o l l u t i o n ,  and a i r  p o l l u t i o n .  

Other minera l  and minera l  m a t e r i a l s  exp lo ra t ion ,  development, and 
product ion would a l so  have impacts associated w i t h  t h e  cons t ruc t i on  and 
use o f  roads, powerl ines,  and o t h e r  necessary a n c i l l a r y  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
overburden waste removal and placement f o r  sur face o r  underground 
mining, and concent ra t ing  m i l l s .  The major p o t e n t i a l  on -s i t e  phys i ca l  
and b i o l o g i c a l  environmental impacts o f  these a c t i v i t i e s  would be s o i l  
e ros ion  and a i r  and water p o l l u t i o n .  Should operat ions be approved i n  
wi lderness, t he re  would be impacts upon t h e  wi lderness C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o f  s o l i t u d e  and on t h e  p r i s t i n e  cha rac te r  o f  t h e  land. The impact o f  
s o l i t u d e  would be l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  d u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  minera l  e x p l o r a t i o n  and 
development a c t i v i t i e s .  The d u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  impact upon t h e  p r i s t i n e  
character  o f  t h e  lands would l a s t  u n t i l  n a t u r a l  vegetat ion and 
appearance are  restored.  The e f f e c t  would be t h e  same under a l l  
a1 te rna t i ves ,  except a cons t ra ined budget would s e r i o u s l y  hamper 
minera ls  management. 

Most minera l  o r  energy developments r e q u i r e  an access road and a r e  
l i k e l y  t o  i n v o l v e  some s i t e  excavat ion.  Road cons t ruc t i on  and t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  some unwanted t r a v e l  may cause impacts t h a t  cannot be 
avoided. The impacts o f  road c o n s t r u c t i o n  and development excavat ion  
cannot be avoided, b u t  most o f  them can be adequately mi t iga ted .  The 
types o f  impacts are much t h e  same f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  bu t  t h e i r  
s e v e r i t y  i s  determined by  the amount o f  a c t i v i t y .  
impact, and dus t  o f  m inera l  a c t i v i t y  cannot be avoided, bu t  i n  s e n s i t i v e  
soils, they may erode and be l o s t  f rom t h e  s i t e .  Most minera l  a c t i v i t y  
requ i res  t h e  c l e a r i n g  o f  vege ta t i on  and removal o f  s o i l ,  l o s s  o f  
l i v e s t o c k  forage and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  Impacts t o  water t h a t  cannot be  
avoided inc lude minor increases i n  r u n o f f  f rom c leared  areas and 
increased sediment. These cannot be t o t a l l y  mi t iga ted .  The l i k e l i h o o d  
o f  o i l  o r  o the r  p o l l u t a n t s  s p i l l i n y  may be reduced i n  a wel l -dev ised 
s p i l l  plan. Most adverse impacts on w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  h a b i t a t  can be 
m i t i g a t e d  o r  accommodated by t h e  animals '  a d a p t a b i l i t y ,  b u t  vege ta t i on  
c lea r ing ,  sedimentat ion,  and d is tu rbance c rea te  some adverse impacts. 
Usua l ly  t h i s  impact can be avoided on key w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t s  such as e l k  
c a l v i n g  areas. 

Impacts o f  minera l  and energy development a r e  u s u a l l y  shor t - term because 
adequate technology and p lann ing  safeguards e x i s t  t o  r e t u r n  d i s t u r b e d  
s i t e s  t o  t h e i r  former p r o d u c t i v i t y .  
a shor t - term a c t i v i t y ,  however, once removed, minera ls  cannot be 
rep1 aced. 

0 

The noise, v i s u a l  

The minera l  e x t r a c t i o n  process is 

Land Ownership and Leasinq. 
short-term, b u t  minera l  c la ims a r e  lonq- term commitments and can r e s u l t  

Leases are  issued f o r  10 years o r  a 

i n  a l and  pa ten t  and t r a n s f e r  o f  l a n d  t o  p r i v a t e  ownership. 
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Vegetat ion Resource. Most vegeta t iona l  cover can be r e h a b i l i t a t e d  i n  a 
s h o r t  t ime, b u t  s e n s i t i v e  species w i t h  small l o c a l i z e d  populat ions may 
be l o s t  permanently. Removal o f  s e n s i t i v e  types o f  vegeta t ion  would 
have a long- term adverse e f f e c t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  a l p i n e  zones. 

S o i l  Resource. 
ser ious  s o i l  e ros ion  may r e s u l t .  
r e s u l t  i n  e ros ion  o r  mass s o i l  movement. 
e f f e c t  because i t  would take  many years t o  rep lace  t h e  s o i l .  

I f  vegeta t ion  i s  removed form a h igh  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  area, 
Exposure o f  h i g h l y  s e n s i t i v e  s o i l s  can 

Th is  would be a long-term 

Hydrology and Water Q u a l i t y .  
under any a l t e r n a t i v e .  

A minor increase i n  r u n o f f  i s  expected 
Th is  r u n o f f  may add sediment t o  t h e  streams, a 

shor t - te rm e f f e c t .  
s p i l l ,  which cou ld  have a long-term e f f e c t .  
a minimum i f  proper  procedures a r e  fo l lowed.  

C u l t u r a l  Resources. These resuurces a r e  n o t  expected t o  be a f fec ted  
unless an u n i n t e n t i o n a l  d is turbance occurs, i n  which case damage could 
be a long- term e f f e c t .  

Wilderness. 
l o s t  u n t i l  such t ime as na tu ra l  cond i t i ons  cou ld  be restored.  This 
would be a long- term o r  permanent e f f e c t .  

There i s  a s l i g h t  chance o f  an o i l  o r  chemical 
Both e f f e c t s  can be he ld  t o  

Where development is allowed, wi lderness values would be 

W i l d l i f e  and F i sh  Hab i ta t .  
short- term. S i t e  rehab11 i t a t i o n  can u s u a l l y  r e s t o r e  t h e  long-term 

Most impacts on w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  are 

p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  these hab i ta t s .  
w i l d l i f e  o r  f i s h  hab i ta ts ,  t h e  impact would be long-term. 

Recreat ion:  Noise, a i r  p o l l u t i o n ,  and v i sua l  i n t r u s i o n  c rea te  
shor t - te rm impacts t h a t  cease t o  e x i s t  f o l l o w i n g  te rm ina t ion  o f  the  
a c t i v i t y .  
un less roads remain open which a l t e r s  t h e  type  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  over the  longer-term. 

P o s i t i v e  impacts i nc lude  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  l o c a l  roads a r e  cu r re r i t l y  be ing 
cons t ruc ted  p r i m a r i l y  i n  con junc t ion  w i t h  t imber  resource a c t i v i t i e s .  

These l o c a l  roads access areas t h a t  a r e  compat ib le w i t h  m u l t i p l e  
resource and management uses. 
F a c i l i t i e s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  chapter. 

A f e d e r a l  m in ing  l e a s i n g  charge i s  assessed on o i l  and gas leases. 
F i f t y  percent  o f  t h i s  money i s  pa id  t o  t h e  S t a t e  and r e d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  
county and l o c a l  governments. Minera ls  e x p l o r a t i o n  and development 
p rov ides  pr imary  and secondary employment t o  t h e  l o c a l  and reg ional  
economy. 

Operat ing p lans would inc lude p rov i s ions  t o  minimize adverse 
environmental  impacts on sur face resources i n  a1 1 a1 te rna t i ves .  
requirements f o r  a i r  q u a l i t y ,  water q u a l i t y ,  s o l i d  waste d isposal ,  
scenic  values, f i s h e r i e s  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  roads, and reclamat ion 
would a l s o  be incorporated.  Reasonable cond i t i ons  f o r  sur face resource ~ 

p r o t e c t i o n  would be imposed. 

I f  cumulat ive impacts c rea te  l oss  o f  

Impacts on rec rea t i on  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a r e  genera l l y  shor t - term 

Roads a r e  a l s o  discussed i n  t h e  

the  
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8. RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS: 

Candidate Research Natura l  Areas 

The Nat ional  Forest  Management Ac t  Regulations, 36 CFR 219.25, s t a t e  
t h a t  "Forest  p lanning s h a l l  p rov ide  f o r  the  establ ishment  o f  Research 
Natura l  Areas". I n  accordance w i t h  t h i s  requirement, t h e  Fo res t  has 
i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  areas as Candidate and p o t e n t i a l  Research 
Natura l  Areas. 
a1 te rna t i ves .  

Research Natura l  areds a r e  programmed i n  a l l  

Area 
S i m s  Peak Pothole 

Acres 
650 

Gate o f  B i r c h  Creek 240 

Po l l en  Lake 1,025 

Ashley Gorge 1,085 

Shale Creek 
(U in ta  R iver )  

G i  1 b e r t  Creek 

2,925 

2,545 

Timber Canyon-Cow Ridge 334 

Lance Canyon 110 

Establishment repo r t s  w i l l  be prepared as p a r t  o f  p l a n  implementation. 
I f t h e  Establ ishment Reports determine they  should n o t  become Research 
Natura l  Areas, they w i l l  be managed as p a r t  o f  ad jacent  management 
areas. 
contained i n  Chapter 3 and i n  t h e  AMS Document. 

Designat ion o f  Research Natura l  Areas i s  a long-term commitment, b u t  
does n o t  reduce p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

Designat ion o f  Research Natura l  Areas i s  r e v e r s i b l e .  However, 
a l t e r a t i o n  o f  na tu ra l  areas by human a c t i v i t i e s  o f t e n  i s  n o t  r e v e r s i b l e  
f rom a s c i e n t i f i c  perspect ive.  Once na tu ra l  ecosystems a r e  u n n a t u r a l l y  
a l t e red ,  t h e i r  values as a s c i e n t i f i c  base l ine  i s  diminished. 

9. A I R  QUALITY: 

A1 t e r n a t i v e  A would have temporary degradat ion f rom road cons t ruc t i on ,  
logg ing  a c t i v i t y  and s lash  disposal .  A l t e r n a t i v e  B would have temporary 
decrease i n  a i r  q u a l i t y  due t o  a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  t imber  
harvest ing,  i.e. more m i l l s  and manufactur ing p lan ts ,  road cons t ruc t i on ,  
logging, and s lash  d isposal .  A c t i v i t i e s  a t  moderately h igh  l e v e l s  ove r  
the  p lanning pe r iod  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  C, w i l l  increase d u r a t i o n  and amount 
o f  degradat ion f rom such a c t i v i t i e s  a s  t imber  harvest ,  sagebrush 
spraying and p inyon/ jun iper  burning. 
s i m i l a r  t o  c u r r e n t  w i t h  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a l a r g e  w i l d f i r e .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  E i s  s i m i l a r  t o  C. A l t e r n a t i v e s  H and I a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  8. 

A more d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  on Research Natura l  Areas i s  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  D and J would be 
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10. FIRE PROTECTION: 

Under a l te rna t ive  A,  f i r e  s i z e  and intensi ty  would increase as beetle 
ki l led t rees  f a l l  and crea te  increased fuels.  Alternative B would have 
the same resu l t s  as A except fuel loading would be decreased 
proportionately t o  acres harvested. Alternative C would have decreased 
fuel loading by harvesting. Harvesting will decrease the hazard, 
however, ac t iv i ty  would increase the risk. There would be an increased 
fuel loading and hazard i n  a l te rna t ive  D. The risk would be the same as 
current because of s imi la r  a c t i v i t y  levels.  Alternative E is similar t o  
a l te rna t ives  B and C. Alternatives F and G would have the potential f o r  
high increase i n  hazard as  beet le  k i l l  f a l l s  and contributes t o  ground 
fuel loading. The risk i s  a t  reduced level due t o  few ac t iv i t i e s .  
Alternatives H ,  I ,  and J a re  s imilar  t o  B. 

Regardless of the a l t e rna t ive  implemented, the risk of f i r e  would 
increase as the nearby population grows and more people use the Forest 
for recreation. 
management a c t i v i t i e s  in  most a l te rn t ives  throughout the planning period 
would reduce the f i r e  hazard t o  a to1 erabl e level. 

Fuels would be decreased primarily through commercial s a l e  of 
insect-infested lodgepole pine and encouraging public cut t ing o f  
fuelwood i n  designated areas. 

Reduction of accumulated fuels  result ing from 

11. LAND PURCHASE, ACQUISITION, AND ADJUSTMENT: 

In general, the  land acquis i t ion program would no t  be affected by the 
a l te rna t ives  considered. The Ashley National Forest does not have large 
o r  numerous t r a c t s  of pr ivate  o r  s t a t e  lands within the Forest boundary. 
Land ownership problems adjacent t o  the Forest or the need f o r  boundary 
adjustment i s  not a problem. 
s ign i f icant ly  among a l te rna t ives .  

Specific land acquis i t ion and exchange will be analyzed t h r o u g h  the 
Environmental Assessment process on a case-by-case basis. T h i s  
assessment will be made when cases a r i s e  which are advantageous t o  the 
Government, f a c i l i t a t e  management, a r e  requested by the landowner or are  
necessary t o  protect  s ign i f icant  features.  

As a r e su l t  this program would n o t  vary 

1;. FACILITIES: 

Arterial/col l ec to r  and local road construction/reconstruction on 
the Forest var ies  by a l te rna t ive  as displayed i n  Table 11-4. 
amount of access necessary outside the forest  boundary i s  
considered constant f o r  a l l  a1 ternatives.  Local roads would 
generally be constructed by timber purchasers, b u t  there  i s  a need 
i n  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  t o  finance construction w i t h  appropriated money 
where current timber values a r e  too low t o  carry the cost .  T h i s  is  
especially t rue  f o r  f i rs t  entry i n t o  a drainage. Road construction 
has one of the most s ign i f icant  impacts on the Forest, affecting 
most of the other resources and uses. 

The 
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The necessary a r t e r i a l / co l l ec to r  road system i s  i n  place except f o r  
two or  three areas t h a t  a r e  n o t  accessible by road. 
alternatives ident i fy  a need f o r  local road construction o r  
reconstruction. The construction of local roads would be d i r ec t ly  
related t o  the proposed volume of timber harvest and these 
comparisons can be analyzed by review of Table 11-4. About half o f  
these proposed roads would be used as  short-term f a c i l i t i e s  o r  
intermittent f a c i l i t i e s .  In a l l  a l te rna t ives ,  road closures would 
be used t o  reduce costs  of i n i t i a l  investment and maintenance. 

All 0 

Effects on Other Resources: 

Road construction changes the recreation opportunities from 
primitive, and semi-primitive t o  a l i gh t ly  developed motorized 
sett ing.  
and user groups. 
the quali ty of h u n t i n g  experience may change. 

Those a1 ternatives which cause the conversion of primitive/ 
semi-primitive areas t o  roaded areas reduce the opportunity f o r  
recreation a c t i v i t i e s  commonly associated w i t h  i solat ion o r  
solitude. However, new a c t i v i t i e s  o r  opportunities of a d i f fe ren t  
type are  presented. 

Timing of roading associated w i t h  timber harvest and subsequent 
road closures create  a s i tua t ion  where areas dre act ive w i t h  
resource management a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  a while then completely quiet  
for  a long period of time. The evidence of man's a c t i v i t i e s  may 
remain, b u t  i n  some s i tua t ions ,  these areas can of fe r  recreation 
opportunities t h a t  provide some people w i t h  a sat isfying 
backcountry experience. 

Although the areas planned f o r  roading would be developed as 
needed, many parts of these areas would not be roaded because of 
natural barr iers  and the need t o  protect other resource values. 
Roading a c t i v i t i e s  a re  generally located on areas where the 
respective resource values a re  re la t ive ly  h i g h  f o r  the types of 
management requiring roading. 

From a pure recreation standpoint, the exis t ing transportation 
system provides access t h a t  offers  a balanced recreation s i tuat ion 
on the Ashley National Forest except f o r  some road surface 
conditions. 

Effective elk secur i ty  cover, discussed i n  the timber section of 
this  chapter, i s  d i r ec t ly  affected by the amount of open roads. 
Effective elk securi ty  cover i s  calculated from a FORPLAN 
assessment of the actual amount of t r e e  cover capable o f  h i d i n g  an 
elk,  modified by the density of open roads i n  the area. Hiding 
cover effectiveness i s  reduced by an increase i n  open road density. 
To take road closures in to  account, i t  i s  assumed tha t  75 percent 
of a l l  local roads constructed would be closed. Therefore, open 
roads used i n  elk securi ty  cover calculations a re  a to ta l  of a l l  
existing miles plus a l l  co l lec tor  roads miles constructed, plus 25 
percent of a l l  local road construction. 

This ifi turn a f f ec t s  the type of recreation a c t i v i t i e s  
For example, as access impacts wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  

m - 

m w 
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The m i t i g a t i o n  measure o f  road c losures  would be used i n  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
o the r  m i t i g a t i n g  measures would be necessary. 
adjustment o f  seasons and hun te r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  by t h e  Utah 
G i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources. 

Road c o n s t r u c t i o n  through r i p a r i a n  zones adverse ly  a f f e c t s  vege- 
t a t i o n ,  water  q u a l i t y ,  stream channels, and f i s h e r i e s .  
these impacts, roads would n o t  be cons t ruc ted  i n  r i p a r i a n  zones 
unless necessary f o r  cross ings.  
t o  avo id  blockage o f  f i s h  movement. 

Roads have o n l y  a minor  negat ive  e f f e c t  on range through removing 
land f rom p roduc t i on  and may have p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  by  improving 
access f o r  l i v e s t o c k  c o n t r o l  and maintenance o f  improvements. 

Roads have o n l y  a minor  negat ive  e f f e c t  on t imber  through removing 
l and  f rom product ion.  Roads increase t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  i n t e n s i v e  
t imber  management p rac t i ces ,  salvage programs, and f i rewood 
gather ing.  

Roads and road c o n s t r u c t i o n  have t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  impact o f  any 
a c t i v i t y  on s o i l  and water. Proper road l o c a t i o n ,  des ign 
cons t ruc t ion ,  and i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  dra inage s t r u c t u r e s  would 
m i t i g a t e  t h e  o n - s i t e  and o f f - s i t e  impacts o f  road cons t ruc t ion .  
The c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  roads i s  a long- term commitment o f  resource. 
The magnitude o f  t h i s  Commitment i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  t o t a l  n i i les  o f  
road needed f o r  management d isp layed i n  Table 11-4. 

Burning r igh t -o f -way s lash  and dus t  
f rom c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  and road use would have l o c a l i z e d  
adverse e f f e c t s  on a i r  q u a l i t y .  
and n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Road c o n s t r u c t i o n  and improved access increase t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
man-caused f i r e s ;  however, roads inc rease i n i t i a l  a t t a c k  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  and p rov ide  f u e l  breaks. 

Road c o n s t r u c t i o n  can a f f e c t  t h e  b a s i c  charac ter  o f  t h e  landscape 
by removing vegeta t ion  and d i s t u r b i n g  t h e  s o i l ,  thus  changing the  
co lo r ,  t ex tu re ,  and l i n e s  o f  t h e  landscape. I n  open areas, roads 
in t roduce s t rong  l i n e s  i n t o  t h e  landscape t h a t  can be v i s i b l e  f o r  
many mi les ,  depending on topography and vegeta t ion .  Cut and f i l l  
areas a r e  o f t e n  h i g h l y  v i s i b l e  and may a l t e r  t h e  landscape f o r  long  
per iods o f  time. V isua l  q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h  gu ide l ines  
f o r  m i t i g a t i n g  t h e  impact o f  road c c n s t r u c t i o n  on t h e  v i sua l  
resource. 

Under a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  h igh  road cons t ruc t ion ,  
These may inc lude  

To mit iga tc  

Stream cross ings  would be designec 

These e f f e c t s  should be shor t - term 

b. T r a i l s  

- The bas ic  a r t e r i a l  and c o l l e c t o r  system e x i s t s  except  i n  a few 
s i t u a t i o n s .  As t h e  road system i s  expanded i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
except F and G ,  some segments o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  t r a i l  system may be - 
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rep laced by  roads o r  a t  l e a s t  t h e  need o r  purpose o f  these e x i s t i n g  
t r a i l s  would be changed. I n  some s i t u a t i o n s ,  these t r a i l s  would be 
removed from the  t r a i l  system. Wi th in  t h e  Wilderness, some 
a d d i t i o n a l  oppor tun i ty  e x i s t s  f o r  expansion o f  a r t e r i a l  and 
c o l l e c t o r  t r a i l  system t o  f a c i l i t a t e  b e t t e r  management and use o f  
the  area. 
e x i s t i n g  system i s  needed. 
a re  b a s i c a l l y  un i fo rm i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

E f f e c t s  on Other Resources 

Impacts f rom t h e  t r a i l  f a c i l i t y  on o the r  resources i s  r e l a t i v e l y  
i n s  i y n i  f i can t .  

T r a i l s  associated w i t h  w i n t e r  spo r t s  a c t i v i t i e s  such as 
cross-country s k i i n g  and snowmobiling would be prov ided i n  some 
s i t u a t i o n s .  
r e q u i r e  changes i n  t h e  landscape commonly associated w i t h  t r a i l s  
used f o r  f o o t  and horse t r a f f i c .  Prov is ions  f o r  p rov id ing  these 
f a c i l i t i e s  a re  cons is ten t  i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Seasonal c losures o f  some t r a i l s  may be necessary i n  some s i t u a -  
t i o n s  t o  p rov ide  f o r  p u b l i c  s a f e t y  and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  w i l d l i f e  and 
o the r  resource values. 

Some heavy maintenance and/or recons t ruc t i on  o f  t h e  
These s i t u a t i o n s ,  condi t ions,  and needs 

I n  many cases, t r a i l s  f o r  these a c t i v i t i e s  do n o t  

c. S t ruc tu res  

These f a c i l i t i e s  a re  u s u a l l y  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  such as Fores t  S e r v i c e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  developments i n c l u d i n g  guard s ta t i ons ,  work cen te rs ,  
o r  communication s i t e s .  The t o t a l  number o r  l o c a t i o n  o f  these 
f a c i l i t i e s  would n o t  change s i g n i f i c a n t l y  throughout t h e  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
f a c i l i t i e s  has t o  do w i t h  i n t e n s i t y  o f  management generated b y  t h e  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  
r e t r a c t i o n  o f  these f a c i l i t i e s .  
of these f a c i l i t i e s  can m i t i g a t e  any major impacts on va r ious  
resources. 

The pr imary v a r i a b l e  associated w i t h  these 

Some a l t e r n a t i v e s  may necess i ta te  s l i g h t  expansion o r  
For  the  most par t ,  proper  des ign  

13. UTILITY CORRIDORS 

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  has analyzed e x i s t i n g  and p ro jec ted  u t i l i t y  
and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  needs as one o f  t h e  key elements i n  t h e  Fo res t  
Planning process. 

This  r e c e n t l y  completed ana lys i s  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review i n  p lann ing  
records and i s  appended t o  t h i s  document as Appendix H. 

Fo l lowing i s  a summary o f  t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  po in ts  from t h e  above 
analys is .  

a. Two p lann ing  "windows" a r e  i d e n t i f i e d .  These "windows" a r e  e - c r i t i c a l  segments o f  t e r r a i n  through which r ights-of -way c o u l d  
pass i n  t r a v e r s i n g  t h e  Forest .  
Car te r  Dugway and i n  t h e  Sowers Canyon area south o f  Duchesne. 

These a r e  Red Mountain t o  
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b.  

C. 

d. 

Six exclusion areas are  identified.  
s ta tuatory prohibition t o  rights-of-way f o r  l inea l  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  
corridor/window designation. These are: 

(1) 

( 2 )  High  Uintas Ldilderness 

( 3 )  Sheep Creek Geological Area 

(4) Proposed Research Natural Areas 

(5) 

(6) 

E x i s t i n g  rights-of-way meeting standards f o r  corr idor  designation 
a re  iden t i f i ed .  
having advantages over other areas f o r  the present o r  future  
location of transportation or u t i l i t y  rights-of-way. Note tha t  no 
new o r  potential  corridors are  ident i f ied .  These rights-of-way are  
l i s t e d  by name and s i ze  i n  Appendix H .  

Avoidance areas  are  identified.  Avoidance areas  a re  defined as  
areas having environmental, s ta tuatory,  o r  technological e f f ec t s  
t h a t  would be d i f f i c u l t  or  impossible t o  mitigate.  T h i s  category 
includes a l l  Ashley NdtiOnal Forest lands nct ident i f ied  i n  A ,  B, 
or  C above. 

These a re  areas  having 

Flaming Gorge NRA, south of the Pacif ic  Northwest Pipeline 
Bridge. 

Area recommended f o r  Wild and  Scenic River Status  on the Green 
River 

National Recreation Trail Zones a t  L i t t l e  Hole and Fish Creek 

A corridor i s  defined a s  a l i nea r  strip of land 

Effects on Other Resources 

The ident i f ica t ion  and assignment of corr idor  o r  window s t a tus  t o  an 
area will usually have only a limited impact on other  resources. 
is  a r e s u l t  of single-use designation which has the  e f f e c t  o f  taking 
land out of production f o r  timber and  l imi t ing  some uses such as  
recreat ion,  grazing, or minerals a c t i v i t i e s .  
acres a re  impacted since rights-of-way a r e  narrow resul t ing i n  a "low" 
acreage per mile of l i nea r  f a c i l i t y .  An exception t o  the above 
statements i s  the  impact on visual resources by imposing a l i nea r  
f a c i l i t y  on the landscape. 
d u r i n g  construction, maintenance, and operdtion of the f a c i l i t y .  
of those e f f e c t s  can be par t ia l ly  mitigated by careful design and 
construction pract ices .  

While the e f f e c t s  on other resources i s  generally l imited i n  scope, as  
described above, other  resource a c t i v i t i e s  o r  management p r i o r i t i e s  can 
a f f ec t  the inventoried areas noted above. 

All a l te rna t ives  generally have only s l i g h t  change i n  acreage assigned 
t o  avoidance o r  exclusion area categories as a result of the passage of 
the Utah Wilderness Act. ~ 

This 

Typically, only a few 

One other exception i s  the s o i l  disturbance 
6 0 t h  

~ 
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14. INSECT AND DISEASE: 

Forest  pests have a d i r e c t  and s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on f o r e s t  resources 
a f f e c t i n g  rec rea t i on  s i t e s  and causing t r e e  m o r t a l i t y  and volume loss  i n  
t imber  stands. The p r i n c i p a l  i nsec ts  and diseases a f f e c t i n g  t h e  Ashley 
Nat ional  Fores t  a re  mountain p ine beet le ,  i p s  beet les ,  commandra r u s t  
and dwarf m is t le toe .  

Mountain p ine  bee t le  has caused ex tens ive  m o r t a l i t y  i n  lodgepole and 
ponderosa p ine  stands f o r  several  decades. 
beet le ,  recorded s ince t h e  1940's, have cont inued t o  cyc le  through t h e  
Forest ,  removing most o f  the  l a r g e r  d iameter  t r e e s  i n  i n f e s t e d  stands. 
The most recent  outbreak began i n  t h e  e a r l y  1970's around Greendale 
Junct ion,  and has caused extens ive m o r t a l i t y  w i t h  t h e  Flaming Gorge NRA 
and o the r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  Forest. The heav ies t  m o r t a l i t y  occurred i n  1982 
w i t h  an est imated 3.5 m i l l i o n  t rees  k i l l e d  by  t h e  beet le .  
decreased i n  1983 t o  1.4 m i l l i o n ,  b u t  i s  expected t o  cont inue u n t i l  most 
of t h e  l a r g e r  diameter t rees  are  k i l l e d  i n  i n f e s t e d  stands. 

Mountain p ine  bee t le  w i l l  cont inue t o  have a ser ious  impact on lodgepole 
and ponderosa p ine  stands causing heavy m o r t a l i t y  i n  overstocked stands 
o f  mature t rees .  
Forest  and w i l l  cont inue t o  increase f o r  t h e  nex t  severa l  years.  
Populat ions w i l l  remain a t  epidemic l e v e l s  i n  a s tand u n t i l  about 70 
percent o f  t h e  volume and a l l  t h e  l a r g e r  d iameter  t r e e s  have been 
removed. P ro tec t i ng  stands from mountain p ine  b e e t l e  should be 
accomplished by stand hazard r a t i n g  t o  i d e n t i f y  h i g h - r i s k  stands, 
mon i to r ing  b e e t l e  populat ions and by  t h i n n i n g  stands t o  reduce t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  outbreaks. Bark beet les  w i l l  n o t  be e l im ina ted  from p ine  
stands by s i l v i c u l t u r a l  pract ices.  However, i n  conunerical stands, 
losses can be minimized by reducing t h e  s u s c e p t i b i l i t y  t o  bee t le  
at tacks.  High value t rees  i n  developed s i t e s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s  
can be t r e a t e d  w i t h  p r o t e c t i v e  sprays. 

The Ashley Nat ional  Forest  has, i n  t h e  past ,  been exposed t o  rangeland 
i n s e c t  i n f e s t a t i o n s ,  b u t  the problems have never been extens ive enough 
t o  cause grea t  alarm. 
warrant c o n t r o l  programs. These t reatments a long w i t h  na tu ra l  low 
popu la t ion  cyc les  have conf ined damages t o  r e l a t i v e l y  small areas. 

Those insec ts  t h a t  have had h igh  enough popu la t ions  t o  cause concern 
are:  grasshoppers, b lack  grass bugs, and Mormon c r i c k e t s .  Another 
range pes t  t h a t  has become somewhat v i s i b l e  on occasion i s  t h e  t e n t  
c a t e r p i l l a r .  It has occas iona l l y  been seen i n  s u f f i c e n t  numbers i n  
b i t t e r b r u s h  stands t o  a t t r a c t  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  range s p e c i a l i s t s .  
Natura l  c o n t r o l  and subsidence has removed any f u r t h e r  concern. Fores t  
range s p e c i a l i s t s  have worked c l o s e l y  w i t h  representa t ives  o f  the  Animal 
and P lan t  Hea l th  Inspec t ion  Serv ice (APHIS)  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g ,  moni tor ing,  
t r e a t i n g ,  and f o l l o w  up work with range insec ts .  

A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  except F and G have h i g h e r  amounts o f  t imber  harvest  
and associated c u l t u r a l  treatments. These a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i t h  more 
harves t  i n  e a r l y  decades w i l l  p rov ide  f o r  some c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  mountain 

Epidemic l e v e l s  o f  t h e  

M o r t a l i t y  

Bee t le  populat ions increased r a p i d l y  i n  1981 on t h e  

Local ized areas have had s u f f i c i e n t  bu i l dup  t o  
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pine  beetle.  Investments i n  extensive control measures w i t h i n  
campgrounds and other development s i t e s  will be basically the same f o r  
a l l  a l te rna t ives  except F and G which would not provide f o r  extensive 
protection a t  spec i f ic  s i t e s .  

15. SPECIAL AREAS: 

Approximately 600,700 acres of Ashley National Forest are  subject t o  
special laws, regulations,  executive orders, o r  public land orders. 
These areas have spec i f i c  management requirements or  res t r ic t ions  which 
l imi t  the k i n d  and extent  of resources management ac t iv i t i e s  within 
t h e i r  boundaries. These land areas include: 

Area 
A d m i n m a t i v e  S i t e s  ( 2 )  

Acres 
1.433 

Recreation Areas (43 ) '  ' 11;213 
Bureau of Reclama t Ton 28,969 
Reservoir Withdrawal f o r  Colorado 
River Storage Project 228,669 
Power S i t e  Classif icat ion Projects 73,332 
High Uintas Wilderness 273,426 
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area 190,902 
Sheep Creek Geological Area 3,608 

E x i s t i n g  National Recreation Tra i l s  

L i t t l e  Hole 
Fish Creek 

7 miles 
6 miles 

Basically a l l  a l te rna t ives  t r e a t  these areas the same because o f  special 
l eg is la t ion ,  other laws, and regulations. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The Green River Study completed i n  1978, the Draft Environmental 
Statement in 1979, and the f ina l  EIS in 1980 identified the Green River 
from Flaming Gorge Dam t o  the southern boundary of Einosaur National 
Monument as a r ive r  e l i g i b l e  f o r  Wild and Scenic River s ta tus .  That 
portion of the Green River from Flaming Gorge Dam t o  below the 
confluence of Red Creek is w i t h i n  the Ashley National Forest boundary 
and consists of approximately 12 miles. 

C. ECONOMIC EFFECTS and SOCIAL EFFECT§ 

A number of social  categories o r  ~jroups of people l iving near the Ashley 
National Forest have been ident i f ied as most l ike ly  t o  be affected by the 
d i f fe ren t  management philosophies expressed by the al ternat ives .  
Chapter 111). These groups a re  not mutually exclusive since people can 
belong t o  several groups. They are ,  however, categories readily useful f o r  
analysis.  Further information is available from the "Social Assessment o f  
the Present Situation and Social Analysis of the No Action Alternative" 
included i n  the  AMS and the planning records on the Ashley National Forest. 

(See 
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0 Younger Newcomers 

Younger newcomers r e l a t e  strongly t o  and benefit  from those a l te rna t ives  
which l imi t  the a c t i v i t i e s  re la ted t o  resource use. Alternatives which 
prompt spraying, b u r n i n g ,  fencing, and grazing are  less  desirable  than 
those which maintain a natural set t ing.  

They would also prefer  l e s s  timber harvest and roading. 
segment is  l ike ly  t o  grow, regardless of the management philosophy 
selected, because of the a t t r ac t ive  features  of the area. Alternatives 
which l imi t  resource a c t i v i t i e s  would speed the growth and those which 
promote heavy resource use would tend t o  slow the immigration of this 
segment of the public. 

This population 

Mil lworkers/Laborers 

Mil lworkers/laborers a re  deeply interested i n  use of the Forest 
resources necessary t o  maintain the industry in which they a re  employed. 
Many are a l so  interested in private consumptive use of the f o r e s t  - 
game, f i s h ,  gathering fo re s t  products, e tc .  
would be most interested i n  those a l te rna t ives  which promote u t i l i za t ion  
of the resource which creates t h e i r  personal employment. However, they 
also desire  t o  maintain the resources they gather themselves. 

Alternatives which increase the timber harvest and mining potential  of 
the area would e i the r  cause an influx of millworkers and laborers  o r  
would a t t r a c t  local people t o  joining this par t icular  work force.  Those 
al ternat ives  placing l i t t l e  emphasis on timber harvest o r  mining would 
l ikely cause this population segment t o  remain s tab le  o r  possibly 
decline. 

T h i s  category of people 

0 
Ranchers/Farmers 

Ranchers/farmers des i re  t o  maintain t h e i r  t radi t ional  1 i f e s ty l e .  Yet, 
they feel  most threatened because of h i g h  taxes and overhead cos ts ,  and 
low or unstable prices f o r  l ivestock and crops. The temptation t o  s e l l  
or subdivide i s  ever present. 

Because of pressure t o  s e l l ,  several non-traditional o r  absentee owners 
have bought ranch properties.  Reasons f o r  buying are  numerous b u t  most 
prevalent a r e  uses as  tax she l t e r  and recreation. 
owners do not depend on the land f o r  livelihood. These individuals may 
have a completely d i f f e ren t  orientation t o  l i f e  than the typical 
old-line rancher. Non-traditional ranchers tend t o  be more amenity 
oriented than ranchers typical of the a r m .  

Alternatives which increasf the ava i l ab i l i t y  of forage f o r  l ivestock or 
reduce the owner's cos t  of managing livestock would be most beneficial  
t o  the rancher. Because of the beauty of the area, pressures and real  
es ta te  prices would remain conducive t o  the "sell-out and subdiv ide"  
trend. However, s ince ranchers of the area view ranching a s  the only 
way of l i f e  of real i n t e re s t  t o  them, a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  increase the 
potential f o r  livestock production would be viewed as posi t ive and may 
slow the real e s t a t e  transactions of ranches. 

Most of these new 
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Loggers 

Loggers a r e  concerned about local control and economic and l i f e s t y l e  
s t a b i l i t y .  
o r  increased timber harvest levels .  

Alternatives which promote timber harvest and vigorous growth of new 
t r ees  would be beneficial  t o  this segment of the population. 
which promote l e s s  timber management or  fewer acres avai lable  f o r  timber 
harvest would l i ke ly  be met w i t h  strong, localized resis tance.  

Business People 

Business people recognize t h a t  population increases and resul t ing 
increases i n  business depend largely on increasing commodity production 
i n  the  area.  Therefore, those al ternat ives  which promote production and 
use of forage, timber, b i g  game, and recreational opportunities would be 
of most beneficial  t o  t he  business comunity. T h i s  d iverse  group i s  
d i f f e ren t i a l ly  affected,  depending on the member's dependence on amenity 
o r  commodity outputs from the Forest. 
benefit ted by recreational/amenity-oriented a l t e rna t ives ,  while others 
a re  posi t ively affected by a l te rna t ives  which  increase commodity 
outputs. 

Niners 

Eniners approach resources from more of a consumptive approach than from 
an environmentalist viewpoint. However, though some of t h e i r  e f fo r t s  
tend t o  sca r  mountainsides, they s t i l l  express concern f o r  maintaining 
the qual i ty  of the environment. They are primarily interested in the 
freedom t o  pursue t h e i r  profession, and yet  they a r e  vocal concerning 
opportunities f o r  recreational pursuits. 

On the whole, they would favor resource-oriented a l t e rna t ives  since 
a l te rna t ives  reducing resource outputs are seen as  a possible threat  t o  
t h e i r  own a c t i v i t i e s .  
more dependent on the discovery of recoverable ores than on renewable 
resource direct ion.  

In terms of Forest outputs they are  dependent upon current 

Those 

Some business people a re  

The s t a b i l i t y  of this segment of the community is  

Government Workers/Educators 

Government workers/educators generally favor a l t e rna t ives  g i v i n g  maximum 
protection t o  the natural s e t t i n g  in the Forest. T h i s  segment i s  ra ther  
s t ab le  and would change l i t t l e ,  unless a major population change occurs. 
The groups a re  l i ke ly  t o  re ta in  t h e i r  views regardless of the management 
direct ion applied t o  the Forest. 

Retirees 

Generally, r e t i r e e s  prefer  a l te rna t ives  which s t r e s s  maintaining the 
Forest i n  a natural se t t ing .  Alternatives which f u l l y  promote commodity 
production t o  the detriment of amenity values would cause a s h i f t  in the 
r e t i r e e  population. 
t o  r e t i r e .  

Many would see the area as a less desirable  place 
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Regional 

The Regional segment o f  t h e  popu ld t i on  i s  genera l l y  more i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
amenity values on the  Forest  than i n  resource developments. They are, 
there fore ,  more l i k e l y  t o  be b e n e f i t e d  by a l t e r n a t i v e s  which p r o t e c t  t h e  
na tu ra l  environment and prov ide  r e c r e a t i o n a l  oppor tun i t i es .  

Nat ional  

The main use o f  the  Ashley Na t iona l  Fores t  by people ou ts ide  t h e  r e g i o n  
i s  recrea t iona l lamen i ty .  
bene f i t ed  by a l t e r n a t i v e s  which enhance t h e  n a t u r a l  environment. 

These people genera l l y  p r e f e r  and a r e  

Others 

C i v i l  r i g h t s  and m i n o r i t y  groups a r e  n o t  known t o  be a f f e c t e d  any 
d i f f e r e n t l y  as specia l  groups, t han  they  would be as one o f  t h e  s o c i a l  
and geographical segments mentioned above. 

The o v e r a l l  socio/economic impacts a r e  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  Ashley 
a c t i v i t i e s  when the  whole economy i s  considered. A l t e r n a t i v e  A would 
p rov ide  f o r  a s tab le  workforce, employment, popu la t i on  and r e t u r n s  t o  
t h e  t reasury .  A budget increase w i l l  s l i g h t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  l o c a l  economy 
under a l t e r n a t i v e  B s ince t h e r e  b o u l d  be an increase i n  employment, 
populat ion,  and re tu rns  t o  count ies  f o r  two decades - then drop as 
harvest  i s  reduced t o  NDSY. The reduc t i on  would occur a t  t h e  same t ime  
as pro jec ted  decreases i n  energy r e l a t e d  sectors .  The budget w i l l  
c rea te  i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  f o r  t h e  l o c a l  economy. Changes i n  ROS c lasses  
w i l l  a f f e c t  t r a d i t i o n a l  r e c r e a t i o n  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  and a c t i v i t i e s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  C would have an inc rease i n  employment w i t h  an increased 
commodity ou tpu t  l e v e l  t h a t  does n o t  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  p lann ing  per iod .  
The incredsed budget would c rea te  an inc rease i n  t h e  l o c a l  economy. 
There would probably be a need f o r  a h i g h  inc idence o f  road c losures  t o  
meet w i l d l i f e  needs. 
i n  employment w i t h  decreased "commodity" ou tpu t  l e v e l s .  Budget l e v e l s  
would be s l i g h t l y  lower i n  decades 2-5 b u t  would have no s i g n i f i c a n t  
e f f e c t  on l o c a l  economy. 
w i t h  an increased budget r e s u l t i n g  i n  an inc rease i n  l o c a l  economy. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  F would have reduced employment, reduced investments, b u t  
l ess  e f f e c t  on l o c a l  economy. 
c u r t a i l e d .  A l t e r n a t i v e  G would have t h e  lowest  investment, commodity 
output,  employment, popu la t ion  and r e t u r n s  t o  count ies  o f  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e s  H, I, and J are  s i m i l a r  t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  B. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  D would have an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  decrease 

A l t e r n a t i v e  E i s  s i m i l a r  t o  c u r r e n t  employment 

Access and se rv i ce  roads would be 

The l i f e s t y l e  would be locked i n t o  todays a c t i v i t i e s .  
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TABLE IV-7 
Discounted Benefits and Costs 4% Discount Rate - 150 Years 

( E 7 8  Dollars Inflated t o  1/1/82) kiki$ 

Min Level Max PNV 
Benchmark Benchmark Alt A Alt 6 Alt C A l t  0 A l t  E Alt F k l t  G Alt H A l t  1 Glt J 

Present Net Value 356.6 598.7 528.9 503.6 497.0 534.8 521.7 482.3 
Present Value of 
Benefits 427.7 964.0 765.9 819 1 844.1 793.8 829.3 645.5 
Present Value of Costs 69.1 365.3 215.5 315.5 347.1 259.0 30i.6 163.2 
PVB by O u t p u t  

Recreation 
Developed 
Dispersed 
Wi 1 derness 
Wildlife WFUCS 
Wildlife Forage 

Range 
Timber 
fyelwood 
- Water Yield 

PVC bv Cateonrv 

0 
228.6 

34.2 
92.3 
65 0 

7.5 
0 
0 

0 

246.2 
161.5 

51.4 
74.8 
53.3 
77.9 

206.8 
5.4 

88.0 

240.1 
157.6 
50.1 
73.0 
52.6 
55.6 
91.0 
5.2 

40.7 

236.4 
133.8 
61.2 
93.9 
52.5 
58.2 

144.9 
5.8 

58.4 

238.3 
156.3 
45.7 
72.4 
46.0 
72.9 

144.2 
6.4 

57.5 

240.8 235.0 224.1 
158 0 154.2 147.1 

50.2 49.0 46.7 
73.2 71.4 68.1 
64.5 51.5 57.3 
52.3 62.3 29.3 
92.8 137.6 30.2 

5.4 6.5 5.9 
66.6 61.6 36.8 

Total Fo&G Budget 69 G 241.5 186 0 240.3 228.0 210.4 198.8 107.4 
Fixed Costs 

Prctection 
General Admin. 

Varidble Costs Investment 
App Funds Roads 
Purch  Roads 
Rec Inv 
WL Inv 
L i v  Inv 
Operational and S&W 
General Admin 

Non-Forest Service Costs 
Except Roads 

2 9 . G  29.68 29.68 
6.58 6.8 6.56 

0 
0 
0 

14.8 8.8 
21.1 14.6 
0 0 

0 1.0 .6 
0 2.6 .6 

32.8 202.0 125.0 
Inclulea above under Fixed Costs 

0 27.5 51.0 

29.68 
6.58 

16.0 
21.4 
16.3 

.6 

.6 
145.2 

81.3 

29.68 
6.58 

16.5 
18.7 
16.8 

.3 
1.2 

138.3 

119.0 

29.66 
6.58 

10.2 
16.0 
17.8 
1.1 

. 4  
128.5 

48.5 

29.66 
6 58 

17.4 
18.7 
0 

.a 

.a 
124.8 

106.6 

29.68 
6.58 

5.8 
9.4 
0 

.a 
0 

82.1 

28.8 

478.5 

657.3 
i78.8 

209.6 
137.5 
43.7 
63.9 
61.7 
28.7 
71.8 
4.1 

35.9 

142.6 

29.66 
6.58 

7.8 
13.8 
0 

.6 
C 

84.1 

36.2 

533.9 

847.6 
313.7 

240.5 
157.8 

50.2 
73.1 
51.3 
74.0 

135.3 
5.9 

59.5 

244.6 

29.68 
6.58 

26.1 
20.5 
19.7 

.6 
1.9 

135.3 

69.1 

538.5 

892.4 
353.9 

242.7 
159.3 
50.6 
73.8 
51.5 
60.6 

176.4 
6.3 

71.2 

256.4 

29.68 
6.58 

21.9 
24.8 
20.6 

.6 

.9 
151.2 

97.5 

517.5 

803.2 
285.7 

242.6 
158.2 
52.7 
73.8 
53.8 
54.7 

114.5 
5.6 

47.2 

211.1 

29.8 
6.5 

15.5 
18.7 
12.9 

.7 

.7 
126.3 

74.0 

li Background Water Values not included 

IV-52 



TABLE IV-8 
Discounted B e n e f i t s  2nd Costs  7% Discount Rate - 150 Years 

(1576 D o l l a r s  I n f l a t e d  tc 1/1/82) MM E 

I4in Level Max PNV 
Benchmark Benchmark A l t  A Alt B A l t  C A l t  D A l t  E A l t  F A l t  G Alt H A l t  I k l t  J 

Present Net Value 205.7 307.3 270.1 254.5 249.3 273.3 
P r e s e n t  Value of 
Bene f i t s  
Present Value of Costs  
PVB by Output 

Recreat ion 
Developed 
DisDersed 

Range 
Timber 
Fuelwood 
Water Yield 

243.8 
40.1 

0 
130.5 
19.5 
52.7 
36.8 
4.3 
0 
0 

(95.7) 

536.3 
229.0 

127.0 
83.3 
26.5 
38.6 
29.4 
40.9 
145.4 
3.6 
41.5 

402.1 
132.0 

124.5 
81.7 
26.0 
37.8 
28.0 
28.9 
55 0 
5.4 
16.0 

437.5 
183.0 

122.0 
69.1 
31.6 
28.6 
48.5 
30.4 
90.7 
3.8 
12.8 

441.0 
191.7 

123.5 
81.1 
25.8 
37.5 
25.4 
37.0 
84.7 
3.9 
22.0 

417.0 
143.7 

124.7 
81.E 
26.0 
37.9 

27.4 
55.8 
3.5 
29.8 

30.0 

PVC by Category 
To ta l  Fo res t  Budget 40.1 173.7 102.8 136.8 126 3 116.9 
Fixed Cc,sts 

P r o t e c t i o n  17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 
beneral  Admin. 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 

App Funds Roads 0 5.3 4.9 10.2 9.0 5.6 
Purch Roads 0 13.3 8.1 12.1 10.2 8.8 

10.4 9.2 9.8 
.3 .2 .6 

Rec Inv 0 0 0 
WL Inv 0 .6 .a 
L i v  Inv 0 1.7 .3 .3 .7 .4 
Operat iondl  and S&W 15.1 127.7 69.2 82.5 76.6 70.0 
General Admin Included above under Fixed Costs  

Var i ab le  Costs  Investment 

1 

Non-Forest Se rv ice  Costs  
Except Roads 0 23.2 28.2 46.2 65.4 26.7 

258.5 250.5 251.2 

429.4 337.0 354.7 
170.9 36.5 lG3.5 

121.4 117.6 111.9 
79.7 77.2 73.4 
25.3 24.5 23.5 
36.9 35.7 34.0 
28.1 31.C 34.0 
32.0 16.4 15.6 
8G.8 15.3 45.4 
4.0 3.6 3.0 
21.2 15.7 14.0 

llC.8 71.6 82.6 

17.2 17.2 17.2 
3.8 3.8 3.8 

9.6 3.C 4.5 
10.3 4.8 8.0 
0 0 0 
.5 .4 .3 
.4 0 0 

69.0 42.4 48.7 

60.1 14.9 21.0 

270.7 

450.8 
108.1 

124.5 
81.7 
26.0 
37.e 
28.0 
38.0 
86.2 
3.9 
24.7 

140.5 

17.2 
3.8 

15.0 
11.7 
11.3 

.5 
1.1 
79.9 

39.E 

273.1 

484.4 
211.3 

125.3 
82.Z 
26.1 
38.1 
28.1 
31.5 
117.6 
4.2 
31.3 

152.9 

17.2 
3.8 

13.1 
14.6 
12.4 
.4 
.6 

90.6 

56.4 

L' Background h a t e r  Values no t  included 
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Table 6-9, i n  Appendix B displays the e f f ec t s  on employment, income, and 
s t a t e  and local Government expenditures by the various al ternat ives .  

D. POSSIBLE CONFLICTS 

1. Resource Planning Act ( R P A )  Objectives 

There a re  several areas of conf l ic t  w i t h  RPA 80 direction and ta rge ts  
t h a t  a r e  ident i f ied i n  Alternative E, RPA 80. 

These are:  

a.  Water yield does not meet the RPA 80 ta rge t  of 1,079,000 acre f e e t  
per year. 
maximum water benchmark. 

Recreation use (combined developed and dispersed) targets  for RPA 
80 were exceeded by the mid-1970's. Total use shown f o r  1985 i n  
the Regional Guide i s  560,000 developed and 560,000 dispersed 
RVD's. Projected use i n  decade one f o r  the lowest a l te rna t ive  ( F  
o r  G )  exceeds t h i s  f igure  by over half a million RVD's per year. 

Range use, i n  animal u n i t  months,  only meets RPA targets  i n  
a l te rna t ives  C and H .  
t a rge ts  b u t  does not f u l l y  meet them. However, it should be noted 
t h a t  demand has been declining for sheep grazing. 
shown in a l l  a l te rna t ives  assume t h a t  demand ex i s t s  and tha t  the 
proper c lass  of l ivestock can be placed on a l l  allotments. 

d. The Regional Guide includes a goal of providing optimum habi ta t  f o r  
soc ia l ly  and economically important fish and wi ld l i fe  species. 
Note t h a t  Table 11-4 indicates a decline i n  habi ta t  improvement 
a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  Alternative E. T h i s  decline occurs gradually over a 
f i v e  decade time span and is  s imilar  t o  the decline shown i n  the 
Regional Guide f o r  acre  equivalents of improvements f o r  the Ashley 
National Forest. Table 11-4 also shows a s l i g h t  increase and then 
a decrease i n  deer and elk numbers over the f ive  decade planning 
horizon. This i s  a function of  the habi ta t  capabili ty changes 
occurring as  a r e su l t  of development a c t i v i t i e s  such as timber 
harvest and road construction. Alternative E (RPA 80) habi ta t  
capabi l i ty  exceeds s t a t e  objectives i n  a l l  decades. Figures shown 
f o r  elk and deer a re  indications of theoret ical  capabili ty f o r  
seasonal use. The l imit ing f ac to r  f o r  populations of these species 
is the ava i l ab i l i t y  of  winter range. National Forest lands provide 
only an estimated 20% of the winter range f o r  these species, the 
other 80% is owned by other agencies o r  individuals. 
improvements o r  management changes would need t o  be made on these 
other winter range lands t o  reach the theoretical  seasonal 
populations shown. 

T h i s  t o t a l  output was not a t ta inable ,  even i n  the 

b. 

c. 
Alternative E closely approximates the RPA 

The figures 

Major 
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2. Object ives o f  o the r  Federal, State,  County and Local  Governments 

There are  no known c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  p lans o f  o t h e r  agencies. 
have been made w i t h  those agencies l i s t e d  below through m a i l i n g  o f  
pub l i c  involvement items, through open house meetings, and i n  some 
instances through on-going personal contacts .  

Bureau o f  Reclamation Utah Div.  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources 
Bureau o f  Land Management Utah S t a t e  Parks and Recreat ion 
Nat ional  Park Serv ice Utah Land & Fo res t r y  D i v i s i o n  
U.S. F ish  & W i l d l i f e  Serv ice Sweetwater County, Wyoming 
Bureau o f  I nd ian  A f f a i r s  
Ute I n d i a n  T r i b e  
Wyoming Game and F ish  Dept. 

Contacts 

Daggett County, Utah 
Duchesne County, Utah 
U in tah  County, Utah 

No s p e c i f i e d  c o n f l i c t s  have been i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  p lans of t h e  above, 
however, c lose  contac t  and coo rd ina t i on  must be cont inuous w i t h  t h e  
Bureau o f  Land Management, t h e  Ute I n d i a n  Tr ibe ,  and t h e  Utah D i v i s i o n  
o f  Wild1 i f e  Resources t o  i nsu re  understanding and t o  prevent  c o n f l i c t s  
i n  on-going p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s .  

E. ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 

Energy y i e l d  and consumption r e l a t e d  t o  each a l t e r n a t i v e  a r e  shown i n  
Table IV-9, measured i n  b i l l i o n s  o f  B r i t i s h  Termal U n i t s  (BTUs) per  
year. A BTU i s  t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  heat  necessary t o  r a i s e  t h e  temperature 
o f  one pound o f  water one degree Fahrenhei t ,  and a b i l l i o n  BTUs rough ly  
equals t h e  t o t a l  energy consumption o f  t h r e e  U.S. c i t i z e n s  f o r  a year.  
The n e t  energy balance (Energy y i e l d  minus energy consumption) f o r  t h e  
Ashley i s  p o s i t i v e  because o f  the  energy produced by dams on t h e  Green 
and Colorado R ivers  u t i l i z i n g  water o r i g i n a t i n g  i n  t h e  Forest ,  and t o  a 
l esse r  degree, because o f  fuelwood ex t rac ted  f rom t h e  Forest .  
components o f  energy consumption are  r e c r e a t i o n  ( p r i n c i p a l l y  
t ranspor ta t i on ) ,  and t imber  harvest ing.  

De ta i l s  o f  t h e  process used t o  assess energy requirements a r e  a v a i l a b l e  
i n  the  p lann ing  records a t  t h e  Superv isor 's  O f f i c e .  I/ 

Major 

a L' Reference Guide: "Methods f o r  Eva lua t ing  Energy E f f e c t s  o f  Fores t  
Management A l t e r n a t i v e s  Volume 1." 
Schmitz, Management Sciences S t a f f  - USDA Fores t  Service,  Berkeley, 
C a l i f o r n i a ,  March, 1982. 

Gideon Schwarzbart and P a t r i c k  L. w 
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TABLE IV-9 

ENERGY BALANCE - BILLION BTU’s/YEAR 

e t  Energy Balance 
Cecade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

nergy Yield 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

785 763 769 784 774 795 780 772 757 758 
781 773 770 790 775 790 784 772 763 751 
772 780 767 782 770 790 784 780 770 749 
770 772 765 779 766 778 790 780 768 739 
763 762 762 772 761 775 781 774 762 727 

nergy Consumption 
Decade 1 
Decade 2 
Decade 3 
Decade 4 
Decade 5 

Alt .  A l t .  Alt .  A l t .  A l t .  Alt .  A l t .  A l t .  Alt .  A l t .  
A B C D E F G H I J 

1035 1062 1054 1030 1046 1017 1019 1056 1064 1043 
1046 1075 1068 1048 1061 1020 1022 1072 1075 1054 ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~ _. .. . 

1057 1071 1083 1057 1073 1022 1023 1076 ioai  1062 
1067 1079 1095 1063 1083 1024 1031 ioao 1083 1070 
1074 1085 1104 1067 1090 1019 1032 ioa i  1085 1075 

250 299 285 245 271 222 238 285 308 285 
265 302 295 258 286 230 238 300 312 303 
285 292 316 275 303 232 239 297 311 313 
297 307 330 284 317 246 241 299 315 331 
311 323 342 295 329 244 251 307 323 348 
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F. IRREVERSIBLE and IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 0 
Irreversible commitment of resources re fers  t o  resources t h a t  a r e  
renewable only a f t e r  a long period of time (such as so i l  product ivi ty) ,  
o r  t o  nonrenewable resources, (such as  cul tural  o r  minerals). 
A1 ternatives were formulated w i t h  the understanding t h a t  maintenance of 
future options was an important consideration. Measures t o  protect  
those resources tha t  could be i r revers ib ly  affected by other resource 
uses were incorporated i n  the Forest-wide standards and guidel ines. 

The construction of a r t e r i a l  and co l lec tor  roads t o  provide fu tu re  
access to  the Forest would be considered an i r re t r ievable  action because 
of the long time needed f o r  a road t o  revert t o  natural conditions. 
Alternatives 8, C ,  E ,  H ,  I ,  J ,  and the maximum PNV benchmark w i t h  the 
highest resource output levels ,  have the greatest  i r revers ib le  
commitment of resources based on the associated construction o f  roads. 
Alternatives F and G have the fewest i r revers ible  actions and g rea t e s t  
protection of future  options. 

Production of minerals and energy resources is of v i ta l  concern i n  the 
United States.  The ro l e  of the Forest Service i s  t o  manage the surface 
resources t o  minimize adverse environmental impacts, while encouraginq 
the exploration and development of the mineral resource. 

I r re t r ievable  commitment i s  resource production o r  use of d renewable 
resource tha t  would be l o s t  because of allocation decisions. T h i s  
represents opportunities foregone f o r  the period of time t h a t  the 
resource cannot be used. Timber on steep slopes t h a t  would not be 
economically accessible may represent an i r re t r ievable  commitment of 
resources since mortali ty would n o t  De salvageable. 
would be i r re t r ievable  ra ther  than i r revers ib le  because future 
technological advances could make harvest of these areas possible and 
f easi bl  e. 

The differences between a l te rna t ive  output levels  and the higher l eve l s  
tha t  could be produced also represents an i r re t r ievable  commitment of 
resources. For example, a low level of livestock grazing o r  a low level 
of water yield could be increased i n  the future by application of 
different  management prescriptions,  b u t  the o u t p u t s  between now and then 
would be " los t"  or not available f o r  use. Therefore, the maintenance of 
future  options and the current a b i l i t y  t o  u t i l i z e  the resources t o  the 
f u l l e s t ,  tend t o  conf l ic t  w i t h  one another. 
planning i s  t o  provide a mix of uses now and f o r  future  time periods 
tha t  balance the needs of both the current population and fu tu re  
generations. 

CANNOT BE AVOIDED 
Implementation of any of the al ternat ives  of the Proposed Action would 
resu l t  i n  some adverse environmental e f f ec t s  t ha t  cannot be avoided. 
However, the application of Forest-wide standards and guidel ines is 
intended t o  limit the extent and duration of these e f fec ts .  

The commitment 

The purpose of Forest 

G. PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT 

A!!!!!b - 
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Management d i r e c t i o n  i s  designed t o  prov ide outputs,  goods, and serv ices  
w i t h i n  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  o f  ma in ta in ing  the  susta ined y i e l d  o f  recrea t ion ,  
water, t imber,  forage, and w i l d l i f e  w i thout  i m p a i r i n g  t h e  long-term 
p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  land. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m u l a t i o n  process considered a wide range o f  
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  some o f  which had major  adverse environmental e f f e c t s .  
Many o f  these e f f e c t s  were avoided by the  c r i t e r i a  es tab l i shed f o r  
e l i m i n a t i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  cannot be implemented. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  d e t a i l  represent a broad range o f  resource 
outputs  and a l s o  a r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  adverse environmental e f f e c t s  t h a t  
cannot be avoided. These e f f e c t s  inc lude:  

Thus, the  ten  

An increase i n  sedimentat ion r e s u l t i n g  f rom s o i l  d is turbance and 
increased water  y i e l d .  

A shor t - te rm adverse e f f e c t  on scenic q u a l i t y  because o f  vegeta t ion  
management and road cons t ruc t i on .  

Foregone t imber  volumes because o f  i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and 
i n o p e r a b i l i t y  o f  s teep l a n d  forms. 

Foregone t imber  volumes because o f  i n s e c t  epidemic. 

Shor t - term reduced a i r  q u a l i t y  because o f  dust,  smoke, and 
automobi le emissions r e s u l t i n g  f rom increased r e c r e a t i o n  use and 
vege ta t i ve  management p rac t i ces .  

Shor t - term adverse impacts on w i l d l i f e  areas r e s u l t i n g  f rom 
increased t imber  a c t i v i t y  t o  salvage insect-damaged t rees.  

M i t i g a t i o n  Measures 

M i t i g a t i o n  measures a r e  i nc luded  i n  t h i s  chapter  and i n  t h e  management 
d i r e c t i o n  i n  Chapter I V  o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan. 
m i t i g a t e  t h e  adverse e f f e c t s  t h a t  cannot be avoided. Some o f  the  more 
impor tant  m i t i g a t i o n  measures a r e  summarized below: 

They a r e  in tended t o  

1. 

2. 

3. 

A l l  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  r i p a r i a n  areas w i l l  be guided by t h e  r i p a r i a n  
management area standards and gu ide l i nes  t o  i nsu re  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  
r i p a r i a n  areas i s  maintained. 

E f f e c t s  o f  t h e  acce le ra ted  harves t  of lodgepole p ine  on b i g  game 
h a b i t a t  w i l l  be m i t i g a t e d  by: 

a. R e s t r i c t i n g  p u b l i c  access as necessary. 

b. Requesting S t a t e  F i s h  and Game agencies t o  he lp  m i t i g a t e  
e f f e c t s  on b i g  game through hunt ing  regu la t i ons .  

E f f e c t s  o f  development on v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  w i l l  be m i t i g a t e d  by 
f o l 1  owing v i s u a l  management guide1 ines. 
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4. Effects of road construction on water quali ty and wildl i fe  habi ta t  
will be mitigated by implementing road closures as  necessary. 

5. Effects of o i l  and gas leasing will be mitigated by inclusion of  
special s t ipulat ions in leases fo r  specified environmental 
conditions. 
s t ipulat ions.  

Refer t o  Appendix I f o r  standard and special 

H. SHORT-TERM USE of MAN'S ENVIRONMENT and the MAINTENANCE 
of LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The relationship between short-term uses of man's environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity i s  complex. 
Short-term uses are  those t h a t  generally occur on a yearly basis on some 
par t  of  the Forest, such as l ivestock grazing as a use of the forage 
resource, and recreation and i r r iga t ion  as a use of the water resource. 

Long-term refers  to  longer than the 50-year period analyzed by the 
Forest Plan. Productivity re fers  t o  the capabili ty of the land t o  
provide resource outputs. 
productivity and represent the relat ionship between short-term uses and 
long-term productivity. 

Forest management i s  a long-term venture. Managers of the National 
Forest think in terms of what many people view as the d is tan t  future.  
Rotations f o r  production of timber, and the associated outputs of water, 
wi ld l i fe ,  and visual qual i ty  range from 10 t o  150 years on t h i s  Forest. 
Hydrologic recovery of watersheds for  water quali ty purposes may be 40 
years. The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield a c t  of 1960 defined sustained 
y ie ld  as the "achievement and maintenance i n  perpetuity of a high level 
annual or  periodic o u t p u t  of the various renewable resources of the 
Kational Forests without impairment of the productivity of the lands". 

Earl ier  sections of this chapter displayed resource outputs and 
consequences for the planning period. The Forest P lan  i s  a long-range 
plan t o  provide direction f o r  the next 10 years (or until  revised) and 
incorporates the sustained y i e ld  of  resource outputs while maintaining 
productivity of the resources. 

Soil and water a r e  the primary factors  of 

1. NATURAL of DEPLETABLE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

Natural resource requirements f o r  implementing the Proposed Action o r  
m y  of the other a l te rna t ives  considered i n  de ta i l  require the basic 
so i l  and water resources and associated plant and animal communities 
tha t  comprise the fores t  and rangeland ecosystems. 
a l ternat ives  are  composed of combinations of management prescriptions,  
a l l  of which are  designed t o  maintain o r  enhance the productivity of 

The various 
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- 
renewable resources and t o  protect the productivity of the basic soi l  
and water resources. Mitigation nteasures t o  insure protection of the 
resources a r e  described under the various resource elements i n  Chapter 
IV, and i n  the standards and guidelines included i n  the Forest Plan. 

Depletable resources include minerals and energy resources such as  o i l  and 
gas. 
t o  the r a t e  of removal. Mitigating measures f o r  protection of the renewable 
resources while extract ing minerals or energy resources will be incorporated 
i n  a l l  project  a c t i v i t y  plans. 

One element of natural resources t h a t  may be considered as depletable i s  the 
plant and animal species tha t  a r e  l i s t e d  a s  threatened or  endangered. 
Official  recovery plans have been developed f o r  the bald eagle,  peregrine 
falcon, and the black-footed f e r r e t .  A t  t h i s  time, the Ashley Forest does 
not have an assigned role  i n  the recovery act ion plans. 
continue t o  work w i t h  the Regional Office,  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
S t a t e  Game Agencies ( b o t h  Utah and Wyoming), and Recovery Teams t o  determine 
the Ashley role  and t o  plan, schedule, and complete recovery projects. 

In these cases ,  the conservation of these resources is  keyed d i r ec t ly  

The Forest will 

J. URBAN QUALITY, HISTORIC, and CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Urban qual i ty  will  be l i t t l e  impacted by implementation of the proposed 
action o r  any of the a l te rna t ives .  Most impacts would be related t o  social 
and economic fac tors  such as  employment and population chdnges as  a d i r ec t  
r e su l t  of National Forest ac t iv i t i e s .  As noted i n  Chapters 11, IV, and 
Appendix B, changes i n  eniployment and population as a r e su l t  of Forest 
a c t i v i t i e s  a re  ins igni f icant  due t o  the low percentage o f  the to t a l  impacted. 

All ground d i s t u r b i n g  projects and  a c t i v i t i e s  require an archeological review 
and inventory pr ior  t o  implementation. His tor ic  and cul tural  s i t e s  
inventoried will be evaluated f o r  significance by a qual i f ied archeologist i n  
cooperation w i t h  the  S ta t e  Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). Significant 
sites, if  located,  will be nominated t o  the National Register of Historic 
P1 aces. 

Implementing the Plan would not r e su l t  i n  the  t r ans fe r ,  s a l e ,  demolition, or 
substantial  a l t e r a t ion  of e l ig ib l e  o r  ex is t ing  National Register properties 
unde r  Federal Jur i sd ic t ion .  Additionally, the Plan will n o t  e f f ec t  
non-federally owned d i s t r i c t s ,  s i t e s ,  b u i l d i n g s ,  s t ruc tures ,  and objects of 
h i s to r i ca l ,  a rch i tec tura l ,  o r  archaeological significance.  
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V. LIST OF PREPARERS 

This  chapter l i s t s  those i n d i v i d u a l s  who have been major c o n t r i b u t o r s  o r  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  the  Fores t  Planning Process. Personnel a re  l i s t e d  under 
one o f  t h ree  "teams" o r  groups. However, several  i n d i v i d u a l s  have 
funct ioned as members o f  more than one team, 
assignment bas is .  

a t  l e a s t  on a temporary 

Responsible f o r  d i r e c t i n g  t h e  p lann ing  e f f o r t  and f o r  dec i s ion  making. 

F loyd B a r t l e t t  
Range, W i l d l i f e  and Watershed S t a f f  

J e r r y  Davis 
Area Ranger, Flaming Gorge NRA 
B.S. Fores t ry  ( W i l d l i f e )  
M.S. W i l d l i f e  Management 

Te r ry  Hopson 
Recreation, Lands, and Minera l  s t a f f  
B.S. Fores t  Management 

David Kimbrough 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  O f f i c e r  
B.S. Fores t  Management 

Carol L y l e  
D i s t r i c t  Ranger, Vernal 
B.S. General Science 
B.S. Range Science 

Don Peterson 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger, Duchesne 
B.S. Fores t  Management 
B.S. Range Management 

Twenty-four years Fores t  
Serv ice  exper ience 
i n c l u d i n g  two y e a r  as 
Range, W i l d l i f e  and 
Watershed S t a f f  O f f i c e r  and 
f i f t e e n  years exper ience as 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger on f o u r  
d i s t r i c t s .  

Twinty- two years o f  Fo res t  
Serv ice  exper ience on f i v e  
Nat iona l  Forests  i n c l u d i n g  
s i x  years  as D i s t r i c t  
Ranger on t h r e e  Ranger 
D i s t r i c t s .  

Twenty-nine years o f  
Fores t  Serv ice  exper ience 
i n c l u d i n g  n ine  yea rs  as a 
Fo res t  S t a f f  O f f i c e r  on t h e  
F i sh lake  and Ashley Fores ts  
and f o u r  years as a 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger. 

Twenty-three years  o f  
Fores t  s e r v i c e  exper ience 
i n c l u d i n g  e i g h t  yea rs  as an 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  O f f i c e r  on 
t h e  Tongass and Ashley 
Forests.  

Eleven years o f  Fo res t  
Serv ice  resource management 
exper ience i n c l u d i n g  two 
years as a D i s t r i c t  Ranger. 

Eighteen years o f  Fores t  
Serv i  ce exper ience 
i n c l u d i n g  e i g h t  years  as 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger on two 
Ranger D i s t r i c t s .  
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Bill Price 
Timber-Fire S taf f  Officer 
B.S Forest Management 

Grant Thorson 
Di s t r i c t  Ranger, Roosevelt 
B.S. Forest Management 

Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
B.S. Forest Management 

Twenty-six years of Forest 
Service experience 
including four 
years as Forest Staff 
Officer in the Ashley. 

Twenty-two years of Forest 
Service experience 
including sixteen years as  
D i s t r i c t  Ranger on three 
Ranger Dis t r ic t s .  

Twenty-six years of Forest 
Service experience 
including six years as  
Deputy Forest Supervisor of 
the Gifford Pinchot Forest, 
three years as  a Dis t r ic t  
Ranger, and two years as 
Forest Supervisor of the 
Ashley. 

In addition t o  the above incumbents, several members of the Management Team 
have moved t o  other assignments o r  re t i red .  These individuals are:  

Ron Boatner - Former Administrative Officer, now Administrative Officer 
on the Klamath National Forest ,  Yreka, California.  

James N .  Craig - Former Forest Superviser, now as s i s t an t  director  of 
Aviation and Fire Management, Pac i f ic  Northwest Region, Portland, 
Oregon. 

Joel Frandsen - Former D i s t r i c t  Ranger a t  Duchesne, now Range, Wildlife, 
and Watershed Staff  Off icer ,  Manti-Lasal National Forest, Price, Utah. 

Norm Hack - Former Range, Wildlife and Watershed Staff Officer-retired. 

Dave Keddy - Former Di s t r i c t  Ranger a t  Roosevelt, now Supervisory 
Forester a t  the  Dutch John U n i t  of the Flaming Gorge Ranger Dis t r ic t ,  
Dutch John, Utah. 

J. Kirby Lee - Former Forest Engineer, now Forest Engineer on the Boise 
National Forest i n  Boise, Idaho. 

Bob Meinrod - Former Area Ranger a t  Flaming Gorge National Recreation 
Area. Now Range, Wildlife,  and Staff  Off icer ,  Dixie National Forest. 

John Robatcek - Former Timber/Fire Staff Officer,  now Timber/Fire Staff 
Officer on the Sawtooth National Forest i n  Twin Fa l l s ,  Idaho. 

Dick Snyder - Former Forest Engineer, now assigned t o  Northern Region i n  
Missoula, Montana. 
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Responsible f o r  developing the Forest Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Alan Baird 
Forest Landscape Architect 
B.S. Landscape Architecture 

Bob Hurley 
Fisheries Biologist 
B.S. Fisheries 

Darlene Johnson 
Soils Sc ien t i s t  
B.S. Botany 

Ann Matekjo 
Public Affairs Spec ia l i s t  
B.A. Eng l i sh  and Education 

John Rupe 
B.S. Civil Engineering 
W.S. Transportation Engineering 

Jack Watson 
Forest P1 anner 
B.S. Forest Management 

Twenty-three years of Forest Service 
experience on two Forests inc luding  
nine years of participation i n  land 
use and land management planning. 

Ten years of Forest Service 
experience on two National Forests 
and three years w i t h  U.S. F i s h  and 
Wi l d l  i f  e Service. 

Seven years of Forest Service 
experience on two Forests 
including four years of land 
management planning. 

Ten years of Forest Service 
experience on three National Forests 
i n c l u d i n g  serving as a member of the 
Targhee National Forest Planning 
Team. 

Nine years of Forest Service 
experience on two National Forests. 
Worked on analysis and responses t o  
comments received f o r  Draft EIS. 

Thirty years of Forest Service 
experience i n  resource management, 
i n c l u d i n g  fourteen years i n  land use 
and land management planning on three 
Forests. 

As with the Management Team, a number of Core Team members have moved, 
resigned or have been re-assigned t o  other jobs o r  other locations.  

Char1 es Borda 
Forest Economist 
B .A. H i  storylEconomi cs 
M.A. Economics 

Shepard Buchanon 
Zone Economist 
B.S. Economics 
M.S. Economics 

Three years of Forest Service 
Experience on the Ashley National 
Forest. 

Now with Bonneville Power 
Administration in Portland, Oregon. 
Functioned as core team member on the 
Ashley Forest f o r  the f i r s t  two years  
of the planning e f fo r t .  Also 
provided economics i n p u t  f o r  
Wasatch-Cache and Uinta National 
Forest plans. 
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Mary Sue Fisher 
Wildlife Biologist  
B.S. Biological Sciences 
M.S. Wildlife Science 

Darrell Johnson 
Si1 vicul turist  
B.S. Forest Management 

Ed L indqu i s t  
Wildlife Biologist  
B.S. Wildlife Management 

Bi l l  Perry 
Wildlife Biologist  
B.S. Range and Wildlife 

Richard Williams 
Wildlife Biologist  
B.S. Wildlife Science 

Assigned temporarily as  a Core Team 
member. Also functioned as  a Support 
Team member providing wi ld l i fe  data. 
Four years Forest Service experience 
as  a Wildlife Biologist .  Now 
assigned t o  the Thunder  Basin 
National Grassland i n  Wyoming. 

Twenty years of experience i n  timber 
and f i r e  management w i t h  the Forest 
Service. Now assigned as  
s i l v i c u l t u r i s t  f o r  the Northern Utah 
Shared Service Timber Group. Charter 
member of the Core Team. 

Twelve years o f  Forest Service 
experience i n  w i ld l i f e  management and 
f i r e  control.  Served as  charter 
member of t he  Core Team. Now 
assigned t o  the Superior National 
Forest i n  D u l u t h ,  Minnesota. 

Eight  years  of range and wildl i fe  
management experience. Includes one 
year i n  range management w i t h  the 
Bureau of Land Management and seven 

range and wi ld l i fe .  
the Nebraska National Forest in 
Chadron, Nebraska. 

Ten years experience w i t h  the Forest 
Service, including seven years as a 
wi ld l i fe  biologis t .  Assigned 
temporarily t o  the Core Team d u r i n g  
the planning process and  a lso 
provided s p e c i a l i s t  input f o r  
wildl i fe .  Now assigned as  a wildl i fe  
biologis t  on the Uinta National 
Forest i n  Utah. 

~ 

years on three National Forests i n  - 
Now assigned t o  

The support team provided not only specialized data i n p u t  b u t  a l so  included 
c r i t i c a l  support such a s  drafting, typing, e d i t i n g ,  and a number o f  other 
functions,  without which the plan could not have been prepared w i t h i n  the 
limited time frames available.  

Archaeology - Marilyn Mlazovsky 
Energy Consumption and Transportation Planning - John Rupe 

Larry A1 1 red. 
Fire - Ivan Erskine, Gail Herrmann, Helen Frazier ,  and Mike Bergfeld 
Fisheries - Bob Hurley and Brady Green 
Hydrology - T i m  Burton and Dave Kennel1 

F a c i l i t i e s  and Engineering - Ken Lesh, Guy Goodwin, Merlin Walker, and - 
- 
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Lands and Minerals - Dave Black 
Range - Gary Laing, Brent Larsen, Doug Prescott ,  Rod Player, Jim Chard 
and Greg Mckenzie 
Recreation - Guy Pugmire 
Soi l s  - Leon Chamberlain 
Timber - Dave Bassler and Dick Rosemier 
Wildlife - Rick Braze11 
Budget and RPA Linkage - Glenn Parker 
Computer Assistance - 8. Gay Nelson, Lorrie Canto, and Linda Murray 
Drafting - K i m  Young, Gina Reese, and Chris Oprandy 
Mapping and Acreage Computation - Megan Timoney, Ross Moncrief, Lisa 
Richens, and Amy Adams. 
Typing - Rene' Creasy 

I n  addition t o  the support provided by the above l i s t e d  individuals, 
s p e c i a l i s t  support and cr i t ique  was provided by Regional Office personnel i n  
various functional areas. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONSULTATION and LIST of AGENCIES, 
ORGANIZATIONS and PERSONS to WHOM 

COPIES of the STATEMENT are SENT 
OVERVIEW 
This chapter discusses Forest Dub1 IC Involvement and consul tat lon w i t h  a 
var ie ty  o f  publ ics dur lnq formulatlon o f  the f l n a l  Plan and f i na l  EIS.  It 
also responds t o  substantlve comments received durinq the  Dub1 IC comment 
perlod fo r  the oroposed Plan and d r a f t  EIS.  

The f l r s t  section o f  t h i s  chapter, CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS BETWEEN THE DRAFT 
A M I  FINAL € I S ,  summarizes the  pub l ic  Involvement e f f o r t s  undertaken throuqhout 
the plannlnq e f f o r t  comment period and summarizes the qeneral tone of the  
responses on the proposed Plan and d r a f t  € IS .  P r i o r  t o  publ lcat lon of the  
proposed Plan and d r a f t  € I S .  l e t te rs ,  oersonal contacts by Individual Ranqers 
and Forest s ta f fs ,  and meetlnqs w i th  various in terest  qroups were used t o  q ive  
people and orqanlzatlons opoortunl t ies t o  revlew the  resolut ion o f  issues and 
concerns and prel iminary alternatlves. 

The second sectlon, PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT E I S  AN) PROPOSED FOREST PLAN 
A N )  FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES, contalns a l l  l e t t e r s  received and Forest Service 
responses t o  the substantlve comments as well  as qeneral responses when a 
specl f lc  concern was addresed by a number of people. 

The t h l r d  sectlon of the  chapter. MAILING LIST, 1 i s t s  al  I those t o  whom copies 
o f  the f lna l  statement have been sent. The Ashley National Forest has orovlded 
Dub1 IC Involvement opportunl t les throuqhout the Forest 's olanninq process as 
directed by the Natlonal Environmental Pol lcy Act (MPA). Federal, State. and 
local qovernment aqenclss and elected o f f i c i a l s  were Informed and consulted. 
lndlvldual Forest users and in terest  qroups also had opoortuni t ies t o  
part lc lpate.  

1. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 
BETWEEN THE DRAFT and FINAL EIS 

r v  o f  Public Part icl&.et lon A c t l v l t i e a  

The Notice o f  Intent was published i n  the Federal Reqlster In 1980, and a 
revised not ice o f  In tent  i n  1983. The prooosed Plan and d r a f t  E I S  were f l l e d  
w i th  the Envlronmental Protect ion Aqency and made aval lable t o  the pub1 IC i n  
July. 1985. News releases were also prepared for the medla i n  Provo, Sa l t  
Cake, Ouchesne. Roosevelt, and Manlla. Utah, and i n  Evanston and Rock Sorinqs. 
Wyminq. About 475 copies of the  OEIS. Forest Plan, and Map Packaqe were 
d is t r lbuted to  the Deoole and oraanlzations on the Forest Plan mal l ina l i s t .  
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The deadllne f o r  submission of wr i t ten  comments was October 25, 1985. A l l  
w r l t t e n  comments recelved are Included I n  t h l s  Chapter. 

Durlnq t h e  month o f  Auqust, oDen houses were held a t  a l l  Ranqer D f s t r l c t  
o f f l c e s  t o  present the  proposed Plan t o  the  pub1 IC and t o  answer any 
questions. Also, several meetinqs were held In  the  spr inq and summer o f  1986 
t he  Governor of Utah, w l th  County Commissloners. w l th  Conqressionai deleqatlon 
s ta f f s ,  w l t h  State (both Utah and Wyomlnq) Wlldl l f e  Resource aqencles, w l t h  Ute 
Indian t r i b a l  o f f l c f a l s .  w l th  orqanlzed qroups, and w i t h  s m  lndiv lduals t o  
d lscuss t he  P I  an. - 
The Ashley National Forest received 101 responses from a var ie ty  of interested 
people and orqanlzations. Mast comments covered a var ie ty  o f  concerns. A I  I 
comments were f u l l y  considered by the In terd isc ip l  inary and Forest Manaqement 
Teams. Comments were Judqed by the Issues and substance, not by the  number o f  
resoondents t o  a pa r t l cu la r  concern. 

The content analysfs Dresents. fn summary form, the  major issues raised by 
resoondents about the  proposed Forest Plan. The purpose of t h i s  overview Is t o  
qlve an idea of what was belnq said by the pub1 IC. For more de ta l l ,  indiv ldual  
conments published l a t e r  fn t h l s  document should be revlewed. 
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11. PUBLIC COMMENTS and FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES 

A. BsHlFY W W  IC CONTFNT ANAlYS lS  SUMMAR 

The Ashley d ls t r lbu ted  474 coples of the DElS and D r a f t  Plan t o  350 
Indlvlduals. orqanlratlons, buslnesses and qovernmental aqencles. 

The Ashley recelved 101 responses f o r  a 29% return. 

The fo l  lawlnq spec l f l c  Issues o r  concerns received 24 or  more pub1 IC comments 
and are Judqed as maJor concerns: 

A. 

B. 

C. 

0 D *  

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

Tlmber Harvest: 49 (49%) oDposed the Preferred A I  t e rna t  lve. 

below-cost. 
1 ( 1 % )  favored the  harvest level I f  not  

Below cost  sales: 44 (44%) were In  opposlt lon t o  below cos t  sales. 

Mlnerals: 44 (446) wanted more mlnerals res t r l c t l ons ,  more 
control over mlnerals development, or m r e  
e x b l l c l t  Information on where and what can be 
done. 

DEIS/Plan Adequacy: 40 (408) expressed concern over NEPA and NFMA 
compl lance i n  the  Draft .  

Roadless Areas: 33 (33%) expressed a deslre f o r  some level of 
roadless area protect lon dur lnq the  olannlnq 
DerlOd. 

Roads: 
- 

ORV's: 

32 (32%) were concerned over the  amount of road 
construct Ion. 

29 (29%) l den t l f l ed  a need f o r  stronqer control ,  
manaqement, and r e s t r l c t l o n  o f  ORV's. 

Speclal Areas: 24 (246) l den t l f  led areas needlnq speclal 
treatment. 
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B. SUMMARY OF -S BY MAJOR TOPIC 

DEIS/Plan Inad-: Respondents considered the D r a f t  
inadequate because: narrow ranqe o f  a i  ternatlves: p lan too 
complex and d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand; t lmber plan: had too  
much timber and not a mu l t i p le  use Dlan: Dlan should 
consider the  d i v e r s i t y  of a l l  veqetative tyoes, no t  Just 
timber: an uneven-aqed a l te rna t ive  I s  needed: e l a s t i c i t y  

(Key: O=Orqanlzations: B=Businesses: G=Government Aqencies 
and I = Indlv lduals)  

Drab I em. 

Found i n  le t te rs :  0-1. 5. 6. 7. 10. 11, 12 
1-1. 4, 5. 6, 9. 16. 19. 20, 21, 26. 27. 29. 33. 34. 35, 36. 
39, 40, 42. 44. 46. 47. 48, 50, 52, 53 
0-4. 5. 6. 10. 11 
G-10. 11 

Total = 40 

& k r n a t l v o  S e t e m  Some resoondents Dreferred a 
d l f f e r e n t  a1 ternative: too much dependence on increased 
budqet: Dub1 IC wants Forest t o  be t t l e f t  as Is": MacCleery 
decision: se lec t  non-market w i th  modif icat ions. 

Found I n  l e t te rs :  0-1. 5, 6. 8. 10, 11, 12. 20, 45, 47 
1-43 
8-6. 9 
G-9. I t ,  22 

Total = 16 

b l o w  Cost S a l s :  Many respondents are ObDOSed t o  below 
cost sales: some wanted harvest on ly  t o  b e n e f i t  other 
resources. 

Found i n  l e t te rs :  0-1. 3. 5. 6. 7. 8 .  11. 12 
1-2, 5, 7. 9. 11, 14, 15. 16. 17. 18, 19. 21, 23, 25, 26, 
27. 28. 29, 30. 31. 34, 35. 36. 39. 40, 42. 43. 44. 45. 46, 
47. 48, 49. 50, 53. 54 

Total = 44 
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Constructlon Manaoemen)? Many resDondents opposed 
more road constructlon: some favored c los lnq roads t o  
control access and several noted t h a t  more road manaqement 
Is needed. 

Found In  le t te rs :  0-1. 3, 5 .  6,  7. 8, 11. 12 
1-2, 4. 5 .  6.  9. 11 ,  17. 18. 21. 27. 28. 29, 30, 31. 34. 36. 
38. 40. 46, 49 
8-6, 9, 11 
G-9 

Total = 32 

h a d ! :  Many resoondents were concerned w l t h  
“roadless” area manaqement. 

Found I n  le t ters :  0-1, 5 ,  6. 8, 10. 12 
1-3. 4. 6, 9, 1 1 .  14. 16, 19. 20. 23, 26, 27, 28, 29. 34. 
35. 36, 40, 42, 44, 46. 47. 48, 52, 53. 54 
5 1  1 

Total = 33 

Recreal: Several respondents lndlcated t h a t  more 
emphasts should be placed on the  recreat lon resource; 
recreat lon demand I n  Plan was too conservatlve: c o n f l l c t s  
between types of  dlspersed recreation: need for t r a i l  
malntenance, constructlon, and manaqement. 

Found In  le t te rs :  0-1. 8, 10, 12 
1-5. 11. 17, 20, 21. 28. 29. 35, 38. 42, 48 
G-9, 10. 22 

Total = 18 

Jlmber Harvest: Most respondents opposed the t lmber harvest 
level:  opposed t o  Ioqqlnq on 40% plus slopes: opDosed t o  
IoqqInq I n  hlqher elevatlons, r l pa r lan  areas, and r l l d l l f e  
habl ta t  ( c r l t l c a l ) :  want harvest from ex ls t lnq  roads only: 
don’t want harvest of specles not susceptible t o  beetles: 
concerned about departure. One respondent d ld  favor the  
harvest level Increase I f  not  below cost: remove lands from 
tlmber base because of s u l t a b l l  l t y .  

Found In  le t ters :  0-1. 2. 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11. 12 
1-2. 4. 5. 6.  7. 9. 11. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 21. 23. 25. . .  
26. 27. 28, 29,. 30, 31.. 35. 36, 39. 40. 42, 43, 44, 45, 46; 
47. 48, 49. 50. 53. 54 
6-6, 11,  6-10 

Total = 49 aqalnst 1 f o r  
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Found In  l e t te rs :  

Found i n  le t te rs :  

Found I n  l e t te rs :  

Found I n  le t te rs :  

Found I n  le t te rs :  

Use Pre-d Fire:  Several respondents recommended t h a t  
f l r e  be used as one method for  beet le  control.  

0-1. 6, 10. 11, 12 
1-2, 43 

Total = 7 

w: Several respondents requested more fuel  wood 
pol Icy dlscusslon and/or modlf led control/requlat lon. 

B-6. 7. 8. 9. 10 
G- 1 

Total = 6 

I1By: Number of respondents noted t h a t  OW(s need t o  be 
cont ro l led  o r  res t r l c ted .  

0-1.  3, 7. 8, 11. 12 
1-2. 3, 4. 5, 6, 9. 11, 15. 19, 26, 27. 29, 30, 31. 35, 36. 
40, 42. 44. 45. 46. 47 
B-11 

Total = 29 

Wilderness: Several respondents wanted wllderness standards 
and quldel fnes SDecIffed: need for consistency wl th  Wasatch: 
cont ro l  o f  qrar lnq permlttees i n  wflderness. 

0-1,  5, 7. 8. 10 
1-2, 16, 18. 27, 32. 34, 35. 40, 48 
6-22 
8-1 1 

Total = 16 

Minerals: Many respondents expressed concern about 
minerals: need more r e s t r l c t l o n  on mineral exolorat lon and 
development: Inadequate treatment of mlneral s: more 
d e f l n l t l v e  descr lot fon of mlnerals res t r fc t lons  and 
I m a t  Ion. 

0-1, 3. 5. 7, 8. 10, 11. 12 
1-2. 4. 5. 6. 8 .  9, 11, 14. 16. 18. 19, 21, 23. 25, 26. 27. 
28. 29. 33, 34, 35. 36. 39. 40, 42. 44. 46. 47. 49. 50. 53. 
54 
G-10 
6-2, 5. 1 1  

Total = 44 
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B e c l f l c  Area Concerns:  Several areas were noted as needlnq 
some spec l f l c  manaqement treatments: hlqh e levat lon (9,700 
feet).  B o l l  les, Lakeshore Basln, Ulntah Rlver, F l sh  Creek. 
Pole Creek and Chepeta Road, Weyman Park, Dry Fork, west 
slope o f  Marsh Peak, r l pa r lan  areas, and Natlonal Natural 
Landmarks. 

Found In  le t ters :  0-1. 5. 7, 12 
1-2, 6, 9, 11, 25. 26. 27, 20, 29. 35, 36, 39. 40, 42. 44. 
47, 52 
8-1 1 
0-10. 22 

Total = 24 

Brown I s  Park : Two respondents opposed the  Brownfs Park 
road: f Ive resoondents supported the proposal. D l s t r l c t  
communication lndlcated a number o f  local pub1 Ics are 
opposed bu t  wr l t ten  response was not sent by them. 

Found I n  le t ters :  0-11 .  12 
6-12, 13. 14, 18 
0-9 

Total = 7 

m, A l l  al ternat lves should include the  RNAIs. 

Found I n  le t ters :  0 - 1 ,  4, 11 ,  12 

Total = 4 

-: Two respondents Indlcated too  much 
flexlbll I t y .  

Found I n  le t ters :  1-9 
G-9 

Total = 2 

Predator Control: One respondent was ooposed t o  oredator 
control ,  one favored predator control as necessary. 

Found I n  le t te rs :  0-2, 12 

Total = 2 
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-: Two respondents opposed qrazlnq use on "poor" - 

use. and contlnulnq ranqe Improvement proqram. ~ 

condl t lon ranqe: one respondent opposed subsldlzlnq arar!nq: 
one resaondent favored Increased sheep allotments, cormnon 

Found I n  l e t te rs :  0-1. 2, 12 

Total = 3 

U l d l i f g :  There was an overa l l  concern about lack o f  
w l l d l  I f e  eDDhaSls In  the  preferred al ternat ive;  lack of 
d i rec t i on  for sensl t lve specles manaqement: opposit ion t o  
the re in t roduct ion o f  aredator specles: concern about 
Increased w l l d l  I f e  populat ion Impacts on adjacent 
landowners: support f o r  re ln t roduct lon o f  TbE specles. 

Found i n  l e t te rs :  0-2. 4 

Total = 2 

m: Several respondents expressed concern w i th  Increased 
water y l e l d  and the e f fec ts  on water qual l ty:  one respondent 
favored the  preferred a l te rna t ive  because o f  increased water 
yield. 

Found I n  l e t te rs :  0-1,  6. 11, 12 
G 1 5  

Total = 5 

-: A few resDondents expressed concern over 
land ownership and lnterchanqe. 

Found I n  l e t te rs :  1-22 
59, 10 

Total = 3 

m: Several respondents requested addlt lonal maps as a 
pa r t  o f  the  Forest Plan. 

Found I n  l e t te rs :  0-1. 12 
1-26 
G-10 
0-2, 5 

Total = 6 

I n  addl t lon t o  the  above, one respondent favors manaqlnq the 
Ashley Natlonal Forest i n  I t s  en t i re t y  as a c lass l f l ed  
"reserve" and one respondent recommended Wild and Scenic 
status for Rack Creek. 
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C. GENERAL FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE STATEMENTS 

The qeneral resaonse statements were put  toqether t o  answer those c o m n t s  and 
Concerns t h a t  recelvsd a s tqn l f l can t  amount of emphasis. They address concerns 
by statement number and are referenced t o  the r l q h t  slde of pub1 IC let ters .  
When the oubl IC concern f a l l s  under one o f  the qeneral statement cateqorles. 
the response can be found by looktnq a t  these qeneral statements. Those 
comments o r  concerns not  covered by these qeneral responses are answered t o  the  
r l q h t  side o f  the  l e t t e r  w l th  an lndlvldual response. The fol lowlnq 22 qeneral 
statements cover a major l ty o f  the Dubllcs' concerns. 

General Statements (GS) 

w 

1. Below Cost Sales 
2. Protectlon of Undeveloaed Areas 
3. Mlneral Restr lct lons 
4. Timber Harvestlnq: 
5. Combined w l th  R4 
6. Comblned w l th  #4 
7. ORV Manaqement 
8. Comb lned w l t h  #lo 
9. Road Constructlon and Reconstruct Ion 
10. Array of Al ternat ives 
1 1 .  Alternat lve J - N e w  Proposed Al ternat ive 
12. Protectlon and Enhancement o f  W l l d l l f e  Habltat 
13. Management of Bollles 
14. Wllderness Manaqement 
15. Sustalned Yle ld  
16. No #16 
17. Prescrlbed F l r e  for Dead Lodqeoole 
18. Browns Park Road 
19. Ciearcutt lnq 
20. Restr lc t  Harvestlnq t o  Ex ls t lnq  Roads 
21. Combined w l th  #12 
22. Plan Complexity 

Volume, Beetle K11 I ,  40% Slopes. Demand, Wl ld l  I f e  

0 
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General Statement 61 
BELOW COST SALES 

The questlon o f  "below cost  sales" has become one of national 
concern. Natlonal pol i cy  Is stated by the  Chlef o f  t he  Forest 
Service as follows: "As a qeneral rule, the  timber sale oroqram 
on a National Forest should be manaqed so t h a t  t o t a l  benef l ts  
equal or exceed the costs  over time" and further, "The tlmber 
sale proqram should be planned and conducted I n  an economlcally 
e f f  l c l e n t  manner. consistent w i th  appl Icable land manaqement 
plans." 

We are I n  the  process of chanqlnq some t lnber  sales t o  an over 
basis lnstead of on a value basis. Thls pract ice w l l l  reduce the  
preparatlon and layout costs and therefore w i l l  Improve economic 
e f  f IC lency. 

Many fu tu re  ttmber sales on the  Ashley Forest w l l l  f a l l  In to  the 
cateqory of "below cost"  as a r e s u l t  of low value species 
(lodgepole) aqqravated by a very hlqh percentaqe of dead materlal 
(lodqepale k i l l e d  by plne bark beet le epldemiG) belnq Included I n  
the sales. Sales w l l l  be made in  compl lance w i th  the Forest Land 
and Resource Manaqement Plan and w i t  I be based on meetlnq the 
Chief of the  Forest Service's In tent  t h a t  any t lnber  sale program 
must provide t o t a l  Forest  benef I ts. Benef I t s  consldered Include ~ 

no t  only the  d o l l a r  value o f  the  tlmber sold bu t  also the  bene f l t  
of reqeneratlnq a new t lmber stand I n  place o f  the beet le -k l l led  

w l l d l l f e  hab l ta t  d i v e r s i t y  over the lonq term: the benef i ts  of 
reducinq the  potent la l  for major and catastrophlc f i r e  occurrence 
by breakinq up the  contlnuous fue l  bed; the benef l ts  t o  be qained 
over the  lonq term by beqlnninq t o  rehab f l i t a te  vlsual qua l i t y  
where d l v e r s l t y  i s  belnq reduced by the  extenslve beet le-kI I I :  
and the  benef l ts  t o  be qalned by ~ r o v i d l n q  some s t a b l l l t y  I n  a 
ser lous ly  Impacted local  economy. 

The issue of "below-cost" t lmber sale needs t o  be Judqed on the  
net e f fec ts  of a l l  the  sales In  the  proqram. and not  Just the  
indlv iduai  sales themselves. 

stand; t he  benef l t s  t o  be qained In creat lnq or  lncreaslnq ~ 
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General Statement 12 
PROTECTION OF UtQEVELOPED AREAS 

I n  accordance w l th  release lanquaqe contatned I n  the  Utah 
Wllderness Act of 1984. undeveloped areas outslde o f  those 
deslqnated Wilderness. can be roaded where such a c t i v i t l e s  as 
tint!"- recreatlon, w l l d l  I fe,  enerqy. ranqe, f l r e  control  or 011 
and qas benef l ts  are needed durlnq the  next decade. 

The preferred Ai ternatfve J s i q n l f  i can t l y  reduces road 
construct lon associated w l th  tlmber harvest. No roadinq f o r  
tlmber harvest Is planned on an area In  excess of 200,000 acres 
durlnq the  f l r s t  decade. Thls Is shown on the  Map of Undeveloped 
Areas a t  the End of the Piannlnq Period, attached t o  the EIS. 
Area q Is also Drotected throuqh an undeveloped Drescrlpt lon. 

The next plannlnq perlod w l l l  provlde the  obportunl ty t o  
reexamlne those undeveloped areas for wllderness. 

General Statement #3 
MINERAL RESTRICTIONS 

In addl t lon t o  the  constralnts on mlneral development shown I n  
Chapter I V  of the  E I S  and Chapter IV o f  the  Plan, area q w I I I  be 
deslqnated no surface occupancy. Beyond th i s .  the  Forest Servlce 
exerclses control  over surface resources throuqh recommendatton 
o f  standard and speclal lease s t lpu la t lons  on each app l lca t lon  
recelved. These s t i tw la t tons  protect  r lpar lan,  wllderness. 
w l l d l  I fe, and other surface resources. Throuqh proper aopl l ca t l on  
o f  the  ex l s t l nq  st lpulat lons.  the  surface resources can be 
protected wlthout wholesale w lthdrawal and unlawful r e s t r l c t l o n  
of mlneral explorat lon and development. Copies of Standard and 
Special St lpu lat lons are In  Appendlx I o f  the  E I S  and B of the  
Plan. 
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General Statement 1 4  
TIMBER HARVESTING: VOLUME. BEETLE EPIDEMIC, 40% SCOPES, OEMAFD. 
WlLDL IFE 

The preferred a l te rna t l ve  has reduced the annual tlmber sale 
volume from 27.0 MMBF t o  21.0 MMBF. Thls reduction occurred due 
to  the  e l lm lna t lon  o f  scheduled harvestlnq on slopes exceedlnq 
40%. de le t lnq  the harvestlnq of aspen as sawloqs, deferr lnq some 
potent la1 harvest areas because o f  t h e l r  unroaded 
character ls t lcs .  and de le t lnq  some sales t h a t  proved not t o  be 
the  best  resource manaqement opt ion a t  t h l s  t fme. The ta rqe t  o f  
21.0 MMBF I s  belcu the  allowable sale quant l ty (ASQ) of 25.86 
MMW i d e n t l f l e d  I n  the  approved 1978 Timber Manaqement Plan, 
whlch w i l l  remain I n  e f f e c t  u n t i l  the Ashley Forest Plan Is 
approved. 

The market demand I n  1985 exceeded the 25.0 MMBF ( A S )  t h a t  was 
o f fe red  and sold. We ant lc lpa te  tha t  t h l s  demand w l l l  contlnue 
a t  a h lqh level  f o r  an extended perlod o f  t ime.  

Except i n  Isolated, I l ve ,  unlnfested stands, fu tu re  harvestlnq I n  
the  lodqepole and ponderosa plne ecosystems w l l  I have I l t t l e  o r  
no e f f e c t  on the  mountain plne beetle. The beet le  epldemlc has 
peaked and Is on the  decl lne, malnly due t o  the  lack o f  I Ive 
t rees  s u f f l c l e n t  t o  support larqe populations. 

The obJect lves o f  harvestlnq the  dead material are: 1 )  To allow 
people to use some of the  mater la l  pr lor t o  I t s  belnq burned In  a 
w l l d f l r e  (The natural way a ladqepole forest  reqenerates Is 
throuqh larqe w i l d f  I res).  W l ld f l re  can cause unacceptable soil 
losses, f loodlnq. stream and lake pol lut lon.  w l l d l l f e  losses and 
reduced hab l ta t  d lvers l ty .  a i r  pol lut lon. and reduced vlsual 
q u a l l t l e s  and recreatlonal apportunitles. 2) To accompl Ish s l t e  
preparat ion by provldlnq optimum so11 condlt lons f o r  seeds t o  
qrcu In. thus obtainlnq a new stand tha t  w l l l  provlde wood for 
fu tu re  qeneratlons. 3) To remdve surroundlnq dead materlal t o  
help p ro tec t  new stands from destructlon by w l l d f  Ire. Standlnq 
dead t rees  w l l  I fa1 I i n  20 - 25 years. I f  the  stand does not  
burn w l t h  the  Increased fue l  loadlnq, any fu ture re fo res ta t lon  or 
t imber stand Improvement work w l l  I be s lqn l f l can t l y  hampered by 
the  downfall o f  loqs. 4)  To remove, wl th  the dead harvest, the  
I lve.  overtopplnq, mist letoe-Infected trees t h a t  spread mist letoe 
t o  the  developlnq new stands. 5 )  To develop stand aqe 
d lvers l ty ,  thereby lmprovinq w l l d l l f e  habltat.  Typical ly, 
lodqepole stands are even aqed monocultures. By staqqerlnq the  
cu ts  over tlme, we can achieve some var la t lon  I n  stand aqes. 
Wild1 I f e  hab l ta t  Is best when there Is a 40/60 cover-foraqe r a t l o  
I n  lodqepole. Currently, due t o  the extensive lodqepole stands, 
the  Ashley Is excessive i n  the  cover cateqory. and low I n  the  
foraqe. Small c learcuts ImDrove the amount of foraqe. whl le 
prov ld lnq optimum condi t ions fo r  the shade In to lerant  lodqepole 
t o  qrow. 6 )  To Increase water ylelds. And 7 )  t o  Improve the  
recreat lonal  experlence f o r  Forest v is i to rs .  

Tlmber sales are belnq scheduled tha t  are deslqned f o r  lmprovinq 
wild1 I f e  hab i ta t  where w l l d l  I f e  manaqement Is the  objective and 
the  t imber Is a slde benef l t .  

I 
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General Statement A5 - Comblned w l th  #4 

General Statement #6 - Comblned w l th  #4 

General Statement #7 
GEMRAL ORV RESTRICTIONS 

C r l t e r l a  for establ lshlnq ORV r e s t r l c t l o n s  are se t  f o r t h  I n  the  
Standards and Guldel lnes sect ion o f  the Plan. These provide the  
means of protect lnq the  Forest from damaqe t o  the  b a s k  soll. 
water, w l l d l  I fe.  and aesthetlc resources whl le  a t  the  same t l m e  
provldlnq an opaortunlty f o r  t h l s  form of motorlzed recreation. 
The monitorlnq section o f  the  Plan Drovldes the means whereby a 
fur ther  evaluation o r  chanqe In  manaqement d l r e c t l o n  can be 
tr iqqered when resource damaqe occurs, or f o r  other stated 
reasons. ORV's as wel l  as other t rave l  r e s t r l c t l o n s  w i l l  be 
handled t h r w q h  the  Travel Plan whlch w l l l  be revlewed annually 
and updated as necessary. 

General statement #8 - Comblned w l th  610 

General Statement 89 
ROAD CONSTRUCTION AM RECONSTRUCTION 

The miles o f  road t o  be constructed/reconstructed have been 
reduced from 34.1 mlles per year proposed I n  the  D r a f t  Forest 
Plan t o  25.8 mlles per year. 

A new addi t lon t o  Table 11-4 bet te r  explains our methodoloqy f o r  
estlmatlnq and dlsplaylnq road mlleaqe. I n  our d r a f t  plan, we 
Incorrect ly led revlewers t o  assume 3,000 mi les o f  permanent 
roads would be constructed; the new char t  separates construct lon 
and reconstruct ion of permanent roads from temporary roads. 
Approximately 80 percent o f  the roads t o  be constructed are 
temDorary roads. sk id  t r a l l s  and landinqs. O f  t he  remalnlnq 20 
percent whlch would be permanent, 40 percent would be newly 
constructed and 60 percent reconstructed. 

The preferred Al ternat ive J, shows 2.7 mlles o f  system road 
constructed and 4.1 mlles o f  road reconstructed each year f o r  
t h l s  decade. I n  addltion. mast of the new permanent roads whlch 
w i l l  be b u i l t  are local roads: most o f  them w l l l  be qated a f t e r  
l n l t i a l  a c t l v l t l e s  are completed. 

Resource manaqement ob Ject ives and envlronmental const ra in ts  are 
consldered I n  plannlnq for new roads. It Is not our obJectlve t o  
construct roads f o r  the  sake o f  bu l ld inq  roads. Local roads w l l l  
be located In  areas where t h l s  Plan allows a c t i v t t l e s  which w i l l  
require access. 
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General Statement #10 
ARRAY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Several reSDOndentS have questioned the array o f  alternatives. 
The F ina l  E I S  includes one addit ional modifled a l te rna t ive  ( J )  
whlch should answer most o f  the concerns o f  people t h a t  desired 
another al  t e rna t l ve  w i th  more recreation emphasis and/or amenity 
value emphasis. Al ternat ive J was developed I n  response t o  
pub1 IC Impact, bu t  overal I Is s t l l  I w l th ln  the  framework o f  the 
o r lq lna l  D E l S  and Is a modified version of the  ex l s t l nq  array. 
The array of a l te rna t lves  displayed I n  the  D r a f t  E I S  d ld  have a 
considerable ranqe. Thts ranqe, or var iat lon,  I s  most eas i l y  
understood by r e f e r r l n q  t o  Tables 11-4 and 11-5 i n  the  EIS. 

In  most Instances the reference t o  the lack o f  a l ternat lves was 
t l e d  t o  t lmber harvest levels, road construction, and areas 
avai lab le for minerals ac t i v i t i es .  The amount of tlmber sales 
of fered I n  Table 11-4 of  the DElS varied from 1.0 MMCF I n  
A l te rna t ive  F t o  10.9 W Der year I n  Al ternat lve 1. A t  an 
averaqe converslan o f  4 board feet  per cubic foot, A l ternat ive F 
would have an approximate sel I volume of 4 m i l  I ion board feet, 
well  under the  averaqe se l l  volume f o r  the  recent past, and 
A l te rna t ive  I would have an aporoxlmate s e l l  volume exceedlnq 40 
m i l l  Ion board feet, well In  excess of Dast averaqes. 

The same comparlson can be made f o r  road mlleaqe t o  be 
constructed or reconstructed. Note t h a t  estimated 
constructian/reconstruction In Table 11-4 var ies from a low of 
4.2 ml les I n  Al te rna t ive  F t o  over 50 mlles I n  Al ternat ive 1 .  

Bath of the  above comparisons are made for the  f i r s t  decade o r  
the  f l r s t  Dlannlnq perlOd. 

The modifled preferred alternatlve, a l te rna t ive  J. reduces the 
amounts o f  road mlleaqe and tlmber harvest conslderably from the 
current  a l ternat lve.  

Concerns over lonq term roadlnq s t a t l s t l c s  were answered by 
"qround t ru th lnq"  FORPLAN runs t o  come up w i th  more real  l s t i c  
numbers. A l te rna t ive  J DroJects a lower amount of road mlleaqe 
and tfmber harvest both short term and lonq term. The plan w l l l  
be revised no l a t e r  than 15 years from now and we can expect 
chanqes i n  roadlnq and timber harvest based upon the  chanqes t h a t  
10 t o  15 years from now w i l l  brinq. 

It Is important t o  rea l i ze  tha t  the  Forest Service I s  committed 
t o  the  Dr lnc lp les o f  mul t lp le  use manaqement, and other publ lc 
recomnendations advacatlnq the exclusive use o f  any qlven 
resource or a c t i v i t y  a t  the expense o f  another on a qlven area o f  
land, qeneral ly can be accommodated only in-so-far as they don't 
In f r inqe  uaon or Impact the baslc ecoloqical and b io loq ica l  needs 
o f  the  land I t s e l f .  
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General Statement A1 1 
ALTERNATIVE J - MODIFIEO PROPOSED ACTION (BALANCED RESOURCE 

ALTERNATIVE 

Current national concern and Admlnlstratlon d l rec t lon  Is toward 
reduclnq budqets. I n  conslderatlon o f  t h i s  dlrect lon.  whlch 
several respondents also recoqnlzed. and a f te r  analysts of the 
pub l lc  response t o  the  D r a f t  E I S  and Forest Plan, It was declded 
to  Drepare one addl t lonal  m d l f l e d  a l te rna t ive  f o r  
conslderatlon: Thls Is labeled Al ternat lve J. A l ternat ive J Is 
incorDorated In  the  F lna l  €IS wi th  the nlne other a l ternat lves 
dlsplayed I n  the Draft .  

A l ternat lve J makes chanqes I n  the fol lowlnq areas considered 
c r l t i c a l  by several respondents: 

1 .  Tlmber harvest level has been reduced from 27 MMBF I n  
Al ternat lve B t o  21 MMBF Der year I n  Al ternat ive J. 

2. Road construct lon and reconstructlon was reduced from 
34.1 mlles per year t o  25.8 mlles per year I n  the  f i r s t  
plannlnq perlod. The method o f  ca lcu lat lnq and d lsp lay lnq 
Droposed road construct lon and reconstructlon was a lso 
corrected t o  more real  l s t l c a l l y  deplct planned actlons. 
Actual mlleaqe would be 2.7 mlles o f  constructlon and 4.1 
miles of reconstructlon per year f o r  system roads. 

3. The I l s t l n q  o f  candidate and potent la l  candidate 
Research Natural Areas was updated and Included I n  
Al ternat lve J. 

4. Standard and special s t lpu lat lons fo r  011 .  qas and 
mlneral leaslnq have been added t o  the Plants standards and 
quldel Ines. These are the  coordlnated s t lpu la t lons  aqreed 
t o  by the BLM and Utah Forests. 

5. Wllderness manaqement standards and quldel lnes have been 
coordlnated w l t h  the  Wasatch-Cache Natlonal Forest for the  
Hiqh Ulntas Wllderness and are Included In  the Plan. 

6. C r l t e r l a  f o r  annually revlewlnq and rev is lnq the  Forest 
Travel Plan are Included as standards and quldellnes. 

7. Four areas l den t l f l ed  by several respondents as 
deservlnq some level o f  addlt lonal conslderatlon have been 
added t o  Manaqement Area q. These areas are: F lsh Creek, 
Upper Ulnta River. Lakeshore Basin. and Weyman Park. 
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8. Manaqement Area q has a standard and quide l ine t h a t  w i l l  
r e s u l t  I n  recomendina %o surface occuDancy" f o r  minerals 
ac t  i v  It ies. 

9. A map has been added t o  the  Final  EIS which dlsalays the 
areas t h a t  w i l  I remain undeveloped a t  the  end o f  the  f i r s t  
plannlnq period. 

10. The Forest proposes s i t e  areparation f o r  natural 
reqeneratlon on 11,000 acres durinq the  f i r s t  planninq 
period. This s i t e  preparation w i l l  be accomDI lshed by 
several methods includinq; burninq. cut t inq,  or crushinq. 
This proposal I s  dependent upon budqets. The NEPA process 
w l l l  be used t o  f u l l y  display the  s i t e  spec i f i c  and 
cumulative ef fects .  

General Statement A12 
PROTECTION A N I  ENHANCEMENT OF WILDLIFE HABITAT 

A l l  proposed proJects are analyzed t o  determine what the  imoacts 
on other resources will be. I f  any adverse o r  unacceptable 
impacts are ident i f ied.  the DroJect I s  e i ther  modified t o  
e l iminate those adverse e f fec ts  o r  the proJect i s  eliminated. 
This i s  especla l ly  t r u e  w i th  reqards t o  w i l d l l f e .  I f  an area i s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as havinq s iqn l f l can t  values t o  wild1 i f e  for winter 
ranqe. c r i t i c a l  s u m r  ranqe. fawninq and ca lv lnq areas, r i pa r ian  
zones, etc.. then timber harvesting I s  e i the r  scheduled t o  not  
c o n f l l c t  w i t h  those w i l d l i f e  uses, o r  it I s  deferred. 

The preferred a l te rna t ive  J does not  allow w i l d l i f e  habi ta t  
' s  reduction i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  timber harvest. The schedullnq por t ion 

of the  plan Drovldes f o r  comDIetinq a l l  proJects oresently 
i d e n t i f i e d  for w l l d l i f e  hab i ta t  enhancement. Both b i q  aame and 
f i s h  hab i ta t  proJects are planned i n  the Fiaminq Gorqe NRA. 

Timber sales are belnq scheduled t h a t  are desiqned for improvinq 
wild1 I f e  hab i ta t  where wild1 I f e  manaqement i s  the obJectlve and 
the  timber i s  a side benefi t .  
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General Statement R13 
MANAGMENT OF 601-LIES 

Area q has been expanded t o  include most o f  the area refer red t o  
as the  ffBolliesn. Thls prescr lp t lon Includes a %o surface 
mcupancyff s t l pu la t l on  f o r  a l l  mlneral lease appllcatlons. 

The declslon t o  allow cantlnued ORV use I n  Dortlons o f  the  
Bo l l l es  Is based on several factors: the Utah Wllderness Act 
released t h l s  area f o r  other types of uses: there has been, 
to-date, no evidence of extensive damaqe I n  the  area: and the  
area has h i s t o r i c a l l y  been a favo r i t e  f o r  ORV use, p a r t i c u l a r l y  
by snowmobllers. Therefore, we have determlned Dortlons o f  the  
ff861 I lesn as sul+able f o r  ORV use. 

While ORV use Is allowed. It Is qoverned by c r i t e r l a  In  the  
Standards and Guldellnes sect ion o f  the  Plan. The monltorinq 
section of the Plan may t r i q q e r  a fu r ther  eva lua thn  or  chanqe In  
manaqement d l rec t lon  reqardlnq continued ORV use In  the  Bo1 I les 
as well as on the r e s t  of the  Forest. 

General Statement #14 
W ICDERNESS MANAGEMENT 

The e n t l r e  section under Standards and Guldellnes has been 
rewr i t ten  t o  strengthen the  Wllderness manaqement p resc r lp t l on  
and to  corre la te w l th  the  Wasatch-Cache Natlonal Fores t fs  
Manaqement Plan. The monltorlnq sect lon o f  the plan assures 
compl lance w l th  the  Standards and Guldel Ines. 

General Statement 615 
SUSTA I NED Y IEI-0 

The nsustalned y le ld f f  concept Is appl lcable t o  a I Ivlnq, dynamlc 
Forest and has no re la t lonshlp t o  dead non-qrowinq stands. 
Presently on the Ashley a s l q n l f l c a n t  percentaqe of the  lodqepole 
and Ponderosa plne stands are dead, whlch l l m l t s  the  amount of 
qreen materlal t h a t  can be harvested under sustalned y ie ld .  The 
small acreaqes left t h a t  are stocked w i th  l i v e  t r ees  has 
s Iqn I f  lcant l  y reduced the  opportun I t y  t o  prov Ide qreen vol ume. 
We w i l l  contlnue t o  manaqe these qreen stands under the sustalned 
y l e l d  concept and add newly establ ished ones as they mature. 
Approximately 708 o f  the harvestlnq scheduled f a r  t h l s  plannlnq 
perlod Is ComDrlsed o f  dead material.  

No General Statement 816 
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General Statement 617 
PRESCRIBED BURNS FOR DEAD LODGEPOLE 

Thls year the Ashley Is beqlnnlnq a proqram of prescrlbed f l r e  t o  
reduce slash created by sales and fo r  treatment o f  standlnq dead 
lodqepole plne t o  Improve w i l d l i f e  habl ta t  and reduce the  Immense 
areas o f  unbroken f l r e  fuels. 

General Statement R18 
BROWN'S PAM ROAD 

Daqqett County throuqh fundlnq by the  State o f  Utah Is evaluatlnq 
a route which Is commonly re fer red t o  as the  Brown's Park Road. 
Thls route would connect Colorado Hlqhway 318 wl th  Utah Hlqhway 
260. A t  t h l s  t ime we have no t  been advised o f  the  f lnd inqs from 
t h l s  evaluatlon. Informal communlcatlon w l th  the  Utah Department 
of Transportatton lndlcates a route Is feas lb le  but  costs are 
extremely hlqh. Whlle t h l s  route study w l l l  deal w l t h  locat ion 
and prel  ln lnary  costs It Is not an analysts t h a t  considers 
envlronmental consequences. An envlronmental document must be 
prepared before any declslons can be made reqardlnq t h l s  route 
comared w l th  other locatlons. lncludlnq the  ex l s t l nq  road 
throuqh Jesse Ewlnq Canyon and Clay Basln. 

A document, "Final Wlld and Scenic Rlver Study and Flnal  
Envlranmental Statement". prepared by the Natlonal Park Servlce. 
A D r l l  1980 was submltted t o  the Conqress by the Secretary of 
l n t e r l o r  I n  November, 1983. Thls document recommends the  Green 
Rlver, In  the loca t ion  of the  route current ly  belnq evaluated, t o  
be c l a s s l f l e d  as a Wlld and Scenic Rlver. It fu r ther  states t h a t  
I f  the subject po r t i on  o f  the  Green Rlver Is Included I n  the Wild 
and ScenIc Rlvers System. road construction w l t h l n  the  vlsual 
cor r ldor  w l l l  not be permitted I f  a feas lb le  and prudent 
a l te rna t lve  ex ls ts .  

U n t l l  act ion Is taken by the  Conqress concernlnq t h l s  r l ve r ' s  
c lass l f l ca t lon .  we bel leve the  corr ldor  should be manaqed In  I t s  
ex l s t l nq  condl t lon so as no t  t o  preclude the  optlons o f  the  
Conqress. 

These conslderatlons are the  reason fo r  our recommendation In the 
DEIS. and now I n  our F lna l  , t o  oppose any road alonq the  Green 
Rlver u n t l l  Conqress has made a declslon about the  Wild and 
Scenlc Rlver s ta tus proposal. 



General Statement b19 
CLEARCUTT I NG 

Clearcutt lnq is the  wldely accepted pract lce by experts I n  the  
manaqement o f  lodqepole plne stands. Reasons f o r  c learcut t inq I n  
lodqepole plne are: ( 1 )  f-odqeoote plne Is shade In to lerant  and 
reproduces best when the stand Is oaen: the younq t rees need 
Intense sun1 Iqht. (2)  Dwarf mls t le toe Is prevalent In  most o l d  
qrowth stands and qulck ly  re ln fec ts  the understory I n  p a r t i a l  
cuttlnqs: mls t le toe stunts new qrowth. (3 )  Wlndthrow Is c o m n  
In  Dar t la l  l y  cu t  stands because o f  the shallow roo t  structure, 
and (4 )  Trees l e f t  as qrowlno stock I n  o ld  qrowth stands o f ten  
w i l l  not release seeds from t h e l r  closed cones unless the  Intense 
heat unlocks the resin.  

General Statement A20 
RESTRICT HARVESTING TO EXISTING ROADS 

I f  we were t o  harvest tlmber only adJacent t o  ex is t lnq  roads, 
w i th ln  a short  Derlod of time we would not be able t o  provlde any 
firewood, mine props, Chrlstmas trees, sawloqs. o r  other fo res t  
products t o  the pub1 IC. However, the amount o f  Droposed road 
construction has been reduced and Droposed roads have been 
dropped from a larqe por t lon  of the fo res t  i n  the Flnal  Plan. 

General Statement A21 - Comblned w i th  112 

General Statement A22 
PLAN COMPLEXITY 

We aqree t h a t  the p ian and accompanyinq EIS can seem lenqthy and 
confuslnq and the  discusslon of resource outauts, levels, cos t  
benefi ts, and envlronmental e f fects  was d l f f l c u l t  t o  fol low i n  
the draf t .  Whlle we have s lmp l i f ied  and stream1 lned the  
documents somewhat In  the  Final  and made them more 
understandable, we are s t l l  I leqal l y  required t o  Include ce r ta in  
Information. Also, the  f a c t  remalns t h a t  the e f fec ts  of applylnq 
a manaqement a l te rna t lve  t o  a complex area the s ize o f  the  Ashley 
Natlonal Forest w i l l  be complicated a t  best and w i l l  requl re  
conslderable study. 
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Response t o  Jack MaJar 

We have bern ra rk lnq  w i th  the Nature Consarvancy (see l e t t e r  0-4) 
an the  e n t i r e  manaqmmnt nerds for establ ishlnq our Research 
Uatural Area system. 

To our k m l e d q e  the Utah Dlvls lon of WIldl l f e  Resaurcas has no 
Dlans to feed e l k  herds tha t  wDulate the Ashley National 
Forest. 

See General Statement 19. 

The value of an A IM of actual orazlnq on ths  Forest 1s 110.17 i n  
1978 do l l a rs  (Shep Buchanan. zone emnomist. 1980). Haever. 
Federal requlat lans set the f w s  we can charss f a r  qrazlno. 
Presently. the Drlce I s  11.35 D 9 r  AW. 

See General Statement 2. 

These areas can be rshabll  Itated. I f  necessary. Haever .  once 
thesa areas are dlsturbed. thev would Drobably no lonqer qua l i f y  
6s w t e n t i a l  Research Natural A r m s .  

We are not sure what you are asklnq In  your question about 5% o l d  
qrowth. CodqePole o ld  q r n t h  on t h i s  FOr95t Is usual ly 160 years 
and for snruce It I s  200 Years. bnagen*?nt f o r  o ld  q r n t h  1s 
qulded by c r l t e r l a  found In the Standards and Guldel ln.5 section 
for  bath Tllnber and Wlldl Ife. 

Thls r e s t r l c t l o n  BDDI Ies t o  maJor merqy transalsslon system 
construction and not t o  selsmlc omrat lons.  



Duane Tucker, Fores t  Supervisof”__ _- 
Ashley National forest  
Ashton Energy Center, S u i t e  1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Clayton J. Benton 
1652 Lakerrood Br. 
SLC, Utah 84117 

Dear Sir:  

Forest  Enviromental Impact Statement and Land Management Plan. 
A s  it now s tands ,  t h e  p l an  has f a r  t o o  many f laws  t o  he 

considered acceptable. 
concerns the  horrendous inc reases  i n  timber ha rves t s  over t h e  
next  20 years. Any p lan  f o r  harves t ing  must assure  t h a t  t h e r e  
will be no helow c o s t  s a l e s .  If timber c a n ‘ t  he s o l d  a t  a p r o f i t  
it s h o u l l  be l e f t  alone. No harves t ing  of timhbcr on s lopes  of 
g r e a t e r  than  4u% should be allowed i n  order  t o  prevent excessive 
e ros ion ,  and c u t t i n g  should he r e s t r i c t e d  t o  e x i s t i n g  roaded a reas  
w i t h  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o s  of  new logging roads kept t o  an absolu te  
minimum. 

The p lan  c i t e s  che pine b e e t l e  i n f e s t a t i o i i  as a j u s t i f l -  
c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  l a r g e  inc reases  i n  t h e  timber cut. i c  would seem 
,,o me t h a t  a po l i cy  of con t ro l l ed  burns would he more e f f e c t i v e ,  
c o s t  a l o t  i e s s  and i n  t n e  long run  i n f l i c t  l e s s  damage on t h e  
f o r e s t .  

and uRV use. ihis high e l e v a t i o n  t e r r a i n  is too  vulnerable  t o  
permit these  kind of a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  a l l  a r eas ,  OKV use should 
be con t ro l l ed  s o  ds noc L O  damage t h e  land or  d i s t u r o  o t h e r  users.  

which f a l l s  witn t h e  Ashley seems t o  nave been ignored i n  m e  
plan. 
t n e  qua i izy  of m e  wilderness a rea  includinl;, 11 necessary,  
r e s t r i c t i n g  use i L i  svme areas .  

1 am wr i t ing  t o  comment on t h e  proposed Ashley National 

Perhaps the  most unacceptable p a r t  

The B o l l i e s  a rea  shoula be c losed  t o  mineral uevelopment 

rianagement of t h a t  po r t ion  01 t n e  Eiigh urntas vliluerness 

m y  i i n a l  ver8io.. must con ta in  provisions f o r  m a i n t a i n i q  

Your cons i ae ra t ion  01 t nese  po in t s  w i l l  be most apprec ia ted  

ReSDOnse t o  Clayton J. Benton 

See General Statement 1 4  

See General Statement I1 

See General Statement 1120 

See General Statement 117 

See General Statement 113 

See General Statement 17 

See General Statement 114 

I I 



Achton ?nerey C e n t e r  
7 u i t e  1150 
' lernal .  Utah 84078 

A t t n i  9uane Tucker  

? e a r  W. Tucker ,  

ne r son  who b e l i e v e s  i n  change o n l y  when long-term bene- 
fits a r e  obv ious ,  J w r i t -  t o  a s 4  f o r  some c l a r i f i c a t i o n  
of your  As'lley F o r e s t  

Are you u rooos ine  t o  oven up  l o g g i n g  a r e a s  n o t  
now s e r v e d  b y  r o a d s ?  Would n o t  t h e s e  i n t r u s i o n s  c e r t a i n -  
ly d e e r a d e  o u r  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  n a t u r a l  
c h a r a c + e r  of t h s e  t r e a s u r e  Ian& and t o  improve t h e  hab i -  
t a t  f o r  o u r  e l k  and d e e r ?  

What if any  s t e o s  a r e  you t a k i n g  t o  c u t  down 
on t h e  use  by off-road v e h i c l e s  of trails t h a t  o e n e t r a t e  
r i e h t  i n t o  t h e  h e a r t  of  t h i s  unique w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ?  

C e r t a i n l y  t h e s e  n o i s y  conveyances should n o t  be 
al lowed t o  i n t r u d e  on t h e  animals who r e q u i r e  w i l d e r n e s s  
t o  s u r v i v e ,  and on t h c s e  o f  us who come t o  our  n a t i o n a l  
f o r e s t s  t o  s e t  away frm notarized t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  

P l e a s e  have your  u l a n  i n c l u d e  s t r ic t  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  
t ' l o se  ubo would wheel i n t o  t h e s e  s e n s i t i v e  d? l i c ; . t e  qu?- 
l i t v  areas. 

3)  9 o e s  your  p l a n  se t  f o r t h  i n  p l a i n  words (which 
would n o t  be s u b j e c t  t o  m i s i n t e r o r e t a t i o n  d u r i n e  its t e r m )  
i h a t  its fundamental  nurpose is t o  maintain o r  improve 
t h e  o r ie ina l  c h a r a c t e r  of  o u r  lands  which you hold i n  A 

t r u s t ?  

s i o n s  by commercial  i n t e r e s t s ,  c a n  you a s s u r e  me t h a t  
such e x t r a c t i o n s  can be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  u e r i o d s  of s t r o n g  
n roduc t  demand, an4 t h a t  an,< h a b i t a t  ravaged w i l l  be 
o f f s e t  by t h e  c l o s i n e  and  r e s t o r a t i o n  of o t h e r  a r e a s ?  

If you c a n  do  n e i t h e r ,  Dlease l e t  me know who, if 
n o t  t h e  e e n e r a l  p u b l i c ,  and what ,  if n o t  o u r  w i l d l i f e ,  
you s u m o s e  t o  be t h e  b e n e f i c i a r y  of your  gua rd iansh ip '  

W e n  and where w i l l  t ' l e se  comments be c o n s i d e r e d ,  
an4 t h e  v o t e  on t h e  Drov i s ions  o f  your  p l a n  be t a k e n ?  
?he bad rumors I have heard w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h a t  I t a k e  
t i m e  o f f  t o  a t t e n d  your  meet ing i n  t h e  hope'of f i n d i n p  
o u t  t h e y  a r e  n o t  t r u e .  

A s  a n  a v i d  n a t u r e  l o v e r ,  w i l d e r n e s s  h i k e r ,  and a 

Kanagenent Plan. 

1) 

2) 

If your  u l a n  aoes c o n t r a r y  t o  t h i s  and a l l o w s  i n t r u -  

S i n c e r e l y  y b u r s  -w& 
Newton C .  E s t e s  

Resoonse to Newton C. Estes 

See General Stat8ment 12 

See General Statement 17 

See General Statement 112 

The fundamental DUrDOS8 of t h e  Forest Plan and E I S  Is exalalned 
I n  the Intrcductlon of Chaoter I of both documents. The Forestls 
fundmnantal Purpose I s  t o  manwe Dub1 IC lands for " m u l t l D l e  usen 
(ranqe. wl ld l l f e .  watershed, nllderness. recreatlon and timber). 
ne aopreclate your comnents and hooe the chanqss I n  t h 9  Final  
have Improved I t  readlblllty. 

See General Staterent 122 

Because the plan mests multlple use ObJectlves. sm9 areas * I 1 1  
recelve emDhasls for  comnerclal uses: other areas w i l l  receive 
emphasis for amenltles such as w l l d l  Ife. 

Helqhlnq pub1 IC comnents I s  deternlned by substance. not number 
of votes. 



454 South 500 East #37 
S a l t  Lake City,  UT 84111 

14 October 1985 

Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest  
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Elr. Tucker: 

After  t h e  Wasatch National Forest  demonstrated t o t a l  disregard f o r  pub- 
l i c  comments, I am r e l u c t a n t  t o  waste t ime commenting on t h e  Ashley 
National Forest  d r a f t  plan. mis plan has problems thaf Cannot be solved 
without S t a r t i n g  over with a blank sheet  of paper, anyway. 

J u s t  co l i s t  the major deficiencies, t h e  plan 1 s  incomprehensible t o  the 
point  where It  IS probably impossible t o  Implement. I t  c a l l s  f o r  a doubl- 
ing Of t h e  timber ha rves t  without any p s t i f i c a t i o n - -  t h e  Forest  Service 
admits t h a t  this IS no t  the s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  pine bark b e e t l e  "problem." 
It Opens s e n s i t i v e  a l p m e  areas t o  0RV use.  me plan o f f e r s  no a l t e r n a -  
t i v e  t o  opening 70% of t h e  f o r e s t  t o  mineral  development. It calls for 
major des t ruc t ion  of w l l d l l f e  h a b l t a t .  I t  proposes 3,000 miles of roads, 
a t  taxpayer expense. I t  all damage watersheds through timber c u t t m g  
on s lopes over 4rA. 
designat ion f o r  Rock Creek. 

me Ashley plan should be thrown in t h e  t r a s h  and completely r ewr i t t en  i n  
a form c l e a r l y  understandable bv t h e  Dubllc and r n t h  a l t e m a t l v e s  t h a t  re- 

I t  fails t o  adequately address  r n l d l s c e n i c  river 

f l e c t  publ ic  d e s i r e s  f o r  resource preservat ion and r e f l e c t  t h e  real s i t u -  
a t i o n  on t h e  ground. 

Response t o  Rlchard M. Warnlck 

We appreciate your c o m n t s  and hooe the  chanqes In the Flnal 
have Improved I t s  r e a d l b l l  I t y .  

See General Statement A22 

See General Statement 14 

See General Statement A21 

See General Statement A7 

See General S t a t m n t  69 

See General Statement 1 1 1  

The Proposed Wlld and Scenlc Rlvsr  deslanatlon f o r  Rock Creek was 
studled and Rmk Creek was e l  lmlnated because the  U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation's UDPer S t l l l w a t e r  Dam (Central Utah Profect. 
Bonnevflle Unl t )  r o u l d  preclude sectlons below the  dam from belnq 
dsslonated w i l d  o r  Scenic. Rock Creek abovn the  hlah WatRr nark 
of Upper S t l l l w a t e r  Reservolr I s  located w l t h l n  th9  Hlqh Ulntas 
Wllderness: therefore. deslsnatlna It w l l d  or scenlc would serve 
no PurDose. 



; . ~ < N A l i o I u t L '  I l r  

Response t o  R.D. Pederson RECEIVED ( 
: r---- 1 1 I3 I5  1355 1 1 See General Statement It 

See General Statement #4 

R. D. Pederson 
P.O. Box 494 
Vernal, UT 84078 

I November 13, 1985 
See General Statement #9 

See General Statement 13 

L 

uuane Tucker, Forest  Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest  
Ashton Energy Center, S u l t e  1150 
Vernal, UT 811078 

Dear I'u. Tucker: 

Forestry by definition is "the science and art of  forming, car ing f o r ,  or 
cu l t iva t ing  forests". 

The f o r e s t  p b n  of the  Ashley National Forest  seems ta have forgot ten Its 
purpose. 
and fauna t h a t  have no economic value but a r e  sti l l  an i n t e g r a l  part of  the  fores t .  
It has become p u n f u l l y  obvious t h a t  t r e e s  and the  harvesting thereof is  t h e  only 
consideration of the  Ashley National Forest  plan. Perhaps a necessary and timely 
reevaluation of the  Ashley National Forest  d i r e c t i o n  18 i n  order. Perhaps a plan 
t h a t  includes more v iab le  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and an a r r a y  of choices with respec t  t o  a l l  
t h e  aspects  of a f o r e s t  and its' p o t e n t i a l  f o r  mult iple  use, preservation of 
r i p a n a n  zones and watershed, and protect ion of animal h a l x t a t ,  is an idea whose 
time has came. 

The increased harvesting of t r e e s  at  below cos t ,  especial ly  on s lopes approaching 
4ffA seems t o  be 
management. 
The Ashley National Forest  plan considers harvestmg t r e e s  as a comerc ia1  venture  
only and does not  consider the  ramif icat ions of such harvest ing on the fu ture  of 
the  f o r e s t , t h u s  Insuring i n f e s t a t i o n s  of  i n s e c t s  or disease i n  the  future. Such 
i r respons ib le  management only leads t o  nature  taking over and doing what is 
necessary t o  pro tec t  the f o r e s t  a t  some pa in t  m t h e  future .  

Along with the  1OG; increase i n  harvest ing IS the unacceptable amount of roads 
t o  be b u l t  with no plan for road closures  t o  of fse t  the  increase. 
over 3 miles o f  road Pcr square mile is no longer a f o r e s t  but a c i t y  wlth d i r t  
roads and a few t rees .  

The mineral development of the  f o r e s t  should a l s o  be more t i g h t l y  control led and 
spel led o u t  i n  the  plan. 
mineral development with environmental impacts being of  p r m e  Importance. 

The f o r e s t  IS n o t  only t r e e s  that can be harvested, it includes f l o r a  

r id icu lous  and n o t  i n  goad keepmg w i t h  responsible f o r e s t  
There a r e  o ther ,  more economically feas ib le ,  means of managing f o r e s t s .  

A f o r e s t  wlth 

Considerably l e s s  that 7% of  the  f o r e s t  should be open t o  



R. D. Pederson 
P.O. Box 49+ 
Vernal, UT WC78 
Page 2 

( p a w  2) 

See General Statement #7 

Following i s  a sunimary of my objections to the  Ashley Batmna.1 Forest  plan as 
now w i t t e n :  

1. 

2. 

3. 

Change the increased below c o s t  harvesting of t r e e s .  
and environnental or iented management. 
Adopt a s p w i f l c  plan f o r  mineral development, d l sa l lon ing  such development i n  
areas t h a t  can be permanently damaged e i t h e r  physically o r  aes the t lca l ly .  
Adopt a more st-ringent road manzement policy requlrmng a proportionate road 
closing f o r  each new road b u i l t ,  e i t h e r  with ga tes  t h a t  allow only authorized 
use o r  more aggressive pol ic ies  of closed roads. 
h m i t  offroad r e c r e a t m n a l  vehicle  use i n  a r e a s  t h a t  axe envlronmentally 
sens i t ive  and keep more of the f o r e s t  closed to  vehicular t r a f f i c .  
Allow wildlife h a b l t a t  (e.g. elk calving, winter and summer ranges) t o  carry 
more weight i n  deciding which a reas  a r e  t o  be hasvested or roaded. 
Keep m mind the mcreasing value of recreat ion i n  the fu ture  years  and a 
broader view of multiple use 50 the  f o r e s t  can be used and enJoyed by a l l  
people: hunters, h ikers  and fishermen. 

Allow f o r  more ecanomlcal 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Wnal ly ,  I bel ieve t h a t  summary of the p k n s  of the  Ashley National Forest  should 
be at tached to  the  statements m the  fu ture  50 people who wish t o  comment would 
not  have to  muddle through the  e n t i r e  statement t o  dlscover the  goals  s e t  f o r t h  i n  
the  statement. 

Thjnk you for the  oppartunity t o  comment. 

The Forest has qlven hlqh budaetlnq D r l o r l t y  t o  road manaqement 
lncludlnq enforcement of road Closures. 

General and spec l f l c  ORV r e s t r l c t l o n s  are set  f o r t h  In the  
Standards and Guldel lnes sectlon o f  the Plan. These provlde the  
mans of protect lnq the Forest from damaqe t o  the  baslc s o l l .  
water, and aesthetlc resources whi le  a t  the  same t lme provldlnq 
an opoortunlty fo r  t h i s  torm of  motorized recreatlon. The 
monltorlnq sect lon of the  Plan also provides the  means whereby a 
fur ther  evaluatlon or chanqe In  manaqement d l r e c t l o n  can be 
t r lqqered xhen resource damaqe occurs. or for other stated 
reasons. 

C r l t l c a l  w l f d l  I f e  habl ta t  1s Drotected from damaolnn a c t l v l t l e s  
by t h e  Standards and Guldellnes In  U l l d l l f e .  Tlmber and 
Rlparlan. In  aeneral. summer ranrre I s  not  consldered a5 c r l t l c a l  
hab l ta t  and w i l l  no t  automatically be nlven D r l o r l t y  In asslqnlna 
ac t  Iv l t les .  

Ti. D. Pederson 







October 8, 1985 

U.S.D.A 
Forest P l a i  
Forzqt Service 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Ene-w Center 
S u t e  1150 
1680 il. Highway 40 
Vernil, Utah 84078 

"man P. Gregas 
512 E. Center St. 

Ladies o r  Gentlemen: 

Because the  Forest  Service h a s  been los lna  money an  almost every tlmher 
sales ,  and because road bu,.ldinp, adrmnistlon of the  sa les ,  and restorin&! the  
cutovor k n d  c o s t  mwe than t h e  s a l e  of the  timber would br ing in .  I oelieve 
less timber s a l e s  u n t i l  improvements i n  t h e  system are mode, would he i n  the  
best, in t i re i t  t o  the  Ebtional Fovest and t h e  tarpayers. 

Thahk you f o r  your time and heln i n  furnishink t h e  deslred documents. 

/ Sincerely, 

Response to  Norman P. Greqss 

See General Statemnt # I  



Diana Grunlq .- J Diana Grunig I-- Even thouqh there i s  a s l q n i f l c a n t  amount of acreaqe on th9 
P. 0, Box 146 Forest under lease. there are no Droduclno wells: those wells 
Panqely, CO 81648 t h a t  have produced d l d  so a t  a maralnal rate. The Incidence of 

Awls ( d r l l l l n q  anal Icat lons)  Is fewer than one Der year. 
October 8, 1985 lnd lcat lnq t h a t  In te res t  In mineral dsvsloamsnt on the  Forest 1s 

not  d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  the  amunt  of acreaoe under lease. This 
low In te res t  has existed f o r  several years dosalte chanqlnq 
emphasis In other resource areas. 

Duane G. Tucker 
Forest  Supervisor 
Ashley Nat ional  Forest  
Ashton Ener-qy Ccnier, S u l i e  1150 
1 6 W ,  blest Highway 40 
' l c rna l ,  UT 8'1~78 

Dp+r M r .  Tucker :  

I have r e c e n t l y  had a chance t o  re*,iew t h e  D r a r t  
Environmental Statement and Froposed Forest  F l a n  f o r  t h e  
Ashley Nat ional  Forest. I ' d  l i k e  to complzment you and your 
staf-:  on t he  J o b  y o u  d i d  w i t h  such a volume of data and 
n v m b w  of concerns. 

I can on ly  loop a t  these documents from my own 
wevrpoint, however. t h a t  o f  a geo log is t  w h o  has been 
connected w i t h  the  energy i n d ~ i s t r y  f o r  t h e  past  ten  years, 
t h a t  of a c i t i z e n  who 1s concerned about government 
enprndi ture,  and t h a t  o f  a person concerned about the 
environmental q u a l i t y  of an area t h a t  I have COmE t o  love. 
From t h i s  viewpoint. i t  seems t o  me t h a t  t he  treatment of 
m i n w a l  and energy r e s o ~ ~ r c e s  i n  these documents 1 %  
1 nadequate. 

I must say t h a t  I agree w i t h  y o u  t h a t  no more acreage 
should be withdrawn from mineral evp lo ra t l on  and development 
u n t i l  f u r t h e r  In fo rmat ion  - geologic, economic, and 
environmental - 1s a v a l l a b l r  t o  you. Yol i r  conception of t h e  
?8=hley Nat ional  Forest  as 111-45 "Bas ica l l y  . . . non-mineral 
~n c h a r a c t e r  based on geologica l  rppor ts . "  cF.111-45) 15, I 
l h in l l ,  probably q u i t e  accui-ate. The Forest  15 not .  however, 
u n i + o r m l y  non--mineral i n  character. I t  is wi th  ycur  mif form 
t rc?tment  of t he  Forest 's  minera ls  and  p o t e n t i a l  for  
development t h a t  I disagree. 

You s t a t e  t h a t  t he  Forest  Service dops no t  determino 
which .=reas a r e  capable o f  minera ls  and energy production; 
t h i s  1s proper ly  the  func t i on  of the p r i v a t e  sector-. I 
r7wc-n,  hut  Table IV-6, palie IV-37. ~ndxcates.  that .  a t  l e a r i  
fol n i l  and q,as, you habe a n a l b z e d  i h e  copious data 
i.valli.lj1 - yoti io t he  -, tent of r e a l i ~ l n q  t h i t  some of the 

1 1 

Mineral devalooment potent la l  1s t o t a l l y  deaendmt uaon the  
economics of Industry: It 15 authorized by laws r h l c h  cannot be 
ereemated a r h l t r a r l l y  by the  surface manaqtnq aqency: and It 1s 
qoverned by numerous standard and soeclal s t iau la t lons  deslqned 
t o  arotect  the  surface resources. Fur thsr  orotect lon occurs 
throuqh Operatlnq Plans. APDIs. Notice of  In tent  documents. 
Canstructlon-Overation-Ma lntenance PI ans. and other docum-nts 
whlch are s i te -soec l f l c  f o r  each Droaosal. A matr ix  has bsen 
develooed and amears In tho EIS and Plan s h a i n q  where saeclal 
s t lpu la t lons  w i l l  be aDplled. 



Ftehlry Nat lonz l  Forest  has m o r e  p o t e n t l a l  f o r  E n e r g y  
development - and, o f  t ha t .  some would be more s e n s i t i v e  t o  
t h i s  development - than other  acreage. I have no doubt t h a t  
you hrve  prepared or  CoLlld prepare t h i s  same In fo rmat ion  fur 
other  mineral 18sourCes. Rea l i z ing  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  Forest 
x r c a g r  has d i f f e r e n t  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  ~ p l o r a t i ~ n  and 
debelopmeni than o ther  acreage, why 1s t h e  Forest  P lan ,  i n  
t h e  ManagemenL O r e -  Etandr-ds and Guidel ines 5ECt10n. so 
unresoons1vP to t h e  I n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e rences  I n  Management 
&re.=;' 

The suggestlon 1 5  t h a t  you cannot p r e d i c t  e i t h e r  I n  
t ime O r  I n  I o c n t l o n  t h e  E>p lOra t l@n f o r  and devPlopmEnt of  
m i n e r a l  and energy r e S O L I r C e s  in t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest  
and there:ore t h i s  a c t i v i t y  must b e  t r ea ted  Ltnlformly I n  a l l  
t h e  a l t e r n a t r v e s  Considered I n  the  DEIS. I have aitempted 
to Suggest above t h a t  your o w n  documents do no t  support t he  
co r i c lus~on  t h a t  minera l  and energ+ development w i l l  be 
u n i f o r m  throughout the  Forest. I t h i n k  an equally v a l i d  
p o i n t  1s t h a t  t he re  1 5  no r e a s m  t o  suppose t h a t  this 
develaoment w i l l  be uniform m e r  time. Except f o r  
1 ai-ge-scal e a c t i v i  t le%, E E - ~ E C ~  a l l  y s t r ip -min ing  act1 v l t l e s .  
t he  Forest S e r v i c e  w i l l  con t ro l  t h r  eAtent and l o c a t i o n  of  
e o l o r a t l o n  and development by I t s  dec is ions  cn w!lere t o  pu t  
:he roads. 

I d s a l l y ,  t h e  areas t h - t  a ninera l  or energy conpany 
would f l r s t  develop would b e  those t h a t  you have i d e n t i f i e d  
ca of h lqh  geologic po ten t la1  ond low r e s t r i c t i o n  by  t he  
Forest  Servlce. However, t h e  placement o f  a s u i t a b l e  accez-r 
road would change t h e  eConomic p i c tu re ;  an area of medium 
geologic  p o t e n t i a l  and moderate r e s t r i c t i o n  might easily 
become more a t t r a c t i v e  t o  a p o t e n t i a l  developer than an a r E R  
of h igher  p o t e n t i a l  and l e s s  environmental s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  
which an eltensibe road must be b u i l t .  Hy cons t ruc t ing  
roads f o r  other purposes w i thout  cons idera t ion  of  an area's 
m i n e r a l  p o t e n t i a l ,  you may make a marginal prospect i n  a 
s e n s l t l v e  area more f e a s i b l e  than I t  would otherwlse have 
bean. This  would have a d e f i n i t e  e f f e c t  on some of the  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered I n  the  DEIS, si!ch a s  D. Non-Market 
Cfppcrtunit ips. By t h e  same to len .  a l t e r n a t i v o s  such as C. 
filar1 e t  Opportun i t ies,  could b e  In f luenced favorably  by 
c i r e f u l  p lanning of road development. 

"Future technology, change I n  E C O n D m l C  conditxons. new 
dlccover les.  and changing needs w i l l  determlrre t o  a l a r g e  
a.terIt where and which minera ls  are developed." T h i s  
statement from t h e  DEIS (P. 111-451 1 5  q u l t e  t rue ,  bu t  t h e  
caveat is equa l ly  v a l i d  f o r  maw of  t h e  other  rpsources 
considered i n  great  d e t a i l  i n  t he  DEIS, fo r  ehample. 
rec rea t i on  - who, f l f t y  years Sgo. would have predic ted the  
snowm@blle and other  off-ro.ld vehic les7 - and t imbr r  
hsrvest, p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  f ue l  wood. The lacl. of  a b i l i t y  t o  
completely p r e d i c t  t he  f u t u r e  UOES not seen! t o  me s u f f i c i m t  

IDaqe 2) 
To t h e  extent  DossIbIe. we revised tho E I S  t o  d lsnlay  s m  
var la t lons amnq manaqqment areas and Drescrlntlons. 

Access roads for mlneral exolorat lon do not necessarfly determlns 
where development wI I  I occur. There a r e  several hlohly technical 
methods of slesmlc exoloratlon belnq done wl th  hsl lcontsrs  and 
other  aqulDment I n  areas where no roads e x l s t .  



P CL'FE f o r  t h e  cursory  t r e a t m - n t  t h a t  m i n e r a l  devElopmEnt 
and i ts  e f f e c t s  r e c e i v e  i n  t h i s  DEIS.  

M i n e r a l  a n d  e n e r g y  e v p l o r a t i o n  a n d  d e v r l o p n i e n t  w i l l  
2 f f e c t  almost e v e r y  o t h e r  concern a n d  issue a d d r e s s e d  in 
t h i s  DEIS. P e r h a p s  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  vi111 be as n e g l i g i b l e  as 
.roitr t r e a t m e n t  i t  s u g g F s t s ,  b u t  t h x s  view IS n o t  
s w p o r t e d  b y  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  t h e  d o c u m e n t s .  I t  1 5  o n e  
t h i n g  t o  b e  " r E a C t l \ ' e  t o  i n d u s t r y "  a n d  " r e s p o n a l v e "  t o  t h e  
n t h w  agencies w i t h  J u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  t h i s  matter. I t  1 5  
q u i t e  a r t o t h e r  t o  f a i l  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  1 5 5 ~ ~ ~ .  I h o p e  t h a t  
t h e  F i n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  vr i I l  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  
1zsile w i t h  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  I t  merits. 

I n  a d d i t i o n .  I ' d  l i k e  s u g g e s t  t h a t  you cons ider  
F, t e n d i n g  t h P  comment d e a d l i n e  f o r  t h e s e  documents .  
C l t h o d p h  t h e  G s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  1 5  a r e c r e a t i o n a l  
~ P S O L I ~ C E  f o r  a c o n s i d o r a b l e  number of US i n  n o r t h w e s t e r n  
C c l c r e d o ,  i t  was o n l y  b y  c h a n c e  t h a t  I h e a r d  of  t h e  DEIS 
t s i U 7 E  t h e  d e a d l i n e  h a d  pa5sc-d Such  a complex  issue t a k e s  
t i m e  to publicize a n d  t i m e  t o  c o n s i d e r  f a i r l y .  G l t h o u g h  I ' m  
sure you hCve c o m p l i e d  w i t h  t h e  l e t te r  of  t h e  law, I t h i n k  a 
n c n t h ' s  time e h t e n s i o n  of t h c  comment p e r i o d  woLild h e l p  l e e p  
v o u r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  w o r k  w i t h i n  its s p i r i t .  

D i a n a  Gru  14 

(paqe 31 
A set of Standard and Special Stipulations has been aDpended to 
the forest Plan to acquaint the Dublie with reuuiremsnts 
qoverninq mineral development ooeratlons. 

Area q has been expanded to Include most of the area referred to 
as "Bollles". Thls arescrlptlon includes a "no surface 
OccuDancy" recomnendatlon. 

cc: J.S.  T i >  i e r .  R e g i o n a l  F o r e s t e r ,  I n t e r m o u n t a i n  R e g i o n  
W i l l  D u r a n t ,  U i n t a h  M o u n t a i n  C l u b  
U t a b  i$lld&or.nESS A S S o c l a t l o n  



3252 South 200 Last 
Bountiful, Utah 34010 
November 9. 1985 

FROMr V. Jay Smith 

TO: Mr .  Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor. Ashley National Forest 

SUBJECT: I h e  Ashley National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statenient 
and Land and Resource Management Plan. 

REFERENCES: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Ashley 
National Forest 

Proposed Forest Plan (PFP) for the Ashley National Forest 

Ashley National Forest Map datedlprinted 1982 

Correspondence from D.G. Tucker dated Oct. 22,*1985 

"Forest Service Budget Reduced." SpOrts Afield, NoV. 1985, 
P. 18. 

Upon review of both the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land end 
Resource Uanagement Plan I find these reports t o  be very ambiguous 
and lacking is  substance. 
making decisions l e f t  a t  the sole discretion of the d i s t r i c t  rangers. 

I h e  proposed nine (9) alternatives of the DEIS I find t o  be directed toward 
the limited few individuals who w i l l  a t t a in  sizeable Personal profits  from 
the exploitation of our resources. 

As a member of a former th i rd  generation timberman family, I am very familiar 
w i t h  the business of harvesting timber from our national forest. Let's be 
r e a l i s t i c  - the timber of the Uinta Mountains is not of the grade or  quali ty 
of that  from the Northwest. Likewise, t o  mature a t r ee  i n  th i s  forest  takes 
on an average of one hundred and twenty plus (12Dt) years. 
( 6 )  generations of our posterity. Can we afford t o  allow accelerated timber 
harvesting a t  the expense of our future generations? 

Deficit timber sales have been a very common transaction Justified under 
the guise of the need fo r  roads. lhis practice has been exploited by the 
timberman t o  the i r  obvious monetary advantage. 
issue of Sports Afield an a r t i c l e  t i t l e d  "Forest Service Budget Reduced", 
page 18, addresses t h i s  dubious practice. 
timber cut from national forests 1s sold for l e s s  than it costs t h t  governmrnt 
t o  manage the sales and build roads is a to ta l  lack of f i sca l  management. 
This practice must be stopped. 
becomes cost effective. 

I am dlsmayed t o  dlscover the existence of roads into the Last and Hest forks 
of the Hhlterocks drainage, past Johnson Peak, numbered 110 and 459. 

I am particularly alarmed a t  the mplled pollcy 

ma t  i s  s ix  

As noted i n  the November 19'35 

When one-fourth t o  one-half of the 

A timber sa le  should be released when I t  

ResDonse to V. Jay Smlth  

The decentralized structure of the Forest Servlce. qlvlnq 
dlscretlonary Dower and Iatl tude t o  the Dlstrlct Ranqer. 1s one 
of the  blqqest strengths of the agency. Many decisions can b9 
made a t  a local level Instead of belnq mads a t  hiqher levels 
where dpcislons may be hindered by dlstance. t l m  and lack of 
famlliarl ty w l t h  on-the-wound conditions. The Drlmary ~ur0059 of 
t h l s  plan 1s t o  establish the quldellnes and ~ a r a m t e r 5  for 
RanQer's declslons. 

See General Statement #I 

Road 110459. w h i c h  follows Johnson Creek and Dasses Johnson Park. 
was b u i l t  around the la te  50 's  for  access t o  ralse t h e  dam on 
C l I f f  Lake and to b u l l d  the  dam on Whlterccks Cake. I t  has been 
closed beyond CIIff Lake t o  vehlcle travol w i t h  axles over 50 
inches wlde. 

Road 110110 1s a hlqh standard road t o  Chnpeta 1.ake that was 
constructed fo r  tlmber harvest and recreatlon access. I t  was 
b u i l t  In three staqes start lnq I n  the early 60 's  and comDleted In 
1971. It I 5  now an establlshed access route and there are no 
p lans  t o  close I t .  



I foresee t h i s  area t o  be of major concern and p o s s i b i l i t y  as a fu tu re  area 
fo r  constant con f l l c to  
closing these roads permanently, p a r t i c u l a r l y  110 past Pole Creek t o  Chepeta 
Lake 

Allowing new roads i n t o  p r i s t i n e  forested areas i s  o f  great  publ ic  concern 
If I were a timberman, I would pressure the forest service f o r  establishment 
of roads i n t o  area3 which would service my future needs i n  the next ten (10) 
years 
consideration 
timber and mineral explo i ters  since the area West and including Young Springs 
Park, Leidy Peak, marsh Peak inc lud ing t h e  Marsh Bench Area t o  Paradise Peak 
i s  prlme area fo r  future wilderness consideration This area should remain 
roadless and be managed fo r  the next decade f o r  t h l s  purpose only - without 
exceptlo" 

I would advise your serious consideration be g i ven  t o  

This would achieve removal o f  these areas from fu tu re  wilderness 
This could be a w e l l  orchestrated plan on the par t  o f  the 

Furthermore, the need t o  construct new roads i n t o  p r i s t i n e  forested areas, 
considering the type o f  t e r r a i n  they must traverse, has several detrimental 
e f fec ts  

A This has been a major contr ibut ing f a c t o r  f o r  a timberman t o  
manipulate a sale i n t o  a d e f i c i t  pos i t ion  

It provides an open i n v i t a t i o n  f o r  the use of off-road vehicles 
and regardless o f  s q n s ,  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o r  supposed f ines. you 
cannot e f fect ive ly  cont ro l  t h i s  problem, p a r t i c u l a r l y  in the 
f r a g i l e  environment o f  our undeuelaped forest 

B 

c LOSS of w l l d l l f e  hab l ta t  Once t h i s  ~ n c u r ~ i o r i  1s made i t  1s next 
t o  impossible t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  t o  I t ' s  former status 

I n  recent years, the pract ice o f  c lear  cu t t ing  a sale has became the accepted 
#method for t imber ex t rac t ion  Having witnessed the resu l ts  o f  t h i s  practice, 
particularly on sloped area3 which are subject t o  e f fec ts  o f  ero~ion. makes 
one question I f  t h i s  1s a sound management po l icy  

In recent years .  as timber oales have become l e s s  read i l y  ava>lable. the 
timberman have turned t o  the D l r t r i c t  Ranger S a l e s  (approximately 750,000 I d  
ft ot timber) as a means o f  avoiding needrd assessments and reviews Ranqar 
sales should be l m i t e d  in number per  y e a r  and t h i s  t y p e  of sale should no t  bo 
granted i n  roadless areas 

S i l v e r c u l t u r a l  management t o  eradicate the beetle 1s preposterous Who 1 3  t h p  
source and by what proven $ t a t i s t i c s  1s Lhis a guaranteed method o f  h a l t i n g  
the beet le 's  m f e i t a t i o n ?  I t  appears t o  me t h a t  the fo res t  S P P U ~ C ~  1s a 
l i t t l e  g u l l t b l e  on t h i s  issue 

7hr. OEIS addresses the i s w e  of mrnrrril  deuelopment from a uicarious 
position Granted, Lhe forest  management 1s not per fect  but I d m  not  naive 
enough t o  bo lxew f o r e i t  o f f i c i a l %  cannot control m n e r a l  explorat ion ,md 
dwe l o p m m t  w 1  Lh i n  thc. i r  1 iiri s d  I C  t ion 

Froiri tho V ~ T L O U I ,  proposed alt$.rndi I V P . ~  iL 1s read i l y  appdrrnt the forest 
I e I V i L e  1s srdmg wl th  ihore who I)ropo$c ~ummercral c,xploitatian o f  Lhe 
f o r a s t  I can o n l y  C O ~ C I U ~ P  t h r  nrcs 1 3  P P O P O S H ~ ~  "OPCII door" ,*ppn,act> I O  
mineral de"tll"p.<l,lt a t  L h O  Pxpvlnse O f  the lnu l t lp le  ".,e o f  the forout 

Vwtuc*l l y  unliddrc%$rd 1 5  the 1 . ~ 1  i l u l  d por t ion  of t h i s  lurrvt wd. i  row.idc>rwi 

1 I 

(paqe 2) 

See General Statement 12 

No new roads are Dlanned I n  the  Younq SDrlnqs Park. I-eldy Peak. 
and Marsh Peak area. Lor standard tlmber roads xlii be b u i l t  In 
the  Marsh Bench area. b u t  the  e n t i r e  road system Is cont ro l led  by 
a qate a t  the beqinnlnq of the  Marsh Bench road. 

See General Statement 17 

See General Statement 119 

Ranqer sales, l i re  a l l  a c t l v l t l e s  are qoverned by t h l s  Plan. 
They w i l l  no t  be qranted I n  the  unraaded Manaqement Area q. 

See General Statement 1 4  

See General Statement 13 



as a poLential wilderness area. These roadless  a reas  o f f e r  unique.qual i t ies  
t o  the  outdoorsinan i n  the f a c t  t h a t  they form a combmation of C l f f e r m g  
environients  which are not ava i lab le  i n  Ycllowstone or even the  Hind Rivers. 
To leave these roadless  areas unprotected f o r  fu ture  wilderness considerat ion 
would defeat  one of the  s ign i f icant  ob]ectiveS of the mult iple  use p o l i c i e s  Area G I n  the  f i n a l  Plan and EIS has been exoanded and the 
governing our  natzo,,al fores t  system. Remember, t h i s  1s a unique fea ture  of  manaqement orescr iot lon strenqthened t o  address your 
t h e  Ashley National Forest. 

The way you manage our nat lonal  f o r e s t  today w i l l  determine how long they 
w i l l  remain t h a t  way. 

I 
n ine ty  (90) day review period Lo November 15, 1985. 

Yours t r u l y ,  

(PWB 3 )  

about t h i s  area. 

ish t o  express my appreciat ion t o  Nr. Tuck& f o r  h i s  extension of the  







As p a r t  of the  RARE € I S  Drocess and the  South SloDe Land Use 
Plan, a l l  unroaded areas were Inventorled. evaluated. and 
r e c m n d e d  as Wilderness. non-wllderness. o r  fur ther  study 
areas. A f te r  Dassaqe of the  Utah Wilderness Act of 1984, a l l  
such lands not  deslrrnated Wllderness were released f o r  manaqemnt 
i n  accordance w l t h  ex ls t lnq  U n i t  and Mul t lD le Use Plans. To 
manaqe these lands only f o r  t h e i r  wildernsss. botanical.  o r  
c u l t u r a l  resources Is not  conslstent w l t h  ex ls t lnq  leqal 
au thor l t les  f o r  manaqemnt of Natlonal Forest lands. 



ResDonse t o  Jay Blckford 

The Forest Plan has a I l f e  of 10 - 15 years: the  mlx of resource 
uses f o r  those 10 years hell, determlne DrOJeCtlOnS for th9  next 
50 years. None of those fu ture Qro ject ions are s e t  In concrete. 
The Forest Plan w i l l  be revlsed r l t h l n  the  next plannlnq cyc le  10 
t o  IS years from nor. 

See General Statement I1 

See General Statement 12 

See General Statement 13 



Cynthia Johnston 
3020 Polk 
Ogden, Utah 
84403 
October 19, 1985 

Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center 
Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear M r .  TucKer: 

1 would like to express my opposition to the Ashley 
National Forest draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Land and Resource Management Plan. 

I do not feel the plan $ 5  i n  the best interest of 
conservation when excessive harvest of timber is proposed 
for the next 20 years with no current marKets for the 
increase demand. 

This plan would also be determental to animal habitat, 
especially the elk, and wildreness preservation. 

1 suggest that tree harvesting only be done on slopes 
less than 40%, haruest o n l y  in roaded areas presently 
provided and harvest timber only to benefit wildlife, not 
the massive clear cutting and road building proposed by the 
Forest Service. In addition, restrictions need to be placed 
on mineral deuelopment, in all unroaded areas, and ORU use. 

Please consider these alternatives before maKing YOUP 
recommendations. 

Cynthia Jkhnston 

Response to Cynthla Johnston 

See General Statement 1 4  

See General Statement 121 

See General Statemant 13 

See General Statement #7 

I I 
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ALLEN W. STOKES 
1722 Saddle Hill Dr 
Lngan, UT 84321 
(801) 7522'102 

October 18, 1985 

Duane Tucker. Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Su i te  1150 
Vernal. UT 84078 

Deer  Mr. Tucker. 

Though I l i v e  fa r  from the  Ashley Forest. I have 
had numerous enjoyable experiences there- hunting, f ish ing,  h ik ing  
and camping, on t o t h  the nor th  and south slopes o f  the Uintes. Sa 
I have a concern tha t  the Forest Plan f u l l y  take i n t o  consideration 
the in te res ts  o f  out door users . 

I feel that  the subsid izat ion of logging through d e f i c i t  timber 
sales goes against Reegan's philosophy o f  l e t t i n g  p r i v a t e  enterpr ise 
be able t o  compete f a i r l y .  Most people agree tha t  we can ra ise  high- 
queloty  timber most e c a n a i c a l l y  on p r i v a t e  lands o f  the Southeast 
and Pac i f i c  Northwest. Right nw the logging indust r  i s  depressed, 
p a r t l y  due t o  t h i s  u n f a i r  canpet i t ion from loggers working Forest 
Service lands. i fee l  the f a s t - g r w i n g  outdoor recreation users are 
the ones whose vo ice should be heard. For they w i l l  i n  the long run 
br ina  i n  more monev t o  the small towns around the Ashlev. So I favor 
the Gptions i n  the'Plan t h a t  p lay up the w i l d l i f e  and r;creetional values 
and p lay  down the impact of logging. 

i question the need t o  do preventive logging t o  reduce losses fran 
mountain bark beetle. Let the bark beet le  run i t s  course without our 
incur r ing  the heavy expense of t imber sales i n  these areas. And by e l l  
means g r e a t l y  reduce the amount o f  proposed logging roads. By a i l  means 
keep off steep slopes f o r  logging and away fran stream b o t t a s  which n w  
get the highest recreat ional  use fo r  f ish ing,  camping and hiking. We need 
t h i s  hab i ta t  fo r  t rout ,  beaver and moose. 

1 appreciate t h a t  you have t o  reconci le  the in te res ts  o f  diverse 
groups. But you must rea l i ze  tha t  the voice o f  your recreational users 
may be heard less j u s t  because we tend t b  l i v e  a t  a distance.. 

S incere ly  yours, 

-4 :<- 
I .t 

Resoonse t o  Al len H. Stokes 

Sea General Statement #I 

See General Statement #I1 

See General Statement 14 

,* 
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. . . . . . . . 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Enery Center 
Suite 1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

I. I '  

---4. 

Response t o  Clyde A. Morrls 

See General Statenent 111 
. i  

1 ------- ' See General Statemant 13 

See General Staterent 120 

See General Statement #I 

See General Statement 14 

See General Statemant 113 

Dear Mr. Tucker, 

I would l ike to  make the following comments concerning the Ashley National 
Forest draf t  Environmental Impact Statement and Land and Resource Management 
Plan. 

ALTEPNATIVES CONSInERED 

You only have two alternatives which reduce harvesting and road building. 
appears t h a t  the only reason you f i n d  for reducing logging and road b u i l d i n g  
i s  budget constraints. 
building can be the best alternative for  managing the Forest based on the 
limitations of the natural resources i n  the Forest. I would l ike t o  see an 
alternative considered that  contains the basic points that  I s ta te  herein. 

MINERALS 

Do n o t  allow mineral development i n  unroaded areas, riparian zones, and winter 
range or calving areas for elk. Mineral deveopment i s  not the highest nor the 
best use of these areas. 

TIMBER 

Utilize only existing road systems. 
i n  a profit  t o  the U.S. Government. 
percent. 
winter range or calving areas. If you follow 
these guidelines you can meet the market's demands while s t i l l  protecting the 
areas which have higher values than t r ee  cutting. 

I t  

I feel that the reduction i n  harvesting and road 

Harvest only the tinber which will result  
Harvest only on slopes less  than 40 

Do n o t  harvest i n  important wildlife areas, i.e. riparian zones, 
00 n o t  disturb roadless areas. 

ROADLESS AND WILDERNESS AREAS 

Close al l  high elevation sensitive areas to  mineral deveopment, logging and 
ORV use. Do n o t  allow road b u i l d i n g  i n  any of these areas. 
protection, i.e. Wilderness status, to the these areas. 

Give special 

Thank you for allowing me to  comment on tbe plan. 

Clyde A. Iforris 
658 E. 1700 S. #E 
Salt  Lake City, UT 8405 



Rssoonsa to K u r t  Walhorna 

Ue nqrw) t h a t  the Dlan and accomnanylnq EIS can 5e9m lonqthy and 
confuslnq. Whlln we h a w  slmol l f l s d  and stream1 lnsd th9  
documents smawhat I n  t h s  F l n a l  and mads t h w  mor9 
understandabls. we are s t f l l  l eqn l ly  rsqulrsd t o  Inclilde c s r t a l n  
Informatton. Also. ths  f a c t  remaln5 t h a t  th9  s f f e c t s  of aoolylnq 
a msnawmnt a l tnrnat lve  t o  a comolex ar9a t h q  s l t e  o f  ths  Ashlev 
Natlonal Forest r l l l  be comollcatel  a t  hsst and w 1 1 1  rsflulre 
conslderable study .  





Response to Jul le Gudmundsen 

See General Statement # I  

See General Statement 64 

See General Statement #3 
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See General Statement 120 

See General Statement 112 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement 1 1 1  
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L--" 
Roosevelt, Utah 
October 23, i9e5 

i 

.- 

Forest  Supervisor 
Asnley National Forest  

I n  reply t o  your request  t h a t  I review your two books, "Draft Enviromental 

I have read them both but I doubt very many of t h e  people you sen t  them 

I r e a l i z e  you were mandated by B Liberal  Congress t o  do t h i s  work but it 

I n  t h e  meeting I at tended i n  Raasevelt. Fores t  Planner Jack Watson adrmtted 

Impact Statement and Land an2 Resource Management Plan." 

t o  b v e .  I can ' t  imagine o w  busy Congressmen spending t h e  many hours it takes  
t o  r e n e w  them. 

s e e m  t o  me t h a t  It could have been done much s impl ie r  and cheaper. 

t h e  c o s t  was about $350,000.00 and from t h e  s u e  of t h e  two books I would 
guess t h a t  IS a r e a l  conseratrve estimate. There i s  a g r e a t  d e a l  of r e p e t i t i o n  
i n  them. I n  my est imat ion they could have been condensed by three-fourths  and 
still  have had a l l  of t h e  informatron that is i n  them. 

It seeis t o  me t h a t  most of t h i s  money would have been t e t t e r  spent on 
rcads  & campgrounds. 

W'llterocks Canyon has a nice  cawpground t h a t  hasn't had any water f o r  two 
years  because t h e  p i p e l i n e  hasn ' t  been repaired,  a l s o  there  was a mud s l i d e  i n  
t h e  road two years  ago which hasn ' t  been repaired and t h e  rcad doesn ' t  appear 
t o  have been grzded f o r  two years. I am s w e  t h a t  other  rcads and campgrounds 
have been n s g l e c t e i  a l so .  

t o  manage t h e  
f o r e s t  from what you are now d o v g  except f o r  one thing,  I sse repeated over 
acd orer  t h a t  Gramng, Mining and Timber Harvesting w i l l  be allowed,,providing 
they are comptable  wrth Recreation and Wildlife. What happened t o  t h e  mult iple  
use conscept. 

It is about time t h a t  you s t a r t  t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  Grazing, Minmg and 
Timbering pay t h e r e  own way and r e c r e a t m n  and wi ld l i fe  don't.  

Our Lame Brain Eastern Congressmen have destroyed t h e  sheep industry by 
banning 1030 use on coyotes and have ruined much of our ranges with a n  as rn ine  
law on Wild Horse proctectron which thev a r e  now t r y i n g  t o  cor rec t  by spending 
million* of d o l l a r s  to t h i n  them out. The c o s t  wouldn't be nearly as g r e a t  i f  
they were so ld  f o r  ineat as they were caught instead of t h e  s tupid adopt a horse 
pro,pam f o r  a bunch of Jug Heads no one wants. 

It i s  about time you r e a l i z e  t h a t  Ranches and t h e i r  Livestock a r e  t h e  endangered 
species .  

our  Public land where they threa ten  t h e  l i v e s  and l ivel ihood of people. 

I c a n ' t  See a g r e a t  d e a l  of d i f fe rence  i n  t h e  way you 

I s e e  you a r e  still l i s t i n g  Endangered Species and intend t o  proctectthem. 

Wildl i fe  such as coyotes, wolves, cougar and bear belong 1" Zoos, not on 

Response t o  A.C. Wllkerson 

The Hhlterocks road I s  qraded every year b u t  wet summer 
condltlons, damaqe from floodlnq caused by beaver. and heavy iise 
qulckly rouqh I t  U D  aqaln. T r m e  has been no tlmber a c t l v l t y  t o  
orovlde lnterlm maintenance. The 51 Ida occurred I n  1985 and 1s 
not olanned f o r  removal because the end of the road Is only about 
100 yards beyond t h e  51 Ida and t h e  cost of remval  cannot be 
Jus t l f led .  

The Whlterocks Canyon camoqround water svstem has not passed 
state water q u a l i t y  tests for o u b l l c  use. There Is a leak I n  the 
system allowlnq surface water t o  contamlnat9 I t .  A l l  lndlcat lons 
oolnt  t o  the headbox as the oroblnm b u t  u n t i l  mnev Is aval lab le  
to  reconstruct  the headbox 'system and quarantee ' safe  drlnklnq 
water. I t  x l l l  remaln closed. 

We understand your concern about rncreatlon and w i l d l i f e  not 
d i r e c t l y  oaylnq ' their  own way". However. t h e  lax reqtilres t ha t  
we analyze the c a a a b l l i t l e s  and demands and devaloo multlole use 
manaqement plans t h a t  address a l l  resources. 



The Squaw Fish ,  t h e  b ig  f u s s  WBS a l l  allout a few years  ago i s  t o o  small 

The Peregrine Falcon we are spending mil l ions on i s  a migratory b i r d  
t o  e a t  so t h e  sooner they are gone t h e  b e t t e r  

which we may never see again anyway, why do we need it t h e r e  are plenty of 
b i r d s  t o  take t h e i r  place. 

haven't seen one y e t .  Those e lk  calve wherever they happen t o  be when t h e  
weather permits  them t o  be there .  You a l s o  t a l k  about s a n n 3  t h e  sage f o r  
t h e  Sage Grouse. I can a s s u r e  you t h a t  they l i v e  i n  t h e  improved a r e a s  and 
f e d  on crested wheat grass, not  an szge brush. 

Impact Statement were a Fores t  Plarxier, a Forest Landscape Arclutect ,  a 
hrscors  an& Econimics Expert ,  a n  Eccnimist, a S i l n c u l t u n s t .  a Soil S m e n t i s t  
a r d  four  F i l d l r f e  Bio logis t .  T h l s  sesms t o  me t o  be q u t e  an out of ta lance 
assortment of Compilers who were bound t o  co le  down on t h e  s i d e  of Recreation 
and Wildl i fe .  

There i s  mention i n  t h e  books of t h e  Forest  aqui r ing  more land. I am 
dead set 2gmst t h e  f o r e s t  zqruring more land. O u r  S t a t e  i s  already over 
f o u r - f i f t h  Fores t ,  ELM, S t a t e  Land, Wilderness, I n d i a  Reservation and 
8at;oral Parss .  We sure d o n ' t  need "ore taken o f f  t h e  t a x  tese. 

You t a l k  about E l k  c a l v m 3  grounds. My Aanch is i n  t h e  Uintah and I 

The people responsible  f o r  developing t h e  Fores t  Plan 2nd Inviromental 

(naqe 2) 
The Ind iv iduals  l i s t e d  i n  Chapter V o f  t h s  D r a f t  Envlronmentai 
Statement as "Prenarers" were not  a l l  involved a t  the  same t lme 
i n  the  analysis and nreoaratlon o f  t h s  nlan. For instance. the  
w i l d l i f e  b i o l o q i s t s  (4) were replacemants f o r  Ind iv iduals  r h o  had 
t ransferred t o  other jobs and o t h w  Forests. Of the Other 
d lsc lo l  ines I isted. t h e  socloeconomlc overvlev was nrenared. 
before an economlst was emnloyed on a fu l l - t lme basis. as a 
backqround document by an individual from the Wasatch-Cache 
Natlonal Forest. so there was no duDl i ca t ion  of e f t o r t .  Althouoh 
the  w r i t i n q  o f  the  plan was by the-"Preparers". the  declslons I n  
the  plan are made by the  s taf f ,  ranqers. and Forest Suosrvlsor. 
representlnq a wide ran48 of d l s c l p l i n e s  and backqrounds. 

Even thouqh federal lands are no t  Dart o f  the  county tax base. 
they do r e t u r n  s i q n i f i c a n t  amounts of money t o  the counties f o r  
schools. roads. and other Purnoses. A l l  countles cantalnint l  
National Forest land receive 25% of a i l  rece lots  naid t o  the  
Forest Service. 

Sincerely Ypurs, 

A .  C. Wilkerson 
P" e l , ' C . L h i l * , -  



l- - See General Statement I10 

See General Statement 1 4  

See General Statement A20 

See General Statement 11 

See General Statement 112 

John Veranth 
4460 Ashford Drrve 

S a l t  Lake City ,  Utah 84124 

gctober 21, 1085 

Du,=nc- Tucker. Fores t  Supervlsor 
A s h l e y  Nat ional  Forest  
Achtcn Energy Center, S u i t e  llW3 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Deer Sir: 

I SM w r r t l n g  i n  regard t o  the  Ashley Nat ional  Fcrez t  d r a f t  EIS 
snd Yaniloement Plen. 

$L_IESN4TIVES 

?he r a i g e  of a l t e rna t r ves  sonsrd'sred rn  t h e  p l r n  does no t  adaquately 
reflect t he  a v a i l a b l e  options. The op t l on  of  r e s t r i c t i n g  timbel- 
harvest ing and Off-road veh ic le  use t o  l3rotect w l l d l r f e  h a b i t a t  1 5  
not  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  "non-mal-lset" a l t e rna t i ve .  

?imber harvest rng should be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  areas where s* . rc t in3  roed- 
can bE utilized and w11e1-e t h e  s lope 16 less than 413 drg-ecq-. Timber 

*sal-s should no t  b e  made where the  c c s t  of ndmin ic ter>ng t h s  s z l e  
e<ce*-ds t he  m=u-Let prxce. Also. Wildl iTr. m d  abezthetxc v r l u o s  need 
t o  be- conridorud zn eva lua t ing  t h r  b u i t a b i l r t y  nf a sit- f o r  t imb-r 
herve l t l nq .  Also. thl: level of harves t ing  sliOUlCl no t  Y(C13e11 lac31 
d e m a n d .  

Sse General Statement 13 



(aaqe 21 
SEngLESr; 

See General Statement 12 
E v i s t i n g  rcadless areas sheuld be m a i n t a i n e d  zn P prlmitivs c i n d r t i o n  
u i l e s s  there  1s a clear reacnn t n  dn otherwise. I n  genera l .  o f f - r cnd  See General Statement 17 
vchicle Use 5hC i l d  b e  restrrcted in p r r r e n t l y  rned lecs  are-5.  

L i n c e r e l y .  p LL:&P 
John  V e r a n t h  



/ & ) - a d 5  _. Rasoonse to Ken E. Kemo 

See t h 9  Utah Wilderness Assoclatlon'5 letter IO-!) and resvonse. 
0 __ 7uk-. 





lDaqe 2) 

See General Statemnt 1 9  

See General Statement #3 

Authorltq for mlneral exaloratlon and develaament (subsurface) Is 
vested In the  Deasrtment o f  In te r lor ,  Bureau of Land Manaqement. 
The Forest Servlee has authorl ty far manaqement of t h e  surface 
resources only. 

See General Statemnt 14 

See General Statement 120 

See General Statement 113 

I I 





Dear Mr. Tuber: 

Mark McKeough 
1904 Redondo Ave 
Salt Iake City, Ut 
84108 

OCtObeK 23, 1985 

Please include my comments as a part of the public comment on the Ashley 
National Forest Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan. 

There is little necessity to double the timber harvest Over the next two 
decdes when there is no established market: the harvest will not significantly 
effect the beetle problem: sales are below cost and reduce the PNV of the 
forest: sales are set for slopes greater than 40%: and the timber program 
impacts important wildlife habitat. 

The timber rogrm on the Ashley should harvest trees on slopes less than 
40% and do so using the existing rmd network. There is no demonstrated need 
to harvest in rmdless areas so rmdless areas Can then provide the needed 
dispersed non-motorized recreation the Ashley needs. Timber harvests should 
be planned to benefit wildlife and not impact them. There should be no 
harvest in critical winter range and important riparian areas. The Ashley 
should sell only timber sales that make money. 

The east end of the High U i n t a s  should be closed to mineral leasing, oil 
and gas development and ORV use. Particularly, the forest should not allow 
any rmdbuilding in this roadless area to preserve its value as impartant 
s m r  range for wildlife, watershed and backcountry use. Although this area 
was left out in the FS wilderness bill for Utah, I am sure it will be an 
mportant Candidate for addition to wilderness system in any legislation in 
the near future. 

The Ashley plan should adopt specific stipulations for any nuneral and oil 
and gas development that might occur on the forest. The plan should detail 
what areas will be leased with, say, NSO stips, which watersheds will not be 
leased, which elk calving grounds will be protected during calving season and 
where mineral development will not be allowed due to the land's value as a 
source of recreation. The Ashley can, and should, exert much, much greater 
control of mineral development on the forest. 

The forest planning process has become a disaster. And, as a member of 
the public, it becomes more discouraging to me with each forest plan I 
read--or try to read. All the plans have the same mandated array of 
alternatives, the same emphasis on timber harvesting, the same problem with 
roadbuilding and the same generic narrative that says little and tells even 
less. And no forest seems able to break from the strictures imposed on them 
by the mmemtm of the planning process to present an array of alternatives 
that addresses the uniqueness of their on-the-ground situation. 

The most telling critisim of the FS planning process is undoubtebly that 
It now serves to keep the public from paKtiCipatlng in wnaging the lands they 
own and care about. 

Thanks for the OppoKtUnity for commenting. 

Sincerely, 

Mark McKeough 

Resoonse to Mark McKeouuh 

See General Statement 64 

See General Statement I1 

See General Statement 112 

See General Statement rl2 

See General Statement 17 

Sse General Statement 113 

See General Statement 63 

We do not aaree that the Ashley National Forest Plan is thl) same 
as all the other Forest Plans vrooowd and/or develoosd to date. 
The Dreferred alternative dlsolaved in ths Draft EiS and Plan 
oortrays a definite effort on the Dart of the Forest to be 
r~soonslv8 to the "Inteln olne beetle eoldemlc. We also 
consider the Flaminq Gorqe National Recreation Area as a 
nationally reccqnlzed attractlon which is unique to the Ashley 
National Forest. 

Pub1 IC Dartlcloatlon will continue to be an fntearal Dart of the 
manaqement of the Ashley Natlonal Forest. Thlq aartlclaatlon 
Includes Involvement In the Preoaratlon of the I w a I l y  required 
documents such as the Environmental lmaact Statement tor the 
Forest Plan and In onqolnq Involvement with aqenclss. 
orqanlzations. and lndlvlduals on the day-to-day as~ect5 of 
Forest manaqement. This involvement is carried out throunh news 
releases. DersonaI contacts. teleohone conversatlons. written 
correspondence. and pub1 IC meetlnqs. 



Mr. Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center 
suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

.. 

Re. Comment-Ashley National Forest Draft EIS and Land and Re- 
sourse Management Plan. 

Dear Mr. Tucker, 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above refer- 
enced documents. I am deeply concerned that the Ashley will 
become, under the Management Plan, a chopped-up, harvested, 
developed-to-death, monument-to-the-greed of mankind. A 
Forest, managed by Forest Service standards to the shame of 
mankind. 

I am a native of Georgia, but have lived in Utah for 26 
years. I have made many trips into the Ashley over those 
26 years; trips that soothed the nerves, and rekindled my 
desire to reJoin mankind. I have taken many boy scouts in- 
to the Ashley to enjoy those same tranquilizers. Unfortunate- 
ly, over the years I have watched the roads, the developers 
and the garbage of mankind creep in as a plague over much of 
the forest. I cannot sit back and see the Plan as outlined 
go forward without something deep inside of me crying, "Enough"' 

The Management Plan is a cold, hard document prepared with all 
of the thoroughness and good business practices that could be 
mustered. The forest, it would appear, is only an economic 
resource sitting there waiting to be exploited. Unfortunately, 
the poor wqldlife may have to suffer a tiny hut for the benefit 
of mankind, and unfortunately, the forest may not look quite 
like it did before. 

Let's put it all in perspective; the mxneral and timber re- 
sources in the Ashley are of marginal benefit to man. True, 
we must continue to provide the materials for our economy, 
but let's not do it at the cost of one of the most beautiful 
areas in the state. 

The proposed plan doubles the harvest of timber over the next 
20 years, purportedly to help reduce the pine beetle infesta- 
tion, but as the plan itself admits, "Bark beetles will not 
be eliminated from pine stands by silvicultural practices." 
The Plan also admits that there is no demand for increased 

Resoonse t o  Ben Grlnes 

Sea General Statement 1 4  



harvesting, and that the value of the timber is less than the 
cost to build roads into the harvesting areas and logging cost 
combined. The Plan states that to maintain or increase harvests, 
slopes of greater than 40% will have to be harvested. 
this means that sustained yield has not been met on flatter 
slopes. 
have to be constructed to meet the harvesting goal. 
miles of roads will create unacceptable damage and eyesores 
that may never heal. 

The Plan proposes leaving 70% of the forest open to mineral devel- 
opment under all alternatives. The Plan does not address impacts 
to the environment from this mineral development. 

The Bollies, under the Plan, would be open to mineral develop- 
ment. This area is the only remaining roadless area besides 
the High Uintas Wilderness Area. Development of this area 
would be like having a garbage dump in your front yard. 

The Plan even states that deterioration of the Wilderness Area 
will occur. This situation is totally unacceptable, the 
Wilderness Area is the only designated wilderness in the Uintas 
and must remain free from encroachment near its boundaries. A 
solid management plan to protect the Wilderness Area must be 
formulated. 

All nine of the alternatives have serious shortcomings and are 
unacceptable. I urge the Forest Service to (1) harvest timber 
only on slopes less than40%; utilizing only existing roads. ( 2 )  
Allow no clearcutting and road building as proposed. (3)Harvest 
no timber in riparian zones and winter ranges. ( 4 )  Harvest 
timber only if it is economical, and if there is a clear need. 
( 5 1  Restrict mineral development in all unroaded areas, rlparran 
zones, winter ranges, and important wildlife areas. (6) Close 
the Bollies to all mineral development and ORV use. (7) Allow 
no further road building and close and reclaim existing roads 
except major access routes. ( 8 )  Formulate a sound, comprehensive 
management plan for the High Umtas Wilderness Area. (91  Provide 
realistic alternatives tor the Ashley which preserve beauty, in- 
tegrity and true value of the forest. 

I believe the majority of Utahns are in favor of protecting the 
Ashley. Let's not let the American thirst for development 
ruin this beautiful area. I don't believe that this is a sel- 
fish viewpoint because our children and the Boy Scouts of the 
future must have places where they can drink in the peace and 
beauty found only in natural wilderness areas. 

To me, 

The Plan also states that 3,000 miles of roads will 
That many 

( p a w  2) 

See General Statement I1 

See General Statement B15 

See General Staterent #9 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement 115 

See General Statement l l 6  

See General Statement I1 1 



Resoonse t o  Gary Vesoerman 

See General Statement 14 

See Ganoral Statement 120 

See General Statement 112 

See General S t a t e m n t  I1 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement 613 

See General Statement 11 I 



21, 1985 

"TUCIW 
FOREST SUF'EWISOR 
ASHLEY NATIONAT. FOREST 
a s " E N E R G Y c 3 "  
SUITE 1150 
VEiWAL, UTAH 84078 

DeK slr: 

of the Ashley Natlonal Forest draft Emrionmr.31tal Impact Statenent ad Land 
Resource fbmgment Plan recently pubhshd by youx office. 

I feel that weq component of tlus plan has heen a cave IIL to special 
emncnuc mkes t s  and does not serve the pubkc. 

Specifically, my ob]e&ons are a5 follms: 

I an writlng you to protest i n  the strongest tenus 5(m of the elwents 

1. 
IIL exlstlng= areas only, on slopes less that 40%. and then only to 
benefit wild h fe .  
areas; 
i f  timber sales would mey. 
2. meral Extraction - The Forest Service should a meral m p c t s  by 
restrictmg developnent IIL 
and elk calmq areas. 
3. 
m e r a l  dwelopnent and O W  use as it i s  a very xnp-watershed and back 
muntry use xed. I have been there myself several times and feel t l u s  area 
should he mcludd IIL subsequent Wilderness Designatlon. I strongly ob]& 
to any roadbuldmq or O W  use m the Ashleyw must preserve thrs -que 
resource or It r n l l  be destroy63 forever. 

The forest service needs to p m x l e  alternatwes whrch hghlight , 
the preservahon of wildlife, restrict rmneral dwelopnent and put an end to 
roadbuldmg and O W  destru-on. 
Than$ you for your mnsiderahon. 

Tlmber Cuttlng - I feel that w h a t  turJw that is harvested should only he 

Tlmber harvestlng should not occur on mp?=tantmld h f e  
m reparian zones or wmter range; I.II any roadless area ad not at  a l l  

unroaded areas, riparian zones, wmtex range 

Roadless Wilderness - I would plead wrth you t o  close the "Bolbes" to 

Resoanse t o  R. Alan Haurer 

Seq General Statement 14 

See General Statement 11 

See General Statement 12 

See Gensral Statement 112 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement b15 

See General Statement 17 

See 'General Statement #I 1 

& L Z L n  ';)?:cccyu;, / 
R. Alan Maurer, M.D. 
3036 W i l l o w  Creek  Drive 
sandy, utah e4092 
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DL3r.e T ic re r ,  Fores t  Su+rvisor  
Ashley Nitimel Fora;t 
Asnton En?rgy Cznter ,  =,it€ 1150 
Verr.el, Utah 

DInr S i r :  

:,e wish t o  e?.;ress o w  opinion razarriing tne 
Ashle, he:ionsl r'orezt arsr t  t r . v ixonuen t s1  Impzct 
ZPtc i .en t  and U..9 a Fesodrce :<D-anSesar.t Plar., 
t o  , h l c h  w e  a r e  03posed ef ii. nor. a t szds .  .,:ms:arent 
=E ss t  f o r t h  i n  t h i z  2 lan  kould hark t o  t he  de t r iment  
oT tha  $ahley N s t i m 2 l  ?crssi. sc;l ?.:linst t h s  i n t e r e s t  
of t he  pdbl ic  In tnz  f o l l o r i n 3  ss;;. 

Inrousn urnacesrnry -,erverts of t i m e r  and 
D C ~ O : .  c a s t  s.-lzs 0;' tlmoer. 3y i r . rves t in3  
on uneui teo le  (gredss  w-r L-z) t e r r a i n ,  zrd 
h i t n o J t  reszni for t i l a l i f e .  
3) constrUct:an of sroposed tno-sznds of r l l s z  of 
unnezied r o n i s  . 
I n r o u g  uncor,trolleb mlntrsl  devebsr5nt. 
'Inro,;n l ecx  of a r o t e c t l o n  of tne er.vironrsr,t 

;ie urse t h s t  t n e  aorost2erv:ce take  sll 
> o s s i c l e  s t e p s ,  ai.6 ac t  D-s Eusrclim of t i e  i s h l e y  
Nntlonal  Ta r s s t  t o  prevent  x c h  dsvelopnsnt  plsne, 
h .ten 'n'e f e e l  % r e  a3e In= t  t h e  o c s t  uses o f  t .e 
Forr:t--tio:e 0: k;l:llfe, r z t e r r h e d ,  nns or un- 
.spol l t i i  bscl-country; tncne C-re t h f  uses s o s t  dselr6d 
+na ne;ded b y  t n e  l s r g z t  numoers 0;' tne  SuDlIc. 

Response t o  Maroaret R. Fraser and Frances J. Riley 

See General Statement #1 

See GBneral Statement 14 

See General Statement 19 

See General Statement #3 

See General Statement 17 



Resoonse t o  Roqer Arhart 

As you are aware. the  Hlqh Ulntas Is nar  a deslqnated 
wllderness. The Wllderness Act oursuant t o  sectton 4(d)(4)(2) 
provldes f o r  the  contlnuatlon o f  establ lshed qrazlnq o f  
I Ivestock. sublect t o  such reasonable reoulat lons and nuldel lnes 
as necessary and as are o r d l n a r l l y  requlated under the qeneral 
ouldel lnes qovernlnq qrazlnq on Natlonal Forest. such as the term 
qrazlnq oermlt. 

The areas you mentlon I n  your l e t t e r  as a orlmary concern are the 
headwaters o f  b e e 0  Creek and b e e n  Basln. Thls area Is 
deslqnated as the  b e e p  Shaeo and Goat al lotment and has bsen 
used contlnual l y  durlnq thR orescrlbed Orazlnq season since 
1907. The al lotment has been under oermlt t o  the  same family o f  
oermlttees. handed d a n  from qrandfather t o  father t o  son for the  
oast 50 years. 

The camp you mentlon as your maln concern was deslqnated as a 
sheep cam0 In  the ear ly  1920’s and was one of several camps so 
deslqnated. Permanent s t ructures t o  s tare s a l t  and a lso a t e n t  
frame were a l l a r e $ a t  these s l tes.  This orac t fce  Is. of course, 
no lonqer allowed In  the  wllderness. bu t  the  o l d  f a c i l l t l e s  are 
allowed t o  remaln due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  the  wllderness quldel lnes 
f o r  the  Hlqh Ulnta Wllderness allow e x l s t l n q  h l s t o r l c a l  
s t ructures t o  deter lorate natura l ly .  

Camolnq. san l ta t lon  and cleanun I s  handled under the w a z l n q  
oermlt and annual ooeratlnq olans r h l c h  stress clean and 5anltary 
campsites a t  a l l  tlmes. 

We have had problems I n  t h l s  area i n  ths  past w i t h  sheen hwdlnq. 
camnlnq. and cleanuor the  oermltter, I s  cur ren t lv  on no t lce  t o  
remedy the  condl t lon o f  the  herder’s cams o r  face Dermlt 
susoenslon. In  addltlon, accordlnq t o  the current  wllderness 
quldel Inrts. each nl lderness shesoherder’s camn locat lon w I I  I be 
evaluated: where necessary. camps can be relocated t o  mlnlmlze 
the c o n f l i c t  w i t h  the  qeneral public and t o  mlnlmlze resource 
Imoacts. 

Th9 u-e of wood f l r e s  f o r  the  shaeoherderrs cam9 wag an 
established oraCtlC9 o r l o r  t o  wlldernsss daslqnatlon and w l l l  be 
allowed t o  contlnue under the  curr -n t  camolnq reoulat lons 
requ l r lnq  concerns f a t  aesthetlcs. sanltat lon. and mlnlmal oubl IC 
use conf l i c ts .  It Is unreasonable t o  9xoqct the hsrders t o  stay 
In  the wllderness areas for the  lenqth of the  qrazlnq seaqon (one 
and a ha l f  t o  two months) Wlthout the  use of n w d  for varmtnq and 
cooh lnq f Ires. 



(oaqe 2) 
Currently one band of sheep o f  1200-1400 ewes wl th  lambs are 
Dermlttod on the  a l l o h n n t .  The qrazlnq System consists of a 
r o t a t l n q  Plan I n  whlch each area of ths  al lotment Is rlraz-d f o r  a 
specif ied oerlod of t lme before movlnq t o  the  next area. 
Unfortunately t h i s  system sometlm8s leads t o  the  condlt lons you 
observed I n  the  h e e D  Basln area. qeneral lv caused by the  herders 
SDendlnq lonuer t ime than SDcclfled I n  the awn. easler-to-herd 
areas. and less t ime I n  the  harder access. more-dif f lcult-to-herd 
areas. 

We are cur ren t ly  workino w i t h  the permittee t o  d-veloo a 
r e s t l r o t a t l o n  qrazinq system f o r  the  Oweea. C a b  Fork. and 
Ottoson Basin areas t h a t  w i l l  18559n the  orazlnu lmoacts you 
r e f e r  to I n  your l e t t e r .  

Harder's horses ore I lmlted t o  the  number necessary t o  Dack In  
camoinq ~uo~lles. move the  Camo and DroDerIv handle t h e  
l ivestock. Length of Stay a t  each cam0 s l t s  1s rarlulated and 
s l t e s  are rotated t o  attamDt t o  avoid overqrazlna a t  any one cam0 
s i te .  Aqaln. these Drovislons are Included and administered 
under the  qrazlnq oermlt. 



ResDonse t o  Diana G. Baker 

See General Statement 19 

See General Statemant 17 

Some of the heaviest impacts t o  the  env i ronmnt  c o m  from 
recreat ion user5 and if the  in ten t  I s  t o  "Dreserven then the same 
tvDe of r a s t r l c t l o n s  a m l i e d  t o  other resources would havs t o  
apDlv t o  recrea t lon is ts  as well .  Dossiblv t o  the  Doint of 
exclusion. Tha Forest Service manaaes the land under the 
Dhllosophy O f  RUlt iDie USB. 

Dun" Tucker, Foorest Supervnor 
AshlQy National Forsst  

Dear Xr. Ticker: 

The Ashley National F o x s t  d r a f t  B.T.S. 2nd Land snd Sesouree 

!ranagemeit Plan SIJSLSI 

:Jaw t h a t  I have a m r e w e d  "ly dlapleasure,  I 'd  l i k e  t o  elaborate.  

'Ihy is it t h a t  t h i s  "Plants f o r  nanaginf e land doesn't mention 

a n a l t e r i a t i v e  for  w'lat mos t  of us in- the Dublic want--for the Ashley 

Forest  t o  be l e f t  alone and only **managed" t o  preserve the t e r r a i n ,  

w i l d l i f e  h b i t s ? .  and range and watershed SO those of us who l i v e  i n  

the c i t y  v i 1 1  have some areas  of high ncologrcal  i n t e g r i t y  t o  which  we 

can takr  oursolves and our chi ldren f o r  reassurance t h a t  l i f e  in 

America amounts t o  more than off ice  buildings,  shopping malls,  t r a c t  

housing and *planned" l i v i n g  communities which a l l  have cutdoorsy namea 

but o n l y  a few boulders surrounding an a r t i f i c i a l  pond t o  simulate nature;  

no compensation for the wonderfulljr complex meadow and marsh destroyed 

I n  t l l c  m o c e s s  of devrlaomrnt. 

30 VP ^ m a  i.3 watch tlle Forest  Service a l l o v  the Ashley be destroyed 

by n e r ,  dinicessiry i'o?ds bnlt for  ques t iomblr  t m b o r  or m n e i r l  oonpany 

USC, 07 aiv'97 

. 'at if tho Forest Servi:e would shoa so le  tfuts and t a r n  tho p r i o r l t i s s  

of thQ ansncy from providing -to a few commercial in>erests ,  t o  



p r a n d i n a  protae%ion fcr the  f o r e s t  for the b n e f i t  of 311. 

Cove ml Provide uq a r e a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  reduces and r e s t r i c t s  

and cont ro ls  t h e  mineral devnlopment a i d  timber harv;.?t and i c t i v a l y  

and f o r c e f u l l y  pro tec ts  i r rep laceable  r i p a r i a n  zones and range and 

habitaC for the e l k ,  bighorn sheep, mose. and all oC~ar m l d l i f e .  

Unpllg your nr in t i? ,  and get  ou t  in the f i e l d  and come back m t h  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  supportive of the environmental needs and concerns of 

taxpayers l i k e  me. 

Sincarsly, 

h a n a  G. %ker 
1774 Meadow Dams Way 
S a l t  Lake City, Utah 84121 

&mM%.& 3O.b.- 

(oaqe 2) 

See General Statement B l l  



Marv and Pam Poulson 
3631 South Carolyn Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 

October 2 2 ,  1985 

Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervlsor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center. Sulte 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker. 

We appreciate this opportunity to partlclpate 1" a 
meaningful way I" the forest planning process and trust that 
management of this irreplaceable resource will reflect the best 
interest of the country for the long term. We belleve that only 
through far sighted planning, pro-active management, and 
perceptive implementation can the natural, recreatlonal and 
economic values be adequately addressed. 

Ashley National Forest 
Land Resource Management Plan and 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Comment 

The Ashley National Forest Land Resource Management Plan, 1s 
an involved undertaking. Unfortunately, you do not consider the 
potential readers of your report and environmental impact 
statement. The information IS unclear, statistical data (of 
dubious public value) IS presented without sufflclent explanatlon 
for imparting understanding. The result IS that facts are 
buried, making reading the report a complex undertaking. Thls 
Situation even  appears contrived to discourage effective publlc 
~nvolvement. We strongly believe that this zmportant SerleS of 
documents not only present the facts and alternative management 
approaches, but should also provide professional analysls of the 
facts and alternatives so that the public can react from an 
informed base and not be frustrated into inaction by agency 
gobble-de-gook. Please translate the data and b r i n g  management 
implications more clearly to the fore. 

As for the content, including the preferred management 
alternative, a few comments seem appropriate. The alternatlves 
a r e  diverse but seem exclusive of flexibility in combinations and 
compromises among them. 

With o u r  strong interest i n  plants and because Pam IS a 

1 

ResDOnSe t o  Marv and Pam Poulson 

We aqree t h a t  the  Dra f t  Envlronmental lmnact S ta temnt  f o r  the  
Ashley Forest Plan Is a comalex document t h a t  requlres 
considerable study t o  understand. However. t h e  Ashlev Natlonal 
Forest 1s a very comolex subJect t o  dlscuss In  an understandable 
manner. In  retrosaect. we should not  have t r i e d  t o  descrlbe 
ef fects  and Imnacts by the  us9 of oraahs. tablss. and 
nerratlves. We were t r y l n q  t o  make tho  lnformatlon aval lab le and 
e a s l l y  understood by a diverse qrouo of readers. Amarent lv  t h e  
mul t ln le  dlsDlay resul ted I n  more. not  less. confuslon. WQ have 
attemnted t o  slmnl I f v  and streamline the  Final EIS w l t h  t h e  
lntrtnt lon o f  makinq the r s s u l t l n q  documant easler to comnrehnnd. 



graduate student of Phytogeography, w e  are particularly concerned 
with your point of v i e w  regarding vegetation. You don't seem to 
really care t o o  much for the management and preservation of the 
native forest plant communities and natural vegetative 
Succession. You speak of vegetatlon only in terms of habitat, 
range improvement, vegetative manipulation and especially timber 
harvesting. 

The proposed radical increase in timber harvestlng is 
p a r t ~ c u l a r l y  a l a r m ~ n g  from three standpoints. (1) Since 
increased harvest would yleld negatlve economic beneflt and ( 2 )  
would not substantially control the beetle infestation--according 
to statements made i n  the plan, ("Bark beetles will not be 
eliminated from pine stands by silvicultural practices."), w e  
fall to see the merits of increased cutting So why the drastxc 
Increase ~n tree cutting7 Why does the Forest deliberately 
lntend to flood the market wlth extra wood that has no market? 
This 1 s  particularly alarming zn t h e  face of high federal budget 
deficits. Who would beneflt from such a timber subsidy a5 1 s  
proposed in the plan7 

(3) Not only IS massive timber harvest proposed, but the 
attendant construction of thousands of miles of roads multlplles 
the impacts to the forest and the natural landscape. Such 
activities ignore other vegetation and In fact would decimate 
herbaceous and other understory plants. We are disappolnted that 
you feel plant resources for other than timber and grazing 
potentials are unimportant. We belleve that all plants are part 
o f  the forest environment and must be considered in any plan We 
believe that vegetation deserves mare direct, planned management 
and conservation of natural resources than is evidenced by the 
Plan a s  it now stands. Our concerns Include the natural 
vegetative landscape a s  an ecological unit. The impact Of 
m a s s i v e  timber harvest, thousands of mlles of new timber roads, 
and unrestricted mining and energy development roads that would 
be possible under the plan could devastate m p o r t a n t  ecological, 
aesthetic. scientific, and hydrologlc resource values. 
Disturbing the general cover. as could take place under the plan 
cannot be allowed. - management of the land  mu^^ be part of 
the plan. 

What of the vegetation as vegetatzan? 

Endemic, rare, threatened and endangered specles (and thelr 
habitats) must become part of an active program in order to 
comprehensively understand and manage the forest. Such special 
management areas as Research Natural Areas (RNA) and wilderness 
should be fully addressed by the plan. Management of these 
valuable natural resources cannot be passlve as suggested In the 
plan. Active planning, program development, and management must 
be part of the final approach to managing the Ashley Natlonal 

(oaqe 2) 

Sea General Statement #I 

See General S t a t m n t  84 

See General Statement 19 

See General Statement R3 

Veqetatlve succession I n  buq-killed. burned. and lwqed areas In  
lodse~019 Dlne I s  slmllar. A n  increased tlmhsr harvest (rhlch the 
new oreferred aItematlv9 does not have: It I s  lower. not hlqh-r. 
than the current prcqram) w i l l  have little effect on natural 
succession. Early succession of qraminolds. forbs. and shrubs 
mlqht be somewhat dlfferent. but the return of conifer trees w l l l  
be about the same under the dlfferent treatments. Where 
bua-killed trees are left. the aosslbllltv of wtensive fire5 ~~. ~~~ 

w l l l  be Increased. Both early and late snccesslon on burned and 
lwoed areas 1s very slmllar. 

We exoect to malntaln native forest Dlant comunitles and natural 
vw3tatlve landscaoe. For examole. harvest of buq-killed and old 
trees w l l l  make short term chanses. but the return of native 
conifer comunitles to prevlouslv harvested stands on the Ashley 
Natlonal Forest I s  demonstrated on numerovs areas. Thl- rpturn 
can be exoected In future cuts. One vlslble dlfferenc- i n  the 
landscaee beheen bu0-kllled areas not harvested and areas that 
are harvested w l l l  be the standlnq. and later wind-felled dead 
trees. 

There are no officially listed endaniered or threatened alants 
known on the Ashley Natlonal Forest. U ~ c a &  U c u s  1s 
mentlaned In the EIS as belnq adJacent to ths Forest. but the 
habitat for this olant I s  below the Forest boundary. We do not 
SXoeCt this to qrow on the Forest. There are many known andemlc 
Plants from the Ulntah Basin. but fer of these are known from the 
Forest. Amona those known from the Forest are: Astraoalus 

2 



Forest under your charge Remember, without the plants, none of 
us animals would be here. 

Also, with respect to active management, mineral and energy 
development must be carefully managed and not merely reacted to. 
Many of these resources are already recognized and locatlons o f  
some are known. Any development of known or undiscovered 
minerallenergy resources on the public forest must hold the 
public interest and their land foremost on the list. Developers 
are legally subject to management stipulations under your 
jurisdiction. Frankly we are disappointed by your plan's passrve 
approach to these management challenges 

We also strongly support the Utah Wilderness Act o f  1984. 
This landmark legislation clearly establishes Congressional 
intent for management of designated lands. The lack o f  active 
wilderness management recommendations in the plan 1 s  very 
disturbing. Since Congress has acted, ~t seems clear that the 
portion of the High Uinta Wilderness under the ~urisdiction o f  
the Ashley National Forest must be managed to maintain and 
protect the wilderness values of this identified national 
resource. We believe that the forest plan should provide clear 
management directives and enforcement policy designed 
specifically to manage natural values within the wilderness and 
preclude intrusion of non-compatible activities upon wilderness. 

Additionally, wild lands not yet designated as  wilderness 
must be protected and maintained In their natural conditlon. 
Such areas represent "money in the bank" far the future: for 
designation as wilderness or for development under a balanced 
active forest management program. The object being, pro-active 
management rather than the passive and neglectful approgch 
proposed in the draft plan. 

All In all, we see significant management imbalance in the 
proposed Forest Plan toward economic exploitation of resources at 
the expense of natural, aesthetic, recreation, and future 
appreciation of resources. This must be rectified if long term 
perpetuation of the forest 1s to be. 

Please keep us aoorised of develaoments related to this . .  
process, includyng the final and subsequent documents which will 
be forth coming. 

(Darle 3 )  

See Gsnnral S ta temnt  114 

See General Statement 12 

Thank you, 

Marv & Pam Poulson 
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Response t o  Marqaret Greqorv 

See General Statement 14 

See General Statement 620 

See General Statement 16 

See General Statement # I  

See General Statement 63 

See General Statement 113 

See General Statement 12 

Re: Ashley NatmMl Forest draft Z n v m m t a l  Irpct StatmEnt and 
Iand And Resource .Xamgmt Plan 

DeK m. mcker: 

This plan s t a t e r tha t  to accanplrsh doublmg the t" M e s t  
on the Ashley Natmnal Forest over the next 20 y ~ a r s  lcggmg wr l l  be 
done on slopes of greaker than 40%. I urge that t" hdt6stmg be 
done only on f l a t  and surtable trmbered lad on slopes less than 40%. 
I encourage that only the euls'unq road srs tm s!muld be used and harvests 
should mar only m areas uhch already have roads. 

Tutker harvests should be carried out m a  vmy whxh is tenefrclal 
to wrldlife - '&IS muld exclude clearcuttmg m=Ws and road burldmg 
plans the Forest S m c e  has pmpsed. 
OXUT a t  all m e r t a n t  wrldlife areas such as ripanan zones or 
v n n k  range. 
be "below-mst sales." only t" harvestmg w€uch doesn't lmse 
mney should be carried out. 
hanrestmg w r l l  benefit the envn"n%nt and met the ewstmg Uvlustry 
damnd. 

riprw zones, wter range or ca lmg areas for elk. 
mst be controlled, not reacted to. 

use. 
actlvities. The area is m p r t a n t  watershed and ~ ! c o u n t x y  use area. 
It xias p r o ~ ~ s e d  as wrlderness durmg the forest mlderness renew pro- 
cess and by a nustake mde by Utah's conqressrw was mt designated 
UJrldemess, even *ugh it is one of the mst wrld areas on the UmtaS. 
lb preserve thrs =que resurce, M road M d m a  should be allovd 
on any unroaded M s  on the Ashley. 

llllderness should be followed of restrictmg use where necessary an3 
m t a m m g  a l l  of the wrlderness m gas3 emlogical wnditmn. 

preservation of wfidlife, restrict m e r a l  develop?nt, reduce t m h x  
harvests and mad buildmg' an3 met a l l  of the puhlu: issues. The pi- 
wry publlc concern raised on the Ashley was to leave the forest "as It 
is." The Forest Service remnrmdation does eveIytlung but that! 

See General Statement 111  

Tlmber harvestmg should M t  

Ihe plan adrmts harvestmg tlmber fmm the forest wrll 

If these actlons are followed then t" 

Mmeral developrent should be restricted m all unroaded areas, 
Mmeral m a c e  

The "tallies" area should be closed to mer4 developrwt an3 OIN 
It IS high elevatmn sensitme terram and cannot sup~ort such 

The -le of the Wasatch Natmnal Forest on the mgh Umtas 

Forest Service, please p m d e  real altfxnatwes which stress the 



434 P a r k  Ave. 
L o g a n ,  UT 84321 

Duane T u c k e r  
F o r e s t  S u p e r v i s o r  
A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
A s h t o n  E n e r g y  C e n t e r  
Suite 1150 
V e r n a l .  UT 84078 

Dear Mr. T u c k e r ,  

O c t o b e r  23,  1985 

Please a c c e p t  my comments  o n  t h e  A s h l e y  NF d r a f t  E I S  a n d  LRMP. 

I a m  o p p o s e d  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p l a n  o f  d o u b l i n g  t h e  h a r v e s t  o f  
t i m b e r  a n  t h e  A s h l e y  NF. I u r g e  you t o  h a r v e s t  Only on g e n c l e  
s l o p e s  l e s s  t h a n  40%. t o  u t i l i z e  e x i s t i n g  r o a d s  o n l y ,  a n d  t o  
h a r v e s t  o n l y  t h e  t i m b e r  w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  l o s e  money.  I a m  s t r o n g -  
l y  a p p o s e d  t o  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  new r o a d s  ( o v e r  3000 m i l e s  o f  
r o a d s )  t o  m e e t  t h e  t i m b e r  h a r v e s t i n g  g o a l .  

The  p l a n  p r o p o s e s  l e a v i n g  as much as 70% of  t h e  f o r e s t  o p e n  t o  
m r n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t .  The  FS m u s t  c o n t r o l  m i n e r a l  i m p a c t s  a n d  
r e s t r i c t  m i n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  i n  a l l  u n r o a d e d ,  r i p a r i a n ,  a n d  
c a l v i n g  areas ( a n d  w i n t e r  r a n g e )  f o r  e l k .  T h e  p l a n  f a i l s  t o  
a d d r e s s  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o f  m i n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  t o  wild- 
life. I t  a l s o  f a i l s  t o  r e s t r i c t  m i n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  f r o m  t h e  
B o l l i e e  area, l e a v i n g  a l l  t r a i l s  o p e n  t o  O R V  use b e c a u s e  o f  
p o t e n t i a l  m i n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t .  T h i s  area c o n t a i n s  h i g h  e l e v a -  
t i o n  t e r r a i n  w h i c h  i s  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  summer w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  
w a t e r s h e d  a n d  b a c k c o u n t r y  use. P l e a s e  a l l o w  no r o a d  b u i l d i n g  
i n  t h i s  area and h e l p  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h i s  unique resource. 

T h e  p l a n  f a i l s  to d i s c u s s  t h e  High U i n t a s  W i l d e r n e s s  managemen t  
I u r g e  you t o  f o l l o w  t h e  l e a d  o f  t h e  W a s a t c h  NF on  t h e  High 
U i n t a s  by r e s t r i c t i n g  use a n d  m a i n t a i n i n g  a11  o f  t h e  w i l d e r n e s s  
i n  g o o d  e c o l o g i c a l  c o n d i t ~ o n .  P l e a s e  do  a l l  t h a t  you can t o  
p r e s e r v e  t h e  w l l d  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  HUW s o  t h a t  our c h r l d r e n  
may e n j o y  i t  as we d o .  

P l e a s e  provide r e a l i s t i c  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w h i c h  highlight t h e  p r e -  
s e r v a t i o n  o f  w i l d l i f e ,  r e s t r i c t  m i n e r a l  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  r e d u c e  
t i m b e r  h a r v e s t s  a n d  r o a d  b u i l d i n g .  Do n o t  f o r g e t  t h a t  t h e  
p r i m a r y  p u b l l c  concern r a i s e d  f o r  t h e  A s h l e y m s  t o  l e a v e  t h e  
f o r e s t  "as i t  1 s . "  I a p p r e c i a t e  h a v i n g  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  
comment on t h e  EIS a n d  LRMP. a n d  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  h e a r i n g  f r o m  
you  concerning t h e s e  L B S U P B .  

Rssoonse t o  Betsy Neely 

See General S ta temnt  14 

See General Statement 11 

See General Statement #9 

See General Statement 63 

See General Statement 113 

See General Statement 114 

See General Statement 611 



Rssnonso t o  Stephen M. b r t o n  

Most o f  the t r a l l  system on t h l s  Forest If I n  f a i r  condl t lon r l t h  
some seqmnts I n  poor condl t lon as you Indlcats. A man uodate 
occurs about every 6 years. hwever. 19 nlan t o  r s v l s s  the new 
ma0 t o  accuratalv s h w  the t r a l l  system and tral lheads. Slqnlnq 
o f  t r a l l s  Is  mare a funct lon of aval lab le fundlnq than It 1s 
ln tent lonal  neqlect on t h l s  Forest. 

The ex ls t lna  number o f  cross-country f k l  t r a l l s  Is al l  t h a t  the 
Forest can Drovlde under current  fundlnn levels. Snow nlowlno 
and other servlces are orovld-d throaqh aqrsements wI th  loca l ,  
State and Countv oovernments. 

See General Statement # I  



(aaqe 2) 

The e n t l r e  sectlon under Standards and Guldel lnes has been 
r e w r l t t e n  t o  strenqthen the  Hllderness manaiemant a rescr la t lon  
and t o  cor re la te  w i t h  t h s  Wasatch-Cache Natlonal Forest's 
Manaqement Plan. 

The Ashley Natlonal Forest arovldes a var le ty  of recreat lon 
oppor tun l t las both I n  roaded and unroadod envlronmsnts. Many of 
the  Forest roads orovlde access t o  l i t t l e  used recreat ion areas 
and lands adJacent t o  non-motorized sett lnqs. A wlde var le ty  of 
oooor tun i t les e x l s t  alonq roads such as East Park, the  Rod Cloud 
Coao Road and the  Cheoeta Lake Road. T r a l l s  access I l t t l e  used 
areas such as Cow H o l l a  alonq the  Red Cloud Loon. Ths Forest 
would be haooy t o  answer any of your questions on recreat lon 
o ~ p o r t u n l t l e s  and orovlde lnformatlon on t r a i l s  and roads In  the 
Vernal area. 



Rebecca Widenhouse 
312 South 500 Fast #5 
Salt Lake City, U I  84102 

Mr. Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor, Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Ehergy Center, Suite 1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

October 24, 1985 

_i 'L - '--------- 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

I've just learned abut the content of the Ashley National Forest draft 
hvironmental Impact Statement and Management Plan and I'm very concerned. 
lhe Plan apparently doesn't provlde alternatives that focus on environ- 
mental protection. 

An ennronmentally sound alternative would emphasize vnldlife preserva- 
tion, restrict mineral and timber development, allow little or  no road 
building and no ORV use. 

Such an alternative would limit tmber harvesting to slopes less than 
40% and to those areas where roads already exist. Tmber harvesting 
should be conducted only to meet the needs of the public (not the tmber 
companies) and only when it can be done profitably. 

An ennronmentally sound alternative would restrict mineral development 
in all roadless areas, and wherever it would intrude on elk and other 
wildlife habitat. h n n g  70% of the Ashley open to nuneral development 
is not acceptable. 'he Forest Semce can exercise more authority over 
mineral development than that. 

Finally, a suitable alternative plan would give special protection to 
sensitive areas like the bllies, and would, in general, be designed to 
keep our forests in good ecological shape. 

Please consider promding an environmentally sound alternative to your 
recomndations . 
Sincerely, 

Resoonse t o  Rebecca Wldenhouse 

See General Statement 12 

See General Statement 17 

See General Statement P4 

See General Statement A1 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement 113 

See General Statement I1 1 

kL+ d. ',-d&L.-L 
Rebecca A. Widenhouse 
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See General Statement 12 

See General Statement 13 

See General Statement 14 
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See General Statement 119 

See General Statement # I  

-r See General Statement 114 



~ u a n e  Tucker, Forest supervisor  
Ashley i a t i o i a l  Forest  
,.shton 5n'ergy Center, Sui te  1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

P.O. BOX 7152 
Missoula, MT 59807 
October 23, 1985 

0v Response to  Mollle Matteson 

Dear rrr.Tucker: 

Thank you f o r  the  opportunity t o  comment on the Ashley National Forest  
d r a f t  plan. The lands under your adminis t ra t ion a r e  extremely valuable. 
and worthy of oarefu l  decision-makmg.\ 

Unfortunately, I c m o t  support wholeheartedly any of YQW 9 a l te rna t ives .  
I s w g e s t  you rev ise  them, and supply at l e a s t  one t r u e  wilderness 
aption. 

--Timber production w i l l  not be v iab le  and economically sound f o r  
years t o  come. You w i l l  no t  r i d  the  f o r e s t  of pme beet le  through 
harvest ,  n e i t h e r  are there  grea t  demands f o r  timber on the current  
market. Yon w i l l  be s e l l m g  timber at a d e f i c i t ,  and f o r  at least 
the present time, lowerlng the  n e t  value of the  fores t .  

--Loggmg an slopes g r e a t e r  than 4W? is detr imental  t o  the  watershed, t o  
wi ld l i fe ,  and is much more c o s t l y  than e x t r a c t m g  timber from f l a t t e r  
areas. 
o r  "conservationist" terms. 

--You have not  made pl- t o  reclaim areas that are developed f o r  
mineral purposes. 
cont ro l  these impacts. not simply r e a c t  t o  them. 

--You leave out the  most spectacular  area ln the  f o r e s t  f o r  wilderness 
protection. The "bollres"--eastern U i n t a s ,  Chepeta, Weyman Park and 
Dry Fork-are Impartan% not only f o r  the= scenic  values, but a re  
also c r u c i a l  summer wi ld l i fe  haDitat f o r  blghorn sheep, e l k  and moose. 

Please r e s t r i c t  mlneral develoment i n  the 60,000 acre  Boll ies .  Close 
it t o  03V abuse and j r e s e m e  its wild character .  

I love Utah f a r  its wildness, its spectacular  landscapes, Its p r i s t l n e  
areas. 50 do many other  people that v i s i t  your s t a t e .  l i i ld  places 
a r e  an important economic a s s e t  t o  U t a h .  
Consider an a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  would keep large acreages of roadless area  
i n  the  Ashley National Forest. 

Thank you for your a t t e n t i o n  t o  my l e t t e r .  

I say t h i s  f o r  the following reasons: 

Logglng ln such s t e e p  a reas  IS not appropriate  i n  economic 

The Forest  Service hu the  respons ib i l i ty  t o  

Uon't jeopardize t h i s  resource. 

See General Statement I1 

See General Statement 14 

The Forest  malntalns an Inventory of areas needlnQ r e h a h l l l t a t l o n  
treatments resu l t lnq  from mlnlnll a c t l v l t y .  Them 15 current ly  
Only  one area on t h a t  Inventory t h a t  needs treatment. Newly 
mlned areas rl l l  contain adequate nrovlslans f o r  rehabll  l t a t i o n  
work. 

See General Statement 613 

See General Statement 62 



Heather Campbell 
P.O. Box 69 
Jensen, Utah 84035 

October 25, 1985 

Dear Llr. Tucker: 

I n  reviewing your proposed Forest  Plan and DEIS, I have 
i d e n t i f i e d  seve ra l  areas t h a t  I f e e l  deserve more consideration. 

The preferred 'Alternative B '  c a l l s  for a g r e a t  increase i n  
timbering w i t h  a corresponding increase i n  road building. 
My understanding is t h a t  t h e  timber w i l l  be so ld  below c o s t  
i n  order t o  increase t h e  harvest  of bee t le -k i l led  t r e e s .  
There i s  c e r t a i n l y  a good poin t  t o  salvaging the  timber if 
it can be done prof i tab ly ,  bu t  if t h e  expenses outweigh the  
advantages then t h i s  should be reconsidered. 

and harvesting along ex i s t ing  roads. 

A t  a time when Congress i s  t ry ing  t o  balance t h e  Federal  
budget through various reductions,  it Seems inappropriate 
t h a t  t he  Forest  Plan proposes an a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  requi res  
an increased budget. It a l so  seems inappropriate,  i n  l i g h t  
of t he  ove ra l l  timber indus t ry  slump, t o  assume t h a t  t h e r e  
w i l l  be a market f o r  t h e  timber i n  excess of our present market. 

On a more personal note, I would l i k e  t o  see  more of t h e  f o r e s t  
a rea  designated a s  Semi-primitive Non-Motorized and have some 
of t he  f o r e s t  bordering t h e  wilderness a rea  withdrawn f r o m  
mineral en t ry  and leas ing  with the  hope t h a t  these  areas w i l l  
remain undeveloped f o r  a s  long  as possible.  

I hope t h a t  you w i l l  look more c lose ly  a t  Alternatives D ,  F, 
and 0 as being more cost-effective with l e s s  emphasis on 
increased timber harvest  and road construction. 

Sincerely,  

Response to  Heather Camobel I 

See General Statement I1 

See Gensral Statement #4 

So9 General Statemant 117 

See General Statement 12 



655 Canyon Road 
Logan, UT 84321 
October 25, 1985 

Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear I4r. Tucker: 

Please add the following t o  the record Z f  public comments on 
the Ashley V.F. Forest Dlan ( d r a f t  EIS) 

The Ashley p l a n  i s  one of the most biased and anti-ecological 
plans t o  have come t o  my attention. I t  appears t o  be centered entirely 
on resource extraction, w i t h  no apparent concern for protection or even 
future use of the forest resource; the plan also, remarkably, f l i e s  i n  
the face of even economic reali ty.  
single-mindedness, and m i g h t  even serve as a classic example of forest plan- 
n i n g  a t  i t s  worst. 

and no hope of ecological justification (forestalling pine bark beetles, for  
example), and when costs will far  exceed revenues, is just  plain irresponsible. 
As even the olan s ta tes ,  wildlife will be severely impacted; the 3,OOOt miles 
o f  forest roads projected will be there fo r  many years and decades, rendering 
the resource vulnerable to  further raids and abuses. 

I t  appears t o  be a document of unusual 

Doubling the harvest of timber, when there i s  no market f o r  the lumber 

Opening 70% of the Forest t o  mineral development, and claiming the Forest 
cannot control mineral development, i s  further evidence that this Plan has been 
done hurriedly, superficially, and w i t h o u t  any profound sense of the value of 
the Forest i t s e l f .  There i s  no sign of stewardship here; the plan sounds l ike 
a late-19th-century robber baron's dream of exploitation. 

The higher elevations (the "bollies") should have been included i n  the 
Utah  'hlderness Act, and logically are part of the wilderness, and should be 
protected from motorized recreation. The resource i s  priceless and should not 
be degraded 
al l  of the higher parts of the Uintas, and a good deal of the lower elevations, 
unll be orotected, i t  i s  u p  t o  the Forest t o  provide the interim protection. 

Someday, \when even politicians wake U D  to the value of wilderness, 

GJhat the Ashley Plan appears t o  need, above al l  e lse ,  i s  a vision of 
the value of the Forest, and a sense of stewardship. 
the rawest forms of extractive use, as the Plan appears t o  d o ,  would be a 

Opening the Forest to 

penuine tragedy 

Sincerely, 

Response t o  

See General 

See General 

See General 

See General 

See General 

SRe General 

See General 

Thomas J. Lyon 

Statement 14 

Statement 11 

Statement 19 

Statement 112 

Statement 63 

Statement 613 

Statement f i l l  



Resoonse t o  Doun Chlnn 



Duane Tucker 
F o r e s t  Supervisor  
Ashley National F o r e s t  
Ashton Energy Center 
S u i t e  1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker, ,J - 
I have reviewed t h e  Ashlev National F o r e s t  d r a f t  Environmental h " C t  

Statement and Land and Resource Management Plan and would l ike t o  make'the 
following comments. 

Regarding t imber,  the  Plan would double t h e  t imber harvest ,  even though 
t h i s  would result i n  "below-cost sales" .  
reconstructed t o  do this,  impacting w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and p r i s t i n e  recreat ional  
values.  I am opposed t o  t h i s  and t h e r e f o r e  ask t h a t  you u t i l i z e  only e x l s t i n g  
road systems. 
U.S. Government. Harvest  only on slopes less than 40 percent  Do not  harvest 
i n  important w i l d l i f e  areas, 1.e. r i p a r i a n  zones, winter range o r  calving 
areas .  Do not d i s t u r b  roadless  a r e a s  I f  YOU fol low t h e s e  w i d e l i n e s  Y O U  can 

Many roads wil l  be b u i l t  and 

Harvest  only t h e  t imber which will result i n  a p r o f i t  t o  t h e  

meet the market ' s  demands while s t i l l  p ro t ec t ing  t h e  a r e a s  w h c h  have h;gher 
values than t r e e  cu t t i ng .  

All of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  addressed i n  t h e  Plan appear t o  me t o  be 
"development or iented".  Fo r  example, even t h e  "non-market" a l t e r n a t i v e  l eaves  
70% of t h e  f o r e s t  open t o  mineral development, over 60% of t h e  f o r e s t  open t o  
O R V  use and maintains an already too high t imber harvest .  
provide real  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  focus on preserving/improving w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  

I urge you t o  

r e s t r i c t i n g  mineral development and reducing t imber ha rves t s  and road bui lding.  

winter  range and calving areas .  
b e s t  use of these areas .  
development i n  t hese  a reas ,  not  J u s t  r e a c t  t o  it. 

and D R Y  use. Do not  allow road bui lding i n  any of these areas. 
management p ro tec t ion  t o  preserve the wilderness  c h a r a c t e r  of these areas .  
The Wasatch National F o r e s t  plan on t h e  High Uintas Wilderness provides a good 
lead. 

Thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  comment. 

R e s t r i c t  mineral development i n  unroaded a reas ,  r i p a r i a n  zones, and e l k  
Mineral deveopment i s  not  t h e  highest  nor the 

I urge you t o  make an e f f o r t  t o  r egu la t e  mineral 

Close a l l  high e l eva t ion  Sens i t i ve  a r e a s  t o  mineral deveopment, logging 
Give spec ia l  

Resoonse to Joelle Buffa 

See General Statement # I  

See General Statement #4 

See General Statement 112 

See General S t a t m e n t  12 

See General Statement 63 

See General Statement 17 

See General Statement #14 

J id l l e  Buffa 
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October 2 4 ,  1985 

Duane Tucker 
Forest  Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest  
Ashton Energy Center-Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker 

_- 
_, LE) NATIONAL 

REGWED. Response t o  Gsoroe Nlckas 
I 1 !  

See General Statement 1 4  

See General Statement # I  

See General Statement 12 

See General Statement 113 

See General Statement I1 1 

Please Include these  comments In t h e  o f f i c i a l  publ ic  comment record on t h e  
Draf t  Fnvironmental Impact Statement--Resaurcc Management Plan f o r  t h c  Ashley 
National Forest .  

Because t h e  t imber program seems t o  d r i v e  t h e  plan and because t h e  t imber 
program 1s  out o f  line with what t h e  f o r e s t  should provide,  t h e  plan is not  
respans~ve  t o  what t h e  pub l i c  wants 
t h e  Ashley ' 'as it 1s" The plan doesn ' t  come close t o  doing t h a t  

There 1s no need t o  double t h e  t imber harvest  on t h e  Ashley e s p e c i a l l y  when 
such a proposal includes loggmg in roadless  areas, nekat ive impacts t o  elk 
herds and o t h e r  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  spec ie s ,  logging on s lopes  g r e a t e r  than 
40%. d e f i c i t  t imber s a l e s ,  and a decrease i n  t h e  present  net  va lue  o f  t h e  
f o r e s t  Why c u t  it? 

Roadlcss areas  should remain roadless  They are t h e  most importance resource 
On t h e  f o r e s t  
of t h e  High U i n t a s  The f o r e s t  s e r n c e  always claims they  can manage roadless  
areas wlthout t h e  necess i ty  o f  wilderness  deslgnat lon 
prove L t  
and ORV use I t  1s  s e n s i t i v e ,  d e l i c a t e  land, important h a b i t a t  f o r  bighorn 
sheep and t h e  most a e s t h e t i c  region on t h e  f o r e s t  
bachcountry r e c r e a t i o n i s t s  whlch 1 s  what t h e  area E. bes t  s u i t e d  f o r  

There 1s no a r r ay  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  emphasize p ro tec t ion  of road le s s  areas, 
wulldllfe and a e s t h e t i c s  li'here 15 t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  keeps a l l  roadless  
a r e a s  road le s s ,  p r o t e c t s  a l l  important w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  r e s t r i c t s  mineral  
development, and reduces t imber harvest ing and road bui lding? 
no a r r a y  a t  a l l .  

I t  appears t h e  Ashley Vatlonal Forest  has made a conscient ious e f f o r t  t o  
prevent t h e  pub l i c  from p a r t i c i p a t i n g  In t h e  planning process  
EIS and Plan, with t h e i r  volumes of computer c h a r t s  and lack of n a r r a t i v e  a r e  
mpossrble f o r  t h e  pub l i c  t o  wade through What w l l l  t h e  f o r e s t  look like in 
twenty years?  
declszons are being made i n  t h e  cour t s  and m Washlngtan 0 C , and not  by 
those  who know t h e  resource on t h e  ground 

The major pub l i c  concern zs t o  leave 

There i s n ' t  even a market f o r  t h e  t imber  

This  1s e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  f o r  t h e  "bol l ies"  an t h e  e a s t e r n  end 

This 1s a chance t o  
The f o r e s t  s e rv i ce  should c lose  t h e  b o l l i e s  t o  mineral  development 

I t  1s very important t o  

There 1 s  r e a l l y  

The d r a f t  

Plans l i k e  t h e  Rshleys' are t h e  very reason land management 

That 1s  a tragedy 

Sincerely, 

fiyrl-"- 
George Nickas 
P I l C B ,  I 



ResDonse t o  Llnda J .  West 

See General Statement # I  

See General Statenant 84 
dc& a;! 1 9 x 4  





Mark Pearson 
P.O. BOY 204 
Grand JunctJon, CO 81502 

Resoonse t o  Mark Pearson 

See General Statement 19 
-_-_. _ _  

I LEY NATlOL, . ~~FCEIVED 

'' ' 
See GaneraI Statement 1 4  

Duane Tucker See General Statement 11 
Forest Supervisor 

Sen General Statement 12 

J See General Statement 13 

Ashley Nat ional  Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Su i te  115Q 

-I.% 

Vernal, UT 84Q78 

Dear IMr. Tuc1:er: 

October 25, 1985 

\ 

I am w r i t i n g  regarding the  Ashley IUational Forest Dra f t  E I S  and 
Management Plan. I have had the  pleasure t o  spend a number of days i n  
t he  Ashley Nat ional  Forest wh i le  passing through or v i s i t i n g  the  
Vernal area. I am concerned by the  e f tens i ve  road b u i l d i n g  and t imber 
c u t t i n g  proposed by your plan. 

While I have observed t h e  evtensive outbreaks Of p ine  bark 
beet les  on t h e  fo res t ,  I disagree w i th  the  Plan 5 approach t o  
combatting t h e  beetles. I do not belreve t h a t  a m a s s ~ v e  road b u l l d l n g  
scheme w i l l  apprec iab ly  impact t he  bee t le  i n f e s t a t i o n  and t h a t  t he  
r e s u l t  w i l l  be severe ly  diminished w i l d l i f e ,  watershed, and 
rec rea t i ona l  resources. The Forest  Servlce can have no hope of 
e l im ina t i ng  p ine  beet les  from the  fo res t  through masslve t imber 
cu t t i ng ,  as t h e  Plan admits. I t  is f i s c a l l y  i r respons lb le  t o  be 
proposing such a scheme of widespread below-cost t imber sa les  a t  a 
t ime when the  federa l  d e f i c i t  1s approaching bZ trillion. Thls 
d e f i c i t  has resu l ted  p r e c i s e l y  from t h e  type  of  management you 
advocate, i . e . ,  throwing l a r g e  amounts o f  money a t  a problem wl th  no 
hope of a favorable r e s u l t  and w i th  few t r u e  benef ic la1 impacts. I 
f l n d  ~t p a r t i c u l a r l y  o b ~ e c t i o n a b l e  t h a t  t o  meet th15 increase i n  below- 
cost  t imber sa les the f o r e s t  will have t o  l o g  greater  than 7.40 
slopes. Is t h i s  w i s e  management? 

I urge the  fo res t  t o  u t i l i z e  the  e v i s t i n g  road system t o  access 
t imber on the  less steep, more appropr ia te lands ra the r  than a t  t he  
e<pense of  w i l d l i f e  and so11 s t a b i l i t y .  NO below-cost t imber sa les 
should be Sold wi thout  e ,p l i c l t l y  s ta ted  s p e c i f i c  resource benef i t s .  
find please tr; t o  maintain the  few non-roaded p r i m i t i v e  rec rea t i ona l  
lands t h a t  s t i l l  e < l s t  on the  fo res t .  

One l a s t  po in t ,  t he  f o r e s t  needs t o  b e t t o r  con t ro l  mineral 
imeacts. As o f  now, there  are few, ~f any, r e s t r i c t i o n s  on mineral 
development. I f  the  p lan  f a i l s  t o  p lace r e s t r r c t i o n s  on a c t i v i t i e s  a t  
t h i s  time, the  fo res t  w i l l  have no handle under the  1872 Mining Law t o  
con t ro l  f u tu re  development proposals. Do we r e a l l y  wa?t the  whole 
fo res t  t o  end LIP lookinq l i l r e  the phosphate mines no r th  of Vernal7 

Sincerely, 

Mark Pearson 







Rssoonse t o  Hi1  I lam V. Peterson 

See General Statemnt # I  1 

I 1 



. ,- . 
A.D. lArchl Shaw 

ARTIST 

November 12. 1985 

Mr. Duane 6. Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy center, Suite 1150 
1680 !1. Highway 40 
Vernal, U t a h  84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker, 

our h i g h  mountains i n  their  natural s ta te ,  I want t o  make known my feelings 
concerning the proposed forest plans for Ashley National Forest. 

and the High Country East t o  Leidy Peak. I was displeased when I learned 
a road had been built  t o  Chapeta Lake i n  Whiterocks Canyon. 
more concerned w i t h  plans to  extend this road to  the Queant and Cleveland 
Lakes area, because t h i s  would allow motorized vehicles t o  get w i t h i n  
approximately two miles of Fox Lake Two miles i s  not an adequate buffer 
zone for  the wilderness area fisheries. 

excellent fishing 
n o t  easily accessible. 
al t i tude lake is t o  build a road to  it. 
that no road be built  closer than 8 t o  10 miles from any of the h i g h  lakes 
i n  the roadless area. 
be barricaded a t  i t s  beginning on Pole Creek Road t o  prevent further use. 

of Ashley National Forest t o  f ac i l i t a t e  cutting of timber i s  a mistake and 
would lead to  the demise of millions of acres of primitive forests as we now 

As an a r t i s t ,  fisherman, and one who appreciates the beauty of 

My main concern i s  commercial development i n  Whiterocks Canyon 

I am even 

One of the most valuable assets of the High Uinta range is its 
I t  i s  excellent i n  the High Lakes because they are 

The fastest  way to  r u i n  the fishing a t  a h i g h  
For this  reason, I strongly recommend 

Therefore, the existing road to  Chapeta should 

Your proposal t o  do extensive road building i n  the now roadless areas 

Resoonse t o  A.D. S h s r  

The road t o  Cheoeta Lake was bsoun I n  the early 60's and 
ComDletnd I n  1971. Roads In the West Fork of Hhiterocks were 
b u l l t  I n  the late 60 's  for timber harvest. There are no olans t o  
extend these roads t o  Oueant and Clevsland Cake5 and we have no 
other olans for road constructlon or Ioocllnq In t h s  area of t h e  
lakes d u r l n q  the olannlnq oerlod (10-15 wars) .  



know them. 
i n  the Queant Lake area, should be stopped immediately. 

and Ponderosa Pines by the mountain pine beetle would be tantamount to  
amputating ones hand t o  prevent warts. 

As one travels through the Altamont and Bluebell oil f ields of 
Duchesne County, one notices the five-acre scars i n  the l a n d - w i t h  storage 
tanks and metal buildings marking the sight of o i l  d r i l l i n g  To have the 
Ashley Forest raped i n  th is  manner i s  unthinkable t o  any caring indiviual. 

I am n o t  opposed t o  the multiple use policy of our forest lands, b u t  
I feel t h a t  i t  would be criminal t o  allow any type of development other than 
t r a i l  building i n  the vicinity of any o f  the high mountain lakes between 
the east boundaries of the High Uinta Wilderness Area and Leidy Peak. 

and easy-access recreation developments i n  the now roadless areas of the forest  
t o  be an encroachment upon the natural s ta te  of these areas and should be 
prohibited. Let us preserve as much of this  area as we can for  those who 
want t o  walk or ride a horse free from the roar, stench and unsightliness of 
civilization. 

Curtailment of road b u i l d i n g  and commercial development for  the next 
ten years i s  necessary to  qualify the Whiterocks River drainage East t o  Leidy 
Peak area for  future inclusion i n  the High Uinta Wilderness Area. 

and subsequently introduced my children t o  t h i s  area. I am hoping t o  do the  
same for my grandchildren. 
cr i t ical  that i t  be preserved for the use and enjoyment of our posterity. 

National Forest be influenced t o  consider the interests of everyone, n o t  just  
those who have commercial interests. 

Timbering operations i n  the upper Whiterocks Canyon, particularly 

In  my mind, clearcutting to forestall  the destruction of Lodgepole 

Let the damaged trees be harvested 

I consider excessive timbering, grazing, mineral and oil development, 

I made the f i r s t  of many pack t r ips  into the High Uintas i n  1948 

I t  is a place of great importance t o  me and it i s  

May you and a l l  others responsible for planning the future of Ashley 

( p a w  2) 

Slnce the Whiterocks River drainaqe East t o  I.eldy Peak i s  Bart of 
Area 1. I t  r l l l  be DrOteCted by a ~ r e s c r i ~ t i a n  which has no 
development i n  the ares dur lnq  the nlanninq neriod. 

See General Statement 119 

See General Statemnnt # I  1 

/ 
A.D. Shaw 



3252 South 200 Last 
Bountiful, Utah 84010 
November 9. 1985 

ResDonse t o  Glen J .  Smlth 

See General Statement # l l  - i -----. 
."LEyNAT~o~;L ,c,i , , See General Statement #l 

See General Statement 64 
, 

ICc 

M r .  Duane G. Tucker. Forest Supervisor See General Statement 119 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Sui te  1150 
1680 U. Highway 40 
Vernal. Utah 84078 

Dear N r .  Tucker: 

Upon careful  review of your Draft Environmental Impact Statement ( D E E )  
and Proposed Forest Plan I am l e f t  with the impression t h a t  your agency has 
ignored the reason for establishment of  nat ional  forests - which is not 
only to control  the  removal of  na tura l  resources but a l so  80 protect  the 
ecosystem and w i l d l i f e  contained = t h i n  those boundaries. 

To t h i s  end, I see M planning or commitment on your par t  t o  ensure a proper 
balance. 
any emphasis on environmental and w i l d l i f e  planning is questionable. 

A s  an experienced backpacker. camper and fisherman, I have t raveled to areas  
such as Yellowstone and Glacier National Parks, the  Windnvers and extensively 
i n  the  High Uintas. Not one of  these locat ions can match the d i v e r s i t y  of 
t h e  High Uinta Uilderness Area and t h e  adjacent Ashley National Forest. 
With so much to o f f e r  the  outdoor en thus ias t s  of t h i s  state you should not 
s i d e  n t h  such a small minority of  individuals  who could care  less about the  
envlroment  and what they do to It. 

TIHBERING: 

i 1-- -J 

Instead. your p o l i c i e s  are so slanted toward m m e r c i a l  use t h a t  

I f ind  several  p i n t s  of your proposed timbering program t o  be of 
extreme i n t e r e s t .  

Your plan is t o  immediately double timber harvest even though 
you admit there  w i l l  be d e f i c i t  sales .  
the f o r e s t  service loses I n  tenns of revenue. Can you r e a l l y  
afford t o  let the  consumers of our  na tura l  resources d x t a t e  t o  you? 

Timbering w i l l  be allowed on s teep  slopes, thus promoting e ros ion  
of  what l i t t l e  humus now ensts. 

A. 
?his, i n  essence, means 

8 .  

C. Clearcut tmg:  I have personally seen the r e s u l t s  of  c learcu t t ing  
i n  the  Gal la t in  and Uasatch forests and from these observations 
t h i s  pract ice  can be measured i n  two ways: The f i r s t  IS a f r e e  
r lde  for the  timberman a t  the taxpayers expense with deficit s a l e s  
and second, It allows f o r  the  extended use of off-road vehic les  
which fur ther  broadens the magnitude of damage to .a l1  the a reas  
surrounding the cu t t ing  Si tes .  

Your excuse f o r  allowing this pollcy and an increase i n  timber 
s a l e s  is to  s top the  spread of the mountain pine beet le .  
the bee t le  can only destroy those trees t h a t  are weak to  begrn with. 

However, 



Iherefore ,  your Suggested S l lv lcu l tura l  approach has no val id  
bas i s  f a r  t h e  allowance of c learcu t t ing  i n  advance of  ant ic ipated 
beet le  Infestat ion.  

D. Most mportant ly ,  you plan on opening the roadless a reas  t o  
timbering and extensive road bui lding withrn the first decade 
of  the Dlan. 

MINtRhLS: I would suggest a real ignment  of your mineral policy so t h a t  
you are no longer a reac t ive  force, hut a Controlling force i n  
mineral management. 

I f  t h i s  l e t t e r  could be Condensed i n t o  one s m p l e  and meaningful statement 
r t  would be: DO NOT OPEN THF ROADLESS AELA TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUR AT 
LEAST ME NLXT DECADE. This -11 allow those of  us who are t r u l y  concerned 
about maintaining f o r e s t s  for wi ld l i fe  and future  generations a chance t o  
turn  t h i s  fores t  i n t o  one t h a t  equals out both s i d e s  of the spectrum i n  
t e r m  of conservation as well as development. 

I n  summation. I request t h a t  those undeveloped areas  whichirere dropped from 
the  1984 Wilderness Act be s e t  aside f o r  a t  l e a s t  t e n  years so they may again 
be considered f o r  installment in to  t h i s  area of d iverse  and protected muntry. 

Yours t ru ly ,  

(paon 2) 

Sen General Statement bz 

See General Statement 13 

&&A 
Glen J. Smith 



111- Duane G Tucker 
Forest Supercisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 W Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84076 

Dear Mr Tucker 

3558s 50W 
Bountiful, Utah 84010 
November 12, 1985 

Thank you for  the opportunity you've given me t o  rev iew the Draft 
Eiivironrnental Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Plan for  Ashley 
National Forest In part icular, thank you for  the extension 01 the review 
period t o  November 15, 1985 

Though I have not had ample t i m e  and opportuli l ty t o  study e w q  detai l  of 
the proposed plan f o r  Ashley I'lational Forest f o r  the next ten t o  twenty  
years, there are cer ta in  poi i i ts I feel that  need t o  be made My 
understanding f o r  the establishment of national forests  was f o r  f l ie 
preservation and protection of wi ld l i fe ,  plantl i fe, watershed, and the 
inherent natural beauty of the forest and surrounding areas Many points 
of th is  plan appear t o  undermine th is  basic reason f o r  the existence of 
national forests  

Admittedly, some logging operations dre necessary I n  the national forests, 
hut I can think of no sound reason, other than po l i t i ca l  reasons, t o  imrne- 
diately double t imber  harvests when the plan admits that  the industry w i l l  
operate at a loss1 Also, i t  seems t o  me that clearcutt ing the forest on 
steep slopes. \,xhich would be necessary i o  keep up w i t h  the pi-oposed rate, 
nould caiise euteiisive erasion i n  some areas. thus endangering valuable 
waterzlieds, l iarining !./ildlife i n  the ares 

Clearcutting par ts  of a forest i s  fine as long 8s i t  i s  done i n  a conti-olled 
and carefi i l ly ylanned inatii1er This  plan, however, igi iors the idea af 
'controlled' clearcutt ing and appears t o  allow t h w e  Involved-in the t i inber 
industry t o  'cut where they please' The excuse that  clearcutt ing would 

Resmnse t o  Jams C. Peterson 

The establishment of national forests Is  f a r  mi l i t lo la  use lranoe. 
wild1 ife. tlmber. vatershed. wliderness. and recreat lonl .  
Mul t iDle  use means conservation (orotect lon from loss or waste) 
of resources. 

Sen General Statement 14 

See General S ta temnt  t19 



tonta i i i  the spread of the niouiitaiti pine beetle i s  not reasonable since vast 
areas of  forest would have t o  be cut 111 order to  signif icantly e f fect  the 
beet les spread Even t l ie Plan i t s e l t  states that the beetle : Y i l l  l iot be 
eli it i inated hi4 these ' s i I ~ ~ i c ~ l t ~ r a I '  practices 

The plan states t ha t  approximatelg 7OX of the  lo res t  w i l l  be upen (01- 

inii leral developlnent, and impl ies that  nsltley National Forest w i l l  have 
l i t t l e  control over proposed rnineral developments, stating that they are 
only  react i ' te  This leave: one w i t h  the feel ing that  the l~lational Forest 
Service i s  at  the mercy of p r i w t e  industry w i t h  what they do t o  t he  
forest  

S t i l l ,  I in  sure there are inany ot l ler points of the plaii which I liw not 
c o w r e d  But as a backpacker and frequent v i s i t o r  t o  the High Uli ita's 
P r i w i t i v e  area and Ashley Nat ional  Forest. I request that  you cur ta i l  t l ie 
proposed increase i n  t imber  l tarvesting un t i l  the next review period This  
includes halt ing the p lan  t o  build new roadW6yS f o r  these pui-poses The 
t i i i iber itidustry cannot shut down altogether, but keep ulearcutt i l ig under 
control, carefully planned, and o f f  the steep ter ra in  Timber harvesting 
should not e x e d e  rates where l i t t l e  o r  no pro f i t  i s  being made 

Also, I feel that  the national forest  service should l i a w  control oiler how 
the natural resources and minerals i n  the are developed Though some 
development i s  bound to  occur, the national forest service sliould be able 
t o  see t o  i t  that  these developments do not greatly e f fec t  the w i l d l i f e  and 
natural beauty i n  the area 

111 surt~mart~, Asl i ley 1~1ationa1 Forest :hoUld re lec t  manu points of th is  plan, 
and contifltue t o  opei-ate as i n  i t s  or ig i i ia l  fashion, that i s  t o  preserve and 
1 0  protect t l ie forest i n  i t 's  i iat l i ral state Perhaps a tnore reasonable plan 
,:an be propo:ed i n  ten o r  twerlty years t ime 

(Daqa 2)  

See Genaral Statement 13 

See General Statement 82 

Jbrnes c Peterson 



E. BUSINESS COMMENTS AN) FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES 

9-1 Southern Cal l f o r n l a  Edlson Company 
9-2 Champ1 ln  Petroleum Company 
9-4 Chevron U.S.A.. Inc. 
9-5 Rocky Mtn. 011 and Gas Assoclatlon. Inc. 
9-6 Great L'ake L'umber 
9-7 Victor  0. Brlmhall. J.L. Casey b n ,  T. Dean Spackman 
9-9 Adrlan K. and E l len  E. Reynolds 
9-10 Reld D. Bench 
9-11 Green and Berry 
9-12 Deseret Generatlon and Transmlsslon Cooperative 



Southern California Edison Company 
P 0 BOX . lo 

, D O L O N G  B E I C H B O Y L E V I W D  

LONG BEACH CIL3FORLII I I  s0.m 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

September 4, 1985 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

SUBJECT: Ashley National Forest 

In response to your letter of July 16, 1985, Southern California 
Edison Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Draft Ashley National Forest Land Resource Management Plan. 

We are pleased to see that the Draft Plan recognizes utility 
corridors, and encourage you to continue this recognition as you 
develop the Final Plan. Corridor designation 1s an important 
and critical element of land use planning and is a valuable tool 
for both land managers and the utility industry. 

We note there is general discussion and policy in the text 
regarding corridors; however, we recommend that location, 
specified widths and type of utility facilities involved be 
shown on the maps. 

Transmission lines are delineated on the maps as individual 
rights of way and should be shown as parts of utility 
corridors. 

We suggest designated cdrridors be of sufficient width (E 
miles) so as to provide the routing flexibility necessary to 
aVOld or mitigate potential impacts to environmentally sensitive 
areas that might be located within the corridor. 

Land and Resource Management Plan 

Resaonse to Southern Cal l f o rn la  Edlson Comoany 

A statewide ma0 I s  belns oreaared by the s ta te  of Utah. BCM. and 
Forest Service t o  cwrd lna te  a l l  aqancy alannlnq: the maD rl l l  
dlsalav the Information you are requestlnq. 

The map key re fe rs  t o  these as ex l s t l nq  u t i l i t y  corr idors. 
see Table H I n  ADaendlx H of the EIS. 

Also, 

The wldth of the wlndars ranqe from 4 t o  9 mllas wide for the 
reasons YOU mntlon. Haever. t he  cor r idor  dsslqnatlons have 
been ellmlnated w l th in  the Flamlnq Gorqs NRA. These dsslqnatlons 
were I n  conf l  l e t  r l t h l n  NRA manaqement standards and quldallnes. 
The aotentlal need f o r  wldenlnq the rlqht-of-way fo r  Western Area 
P a e r  Admlnlstratlon I lnes I s  racoqnlzed. Such wldenlnq "111 be 
analyzed and evaluated based on aro jec t  sDeclflc arooosals. 



t 

MI. Duane G. Tucker -2- September 4, 1985 

we thank you €OK this opportunity to comment on the plan and 
trust you will give our comments full consideration in the 
preparation of the Final Plan. 
please contact Me. J. R. Wilson at (213) 491-2880., 

If further details are needed, 
~ 

899s 



October 15, 1985 

Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Re: Proposed Land Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement 

Gent1 men : 

Champlin Petroleum Company, a subsidiary of Union Pac i f i c  
Corporation, thanks you f o r  the Opportunity t o  comment on the 
captioned Plan and E.I.S. 

We commend the Forest for i t s  e f f o r t s  i n  the planning process: 
however, we are somewhat concerned about the lack o f  a t ten t ion  t o  
minerals and energy, s p e c i f i c a l l y  o i l  and gas. We m u l d  l i k e  t o  
see the areas o f  no leas ing and no surface occupancy defined on a 
map. Also, we should appreciate an in te rpre ta t ion  of the exact 
meaning o f  item nmber 15, page IV-31 o f  the Plan. Does t h i s  i n  
fact mean tha t  o i l  and gas explorat ion and developnent would be 
denied i n  favor of a “ c r i t i c a l  resource“ o f  lesser value? What 
might a “ c r i t i c a l  resource“ be i n  such a case? 

On page 111-45 of the E.I.S. under c., S u i t a b i l i t y ,  i n  the f i r s t  
paragraph, the statement i s  made t h a t  lands may be considered 
su i tab le  f o r  explorat ion, but not  necessar i ly  su i tab le f o r  
developnent. Why i s  t h i s  so? Also, i n  the l a s t  sentence of the 
second paragraph under S u i t a b i l i t y ,  the statement i s  made that  the 
Forest Service can decide against leasing if the value of the land 
o r  i t s  resources outweighs the foreseeable benef i ts  tha t  would be 
derived from explorat ion of the mineral resource. How can such 
values be determined without f i r s t  conducting explorat ion 
a c t i v i t i e s ?  I n  addit ion, it i s  our understanding tha t  the Forest 
Service can only  make recommendations t o  lease o r  not t o  lease and 
not  the actual decisions. 

Again, we thank you for the oppor tun i ty  t o  comment on the Plan and 
E.I.S. 

Resoonse t o  Cham01 I n  Petroleum Comoany 

Exceot I n  withdrawn areas. mlneral Ieaslno Is authorlzad under 
the  Mineral Leaslnq Act o f  1’320. as amended. on the  en t i re  
Forest. Slnce 0 1 1  and qa5 lease aooIIcatlons cwnnonlv covsr 
10.000 DIUS acres, each aaol lcat lon must be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis: only than can aonraorlate s t lnu la t lons  be 
recommended. To attempt t h i s  an a wholesale basls w i t h  a ma0 
shoulno where selected StlDUlatlOnS aoolv would be Imoractlcel. 
A matr ix  d lso lay lnq apol lcat lon of 5oeclal s t lou la t lons  and whers 
they are aoal led 1s contained I n  t h s  Plan an a I I s t  o f  standard 
and soeclal s t lou la t lons  Is Included In  aoosndlx B o f  the Plan 
and H of the EIS. 

An In terors tat Ian of the  Item number 15 Is t h a t  ac t l v l t l * ,s  may be 
denied o r  I l m l t e d  t o  o ra tsc t  a c r l t l c a l  resource such as 
threatened and endanqered saecles habitat.  v isual   resource^. o r  
In  sme case. r lDar lan  habitat.  

Exolorat lon a c t l v l t l e s  qeneral ly Involve l i t t l e  o r  no surface 
dlsturbsnce whereas develoomsnt could r e s u l t  In t o t a l  
dlsolacement o f  the  surface resource. Exolorat lon must be done 
I n  a manner t h a t  orotects the  affected land and resources. 

Your understandlno Is correct. The word “decids” ha-, be9n 
replaced w i t h  “recommend.” 

James M. Taylor 
S t a f f  Landman - Public Lands 

JMTImrk 
Champlin Petrolem Company 
P O  Box 1257 
EO iewma coioraao 801so 
302 779 0079 



Chevmn USA Inc 
700 South Colorado Blvd , P 0 Box 599, Denver. CO 80201 

October 23. 1985 

Ashley National Forest 
Draft EISILRMP 

Mr. Jack Watson, Ashley Forest Planner 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Watson 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the captioned 
documents We are very concerned about your planning team's apparent 
position that the exploration and development of energy and minerals 
does not need to be considered in your forest planning process. 

Your position is in direct conflict with the mandates of. The Natmnal 
Forest Management Act regulations, specif~eally at paragraph 219 1 
(b) ( 2 )  (which requires that a trade-off analysis between the mineral 
resources and the renewable resources be conducted for each plan 
alternative), the same regulations at paragraph 219.22 (whlch requ~res 
that "mineral exploration and development shall be considered in the 
management of renewable resources"); and Section 1502.14 of NEPA (whlch 
requires that all reasonable alternatives be evaluated and reasons 
be given If any alternatives are eliminated, and specifically states 
that "reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead 
agency" shall be included) We hope that you will revise your planning 
documents to include alternatives which detail the various management 
emphases and their direct effect on energy and mineral exploration 
and development 

Chevron IS not currently active in the Ashley National Forest, 80 it 
is impassible to predict precisely how the Plan might affect us Stlll, 
we recognize the Ashley National Forest as being an area of potentla1 
or1 and gas Interest to US. and we reserve the right to challenge 
decisions made under the Plan which would adversely affect operations 
that we might propose in the Forest. 

Sincerely yours, 

Resoonse t o  Chevron. U.S.A. 

It was not  the  In ten t  i n  our Dra f t  Environmental lmnact Statement 
t o  in fe r  t h a t  mlnerals explorat lon and devslooment d id  not  need 
t o  be consldered I n  the  Forest Plannlnq e f fo r t .  What t h 9  OElS  
d i d  t r y  t o  dlsalay was the lack of s o l i d  Informatlon on minerals 
potent ia l  an the Ashley Natlonal Forest. Note t h a t  the  
dlscusslon I n  Chanters I I .  I l l  and I V  o f  ths  E I S  a l l  pertained t o  
mlnerals manaOement and t o  the  oroblems of  oroJeCtln7 a c t l v i t i a s  
which are demand related. The F lna l  E I S  exoands the  dlscussion 
of mlneral manaqement under t h s  various a l ternat lves.  

He have attemoted t o  exoand the  dl-cusslon of mlnera15 
exolorat lon and devnlonment I n  manaqnment areas hy reohra-lnq the  
standards and quldel lnes I n  the  Forest Plan and by exrmndlnq the  
d lsn lay o f  minerals Information I n  Chaoters I I  and I V  o f  the  
F lna l  EIS.  

MMF cm 

Northern Region - Exploration, Land and Productton 



/ Resoonse to Rocky Mountaln 011 and Gas Assnclatlon. lnc. - .. 
,.:A5 - . . ~  

J informatlon aertainlns to mineral exaioration and dsvslom" Is 
.. I \ detalled In the Analysts of th9 Mannnsm-nt Sltuatlon (AMs) which 

The content of th9 AM$ Is briaflv 
wsJr-h=xzaTc&%-* summarized l n  Chapter i l l  of the EIS and also addresses thnrs 

i 
I T - -  - - - 

Is svallahle for your review. 

c o m n t s .  

345 PETROLEUM 0UlLDlNG. DENVER COLORADO 80202 
303/534-8261 

Rocky Mountain 
Oil & Gas Association, Inc. 

October 23, 1985 

Mr. Jack Watson 
Forest Planner 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 West Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

I am writing on behalf of the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association (RMOGA) 
to comment on the Draft Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Ashley National Forest. RMOGA is a 
trade association representing hundreds of members who account for more than 90% 
of the oil and gas exploration, production and transportation activities in the 
Rocky Mountain West. Because of this, our members have a vital interest i n  how 
the Forest Service manages Its lands, particularly with respect to mineral 
resource activities. 

We do not believe the Draft planning documents for the Ashley National 
Forest are i n  compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Followng is a discussion of the regulations as they pertain to energy and 
mineral resources in the planning process. 

The National Forest Management Act regulations presently prescribe under 36 
CFR 219.22 the folloWing integration requirements for planning: 

Mineral Resource: the mineral exploration and development in the planning 
area shall be considered in the management of renewable resources. The 
following shall be recognized to the extent practical i n  the Forest plan: 

(a) Active mines within the area of land covered by the Forest plan; 

(h) Outstanding or reserved mineral rights; 

(c) The probable occwrence of various minerals, including locatable, 
leasable and common variety; 
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( d )  The po ten t ia l  f o r  fu ture mineral development; 

(e) 

( f )  

Access requirements fo r  mineral explorat ion and development; and 

The probable e f f e c t  o f  renewable resource prescr ip t ions and management 
d i r e c t i o n  on mineral resources and a c t i v i t i e s ,  inc lud ing explorat ion 
and development. 

Speci f ica l ly ,  Paragraph 219.1(b)(2) requi res t h a t  the  process should deter- 
mine "the r e l a t i v e  values o f  a l l  renewable resources, inc lud ing the re la t ionsh ip  
o i  mineral resources t o  these renewable resources". This paragraph requires a 
t radeof f  analysis t o  be prepared f o r  each of the p lan a l ternat ives.  When, i n  
terms of mineral resources, there i s  on ly  one a l t e r n a t i v e  under consideration, 
i t  i s  impossible f o r  a t radeof f  analysis t o  be prepared. The Forest Service has 
said t h a t  the reason fo r  t h i s  approach i s  because they do not  have j u r i s i d i c t i o n  
over mineral leasing. 

NEPA, Section 1502.14, A l ternat ives Inc lud in  the Proposed Action, d i r e c t s  
the agencies i n  the preparation o f  an €IS as folBows: Subpart (a), "Rigorously 
explore and ob jec t ive ly  evaluate a l l  reasonable a l ternat ives,  and fo r  a l t e r -  
natives which were el iminated from deta i led  study, b r i e f l y  discuss the reasons 
fo r  t h e i r  having been eliminated'. Subpart (c)  fu r ther  states, *Include reaso- 
nable a l te rna t ives  not w i t h i n  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  of the lead agency". The 
Forest's argument t h a t  they have no j u r i s d i c t i o n  over mineral a c t i v i t i e s  and are 
therefore not  required t o  f u l l y  in tegrate minerals i n  the  planning process i s  
not a leg i t imate  one. NEPA requires t h a t  a l te rna t ives  under consideration 
should include those not w i t h i n  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  the lead agency. This pro- 
v i s i o n  applies s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  energy and mineral a c t i v i t i e s  since they are 
v a l i d  uses of Forest lands but  administered by the Bureau of Land Management. 

However, such problems are addressed by NEPA. 

I n  l i g h t  o f  the above provisions, we bel ieve the Forest Service i s  i n  v io la -  
t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  NEPA and Forest Planning Regulations. We expect t h a t  the 
Forest Service w i l l  want t o  rev ise i t s  current planning documents t o  include 
a l te rna t ives  which d e t a i l  the various management emphases and the d i r e c t  e f f e c t  
on energy and mineral opportunit ies, as wel l  as access const ra in ts  and r e s t r i c -  
t ions. For example, an a l te rna t ive  which emphasizes timber production would 
prove more favorable f o r  o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s  since these a c t i v i t i e s  are com- 
pat ib le ;  whereas, an a l te rna t ive  which emphasizes nonmarket oppor tun i t ies would 
contain more s t r ingent  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on energy and mineral a c t i v i t i e s  and oppor- 
t u n i t i e s .  

(Dags 2)  
ChaDter I V  o f  the € I S  contalns nn moandad w r l t e m  addresslno 
your concerns In (e )  and (f) .  

See Gennral Statnment 110. 

As noted I n  several places I n  the DEIS. the Forest recmnlzes the  
r e s w n s l b l l l t y  fa r  mana9mnt  af a l l  ths  resources of the  
Ilshley. What we were t r y l n q  t o  exoress I n  the D r a f t  I s  the fact 
t h a t  minerals a c t l v l t l e s  arn mneratad by of f -Farsst  demands and 
lntnrnntlonal Influences. alaclnrl  us In  a react lve ro thsr  than a 

rovlewlnq. and aaDrovlnq ODeratlnq olans f a r  DroDosed lacatable 
mlneral m t l v l t l e s .  We also have the resoonslbl l  l t y  f o r  
revler lnq and maklnn r s c m n d a t l o n s  t o  the Bureau o f  land 
M a n w a n t .  r h o  ac tua l l y  has f l n a l  leaslnn author l ty .  fnr any 
Dro~osa ls  fo r  IeasInq a c t l v l t v  an Natlonal Forest admlnlsterad 
lands. 

Chaater I l l  o f  the E I S  lncludss an emandsd dlscusslan o f  
r e s w n s l b l l l t v  and ADaendlx B I n  the  Plan and ADDendlx H In t h e  
€ I S .  Includes the  StfDulat lans aDDI led for 0 1 1  nnd 5.35 I-aqInQ. 

araactlvn DOS1tlOn. We are r9sDOnSlb19 for rrOll9St1n+l. 

A matr lx ha5 been develoDed and IncorDoratsd I n t o  the Plan r h l c h  
dlsalays s ~ e c l o l  St lDulat Ion and land areas where anal led. 
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Only through the  analysis of resource values can the  management p r i o r i t i e s  
be determined f o r  each management area. The Forest Service should i d e n t i f y  
lands having energy and mineral po ten t ia l  and prescribe actions which would open 
or maintain access t o  those resources, while meeting minimum legal  standards f o r  
environmental protection. Areas where c o n f l i c t i n g  resource values outweigh 
po ten t ia l  mineral resource values would have minimum pro tec t ion  requirements 
which meet the plan object ive f o r  t h a t  area. However, when only one a l te rna t ive  
has been i d e n t i f i e d  and analyzed, the purpose of the planning process has been 
defeated. 

Each o f  the management a l te rna t ives  under consideration should i d e n t i f y  the  
tradeoffs which would occur as a r e s u l t  o f  the poss ib le  implementation o f  t h a t  
a l te rna t ive  as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  energy and mineral values. The tradeoffs should 
include oooor tun i t ies and r e s t r i c t i o n s  f o r  access t o  minerals. minimum orotec- 
t i o n  s t i p i l a t i o n s  required under each a l ternat ive,  and analysis o f  r e l a t i v e  
value placed on each c o n f l i c t i n g  resource. 

When the prefer red plan a l te rna t ive  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  selected and published, 
each prescr ip t ion  f o r  management should describe the  speci f ic  impact on energy 
and mineral resources. This should include the minimum standard requirements 
for surface pro tec t ion  upon issuance o f  leases, permits and plans o f  operation, 
and what addi t ional  requirements, if any, are t o  be placed on these a c t i v i t i e s  
i n  order t o  meet the object ive o f  the  prescr ip t inn.  Also, the prescr ip t inn  
should give r a t i o n a l e  as t o  why normal standards are not  su f f i c ien t  t o  p ro tec t  
the land use Objective. However, the  proposed Ashley LRMP does not  give t h i s  
information. e i t h e r  an area i s  withdrawn o r  i t  i s  open, subject t o  the Forest 
Wide Management Direction, which i n  i t s e l f  cannot provide s i t e  spec i f i c  require- 
ments by management area. 

One other po in t  we bel ieve i s  re levant  i s  tha t  whi le  discussions of minerals 
and t h e i r  associated a c t i v i t i e s  can be found i n  several d i f f e r e n t  sections of 
both the DEIS and the proposed Plan, i n  most cases these sections are v i r t u a l l y  
iden t ica l .  It would be more drudent t o  cross-reference t h i s  discussion ra ther  
than t o  cont inua l l y  repeat i t . I t  would be much more enl ightening t o  the pub l ic  
i f  the mineral section contained more per t inent  discussions as t o  the energy 
resource s i tuat ion.  For instance, there IS no ind ica t ion  as t o  how many leases 
have been issued on the  Forest, where they are, how many lease applications have 
been f i led ,  o r  how many d r i l l i n g  requests have been f i l e d .  A map i l l u s t r a t i n g  
areas considered t o  have mineral po ten t ia l  should a lso be included. 

( p a w  3) 
The only  Informatlon aval lab le fo r  determlnlna the  enerqy and 
mlneral potent la l  of the  Forest I s  on a very oeneral basts. He 
have c l a r l f l e d  the  ef fects  of the  various a i te rna t lves  on the  
d e s l r a b l l i t v  o f  mlnerals a c t l v l t l e s .  Aval lable mlneral data 1s 
sketchy and I n s u f f l c l e n t l y  detai led. a l l w l n s  us only t o  
soeculate on fu ture develooment a c t l v l t l e s .  Note t h a t  standard 
and Soeclal s t tpu la t lons  are amended t o  the  F ina l  E I S  and Plan 
fo r  lnformatlonal pumoses. 

The mlneral data (number o f  clalms. leases asndlna. leases f l led .  
and s9neral locatlons) are deta l l -d  In  16 oams o f  the  Analysls 
of the Nanasemnt Sltuatlon. avai lab le fo r  oubl lc  review w o n  
request. No deta l led map I s  Included. 
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In conclusion, we do not believe the Ashley National Forest Draft LRMP and 
€IS comply w2th NEPA regulations or the National Forest Management Act. We 
recommend that several changes be made to the draft planning documents which 
follow the guidelines we have suggested in these comments. Further, we would 
also recommend that the mineral discussions be revised to include more pertinent 
information with regard to energy and mineral activitles. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the planning process. We 
will be happy to discuss our recommendations in further detail at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, . 

Public Lands Director 

AIF:cw 



Resvonse t o  Great Lake Cumher 

Economic a f fec ts  of the Ashley NatlonaI Forsst UDOn the local 
econmy Is described I n  Chapter Ill. Table 11-1 .  Thls dlscvssion 
d id  not intend t o  nsl lqht“  t he  timber or l ivestock Industrles. 
However. the amount of emoloyment qenerated by these tu0 sectors 
of the economy is only a small perc9ntarls of  the t o t a l  
employrmnt/oovulatlon plcture. 

The lmnortance of these two sectors has undoubtedly Increased 
w l th ln  tha Dast one t o  one and a ha l f  ysars due t o  tha downturn 
i n  the eneruv sector. However. the f loures f o r  rscalculat lon of 
emoloyment are not  avai lable fo r  these recent mnths. 

Aaproxlmataly 80 percent of ths  roads t o  be constructed are 
temporary roads. sk id  t r a i l s  and landloss. Thsse w i l l  be closed 
when the area has been harvested. Of  the rsmalnlnrl 20 percent 
which would be permanent. 40 nercent would bs newly constructed 
and 60 percent reconstructed. I n  addltlon. most of th9 new 
nnrmanent roads which w i l l  be b u l l t  are local roads. many r h l c h  
w i l l  be closed a f t e r  I n i t i a l  s c t i v l t l e s  are comolsted. 

We have t r l e d  t o  s i m n l i f y  and c l a r l f y  t hs  Final E I S  and Forest 
Plan t o  make It mor9 understandahl~. 



(vaqe 2) 
Since commercial fuelwood sales are the most cos t  e f f e c t i v e  way 
t o  remove and rsqenerete dead l o d q ~ n o l s  stands ef fect ive lv .  we 
Intend t o  m e t  t h l s  demand. This doas no t  mean we w i l l  lncr9a5'3 
the  t o t a l  board fn9t amounts fo r  the Forest Der year. Rather 
t h i s  means t h a t  oercentaqes o f  th9  nval lab le wood w 1 1 1  Increase 
f o r  comn9rclal fuelwwd sales I f  the  demand Increases. 

Law enforcement was included I n  Chaoters I 1  and I V  o f  the  d r a f t  
Forest Plan. This discussion was combln-d I n t o  Chaotnr I I  I n  the  
f ina l .  You are cor rec t  t h a t  enforcement of m w l a t l o n s  i q  nn 
increaslnq Droblnm t h a t  w l l l  undoubtedly continue as us95 on tho  
Forest increase. We are cont lnua l l y  uoqradinq the  Forest ls  law 
enforcement CaDabl l l t les  throuqh t r a l n l n n  and. a5 the  budqet 
s l i m s .  throuqh c w o n r a t l v e  e f f o r t s  w i th  the Sher i f f 's  
Departments I n  the  counties w i t h  the maJor Dort ion o f  Forest 
uses. 

The Plan provides several Standards t h a t  1 1 1 1  quide a c t l v l t l e s  
w i t h i n  the  Vernal watershed I n  order t o  assure t h a t  Water Q u a l l t v  
standards are met. The monitorinq o f  both the  quant i ty  and 
q u a l i t y  of water Is out l ined  i n  the  monitorlnq sectlon of t h e  
Plan. 

Our in ten t  1s t h a t  chanqes from t h n  olannad actions would take 
Place on a orooort lonate basis. Harever. t h i s  I s  subl-ct t o  
budaets we receive and t o  Rnqlonai and National chanq-s. Minor 
chanqes In  any qlven year would not  n*cesswi ly  t r l q q e r  Forest 
Plan amendments or revisions. Amendments and rwl. ions would 
only x c u r  from ClanLfhmt var la t lons  from Dlanned a c t l v i t l e s  
which could not  be averaqed over several years o f  the nlannlnq 
Derlod. 



taaqe 3) 
The timber sales Prwram l d m t l f l e d  r l t h l n  the  nschedul In" 
Sectlon" has attempted t o  saread o u t  the  sales t h a t  may be 
located I n  u e t  areas. 

The Ashlev Is In  the  DrOCess o f  dramatlcal ly chanqlnq the current  
sa le standard-. orocedures. and ourchaser requlrements. Sale 
vreaaratlon standards are belnrr reducsd In an a t t e m t  t o  
s l q n l f l c a n t l y  rsduce costs and aut more rPsoons lb l l l t y  uoon the  
ourchaser t o  narform as 9 "Prudent Ooerator". Sale orocedures 
1 1 1 1  be reduced. requ l r lnq  the  Durchaser t o  bn resaonslhle for 
many more a c t l v l t l e s  on the  sales. such as volume determlnatlnn. 
accountabll l t y .  sale deslan. and slte areaaratlon a c t l v l t l e s .  
Thls year the  Ashlev 1s beqlnnlng a armram of orescrlbsd f l r s  t o  
reduce slash created by sales and f o r  treatment of standlnq dead 
lodqeoole p lne to ImOrOve w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  and reduce th9  l m n s e  
areas of unbroken f I r e  fuels. 

Road and area closures rll l  be handled thraunh the  Travel Plan. 
Thls olan w l l l  be rRvleWr?d annually and undated as necessary. 
The c r l t e r l a  for these Closures Is located I n  the Ftandards and 
quldel lnes I n  the  Forest Plan. 
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Rqsponse t o  Victor 0. Brimhall. J.?. Casey Barn .  and T. Dean 
Sanckman 

The need for concesslonalrs and prlvate devaloom.tnt Is rscorfnlred 
and encouraqed on paqe A14 I n  the aoanndlx. 

Your suqaested chanoe for the Greendaln Manaoemsnt U n l t  has bsen 
mads. 

Fores t  superv isor  
Ashley National Fores t  
1680 West Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 64078 

Dear Sir, 

Reference your letter 1920, da ted  16 J u l y  85, =licit<;$ our  
ComTents on your Proposed Fores t  Plan. we apprec i a t e  t h i s  
opportuni ty .  
Flaming Gorqe National Recreation area (NRA) as covered i n  
ADDendix A, FGNRA Supplemental Direction. 

our comments are d i r e c t e d  p r imar i ly  toward the  

lnission & Goals (Paqe A-1). 
l i v e  i n  t h e  NRA do so pr imar i ly  because of our  love and appre- 

Those of us  who have chosen t o  

c i a t i o n  f o r  i t s  n a t u r a l  environment. So, w e  are pleased t h a t  
Par I A ~  (page A-1) recognizes  t h i s  as one of fou r  important 
e l e m e n t s  i n  providing a "high q u a l i t y  va r i ed  r e c r e a t i o n  exper- 
ience". we sugges t  t h a t  t h e  €unct ions ( f a c i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s )  
provided by your concess iona i res  and t h e  p r i v a t e l y  ownea Flaming 
Gorge Lodge gre also so s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  t h e  NRA experience t h a t  
t hey  should/m%ntioned and t r e a t e d  as a sepa ra t e  element. This 
could be done by d e l e t i n g  the  last  sentence i n  paragraph 4 and 
moving it t o  a paragraph 5 as follows: 

"5. Development of facil i t ies t o  r e l a t i v e l y  high scale 
w i l l  be concentrated i n  a few areas of heavy publ ic  
use. Concessionaires w i l l  be used t o  s a t i s f y  demon- 
s t r a t e d  publ ic  needs t h a t  cannot be m e t  wi th  Fores t  
s e rv i ce  resources.  The needs of concess iona i res  and 
p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e s  se rv ing  the  pub l i c  wi th in  t h e  NRA 
t o  remain economically v i ab le  i n  what haa.:baen a . shor t  
season .envir;onrhentr musbrbe eonaidered. - -Expansion of 
win ter  Spor t s  a c t i v i t i e s  could he lp  reduce t h e  impact 
of t h i s  seasonal syndrome. 

Greendale Manaqzment U n i t  CFC-4 (Paqe A-391. In  p a r  4b(7) you 
Statez "Release no w a t e r  f o r  p r i v a t e  land use t h a t  is owned by 
the  Fores t  Zervice and may be needed f o r  use on t h e  NRA." we 
support  what we be l ieve  is intsnded, b u t  t h i s  is too absolu te  
t o  be good management pol icy.  
s h o r t  t e r m  a va luable  resource such as water because of a hypo- 
t h e t i c a l  condi t ion  t h a t  may never materialize. It is conceivable  
t h a t  it might be i n  t h e  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t  t o  release water for 
p r i v a t e  land use, i n  a per iod  of drought and high fire hazard, 
on a month t o  month or year  t o  year  b a s i s  and st i l l  have it ava i l -  
able when a n  NRA need arises. we suggest  t h e  phrase,  nupro tec t  
Fores t  s e r v i c e  Water Sighta"  would %tter satisfy what is intended. 
And, it should apply t o  a l l  management un i t s ,  no t  j u s t  CFC-4. 

It seems unwise t o  lock up i n  t h e  
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Cedar spr ings  -Bootleq-Mustans Manaqement u n i t  CFC-5 (Paqe A-401, 
Paragraph 5b(4) under "Management Decision" could be deleted 
unless  t h e r e  is a p a r t i c u l a r  reason for inc luding  the  "no new 
concessionaire'' idea  here. It is v i r t u a l l y  a r e p e a t  of par. IIBS(2) 
on page A-14 tha t  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  management uni t s .  It is a good 
idea. 

Ins tead  of t h e  above, add: Consider concess iona i re  maintenance 
of t he  f i s h  c leaning  s ta t ion ."  Clear ly ,  t h i s  t a s k  f o r  over  t w o  
years  has been beyond Fores t  Service resources .  When it does not 
func t ion  over  long per iods  of t i m e  it becomes a monument t o  waste/ 
poor p l ann ingbad  management. 

Because campgrounds and stores mutually support  each o t h e r  cons ider  
keeping the  popular F i r e  F ighter  Memorial Campground (Bootleg- 
v i r t u a l l y  ad jacen t  t o  Flaming Gorge Lodge) open through the  Deer 
Hunt.. . . .operated by a concess iona i re  if necessary. 
Nat ional  Fo res t s  are success fu l ly  extending their campground 
services i n  t h i s  manner now. 

o ther  

Red Canvon Manaqement Uni t  CFC-6 (Paqe A-41). 
Af te r  t he  nega t ive  par  (6)  "Permit no o r san iza t ion  or group 
occupation of t h e  undeveloped p a r t  of t h i s  u n i t  except on a 
dav-use basis." Add: "Consider t h e  development of a Group 
Cakpground. In Reason: stores and campgrounds provide Support 
f o r  each other .  

Add a paragraph t h a t  i n  effect reads: "Vaintain the  uncommon 
s t a t u s  of G r e e n ' s  Lake where, f o r  a fee, any perwon can be 
v i r t u a l l y  guaranteed a f i s h  ca tch  and a f r e s h  mountain t r o u t  
menu a t  the  Lodge." This is an  important,  unique, and long- 
remembered experience for many v i s i t o r s  t o  the  NRA. 

Dutch John Manaqement U n i t  GR-2 (Paqe A-45). 
There is a p reva i l i ng  wind i n  Dutch John t h a t  increases the  
energy c o s t - f o r  t h e  school  and homes and o f t e n  makes it un- 
comfortable t o  be outdoors,  even i n  t h e  summer. we don ' t  know 
whether t he  Dutch John master p l an  calls  for t h e  p l an t ing  of 
wind breaks or not ,  b u t  it cer ta inly should. A c t i o n  on t h i s  is 
twen ty  years  ove rdue .  we suggest  t h i s  need be s p e c i f i c a l l y  
mentioned i n  your p lan  and p r i o r i t y  be given t o  the  school ' s  
p ro t ec t ion  where ch i ld ren  of BLM and Fores t  s e r v i c e  employees 
spend so much of t h e i r  t i m e .  

Fuelwood Manasement. There is only  one re ference  t o  t h i s  i n  
t h e  Nm. 
( I s sue  #2. D a q e  111-2) and chapter  I V  (pages IV-8 and IV-23) 

I t  seems t o  be adequately covered in C h a p t e r  I11 

(oaqe 2 )  
Both Draqraohs 5b(4) and I lBS(2) are  aDDllcable. one on a broad 
scale and the  other  nwre sosc l f lc  t o  a oar t lcu lar  Manaamsnt 
Uni t .  

Because of  the  oroblems and associated exosnse o f  malntalnlnq the  
f l s h  cleanins stat lon.  it i s  doubtful i f  concssslonalres would 
acceot t h i s  resoonsib l l l ty .  However. ne would velcomr) such a 
orooosal . 
The ootlon o f  keeoino the camooround oosn I s  current ly  ava i lab ls  
throuuh am1 icat lon for a soeclal use osrmlt. 

The need f o r  qrouo camolnq areas I S  acknwledqod. and 5-e 
camoqrounds have been nwdlfled t o  a c c o m d a t e  t h i s  ,159. 

Recreational exoerlences a t  Green's Lake are  orssently orovlded 
as Par t  o f  the  special use permit f o r  Red Canvon I-odlrs. 

Hind break protect ion can be provided outslde ths scoos of t h l s  
p lan throuqh alanned comnunlty action. 

. _  - 
Ghich of course apply t o  a l l  parts of t h e ~ F o r e s t ,  including 
t h e  NRA. But, t h e r e  remains widespread d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 
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the s p e c i f i c  plan adopted i n  t h e  NRA and we have concluded t h a t  
t h e  problem lies with t h e  p r i o r i t y  (importance) given t o  t h i s  
funct ion by t h e  Forest  service.  Because t h e  resource ava i l ab le  
for harves t  is so high vs. t he  demand does not  lessen the 
importance of the demand. I n  fact, t h i s  circumstance exacerbates 
publ ic  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  when t h e  s p e c i f i c  p lan  f o r  firewood 
rmoval appears parsimonious and designed p r i n c i p a l l y  with t h e  
idea of "cont ro l"  and the generat ion of statistics i n  mind vs. 
f u l f i l l i n g  a publ ic  need. 

(paw 3 )  
Your d lssa t ls fac t lon  about t h e  Ashley's f lrpxood Drwram seems t o  
stem from not  understandlnq the  Forest1s f lrewood 001 Icy In the  
M A .  The Imoortance of maklnq flrewood avai lab le t o  everyone 
throuqhout the  Ashley Is as hlqh as any other use o f  t h l s  
materlal.  We recwnlze  the importance of the  demand. esoecla l lv  
because of the tremendous amount of dead materlal avai lable. 
With so much dead wood, It Is lmoortant we U ~ R  a l l  ava l lah le 
oppor tun l t les t o  u t l l l z e  the  wood and accomollsh our resource 
obJectlvss. 

Harvesting firewood f o r  personal  use , f o r  those engaged i n  it, The In tent  of t h i s  statement i s  t o  allow "commercial" flrewood 
s a t i s f i e s  recrea t iona l ,  psychlogical, phys ica l  and economic sales wi th in  the NRA nrovldlnq they do nat  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  
needs as g r e a t  as those borne by hunters  and fishermen. The manaqement obJectlves. A I  I tlmber harvestlnq. whether It Is f o r  
numbers of i n t e re s t ed  c i t i z e n s  involved are c e r t a i n l y  as g r e a t  personal use or sawloq sales. must not  confl  i c t  w i t h  tho% 5ame 
or g rea t e r  than those  involved i n  timber harvest. Personal use manaqement obJoctlves. We do not  feel It Is qood manaqement t o  
firewood is a l l  aead and each s t i c k  removed from Ashley Forest  reserve the  NRA only for personal us9 firewood harvastlnq. 
i n  t he  n e x t  decade or t w o  cannot help b u t  improve t h e  hea l th  of 
t h e  fo re s t .  Burnlnq of slash t h a t  has been p l i e d  should only occur when the 

What w e  cannot reconcile with the  above: (1) The only reference 
t o  firewood in t he  NRR is a negative...."permit commercial removal 
of firewood only when necessary t o  m e e t  NRA management object ives ."  
(we would hope t h i s  is not  d i r ec t ed  toward firewood pe r  se, bu t  
t o  reserve  t h e  area €or Personal  U s e  permits). (2) we see fue l -  
wood being burned i n  s l a s h  p i l e s  where pub l i c  access has not  been 
authorized. (3) Personal  use firewwod harves t  is denied during 
winter  months, y e t  on page A-11, pa r  3(7) you, "Schedule timber 
removal operat ions during wither  months i n  areas bordering roads, 
t rails ,  campgrounds....." etc. 

Basical ly ,  w e  suggest  t h a t  t h e  plan would be improved i f  t h i s  
funct ion (Personal  use  firewood harves t )  was recosnized as an 

material 1s located where It 1s not  oract ica l  o r  safe t o  allow 
qatherlnq It f o r  personal use firewood or whwe there 1s 90 much 
d i r t  mixed i n t o  the  o l l e s  t h a t  It would damaqe chalnsars. WP 
intend t o  make most slash ava i lab ls  f o r  flrpwaod orlor t o  whpn 
the  contractor p i l e s  it. 

The In ten t  o f  the statement on A-11 (7 )  I 5  t o  t r y  not  t o  loo In  
areas of hlqh racreatlonal use durlnq the t lms vhnn those areas 
are conqested w i th  l a v e  numbers of oeool?. Wlnter i s  ths  best 
t ime I n  these canmsted arsas. To accamollsh * In te r  t imber 
sales. ourchasers must olow snow a t  t h e i r  own emens9. Far safsty 
renson5 (t imber trucks on the  D l a e d  roads). ws can not  allow 
access on these roads t o  the qeneral oflbl IC. 

We recwnlze  flrawoad qathsrlnq as a racreatlonal a c t l v l t v  f o r  
many Indlvlduols. bu t  not I n  the  wlnter  months. Access In the  
wlnter  1s almost Imoosslble. exCsDt I n  danqerous area5 aionq 
hlqhways. ACCRSS durlnq the  wlnter  has n qreat  ootent la l  f o r  
resource damaqe. (Tlnber contractors oily far road nlnwino a t  
t h e l r  own exoense and have envlronm-ntal s t lou la t lons  w r i t t e n  
In to  t h e i r  contracts: ne i ther  s l t u a t l o n  I $  0ri)ctlCal w i t h  
Dersonal us9 flrewood qatherers.) For tho50 r a r e  occuranc9s when 
oeonle need addl t lonal  wood dvrlnq the wlntsr. thera are 
comarc ia l  ~ ~ o r a t o r s  aval lab ls  from r h l c h  thsv mav nurchasa 
flrewood. We recomend t h a t  oeoole. who r'iv tunon firewood f o r  
t h e l r  wlnter  heat. olan ahead and m t h e r  a s u f f l c l e n t  amount 
e a r l l e r  durlnq the summer harvnstinrl season. 

important recrea t ion  experience. It  is^ a good, win ter  spo r t ,  
hea l thy  for t h e  c i t i z e n  and f o r e s t  a l ike .  we would hope such 
recogni t ion would b e t t e r  se rve  the publ ic  by providing access 
t o  m o r e  loca t ions ,  covering a v a r i e t y  of tree species ,  throughout 
t h e  year. 

Sincerely,  

fl&Aa- /,- 

J. L. CASE OWN 
Flaming Gorge P i n e s  

VICTOR 0. BRIMHALL 
Flaming Gorge A c r e s  
Dutch John, Utah 84023 Dutch John, U t a h  84023 

637 10th Avenue 
S a l t  Iake City,  U t a h  84013 

A var le ty  o f  SDBCIRS Is made aval lab ls  for  f l r s w n d  throuqhout 
the  year, w h e r ~  a var le ty  exists. Soecle* avai lab le i n  past 
years Include lodoepole olne. Donderosa olne. Plnvon-Iunloar. and 
asoen. 



r --___ Response t o  Adr ian K. and E l l e n  B. Reynolds 
~ii'lEYfIAT!ON.aL,. , _ _  ' 

I Your comments about inconslstancles b e t "  o lde r  maos and l a t e r  
oub i l ca t i ons  w l l l  be sent  t o  our  Reqlonal O f f i c e  maoolnq sec t l on  
so t h a t  they can be considered i n  the  moxt ma0 uodate. 

REEUVEO 
Adrian K. and Ellen 8. Reynolds 

Green's Lakes 
Meil vie 

DutchJohn. Utah 84023 

October25, 1985 i 

Mr Duane Tucker, Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
1680 West Highww40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr Tucker 

As individuals with interests 85 inholders i n  the Dagptt County portion of the Ashlw Netionel Forest 
since 1954 and with e lifetime of familiarity with the north slope of the Ulnta Mountains. we went to 
express our mncerns over the proposed Forest Land end Resource Menmment Plen 

Werealize thatyouareobllgatedtofulfill thelawsandregulationsinpreparingsuchaplanassteted in 
(ha Preface, pg 1, of the Plan We ere mncerned that Congress has allowed any department of the 
gwernment todetermine it'sown destiny We note that thealternetivas of the plan isdirectly tied to fUtUre 
budgetsend funding which can be usedas]ustification anda prior commitment of Congressional intent 

We attended the first meeting of the planning prazss for the Forest Plan with gmd Intentlons, having 
previously participated i n  the public meetings, reviews, etc of the Flaming Gorge Management Guide Only 
after receiving the procedure for the Elk Manmment Plan i n  1984. which was prepared bv verious 
agencies end signed by the Forest Supervisor along with others, did we realize that f irst meeting was for the 
sole purpose of obtaining individual names to f i l l  the requirement of public review The procedures for that 
plan stated that individual public input wes of l i tt le value end that the Forest Service used i t  only to ccmply 
with 'the letter of the law' The first meeting for the Plsn was e multiple-choice presentation of an already 
prepared plan M the many items discussed. only the selected items previously chosen by the Forest 
Service emerged as the objectives and gaals for the Plen We were further dlslllusloned with the velue of 
any individual public input when we red an Associated P r e s  r e l w  last year just before Christmas The 
news stow wered Forest Service Chief R Max Peterson who, i n  meeting i n  &per. Wvoming on Forest 
r e ,  was quoted as stating that the Forest Service would manage the public lends without following the 
'whims of the public' 

To be more specific i n  our response, we have noted the following items that we are concerned about 

1 Maps We have bean unaware that the Forest Service had republished in 1972 the USGS Quedrengle 
sheets East Park Reservoir, Utah 1963, and Flaming Garge, Utah-Wyo 1966 We have been using the 
USGSsheets plus theAshley National Forest map published in 1971 This week. when we receivedacow 
of the revised 1972 Quadrangle sheets attached to a briefing paper, we first became aware that there were 
errors i n  your version of the map used in the Plan 

- The I97  1 Forest map shows Lake Creek south of the Greendale canal and Highww 44 This Is 
mrrect The republished map shows LakeCreek north of the GreendaleCanal and going into Green's 
Lakes This is inmrrect as this Is theditch built In the late 1800's by William Riley Green in the 

creation of the Green's Lakes Thls is the ditch that Is presently under permlt to Red Canyon L@ 
Lake Creek drainm below (north of) the Greendale Canal has not been used since prior to 1900 and 
has not been shown on any recent maps 
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- Bath theUS05Ouadrengleshee~sendtheFSrepublishedsheetsarelnerror inshowingtheditchgaing 
from the East Green's Lake to the West Green's Lake Each lake drains into a different drainage and the 
riap between them does not allow flow from one into theother 
- TheFwestRcsd372 below theWestGreen'sLakestillshowsthecrossingofthedrainageasit was 
prior to the FS use of the area in 1960 for a borrow pit for their construction of the Red Canyon 
Overlmk road 

2 We ere concerned ebout the situation of Inholding3 in the National Forest We c!a not know where the 
justification a r i m  for the Forest Service to write into the plan the objective of buying all inholder 
property whenever prmihle Former Supervisor Rowen insert& into the Flaming Gar@ Mansgement Plan 
that the Forest Service prefers private inholding3 not to develop W responding to public input of the 
Sweetwater County Planning and Zoning Commission Even though the Forest Plan dces not spell out the 
methods &signed Io stop Cwelopment of private inholdigs. we do not believe that entities essential to the 
original homestesding and issuance of patents for the lend should be disturbed Rights-of-way for aX3, 
water, and utilities or restrictions that stop their maintenance should not be used to stop the development or  
the utilization of the lands 

In August of 1979 we responded to the proposed rule cham$ of 36 CFR Pert 251 pertalnlng to 
rlghts-of-way permits for publlc lands We sti l l  maintain that bmw it was neceaaw for the Forest to 
allow use of rights-of-way for exes and for water in order to m m p l i s h  the requirements to gain a patent 
to the land that thme rights bmme a part of that land 

We da not think the Forest should circumvent the Stata laws conearning water rights The Utah State 
Supreme Court in a July 1965 ruling of e Forest Service Appeal of private water rights of the Ormn River in 
Utah Distict Court unanimously mncurred I f  the rule were atherwise the Owernmmt, thrwgh tts 
agents, muld be wholly arbitrary about asserting water rights if and when it pleased It should be obvious 
that i f  In the future the government couldassert rights which muld have been ~iludlcated In this pPcc=dlng. 
this decree would be WlthOUt any solid foundation, the private water rights ad~udicaUon could be made a 
shamblesof,andthe principleof res@udicatadefeated" 

Maintenance of roads into patented lands should not be left lo Ihe Forest Service who c%n neglect them 
in order to chang3 land values Any such road should be where the munty and the individuals involved can 
maintain them to a passable mndition 

3 The historical background of the William RIIv Green family. thelr ckvelopment of their Oreen's 
Lakes. their attempts to have II wildlife park, and their naming of the Om's dale for a post office has been 
grrmly ignored and has baen vary pmrly researched by Forest persnnel The older Green's cabins in 
Oreendale hwe been ignored In reletion to the latter Swett mbin The Swett history has been reported 
inmmplete by the Forest Service and relics of early w m i l l  activity have been lost in the past few years 
The old duwut sites belween the Green's Lakes and on Salt Lick Draw and Eale Creek. old land m n e r s  
markers. and marks of the original 1880's government rud into the area are fading with the accelerating 
timber harvest m u d  by the pine bwtleepidemic 

4 The dwelopment of lhetwo visitor Centers In the FlamingGOrge lm than 15 miles apart is the result 
Of pre-Nalional Recreation Area dmF when the Depiment of the interior built the one on the Dam and i n  
"PetltlOn to i t  the Forest Service built one at the Red Canyon Overlmk Duplication of thls type Of service 
for the first time forest visitor not lustify the expenditure in continuing the Red Canyon Visitor Center 
Traffic Patterns have changpl drematlmlly with the completion and designation of Federal Highway US1 91 
The Flaming Gar& Management Plan wasmade without full consideralion to thischange. 

5 The Brown's Park - Littlehole road propmi  which is currently again an item of discussion 15 denied 
in the Forest Plan As a County Commissioner in I 959, I rodp this arm horseback with the Utah Fish and 

" 

(Daw 2) 
Au tho r i za t i on  for ourchase of l n h o l d l n i s  1s orovlded i n  Sect ion 8 
o f  P u b l l c  Law 90-540. t h e  a c t  ss tah i l sh ln r l  Flamlno Gorqs National  
Recreat ion Area. The develooment of o r l v a t e  I n h o l d i n i s  should be 
aoverned throuqh local  zonlnq ordinances. orovlded thsso are 
cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  ouroose f o r  r h l c h  t h e  NRA was establ  Ished. 

Water r l q h t s  a re  aooroor la ted u n d w  State Law f o r  s a n c l f l c  
~ u r ~ o s s s  and a re  n o t  u s u a l l y  issued a=+ D a r t  of a land oatent  
unles?. for  some reason. t h e  r l q h t s  were s ~ a c l f l c a l i y  IncIudPd I n  
t h e  Patent. The Ashley Fo res t  racmn iz -s  t h n t  Utqh S t a t 5  laws 
must be fo l iowad I n  t h e  a i l o c a t t o n  of  water. The Plan d0.35 n i t  
vary  from these laws. 

Roads rece lve  malntsnance cons lde ra t l on  on a schndul*d bas l s  
accordlnq t o  use received. 

The Fo res t  Serv lcs I s  In te res ted  I n  a l l  h l s t o r l c a l  I n fo rma t ion  
and would be w l i l l n q  t o  work w l t h  you t o  c o r r o c t  any 
mlslnformat lon about t h e  former Snet t  o rooer t l es  and t o  oreserve 
h l s t o r l c e l  Informat ion about t h q  former Green orooer t las.  The 
Flaminq Gorse Natural  H i s t o r y  Assoclat lon i s  also a v a i l a b l e  t o  
a s s l s t  I n  oreserv lnq t h i s  her i tage.  

The Red Canyon V l s l t o r  Center 15 r e c w n i z e d  a5 a f e a t u r e  
n t t r a c t l o n  v l t h l n  t h e  NRA and cont lnuas t o  r e c e l w  favorable 
comments from Forest  v l s l t o r s .  Use n a t t - m s  a l s o  varlfy t h e  
p o o u l a r l t y  of t h l s  s t ruc tu re .  The Center 15 onaratad e n t i r e l y  
r l t h  Volunteers and thus 15 one of  t h e  mast cos t -e f f sc t l v r ,  
ODeratlons v l t h l n  t h e  NRA. 

Please r e f e r  t o  our resonnse t o  l e t t e r  Government-12 and General 
Statement 18 whlch conta lns In format ion r e i a r d i n q  t h s  Brown's 
Park Road. 

I I I I I I 



Forest Plan, A K end Ellen Reynolds, Pg 3 

Fame. who were both in favor of such a route Attempts were made to mrdinete with Moffitt County, 
Color& Commissioners The Forest District personnel ware in favor of such e route et that time It i s  
apparent to us that such a raad. bullt back from the rlver's edge. would allow the extreme pressure of the 
usage of the Green River below the Flaming Gorge Dam to be spread over twice as much area It would 
elimlnate the mngestion on 30 to 40 miles of inadequate dirt roads that traverse through much of the 
wildlife habitat of the Clay Basln area It is hard to belleve that It would make that much difference to the 
usage of the area from the Colorado end of Browns Park when mnsiderlng the paved road end the elreah/ 
present attractions of the Federal Waterfoul Refuge and the Gates of Lcdcre at the hesd of the Dinmur 
National Monument The present situation IS h y i n g  the people of Utah access into the Upper Brown's Park 
while i t  i s  readilyaveilablefor thauser from theColoradodirection 

6 We believe more usage of the campgrounds could be made if en effort was started to allow people to 
provide themselves with da-it-yourself camping The shortening of the season on both ends with 
campground clffiures has created mora problems in open arm and also In the open seasons Winter use 
mnducted along the plowed roads end perking arm would welcome the use of an open campground 

7 Christmas tree cutting restrictions should include mnsideratlon to private land holdings It 1s not 
mmpeiible to inholders toellow persons with a Forest Christmas tree permit to cut treesoutslde their gates 
The landowners themselvesdan t cut the trees even wlth e Forest permit 

8 We would like to see the Forest Service enmurage the removal of accumulated fuels to reduce f i re  
hazards byenmuregingthe public with free-use permits end they are 
available 

9 Recent helicopter fire bombings on the Baretop eree between North Skull Creek and Jarwe Draw 
appeared to be en expensive way to obtain the desired results in wildlife habitat If opened for free-use 
flrewmd permits, most e l l  of thls area muld be utilized It 1s tcm bad that you Cannot exchange the land 
status of Baretop for that of the wildernea of the south slope of Gffilin Mountain where the prop& 
Brown's Park rcad would be built 

10 The Forest Plan meS not mnsider the land exchang? with the ELM Splitting the Flaming Gore 
National Recreation Area (NRA) at the Wyoming-Utah Stateline meS away with the only original intent for 
the NRA creation It was created only because the Perk Service under the Department of Interior was to 
provide rmreation lecllitleson the Bureau of Reclametlon FlamingGarge Project There WES no way for the 
Department of the lnterlor to extend itself into the National Forest The Forest Service was obligated to 
provide recreation facllitles on Forest lands of the project. but were unable io extend themselves outside of 
the Forest bounhries The Forest muld take over manaipment of the recreation facilities on the entire 
proJmt by formlng the NRA Wlth the prop& land exchang? the man@ment of the Flamlng Gorge would 
again be divided Why can't the Forest recommend to Congress that the NRA be abolished end the extensive 
and cmtly rules and reguletions be removed This would result in actually providing more fscilities and 
more beneficial usqe The Flaming Garge is a men-male reservoir with large recreation use and a lare 
potential for expension It is nota primitive wildernessarea to beset aside tostagnate 

We would like to see all National Forests conserved with use rather than to have !hem preserved in a 
wilderness state behind no-treepassing signs and violation warning 

Sincerely, 

(Dam 3) 
He are not  sure what is meant by do-it-vourself camolnq. bu t  
there are abundant areas where camoinq can and does occur I n  the  
off-season. o i l r t l c u l e r l y  by users who haw self-contained uni ts .  
Winter camolno occurs In  the oaved narklnrl l o t s  and dlsoersed 
areas throuqhout the  NRA. 

We have no r e s t r i c t i o n s  fo r  c u t t l n o  Christmas tr-s on or lva te  
lands. Pr iva te  land owners declde what thRy wish t o  do w i t h  
t h e i r  trees. We do not  authorize the harvestlnn of t rees 
adJacent t o  roads or In  recreational areas. We w i l  I ma44 every 
e f f o r t  t o  enforce these requiremnts. w l th  assistance from the  
local pub1 IC. When a t r e e  D e m i t  15 Issued. the nurchasers are 
d l rected t o  areas where they are authorized t o  harvest the tree. 
State s tatutes require t h a t  oeonle obta in  oermlsslon t o  e n t w  
uDon or lva te  land fo r  any reason. If t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  w15ts.  it 
should be brouqht t o  the  a t ten t ion  o f  the  local law onforcemnt 
amnc les.  

The Ashley Is continulnq a orwram o f  nrescrlbnd f i r e  t o  rcducs 
slash created by sale5 and f o r  treatment o f  standinq dead 
lodqepole Dine t o  lmorove w i l d l i f e  habitat.  and t o  reduce the 
lmense areas of unbroken f i r e  fuels. 

The Forest encouraoes as much use of the  dnad stand5 and loqnlnrl 
slash as 005sible. throuqh a l l  w i l i l a b l e  oooortunit les. 
Currently. the  Forest uses the  firewood oronram a5 one o f  the 
maJor methods fo r  the removal of the dead wood. Y-a r  round use 
I s  Impossible because o f  winter  condltionq. Due t o  ear lv  and 
heavy snowfall act lnq as Insulat lon. mo5t  so i ls  do not freeze 
durin" the  winter  months. When heavy t rucks loaded w i t h  firewood 
dr lvo  on the wet. usual ly  snow covered roads. ro5owco damam 
occurs. To reoa l r  these damsqed roads a f t e r  t h l s  haonens Is 
q u i t e  exosnslve. In some cases. Irrenarobl*. unacceotable damme 
occur?. The charqe f o r  the  firewood I s  Dart o f  a national 
orooram t h a t  r-quires oeople who obtn ln  d i r e c t  benef i t s  from thn 
Natlonal Forest a lso suimort the co5t of orovidlnq those 
benefits. Th ls  i s  the  same ohllosoohv behind the  rnqulrnment 
t h a t  o w o l e  who use a developed camnoround mu5t nav a fee. 

The use of aer ia l  l q n l t l o n  from a hRllcootnr f o r  nrescrlbed f i r e  
1s an economical method o f  pinyon-lunlaer contro l .  Much of the 
area burned I s  not  accessible f o r  firewood removal. A l a m e  area 
was burned then seeded durlnq the  r l n t e r  t o  orovlde the needed 
qround orotectlon. It takes several years t o  remove a small 
por t ion  of a olnvon-Juniper area by firewood cut t inq.  Soot 
seedlnq would no t  be feasible. 

The orooosed Forest Service-BCM lnterchanns would not  a f f e c t  
Flamlnq Gorqe NRA o r  the  adJacent National Forest administered 
I ands. 



TO: USDA-Forest Service 
J. s. ~ i x i e r ,  Regional Forester 
Intermountain Region 
Federal Office Bldg., 324 25th S t .  
Ogden, Utah 24401 

ALSO. Jack C .  Watson, Forest  Planner 
Ashley National Forest 
S u l t e  1150, Ashton Energy Centel 
1680 W. Hwy 40 
Vernal, Utah 24072 

Rooseve l t ,  Utah 
October 23, 1985 

ALSO: V a r ~ o u s  c o p ~ e s  to o t h e r s ,  I.=., Forest  s u p e r v ~ s o r  - A s h l e y ,  &P, 

Gentlemen: 

In response to your " n a t i o n  as a reviewer I n  your letter dated J u l y  1 6 ,  
1985, I submzt t h e  fo l lowing  comments and suggest lons:  

COMMENT: 
ment" are t o o  voluminous and should be more brzef .  Redundancy should be ellmln- 
aced. I t  1s however, a l l  i n c l u s i v e  and i n d r c a t e s  much thought ,  r e search  and e f -  
f o r t  was expended. 
f u l l y  r e v i e w  1s n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  m e ,  I s h a l l  t h e r e f o r e  l i m i t  my sugges t lons  t o  
one aspec t  of t h e  plan which IS o f  p a r t i c u l a r  interest t o  me and whereJn I have 
some expertise. 

Page 11-9, Paragraph 5 .  

increased f o r  the very reasons you concluded t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  be n o t  v i a b l e .  

The "Proposed Forest  Plan" and t h e  "Dra f t  Envzronmental Impact S t a t e -  

I des i red  t o  respond to many of  t h e  i t e m s ,  b u t  t h e  t i m e  t o  

I refer t o  "Tmber". 

I t o t a l l y  d i sagree .  

a .  
d o  the harves t ing .  
b. 
of the b e e t l e  k i l l e d  t imber.  

Early decade harves t  levels should be dramat l ca l l y  

Costs o f  t h e  increased h a r v e s t  levels would be borne b y  those who 

The environment would be g r e a t l y  enhanced -Improved- b y  rapid removal 

Page 11-13 
Your s ta t emen t ,  "....the mountain p i n e  beetle would s t z l l  contxnue t o  run 

i t s  course" 1s a t  variance wzth  my personal observationr whzch  1s: t h e  beetle 
eprdemic seems t o  have already run I t s  course. 
t hen  the f u t u r e  i n f e s t a t i o n s  should be z p f e d - m  the-bud f o r e s t w l d e  b y  g u l c k l y  
harves t ing  i n f e c t e d  trees in the dense cont inuous s t a n d s  r e f e r r e d  t o  on 111-56. 

In chapter  111 o f  t h e  Proposed Forest Plan, page 111-2, Issue fl2 Fuelwood Maan- 
agement, paragraph 3 ,  1s t h e  s ta t emen t  which g r e a t l y  angers  me, persona l l y .  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  I t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a fuelwood a v a i l a b i l i t y  des igna t ion  w l l l  be "the 
th inn ing  o f  pole s i z e d  stands." 

I f  my observa t ion  IS correct, 

Resaonse t o  Reid D. Bench 

If the e n t i r e  beet le -k l l led  t inher  was removed. It would have t o  
be by some method other than tlmber or firewood harvestlnq. 
There Is so much dead wood t h a t  WR would n-nd t o  t r o a t  30.000 
acre5 o w  year. Even w l t h  the  current  hlqh demand f o r  these 
oroducts. we are able t o  accomollsh only on- ten th  t h i s  amount. 
By lncrna51na the u59 of ornscrlb-d f i rs .  we should be able t o  
Increase tha treatment o f  dead lodqsoole Dine stands t o  around 
5.000 acres Der year. Treatment on 30.000 acres oer "ear would 
cau5e unacceotable and l r rsoarable damaqe t o  nearly every other 
resource. Af ter  a Drellmlnary In-dnoth analysis. we decided no t  
t o  soend a maJor e f f o r t  I n  pursulnq t h l s  a l ternat lve.  

Pnqe 11-13 - Your obsnrvatlons are corroct: the beet le  eoldnmlc 
has already run I t s  course. This statement was Included I n  the  
EIS when It was drofted four  years aqo and Is not  aooroorlate 
now. Thls has been re f lec ted  I n  the FElS  and f w t n o t a d  t o  
Indicate the  t ime Derlod Involved. 



4age  2 

I t  so angers me t ha t  I turn t o  the  Draft Envlromental Impact Statement again, 
t o  Chapter V, the "hst o f  preparers". 

I wonder which person or persons I have commicated  w z t h  so Inadequately. 
However, I feel l ike a f a i l u r e ?  

I =hall t r y  once mere, here goes: 
I f e e l  like throwing up my hands in f u t x l z t y :  

Fact: 

F a c t :  

A dead, s tandmg p l e  srzed tree's value as fuelwood 1s only a 
f rac t ion  o f  I t s  value as a corral po le ,  a yard fence rail, a shed 
r a f t e r ,  a lodge beam fa  t i p i  po le ) ,  a brace pole i n  a wire fence 
corner or line brace, a trel l is  for hort icul tural  use, and on and 
on 
Most fuelwood gatherers pre f e r  the  larger dlameter trees  because 
more cords ltonsJ can be obtained wlth less e f f o r t  and expense. 

To sell, gzve or otherwzse provxde dead, dry, pole  s u e d  trees  to  fuclvocxl 
gatherers 1 s  a personal a f f r o n t  t o  me and every other person who needs polcs I Y -  
the uses indzcated above and the  pract ice  should be m"m2ate l y  curtallcd and 
have no part In the DEIS! 

HOW can I persuade you? W l l l  t hreats  help? B y  a copy o f  t h i s  IcttL'r t o  
LOryn Jepsen, Kelly Walkins and others ,  I now mke a threat. Unless you I & , U - * .  

me personally ~n wri t ing that you w i l l  ~ s s u e  me permzts t o  remove from thc ,I 
bu se lec t ion  cut,dead, dry,  standing t r ees  o f  pole szze i n  quanti ty ,  and d ..iirv 
me tha t  such a po l icy  as " t h i m m g  pole  szzed stands" f o r  fuelwood sirdl . i t  ' 
a par t  o f  the  "Forest Plan", I shal l :  

,, 

1.  Obtain nmerous photographs o f  things o f  beauty - fences, corra l - ,  I.. 
t r e l l i s e s  and so on, 
2 .  
f o r e s t  ( t he  Ashley) showing t he  dead standing and Later the E d l m  l v l r '  
sized t rees;  and I w ~ l l ,  
3. 
businessmen, landscapers, contractors, fence bbullders, even 6oVerN"lllt L I -  

t i e s  - those who have n a t h e r  time nor expert ise  t o  oh tam thc iulc- : c 2- 

selves and have been d m e d  the  product thereby? and I w l l l  rurnlhh ? ' I .  

above three i tems t o  many o f  those on the " l is ts  of agenclES, orgJnJZ.llL~.!r~ 

and persons" you have so conveniently sent me I n  Chapter V I ,  

I repeat my often made request t o  you, tho l a t e s t  of J i r l  .~!. . > - 2  P: r 
t o  you dated Play 18, 1985.  
nine (green) pcle sa les  m the RodrLng Fork A r m  (a total  of ZICO t r C - 5  _.I  I !.nits). 
I have many customers who have been warting f i n  v a n >  for rwnths Tor 2 ,ales. [,ne 
customer needs 2,000 poles, another 3,000 poles. 
fLrewood cu t t e r s  2nto the choice pole groves to c u t  u p  bcaut l ful  i o l v  t n  LIS IrIto 
frrewood, I am requesting tha t  you send them to  cut  u p  the larger Irug-krllc,l trees 
and sell me the dry,  dead, standmg pole-size t rees  r n  quantity" 

Sincerely ,  

Ohtain numerous photographs o f  things ugly such as the ugly m t 1 A  1 2  

Compile long l is ts  o f  f rus t ra ted  c i t i z ens :  ranchers, farmers, Im'nv-ii- I , 

I quote " I  received your p r e l ~ n n ~ r t ;  no t l i c  u: t v '  

E! Rather tilan sc l i l ln l  t5c 

- 
&-Ln i? @LLk I- - 

R e i d  D. Bench 



RAYMOUD SCOm BERRY 

GREEN & BERRY 
ATORNEYS AT LAW 

528 NEWHWSE R U N Q  

10 EXCHANGE PLACE 
SALTLAKEm.UTAH8dl11  

TELEPHONE (801)363 5650 

P O  SOX1894 84110 

October 11, 1985 

Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center 
Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 840713 

Dear Mr. Tucker-. 

I am writing to you in regard to the Ashley National 
Forest Draft Environmental Statement and Land Resource 
Management Plan. My comments and concerns regarding this plan 
are set out below. 

First, I believe the plan is seriously defective in 
regard to the provisions for increased timber harvest on the 
Ashley National Forest. The proposed forest plan proposes a 
doubling of the timber harvest during the next 20 years, 
supposedly to reduce the pine beetle infestation. However, 
your own plan admits that the bark beetles will not be 
eliminated by increased timher harvesting, and further admits 
that there are no current markets for the proposed timber 
increase. Finally, the plan admits that the proposed timber 
harvest will be at below cost, at the cost of providing access 
to the timber is substantially greater than the value of the 
timber being removed. 

Under the circumstances, the timber is worth nothing or 
less than nothing. In my ooinion. it is a great wrong for the 
public to subsidize the consumption of a public resource for 
the sole benefit of private entities. 

harvesting of timher only on slopes of less than 4 0  degrees. I 
also urge the plan to contemplate utilizing only existing roads 
for future timher harvests. I specifically ob3ect to the 
substantial road building predictions presented in your plan 
and to timher harvesting that does not clearly benefit 
wildlife. 

I urge that the plan he modified to provide for 

In reqard to minerals, the plan is defective in that it 
does not restrict mineral development in unroaded areas, 
ripairan Zones or in the winter range or cabin areas for elk. 
Finally, I urge your office to close the eastern portion of the 
forest, the Rollies. to mineral development and ROV use. This 
area I a very important summer wildlife habitat €or big horn 

1 I 

ResDonse to Green and Berry 

Sse General Statement 64 

See General Statement bl 

See General Statement P20 

See General Statement 63 



Duane Tucker 
October 17, 1985 
Page 2 

(DaQ9 2) 

Sse General Statement 813 

See General Statement 1 1 1  

sheep, elk and moose. No road building should he allowed in 
this area. Your office should follow the lead of the Wasatch 
National Forest on the high Unita's forest by restricting use 
where necessary and maintaining all of the wilderness in good 
ecological condition. 

Finally, the proposed plan needs to be modified to 
provide real alternatives which highlight the preservation of 
wildlife, strict mineral development, reduced timber haqvest 
and road building and the other public concerns. 

Thank you for giving this letter your attention. I would 
appreciate a written response from your office pointing out the 
changes you are going to make in the proposed forest plan in 
regard to these comments or in the alternative, an explanation 
as to why you refuse to make the changes suggested above. 

Thanks for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

GREEN 6 BERRY 

Raymond F-y Scott R 
RSR/] k 
cc: Utah Wilderness Association 



Mr. Duane G.  Tucker 
F o r e s t  s u p e r v i s o r  
Ashley N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
Ashton Energy C e n t t r ,  S u l t e  1150 
1680 Ilest Highway 40 
Verna l ,  U t a h  84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Reoly t o  Deseret Generatlon and Transmlsslon Cooosratlv- 

The Intent  of thls Dlannlnq cycle  1s t o  uorata the  transmlssIon 
system ra ther  than t o  create  corridors. To the  f u l l e s t  extent  
oosslble. these corr ldors  should be used. even If a mlnor w i d t h  
Increase mlqht be neccssarv. This would b e  d4termlosd on tha 
basts of  a DroJect-saeclf IC aronosal. 

Corridor deslqnatlons were el lmlnatad wl th ln  the  Flamlno Goroe 
NRA. These deslqnatlons were I n  confl I c t  v l t h  NRA manaoment 
standard% and quidelinas. Ths aotant la l  need for hldenlna the 
rlqhts-of-way for Western Area P w R r  Admlnlnlstratlon I l w s  1s 
recwrnlzed: such wldeninq v l l l  be analyzed and evaluated f o r  each 
nro jec t  soec l f lc  oroaosal. 

AS you a r e  p robab ly  aware,  D e s e r e t  Gene ra t ion  & Transmiss ion  
Co-opera t ive  ( D e s e r e t )  d i d  n o t  r e c e i v e  c o p i e s  of t h e  proposed 
 ores st p l a n  and DEIS u n t i l  November 2 5 ,  1985 so w e  were unable  t o  
respond by t h e  Occober 2 5 ,  1985 comment a e a d l i n e .  Deseret d o e s ,  
however, w i s h  t o  comment and hereby r e q u e s t s  t h a t  our  comments be 
c o n s i d e r e d  and ou r  comment l e t t e r  be  p r i n t e d  i n  i ts s u b s t a n t i v e  
e n t i r e t y  i n  t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  of t h e  f i n a l  E I S  and F o r e s t  P l an .  

u e s e r e t  IS i n  S u b s t a n t i v e  agreemsnt  w i t h  t h e  U E I S  and Forest P l a n  
a s  p r e s e n r t d .  We a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h r e e  ( 3 )  
a s p e c t s  of t h e s e  document&: 

1. TranSmiSSlOn Line C o r r i d o r s  Within The N R A  

W e  unde r s t ano  t h a t  t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n  of t h e  MRA a s  an Exc lus ion  
& r e a  w i l l  a l l o w  t h e  f u t u r e  upgrading  of e x i s t i n g  c o r r i d o r s  w i t h i n  
t h e  N R A  (1.e. 69  kv l i n e  from Flaming Gorge Dam t o  Manila 
S u b s t a t i o n ,  U A P A  Line  1 f r o m  Flaming Gorge Dbm t o  NRA boundary, 
1:APA Line  2 from Flaming Gorge D a m  t o  NHA boundary) so long  a s  
t h e  p r e s e n t  c o r r i d o r  a l ignmen t  and c o r r i d o r  Width (80 f e e t  o r  100 
f e e t )  i s  main ta i r l rd .  

D e s e r e t  f e e l s  t h a t  ma in ta in ing  t h e  e x i s t i n g  c o r r i d o r  a l ignmen t  
b i t h i n  Che kRA cou ld  be  accompl ished ,  b u t  t h a t  upgrading  t h e  
e x i s t i n g  l i n e  v o l t a g e  from 6 9  kv, 130 kv o r  230 kv t o  345 kv o r  
l a r g e r  would have an i n h e r e n t  r equ i r emen t  t h a t  t h e  c o r r i d o r  be 
widened t o  accomodate t n e  l a r g e r  l i n e .  We r ecogn ize  t h e  USFS 
d e s i r e  and i n t e n t  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  oi t h e  N R A ,  b u t  some 
mechanism f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a working d i a l o g u e  for n e g o t i a t i n g  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of r e q u i r e d  v e r s u s  d e s i r e d  ROK w i d t h  when a c o r r i d o r  i s  
upgraded shou ld  be inc luded  i n  t h e  f i n a l  EIS a n d  P l a n .  
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2. Transmiss ion  Line  C o r r i d o r s  K i t h i n  Avoidance Areas  

T h e r e  are  s e v e r a l  e x i s t i n g  t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  ri6hts-of-way w i t h i n  
avoidance  a r e a s .  ApFenaix H-6 of t h e  DEIS i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  
proposao  d i r r c t i o n  of f o r e s t  p l ann ing  f o r  avo idance  a r e a s  w i l l  be 
t o  d i s c o u r a q e  or  deny f u t u r e  ene rgy  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  r igh ts -of -way 
o u t s i d e  of d e s i g n a t e d  windows, DeSere t  f e e l s  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  such  
a management d i r e c t i o n  may be d e s i r a b l e  o r  even necessa ry  Over 
much of the Ashley N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t :  however, such  p l ann ing  shou la  
be modlfled to a l l o w  t h e  upgrading  of e x i s t i n g  tranSmiS5ion l i n e  
cofridors w i t h i n  avoldarrcr a r e a s  by r igh t -o t -way w i d e n i n g  or  even 
t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of n e w  p a r a l l e l  r igh ts -of -way w h e r e  c o n d i t i o n s  
and  c i r u c m s t a n c s  d i c t a t e .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  w e  are concernea  w l t h  
t h e  r c l l o w i n g  l i n e s :  WAPA Line  1 from NRA bouncary t o  F o r e s t  
boundary and WAPA L i n e  2 from NRA boundary t o  F o r e s t  boundary. 

These a r e a s  ho ld  t n e  h i g h e s t  p o t e n t i a l  need f o r  f u t u r e  
t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  expans ion  w i t h i n  t h e  avo idance  a r e a s  o u t s i d e  o f  
t h e  a e s i g n a t e d  windows. Deseret f e e l s  t h a t  t h e  F o r e s t  P l a n  
shou ld  be modi f ied  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a framework of n e g o t i a t i o n  
between t h s  Ashley P la t icna l  Fa res t  anu i n d u s t r y  r e g a r a i n g  t h e  
f u t u r e  u s e  of t h e s e  RObVcorridors w i t h i n  t h e  avo idance  areas. 

3. s o u t h  U n i t  Winaow 

DeSrrt s i n c e r e l y  a p p r e c i a t e s  t h e  f o r e s i g h t  ok t h e  Ashley N a t i o n a l  
F o r e s t  i n  e a t d b l i a h i n g  t h e  South  U n i t  Window. The h i g h l y  
s p e c i f i c  wording o f  D e s e r e t ' s  S p e c i a l  U s e  P e r m i t  f o r  t h e  Uin ta  
N a t i o n a l  ForESt poKtlOn of t h e  p r e s e n c  345 kv l i n e  from 
Bonanza-Mona dnd similar wording i n  t h e  r e c e n t  U in ta  F o r e s t  P l an  
which s p e c i f i c d l l y  p r o h i b i t s  Deserst's ROW a c r o s s  t h e  Uinta 
Foresc  from p lann ing  ~ o n s i d e e a t i ~ n  as a window o r  c o r r i d o r  l e a v e s  
t h e  Ashley N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  South  U n i t  kindow as  t h e  only v i a b l e  
r o u t i n g  f o r  f u t u r e  i n d u s t r i a l  c o n n e c t i o n s  between t h e  Uin ta  Eas in  
and t h e  Wasatch F r o n t  i f  a s o u t h e r l y  d i r e c t i o n  is i n a i c a t e d .  
However, i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  window t o  be u l t i m a t e l y  u s e a b l e  by 
i n a u s t r y  w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h a t  t h e r e  be a h igh  degree  of c o o p e r a t i o n  
a n a  c a o r d l n a t l c n  between t h e  v a r i o u s  p o t e n t i a l  i n d u s t r i a l  users 
of t h i s  Window m d  t h e  a d j a c e n t  l a n d  management a g e n c i e s ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  BLll and t h e  U in tah  and Ouray T r i b e .  

(oaqs 2) 
There 1s mora lat i tude fa r  vldenlnq thew r lqht~-of -wav~ outslds 
tho NRA. Thess would be dsclded on a caw-bv-case bas15. 

We b n l l w e  tho framwork you discuss eltl-ts and nesotlatlon can 
b s  achieved w l t h l n  the oaramsters of t h l s  olan .  

The coordlnatlon between t h s  varlous ootmtlal  Indiistrlal user-, 
and aqencles should take olace a5 oart of t h s  Statewldn corridor 
maD currently belns oreoarsd. 
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u e z e r e t  s u g ~ e s t s  t h a t  t h e  Ashley N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  cou ld  f u n c t i o n  
as a c a t a l y s t  I n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a m u l t i - f a c e t e d  s p r i n g b o a t o  for 
discussion and a c t i o n  in r e s o l v i n g  t h i s  v i t a l  l s s u e  w i t h  t h s  

a f f e c t e d  e n t i t i e s .  

u e s e r e t  w l s h e s  to a g a i n  thank t h e  Asnley Forest for t h i s  
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment on t h e  d r a f t  E I S  and F o r e s t  P lan .  ue 
d n t i c i p a t h  t h s t  t h e s e  comnents b i l l  be a c c e p t e d  and COnSidEKed i n  
t h e  same s p i r i t  w i t h  which they  are t enae red .  Uese re t  looks 
forward  t' d i s c u s s i o n s  khich  w i l l  r e s o l v e  t h e s e  v i t a l  i s s u e s .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

K .  M. Neuschwander 
mandger of Enginee r ing  

K M W G R  : e  f 

(PBOR 3) 
The dlsciisslon you mention Is beinq done i n  accordance w i t h  the  
P T O C ~ S S  mentloned i n  our earlier cmsnts .  

c c :  E l .  J. Ril le t t  
J. S. T i x i e r ,  Regional  F o r e s t e r  



F. ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS AM FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES 

0-1 Utah Wilderness Association 
0-2 Utah Wool Growers Association 
0-3 Utah Nature Study Society 
0-4 The Nature Conservancy 
0 - 5  Cache Group, Sler ra  Club 
0-6 Wilderness Soclety, Central Rockies Reqion 
0-7 Wasatch Mountain Club 
0-8 Amar ican W 1 I derness A I  I lance 
0-9 Utah Wild1 i f e  Federat!on 
0-10 National Outdoor Leadership School 
0-11 Uintah Basin Flyf  lshers 
6-12 Uintah Mountain Club 



Utah Wilderness 
Association 
455 Ed)[ 400South 8-40/Salt Lake City. UT 841 I 1/(801)359 1337 

October 2 1, I 985 

Mr Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Duane 

Here is our comment on the Ashley National Forest Plan We anticipate lt 
w i l l  receive considerable attention from your s ta f f  i n  preparation of the 
final olan 

We are not satisf ied w i t h  the Ashley plan o r  planning ef for t  Our concern 
i s  far beyond the ObviOUS issue that nothing in the plan meets or alleviates 
concerns expressed by the UWA throughout the planning ef for t  Obviously 
this IS a major consideration However, this plan i s  simply incomplete and 
presents the classic "pie i n  the sky"  It IS not achieveable or necessary 
and, i n  this instance, the plan i s  inaccurate The plan should tell a Story Of  

how this plan w i l l  manage the forest and i t  doesn't It doesn't because It 
lacks information and because i t isn't w r i t t en  to  te l l  a story in terms 
anybody can understand 

We were not satisi fed w i t h  our meeting w i th  some of your Staff on 
September 30 in Vernal, thouah we were aooreciative The timber and 
minerals folks were not available and Jack had to leave early Many of our 
questions were therefore unanswered And without being unduly Crit ical O f  
the forest planner he did make this statement and we unfortunately agree 
w i t h  It '"This document I s  not wr i t ten for  the average public Person ' We 
also l e f t  w i th  a strong sense that our comments were going to be of 
minimal value regardless of what we said, how we said It or  how It was 
documented 

We've had these problems throughout the process We urged the Ashley to 
open up the alternative selection process t o  the publlc The Ashley 



responded, under your signature, w i t h  a firm no And not surprisingly one 
of the primary concerns of th is process is the absolute lack of alternative 
arrays 

This plan i s  one of the few plans which does not contain a timber 
suitabi l i ty map The plan i s  one of the few plans which does not contain a 
map showing location of old growth stands during the first decade This 
plan i s  one of the few plans which does not harbor a mineral leasing 
stipulation map This plan i s  one of the few plans which does not show an 
ROS spectrum map Or where roads w i l l  be located O r  a VQO map Or  
cr i t ica l  wi ld l i fe  areas The plan doesn't even have a map of the preferred 
alternative The maps which are included are severely reduced 7 5  minute 
quads encumbered w i t h  usually dozens of management areas, analysis 
areas outlined i n  green and black lines and dotted w i t h  green and black 
numbers The scale i s  simply too small t o  read or  understand and too small 
to see the big picture, which this forest plan i s  supposed to  direct Believe 
it or not we are not planning for hundreds of analysis or  capability 
units--we are planning for  the I ,000,000'acre Ashley National Forest 

In fact we have heard the concern from some Ashley personnel that the 
breakdown of analysis units was too small for adequate solution wi th in  
FORPLAN 

It i s  imperative the maps noted above be included i n  the f inal documents 
It i s  imperative the plan be more speci i ic as to environmental impacts as 
a result of alternative selection Too often the plan simply runs over this 
legal requirement By reading the document one can not adequately 
determine what w i l l  happen to  the forest as a result of increased timber 
harvesting, road building and mineral development, for example 
Alternatives must be expanded to  ref lect  the legal requirement of 
planning Frequently, and I w i l l  use recreation as one example, the plan 
shows the preferred alternative w i l l  not meet demand by the end of th is 
planning cycle However, the narrative w i l l  simply state w i t h  "improved 
methods of management and using volunteer programs, outputs f o r  these 
alternatives could be increased' (11-19, draf t  EIS) The plan then leaves 
this subject and fa i ls  completely to  define or describe the better 
management I defy the Ashley to  show us how the recreation demand can 
be met under th is alternative? This is simply an abdication of planning, 
particularly given the l imi ted actions volunteers can meet 

The El5 makes the assumption no act iv i t ies w i l l  impair long term soi l  
productivity "for the t ime being" ( IV-23 EIS ) What is meant by" t ime 
beingT NFMA doesn't al low for such a caveat But the caveat becomes 

I I 

Response t o  Utah Wllderness Association 

(Darle 2) 
The Final  contains addl t lonal  wr i t ten emlanat ion  alonq w l t h  a 
man t h a t  l den t l f i es  the oortlans of the forest  t h a t  w l i i  r m a l n  
undevelooed darlnq the f I r s t  decade. 

A l te rna t ive  J was modified from a l t - rna t lves  In  the DElS and 
develooed t o  emohaslze recreat ion and moet fu tu re  dmmand 
orolectlons. See General Statement 11.  

Further c la r i f l ca t i on  on ionq te rm so i l  nrodr ict lv l ty Is lnciiided 
In  the  Watershed Section In  Chaoter I V .  

I I 



meaning 11 , P s when the document then states, "Al l  alternatives could result 
in changes to  the environment which could reduce short or /o#gtermsof/ 
productwfty or  that af fect  other uses or resources'YlV-24 EIS, emphasis 
added) How can the non-market alternative, as another issue. have the 
same impacts the accelerated harvest alternatives have? 

These kinds of incompleteness, inaccuracy and hidden meanings go on and 
on Thus a l l  of this comment from this introduction let ter  t o  the last 
sentence must be reviewed carefully and major changes must be made in 
this plan Our suggestions are made throughout th is plan and fol low the 
intent of the non-market alternative w i t h  even more restr ict ions on 
timber harvesting However, it i s  clear from the public review and our 
analysis of the public issues your of f ice provided us, that alternative i s  
the direction urged by the Ashley users It i s  also best for  the forest and 
by far the most eff icient from every standpoint 

This plan is  "p ie  in the sky" The budget would have to  be increased 100% 
to meet the commodity resource outputs If that i s  achieved s t i l l  the 
forest w i l l  see an overwhelming change and become one of the most 
heavily timbered and roaded (already the road density i s  over I mi le  of 
road per I square m i le  of land9 forests in Region 4 If the budget isn t 
achieved the public w i l l  have been told "not to worry" because this Ashley 
plan w i l l  take care of everything And w i t h  or  without the budget the 
proposed plan won't meet the rea l  demands on the forest or the needs of 
the land harbored by your forest That i s  not acceptable I f  the budget isn't 
achieved what w i l l  happen to  the programs i n  the plan7 

The plan i s  one-sided It serves as a timber management plan rather than a 
mult iple use resource management plan The plan i s  a classic example of 
"timber absolutism " Three alternatives. i n  fact, appear to  represent 
deDartUreS from sustained vield (B.H.1) The forest has been given to  the 
sawyer and that represents questionable Judgment i n  th is day and on a 
forest of such marginal timber value and productivity 

We do appreciate your planning ef for t  but not the plan We hope our 
comments help circumvent a long drawn out challenge to the plan We hope 
the Ashley w i l l  make a r e a l  ef for t  to meet the intent of public comment It 
ham t so far We needed more t ime on this plan and other plans and the 
agency to th is point has turned a very deaf ear to our concerns I have 
si t t ing i n  front of me a number of memos, one from the Regional 
Foresters Office stating, "Eecause our planning documents are 
comprehensive and somewhat voluminous, we should be sure to take the 
extra time w i t h  people so that they understand how issues are being 
handled in the El5 and Plan" This was dated Apri l  8, 1985 and signed by 
John Butt Another memo (March 19. 1985) from the Washinqton Office 

(Woe 3 )  

None of t h e  a l te rna t ives  would reduce l o w  term s o l i  
aroduct iv l tv~ Standards and Guidelines and constraint5 I n  t h e  
Foralnn model maintain s o l i  aroduct lv l tv.  The nonmarket 
a l t q r n a t l v e  Increa5es water y ie ld :  consequnntly. those mannqemnt 
a c t l v l t l e s  t h a t  Increase water y i e l d  occur I n  thn  a l te rna t i ve .  

Concerns about ths budqet Were ansvernd durlno the  oreaarat lon of 
a l t e r n a t i v e  J. Even undsr a l t e r n a t l v e  J .  t he  ao tsn t la l  e x i s t s  
for  budnets t o  be a I l m l t l n q  factor I n  achlavlno t h -  ob[-ct lves 
of ths Forest Plan. When budnet s h o r t f a i l  i s  re la t lv - lv  
lnslqnl f  {cant. then SucceadlnQ Years w i th in  the alannlno aer lod 
( ten years) can be used t o  achieve the t o t a l  armram. When t h s  
budqet and Droqram cannot be balanced w i t h i n  t h s  a lannlnq oerlod. 
then the Pian should be amsnded. This can be done a t  ths Forest 
i e w i .  



urges the local forest to  make changes recommended by the publlc t o  avoid 
the appeal process Our recomrflendations are not mlnor changes but they 
do allow the Ashley fu l l  re in t o  meet legit imate goals and outputs 

We do look forward to  woWing w i t h  you and w l l l  be glad t o  discu- =s our 
comments in more detail i f  you would l lke Thanks very much 

Sincerelv. ,. 

Coordinator 



One of the most glaring and consequential errors i n  the draft El5 i s  the 
array of alternatives prepared for  the plan The pertinent Forest Service 
regulations guiding alternative preparation, of course, IS contained i n  36 
CFR219 12(f) And because this is an El5 It i s  also bound by regulations 
pormulgated by CEO which also require a wide range of alternatives 
meeting public issues and resource concerns 

Those particular Forest Service regs are very concise in guiding the 
development of alternatives They do provide a clear direction to analyze 
numerous resource poentials, management concerns and dif ferent ways t o  
address public issues and concerns If both of these mandates are not met 
the plan fa i ls  w i t h  respect t o  both the planning regulations and the CEQ 
regulations 

The Plan fai ls on both counts Though there are nine alternatives presented 
i n  the plan they do not meet the minimum requirements of an alternative 
array For  example, of the nine alternatives f ive increase timber 
harvesting substantially in the f i r s t  two decades In  each of these f ive 
alternatives timber harvesting i s  maintained at or above the- 
harvestina i n  the last three decades Three of these f ive double or nearly 
double the timber harvests i n  the f i r s t  two decades The other two show 
increases of 40%-60% i n  the f i r s t  two  decades w i t h  an increase o r  
maintenance of existing harvests in the last three decades 

Two of the seven maintain existing harvest levels. including the 
non-market alternative Thus seven of  the nine alternatives maintain 
existina harvests or cut substantiallv more timber than the exist ing 
ProOraml Remarkably enough the non-market alternative maintains current 
harvest levels leading one to believe there i s  indeed no intent of preparing 
a real ist ic non-market approach to  managing the Ashley National Forest 

Only two  alternatives reduce harvests and neither of them do i t  as an 
approach to issues raised by numerous publics or resource and management 
concerns Both of them respond to budget constraints programmed into 
FORPLAN by either not increasing the budget a t  a l l  or reducing the budget 
by twenty-five percent Although both of these approaches have been 
required through forest planning direction neither of them in any way 
respond to public issues o r  resource concerns and needs such as wi ld l i fe  
habitat 

Not one alternative reduces timber harvesting based on public input or 
resource issues There can be no doubt th is fa i ls  the test of providing an 
array of alternatives displaying numerous resource allocation schemes 
and addressing public involvement 

(page 5 )  
Arrav o f  Alternatives 

Several resoondents have aue5tlonad the  array o f  a l t - rnat ivss.  
The F ina l  EIS and Forest Plan includes one addi t lanal  a l ts rna t lve  
( J l  nhlch should answer most o f  the concerns t h a t  desired another 
recreat ion emohasis and/or amenity value emohasls a l tornat iv- .  
The array of a l te rna t ives  disolayed In  the D r l f t  E I S  d i d  have a 
considerable ranqe. Thls ranqe. or var ia t ion.  Is mast eas l l v  
understood by re fe r r lna  t o  Tables 11-4 and 11-5 i n  the EIS.  

I n  m s t  instances the  reference t o  the  lack o f  enouah 
n l ternat ives was t l e d  t o  tlmher harvest lev-IS. road 
ConStructlon. and areas avai lab le fo r  mImral< a c t l v l t l e s .  The 
amount o f  t i m b R r  sales of fered i n  Table 11-4 o f  the  D E l S  varied 
from 1.0 MMCF i n  A l te rna t ive  F t o  10.9 MMCF ORT year i n  
A l te rna t ive  I. A t  an avpraqe conversion of 4 board f a e t  Der 
cublc foot. A l te rna t ive  F would have an aonroximate s e l l  volume 
of 4 m l l l  ion board feet. well under the  av-rane 591 I volume for  
the recent nast. and Al ternat lv-  I would have an noaroxlmat4 5011 
volumP exceedinq 40 m i l l  ion board feet. we11 I n  -xces, of oast 
averanes. 

The same comnari5on can be mode for  road ml leam t o  be 
constructed o r  r-constructed. Note t h a t  estimat-d construction 
In Table 11-4 var ies from a lox of  4.2 m l l w  In Al te rna t ive  F t o  
over 50 miles I n  A l te rna t ive  I. 

Both o f  the  above comoarisons are mad- f o r  ths  f i r s t  d-cade or 
the  f i r s t  olanninq aeriod. 

A l te rna t ive  J. reduces the  annunts of road mlleaos and tfmhsr 
harvest consldsrably from e l te rna t lve  8. 

Concsrns over lonq term roadin" s t a t l s t l c s  wers nnsaerad by 
"qround t ru th inn"  FORPLAN runs t o  come un v l t h  nnre m a l  i s t l c  
numbers. A l te rna t lve  J pro lects  a lowr amunt o f  road m i l w o e  
and tlmber harvest both short term and lonn term. The nlan w i l l  
be revlsed no l a t e r  thau 15 year5 from now. We can exoect 
chanqes i n  roadlnq and timber harvest bawd uoon the  chanoes t h a t  
10 t o  15  years w i l l  brinq. 



This represents only one example Each alternative treats mineral 
allocation and management in precisely the same manner in terms of land 
suitability or  capabil i ty and mineral direction It only Seems sensible to  
have the thrust of each different alternative proposing a different scheme 
of mineral management Without such difference obviously each 
a l ternat ive essentially i s  the same 

Although the chart on page IV-27 gives some hope for a diverse 
management scheme it does so deceptively A t  a meeting wi th  Ashley 
planners we asked t o  see a map or representation of the indicated geologic 
potential and proposed operating constraints as wel l  as a definition of the 
constraints The planners were unaware of any map, meaning of the 
constraints or how or where the numbers came from 

The pl;n states rather plainly each alternative had only a 3% demand 
increase programmed for recreational use The plan states also, without 
hesitation, that this figure is 'very conservative In fact, it i s  
conservative and fa l l s  far  short of RPA and other Forest Service and 
nurnerous common iense projections wi th  respect t o  recreational demand 
on our National Forests It i s  a project ion welcomed by the non-amenity 
and development interests but not the typical Ashley user Nor i s  i t  
responsive to  the issues raised by the public 

The array of alternatives notes that a t  the end of this decade somewhere 
between 150.000 t o  210,000 acres o f  unroaded lands may be available fo r  
wilderness consideration This i s  a very small variation and i t  i s  clear 
there i s  no alternative or series of alternatives focussing on preservation 
of unroaded areas or managing those unroaded areas as unroaded Another 
telling lack of variation 1s found in the document as i t  describes the 
consistent allocation of MRVDS t o  the semiprimitive non-motorized 
recreational category This ranges from, using the f i rs t  decade as only an 
example, 60-93 Ironically, the accelerated timber harvest alternative 
shows more MRVDS for the semipr imit ive non-motorized category than the 
non-market alternative1 

And it goes even further toward homogeneity Table I V - I ,  page IV-4, 
shows and states clearly, It is not expected that any alternative would 
generate a significant change from the current percent of the forest  being 
managed as a closed o r  restr icted area" How true1 And how unfortunate in 
that not one alternative, including the non-market ( or even the 
"low-funding" alternatives ), change this direction Not  only i s  this 
senseless from an alternative array but also from addressing public 
concerns and resource issues Put simply the plan leaves open 878,973 

(DaQe 6 )  

For minerals. A r m  4 w i l l  ~ e c e l v e  a "no surface occuoancv" 
recomendatlon. The Hlah Ulntas Wilderness and The Flamlno Gorqe 
Natlonal RPcreatlon Area have been wlthdrawn from mlneral entry 
arcent fo r  ex ls t lnq  r lqh ts .  Beyond th l - .  mineral dweioomsnt 1s 
authorized by laws admlnlstered by Deoilrtment of  I n te r l o r  and can 
occur on any oubl lc lands. The Forest Swvlce resaons lb l l l t v  1s 
t o  manaqe the surface res0urce5 throuqh recommnndation o f  
Standard and SDeClal st loulat lons which we have added t o  ths  
Flnal Plan. The "No Surface Occuaancy" s t l nu la t l on  has h-n and 
w 1 1 1  contlnue t o  be recommended In f r aq l l a  and sensl t lve arees. 
It 15 not w i th in  the nurvlew o f  Fnrest olannlna t o  excliide oubl IC 
land from mlneral exolorat lon or dweloom9nt throuqh a defscto 
withdrawal. Withdrawals can only b9 done bv s ta tu te  o r  
admlnlstrat lvely throuqh the BLM. It i s  also not w i th in  thq  
author l ty of the Forest Service t o  Inv-ntory. al locate. or 
orescrlbe when o r  where mlneral davPlooment w 1 1 1  occur on land 
administered by the Natlonal Forests. Inventor105 o f  locatable 
o r  leasable minerals. alona w l th  ths assoclatsd maos. are 
malntalnsd by the Department o f  I n te r l o r  and St3te qeo1o~ lc  
offlces. Chaoters II. Ill. and 1V of ths  E I S  contain addlt lnnal 
lnformatlon on minerals and Anoendix E o f  the Forest Plan and 
Aooendlx I of the € I S  contaln CODies o f  Standard and sosclai 
s t  Ioulatlons. 

Recreatlon demand increases are t i e d  d l r e c t l v  t o  ths rewec t l ve  
State orowth r a t e  orolect lons and are r s a l l s t l c  when v i w e d  over 
a number of  wars.  These orolsct lons are cons19tent n i t h  the 
current use trends occurrlnn On the Forest. 

Al ternat lvs J Increases Area q and orotmcts unroaded are% from 
roadbulldlnq a c t l v l t l - s  thrnuqh the f l r s t  decade o f  tho Plan. 
The RVD's shown were I n  error and have since been corrected. A 
mao 1s included shorinq those arsa5 tha t  w i l l  r m a l n  unroaded 
throuqhout the Dlannlnq oerlod. 

Alternat ive J orescrlbss fewer miles for  motorlzsd vehlcle use: 
however. t h l s  use. both on and off-road. i s  n leol t imnts use of 
National Forqst admlnlstered Iandq. The Ashley Natlonnl Forest 
w I I l  continue t o  orovlde a var le tv  of user oooortunlt les r h l l e  
malntalnlnq and orotectlnrl  the other land re-ources. The th rus t  
of any a l te rna t ive  should not detroct  from t h i s  basic mu l t lo le  
use DnIIcy. C r l t e r l a  whlch qovern motorized vehlcle uses Ore set 
f o r th  i n  the Standards and Guide1 In95 Spctlon o f  the Plan. 



acres (63%) on the forest in each alternative apparently regardless of the 
thrust of the alternative This rather plainly states there is no difference 
i n  alternatives 

In  the next decade the plan states road construction and reconstruction 
w i l l  be from 72 miles ( A l t  F ) to 825 miles And over the 5 decade period 
from 625 miles to  3712 miles On the surface this look diverse It isn't 
when looked at  i n  the perspective of the plan proposing roads forest wide 
w i t h  almost no unroaded areas l e f t  across each alternative Five of the 
nine alternatlves construct or reconstruct over 3.000 mi les of roads In 
f ive decades Two alternatives '"do i t '  to 2,000 miles of roads In the Same 
period of t ime Onlv two alternatives are l e f t  w i t h  "minimum" roadinq. 

Where does the non-market alternative fa l l?  As usual, almost even w i t h  
the current program It simply is not portrayed as a legit imate alternative 
This represents a major concern The Ashley can t  show the so-called 
non-market alternative as a non-market alternative It doesn't reduce 
timber harvesting from the current It doesn't preserve unroaded areas It 
doesn't control mineral leasing or exploration It doesn't rest r ic t  ORV use 
any dif ferently than the market alternative It i s  deceptive 

There IS no alternative devoted t o  non-market analysis, recreation or  
wi ld l i fe  o r  meeting public issues 

But It i s  also easy to  look at  the prescription array and come away w i t h  
the sense of no diversity i n  management prescriptions Of the 18 
prescriptions, only 5 of them disallow timber harvesting Of those five, 
two are wilderness prescriptions ( high and moderate wilderness so 
real ly only three prescriptions ignore timber harvestlng 

The plan fa i ls  In  th is arena and thus fa i ls  from the start ing blocks In  
summary why i s  timber harvesting maintained at  the current level for  A l t  
07 Why do seven alternatives maintain or  increase existing timber 
harvests7 Why are there no alternatives reducing timber harvests except 
from a budget constraint? Why IS mineral management the same for  A l t  D 
as A l t  E. C o r  I7 Why i s  ORV use open on 63% of the forest in each 
alternative7 This whole section can only be construed as a question We 
expect only one answer i n  order to  m e e t  the statutory and regulatory 
requirements and that IS a new arrav of alternatives and analvsis 

Understand this IS not the f i r s t  t ime we have complained about th is 

(oaqe 7 )  

We feel t h s  array o f  n l tn rna t lves  reor9vnt ' .  an adsailate ranas-in 
In tens i ty  of road constructlon. esoacla l lv  w l t h  the  addi t ion of 
a l te rna t ive  J. The miles of road t o  be constructed/reconstrt~ct~d 
havs been reduced from 34.1 m11e5 Der year nrooosed In  the  D r a f t  
Forest Plan t o  25.R m i l s 5  09r year. We also have trhw a I d  a t  
t h s  methodolwy f o r  est imatinq and dlsolaylni r0-d m119aq-. t o  
b- t ter  exnlaln the orooosal. Aooroximately RO m r c e n t  of t h s  
roads t o  be constructed are tmoornry  roads. sk ld  t r a i l s  and 
landlnos. For the  r m a l n l n o  20 nercent nermansnt roads. rof iqhly 
40 oercent of the  t o t a l  olven 1s new construction and 60 osrcsnt 
I n  reconstruction. 

As described In  Chaoter II of the Dra f t  EIS.  the  Nom-Market 
A l te rna t ive  (D) i s  deslqned t o  d lso lav the  e f f e c t s  o f  mohaslzlno 
non-market. amenlty outouts such as dlsoersed recreation. 
wi ld !  i fe. and water. 

Since water 1s one o f  the  r " J r c e 5  t o  be emohasized In  t h l s  
A l te rna t ive  (D). the  timber harvest level rsmalnDd a t  t h s  current  
level of 3.3 MMCF. aooroxlmatelv 13-14 WEF. which 1s well below 
the  s x i s t i n q  allowable c u t  of 25 MMBF. Veostatlve manioulatlon I s  
one wav of lncreaslna r a t e r  y i e l d  ovpr natura l  o r  backimund 
levels. Timber harvest, I n  c a r e f u l l y  located area5 and i n  
c a r e f u l l y  shaved clearcuts. i s  t h n  most r e a d l l y  aval iab le and 
e f f l c l e n t  method o f  Increasinq water v le ld .  

Investment i n  w i l d l i f e  Imorovements 1s also included In t h l s  
a l te rna t ive  a t  the  r a t e  o f  aonroximatelv 11OO.OOD (1982) Der 
year: S100.000 i s  considered a hlqh emnhasis level. This  
Investment level would Include % I C s  t o  do" nrolmcts i n  addl t lon 
to "need t o  do" orolects. 

Ths rScrt lat lon resotirce on t h e  Ashley 1s considered an 
lnterdeoendent item which cannot be o r a c t l c a l l v  ssnarated i n t o  
develooed and dlsoersed cateqorles. Eassd Uoon t h l s  assumntlon. 
increased Investment In  develooed r -creat lon f a c i l  I t i e s  would 
necessarily orwide a corresoondlna increase i n  dPonndent 
dispersed recreat lon a c t l v i t i e 5 .  !nvRStment I n  heavy maintPnance 
and new recreat lon construction 1s therefore Included I n  t h l s  
A l te rna t lve  (D)  as a o a r t  of the  amenity Pmohasls. 

D i v e r s l i v  i n  manasemant orescr Io t lons Is orovldsd f o r  by the 
In tens i ty  of t imber manaqement. b u t  obviously no t  t o  the  extent 
desired here. However. with the  add i t ion  of a l t e r n n t i v s  .I. which 
olaces a larqs area i n  a manaqement S l tun t lon  t h a t  orecludes 
tlmber harvest s c t l v l t i e s  durlno th-  f i r s t  dwade. the  d i v e r s i t y  
i s  Increased. Sen Chaoter I1 of  the E I S  f o r  a comolete 
descr la t lon of the  manaqement orescrlnt lons. 

See the  resoonse under your e a r l i e r  discussion of t h e  arrav of 
a l te rna t  ives. 



problem Back on October 8, 1984 we raised the issue that the Ashley was 
the only forest not to provide an array of alternative booklet subject to 
public comment to  assure the public saw the array and could help the 
Ashley determine i f  the array was suff icient The response was a gl ib one 
basically saying 'we know best"  That i s  not the way to  plan for OUR 
National Forests i n  th is day 



WILDERNESS 

A number of points need to  be addressed in th is  section Although the 
Forest Service continues t o  state the wilderness issue has been resolved, 
it i s  important t o  understand the conf l ic t  of development versus 
non-develoment on the Hiah Uintas st i l l  exists This i s  clearly borne out 
by the public issues addressed i n  the draft plan and El5 For the plan to  
attempt to  downplay this issue w i l l  result i n  a complete non-acceptance 
of the decisions i n  the forest plan by many publics TO resolve, in part, 
th is  issue we would suggest an adoption of a maximum unroaded 
benchmark This has been in i t iated and completed by other forests and 
Forest Service Regions, for example Region 6 This would display very 
clearly the kind of massive assault and impacts on the unroaded resource 
the Ashley National Forest Plan i s  contemplating and i s  only fa i r  t o  
resolve the publics' concern over maintaining the forest character as it 
i s  ( page 11-27, Forest Plan )and in meeting a primary objective of forest 
planning--addressing public concerns and issues 

On page 111-15 the draft EIS states, "It i s  estimated that th is area, in 
addition to  areas that existed pr ior  t o  the Act, w i l l  meet the anticipated 
demand for wilderness during the f i r s t  planning period" A t  least three 
points need t o  be made First, what is meant by "areas that existed prior to 
the Act?" There was no wilderness on the Ashley National Forest pr ior  t o  
the Utah Wilderness Act Second, the HUPA i s  now part o f  the High Uintas 
Wilderness and can't be considered outside that context Third, a pure 
novice can see that by the year 1995-2000, according to  your own table 
Ill-10, that at  least 87,000 acres of additional wilderness w i l l  be needed 
t o  meet the demands your own document predicts The EIS further states in 
chapter I V  that significant impacts are now occurring due to  high use of 
the resource Thus i t i s  pure nonsense to  wr i te  and expect us to  believe 
that a rapid demand, which is now taking place, can be met Furthermore, 
the document doesn't give us a very positive feeling and actuallv fa i ls  i n  a 
P-xt bv stat ing "it is estimated " The purpose of  planning i s  
to bui ld a Plan to  meet demands, not take w i l d  guesses in the face of data 
that Shows the demand can't be met It simply appears the Ashley doesn't 
Want to  own up to  the high value of the wilderness resosurce on the forest 
by Simply stat ing any amount of wilderness harbored on the forest w i l l  
meet demand fo  unroaded and wilderness recreation 

The lack of an arrav of alternatives in  the olan can be clearly shown on 
page IV-7 The maximum amount of land "est imated ( there is that lack of 
commitment again ) to  be available for wilderness evaluation a t  the end of 

(oaoe 9) 
Wlldrrrnnsr 

The StatPment  on Daqe 111-15 of t h e  d r a f t  was about desi inated 
Wllderness other than t h e  one on t h i s  Forest. Demands for  
Wilderness use v l l l  be evaluated d w i w  t h e  1995-2000 olannlnq 
cycle. i n  conlunction w i t h  other Wlldern-$s a r w s  administered by 
adlacent Nat ional  Forests and ELM. Othsr m a n a i m "  a i t - m a t l w s  
are also ava i l ab le  such as dlsoerslon of "51) away from heavl ly  
used port ions of the  Wilderness--or s t a r t l n q  a oerm l t  system--if, 
th rou ih  Pian monltorinq. It 15 detwmlnsd Such actions are 
necessary. 



th is planning horizon i s  210, 000 acres The minimum amount i s  150,000 
acres This is only a 30% rangel This means the "non-market" alternative 
does a pretty effective Job of eliminating roadless lands--far from what 
the non-market alternative i s  supposed t o  do Thls clearly states a l l  
alternatives propose t o  develop nearly 70% of the unroaded resource base 
on the forest The array o f  alternatives to  meet planning requirements 
must show a broader range of preservation of unroaded lands 

This array doesn t real ly exist either simply because the the Ashley has 
abdicated the publics responsibility for mineral management to the 
private interests associated w i t h  mineral companies by stat ing these few 
remaining w i l d  unroaded areas may be lost  t o  unforeseen mineral 
proposals This i s  clearly noted on page IV-7 of the El5 Rather than using 
the word unforessen" we suggest you ut i l ize the word "unplanned simply 
because this plan and forest refuse to  state where and how and why 
mineral development w i l l  occur in the future The Ashley has that 
responsibility and r ight  by regulation, case law and statute To ignore it 
i s  not going to be taken l ight ly by th is organization 

Our suggestion, of course, i s  t o  remove these unroaded lands from the 
mineral base by simply putting them i n  a no lease or no surface occupancy 
category Almost every forest t o  date has used this technique to meet the 
responsibility of surface management This assures some segment of 
sensitive forest w i l l  not be developed from a mineral standpoint 

5peclfically, we would l ike to  know and see a map in the f inal plan as to 
where the unroaded areas w i l l  be at  the end of this planning cycle and 
where they w i l l  be at the end of the f i r s t  decade We, frankly, are 
suspicious that the acreage used ( 150,000 acres-21 0,000 acres ) may 
represent small chunks of unroaded islands rather than the continuous and 
contiguous blocks of land needed to  qualify for wilderness Already, we 
have seen this take place i n  your plan We mapped the basic unroaded 
prescription in your plan and found many very small chunks of land given 
the unroaded prescription 

Furthermore, the plan gives no indication of how any alternative, 
especially 8, w i l l  manage the wilderness The E15 simply states use i s  
"expected t o  increase beyond previously projected growth rates'' The El5 
goes forward by stat ing the resource w i l l  continue t o  deteriorate There i s  
absolutely no indication the proposed plan w i l l  deal w i t h  these problems 
However, that i s  supposed to  be the purpose of the plan and clearly renders 
the EIS faulty i n  that  the issue Isn't even dealt w i t h  

loaqe 10) 

As we have mentioned ear l  fer. Area q has bsen exoandsd and 
desiqnated for a reconsndation. The Hfqh Ulntas Wilderness. 
Sheen Creak Geolonlc Area. and Fiaminn Gorw National Recrsatlon 
Area have been wlthdrarn from mlneral entry exceat. In  the ca5e 
o f  the la t te r .  where spnciai condlt lons were orsycribsd bv law. 
Beyond t h i s .  minera l  devclonment I s  su th i r l z -d  bv l a w  
a d ~ l n l s t e r e d  bv t h e  Denartmpnt of I n te r l o r  and can occur on any 
Dub1 IC land. The Forest Servlce resnonslb i l  I t v  1s t o  manme ths  
surface resoi1rcas throuqh recommandat ion of standard and snecial 
st inulat lons, inclirdinq the  '"a Surface Occunancv" s t i o u l a t i o n .  
It i s  not w i t h i n  t h e  ourvlaw of Forest Dianninq t o  exclude 
mineral exolorat ion and develonment throuqh defacto withdrawal. 
This can onlv 5e done by s t a t u t e  or administratlvslv throuqh the  
BLM. Likew15e. consultatlon and coordinatlon w i t h  the BLM ta4es 
place rsaardlno when. and where mineral  dweloament w 1 1 1  dcctir on 
Natlonal Forest admlnlstered lands. A f u r the r  write-uo of the 
ro le  of both ELM and t h e  Forest Service 1s includ-d i n  ChaDtar 
Ill of the  EIS.  

A map showin4 those lands t h a t  w i l l  b~ undweloasd throuqh t h e  
f i r s t  olannlna decade I s  Includad i n  t h e  FEIS. 

The manaqsment ~ r e s c r l ~ t l o n f  for  Wilderness were ren r i t t nn  as 
D a r t  o f  the Standards and Guidelines section. The mnl to r in r l  
section a lso  contains d l rec t l ons  t h a t  can t r imer  an evaluat ion 
or chanqe In  manaqm"t  d i rect lon under a l l  manaoemnt 
alternatives. 



( D a w  1 1  1 

As we s ta ted  earl  lor. "non-market" outorits include water y ie ld .  
so some t i m b e r  harvest i s  necessarv In A l t o r n a t l v s  0 .  

Althouqh one a l t e r n a t i v e  was senerated bv a 1-  hudqst obJactlvs. 
it resul ted i n  low develonment. minimum rondinq COnSeaUenCeS. 
Th-reforn. It was unnncessary t o  duo l l ca t *  thr? a i t % n a t l v e  from a 
non-develooment obJectlve. since the  conseauences would b 9  
Identical.  Budqat i s  Just  one of many const ra in ts  iussd i n  
a l te rna t lve  formulation. 

The standards and w ide l i nes  hav- been r e r r i t t e o  t o  lncluds 
Wilderness manaoemant and t o  c loseiy coordinate w i t h  t he  Wasatch 
National Forest  manaqement d l r a c t l o n  on qrouo size. horse 
numbers. and other  matters. A i l  references t o  anv other 
Wilderness Mananemant Plan have bnen d-1-tad. 

On page 111-34 it i s  noted except fo r  two  or three large unroaded regions 
the road system i s  in place What are those two or  three unroaded areas? 

We are very concerned w i t h  the intent and meaning of the last paragraph 
on page IV-7 (El5 )which seems to  imply i t  i s  in the hands of everybody 
but the Ashley National Forest t o  make the investment in managing the 
High Uintas Wilderness It i s  the responsibility of th is plan to  manage th is  
wilderness and the burden rests only and entirely on this forest The 
choice to  invest IS i n  th is plan and the subsequent regulations which guide 
this plan I f  the plan fai ls t o  make the choice then the plan fa i ls  in every 
aspect 

We would l ike to  know why Al t  D proposes to  develop roadless lands?This 
certainly shouldn t be the intent of the non-market alternative 

Why i s  there no alternative that protects a l l  roadless lands on the forest? 
The two alternatives which seem to  preserve most roadless type lands are 
the two low budget aiternatives These alternatives don t recognize the 
value of unroaded areas or the public issues surrounding those unroaded 
areas--they simply make the decision based on budget 

In terms of management there appear to  be no guidelines to  determine 
restr ict ions on horse use, numbers of folks in parties, camping 
restrictions, f i r e  restrictions, r iparian protection, grazing administration 
or management Why? Did the Ashley and Wasatch have any coordination7 
The Wasatch plan fai thful ly acknowledges and deals with these issues as 
the regulations and laws require However, the Ashley plan doesn't even 
mention them The only mention i s  wi th in  the description of Management 
Area 1 and this i s  so generic that it gives no guidance It does mention the 
reliance on the High Uintas Wilderness Management Plan What wilderness 
&@There was a very outdated management plan--certainly it can't be 
rel ied upon t o  guide wilderness management now1 The Wasatch, for  
example, has a party and harse size restr ict ion on the three d is t r ic ts  
harboring wilderness lands How w i l l  the Ashlev Dlan ComDliment the 
Wasatch decisions? Or  w i l l  it simply be a matter of the Ashley saying "no" 
to restr ict ions and the Wasatch being unable to  manage i t s  lands to  a 
higher standard? Certainly there i s  more movement by wilderness users 
from the Ashley to  the Wasatch than there i s  between the Wasatch 
d is t r ic ts  due to  the way the t ra i l  system has been constructed 



UNROADED/SEMI PRlMlTl VE NON-MOTOR1 ZED 

First, l e t  us rei terate our question as to  where the 150,000 acres to  
210,000 acres of unroaded lands w i l l  be a t  the end of th is  f i r s t  cycle?, 
The plan fa i l s  in not providing direct lon as to  where It w i l l  be located and 
i f  i t  i s  in scattered chunks or large blocks of land whlch may qualify as 
wilderness Simply put, which roadless areas w i l l  survive? 

Second, the EIS states w i t h  adoption of A l t  B the last  of the major 
unroaded areas ( presumably not inclusive of the proposed management 
area g )will be roaded, pr imari ly fo r  timber harvesting Where are these 
last  remaining unroaded areas that are essential for timber management? 
If, ,n fact, these areas are roaded as proposed how w i l l  there exist from 
lSO.000 acres to  210,000 acres of unroaded lands that may s t i l l  qualify 
for  wilderness? 

Third, the alternative array again breaks down with respect t o  th is  
analysis There exists very l i t t l e  alternative variation Essentially, the 
market alternative and accelerated timber alternatives, including the 
preferred alternative, preserve only 60,000 acres more than the 
non-market alternative We are not even sure w i t h  th is contention because 
the plan fa i l s  to disclose the intent of each alternative w i t h  respect t o  
which unroaded areas w i l l  be developed and over what period of t ime Thus 
we would like that alternative breakdwon Essentially, each alternative 
would make substanital inroads on the roadless resource This includes the 
non-market and low budget alternatives Obviouslv we would l ike the 
just i f icat ion of such impacts on the unroaded lands Why do they seem to  
be so important that they are rather uniformly treated in the alternatives? 

Why i s  there no roadless land benchmark? And why i s  there no alternative 
which proposes to  maintain a l l  roadless lands as unroaded? This can't be 
perceived as counter t o  the Utah Wilderness Act because these lands do 
harbor resoruces needing special attention such as non-motorized 
recreation. w i ld l i fe  values and high visual quality They also cost a great 
deal t o  access and thus create a steadily decreasing PNV and Increasing 
PVC The plan states clearly and without room for interpretation it IS 

wise to  leave the unroaded lands alone in order to  meet the objective of 
maximizing PNV 

In part lcular we are concerned with the lack of protection of the '"Bollies, 
including Lakeshore Basin The El5 al lows for standard mineral 
stipulations by not, from the outset, restr ict ing leasing to  no lease or a t  
the minimum no surface occupancy The EIS leaves the entire area open to  
ORV use This. without a dobut. makes a mockery of the "non-motorized 
recommendation A l l  of t h i s  w l t h  fu l l  knowledge that the"Boll ies" were 
proposed as a wilderness study area i n  the early '70s as a result of the 
\I"?"?l I-* "1" .,"* I - & . "  ,r(mt.arl 

(oaqe 12) 
U n r o . d e d l S a " W v e  Non-Motor I- t! 

The mao shwlnq undevsloaed lands throuoh t h e  f i r s t  alannlnn 
cycle I s  Included In the FEIS. 

Altsrnat lve J and corrssoondinq revlslons throunhout tha  n lan and 
E I S  address concerns about location of areas. 

While there was no "Rondless Land Benchmark and no a l t e r n a t i v e  
whlch maintained a l l  roadless land as unroaded" as you stated, 
A l te rna t i ve  F does assian nwst of t h e  lnvsntoried "roadless" 
lands t o  nondevelooed manaqement areas. Th is  asslnnment lnciudss 
273.426 acrss t o  t h e  Hlnh U ln tas  Wllderne5s. lR0.159 acres t o  
manaqement area 9. and 2l6.718 acre5 t o  the minimum I-vei 
(custodia l )  orescrlot lon. Them assianments anaunt t o  
aporoxlmately 944 of the area Inventorlad a- "roadle5s" I n  the 
reevaluation conducted during 1983. 

Area q has been exoanded t o  lncluda m05t of t h e  area refer red t o  
as TT3olI iesff. Thls o r9sCr ID t lon  includes a "no surface 
C~CCUDO~CV" recamendation. 

The decision t o  a l l w  continued ORV ors- In oor t lons of t he  
Bo l l ies  I s  based 01, several factors, th-  l l t ah  Wlldwness Act 
reloased t h l s  area for other tyoss of ~ 5 - 5 .  there has bem. 
to-date. no evidence of extensive d a m a v  i n  t h -  a r m -  t he  area 
has h l s t o r l c a l l y  been a f a v o r i t e  for ORV UT*. o a r t l c u l a r l y  by 
snovmnbl Iers. th? area I s  used very I I o h t l y  throuqhbut th-  r e s t  
of the  year. Therefore. x9 have d-tnrmioed aor t lons of t h s  
"Bo! I Ins" as s u l t a b l u  for ORV us-. 

While ORV u5e I s  allowed. it 1s iovsmsd by crlrerlr ,  I n  the 
Standards and Guldel lnes sectlon of t he  Plan. The monitorinn 
sectlon of t he  Pian may t r i a w r  a fnirth9r evaluation or channe i n  
manaqement dfrect ion reqardlnq continued ORV use I n  t h e  B o l l i e s  
as well as on the  r e s t  of t h e  Forest. 



a s  a wilderness proposal during the So Slope Land Use Plan and RARE I I  
Clearly, the management direction in this forest  plan diverts radically 
from the previous direction and hides it from the public During RARE II, 
the South Slope LUP and Vernal LUP these areas were closed to ORV use 
and did not allow for surface disturbing activities ( i e mineral 
action--see Vernal LUP ) 

In order to meet the public concern long expressed for this area and be 
consistent with Forest Service intent and rationale, also long expressed, 
the area should be closed to all motorized access and mineral development 
through a no surface occupancy or no lease stipulation Clearly. this 
designation will have no substantial impacts on forest management goals 
or  economic impacts It would be the only area on the forest, aside from 
the Wilderness, closed to snowmobile use It would meet public concern 
about providing a true array of recreational uses It would meet the 
concern of providing an array of forest  uses It would meet obvious 
resource and environmental issues We see the present logic, which can 
best be described a s  we will close the area when a problem occurs, a s  
faulty with respect to long term resource planning Our goal i n  areas of 
high resource concern, sensitive environmental conditions and unique user 
patterns should be to protect those conditions and prevent the impacts 
prior to occurrence When they do occur these conditions are lost It was 
Only through a monumental lack of vision this area did not end up in the 
Uintas wilderness 

And, of course, we are  concerned with the lower Uinta River Canyon from 
the Sheep Bridge a t  the Wilderness boundary dawn to the trailhead This 
also was proposed for wilderness i n  the So Slope LUP and RARE I I  and 
failed to get designated due to political concerns rather than resource 
concerns Now the Forest Service isn't subject to such concerns, this area, 
the "Bollies" and the Fish Creek drainage, should be fully protected to 
provide an array of vdlues and maintain the consistency of planning 
direction and resource values W i t h  respect to the Uinta River, Fish Creek 
and Lakeshore Basin the management area should be changed f r o m j  t o g  
with the further stipulations we have proposed Within the Uinta River 
Canyon, the lower two miles discussed here IS every bi t  a s  spectacular a s  
the res t  of the canyon There are no proposed timber sales or any other 
proposals which would dictate any direction but semiprimitive 
non-motorized Access is by trail only and it is the primary access point 
to the High Uintas Wilderness on the south slope 

Why is the 'Eollies" open to ORV use7 Why is management areagopen to 
ORV use7 Why is management a reaqopen to mineral development? Why 

(aaqe 13) 

The U i n t a  Canvon area you mention w i l l  remain unroad-d and 
undeveloasd t h r o u q h  the f i r s t  D l a n n i n n  C V C I O .  



isn't the Uinta River Canyon ( the roadless portion proposed for  wilderness 
and discussed i n  this section ) i n  areal--why 1s i t   within^? The same 
questions are pertinent t o  the Lakeshore Basin and the =ish Creek drainage 

How many acres, aside from the wilderness, are closed to  snowmobile 
use? 

Clearly FORPLAN shows unroaded areas in management area L a r e  better 
o f f  as unroaded In  order to  preserve dispersed non-motorized recreation 
and prevent uneconomic harvesting while controlling sedimentation Given 
this we would suggest a l l  unroaded analvsis and capabilitv areas wi th in  
management areaLbe altered to  management areagsince, in fact, that i s  
what the low intensity prescription of Lessential ly states In  th is case, 
w i t h  respect t o  unroaded areas, area LIS copying the prescription in g. 
However, the Forest Service appears to  be hiding this fact by applying area 
- n to  unroaded areas when i t shouldn't 

(oaae 141 

Same of the  land In  area n was olacad I n  area 1 o a r t l c m l a r l y  In 
the arRaS VOU m i n t e d  OUT I n  QrRV1OUS C O m R n t S .  

Althoush a soec l f l c  acreaw f laure Is not known. a s l o n l f l c a n t  
area w i th ln  c r i t i c a l  winter aam9 h a b l t a t  has he9n closed t o  
sno~?mobllc use on t h e  Forest outside of  Wlldsrnsss. On t h e  
Vnrnal D l s t r l c t .  t h l s  Includes oor t lons of  the  faces qf Mosbv 
Mountain. Tavlor Mountain and Dlamond Mnuntaln. Thas- c iowres  
ar9 shown on the D i s t r i c t  Travel Pian. 



RESEARCHNATURAL AREAS 

Why IS Alternative 6 the only alternative to  program RNAs7 Again th is 
reveals the problemof a lack of alternative arrays wi th in  the plan For 
example, RNAs have the ef fect  of providing, though way too small, a 
diversity on the land, thus meeting the diversity requirements In  th is case 
including RNAs i n  each alternative assures diversity By maintaining them 
in only one alternative the Forest Service sends a strong signal that 
diversity i n  alternative arrays and on the ground i s  l imi ted And frankly, it 
appears as classic power politics"--either acceut our alternative or do 
without any RNAs 

In our meeting w i t h  the forest planner on September 30 it was indicated 
to  us RNAs would simply be "rolled over' t o  another alternative i f  another 
alternative was selected by the Forest Service The plan gives no such 
indication implying the plan does not represent actual allocation and 
management intent This becomes a serious problem as noted throughout 
th is comment 

Our suggestion is to  incorporate RNAs i n  each alternative It simply seems 
senseless to  do i t any other way But fo r  the record we would l ike to  know 
whv RNAs were not included i n  each alternative? 

(paqe 15) 

Our intent was t o  Include thn notent la l  Reqearch Natural  Areas In 
a1 I al ternat lves as "qlvens". The varlou5 alternatives were 
developed consecutlvsly and not simultaneoilsly. The l a s t  two 
developed were Al ternat lvns B and 1 nnd d i d  include t h e  RNA 
I IstlnQs. while the  earl  I e r  a l te rna t l v -s  were nev-r ro l l ed  back 
t o  IncludR t h e  1 lst lna. 

This ovws loh t  was corrected In  t h e  F lna l  €IS and t h i  updated 
I I s t l n q  of candldate and oo ten t l a l  candidate Research Natural  
Areas (RNA) 1s lncludsd I n  the Forest Plan and t h e  €IS. 

& r a l  Arcas 



MINERALS 

We simply r e l e c t  this entire section as being far too generic and simplistic 
The Forest Service i s  not reactive to  minerals management Both Forest 
Service regulation, statute and case law plainly state the Forest Service has 
the responsibility to act on the public's behalf and the values of the surface 
administered by the Department of Agriculture This 1s not a reactive 
position The agency has the obligation, by law, t o  determine where the 
appropriate mineral development zones should be on the forest and how they 
should be administered, regulated, prohibited and managed Any other 
interpretation, notably the interpretation in this plan. IS i l legal  and f l ies In 
the face of your responsibility t o  public land management 

The plan states the Forest Service i s  not the "lead agency" with respect to 
determining 'the technical, economic, budgeting and t o  some extent the 
environmental feasibil i ty of minerals and energy production'' Starting wlth 
Duesina v Udall, 350 F2d 748 (0  C Cir 1965), and now wi th  a host of cases, 
this archaic response t o  planning has been abandoned The Forest Service has 
the obligation and responsibility t o  determine where mineral leasing should 
not take place, where it should he constrained by no surface occupancy stips, 
where it should be severely stipulated by season or type o f  access and where 
it should be allowed with standard st ips In a l l  cases, contrary to the premise 
in this plan, the agency has the primary responsibility of maintaining the 
surface values when making leasing recommendations t o  the Department of 
Interior Leasing i s  a discretionary ac t iv i t y  The same holds true from the 
perspective of surface disturbance wi th  respect t o  hardrock mineral impacts 
Until a claim goes t o  patent and actual surface ownership i s  exchanged the 
Forest Service can prevent unwarranted or  damaging surface impacts 

Though we have already discussed the lack of alternative arrays with respect 
t o  minerals management, l e t  us again make this point We presume the lack of 
mineral management alternatives stems from the incorrect version of Forest 
Service responsibility toward mineral management and allocation I f  the 
incorrect assumption noted above i s  dropped, the array of management 
scenarios vastly increases to  be in line w i th  regulation, law and vast 
experience of almost every other forest plan 

The d EIS states "Variation in minerals and energy outputs and associated 
impacts on management are anticipated to  be the same for all alternatives" 
Why7 How7 How can the non-market alternative produce the same 
manaaement array as a market alternative? We are stunned and want a clear 
and concise answer We want to know why there are no places on the forest 
where a no lease or no surface occupancy category would not be in the 
interest of the forest surface resources7 Don't answer hy throwing back a t  us 
the reS t r " '  ions on the tiny RNAs, the legislated NRA and wilderness and the 

, I I 

(oaqe 16) 
Ml"ls 

The Deoartment of In ter ior  has th- bnslc authorify for  tho 
manaqement of  a l l  mineral resources. The Forest Service I s  
authorized by statute t o  orotect the surfacp resources assacfated 
with mlneral exoloration and develnnrmnt. This orotectlon 1s 
orovided by recommendlnq standard and soeclal st inulat ions 
thrbimh the ieasino orocess. Where leases are lssa-d and whera 
d r i l l i n q  aaol lcatlons are received. constraints and mit lnatlons 
are applied on a s i te-soecl f lc  basis. In  the case of  locatable 
minerals. surface resource orotectlon I s  orescribed throuqh 
aoaroved ODeratlnQ DIans and notlces of  intsnt. Chaoter I l l  of  
the E I S  contalns addltlona write-uo of the ro le  of the For-st 
Servlce and BLM In mlnwal manaqement. 

To attempt wholesale c lass i f  lcat ion of  Nstional Forest 
administered lands orescrlblnn hov. when. or whers mineral 
exoloration and d-vlooment could occur would a t  bsst bs 
hvoothetical and conceotual. Slnce w- do not maintain a data base 
or inventory of mineral resources. lfn have determined. howover. 
that  a no surface occupancy recommsndation w 1 1 1  be mad- on a l l  
aoollcations wi thin area 4 due t o  the hlqh elqvntion and 
5ensltlve ecosystem. 

The assumotlon reqardlno variat ion In  outouts and imoacta i s  
based on the number of lease aoollcations aracessad. the nc t l v i t y  
associated with 0 1 1  and i a s  develoomsnt adlacent t o  tho Forest. 
and the increased number of seismic exnloratlon osrmlts i5sued bv 
the Forest. 

Tnble IV-6 has been comoleteiy revised t o  c laar lv define which 
land areas ar9 included In  aach res t r i c t i ve  cateqorv. The Plan 
now disolavs the var lat lon by alternatives and the footnotes 
descrlbe what 14 included I n  each of the r e s t r i c t l v s  caterlorles. 
Chaptnr I V  also contalns a mat r i x  o f  soecial st iouiat lons and the 
areas where thay nre aoolled. It i s  not assumd the number of  
cases w 1 1 1  vary by al ternat lve by where they wcur  oossiblv ~ 1 1 1 .  



77 small withdrawals ( many of them dedicated to development already) Why 
isn't manaaement area g restr icted to  a no surface occupancy or no lease 
category? Why shouldn't i t  be restr icted7 The entire direction of th is 
formerly proposed wilderness ( proposed by the Forest Service dating back t o  
1979) i s  t o  protect the natural values and provide for  diversity from a natural 
and recreational perspective However, i t  is l e f t  open to  mineral action as 
though it were a pr ior i ty  mineral development area 

The same holds true wi th in  each alternative for  r:parian areas, cr i t ica l  
wi ld l i fe  habitat, winter range for  w i l d l i f e  and important recreational lands 
on the forest Why7 Without a doubt the olan dedicates almost two-thirds of 
the forest t o  malor mineral develooment ootential Why7 How does this meet 
public issues. diversity and obvious resource concerns? 

The plan assumes mineral development and exploration w i l l  increase yet 
there is  no acknowledgement of the obvious turn down in the o i l  industry How 
the plan assumes o i l  exploration w i l l  continue in an upward trend when the 
EIS i tsel f  states the forest i s  considered to  be "non-mineral in character ' i s  
unexplainable Please provide us the planning records and logic i n  ]ustifying 
such an assumption 

As already noted the chart on page IV-27 seems to  lack any credibi l i ty First, 
in a meeting w i t h  Ashley Forest planners on September 30 we queried them on 
this chart We asked for the meaning of each operating constraint It was not 
known The planners simply did not know what was meant or how to define the 
four l isted constraints We then asked for  the meaning of the four geologic 
potentials They were also not known but were assumed to  have come from 
the o i l  industry1 We don't want to  sound too surprised here as that now seems 
to  be common practice i n  th is '"professional agency"--simply use data 
provided by a self  interested industry w i t h  no interest in professional land 
management 

Second, we then asked for maps showing the potentials and the allocation of 
the constraints over these potentials We were told by the planners that a 
map was not available or if i t  was i t  wasn't known exactly where It was or 
precisely in what form And unfortunately the minerals Officer on the forest 
wasn t available Please provide the map and background information as to  
how the map and constraints came about 

The E15 i s  only part ia l ly  correct in stating demand of minerals w i l l  Control 
Forest Service outputs It w i l l  control them where the Forest Service decides 
they would be provided A t  least that i s  what the plan and EIS should state 
and that is largely what i s  being stated by almost every plan except the 
Ashley The Ashley has the obligation t o  control mineral development t o  meet 
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Area q w i l l  be mcomnendsd f o r  no st ir face occuoancv. As 
oreviousiv mentioned. control over surfacs d Isturbanc- and other 
resourcs concerns Is handled throuqh recommendation of  
aonroorlatr, s t lou la t lons.  lncludlnq t h e  "No Surface Occuoancv" 
s t l o u l a t  ion. 

Guldellnes on r l m r l a n  areas and c r i t i c a l  w l l d l i f ~  hab i ta t  are 
contained In  the Standards and Guidelines sectlon of the Pian. 

The ass~mot lon r e m r d l n o  v a r i a t i o n  i n  outnuts and lmoacts 15 
based on the number of lease aool icat lons ormess-d. t he  ac t l v l t v  
associated v l t h  o i l  and qas dsvaloom-nt adlacent t o  t h 9  Forest. 
and the  Increased number of selsmlc r,xnloration nermlts lssusd bv 
t he  Forest. 

This sectton and c o r r ~ s o o n d l n ~  char ts  have been r w l s s d  t o  
d l so lav  the  var la t lon  you have requested. 

Mans shmIn.1 Dot-nt la l  for mlnsral develonmont. locatlons. or 
inventories are not w i t h i n  the arovlnce of the Forest Servlc-. 
Deoartmqnt of I n te r i o r  and State Gsolooic Survey do hnvs these 
maos on a broad scale. Descr ln t lve c r l t a r l a  ar- aQDlI9d. 
however. I n  the  Standards and Guldsl ines section of the Pian. 

Mlnsral develooment can and w i l l  be  control led throuah the 
aoDl lcat lon of Standard and Soeclal St lnulat lons t o  orotect  
surface resources. 



resource concerns, control surface disturbance, provide an array of uses on 
the forest, maintain forest diversity and meet the concerns and issues of the 
the public The EIS simply fa i ls  as we have noted and we expect t o  hear the 
logic of this decision and see the change which IS required 

But the plan and EIS also fa i l  in the context of disclosing environmental 
impacts to  the surface This IS largely just i f ied by saying we don't real ly 
know how or when or where the impacts w i l l  occur This simply fa i ls  the test  
of an El5 and the forest planning regulations 

For example, there i s  no discussion of cumulative effects on w i l d l i f e  over the 
period of exploration and development ( i f  it Occurs 1 and in the context of 
timber harvesting and associated road construction 

There are no guidelines t o  provide direction for when surface disturbance may 
occur on specific t racts O r  how it w i l l  occur There is no discussion as t o  
how recreation w i l l  be impacted by mineral development There is no 
discussion as to  how visuals w i l l  be impacted by mineral development There 
i s  no indication of what "reasonable conditions for  protection" means There 
is no discussion of impact on hunters and their access and hunt quality There 
i s  no indication of impacts on high elevation soi ls or vegetative systems i f  
mineral development i s  proposed for areas above 10,000 feet There i s  no 
discussion of impacts on winter range areas or  cr i t ica l  wi ld i fe  areas or how 
those areas would be administered 

To each of those Doints we ask whv and would l ike to  see an answer 
consistent w i t h  NEPA and Forest Service regulations And obviouslv we would 
l ike to  know whv there i s  no arrav wi th in  the alternatives? 

Consistent w i t h  these points we would make a number of suggestions First, 
the Bollies, manaoement area 9. should be classified as- The reasons 
are obvious It i s  almost exclusively above 10,000 feet It is  visually one of 
the most sensitive areas on the forest Physically i t i s  one of the most 
sensitive areas on the forest due to the short seasons and l imi ted vegetation 
and soi l  development It is one of the unique recreational areas on the forest 
and heavily used by hikers, backpackers and muscle powered enthusiasts It i s  
very important summer wi ld l i fe  habitat for a number of rather unique 
species, including recent sightings of bighorn sheep For years i t  was an 
integral part of the Forest Service wilderness recommendation dating back t o  
the South Slope Land Use Plan and RARE II By a supreme lack of vision the 
area, one of the cleanest' in the Uintas. was not designated However, during 
those years the area was protected from mineral development and the logic 
s t i l l  extends i n  that and only that direction The decision t o  go this direction 
i s  not dissimilar t o  the wisdom of the Wasatch plan which made no lease and 

(paon 18) 

Most of the  areas mentioned are w i th in  araa n and w i l l  rec91va a 
"no surface occuoancp recommendatlon. Addl t lonal  protection 1s 
afforded under the Standards and Guldal inns sectlon of t h e  Plan. 
Chaoter I V  contnins a dlscusslon under mlnera ls  on effacts on 
othsr re)SourcRs and i r revers lb le  and l r r e t r l a v a h l e  commltment5 t o  
the resources. 

The Bo l l les  area I s  a lso  orotacted under a nonroaded. undeveloned 
prescr lot lon (orescr lo t lon ui .  

C r i t e r i a  t o  orotoct surface disturbance. lncludlnn monltorlno 
requirements. are In  the Standards and Guldal in85 section of tha 
Plan. 



no surface recommendations on a number of sensitive areas, some proposed as 
wilderness and same that weren t 

The same holds true for the Uinta River Canyon from the trailhead to  the 
Sheep Bridge This area was proposed as wilderness and also fai led to get 
designated based on a lack of pol i t ical  wi l lpower and quality land as you 
wel l  know It had been proposed as wilderness since RARE II and the SSLUP 
The values here are as sensitive as the Bollies because this area i s  confined 
to  a deep unstable canyon and a cr i t ica l  riparian area which also harbors 
important w i l d l i f e  and pr imit ive recreational values It i s  the main South 
Slope access into the Uintas Wilderness as wel l  

Other areas of importance are the proposed RARE I I  wilderness east of Moon 
Lake on the proposed Fish Creek National Recreation Trail, the Rock Lake area 
(really a part of the Eollies), a l l  riparian areas ( the noted decline won't be 
helped i f  mineral development i s  even considered ), and a l l  w i ld l i fe  areas of 
special importance such as winter range, cr i t ica l  summer range, MIS habitat, 
calving areas and the l ike In each of these cases, i f  mineral development i s  
allowed the "surface" values are compromised over what could be a long 
period of t ime 

We anticipate a detailed answer t o  these questions and concerns 
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Protect ion o f  these areas Is nffordsd iindsr t h s  ciirrsnt Standards 
and Guide1 ines. 



- 
TIMBER/ROADS 

This portion of the plan i n  essence drives the entire forest plan And there 
IS l i t t l e  we see in the timber allocation/management in the forest plan 
that we agree w i t h  Our concerns can best be expressed in this manner 

Why almost double the harvest on the Ashley National Forest 
for the next three decades 2nd then drop harvests back to 24% 
larger than the current program for  the next two decades? 

The Dlan does admit si lvicultural actions w i l l  not control the 
pine beetle ana offers no indication of how much less of an 
imDact the beetle w i l l  have under Al t  8 than anv other 
alternative The olan notes there i s  no demand for th is massive 
increase in timber harvestina Furthermore, the Dine beetle 
Accelerated Harvest Proqram ( 5 /  13/85) revealed clearlv the 
potential for brinaina substantive new timber demand into the 
Uintah Basin is anvthina but l ikely The plan clearlv states this 
increased sales o roa rm i s  a bia monev loser and w i th  
increased harvestina we w i l l  see a malor decline in PI4Vand 
increaze in PVC The plan notes to maintain existina h3rvests 
o r  increase them i t  w i l l  require Ioaaina onslooes between 
40%-70% ut i l iz ina cable svsterns The Dlan fai ls to delineate 
hlch and moderate r isk beetle areas The olan concedes most of 
the sale Droaram i s  a salvaae or sanitation Droaram as the 
beetle has alreadv run throuah the forest and the cvcle i s  very 
clearlv on the downside ( the number of trees irnDaCted i n  1982 
was 3 5 mi l l ion and in 1983 it was I 4 million ) The Dlan 
concedes a much laraer budaet IS needed to  meet the obiectives 
of A l t  Band the increased costs of the timber DrOOram-mUCh 
laraer is an understatement as the f i r s t  decade annual budaet 
Is 100% laraer under A l t  B than the current budqet as disolaved 
bv Al t  F Of course. the forest's budaet today i s  more ref lect ive 
of a declinina budaet The Al t  8 recommendations imDact 
w i l d l i f e  in a sianiflcant manner. notes the Plan The current 
visual Dresentation of the forest is dramaticallv altered The 
current recreation ODDortunitv spectrum of the forest i s  
dramaticallv chanaed. The Plan simDlv doesn t meet DUbllc 
issues 

In summarv. the timber oroaram in the Dreferred alternative 
seems to do l i t t l e  or nothina to mit laate the existino beetle 
infestat ion and w l l l  do l i t t l e  or nothina for  future beetle 
infestations There IS no demand or need for anv increases in 
timber harvestina With each new timber Sale the costs 
increase far more dramaticallv than the benefits The Dlan 
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The m d l f l s d  nrefarred a l t a r n a t l w  has reducmd the annuifl tlmher 
sale volume from 29.0 MMBF t o  21.0 MMEF. This reductlon occurrod 
due t o  the  e l im lna t lon  of sch-dulpd hnrvss t in i  on sIon9s 
axce-dinq 404. dalet inu the harvestinq of asnon as sawion-. 
def- r r lna some notent la l  harvest ar-as b-cewe o f  t h s i r  iinraadcd 
character ls t lcs .  and delet lnn s m e  Tale5 t h q t  nrov?d not  t o  be 
the  best  resour-? hnnaqemsnt ont ion a t  th15 tlmo. Th9 tarq- t  o f  
21.0 MMEF 15 below tha  a l l a w a b l ~  sa l -  quant l tv  (AS'?) o f  75.86 
WBF I d m t l f i e d  In  ths  aaarov-d 1978 Timh-r Manai-ment P ian .  
whlch w 1 1 1  remain In  e f f e c t  u n t i l  tho Aqhley Forest Plan 15 
aooroved. 

The markpt demand I n  1985 exceedad ths  75.0 YMEF (ASO) t h a t  was 
of fered and sold. We ant lc lna ta  t h a t  t h i s  dnmand w i l l  rontlnu- 
a t  a hlqh lev91 f o r  an extend-d nerlod o f  tlme. 

Exceot I n  Isolated. IIve. unlnfested stands. f lrture harvestin? I n  
the lodienole and oonderosa olne ecosyst9mq w i l l  have IIttlr. o r  
no e f fec t  on the  mountaln nine bn*tle. Th9 bsat la  enldcmic has 
neakad and I s  on the decl Ine. malnlv dus t o  the lack o f  I IVP 
t rees su f f  l c l e n t  t o  suonort laroe aooulatlons. 

The obJectlves o f  harvestlno the dead material are. 1 )  To allow 
n9onIe t o  u v  some o f  the material n r l o r  t o  I t s  b e l n i  burnmd In a 
w i l d f i r e .  The natural uav a lodicrmle fo res t  rw-nqrates 1s 
throuqh laroe w i ld f i res .  W l l d f l r e  can c i 1 t ~ e  unaccsatabls 4011 
losses. f loodlnq. stream and lake nollutlon. r i l d l l f ~  1055% and 
reduced hab i ta t  d lvnrs l tv .  a l r  Doi lu t lon.  and reduced vlsual 
aual I t l e s  and recreational oaoortunlt las. 2 )  To ilccomnl Ish s i t e  
nrenaratlon hy nrovldlnq ontimum so11 condit ions f a r  seeds t o  
a r m  In. thus obtalnino a nen stand t h a t  . d i l l  orovlde wood f o r  
fu tu re  qeneratlons. 3 )  To remove surroundina dead material t o  
holn protect  n-w stands from dest ruct lon by v l l d f l r a .  Standinq 
dead t rees w 1 1  I fa1 I I n  20 - 25 yaars. I f  the  stand does not  
burn w i t h  the Increased fuel loadlnq. any fu tu re  reforestat ion o r  
t imber stand lmorovement work w i l  I bo s iqn l f  l can t lv  hamsred by 
the darn fa l l  of 104s. 4 )  To remv9. wi th  th9  dsad harvest. tho 
I Ive. ovsrtooninq. mist letoe-infected t r e %  t h a t  saread m l ~ t l e t o e  
t o  the  develonlno new stsnds. 5 )  To davslon Stand ane 
d lvers l tv .  thereby lmnrovlni v i l d l i f n  hahitat.  Tvnlcal lv. 
lodqewle stands are oven aqed mnOcUItura+. BY Staqierlnn thn 
cuts  over tlm. we can achieve %me v a r i a t i o n  I n  stand aqes. 
Wlldl I f e  habi ta t  i s  best when there 15 a 40/60 cover-forow r a t i o  
In  lodqnoole. Currently. due t o  the R X t W 5 1 V 9  lodoenola stands. 
the Ashley 1s exce5slve In  t h s  cover C'IteqorV. and low In  the  
foritqe. Small clearcut5 lmnrov4 the amount of fa rwe,  whi le  
nrovldlna ontlmium condlt lons fo r  th-  shade in to is ran t  lodrlenole 
t o  qrow. 6 )  To Increase water y ls lds.  71 And t o  lmnrow th9  
recreatlonal exaerlence f o r  Forest v l s l t o r s .  



sianif icantlv imoacts resources on the forest the DUbl iC savs 
are important and shouldn't be altered The DroDosal i s  "Die in 
the sky' olanning. something the Chief of  the Forest Service 
warned Supervisors and planners about and apparently has not 
been wel l  taken bv this Dlan The timber allocation serves no 
functional purpose exceDt t o  harvest timber that i s  'worthless" 
and is  not needed 

A1 ternatives 
We have already discussed this in detai l  in the alternatives section of this 
comment Again, however, l e t  us emphasize the serious nature of the 
failure in meeting regulations revolving around legit imate alternative 
arrays For  example, there should be an uneven aaed manaaement 
alternative in the plan This alternative should not simply be applied to  the 
FGNRA or specific areas on the forest Rather i t  should be applied 
forest-wide This would fundamentally change the assumptions in the plan 
and show and provide an alternative management scenario to  timber I t  
isn't good enough t o  simply say we can? do uneven auedmanaoenient 
dec3use it J S ~ ?  theriqht thmofurourtrees This i s  the common 
assumption in the plan and i t  actually assumes even aaed manaaement 
co-evolved wi th  lodgepole pine and ponderosa pine Why wasn t an uneven 
aged management alternative included in the plan? It wasn't even 
discussed in the section on alternatives discussed but not selected Whv? 

There are no lands considered physically unsuitable for any alternative 
Why? That i s  not consistent wi th  regulation and the strat i f icat ion and 
stage I I  analysis Nor i s  i t  consistent with the thrust of different 
alternatives One would assume w i th  a non-market alternative there would 
be more land physically unsuitable t o  protect amenity values than the 
maximum timber alternative This represents a serious problem w i th  the 
entire plan 

Every alternative appears t o  require cable logging Why? That IS also 
questionable from a perspective of alternative thrusts and good forestry 

Our recommendation i s  obvious Going back t o  our ear l ier  discussion on 
alternative arrays we suggest alternatives of uneven aged management, 
wi ld l i fe emphasis, harvesting only slopes of 40% o r  less, roaded area 
logging only, prescribed burning for pine beetle control along wl th  Some of 
the other alternatives you have selected 

Three alternatives aDpear t o  be departure alternatives--B.H.I Why? Each 
alternative has high harvests for two to  three decades and then major fa l l  
downs This i s  a departure This i s  a b i t  too much Dropping B and H would 

( m a n  21) 

Even-soe 13 the natural q rmth  c y c l ~  of  lodv") ie stands. Durinrl 
natural rr?oeoeratlon. thq lodianols qtaods normallv burn In laroe 
wi ld f i res  a t  the same t ime. Clearcuts reDlac9 the ro le  of f i r s  
and achieve tho same results. Part ia l  c i i t t inq  i s  a technlaue 
used best I n  other t ree  snecres r e a u i r i n o  shad% instsad of 
intense ~ u n l i o h t  for  rerleneratlon. Numerous lodrl%oim studlss 
and COnslSt8nt successful rerleneration test9 throuihout the 
country have oroven even-aae. clearcut methods a5 the solut ion t o  
manaqpmmt of decadent. beetle infested lodisaalo qtands. 

Even-aoed or uneven-aqRd treatments are not al tsr tat lvss:  they 
are a means t o  accomnlish an alternative. The a l t s r n a t l w  15 a 
manaaement strateqy fo r  the Ashley. which includes the hnrvest o f  
so many board feet o f  tlmber. 

r'Physlcallv iinsuitabie" lands are the ?am9 as those dofined In  
the Glossary under Timber Classi f icat ion i t e m  4. ca*erlorle5 12). 
( 3 ) .  and ( 4 ) .  

Cable loqqlnq has not been qchedol-d diirlnn ?hi$ nlannlnq 
nerlod. However. Droner harvestin0 on sione5 In  exces- nf 40% 
w 1 1 I  not nec~ssa r l l y  nroduce hlah-r erosion rates. With a 
reduction of temoorary ronds and 54id t r a i l s .  ero51on r a t e s  can 
hP well below ths amounts on f l a t w  harvssted lands. Cable 
loqqlnq could also be used on 5om- of the mor9 s-nslt iv- .oil 
areas and reduce the amaunt o f  imnacts. 

Prescribed f i r e  has hem Includpd. This V R a r  the Ashley Is 
beqlnnlnq a aroqram of nrescrlbed f i r e  t o  reduce slash created bv 
-ales and fo r  treatment of standlnn dead lodrlsmia nln- t o  
lmnrove w i l d l i f e  habltat and reduce the imens9 ar9.35 of ownbroken 
f Ire fuels. 

The alternatives tha t  shar Increased harvest ar- d-slrlosd t o  use 
a larqer nercentarle of the dead lodrl"Jln Dins. for  ths  rqasons 
exnlained earl fer. 



allow for addition of alternatives we have suggested above in order to 
meet your statutory requirements 

PINE BEETLElOLD GROWTH/DIVERSlTY 

Both the Accelerated Harvest Program Document and the draft EIS plainly 
note si lvicultural treatments w i l l  not substantiallv impact the bark beetle 
populations Both documents ( the Accelerated Harvest Program directed 
the timber alternative i n  the plan--this was confirmed by a discussion 
w i th  the forest planner on September 30 i n  Vernal )pointed out the beetle 
epidemic i s  on the way down Both documents noted the beetle has cycled 
through the forest for  the last for ty years '"removing most of the larger 
diameter trees in infested stands"0ver this period of time a substantial 
volume of timber has also been harvested The ATH Program and 
information from Ashley planners show 70%-80% of  the susceptible stands 
are dead We certainly question the need for an accelerated harvest I f  this 
condition exists Why? We also wonder how the beetle has maintained i t s  
population density w i t h  such act iv i ty impacting the larger diameter 
trees? 

The answer is  obvious--there i s  l imi ted diversity on the pine type due to a 
myopic f i re  prevention policy and timber program which has highlighted 
even aged homogenous stands Don't try t o  fool the public any longer By 
regulating the lodgepole pine type the way you are proposing, the Forest 
Service assures a constant beetle population and a host species at  the 
perfect age--100 to120 years and a t  the perfect diameter -- 7 t o  IO 
The entire point of regulating the Ashley National Forest i s  t o  bring It into 
an even aged stand, not create uneven aged and multiple species/storied 
stands The plan simply fa i ls  to explain truthful ly the intent of even aged 
regulation and attempts t o  lust i fy  the entire program on the need for 
beetle control This, despite the fact, in both the ATH and draft El5 the 
Forest Service states In no uncertain terms the proposal w i l l  fa i l  to have 
a substantial impact on beetle act iv i ty on the forest 

The plan also fa i ls to c lar i fy whether the accelerated harvest i s  a 
post-beetle or pre-beetle strategy Is the acceleerated harvest essentially 
removing dead trees or infested trees? O r  i s  it to harvest green uninfested 
trees? The plan fa i ls  t o  document the importance of harvestina to control 
the beetle and ianores other ~ o t e n t i a l  methods of control such as a 
prescribed f i r e  or intensive bioloaical control AS important, the plan 
simply fa i ls  t o  document the need for any action by fai l ing to look a t  the 
losses or benefits of a no action proposal There i s  no analysis of high o r  
low r isk areas or a determination as to whether the r isk i s  high enough to  
continue any of the program NO alternative. includina the Dreferred, 

(Paqe 22) 

The beet le s i t u a t i o n  *a5 de-crlbsd e a r l i a r .  Thn Ashlav Plan 15 
d l rnct lnq t h a t  a comor~hms lve  fue ls  Inventory be comolnted for 
the  Forsst. This data w i l l  be used t o  d e v s l o ~  treatment 
s t ra twins.  which w i l l  lncludn option% for t h e  us9 o f  or-scribed 
f i re .  Ths 5t ratnq ie9 chos'n x l l i  he based imon t h s l r  cos t  
effect iveness and t h e i r  min ima l  adverss e f t - c t s  uaon other 
resources. 



documents the range of board feet that would be saved from the beetle due 
t o  a particular si lvicultural action across the entire forest Is B more 
SUCCeSsfUl than D7 O r  F7 How much more  successful^ From an economic 
standpoint the plan clearly shows i t  i s  less successful as the PNV drops 
drastically w i t h  increased harvesting This is because trees on the forest 
are worthless' Why harvest trees that are very expensive to  log, that 
have no value and that w i l l  have no impact on the beetle ( the reason f o r  
logging ) infestation? 

The Plan fai ls to disclose or determine the locations of high r isk areas In 
th is part of the world the beetle is not much of a factor above 9.700 feet 
Much of the proposed harvesting wi th in  unroaded areas is  a t  o r  above this 
level We would l ike to  see a map and know precisely where the high, 
moderate and low r isk areas are on the forest 

The Forest Service, frankly, looks l ike a b i t  of a clown on this issue For  
example, the Wasatch chose what they called an Integrated Pest 
Management Program and i t  is precisely reversed from the beetle control 
strategy ut i l ized by the Ashley The Ashley tends to argue ~ v ~ / i ~ v ~ ~ i i u r e  
deadtreeson ourforest This te l ls  us the Ashley strategy i s  a post- 
beetle strategy and w i l l  perpetuate the beetle at  high numbers only to 
waste more money i n  the future The obvious irony i s  the beetle and the 
trees don t see the ar t i f ic ia l  boundary separating the Ashley and Wasatch 
Forests on the north and south slopes of the Uintas In land management on 
common ground the boundaries should be unimportant and consistent 
management should be the goal We hate to  spoil '"the party'  but beetles do 
cross boundaries and unless there i s  some sense and consistency to 
management these strategies w i l l  f a i l  

The Ashley Preferred alternative resorts t o  a pr imit ive argument on this 
issue by stat ing there w i l l  be no old growth or  diversity on the forest if 
we J / / O w  the beetle to run its course as the critter wi l /k l / /  311 of the o/d 
treeSThus the Forest Service says let uski//andrenlaveaNof the o/d 
trees anyway by /ogqiflgJndJt about the same rate o f  the beetle 
Somehow the conclusion IS w i l d l i f e  w i l l  appreciate a l l  of the old growth 
and diversity '  being removed by loggers and not beetles The point i s  this 
argurnent used in the plan frequently i s  pure nonsense Both actions w i l l  
result in loss of timber One action w i l l  achieve a long term diversity w i t h  
minimum surface disturbance or roads and at  a minimum cost to  the 
environment and the taxpayer The other action w i l l  assure an incredible 
road density, which w i l l  have to be rnanaqed, assure a lack of diversity by 
regulating the forest t o  an e w n  aged pine type bui l t  for 100-120 year old 
stands and constant hosts for the beetle, and assure w i l d l i f e  impacts and 
an expense that i s  unjusti f iable 

(Paqe 23) 

The 9700 feet  I s  normallv the h lohest  Iwe I  for m s t  o f  t h e  
beetle's n-wraohicai ranos. b v - v s v .  on t h e  Ashlsv. th-  beet le  
i s  aoqrosslve throuohout t h e  en t i re  1odqsoo1- a lns  eco5wtem. 

which In  some olaces exceeds 11.000 fest. Wl th ln  t h e  lodmsools 
oine. there are soma areas t h a t  are mixed w i t h  other 9oscIss such 
as amen. or t h a t  consist of small dlametsr ladosools D i n e  t h a t  
are c l a s s i f i e d  as low or moderate r i sks  due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  the 
beet le  qeneral ly attacks thick barked. m;rture or ov-rmatum 
lodoenole. 

A t  t h e  C U r r P n t  r a t e  of h a r v s s t i n i  I n  ths modi f ied nrs fer r -d  
a l te rna t i ve .  aoproxlmately 3.178 8cvss w i l l  be rsosneratsd each 
year. This would cause those same acre- t o  reach ro ta t ton  am9 a t  
t he  Sam9 time. These acres are scattered throuohout t h e  Forest 
so it 1s not l i k e l y  t h a t  they w i l l  contribute t o  a future b-et le 
epidemic. They w i l l  also be Interminml-d w i t h  other stands of  
varylnq aoes. Thl5 should b s n e f i t  many other resourc-s. such a5 
wi ld l i fe .  and reduce t h e  ootent la l  for malor outhrsaks of 811 
tynes of destruct ive aqents t h a t  nrey on ovsrmatura. av-n-aoe 
forests. 



And i t  won't work AI t D i n  the ATH Program i s  essentially the preferred 
alternative (E) in the Ashley Plan ( th is  was confirmed also by the planner 
on Sep 30 )and it states th is alternative would treat about 19% of the 
susceptible acreage over t h i s  decade A l t  D in the ATH Program and A l t  B 
in the Ashley Plan note about 44,000 acres to 47,000 acres would come 
under treatment In this f i r s t  decade The preferred alternative in the EIS 
shows I 8  7Z of the timber i s  i n  seed-sap or pole stands i n  the f i r s t  
decade The same percentage holds true for A l t  D, the non-market 
alternative, i n  the Ashley Plan At the end of the f i r s t  decade the preferred 
alternative shows 61% of the timber stands are i n  old growth and 
sawtimber The figure i s  82%b(ll for  A l t  0 in the forest plan This shows 
two  things First, the difference i n  alternatives, as we have complained, i s  
non-existant--they show too much s imi l la r i t y  in thrust Second, A l t  8 i s  
not going to De successful It i s  a pipe dream which w i l l  change the face of 
the forest due to  roads and loss of the backcountry character of the 
Ashley, create substantial impacts at incredible costs whi le apparetnly 
aCCornplishing the same thing as a less frenetic alternative Why select 
A l t  B over D or the other reduced cost alternatives? 

The plan looks a t  diversity only from the perspective of a timber 
management plan That i s  not the intent of the NFMA or I t s  guiding 
regulations To cal l  for regulation of the forest and then attempt t o  t e l l  
the public the forest i s  being diversif ied i s  deceptive And to t e l l  the 
public i f  the beetle infestat ion continues then the forest w l l l  not be 
diverse so /et usgo ahead~ndcut down thosesame trees with the added 
&ipepmse mdroad construrtron m d  i r ~ ~  ot forest characteris nonsense For 
example, on page IV-21 the El5 states alternatives w i t h  lower harvests 
w i l l  reduce vegetative diversity By how much? What kind of reduction in 
diversity? How w i l l  i t  be reduced? How much less diversity under A l t  
D,A,F and G than B? 

There i s  no map of timber sui tabi l i ty  Why? Where w i l l  the old growth 
stands be a t  the end of the f i r s t  decade? Why i s  there no map of old 
growth stands? 

When looking a t  diversity your requirement i s  lo look at the entire 
forest--that i s  the purpose of forest planning The Ashley i s  not a blanket 
of lodgepole pine Rather i t i s  a mosaic of vegetation and land types Even 
when looking a t  the pine type it i s  exceedingly diverse w i t h  ground cover 
changing and co-dominant species changing in response to microcl imatic 
changes, elevation, soil types, precipitat ion and aspect When looking a t  a 
small s ~ e c i f i c  timber sale you may argue diversity i s  minimal However, 
that IS looking a t  diversity only from the sawyer's perspective, not the 
perspect" '  - ' f a  professional land manager or requirements i n  NFMA 

I I 
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Those areas Ident l f ind  for tlmber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  durinrl the  
f i r s t  decade are locatnd on the  larqe man incll idod 111 t he  FEIS 
and Plan. In  addl t lon t o  t h i s  omera l  man. thn mans dlsolavlna 
Manaqemnt Areas (contained i n  Chanter I V  of ths Forest  Plan) can 
bo used w l t h  the admln ls t ra t lve u n i t  ma t r i x  t o  d ~ t e r m l n a  those 
areas ldant l f led  as su l tpd  and aooronrlato for t imber 
oroductlon. An o ld  arowth inventory and o lan  are schedulsd In  
th9  nlan t o  be comnleted by 1991. 

D i v e r s i t y  i s  l&sd a t  on a Forest-r ide bas l s  a5 v s i i  HS on a 
local bas ls  throuqh an analys is  of cumulat ive Pffacts. '.ccal 
d lvars l ty  1s lmoortant for many r%ources. esoec la l l y  w i l d l i f e .  

Try lnq t o  force new soecles i n t o  t rad l t l ona l i v  v m - 3 o - d  
lodoenola areas i s  qensral l y  unsuccassfiul. Bes t  re ione ra t i on  I s  
achleved by conyinq nature (uslnq clearcuts or Drescrlbed t i r e )  
and al lovlnq natural succe~sion t o  follow. This w i l l  r e s u l t  I n  
another IodrleDole for9st: hnevsr. by Star l ler inr l  the Cuts over 
t lmo.  we can achieve some v a r i a t i o n  I n  stand aqs5. althouah 9ach 
stand on local  s i t e s  w l l l  be even-awd. the lodosoole fo res t  as a 
whole can have a Datchwork of stands w i t h  varvlna am-.  Many of  
th9 lodqeole areas a t  1 4 e r  elevations h a w  enouqh asow t o  be 
o u t  back I n  the  succpsslonal narlod t o  awsn stands. Many 
c learcuts  are reonneratlnq asoen I n  othwwlsa oredomlnat9lv 
lodoeoole areas. 

I I 



GONSTEEPSLOPES dD 
Why must the Ashley, t o  "provide total  timber harvest volume a t  current 
or  higher levels," move from " f la t  ground" harvesting using tractors t o  
cable logging systems? This i s  a massive change in direction for th is 
forest and it is tucked away on page 11-27 of the Forest Plan and not 
stated in the t imber section It i s  not even discussed in the EIS. What 
would the harvest be if f la t  ground harvesting was required as i t i s  now 
and has been for  the last  100 years7 Why i s  there such an obvious 
difference and changed needed? This timber ( 40% to 70% SlOpeS ) was 
placed in the marginal component and deferred from harvesting in the 
1978 Timber Plan because adequate technology was not available and the 
potential adverse impacts were too high What has changed on the forest t o  
ignore th is direction made specifically in the the '70 plan7 What analysis 
has been done i n  th is  plan to  show the impacts may not be too high? I 
amears the forest has been rout tneh overcut and the most DrOdUctiVe 
sites and accessible areas have been ut i l ized without concern for  the leaal 
mandate you have to  DrOvide a sustatined vield of a m U l t i D l i C i t V  of 
resources 
The present capacity of sawmil ls i s  IBmmbf The average harvest has been 
less than th is  ( around 14mmbf ) Proposed harvests w i l l  reach 29 mmbf 
and according to  the plan much of th is w i l l  have to  be cable logged HOW 
w i l l  th is be accomplished and what w i l l  happen i f  it i s  not achieved? What 
i s  the likelihood of such a massive increase in cable logging7 This is 
ignored in the plan 

ECONOnlCS/DEMAND/Y IELD TABLES 

Obviously th is section pushes the entire plan It is refreshma the Plan i s  
so oDen about severelv below-cost sales and increasing timber harvests 
eauallina substantiallv decreased PNV It is also refreshina the Dlan and 
EIS are so ooen about not havina the demand available for  the increased 
harvestina 

But i t  i s  remarkably distressing the plan ignores the analysis in FORPLAN 
and takes a direction the analysis clearly says shouldn't be taken 
Furthermore, the plan ignores the recent Macleery Decision, ut i l izes 
stumpage rates fa r  too high, assumes timber prices w i l l  go up and uses 
yield tables that are beyond optimist ic 

Appendix B notes stumpage for  lodgepole pine i s  $33OO/mbf However, the 
information provided us by Ashley planners on September 30, 1985, while 
we were in Vernal, showed bid prices ranging from $7-$8/mbf for  
lodgepole ( larger Supervisor sales ) and $12-$15 for smaller sales 
(Dist i rct  level) These were averages for  the last f ive years 

=I 
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Tha tachnolow needed t o  harvest ti*-r on ~ i o m s  OYW 40% 
wi thou t  excessive environmental damarle has existed for mnnv 
~ 9 a r 5 .  The use of cable I O Q U I ~ Q  eouloment can reduc- 5011 
dlstvrbance and can reduce the m1195  and c05t of road 
construction. However. we ha1 leva t h a t  Gsnsral Statement 4 
addresses tho  hear t  of your comment. 



Indications are th i i  downward trend w i l l  continue 

With this trend and low prices the assumption there may exist a demand 
for  increasing any decades harvest from 40%-55% simply fa i ls  a common 
sense test and assures an expensive and quick revision of  this plan That is 
particularly true, given a large portion of future harvesting of this low 
value species i s  going to have to  come from cable logging The plan does 
note the annual harvest for the last couple of decades has averaged about 
I4mmbf This is  less than the m i l l  capacity indicating the potential for  
going to  29 mmbf as the annual sales program i s  even more unlikely 

We also received yield tables which evoke suspicion The yields l o r  
existing stands o f  lodgepole pine. s i te  index 60 and 15 decades old show a 
harvest of 1 8 rncf/acre Regeneration yield tables show the harvest 
occurring at  12 decades and 3 34mcf/acres for  lodgepole, s i te index 60 
and w i t h  a maximum harvest prescription This i s  a threefold increase and 
seems awful high Under prescriptions less than maximum harve-t a one 
sees a threefold growth rate increaie also We would l ike to see the 
backaround data.assumDtions and anv evidence this kind of arowth can be 
coaxed out of such a Door s i te  auaiitv 

We are quite surprised to learn no si te index map exists on the forest We 
are equally surprised only eievation seemed to be the basis for 
determining si te index Were any other factors considered? Why were 
10,000 feet elevation and 8,000 feet eievation chosen as the side board 
l o r  s i te  607 This just creates further suspicion the timber management 
scheme on this forest and i n  th is plan i s  weak too say the least and far  
more work needs to  be done to just i fy  actions in this plan It looks to me 
as though the reliance on regeneration yields which are far too high have 
already had their mark as logging on the fo re i t  must now leave the arena 
of tractor and skidder to  cable systems This i s  called overcut and is 
i l legal on the public land administered by the Forest Service 

From a harvesting perspective where are the most economic lands located 
on the forest? We are referr ing to a stage It analysis (36 CFR 214) which 
would determine af ter  strat i f icat ion of  sui tabi l i ty  where harvesting is 
most economically ef f ic ient? Was a bare land analysis done to determine 
economically suitable harvest areas? What lands were found unsuitable 
simply based on economici? 

Unfortunately it i s  as though the Ashley Plan was fine tuned to  be 
precisely what the Macleery Decision was refut ing There is no need to  
increase harvests The proposal to harvest i s  not cost-effective The plan 
denegrab's non-timber mult iple uses Other effective methods of meeting 

I I 

( P a w  26)  

The volumes cur ren t ly  belnq harvested f r o m  thss?  t i t s5  nnlv 
include the  ne t  volums. The oresent Stnck lnq on th-ss area5 
lncludn a s l q n l f l c a n t  amunt  of dead or c u l l  ma te r ia l .  as It 
r o l a t e t  t o  5aw Ions. A manaqsd stand has t h e  canahl l i tv  of mor? 
than doublina tho  vlelds. Ths oral-cted lncr-as-s are b a w d  man 
a manacled stand produc t iv i t y .  

f lata was not  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  s i t -  indsx mimnln? so a qansrallzed 
brwkdown of s i t e  nroduct lv l ty ua5 basod unon invwtor les mads 
for nast  harvestlnq a c t l v l t l s s .  Thst- Inv-ntorl-s shasd t h a t  
q e m r a l l y  the s i t e  index A0 I s  located bstwson +he 8.000 and 
10.000 f-t ?levation. and t h a t  the s l t s  index 50 I s  b-lor R.000 
feat and above 10.000 feet. 

We be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  orooossd action. Al ternat lvs J .  15 mch more 
resoonsive t o  the  concerns exorastnd I n  t h e  Maclenrv d ~ c l s l o n  and 
I n  your comment. The Forest Intsnds t o  11% arnscrfbed burnlnq 8 5  

one method of t i t e  orsoaration for  natura l  reo-nsratlon. 
Addlt lonal methods w i l l  also bo used a f t s r  analysis of tho 
soec l f i c  prolect  and these addi t ional  methods mav lncliidr, SalR5  
a t  less than f u l l  cost  recovery. 

I I 



obiec re  ianored. including prescribed burnina Sianificant amenity 
- r  

vaiues w ,  be 10s; and environmental costs a reve ry i i ghThe  plan fa i ls  t o  
describe haw or  where harvesting would occur in an economically ef f ic ient  
manner 

With respect to roads the EIS states road construction and reconstruction 
amounts to 561 miles for the f i r s t  decade and 3,300 miles for the fifth 
decade How much of this i s  actual construction7 Where w i l l  the new roads 
be located? What roadless ( unroaded to  use your terminology ) areas w i l l  
be roaded7 The plan further states every alternative except F and G w i l l  
provide more roads for recreational act iv i t ies due to  timber road building 
Why i s  th is important? What demand is  th is meeting? What i s  the anlaysis 
and prognosis for such a dernand? These roads, the plan states for A l t  B, 
w i l l  remove large areas of semiprimitive non-motorized recreation Later 
in the plan ( IV-37 Forest Plan ) the document states, "About the same 
number of miles of roads w i l l  be open for public use ' What i s  it, more 
roads for recreation or not7 Where w i l l  the closed roads be located since 
there is  no indication i n  any section of th is plan, including standards and 
guidelines, that roads w i l l  be closed under a generic standard? Again 
deception creeps in On the one hand the plan says more roads f o r  
recreation However, the plan then states there w i l l  be no more roads on 
the forest than present This eliminates any benefits from the proposed 
road building ( according to  your analysis roads for  timber harvesting only 
decrease the PNV and increase costs--there are no benefits from this road 
building except through allocation to recreation )and clearly restates the 
fact that there i s  no demand for new roads The point I s  plenty o f  roads 
exist now and the plan fai ls t o  document the need for  more recreational 
roads What values would these roads access? What recreation resources 
would they access? What faci l i t ies would be bui l t  to enhance recreation? 
What resources would be displaced by the new roads7 How much more use 
would occur on these new roads? Would other roads recelve less use 
because of the new roads7 I f  so, th is IS simply a displacement, not an 
increase In demand We would l ike to  see the lnformatlon to  Just i fy 
allegations of increased recreatlon use of tlrnber roads And we would l ike 
to  see how you intend to rect i fy  the contradictory statements i n  this 
section of the plan on the need for more recreational roads v ia  timber 
harvesting and the Intent to close roads so the rfllleage remains 
approximately the same now as i t  w i l l  a t  the end of the planning decade 

The entire section fa i ls to dellneate actual environmental impacts from a 
massive harvesting proposal There i s  no talk of impacts to w i l d l i f e  other 
than elk and deer There is no discussion of loss of hunt quality due to 
roads in unroaded areas There i s  no discussion of cumulative impacts to 
wi ld l i fe  or recreation users There 1s no indication of alternative habitat 
for security, thermal cover, or calving areas which w i l l  exist a f ter  road 
building, 

(Paae 27) 

As exolalnsd ear l ie r .  the  armunt o f  road ~ o n ~ t r u c t i o n  has heen 
reducpd. Also. a substantial  aor t lon o f  nar roads x l i i  bo closed 
a f t e r  I n i t i a l  a c t l v l t l e s  are comolsted. althoii ih t h v  w i l l  5tllI 
he of bnnef l t  t o  rRCraatlOnlsts on foot  or  horesqback or f o r  
other forms of dtsoersed recreat lon ~ 5 0 .  Althouqh rouqhlv the  
same numbers o f  m i l e 5  of  roads *Ill be o v n  a t  aov 11"-n time. 
morP of  the  fore5i' w i l l  be roed-d (thomqh not  much mors). 
nrovldlnq more ootlons for where roadlno ~ c t l v l t i e s  may or mav 
not be allowed. dsnendinq on other r*$ource nrloritles. 
increased ootions for roaded r ~ c r e a t i o n  e x n ~ r i e n c ~ s  msan net  
r ~ c r ~ a t l o n a l  b m s f l t s  are incr~as-d.  evpn thauoh t h s  t o t a l  o f  
roads t h a t  w l l l  be onen may not Increas-. 

Chanter I V  o f  the  E I S  evaluates the  e f f e c t  of  a l l  a l ternat lvq-  on 
manaaemsnt lndlcator w e c l e s  as v e i l  as o t h w  resovirces. The 
o l a n  states  t h a t  ao~rox Imata ly  the  same amount n f  mile5 w i l l  bn 
onen for use  but  acc-55 w i l l  be nwre unifnrmlv d ist r lb l i t -d  acro5s 
the Forost.  A l te rnat ive  J and some other a l te rnat ives  vi11 
Imorove w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  In  qeneral.  Standards and m ~ l d e l l n s s  a5 
well as the  m n l t o r l n q  5ectlon In  the  nlan orovid- m e c l f l c  
action- f o r  manaolno these w e c l e s .  



harvesting, increased ORV use and vehicle access and potential mineral 
development There i s  no indication the plan looked a t  a l l  of these 
act iv i t ies at  one t ime to determine the viabi l i ty  o f  aquatic habitat as 
represented by the macroinvertebrates There i s  no discussion of thermal 
pollution of streams due to these actrvites These are just examples of the 
problems w i t h  th is plan Many more exist 

Our alternative for  tirnbering i s  to  bring the harvests back to  slopes of 
less than 408 and wi th in  roaded areas only and then only wi th in  high 
beetle r isk areas Prescribed burning should be used on more inaccessible 
areas and on low productive and economic sites In riparian areas there 
should be no harvesting activi t ies In  areas of identified wi ld i fe habitat 
needs, including important summer habitat, harvesting should be 
completed for the sake of wi ld l i fe  and not timber volume production In  
unroaded areas there should be no harvesting Uti l izat ion of some 
prescribed f i re should be considered as an alternative Harvesting should 
not take place above 9,700 feet We urge you to include this as an 
alternative i n  the f inal El5 In  fact, i t  should be the preferred alternative 
as It removes the objectionable portions of the forest plan and i s  more 
responsive t o  public issues and concerns Local demand would be 
maintained, costs reduced, PNV enhanced, the character of the forest 
would be sl ightly modified and existing uses would largely be l e f t  alone i t  
represents a far rnore integrated approach t o  beetles And it resolve: tiit. 
malor public issues to the benefit of the forest without increasing the 
adverserial and confrontive problems of below-cost sales, ineff icient 
timber harvesting and roadless area harvesting 

(oaoe 281 

Sen General Stat"?+ # l l .  



IVlLDLIrE 

Like many other resources, the plan does not mdlcate what wlll happen 
to wildlife on the Ashley National F0rcs.t We barely glimpse what may 
happen to some species from some of the management activities What little 
information that 1s. presented does not g i v e  a good plcture for the public 
who 1s  very concerned about the continuation of wild land for wildlife 

There 1s no analysis of the effects of mineral development on wildlife 
The plan does not plan far mineral activity, instead it IS "reactive" 
and "responsive" to mineral resources There 15 no indlcatian where 
or haw stlpulatmns wlll be applled, what areas may or may not be open 
to mineral lea~ing and location nor recommendations for withdrawals o r  
no-lease areas to protect wlldllfc habltat The Forest Service admlts on 
page 111-45 they do not know where development will occur Planning must 
direct future activity 

The impacts to wzldllfe from other managment activities are inadequatley 
discussed 
horn and sage grouse from range manipulation Elk are  the only animal 
mentioned In the range discussion on "social interaction ' I  We are 
told "mitigation" will assure acceptable range conditions in riparian 
areas Will every stream be fenced permanently from cattle? Of course 
not, yet, the plan and € I S  insist every alternative will produce tlie 
same results for riparian wildlife 

We are told (EIS page IV- 21) elk security cover will be decreased from 
the present favorable mix 
well because the limiting factor for big game on the Ashley 1s  mnter 
range Strangely, Alt B shows an immediate decrease in the number of 
elk and deer(EIS, page 1 1 - 2 2 )  There are no Statements in the €IS or 
plan that winter range w i l l  be reduced 
by timber activity that It cannot even support the m i 1 1  numbers of e l k  
the winter range presently supplles7 If so, the plan does not lndlcate 
such a massive destruction of the Ashley National Forest 

Other than elk security cover, the plan does not analyze any impact to 
this s p e c ~ e s  from timber harvesting 
to harvest more animals? What about increased disturbance f o r c m g  elk to 
abandon roaded areas? Again, we see assumptions, but no commitment 
c l o s e  roads (EIS page IV-31)  

There 1s  no analysis of timber impacts on fisheries (CIS, page 11-45 assumes 
no water degradation under all alternatives and "cstimates" fish numbers 
ail1 be about the same under a l l  slternativcs) and assumes a l l  nlternatlves 
will be the sLIle for fisheries' Clearly, i nc reas ing  the timber harvests will 
advencly impact the tishery resource even witli careful mitigation because 
the sedmcnt charts in the L I S  show increascs under high  harvest nlternatlvcs 
There 1s no mentlan of impacts to other rilldlife %ch 8s  moose or predators 
from harvesting ,\I1 we are told about wildlife IS that Table IV-3 ( U S  page 
Iv-11) guarantees adequate old growth for wildlife (see EIS, page IV-21)  
Ironically, ,Alternative 8,  which doubles the timber harvest, shows more 
old growth after 5 decades than does the "on-market alternative1 Not only 
is the analysls inadequate as to the impacts on wildlife from timber harvest- 
ing, the numbers don't make any sense. 

For example, we only hear brief mention of impacts to prong- 

however, we are "reassured" all will be 

Is the summer range so destroyed 

What about increased hunter access 

to 

(vase 29)  
w 
Bscaus- of t h s  low I n t e v 5 t  I n  oast m d  exwct-d mlneral a c t l v l t v  
on t h e  Forest. we do not expect t h i s  a c t l v l t v  t o  havs a Oreat 
lmoact on w l l d I I f a .  Each DT0005al Y I I I  be onalvzed an a s i t s  
s o e c l f l c  basis follovlnq NEPA oroceduros. Manaqsmnt Area i 
under A l t e r n a t l v s  J would be recommsnd?d f o r  no surface 
occuoancy. 

A laroe a m u n t  of s a ~ b r u s h  manloulatlon 15 not  nlonnsd. Whws 
I t  does t a k e  alace. th- needs of saoPirom9 v l l l  he consldored. 
Rloarlan standards and quidel Ine- orovld- far  t h s  oronsr 
a l l a c a t l o n  of re5ources and manaqemsnt In t h e w  areas. L l t t l -  
m l t l q a t l o n  1s sxo-cted to  be needed. 

Securlty cover f o r  elk would be reduced. r e w l t l n ~  In  a droo 
below t h e  UDWR oooulatlon aOa15. onlv  I n  Al ternat lv -  C. r w i l t l n o  
In a reduction of about 200 animal%. Deer h a b l t a t  c a o a h l l l t y  
under all a l t e r n a t l v e s  would romaln two t o  three thousand abovs 
UDWR ooals. 

Chapter I V  of t h e  E I S  stotes  t h a t  Increased access w l l l  have 
lmnact upon tha  elk h a b l t a t  and h u n t l n i  q u a l i t y .  Standards and 
auld-llnes I n  t h e  olan provlda for c l o s l n i  07 manaolni roads t o  
meet h a b l t a t  needs. 

The sediment oroductlon level% under a l l  o l t e m o t l v ~ s  do n o t  
excpsd water qual I t v  renulatlons. No s l i n l f  lcant lmnact on 
f i s h e r i e s  15 antlcloated. 



h o t h e r  problem w i t h  t h e  €IS and plan 1s t h e  o ld  growth ind ica to r  species' 
(goshawk) t reatment  
goshawk e x i s t s  i n  t h e  High Uintas P r imi t ive  Area. Are we to  assume no 
goshawhs will r e s u l t  o u t s i d e  of t h e  wilderness  a rea?  Wlat  i s  t h e  present  
goshawk d l s t r l b u t l o n  ~n t h e  wilderness? Is a l l  of t h e  avaxlable h a b l t a t  
used? This type o f  statement p re sen t s  a s e r i o u s  problem -- t h e  Forest 
Service appears t o  r e l e g a t e  o ld  growth spec le s  t o  t h e  270,000 BCTCS of 
t h e  High Uintas Wilderness out of 1 3 mil l ion  acres of Ashley Natmnal  
Forest .  The pub l i c  cannot help but  assume t h e  only a rea  on t h e  Ashley 
Xatlonal Forest  mamgd in a d ive r se  and healthyway 1 s  t h e  wilderness  
area The r e s t  of t h e  f o r e s t  IS served t o  t h e  saw 

The €IS and plan neglect  many important species -- moose, bighorn sheep and 
p reda to r s  1Ve do not  know what w i l l  happen t o  moose populat ions from reading 
t h e  plan IVe do no t  know t h e  present  range o f  t h e  bighorn on t h e  Ashley nor 
chances f o r  i t s  r e in t roduc t ron  rnto t h e  High U m t a  i h lde rness  -- t h e  place 
I t  belongs The EIS and plan f a i l  t o  d i scuss  high i n t e r e s t  predators  such 
as black bear and cougar 
been reported along t h e  Yellowstone River I t  IS t h e  w l l d l l f e  f o r  whxh  t h e  
Ashley 1 s  known You would not know thxs  f a c t  from readlng t h e  EIS and plan 

Unfortunately t h e  plan f a i l s  t o  address  t h e  pub l i c  i s s u e s  and concerns about 
w i l d l i f e  IYe see  a reduction In two important game s p e c ~ e s  -- e lk  and dee r  -- 
i n  t h e  p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e  This IS con t ra ry  t o  p u b l x  concerns and I n t e r e s t s  
on t h e  Ashley The plan 1 s  not geared toward t h e  pub l i c s  who own t h e  f o r e s t  - -  
tile h ike r ,  t h e  hunter ,  t h e  fisherman, t h e  r e c r e a t i o n i s t  
geared t o  t h e  t i n y  minori ty ,  both In numbers and economic importance, o f  
commodity s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  
t h e  inhab i t an t s  of t h e  Ashley National Forest  

Several  t h ings  could be done f o r  w i l d l i f e  
f ined t o  a l r eady  roaded areas 
done s p e c l f i c a l l y  f o r  w l l d l i f e  purposes and not  f a r  so-cal led t imber reasons 
Of course roads should be closed a f t e r  harvest ing The Ashley cannot have it 
both ways by claiming increased b e n e f i t s  t o  r ec rea t ion  due t o  increased road 
access (ORV r ec rea t ion ,  see €IS S-7 and IV-4) and a l s o  assuming t o  c l o s e  
about 75% of t h e  new roads 

Important w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  such as winter  range, calving grounds and l a r g e  
t r a c t s  of land (for example t h e  b o l l i e s )  should be c losed  t o  ha rves t ing  
and road access and c a r r y  B no l ease  o r  d no su r face  occupancy stipulation 
Plans should be made t o  p r o h i b i t  su r f ace  d l s t r u b i n g  activities i n  s e n s i t i v e  
watersheds t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  f i s h c r i e s  from sedimentation Guidleines must be 
e s t ab l i shed  f o r  t h e  percent o f  harvest ing allowed i n  any watershed t o  prevent 
t h e  areas from belng overloaded w i t h  sediment This  1s also t r u e  for Other 
surface d l s tu rb lng  a c t l u i t i e s  Old growth areas should be i d e n t i f i e d  and 
mapped f o r  w i l d l i f e  cover and s e c u r i t y  These a r e a s  must not  be r e s t r l c t e d  
t o  deslgnatcd wilderness or areas managed f o r  semi-primitive nan-motorized 
recreation 

l ie  a r e  t o l d  In t h e  AMs t h a t  enough h a b i t a t  f o r  t h e  

There IS no mention o f  rive? o t t e r s  which have 

Rather t h x  plan IS 

The w i l d l i f e  loving pub l i c  IS t h e  l o s e r  a s  a r e  

Timber harvest ing should be can- 
Any harves t ing  In road le s s  areas should be 

I 

(oaqe 30) 

Tabla IV-3 shows a mlnlmum of 123.000 acres o f  t imber tvos w l th  a 
non-harvnst n rescr la t lon  outslde the  Wlldern-ss ar-a. Thls 
quarantens t h a t  a Suf f l c ien t  t o t a l  acreaan w i l l  rnmaln a f t e r  
f i f t y  years t o  s t I I i  orovlde hab l ta t  f o r  the aoshmk. Old qrowth 
will also e x i s t  In  areas w i t h  a harvsst o rnscr io t lon  t h a t  for on9 
reason or another w i l l  not be hnrvestsd. 

The Dlan se lects  and OUtllnRS manaoemwt nneds and m n l t o r i n q  f o r  
17 manaqement Ind icator  5oecies. 

Thn olan now orovldes f o r  nlk and deer hab i ta t  beyond the  
DODUlatlOn qoals of the  UOWR. Habi ta t  needs of thn other 
manaqement Ind icator  S O O C ~ R S  are a lso orovlded. 

We do not  nroooso t o  r e s t r i c t  t imber harvsst t o  nfrPadv mad& 
amas. Harvest in a l l  areas w i l l  consider w i l d l i f e  as well as 
other neods as out1 lned I n  t h e  standards and quidel lnes o f  the 
olan and evaluated add i t iona l l y  throuqh the  NEPA orocess. 

Manaqemnt Area q i s  scheduled for recommendntlon of  no surface 
occuoancy. 

State water qual I t y  standards w I 1 I  be met In  a l l  al ternatlvess. 

Soecif ic oroJect plans and NEPA document< w i l l  r ~ c w n l z n  and 
RVeluate c r l t i c a l  hab i ta t  nneds f o r  a i l  soecies. 



Reintroductions of extripated species should b e  undertaken. Making mom 
for the bighorn in the Hlgh Ulntas by consolidating domestic sheep allot- 
ments should be done Studies for reintroduction of the grizzly and wolf 
should be undertaken for the Umtas as well a3 an inventory of rare species 
which have been reported from time to time to still inhabit the Uintas 
(wolverme, otter and possibly the wolf). Even with all the roads an the 
Ashley, the forest contains in the Uintas the largest roadless area in 
Utah and the most intact large ecosystem These wild values are the important 
resources on this forest 

Grazing should be excluded from all riparian areas as they are important 
fisheries and critical for all wildlife Nan-use allotments should be 
allocated to wildlife 

The goal for the Ashely National Forest should be a healthy and diverse 
ecosystem with respect to wildlife The Uinta Mountains possess all the 
natural and wild traits of an Intact, or nearly Intact, ecosystem. Only 
the management vision and implementation 1s  lacking 

(aaqe 3 1 )  

A standard In the Dlan orovidss for  lnventoryinq vacant nlch-s 
and evaluating these for rs lntroduct lons ot v l l d l l t e .  

Standards and OuldRllnDs for r i na r ian  areas and r i ln ie  al lotmsnt 
plans w i l l  qulde qrazlnq a c t l v l t i e s  i n  this imnortant w n s l t i v R  
habitat. W l l d i l t e  needs a l l1  b- consldwed on i t 1 1  allatmsnts 
followlnq the standards and m lda l i nes  In the olan. The elan 
does not al lacate non-us’? al lotmsnts t o  w l l d l l f e .  

The Ashlev National Forest Intends t o  nrovlde a healthy. divsrss 
ecosystem for w l l d l l f e  a5 oart  of the mul t lo l -  mix  o f  resource 
values and uses. 



RECREATION 

This important resource 1s  s l i g h t e d  i n  t h e  Ashley p l an  and EIS. IVe cannot under- 
s tand why t h i s  i s  t h e  case 
t h e  High Uintas, i s  best  s u i t e d  t o  r e c r e a t i o n a l  use.  This IS supported by stale- 
ments In  t h e  plan and EIS about t h e  importance of r e c r e a t m n  (see p lan ,  page II- 
3 and EIS, page 111-6) Also, t h e  plan c l e a r l y  s t a t e s ,  f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  t h e  " los ing  
proposit ion" o f  commodity resources and t h e  higher  economic value of resources  
such as r ec rea t ion  

For example, r ec rea t ion  funding 1 s  planned f o r  only conservat ive p ro jec t ed  
demands and 1s t h e  only output so constrained (see  t h e  EIS, page 11-11) Page 
111-8 no te s ,  " I t  does not  appear t h a t  t he re  w i l l  be  an opportuni ty  f o r  con- 
s t r u c t i o n  o f  r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  as cu r ren t  fundlng allows l i t t l e  more than 
minumum operat ion and marntenance g o  Page Iv-3 (EIS) i n d i c a t e s  r ec rea t ion  2~111 
be d i sp laced  i n  alternatives and a l s o  s t a t e s ,  "In popular a r eas ,  it may be 
necessary t o  i n t e n s i f y  management of r ec rea t iona l  uses t o  p r o t e c t  Investments,  
such as t r e e  p l a n t i n g s  It-is indeed i r o n i c  t h a t  t h e  perceived "valuable" 
mvestments are not r e c r e a t i o n l w i l d l i f e  o r i en ted  Rather, they are t imber1 
c o m o d i t y  o r i en ted  which show poor economic r e tu rns  

The ana lys i s  of r ec rea t ion  IS incomplete and flawed Page 11-20 i n d i c a t e s  RVDS 
f o r  wilderness  r ec rea t ion  would be t h e  same f o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v c s  r e f l e c t i n g  an 
inadequate array and an unlmagmatxve approach t o  wilderness  management Further-  
more, the pmjecteodemand for wilderness w i l l  be  ecceeded between 1985 and 1990 
(EIS, page 111-11) Yet, t h e  Forest  Service l a t e r  s t rong ly  maintains demands can 
be met! Page 111-12 of t h e  EIS c l e a r l y  s t a t e s  c o n f l i c t s  w i l l  increase between 
types of t r a i l  u s e r s  yet  no indication i s  given about how t o  plan f o r  o r  r e so lve  
these  c o n f l i c t s  This  15 abd ica t ion ,  not  planning. Problems l i k e  t h i s  abound 

Uon-motorized r ec rea t ion ,  a very important p a r t  of t h e  Ashley Notional Forest ,  
1s  "low man" on t h e t o t e m p o l e  and the re  1s  no a l t e r n a t i v e  a r r a y  d i scuss ing  open 
and closed a r e a s  far  motorized vehicles  (EIS, page S-6) 
(S-12) and t h e  trails  t h a t  are lucky enough t o  remain w i l l  be open t o  ORV use 
(5-7) The Ashley -- ivith fi-agile a l p i n e  area5 l i k e  t h e  East and West Forks o f  
Whitemcks,  Dry Fork, Weyman Park and Sheep Creek, a l ready heavi ly  used by 
"on-motorlied r e c r e a t m n i s t s  -- 15 w i l l  s u i t e d  f o r  p r imi t ive  and SPNM recreation 
The trails on t h i s  f o r e s t  a r e  
There IS no a n a l y s i s  in t h e  plan and EIS of t h e  impacts from motorized use on 
t h e s e  t r a i l s  designed f o r  foo t  or horse t r a v e l  What will he t h e  e f f e c t  on sediment, 
w i l d l i f e  and o t h e r  m c r e a t i o n i s t s ?  This  1s not discussed 

The r e a l  problem 1s t h e  cont inual  des t ruc t ion  o f  SPNM and even SPM t e r r a m  by 
o t h e r  management a c t i v i t i e s  (EIS, page IV-3). Demands f o r  non-motorized or 
wilderness  type r ec rea t ion  c a n ' t  be  met w i t h  t h e  constant  raading (3,000 + miles 
of constructionlwconstruction in t h e  next 5 decades) and leaving t ra i ls  open 
t o  ORVs (of t h e  30,000 miles o f  t r a i l s  ~n Reglon IV, 95% a r c  - t o  ORVs). A l -  
ready, t h e  Ashley has a high dens i ty ,  1.11 miles  of road per square mile ,  
of roaded t e r r a m  

"he Ashley National Forest ,  wi th  t h e  backdrop o f  

Roads will r ep lace  t ra i ls  

designed f o r  motorized use (EIS, page 111-12) 

(aaqe 32) 
krmatlw 

A l l  o f  the  s9ction5 rsfsrrsd t n  in  t h s  € I S  havs been r e r r l t t e n  t o  
address the  lmoacts of mntorlznd USR. Area o has been expandsd 
t o  Include much of t h s  f r a a l l e  a lo lne areas voii havs ldsnt l f led  
and a manaqsmsnt orescr iot ion *as a ~ o i i s d  t o  maintain It5 
undevoloosd character. Sectlon i l l - 1 2  of  th- E I S  also r-connized 
imoacts from matorized 1158 of t r a l i s .  and the Standard5 and 
Guide1 ines section o f  t h o  Pian estab1 ishsd c r i t e r i a  t o  arsvsnt 
resource damaoe result inrl  from t r a l l  use. 



Obviously t h e  recreatzon port lon of t h e  Ashley Natlonal Forest  plan and EIS 
are lacking I n  substance and d e t a i l  This  Important resource has been s l l g h t e d  
both in budget 
in t h e  plan Thls  l r responslveness  t o  pub l l c  ~ s s u e s  and concerns fall5 t o  meet 
t h e  needs of t h e  Ashley National Forest ,  t h e  pub l i c  and f e d e r a l  s t a t u t e s  Thls  
is an unfo r tuna te  comen ta ry  for a f o r e s t  t h a t  con ta lns  t h e  Ihgh Ulntas IVllder- 
ness, t h e  Flammg Gorge NRA,  Sheep Creek, t h e  Red Cloud Loop area and t h e  
h igh  b o l l i e s .  

requests  and m t h e  t r adeof f  a n a l y s i s  -- what l l t t l e  t h e m  1 s  



c 

(oaue 34) 

Chanter I l l  states t h a t  a f l V R  year avaraw o f  77.000 AUY’s w i l l  
be oermltted t o  he “razed. Chaoter I I  shows a wid- ranq- o f  
foraqe aval lab le f o r  livestock d-nsndlni on the  a l ternat lva.  
This amount of foraqe varIe5 the  amunts o f  AUM’s from 52.000 
AIM’S to 95.000 AUMls. Both the  EIS and the Plan s ta te  t h a t  
abcui 75.000 AUM’s of qrazlno Is ornvldsd. The l a s t  f i v e  year 
actual use was 64.880 AUM‘s. These amunts are Intendad t o  bs 
aonroxlmate estlmates of oosslbla and actual u9Rs t h a t  reasonablv 
describe the s l tuat lon.  

There I5 a or*scr lo t lon  I and also orsscr lo t lons c. m. 0. and d 

RAKE Ram3 __ 
There are seve ra l  inconSIstencles  and problems t h a t  plague t h e  range m a l y s l s  
i n  t h e  d r a f t  EIS and f o r e s t  plan suchas  economic shortcomings and mcons I s t enc le s ,  
impacts t o  o t h e r  resources and t h e  array of a l t e r n a t i v e s .  In add l t lon ,  several 
po in t s  a r e  not  c l a n f l e d  and many s ta tements  are lnconszstent  maklng it 
impossible t o  determme t h e  d i r e c t i o n  t h e  f o r e s t  plan Intends t o  t ake  Thls 
coupled w i t h  t h e  primacy of t imber,  range and o t h e r  commadlty resources,even 
when t h e  f o r e s t  plan i t s e l f  admits t h e  importance o f  t hese  o t h e r  resources  (page 
11-3, f o r e s t  plan)  In comparison t o  t h e  commodity resources,shows a lack of 
response t o  public ~ s s u e s  and concerns 

There a r e  several i n c o n s x t e n c l e s  In  t h e  a n a l y s ~ s  of t h e  range resource.  For 
example, pages 111-30 and 11-45 (EIS) i n d l c a t e  about 77,000 AUMs of forage on 
t h e  Ashley Natlonal Forest  However, page 111-28 (EIS) and 11-9 (plan) mdxcate  
only 75,000 A M s  o f  forage Why IS t h e r e  t h l s  discrepancy? The problem 1s. 
furthercompoundedby t h e  a c t u a l  use f l g u r e  of 64,880 AUMs found on page I I I -  
30 (EIS) Th15 leads t o  concerns about t h e  accuracy o f  t h e  Forest  Servlce in 
analyzrng t h e  range resource and quest lons $whether t h e  Forest  Servlce knows how 
much l ives tock  use a c t u a l l y  t akes  p l ace  on t h e  Ashley 

Another problem concerns t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
shows a p r e s c r i p t i o n  t43‘t l l s t e d  as Hlgh Wilderness. T h i s  p r e s c r i p t m n  am5 not  
allow grazing 
from p r e s c r i p t m n  “1” t o  “k?’  
so, where does I t  apply? 

In appendlx B (page29EIS) t h e  c h a r t  

However, t h e r e  1s  no p r e s c r l p t i o n  “ 3 ”  m t h e  plan w h x h  s k l p s  
Is t h e r e  a p re sc r lp t ion  “1“ on t h e  Ashley? If 

I n  the  DElS which were not asslonod t o  any manaqentartt area- In  
the comouter model. Economics as wo11 a5 othsr  condlt lons 
orevented them from belnq allocated. Raoqe s u l t a b l l i t v  d m s  stay 
the same I n  a l l  al ternat lves.  

Caoacltq I s  based on an analvsls of an areal5 a h l l  l t v  t o  suooort 
qraz ln i .  Areas su l tab le  f o r  Qrazlnq a re  cmrdlnat -d v l t h  the  
other rssource uses o r  values throvqh addi t ional  analysts which 
may Include c los lno su i tab le  r a n m  f o r  watershed. w l l d l l f r )  o r  
other values or uses. The t n n t a t l v e  canacltv o f  73.194 AUM’s 15 

based on ranoe analysis comoletsd 15-25 vews an0 on mo5t o f  t h e  
Forest. This canaclty 1s basad on season-low q r a z l n i  and a key 
areafkey SnecIes conceot. For actual use. araz lnq Imnact studies 
show t h a t  t h l s  t e n t a t l v s  caoaclty I 5  conwrvat ivq  f o r  IntQnsIvr, 
manaoemmt svstms. Also forane condlt lons h a w  lmnrovsd 51nce 

blany problcms exist w i t h  t h e  ana lys i s  o f  t h e  var10us a l t e r n a t l v c s  ~n t h e  LIS 
The s u i t a b l e  acreage f o r  l i ves tock  remains t h e  same under every n l t c m a t i v e .  
There is no change t o  account f o r  o t h e r  resourccs such a s  wildlife, watcrsheds,  
a e s t h e t i c s  o r  r ec rea t ion .  The t e n t a t l y e  capac l ty  l l s t e d  an page 111-30 o f  t h e  
EIS (73,194 AUMs) 1s  exceeded in a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  including t h e  proposed 
a l t e r n a t i v e  and t h e  cu r ren t  d i r e c t i o n ,  except fo r  t h e  non-market and low 
budget a l t e r n a t i v e s  

much of the analvsls was cv”ets=d. The 73.194 RUM’< 1s uqed 
because It I s  our only e x l s t l n i  data base and reanalvs15 15 not  
exnected In the near futuro. This 15-25 year o l d  caoacltv a150 
d m s  not recmrtlze any t r a n s l t o r v  ranns. S lqn l f lcant  t r a n s l t o r v  
ranqe has been devsiooed thrauoh the  w a r s  bv f l r - 7  and tlmher 
harvest. AddfTlonal caoacltv *I l l  also be made aval lab le In  
fu tu re  years from these a c t l v l t l e s .  There i s  no a n a l y s i s  of t h e  b i o l o g i c a l  e f f e c t s  o f  not  

balancing use w t h  capac l ty  There i s - n o  a l t e r n a t l v e  presented i n  d e t a l l  in 
c h p t r  
a r e  no completlon da te s  f o r  a l lotment  management plans Where i n  t h e  EIS IS 
t h e  relationship discussed between permit ted use,  ac tua l  use, Current cnpac l ty  
and p o t e n t i a l  capaci ty? A l s o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  1s weak I n  a s ses s ing  e f f e c t s  on o t h e r  
resources  What will be t h e  e f f e c t  on f i s h e r i e s 7  Every a l t e r n a t i v e  assumes t h e  
same f i s h e r y  Output What are t h e  impacts o f  g r a z m g  on w i l d l i f e  o t h e r  than t h e  
“social”  i n t e r a c t l o n  wlth e lk?  What about blghorn sheep, black hea r ,  cougar 
o r  o t h e r  species7 Clea r ly  t h e  plan f a i l s  t o  meet t h e  mandates of NEPA, NFM& 
and t h e  &larch 29, 1985 memo t o  Regzonal Fo~estcr5 r ega rdmg grazmg. 

The range of a l t e r n a t l v e s  presented ~n t h e  d r a f t  EIS and plan 1s  inadequate 
Only two a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t h e  low budget a l t e r n a t l v e s ,  would reduce t h e  cur ren t  
use on t h e  f o r e s t  
use  f o r  l ivestock 
a c t u a l  use lVhy 1s t h e r e  no a l t e r n a t l v e  t h a t  reduces i l ves tock  use for wild- 
l i f e ,  r ec rea t ion  o r  watershed purposes7 84% of  t h e  Ashley National f o r e s t  is 
w i t h i n  range a l lo tmen t s  (EIS, page 111-28 and AMs) 
do not  give m y  rnd lca t lon  t h l s  w i l l  change under t h e  var ious a l t e r n a t i v e s  
Again, t h e  s u i t a b l e  range remains t h e  same under every a l t e r n a t i v e  

I 1  of t h e  EIS which balances cu r ren t  capac i ty  w i t h  grazing use There 

Even t h e  non-market a l t e r n a t l v e  has use l e v e l s  above a c t u a l  
Even Alternative F would only reduce I lves t ack  AUMs 1% below 

However, t h e  p l an  and EIS 

Table 111-18 I n  the €IS dlsolays osrmlttsd use and actual use. 
Table 11-4 s h a s  the  caneclt les Dre.?“y ava f lab lq  m d n r  the  
various a l ternat lves.  We do not  hnve a oood estlmate o f  canacltv 
aval lab le on t r a n s l t o r y  ranoe hut the  standnrds and w l d e l l n e s  
and schqdullno 5sctlons ornvlde f o r  obtalnlno t h l s  Informatlon. 

A summary o f  tha  Imaacts o f  I Ivastoc4 qlrazlni other ~r)+ourcc)s Is 
In  Chaoter I V  of the  € I S .  We feel t h a t  adequate analvslq has 
been coinoletad conslderlno the  ex ls t lnn  Issues nnd concerns ahout 
the oresent leve l  o f  q rar lnq  on the Forest. 

Estlmatss under a l l  a l ternat lves show fora?- aval lob ls  f o r  
nI locat ion t o  I Ivestock. Bmcause o f  ths  scnnomlc condlt lons 
faclno the I lvsstock Industrv. we do not  know how much of the  
aval lab le cnaacl t les under any a l te rna t ive  x l l l  actu* I l v  be 
Qrazed. In  the  h l i h  canacltv a l tsrnat lve.  we do no t  an t lc lna te  
t h a t  the  ava l lab le  Canacltles would be u t l l l z s d  d u r l n i  the  
alannlnq oerlod. 

I I I I I I 



There are seve ra l  problems w i t h  t h e  assumptions made ~n t h e  p l a n  and EIS 
The goal 1 s  t o  provlde 82,000 AUMs of forage f a r  l l v e s t a c k  (plan,  page 
IV-7) y e t  t h e  capac l ty  1s only about 73,000 AUMs and t h e  ac tua l  use 1 s  
l e s s  
s tock  a l l o c a t i o n s  r e f l e c t  ac tua l  condl t lonsv 

The plan is a l s o  unclesr m i t s  assessment of range condl t lon 
(EIS) no te s  34% in good condl t lon,  42 5% I" fa l r  and 23  5% ~n poor condl t lon 
The t rend 1s s t a b l e  on 55%, up on 25% and down on 20% Ho~~ever,  pages 111-28 
and I1129 no te  

IVhat demand 1s t h e r e  f o r  increased l i ves tock  forage? IVhy c a n ' t  live- 

Page 111-30 

Most o f  t h e  s u i t a b l e  range 1s  I" f a i r  t o  good cond l tmn  from t h e  
resource standpoint  and xn a s t a b l e  t o  upward t r end  (Table 111-19) 
The m a i o r i t y a f t h e  poor range 1s l oca t ed  on t h e  South Unlt o f  t h e  
Duchesne D i s t r i c t  and on t h e  Flaming Gorge NRA 
arc j u s t  n a t u r a l l y  low-forage producing range due to climatic and 
sail cond i t ions  
but poor f a r  resource value The only s a l u t m n  on these  area3 E. t o  
manage l i ves tock  numbers a t  a l e v e l  t h a t  will malntam t h e  v e g e t a t m n  

Same of t hese  areas 

Many o f  t h e s e  areas a r e  In good condltzon eco log lca l ly  

Range condi t ion 1s  a r e f l e c t i o n  of ecological candl t lon 
"differentiated" between range and ecologzcal condl t lon? Also ,  poor 
forage producing a r e a s  should not be grnzcd llnvlng 42 5% of t h e  range ~n 
fair cundi t lon means only 26-50". of climax There 1 s  no acreage l l s t e d  ~n 
exce l l en t  condi t ion 
Forest  1s  not  s a t i s f a c t o r y  nor  1s  t h e  cu r ren t  t r end ,  whlch a t  b e s t ,  only 
maintains t h i s  unsa t i s f ac to ry  condi t ion 

hluch of t h e  Uintas are a l l o t e d  f o r  recreational s tock  use (horses) 
of t h e  sheep al lotments  have nonuse status (Chepeta and Fa l l  Creek) Thls  
allows f o r  t h e  consolIdat ion o f  sheep al lotments  On t h e  e a s t e r n  p o r t m n s  
of t h e  range whxle leavmg t h e  western por t lons  una l lo t ed  Thls  would allow 
f o r  t h e  r e in t roduc t ion  o f  bighorn sheep i n t o  t h e  Uln ta s  In areas such as 
upper Rock Creek, Grandaddy Basm, upper Lake Fork and po r t ions  of t h e  
Yellowstone and U i n t a  River drainages 
In sheep numbers (plan,  page 111-2) 
concepts by having t h e  bighorn re introduced I n t o  t h e  Ulntas ,  an a rea  hlghly 
s u i t e d  f a r  t h i s  s p e c i e s ,  an a n ~ m p i  domestic sheep have e x t r i p a t e d  

Why has t h e  Ashley 

Clear l )  t h c  cu r ren t  range condl t lan on t h e  Ashley Natlonal 

Also manv 

T b c  ?19n c l e a r l y  Ind ica t e s  t h e  d e c l m e  
This would be i n  l m e  i r i th  mult iple-use 

The plan 15 f u l l  of economic problems. The EIS (page 111-311 i n d i c a t e s  a va lue  
of $10 17 pe r  AUhl. However, t h e  1985 Grazing Fee Review and Evaluation Oraft  
Report, publlshed j o m t l y  by t h e  USLIA and USDI, g ivesa  fa i r  market value of  
SS 31 when u s m e  t h e  GNP Index t o  achieve 1983 d o l l a r s .  The t o t a l  value o f  t h e  . _  
77,000 AUMs on ;he Ashley National Forest IS $408,876 n o t  t h e  mllllons of d o l l a r s  
i nd ica t ed  i n  t h e  c h a r t s  i n  Chapter 11. 

Taking t h e  cost!. of range management,not including improvement, i n  Appendix B 
[page 40) and convert ing them t o  c o s t s  pe r  AUM, t h e r e  1s  a cos t  of $3 78 p e r  AUM 
~n t h e  1978 d o l l a r s .  Conver tmg t h a t  f i g u r e  t o  1983 d o l l a r s ,  we have $5.41. 
Surp r i s ing ly ,  t h e  range program loses  money, even when consider ing a f a i r  market 
value f o r  t h e  l i ves tock  forage '  For 77,000 AUEIs, a loss of $7,700 is evident  
C lea r ly  t h e  c o s t s  and bene f i t s  displayed In t h e  c h a r t s  on Chapter I1 are In error 

(oaqe 35) 

We some t h a t  the Draf t  Plan I s  Unclenr and does not  f u l l y  
address ranqe condlt lons and trends. As D ~ W I O U ~ I V  stated. otlr 
data comes from an outdated ranqe analvses. Not only 1s thls 
analysls old. bu t  I t s  c l a s s l f l c a t l o n  svstem con be confuslnn I f  
It I s  not  understood. The o l d  condl t lon clas9es shown ars bas-d 
on the  level o f  a vsqetal and so11 rat lno.  ThP -colcqlcal status 
of areas are no t  I n  d l r e c t  c o r r c l a t l o n  w l th  the  ranqn analvsls 
condltlon. We have a new analysls oroc-durs r h l c h  evaluates and 
rates areas accordlnq t o  t h e i r  ecoI01IcoI status. The neneral 
cor re la t lon  re can ma4e I s  t h a t  the  ecolryllcal stators o f  our 
ranqes lnd lcate they are In  a b e t t e r  condl t lon than the o l d  r a n w  
analysls data Indicate. Your statement t h a t  ranqe condl t lon and 
t rend on t h e  Forest I s  not  sa t ls fac to ry  1s Inaccvrate. Ths o l d  
condl t lon ra t lnqs  d i d  not  cor re la te  d l r - c t l v  vlth CI  lmax 
s l tua t lons  as you state. Recent qrazlnq lmoact s tud lss show that .  
overa l l .  the  ranqes are I n  sat ls factory  condl t lnn and the t rend 
I s  uoward or s ta t l c .  

As we mentioned Par1 fer. a w l l d l l f e  o u l d i l l n a  orovldss f o r  
assesslnq areas f o r  oosslble re ln t roduct lon o f  x l l d l l f e  s~-c Ies .  
Your commsnts have mar l t  and your orqanlzatlon n i l  I be contacted 
fo r  lnout should these assessm?nts occur. 

You are comoarlnq the  value o f  forans (f5.31) w l t h  t h s  Val119 t h a t  
I s  received I n  the  local economy f o r  an AUM. Dollars t h a t  are 
brounht t o  and stay I n  the  local ~connmv h a 9  '1 m u l t l o l l e r  
e f fect .  

The data of S58.6MM I s  based on a 150-year t ime aerlad and a 4% 
dlscount rate. This can not  be comnarsd t o  thn  w a r l v  value 
rscelved f o r  AUM's  of foraqe. We awes thnre 15 Concern f o r  t h s  
rsa l  value of an AUM on the Forest. Recent Conqresslanal and 
admln ls t ra t lve studies lnvr?stlqated this concern. We w o n o r t  ths 
resu l ts  of t h a t  evaluotlon slnce It 1s UD t o  Conqress t o  
establish th is  value. 



The l ives tock  indus t ry  apparently would agree They contend t h e  PRIA f e e  formula, 
$1 35 f o r  1985 p e r  AUM, 1 s  a l l  t h e  forage IS worth. Glven t h e  buyers ( i n  t h l s  ca se  
t h e  l i ves tock  Industry)  unwill ingness t o  go higher ,  t h e  value in 1985 dollars 
IS $1 35 I f  we sub t r ac t  t h e  c o s t s  from t h c t e n e f l t s ,  using t h e  1983 figures, we 
come up with $-308,770 b e n e f i t s  from 77,000 AUMs on t h e  Ashley National Forest  
This  1s  a far c ry  from t h e  f i g u r e s  on page 11-72 (EIS) which show a n e t  bene f l t  
of $58,000,000 ~n range f o r  A l t e rna t ive  B!! (58 6 - 0 60 i n  MM$) 

Again, t h e  economics f o r  range a r e  n o t m l y  i n  erroF, they are i ncons i s t en t  The 
fxgures  on page 11-72 (Table 11-7) (EIS) are no t  consistent with Table 11-5 The 
economic evaluat ion o f  range is inadequate.  

I h e  e n t i r e  range a n a l y s i s  f a i l s  t o  meet publ ic  conccms The economics arc 
Inadequate,  e f f e c t s  an o t h e r  resources are  notaalyzed  
documentation 

The public must r ece lve  b e t t e r  

I I 



ECONOMICS 

Unlike other national forest plans m the Intermountain area, the Ashley Plan 
does not hide the fact that timber IS a losing proposition and benefit cost 
ratios decline with increased timber harvesting 
severely overvalues the price of timber. According to infomatlon we obtained 
from the Ashley, the average past bid price for live lodgepole pine (Super- 
visor's Sale) was about 57 per Mbf The figure listed in appendix B, page 33, 
1s  $32 79 per Mbf. This large discrepancy 1s  even more astounding when one 
realizes many of the sales listed m the ten year schedule contained m the 
EIS/plan are salvage sales of dead timber. nevd timber receives only about 
$1 per Mbf I Obviously, the economics contained In the plan and EIS are seriously 
flawed even though they do not claim timber 1s a T ~ S O U I I C B  which "brzngs in" 
money 
than the plan claims 

Timber 1s  not the only ~esource with wrong economic assumptions and data 
grazing values listed are well over the "fair market value" listed in the 
1985 draft grazlng fee report done, in part, by the U S Forest Service The 
definition of  market value 1s  the worth of the product, no amount of gerry- 
mandering the numbers or "massaging" the facts can change the real value of 
this commodity. Simply put, the FS has distorted the value of the range resource 
\qYater IS another problem. It 1s listed in the EIS (8-36) $58 38 per acre foot 
even though the value used In FORPLAN 1 s  only $5 00 per acre foot 
figure, $12.00 per acre foot, 1s  given In the 1985 RPA draft EIS on page F-7 
Why 1s  there such a discrepancy? 

Differences also occur between the values assigned by the Ashley for 
wilderness, recreation and wildlife use (RVDs and WFUns) and the values 
given ln the 1985 draft RPA EIS (see pages F-6 and F-7, in the RPA document) 
This inconsistency castes doubt on the entire forest plan and leaves the 
public wanderlng whether the Forest Servlce 1s  undervaluing wlldllfe and 
recreation lust as It overvalues timber and range 

The biggest problem with the economics ~n the forest plan 1s the assumptlon 
made about the budgets for the various alternatives 
F and G, will increase the budget -- an improbable assessment given the present 
mood of Congress. The problem does not end here. The preferred alternative has 
- no budget constraint at all' The other alternatives, except for Altcrnatlve I 
which is not constrained In order to cut more trees, have budget conbtralnts one and 
one half times the past average. Obviously, to reach the ridiculously high timber 
Outputs for the proposed plan, no budget constraints can be applied This flles 
in the face of  logic and common sense 
harvests over the next two decades, without a market demand, by asking for a 
drastic increase in money 
budget nor its proposed harvest levels 
planning 1s antithetical to real planning and ignores budgetary InStl'Uctlon from 
the Chief of the Forest Service 
to reality? 

However, even the Ashley Plan 

The timber resource on the Ashley 1s much more economically unacceptable 

The 

Yet another 

All alternatives, except 

The Ashley IS proposing to double its timber 

The probable result IS a plan that cannot meet its 
This "pie i n  the sky" approach to 

What use is a "plan" if it does not come close 

( P a w  37) 
€"U&s 

Ths economlc table5 and values uwd I n  nrsoarina th15 n l a n  war9 
daveloDed lonq before the j9R5 RPA draft was nrwarsd and 
released. Annendlx B dlsDlays the sources for  va1114s used 
throuihout thls olan. 



A r e l a t e d  problem concerns t h e  demand f o r  c e r t a l n  ~ e s o u r c e s  
plan (Alt .  8) doubles t h e  t imber harvest  and inc reases  t h e  number o f  AUMs 
a l l o t e d  t o  l i ves tock .  tlowever, there is no j u s t i f i c a t l o n  for t h i s  so-cal led 
demand because i t  1 s  assumed to be e l a s t i c  On t h e  o t h e r  hand resources such 
a s  w i l d l i f e ,  which have d e f i n i t e  i nc reas ing  demands, a r e  r e l ega ted  t o  second 
class s t a t u s  where reduct ions ( e lk ,  f o r  example) a r e  planned 
b e r  ha rves t s  double even though t h e  m i l l  c apac l ty  1s  well  below those pra- 
Jec t ed  ha rves t s  

C lea r ly ,  t h e r e  15 no 
san8 reason t o  increase t imber harvesting or l l ves tock  AUMS The demand 1 s  not  
t h e r e  BY emphasizing these  "commodity" r e s o u x e s ,  t h e  Forest  Service neg lec t s  
t h e  important values  f o r  ivhich t h e  Ashley National Forest  1s  known 

Clearly t h e  assumptions made In t h e  plan and EIS are f a u l t y  and t h e  budget 
p ro jec t ion  u n r e a l i s t i c  
creasi ig t h e  commodity resou~ces on t h e  f o r e s t  whlle "barely t r e a d m g  water" 
on ou tpu t s  f o r  r ec rea t ion ,  w i l d l l f e  and o t h e r  important values  
because t h e  Ashley E. s u t e d  f o r  t h e s e  o t h e r  Tesources and Its va lue  t o  t h e  
loca l  area,  s t a t e  and nat ion 15 f a r  more important In terms of n i l d l l f e  and 
r ec rea t ion  than i t  i s  f o r  commodities 
p l i f i e s  t h e  important values  on t h e  Ashley 
plan f a i l  because t h e  Forest  Service does not recognlre t h e  land c a p a b i l i t i e s  - 
uhat  t h e  f o r e s t  1s  bes t  s u l t e d  t o  do Thzs plan may apply t o  a west s lope  
Pacif ic /Northnest  f o r e s t  I t  does not  apply t o  an Intermountain ecosystem 

For example t h e  

Strangely,  t i m -  

Livestock AUMs Increase t o  82,000 from t h e  permitted 77,000 
even though t h e  ac tua l  use 1s l e s s  than 65,000 AUMs 

What has ensued IS a plan t h a t  tries t o  Justify ~ n -  

Thls 1s  ironlc 

The Hlgh Umtas Wilderness Area exem- 
Simply pu t ,  t h e  economlcs Ln t h e  

( D a m  38) 

Wm believe the dovetonmnnt o f  the addltlonof a l t e m a t l v -  (.I). 
whlch 1s Incorooratsd In the  F l n a l  as th- Droaossd n l t s r n a t t w .  
ments the concern5 nxoressed In  t h i s  comment. 



Resoonse t o  Utah Wool Graters Assoclatlon 

The Plan reccqnlzes t h a t  addl t lonal  foraas I s  ava i lab le  f o r  shsea 
qrazlnq on e x l s t l n q  al lotments as ws11 as I n  vacant orazlnq 
areas. 

Common use or a l te rna t lnq  use by s h 9 9 ~  and c a t t l e  I 5  acceotable 
a f t e r  a s i t e  soscflc analvsls throuqh a mmansmsrtt olan for a 
soac l f l c  allotmsnt. 

The Plan vrovldes f o r  coordlnatlna Dredator cont ro l  r l t h  the  
D lv ls lon  o f  Anlmal Damaqe Control now asslnned t o  APHIS. Control 
1s not  excluded from any arqa o f  the Forest. lnc lud lnq 

w I I derness. 

Relntroductlon o f  na t lve  svecles w l l l  be consldwed on a s o e c l f l c  
soecles and area basis only a f t e r  It I s  dstermlned t h a t  a vacant 
nlchs occurs as orovldsd f o r  I n  the w l l d l l f e  and wlldsrnsss 
standards end quldel Inas. 

The Plan recwnlzes t h a t  addlt lonal non-vlnter deer and elk 
hab l ta t  I s  aval lab ls  on the  Forest. The actual Increase In  
numbers t h a t  w 1 1 1  be oermltted t o  occur w i l l  be dstermlnsd I n  
herd u n l t  manaqement olans. caardlnated w l t h  the  Utah D l v l s l o n  of 
W l l d l l f e  Resources. 

M r .  Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
1680 West Highway 40 
V e r n a l ,  UT 84078 

Dear M r .  Tocher: 

We have reviewed Your Environmental Impact Statement, and Land and 
Resource Management. We thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  c m e n t  
on the plan. 

One of the Wool Grower's great concerns i s  Am's maintenance. On 
the Ashley Forest i t  would appear more sheep could be run, and we 
r e c m e n d  YOU give consideration t o  the increasing o f  sheep 
al lotments where p r a c t i c a l .  

We observe that  some consideration should be gruen t o  running 
common use w i t h  c a t t l e  and sheep on some allotments, or a t  leas t  
an a l t e r a t i o n  o f  sheep and c a t t l e  on s m e  ranges. 

I f a i l e d  t o  f i n d  a statement tha t  predators could be contro l led.  
We bel ieue t h i s  I S  essent ia l  i n  l i ves tock  operations, not only f o r  
sheep, but c a t t l e  as w e l l .  We recomend YOU place i n  Your f i n a l  
plan, .Predators can be c o n t r o l l e d  on the Ashley Forest as i s  
nece55a~y: 

In t roduct ion of other species o f  w i l d  animals i s  a challenge. We 
r e c m e n d  that  Consideration be giuen t o  introducing the w o l f  
and blacK, brown or g r i z z l y  bear. Also, the Rocky Mountain sheep 
crossing w i th  domestic sheep i s  a f i n a n c i a l  loss t o  the sheep 
rancher. 

I n  considering w i l d l i f e  increases, p r i m a r i l y  deer and e lk ,  please 
consider small quotas. Also, please give consideration t o  p r i v a t e  
land owners that  ad jo in  the fo res t .  They are ouer burdened w i t h  
these animals and are robbed of feed that  could be used fo r  t h e i r  
own domestic animals. I f  i t  comes to  push and shove, people are 
g e t t i n g  t i r e d  of support ing these animals. 



Duane 6 .  Tucker 
Pags 2 

We reccmnend range improvements be made a cont inu ing p a r t  of the fo res t  
program; that water be improved where prac t ica l ;  and timber continue t o  be 
ustd fo r  c m e r c i a l  purposes w i t h i n  a standard of sustained Yield. 

Sincere1 Y, 

UTAH WOOL GRWERS ASSOClATIffl 

/" 
/ ' -r< , ty- <fit<.., 

C l a i r  R. Acord 
Executive Secretary 

W: t r  

(Daw 2) 
Tho Plan orovldas for c o n s t r ~ c t l n n  o r  reconstruction of rnnqq 
Imorovaaents near the  current  exnendltures. 



NZ\ZUK€ Resoonse t o  Utah Nature Study Soclety 

See General Statement #l 

%e General Statomant 112 

scu6y 'I 
SUCI€Zy, Inc. October 22, 1985 

S"f? p57 See General Statement 17 
0 -3 

Dear Mr. Tucker, See General Statement 120 

As President of The Utah Nature Study Society, 
I am w r i t i n g  as spokesperson fo r  our organization 
concerning the Ashley National Forest Evnironmental 
impact Statement and Land Resource Manaqement Plan. 

lands t h a t  the cost  of extensive timber harvesting 
far outwerqhs any monetary p r o f i t .  
i s  no exceotlon. Many times the short-siqhted, 
'make work' menta l i t y  overlooks the oernanent damaqe 
done t o  our wilderness areas. 

unforgiveable. A studv of the Glac ier  Park area 
shows t h a t  the bears and e l k  w i l l  no longer have 
free t rave l  across many miles o f  forest lands, due 
t o  both timber c u t t i n o  and o i l  explorat ion. 

It has been shown i n  many of our nations' f o r e s t  

The Ashley Plan 

The i m m c t  t o  the  w i l d l i f e  7s i r r e v e r s i b l e  and 

The Ashley study admits t o  a l l  of the ahove, 
as we l l  as extensive use of Off Road Vehicles. 
Can a study and plan of such obvious i r responsib le  
use o f  our wilderness be taken ser ious ly  as a 5 1  
year plan? I fear  t h a t  i t  sure ly  can and f u t u r e  
generations w i l l  be the losers. 

and w i l d l i f e  on e x i s t i n g  roads i s  the only  reason- 
able approach t o  timber c u t t i n g  i n  the Ashley area. 

Harvesting timber only t o  benef i t  the f o r e s t  



(oaqe 2) 

Sea General Statement 13 

Restricted mineral develooments plans must See General Statement 19 
protect high elevation sensitive terrain as well 
as winter ranne and calving areas for elk and 
sumner habitat of bighorn sheep and Nose. 

Extensive road buildin? and reconstruction will 
only encourage more and more comnercial and private 
inroads into areas tha t  should be preserved. 

T h i s  Ashlev Plan seems t o  recomnend the worst 
o f  a l l  alternatives. Please do n o t  a c t  t o  dpstrov 
these beautiful lands on a lonq term proposal. 

Resnectful lv. 

Vhite, President 
Nature Study Society 

ince 1754: 
'J 

We Care. 

I I 



The Nature Conservancy 0-f 

Utah Public Lands Protection Plannlng 
2225 South Htghway 89-91 

Wellsvllle. Utah 84339 
(801) 752-4154 

O c t o b e r  22, 1985 

Mr. Duane G. Tucke r  
F o r e s t  Superv isor  
A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
S u i t e  1150, Ash ton  Energy  C e n t e r  
1680 W. H i g h m y  40 
V e r n a l ,  UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker :  

Thank you f o r  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment on t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  (DEISI and t h e  Proposed F o r e s t  P l a n  (PFPI. I welcome 
t h i s  chance  t a  b e  i n v o l v e d  ~n t h e  p l a n n i n g  which w i l l  g u i d e  t h e  f u t u r e  
d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t .  

L e t  ne p r e f a c e  m y  comments w i t h  some b r i e f  words  a b o u t  The N a t u r e  
Conservancy.  The Conservancy  5 mis51on 1s t o  p r e s e r v e  n a t u r a l  b i o l o g i c a l  
d i v e r s i t y ,  b y  I d e n t i f y i n g  and p r o t e c t i n g  examp les  o f  t h e  f u l l  a r r a y  o f  
ecosystems and s p e c i e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  w o r l d  We a r e  f o c u s i n g  our r e s o u r -  
ces  on t h o s e  p a r t s  or " e l e m e n t s "  o f  t h e  n a t u r a l  w o r l d  wh ich  a r e  mos t  
~ c a r c e .  r a r e  p l a n t  and a n i m a l  s p e c i e s ,  r a r e  commun i t i es ,  and u n d i s t u r b e d  
remnan ts  o f  common co.m"nlt,es. 

The C o n s e r v a n c y ' s  Rocky nountain H e r i t a g e  Task F o r c e  has  summar ized 
t h e  b e s t  s c i e n t i f i c  I n f o r m a t i o n  available on t h e  l o c a t i o n s  o f  U t a h ' s  rare 
s p e c i e s  and communities. I n  w o r k l n g  w i t h  t h i s  I n f o r m a t i o n ,  I have  f o u n d  
t h a t  t h e  m a i o r i t y  of U t a h ' s  rare s p e c i e s  and r e l i c t  a r e a s  occur  on f e d e r -  
a l l y  a d m i n i s t e r e d  l a n d s  This 1s n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  In l i g h t  o f  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  abou t  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  U t a h  1 5  under  f e d e r a l  o m e r a h i p .  My s p e c i f i c  
o b j e c t i v e  1 5  t o  work w i t h  t h e  F o r e s t  Service  and o t h e r  land-management 
a g e n c i e s ,  t o  a s s u r e  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  c e r t a i n  n a t u r a l  areas and r a r e  
s p e c i e s  on l a n d s  w h i c h  t h e s e  a g e n c i e s  a d m i n i s t e r ,  

The N a t u r e  Conservancy h a s  t a k e n  t w o  approaches  in i t 5  work w i t h  
t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e .  Under a s e r i e s  o f  C o o p e r a t i v e  Agreements, we have  
a s s r s t e d  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  w i t h  c e r t a i n  t a s k s  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n  
o f  Research N a t u r a l  Areas.  We a r e  a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  F o r e s t  p l a n -  
nzng  p rocess ,  reallzing t h a t  d e c t s i o n r  w h i c h  a f f e c t  n a t u r a l  area5 and 
r a r e  s p e c i e s  w i l l  be aade t h r o u g h  t h a t  p r o c e s s .  

I P .  2 )  



M y  comments i n  t h e  r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  w i l l  f K U 5  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
on t h e  Conservancy 5 tWo main tOpICS o f  l n t e r e s t  " i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  Ash- 
l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t ' s  Land and Resource Management P l a n :  I I  Research  N a t -  
u r a l  areas,  and 2 )  endangered,  t h r e a t e n e d  and s e n s i t i v e  specles.  

Research N a t u r a l  R r e a s  

The Research  N a t u r a l  A rea  (RNA1 d e s i g n a t i o n  15 an e x c e l l e n t  t o o l  t o  
p r o t e c t  t h e  n a t u r a l  v a l u e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  in c e r t a i n  r e l i c t  remnan ts  o f  t h e  
l andscape .  The F o r e s t  Service recognizes t h e  v a l v e  o f  RNA's as  b a s e l i n e  
a r e a s  f o r  m o n i t o r i n g  management p r a c t i c e s ,  and a s  s c i e n t i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  
areas f o r  s t u d y i n g  e c o l o g i c a l  systems.  The PFP echoes t h i s  c o n c e p t  by 
mentioning t h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  RNA 5 w i t h i n  t h e  "Research Needs" s e c t i o n  
(page 11-28) .  RNA's a r e  u s u a l l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  i n c l u d e  u n d i s t u r b e d  exam- 
p l e s  of common t y p e s  of  comnun!tzes. However, RNA'r may a l s o  p r o t e c t  
uncommon h a b i t a t s  o r  o t h e r  unusual s i t u a t i o n s .  

Under t h r e e  C o o p e r a t i v e  Rgreements w l t h  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  t h e  most 
r e c e n t  b e i n g  S U p p l m e n t  Number 22-C-5-INT-59, t h e  Conservancy 1 5  a s s i s t -  
zng Region F o u r  and t h e  I n t e r m o u n t a i n  S t a t l o n  t h e  RNA e s t a b l l s h n e n t  
process. M y  a s s o c i a t e s  and 1 have  warped c l o s e l y  w i t h  t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t  
d u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  several  y e a r s  t o  asses5 t h e  RNA p o t e n t i a l  o f  s p e c i f L C  
a reas .  You have c o n c u r r e d  w i t h  our f i n d i n g s  by p r O p O 5 l n g  RNA c a n d i d a c y  
f o r  t h e  f i v e  s i t e s  we recommended a s  o f  Autumn 1984 ( l i s t e d  on pages I I I -  
14 and IV -20  o f  t h e  D E I S I .  

The Ash ley  5 s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  RNA c o n c e p t ,  a5 m a n i f e s t e d  b y  Cand idacy  
proposals i n  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n n i n g  documents,  g h m 5  a good commitment on 
your p a r t  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  a sys tem o f  n a t u r a l  a r e a 5  i n  t h e  I n t e r m o u n t a i n  
Region. T h i s  S u p p o r t  a l s o  shows a commitment  on y o u r  p a r t  t o w a r d  d e a l i n g  
v i t h  t h e  RNA r e q u i r e m e n t s  10 t h e  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  nanageaent  Act .  

Based on f i e l d  work c o n d u c t e d  in t h e  summer o f  1985 b y  our c o n t r a c t  
e c o l o g i s t ,  Wayne P a d g e t t ,  we a r e  p r o p o s i n g  a r e v i s e d  l i s t  o f  RNA Cand i -  
d a t e 5  and P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e s  on t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t .  H i s  work  
r e s u l t e d  I n  t h e  d e m o t i o n  o f  one f o r m e r  RNA C a n d i d a t e ,  and t h e  e l e v a t i o n  
o f  f o u r  a r e a s  f r o m  " P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e "  s t a t u s  t o  " C a n d i d a t e "  s t a t u s .  
The end r e s u l t  wou ld  be  a t o t a l  o f  e i g h t  RNR C a n d i d a t e s  on t h e  F o r e s t .  
Wayne s l e t t e r  t o  t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t ,  d a t e d  O c t o b e r  1 6 ,  1985, 1 5  i n t e n d e d  
t o  serve  a 5  t h e  w r i t t e n  d o c u m e n t a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  s u g g e s t e d  changes.  

I believe I t  Mould be u s e f u l  t o  ~ u a m a r i r e  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  a l l  
p a s t  and p r e s e n t  RNA n o m i n a t i o n s  on t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t ,  a 5  p r o p o s e d  b y  
The N a t u r e  Conservancy.  T h i s  summary 1 5  p r e s e n t e d  below. 



S i t e  Name Recommendation 

S i m s  Peak P o t h o l e s  650 R e t a i n  a s  RNA C a n d i d a t e ,  as  docunen- 
t e d  in DEIS and PFP. 

P o l l e n  Lake  

G a t e s  of B i r c h  Creek 

A s h l e y  Gorge 

1025 R e t a i n  a s  RNA C a n d i d a t e ,  a 5  documen- 
t e d  t n  DEIS and PFP. 

240 R e t a i n  as RNA C a n d i d a t e ,  a s  documen- 
t e d  r n  DEIS and PFP. 

1085 R e t a i n  a s  RNA C a n d i d a t e ,  a 5  documen- 
t e d  in DEIS and PFP. 

S h a l e  Creek - U i n t a  River 2 9 2 5  E l e v a t e  t o  RNA C a n d i d a t e  s t a t u s ,  as  
documented r n  W. P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  

Gilbert Creek B a s i n  

Timber-Cow R i d g e  

Lance canyon 

2545 E l e v a t e  t o  RNA C a n d i d a t e  s t a t u s ,  a s  
documented i n  W .  P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  

335 E l e v a t e  t o  RNA C a n d i d a t e  s t a t u s ,  as  
documented ~n bl. P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  

110 E l e v a t e  t o  RNA C a n d i d a t e  s t a t u s ,  a 5  

documented in W. P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  

S h a l e  Creek - Duchesne River 2100 Deno te  t o  P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e  s t a t -  
us, t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  f u r t h e r  only If 
P o l l e n  L a l e  or  Shale  Creek - U i n t a  
are  r e j e c t e d  1" t h e  E s t a b l i s h m e n t  
Record  process.  

Painter B a s , "  _- R e t a i n  a s  P o t e n t t a l  C a n d i d a t e ,  pend- 
i n g  f u t u r e  s i t e  I n s p e c t i o n .  

oneen c r e e p  

E a s t  B a s i n  

Kzbah B a s i n  

_ _  R e t a i n  as P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e ,  pend- 
~ n g  f u t u r e  s i t e  i n s p e c t x o n .  

_ _  R e t a i n  as P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e ,  pend- 
,ng f Y t U r e  s i t e  ,nspec t *on .  

._ Drop f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  a s  
documented i n  U. P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  

L o s t  B a s i n  ("Unnamed B a s ~ n " )  -- Drop f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  a 5  
documented in U. P a d g e t t  l e t t e r .  
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S i t e  Name A c r e s  Recommendation 

n e a r  n o u n t a 1 n  .. Drop  f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t L o n ,  a s  
p e r  v e r b a l  agreement  December 1984. 

B r u s h  Creek Gorge _ _  Drop f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  as 
p e r  v e r b a l  agreement  December 1984. 

Hickerson P a r k  _ _  Drop f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  a s  
documented in AWS and DEIS. 

Upper  B i r c h  Creek _ _  Drop  f r o m  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  a s  
documented i n  RWS and DEIS. 

i l l  

As Shown tn t h e  above l i s t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  The N a t u r e  Conservancy  recom- 
mends R N R  candzdacy  f o r  e J g h t  a r e a s  an t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t .  Slms 
Peak P o t h o l e s ,  P o l l e n  Lake, Ga tes  o f  B i r c h  Creek,  R s h l e y  Gorge, S h a l e  
Creek - U i n t a  R i v e r ,  G i l b e r t  C r e e l  B a s i n ,  l imber -Cow Ridge,  and Lance 
Canyon. Four a r e a s  can a d d i t i o n a l l y  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  p o t e n t i a l  RNA can- 
d i d a t e s .  S h a l e  Creek - Duchesne R i v e r ,  P a i n t e r  B a s i n ,  Dweep Creek,  and 
E a s t  Basin. These c a n d i d a c y  recommenda t ions  a r e  based  on c a r e f u l  5 1 t e -  
s p e c i f i c  assessments,  and c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  F o r e s t  Service‘s I n t e r -  
m o u n t a i n  RNA Commit tee.  We a r e  p l e a s e d  t h a t  you  have c o n c u r r e d  w i t h  our 
recommenda t ions  i n  t h e  p a 5 t ,  and r e q u e s t  t h a t  you  i n c o r p o r a t e  our r e v t s e d  
c a n d i d a c y  recommenda t ions  i n  t h e  F i n a l  EIS and P lan .  

I t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t o  have  good d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  RNR C a n d i d a t e s  i n  t h e  
p l a n n i n g  documents,  and I commend you  f o r  h a v i n g  t n c l u d e d  such d e s c r i p -  
t i o n s  in T a b l e  111-8 (pages  111-14-15)  o f  t h e  DEIS. The f o l l o w i n g  l i s t  
1 5  proposed  a 5  a r e v i 5 1 o n  o f  DEIS T a b l e  111-8, i n c o r p o r a t i n g  t h e  Candid-  
acy  changes s u g g e s t e d  above,  and m a l i n g  some minor c o r r e c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  
s a k e  o f  a c c u r a c y .  

C a n d i d a t e  and P o t e n t i a l  Cand idacy  S t a t u s  
as o f  Oc tober  I P 8 5  

RNR C a n d i d a t e  A c r e s  S t a t u s  Cells 

I. S * n s  P e a l  b50 ER c o m p l e t e d  1984 SRF: L o d g e p o l e  p i n e .  
P o t h o l e s  PNV: S p r u c e - f i r .  

L e n t i c :  pond,  marsh, bog, 
wet meadow 
G e o l o g i c :  metamorphic  

k e t t l e s  I p o t h o l e s l .  

i o .  51 

r.ck5, l a t e r a l  mora,ne. 
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RNA C a n d i d a t e  A c r e s  S t a t u s  

2. POlle" Lake 1025 Recon. R e p o r t  1984 
ER t o  be  done 1985 

3. Gate5 o f  240 Recon. R e p o r t  1984 
B i r c h  Creek ER t o  be  done 1985 

4. A s h l e y  Gorge 1085 Recon. R e p o r t  1985 
ER t o  be  done 1986 

5. S h a l e  Creek 2925 I n i t i a l  s u r v e y  1985 

ER p m s ~ b l e  1986-87 
( U i n t a  River1 Recon R e p o r t  p e n d i n g  

Response t o  t h e  N a t u r e  Conservancy 

(oaqa 5 )  
The comlete I I s t  of c a n d l d a t e s  and patentla1 c a n d l d a t e s  have 
been u a d a t e d  and a r e  I n c l u d e d  In the F i n a l  € I S  and Forest Plan. 

SAF: S p r u c e - f i r .  
PNV: S p r u c e - f i r ,  a l p i n e .  
O t h e r  veg.: s u b a l p i n e  
h e r b l a n d ,  * t i l a w :  P- 
r y d b e r g i i ,  Penstemon w- 
t a h e n s i s .  
L e n t i c :  l a k e ,  ponds, 
marsh, wet  meadow. 
Geo log ic :  metamorphic  
r o c k s ,  moraines,  cirque. 
S c t e n t i f i c :  P o l l e n  ch ron -  
o l o g y ,  I l n n o l o g y .  

SAF: Lodgepo le  p i n e ,  In- 
t e r i o r  D o u g l a s - f i r .  
PNV. nougias- f I r .  
Geologic: Sed tmen ta ry  
r o c k s  ( l i m e s t o n e l .  
Unusual :  D i s i u n c t  s u b a l -  
pine f i r l L L n n a e a  h a r e a l i s  
h a b i t a t  t y p e .  

SAF: Blue sp ruce ,  aspen, 
l o d g e p o l e  p i n e ,  ponderosa  
p i n e ,  r o t t o n r o o d .  
O t h e r  veg.: M o u n t a i n  na- 
hogany, s e r v i c e b e r r y .  
L o t i c :  Type 3 ( h i g h  g rad -  
i e n t  p e r e n n i a l 1  s t ream, 
r i p a r i a n  dogwood. 
Geo log ic :  metamorphic ,  
s e d i m e n t a r y  rocks. 

SAF: S p r u c e - f i r ,  l o d g e -  

PNV: S p r u c e - f t r ,  a l p i n e .  
O the r  veg.: ~ i l I o w 5 ,  sub- 
a l p i n e  h e r b l a n d .  
L e n t i c :  l a k e s ,  ponds, 
marsh, wet  meadows. 
Geologic. metamorphic  
r o c k s ,  moraines, c i r q u e .  

p o l e  pine. 
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RNA C a n d i d a t e  R c r e s  S t a t u s  

6. G i l b e r t  C reak  2545 I n i t i a l  s u r v e y  1985 

less) ER p o s s i b l e  1986-87 
B a s i n  ( o r  Recon. R e p o r t  p e n d i n g  

7. l l m b e r - c o "  335 I n i t i a l  s u r v e y  1985 

ER ~ o s s l b l e  1786-87 
R i d g e  Recon. R e p o r t  p e n d i n g  

8. Lance Canyon I10 I n i t i a l  s u r v e y  1985 
Recon. R e p o r t  p e n d i n g  
ER p o s s i b l e  1786-87 

&-& 

SAF: S p r u c e - f i r .  
PNV: S p r u c e - f i r ,  a l p i n e .  
O t h e r  veg.: Ulllous, sub- 
a l p i n e  h e r b l a n d s .  
L e n t i c :  l a k e s ,  marshes, 
wet  meadows. 
L o t a c .  Type 2, 3 st reams.  
G e o l o g i c :  me tamorph ic  
rocks, c i r q u e .  

SAF: p o n d e r o i r  p ine ,  

O t h e r  veg.: m o u n t a i n  
b r u s h .  
G e o l o g i c :  s e d i m e n t a r y  
r o c k s .  

SRF: D o u g l a s - f i r ,  p i l l o n -  
i u n l p e r .  
PNV: D o u g l a s - f i r ,  p i h o n -  
i u n i p e r ,  b i g  sagebrush.  
O t h e r  veg.: M o u n t a i n  ma- 
hogany, s a l i n a  w i l d r y e .  
Geo log ic :  s e d i m e n t a r y  
rocks, mass movement. 

aspen, O o u g l a s - f l r .  

P o t e n t i a l  C a n d i d a t e  A r e a s  

1. S h a l e  Creek - Duchesne River 
2. P a i n t e r  B a s i n  
3 .  O w e p  Creek 
4. E a s t  B a s i n  

* * *  
I have  some comments w h i c h  d e a l  w i t h  how t h e  DEIS and PFP t r e a t  t h e  

aanaqenent  o f  c a n d i d a t e  and e s t a b l i s h e d  RNA's. I n  some cases I w i l l  l e n d  
s u p p o r t  t o  s p e c l f i c  s t a t e m e n t s  and p o l i c i e s  wh ich  you have  i n c l u d e d  i n  
t h e  d r a f t  documents.  I w i l l  a l s o  s u g g e s t  some s p e c i f i c  a d d i t i o n s  and 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  w h l c h  c o u l d  improve t h e  F i n a l  El5 and F i n a l  P l a n .  

I see t h a t  p r o t e c t i o n  of RNA C a n d i d a t e s  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  f o r m a l  d e s r g -  
n a t i o n  o r  r e i e c t i o n  LS a c c o m p l t s h e d  b y  a s s i g n i n g  t h e  s i t e s  t o  management 
area  "a" .  On page IV -28  o f  t h e  DEIS I t  15  s t a t e d  t h a t  I f  C a n d i d a t e  s i t e s  
are r e l e c t e d  f o r  RNA s t a t u s ,  t h e n  t h o s e  sites w i l l  b e  managed a s  p a r t  o f  
a d l a c e n t  management a reas .  These policies a r e  f r n e .  However, t h e  d r a f t  

(p .  71 
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p l a n n i n g  documents a r e  unclear  a 5  t o  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  f o r m a l l y -  
d e s i g n a t e d  RNA's. I b e l i e v e  your I n t e n t  1 s  t o  t r e a t  e s t a b l i s h e d  RNA's 
H i t h i n  management a r e a  '"0' '  ( s e e  D E I S  page 8-24]. I wou ld  recommend t h a t  
t h i s  b e  s t a t e d  Specifically i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  NhLch a p p e a r s  on page IV-ZB 
o f  t h e  D E I S ,  and a t  a p p r o p r i a t e  l o c a t i o n s  i n  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  U n i t  d e s c r i p -  
t i o n s  i n  C h a p t e r  I V  o f  t h e  F i n a l  P l a n .  

The s p e c i f i c  s t a n d a r d s  and g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  management a r e a  ' a m ,  on 
pages IV-40-41 o f  t h e  PFP, a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  adequate.  I wou ld  s u g g e s t  
o n l y  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  " C l o s e d  t o  m o t o r i z e d  v e h i c l e s "  be added u n d e r  
t h e  R e c r e a t i o n  e lemen t .  Based on t h e  r e v i s e d  l i s t  o f  RNA C a n d i d a t e s  p r e -  
s e n t e d  e a r l i e r  ~n t h i s  l e t t e r ,  management a rea  " a "  wou ld  c o n t a i n  a t  mos t  
BY15 acre5  i n  e i g h t  s e p a r a t e  s i t e s .  

E v e n  t h o u g h  t h e r e  a r e  no d e s i g n a t e d  RNA 5 on t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t  a t  
p r e s e n t ,  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  C h a p t e r  I V  o f  t h e  F i n a l  P l a n  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a 
s p e c i f l c  l i s t i n g  o f  s t a n d a r d s  and g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  management a r e a  " 0 " .  

ThLs w i l l  a n t i c i p a t e  t h e  e v e n t u a l  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  RNA's, a l t h o u g h  no spe- 
c i f i c  a c r e a g e  figure c a n  b e  g i v e n .  Such s t a n d a r d s  and g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  
d e s i g n a t e d  RNA 5 wou ld  b e  s imi lar  t o  t h o s e  a l r e a d y  w r i t t e n  f o r  management 
area "a" .  A l s o ,  a 5  RNA's become e s t a b l i s h e d ,  t h e  F o r e s t  T r a v e l  P l a n  w i l l  
have t o  b e  changed t o  show them a s  c l o s e d  t o  v e h i c l e  t r a v e l .  

I see on page IV-33 o f  t h e  D E I S  (and a l s o  in Appendix  H I  t h a t  p r o -  
posed RNA's a r e  t d e n t i f l e d  a s  e x c l u s i o n  a r e a s  f o r  u t i l , t y / t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
c o r r i d o r s .  I s u p p o r t  t h i s  p o l i c y ,  b u t  want t o  b r i n g  s e v e r a l  s p e c i f i c  
m a t t e r s  t o  you r  a t t e n t i o n .  P e r h a p s  t h e  most  5eriou5 m a t t e r  1 5  t h a t  t h e  
Lance  Canyon C a n d i d a t e  RNA lies r i g h t  w i t h i n  t h e  Sowers Canyon p l a n n i n g  
window t o  t h e  s o u t h  nf Duchesne. From a p l a n n i n g  standpoint, there c o u l d  
b e  a c o n f l i c t  w i t h  h a v i n g  an exclusion a r e a  i n  a p l a n n i n g  window. From 
a p r a c t i c a l  s t a n d p o i n t  I d o  n o t  see  t h i s  a s  b e i n g  a major c o n f l L c t :  The 
p o t e n t i a l  RNA 1s s m a l l  and easily avo ided ,  and encompasses o n l y  s t e e p  
t e r r a i n  where u t i l l t y  lxnes or t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  r o u t e s  s h o u l d  n o t  go. 

Among t h e  5even o t h e r  RNA C a n d i d a t e s ,  Timber-Cow R i d g e  and A s h l e y  
Gorge do n o t  appear  as  e x c l u s i o n  areas  on t h e  d r a f t  C o r r i d o r  nap Ash- 
l e y  Gorge s h o u l d  appear  a 5  such  on t h e  f i n a l  C o r r i d o r  n a p ,  because t h e  
F o r e s t  has  p r o p o s e d  RNA c a n d i d a c y  f o r  t h i s  5 1 t e  ~n t h e  D E I S  and PFP. The 
e a s t e r n  edge o f  t h e  A s h l e y  Gorge C a n d i d a t e  RNA a b u t s  t h e  Red H o u n t a i n -  
C a r t e r  Dugway p l a n n i n g  u indow,  b u t  s h o u l d  involve no f u t u r e  c o n f l i c t .  
I f  t h e  F o r e s t  a g r e e s  t o  our recommenda t ion  o f  R N R  Cand idacy  f o r  T i m b e r -  
Cou Ridge ,  t h e n  t h i s  s i t e  s h o u l d  appear  as an exc lus ion area on t h e  final 
C o r r i d o r  nap. 

A m o n i t o r i n g  p r o g r a m  w h i c h ,  a t  a minimum, p e r i o d i c a l l y  checks  RNA's 
f o r  i n t r u s i o n s  or a l t e r a t i o n s  s h o u l d  be i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  Imp lemen ta -  
t i o n  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  F i n a l  P l a n .  

I D .  8 )  

Y 
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I Mould a150 l i k e  t o  comment on 50me o t h e r  s p e c i f i c  t r e a t m e n t 5  o f  
RNA 5 v r t h i n  t h e  DEIS and PFP. I  ill address  t o p i c s  r o u g h l y  1" t h e  o r -  
de r  i n  wh ich  t h e y  appear  i n  t h e  two  d r a f t  p l a n n i n g  documents. 

O f  nzne a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  t h e  DEIS, o n l y  two  p r o v i d e  f o r  
t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  R N A ' s  on t h e  F o r e s t .  I do n o t  f u l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  
r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s .  b u t  I wou ld  think t h a t  RNA c a n d i d a c y  c o u l d  b e  I n c l u d -  
ed ~n most a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  because RNA d e s l g n a t r o n  h a s  l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on 
c o s t s  or o t h e r  r e s o u r c ~  o u t p u t s .  A t  a m i n ~ n u m  I an s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  RNA 
C a n d i d a t e s  appear  in t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  and s t r o n g l y  u r g e  t h a t  
t h e y  be  c a r r i e d  f o r w a r d  i n t o  t h e  F i n a l  P l a n  

There  are two  s e c t i o n s  I n  t h e  P l a n  where an added m e n t i o n  o f  R N A ' s  
would f u r t h e r  document y o u r  CommLtment t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  such areas.  Under 
F o r e s t - w i d e  Goa ls  and O b i e c t l v e s  l page  IV-3 o f  PFP), R e c r e a t i o n  Goal #2  
i n c l u d e s  t h e  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i n d  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  significant n a t u r a l  a s p e c t s  
of  our n a t i o n a l  h e r i t a g e  1 b e l i e v e  t h a t  R N R  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  can  b e  men- 
t i o n e d  a s  one o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t i v e s  aimed a t  a c h i e v i n g  t h i s  goa l .  
A l s o ,  w i t h i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  on D e s i r e d  F u t u r e  C o n d i t i o n  (page IV-37 o f  PFPl, 
g e n e r a l  m e n t i o n  of e s t a b l i s h e d  RNA 5 would be  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

I have n o t e d  a number o f  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  and errors ~n t h e  nay  R N A ' s  
a r e  t r e a t e d  i n  t h e  flanagernent &rea S t a n d a r d s  and G u i d e l i n e s  i n  Chap te r  
1 V  o f  t h e  PFP. F i r s t ,  a s  ment ioned  on page 7 o f  t h i s  l e t t e r ,  t h e  ac reage  
f i g u r e  shown f a r  Management A r e a  " a "  (page IV-40 o f  PFP) 15  i n c o r r e c t .  
I f  you f o l l o w  our recommendat ion o f  e i g h t  RNA Cand ida tes ,  t h i s  f i g u r e  
would be  8915 ac res .  (The f i v e  c a n d i d a t e s  d e s c r i b e d  on page 111-14 o f  
t h e  D E I S  t o t a l  4590 ac res . )  The follawing p a r a g r a p h s  p o i n t  o u t  f u r t h e r  
r e f i n e m e n t s  t o  be  done w i t h i n  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  U n i t  w r r te -ups .  

The F l e m i n g  Gorge Ranger  D i s t r i c t  ( o u t s i d e  FGNRA) c o n t a i n s  t a o  RNA 
Cand ida tes :  P o l l e n  Lake and Ga tes  o f  B i r c h  Creek. These a r e  b o t h  men- 
t i o n e d  tn t h e  t e x t  on page IV-82 of t h e  PFP. H o w v e r ,  t h e  maps i n  t h e  
PFP do n o t  show t h e s e  two  RNA C a n d i d a t e s  a s  Management A r e a  'a" .  The 
a t t a c h e d  Maps la, l b ,  2a and 2b d e p i c t  t h e  p roposed  RNA boundar ies .  The 
ac reage  f i g u r e  ~n t h e  PFP 15  i n c o r r e c t ;  r a t h e r  t h a n  440 acres (o r  Man- 
agement A r e a  "a " ,  t h e  c o r r e c t  f t g u r e  s h o u l d  be  I265 acres  ( P o l l e n  Lake  
1025 t Gates  o f  B i r c h  Creel. 240). F i n a l l y ,  t h e  c h a r t  w h i c h  shows ac reage  
a l l o c a t i o n s  b y  A n a l y s i s  A r e a  w i l l  need r e v i s i o n :  Based on maps in t h e  
PFP, Management A rea  " a "  ( R N A ' s )  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  Analysis Areas  65, 125 
and 130 f o r  Gates o f  B i r c h  Creek,  and 80, 148, 194, 206 and 20E f o r  P o l -  
len Lake. l a m  n o t  a b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  e x a c t  ac reages  i n v o l v e d  f o r  
each A n a l y s i s  Area.  

The V e r n a l  Ranger D i s t T I c t  c o n t a i n s  t w o  RNA Candidates:  Sim Peak 
P o t h o l e s  and Ash ley  Gorge. O n l y  t h e  fo rmer  1s ment ioned  i n  t h e  t e x t  on 
page IV-90 o f  t h e  PFP. N e i t h e r  c a n d i d a t e  a p p e a r s  on t h e  accompanying s e t  
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l o a q e  8) 
You are correct a b o u t  the e a r l l e r  I n t e n t  t o  use Mananement Ar-a 0 
for a l l  Research  N a t u r a l  Areas. T h l s  was our l n t s n t  b u t  It 
became an m 5 l e r  m o d e l l n q  o r o c e d u r e  t o  u5e t h e  c u s t o d l a l  I w e l  
Manaqement Area a. 

Th9 Lance Canyon RNA 15 n a  on t h e  c o r r i d o r  man and  r l l l  b e  
u n a v a l l a b l e  f o r  a n y  enerqv t r s n s m l s s l o n  svstms orooosed I n  t h e  
Sou th  U n l t  r l n d a .  

A l l  Research N a t u r s l  Areas w l l l  b 9  shown a s  exclusion a r o a s  On 
the corrldor maa. 

Your  SUQOe5tlOn for a monltorlnq o r o l r i m  f o r  l n t r u s l o n s  In  RNA'. 
has  been  I n c l u d e d .  

I I 
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of maps in the  PFP. The a t tached Hap 3 shows t h e  proposed R N A  boundar- 
zes. I do no t  l n o n  how t h e  f x g u r e  of 859 a c r e s  f o r  Management A r e a  " a "  
was a r r i v e d  a t .  The c o r r e c t  f i g u r e  shou ld  be 1735 acres  l S i m s  Peak Pot -  
ho les  650 t Ashley Gorge 10851. These r e v i s e d  acreage f i g u r e s  should 
a150 be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  c h a r t  i n  t h e  PFP: Management A r e a  " a "  would 
i n c l u d e  A n a l y s i s  A r e a s  184 and 194 f o r  S i m s  Peal  Potho les ,  and 5 9 ,  61 ,  
65, 76, 78, 8 2 ,  85 ,  86 and 147 f o r  Ashley Gorge Again, I am n o t  ab le  
t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  acreage breakdoun. 

The Roosevel t  Ranger D i s t r i c t  contained no RNA Candidates a t  t h e  
t ime  o f  PFP p r e p a r a t i o n  However, our r e v i s e d  reconnenda t~ons  i n c l u d e  
two Candidates on t h i s  D i s t r i c t :  U i n t a  Shale Creek and G i l b e r t  Creek Bas- 
in. These are  be ing  purpose ly  proposed even though they  bo th  Ile w l t h l n  
an e x i s t i n g  W ~ l d e r n e s s  Area. The a t tached Maps 4 a ,  4b and 5 show t h e  
suggested RNA boundar ies.  A t o t a l  f i g u r e  of a t  most 5470 acres would 
b e  i n d i c a t e d  f o r  Management Area "a "  IUznta Shale Creek 2925 t G l l b e r t  

191,  194, 206 and 208 f o r  U i n t a  Shale Creel ,  and 80, IGP, 190, 191, 20h 
and 208 f o r  G i l b e r t  Creek Bas,". 

Creel Easzn  J2545) .  Apprap r la te  Analysis Areas  would be 80, 85, 190, 

The Duchesne Ranger D 1 5 t r l c t  [No r th  U n i t 1  d i d  c o n t a i n  one RNA Candl- 
da te  a t  t h e  t ime  of PFP p repara t i on :  Shale Creek - Duchesne R ive r .  How- 
ever, our most recen t  reconnendat lon 1 5  t o  no longer  cons lder  t h l s  a rea  
a5 an a c t i v e  candidate.  The t e x t  on page IV-106 o f  t h e  PFP does no t  men- 
t i o n  t h i s  a r e a ,  and need n o t  do 5 0  i f  you f o l l o w  our  reconnendat lon.  

The Duchesne Ranger D i s t r i c t  (South Unz t l  w r l t e -up  mentxonr, t h a t  
Timber-Cow Ridge 15  cons idered a 6  a P o t e n t i a l  Candidate f o r  R N A  s ta tus .  
Fo l l ow ing  1985 f i e l d w o r k ,  we a r e  a b l e  t o  recommend t h a t  t h l s  a r e a  b e  con- 
s ide red  a fo rmal  Candidate. We a l s o  recommend RNA Candidacy f o r  Lance 
Canyon. The a t tached Haps ha, 6b and 7 show t h e  proposed RNA boundartes. 
6l t o t a l  f i g u r e  o f  445 a c r e 5  would be i n d i c a t e d  f o r  Management A r e a  " a "  
ITtmber-Cow Ridge 335 t Lance Canyon 1 1 0 ) .  Approp r ia te  A n a l y s ~ s  Areas 
would be  9, 17, 1G and 42 f o r  Timber-Cow Ridge, and 41 f o r  Lance Canyon. 

I n c l u d i n g  our r e v i s e d  R N A  Cendldacy recommendations I n t o  t h e  F l n a l  
E15 and F i n a l  P lan  would involve some o the r  changes i n  documentation. 
Acreage assignments on DEIS page 11-41 would have t o  be rev lsed.  Ad jus t -  
ments i n  "Fores t  Land Not A p p r o p r l a t e '  acreages (page 11-25 of  DEIS and 
11-11 o f  PFPl may be required.  
Applzca t ion  by A l t e r n a t i v e  IAppendlx D of D E I S )  would need r e v ~ 5 z o n .  
These a re  J u s t  a few needs f o r  change t h a t  I have no t i ced ;  no doubt t h e r e  
would be o the rs .  

The m a t r i x  of  Management P r e s c r i p t i o n  

Overa l l ,  I found t h e  t rea tment  o f  R N A  s w i t h i n  t h e  d r a f t  p lann lng  
documents t o  be well done, g i ven  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  you had in Autumn o f  
1984. My remarks  50 f a r  have been o f f e r e d  w t h  t h e  I n t e n t  o f  upda t lng  
and c l a r i f y i n g  R N A  d r r e c t i o n  t n  t h e  Ashley Fo res t  Plan. In a d d i t i o n ,  

lp.  101 

(oaqe 9 )  
Our I n t e n t  was t o  Inc lude  t h e  v o t e n t l a l  R9search Natura l  Amas In 
a1 I a l t e r n a t l v e s  as "OlVenS". The varlous a l t e r n a t l v e s  were 
doveloned consecu t l vo l y  and n o t  stmuttansously.  The l a s t  t w o  
dev-loond were A l t e r n a t i v e s  B and I .  T h w  d l d  Inc lude  t h e  RNA 
I l s t l n q s  w h l l e  we never remembered t o  i n s e r t  t h e  RNA's Into t h e  
%lder "  a l t e r n a t l v e s .  

Th ls  o v e r s l s h t  wa5 co r rec ted  I n  t h e  F l n a l  E I S .  The uadated 
I l s t l n n  of cand lda ts  and o o t e n t l a l  cand lda ta  Research Natura l  
Areas (RNA) i s  Inc luded In  t h e  F o r e s t  Plan. 

Your suqnested chanses t o  ment lon RNAs i n  Goals and Ob lPc t ives  
and Des l red  Fu tu re  Cond l t l on  have been mad-. 

Acreaqes have been adJusted t o  aqree r l t h  your f l n u r e s .  

Coord lna t lon  of Research Natura l  Areas w l t h  manaqsment areas and 
asslqnment of manaqement a rea  l d e n t l f l c a t l o n  l e t t e r s  1% schedul-d 
d u r l n n  t h e  f l na l  maaolnq a s s m l a t n d  r l t h  t h e  Plan. 
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many o f  t h e s e  s u g g e s t i o n s  have  been made so t h a t  subsequen t  RNA des tgna-  
t x o n  p r o c e e d s  s m o o t h l y .  I n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  p e o p l e  in many l e v e l s  o f  t h e  
F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  I have l e a r n e d  t h a t  c e r t a l n  t h i n g s  must b e  ' J u s t  50' '  or 
else RNA d e s i g n a t i o n  nay b e  de layed .  1 hope you w i l l  c o n s l d e r  my c o w  
ments w i t h  t h i s .  b u r e a u c r a t i c  r e a l l t y  I" msnd 

L e t  me c o n c l u d e  m y  comments abou t  Research N a t u r a l  Area5 n l t h  some 
general o b s e r v a t i o n s .  F i r s t ,  1 b e l i e v e  i t  1 5  s a f e  t o  say t h a t  des rgna-  
t l o n  o f  t h e  recommended c a n d i d a t e s  a 5  RNA's w i l l  have  n e g l z g l b l e  l a p a c t  
on F o r e s t  resource o u t p u t s  and l o c a l  8oc1oeconom1c c o n d i t i o n s .  The Ash- 
l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  1 5  ~n an e r c e l l e n t  p o s i t i o n  t o  (111 g a p s  I n  t h e  Reg- 
i o n a l  RNA sys tem w i t h  m i n i m a l  management c o o f l l c t .  

The N a t u r e  Conservancy w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  c o o p e r a t e  I n  t h e  p rocess  
o f  f o r m 1  RNA d e s i g n a t i o n  f o r  c a n d l d a t e  a r e a s  on t h e  A s h l e y .  Such coop- 
e r a t i o n  wou ld  b e  i n  t h e  f o r m  of gathering needed l n f n r a a t l o n  and p r e p a r -  
i n g  t h e  r e q u i r e d  E s t a b l i s h m e n t  Records.  

The I d e o t t f l c a t t o n  o f  c a n d i d a t e  RNA's i n  F o r e s t  P l a n s  s h o u l d  n o t  be 
seen a 5  t h e  end o f  e f f o r t s  t o  b u i l d  a sys tem o f  RNA's i n  t h e  I n t e r m o u n t -  
a i n  Region. Gaps s t i l l  remain i n  t h e  system, S O A ~  of which can l l k e l y  
be f z l l e d  w i t h  a d d i t i o n a l  c a r e f u l l y - s e l e c t e d  areas on t h e  A s h l e y  N a t l o n a l  
F o r e s t .  The Conservancy w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  warh c l o s e l y  w l t h  t h e  A s h l e y  
F o r e s t  and t h e  I n t e r m o u n t a i n  R N A  Commit tee on f u t u r e  RNA p r o p o s a l s .  As 
f u r t h e r  s e a r c h i n g  l o c a t e s  a d d i t i o n a l  qualified candidates, we "111 be 
g l a d  t o  work c o o p e r a t i v e l y  t o w a r d  t h e i r  e s t a b l i s h m e n t .  

Endanqered.  T h r e a t e n e d  and S e n s i t i v e  S o e c i e s  

I n  r e a d i n g  t h r o u g h  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n n i n g  documents, I t r i e d  t o  g e t  a 
sense o f  t h e  R s h l e y  F o r e s t ' s  commitment  t o  p r o t e c t i n g  s p e c i e s  o f  concern.  
I f o u n d  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  s t a t e m e n t  t o  be W i l d l i f e  and F i s h e r i e s  Goal 13 
[page I V - 6  o f  PFPI: "Manage t h e  h a b i t a t  f o r  a l l  t h r e a t e n e d  and endan- 
ge red  or  5 e n 5 1 t i v e  l i s t e d  p l a n t  and a n i m a l  s p e c i e s  t o  m a i n t a i n  o r  enhance 
t h e l r  s t a t u s . "  T h i s  15 t h e  m l y  policy- o r  management-s tatenent  I f o u n d  
u t t h z n  t h e  d r a f t  documents whrch  p r o v i d e s  f o r  s e n s i t i v e  species. A l l  
o t h e r  s t a t e m e n t s  d e a l  o n l y  w i t h  s p e c i e s  wh ich  are f o r m a l l y  l i s t e d  ( o r  
proposed  f o r  l i s t i n g )  a 5  endangered  o r  t h r e a t e n e d .  

The DEIS and P F P  appear  t o  g i v e  adequa te  p o l i c y  d i r e c t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  
t h e  management and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  T and  E spec ies ,  and t h i s  s h o u l d  b e  c a r -  
r i e d  t h r o u g h  t o  t h e  F i n a l  E l 5  and P l a n .  D i r e c t i o n  f o r  s e n s l t l v e  s p e c i e s  
seems t o  b e  l a c k i n g  i n  t h e  d r a f t  documents. The F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  Manual 
c a l l s  f o r  c e r t a i n  a c t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  s t u d y  and management o f  s e n s i t i v e  
species IFSH 2670.451 In p a r t i c u l a r  15 a d i r e c t i v e  t o  d e v e l o p  q u a n t i f i -  
a b l e  o b i e c t i v e s  f o r  m a n a g i n g  p o p u l a t i o n s  a n d l o r  h a b i t a t  f o r  s e n s i t i v e  
species .  I would lrke t o  see more a t t e n t r o n  given t o  Such ' p r o a c t i v e "  
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management o f  s e n s i t i v e  p l a n t  and anrna l  s p e c i e 5  a t  a p p r o p r i a t e  p l a c e s  
i n  t h e  F i n a l  E I S  and F i n a l  P l a n .  

As I n v e n t o r i e s  a r e  p e r f o r m e d ,  and q u a n t i f i a b l e  o b j e c t i v e s  d e v e l o p e d  
and Imp lemen ted ,  i t  becomes i m p o r t a n t  t o  m o n i t o r  how w e l l  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  
a r e  b e i n g  a c h i e v e d .  The m o n i t o r i n g  and e v a l u a t i o n  p rog ram o u t l i n e d  I "  
C h a p t e r  V of t h e  PFP p r o v i d e s  f a r  t h r e a t e n e d  and endangered  a n i m a l  and 
p l a n t  s p e c i e s .  I wou ld  a l s o  l i k e  t o  see t h i s  s e c t i o n  c o n t a i n  p r o v i s i o n s  
f o r  m o n i t o r i n g  and e v a l u a t i o n  of s e n s i t i v e  s p e c i e s .  

The f o l l o w i n g  comments p e r t a i n  t o  t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t ' s  l i s t 5  o f  spe-  
c i e s  o f  concern.  F z r ~ t ,  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n n i n g  documents do n o t  c o n t a i n  a 
c o m p l e t e  l i s t  o f  endangered,  t h r e a t e n e d  and s e n s i t i v e  s p e c i e s  on, p o t e n -  
t i a l l y  on, or a d l a c e n t  t o  t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t .  R a t h e r  t h a n  d e f e r -  
r i n g  t o  t h e  AKS, I t  wou ld  b e  h e l p f u l  t o  l i s t  t h e s e  s p e c i e s  o f  concern a t  
least once wlthxn t h e  F i n a l  E t 5  and P l a n .  Second, t h e  Conservancy's sei- 

e n t l f l c  I n f o r m a t i o n  s u g g e s t s  some s p e c i f i c  changes in t h e  c o m p o s i t i o n  
of t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t  s p e c i a l  s p e c i e s  1 1 s t s .  

The Conservancy  5 Rocky M o u n t a i n  H e r i t a g e  Task F o r c e  h a s  d e v e l o p e d  
l i s t s  o f  a n i m a l  and p l a n t  s p e c i e s  o f  s p e c i a l  concern  i n  Utah. F o r  t h e  
most p a r t ,  such  s p e c i e s  o c c u r r i n g  on or near  t h e  A s h l e y  have  a l r e a d y  been 
g i v e n  s i m i l a r  r e c o g n i t i o n  b y  t h e  F o r e s t .  However, t h e r e  are some d i s -  
crepancies  w h i c h  I wou ld  l i l e  t o  c a l l  t o  y o u r  a t t e n t i o n .  The f o l l o w i n g  
t a b l e  shows s p e c i e s  w h i c h  we c o n s i d e r  t o  b e  o f  c o n c e r n  on lor p o t e n t i a l l y  
on1 t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t ,  a l o n g  w i t h  our recommenda t ions  

C u r r e n t  P roposed  ANF s t a t u e  
TNC. F e d e r a l  ANF 
r a n P  s t a t " s  s t a t u s  r e t a r n  add remove 

C o l o r a d o  Squawf i sh  GlSl E E x 

Humpbacb Chub GlSl E E x 
[ G i l a  c v e h a l  

E o n y t a i l  Chub GlSl E E X 
( G i l a  e l e q a n s )  

Razorback SucCer GlSl ? - 
(Xy rauchen  -) 

( P t u c h o c h e i l u s  -1 

(naoe 11)  
Thank you for vour concern In t h l s  nr-n and a lso  Your I l s t  of 
soacles of sneclnl concern. The Ohl.?ctlves and Standards I n  t h e  
Plan s t i l l  ex l s t  essent ia l l y  the  same a5 I n  th-  D r a f t .  To 
stranqthan t h l s  area. ths  monltorlnq nlan nrovldss for  CmIDletlnq 
habl tat  and onoulatlon Inventorlas of sensltlv.1 swclqs.  Your 
suqqested chanoes v l l  I be evaluated d u r l n q  t h l s  Invantory. 
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Proposed RNF s t a t u 5  
TNC' F e d e r a l  ANF 
r a n k  s t a t u s  s t a t u s  r e t a i n  add remove 

Birds 

B a l d  E a g l e  6351 E E X 

I H a l l a e e t u s  l e u c o c e p h a l u s l  

n t 4  

B l a c k - f o o t e d  F e r r e t  
I n u s t e l a  niqripes) 

P W  

Penstemon u i n t a h e n s i s  

GlSH E E X 

G l S l  - 
GIs1 c l  G x 
G2S1 c 2  - 

3c s 

- 

~~ 

S I  c 2  
53 3c 6 x 
53 3c S ). 

53 E E x 

- 

An e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  r a n l i n g  sys tem 15  p r o v i d e d  in F i g u r e  1 ,  a t t a c h e d  
t o  t h i s  l e t t e r .  

Eleven o f  t h e  above s p e c i e s  a l r e a d y  have 5008 s p e c i a l  s t a t u s  on t h e  
Ash ley  F o r e s t .  O f  t h e s e  eleven, we reconmend t h a t  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  be  r e -  
t a i n e d  f o r  t en ,  and t h a t  one ( A S t r a o d l U s  barneb",) be d e l e t e d  b y  v i r t u e  
o f  n o t  o c c u r r i n g  n e a r  t h e  F o r e s t  N i n e  5 p e c l e s  i n  t h e  above t a b l e  do not 
a p p e s r  on your sencat ive  l i s t ,  and we recommend t h a t  t h e y  be added. 

The N a t u r e  Conservancy  1 s  v e r y  concerned  w l t h  t h e  n a l n t e n a n c e  o f  
r a r e  p l a n t s  and a n l n a l s .  I n  t h e  p r e c e e d l n g  p a r a g r a p h s  I have commented 
on how t h e s e  5 p e c l e s  s h o u l d  b e  t r e a t e d  I n  t h e  F o r e s t  P l a n ,  and I have 
made some S p e C l f l C  recommendat ions f o r  u p d a t i n g  your l i s t  o f  s p e c l e s  of 
concern .  Above and beyond t h e s e  w r i t t e n  comments, however ,  t h e  Conserv-  
ancy 1 5  w i l l i n g  t o  work a c t i v e l y  w i t h  t h e  A s h l e y  F o r e s t  t o w a r d  t h e  g o a l  

lp .  13)  



Mr. Duane 6 .  T u c k e r  
October  22, 1985 
P 13 

o f  r a r e  s p e c i e 5  conservation. Such c o o p e r a t i v e  w o r k  wou ld  i n c l u d e  I n f o r -  
m a t i o n  s h a r i n g  a n d  a c t u a l  f l e l d  d6515 tance  -- a s  you require and a s  our 
resources  a l l o w .  

* * *  
I n  c o n c l u s i o n ,  than!. you for c o n s i d e r i n g  my comments I ”  t h e  d e v e l o p -  

ment of t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  Forest 5 Land and Resource l ianagement P l a n .  
I g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  i n t e r e s t  and S u p p o r t  t h a t  I have  received 
t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  F o r e s t  d u r i n g  m,y b 1 5 1 t 6  t h e r e .  I 1001. f o r w a r d  t o  c o n t i n -  
uing a goad * o r l i n g  r e l a t l o n s h l p  between The N a t u r e  Conservancy and t h e  
A s h l e y  N a t l o n a l  F o r e s t  

Sincerely yours,  

U t a h  P u b l i c  Lands C o o r d i n a t o r  

Sincerely yours,  

U t a h  P u b l i c  Lands C o o r d i n a t o r  
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October 2 2 ,  1985 

Duane Tucker, Forest supervisor 
Ashley Nationaj Forest 
Ashton Energy C$?nter, Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078  

. .  Response t o  Cachn GrouD of the  S ler ra  Club 
A ,:'LEY ElAT!oom( p.?& -. 7 

RKCSIVED 
?---I.-- See General Statement #4 

See General Stbtement 19 
- - :  

/ I I 
See General Statement 61 -I.-.. . __ "- 

i --._ , Dear Sir: . 
The following are comments on the Ashley National See General Statemsnt # l Z  

Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land and 
Resources Management Plan. See General Statement 13 

This plan is a disaster. It completely ignores the 
public interest in favor of timber sales, mineral develop- 
ment and ORV use. By comparison, the Wasatch-Cache Plan, 
which is not without problems, is a model of what forest 
plans sriould be. It 1s strongly recommended that the Nasatch- 
Cache plan be required reading for those who are responsl- 
for this plan. Specific comments follow. 

1. Timber harvests must only be permitted on slopes 
less than 40%.  Harvesting on slopes above this grade will 
result in irreversible damage to the watershed and cause 
unacceptable soil erosion. In view of the fact that current 
timber offerings cannot be sold,it is completely irrational 
to harvest timber on such slopes. 

2 .  Only the existing road system should be utilized. 
Over 3000 miles of roads are proposed to be constructed or 
reconstructed, primarily for timber harvesting. ThlS 1s an 
incredible amount of road construction, particularly when 
current timber cannot be sold. Furlthermore, when the Cost 
of these roads are included, it 1s absolutely certain all 
timber sales will be below cost, with the public subsidiz- 
ing the sales. It appears the only purpose for such an 
enormous construction prolect is to prevent any current road- 
less areas from ever being considered for wilderness in the 
future. I am certain also this 1s not the intent of congress 
and, if you persist, will be the subiect of an appeal, 
and possible legal action. 

3 .  No-timber should be harvested in important wildlife 
areas such as riparian zones or winter range. Considering 
the relative economic values, wildlife is far more important 
than timber. particularly when future needs for recreation 
are considered. 

4 .  No timber should be harvested at below Cost, and all 
costs, such as roadbullding, must be included. There is 
no 2ustificatron for sacrificing the public interest to sup- 
port a marginal timber interest. 

5. Minerals development must be restricted in all road- 
less zones, riparian areas and winter ranges for animals. 
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The wildlife and wilderness values are far more important than. 
any possible mineral development. The Forest Service can cer- 
tainly do more than merely react to proposed mineral develop- ments. AS in the Wasatch-Cache Plan, you can protect sen- See Gensral Statement P13 
sitive areas from development by prohibxting leasing, or by 
allowing only NO Surface Leases. To maintain you can do noth- 
ing except react is to abrogate your responsibilities to the public. See General Statement 114 

(oaqe 2) 

See General Statement 62 

6. The "Bollies" area should be closed to all mineral de- 
velopment and ORV nse since it is one of the most wild areas 
yet remaining outside of the Wilderness. It is important 
habitat for bighorn sheep and other game, as well as Ljeing 
an important watershed and recreation area f o r  backcountry 
use. 

7 .  No roadbuilding of any kind should be undertaken on road- 
less areas. There are far too few such areas remaming, 
and they will be in great demand for future recreational 
use for  an expandxng population. There are already ample 
roads for use by ORV's, ATV's and other- mechanized travel- 
ers. 

8 .  Management of the High Uintahs needs management dlrec- 
tion, particularly to control the perceived future deter- 
ioration. use must be restricted if necessary to preserve 
this prime Wilderness. 

9. Real alternatives which preserve wildlife, restrict 
mineral development, reduce timber harvests and prohibit road 
building are absolutely necessary in The Plan if it is 
to meet the public issues. 

10. The primary public concern raised for the Ashley was 
to leave the forest "as it is". The current Plan fails 
dismally in addressing this concern 

Finally, an important question needs to be asked of 
those responsible f o r  this rerrrble plan. Iioyr can Forest 
Service employees, presumably working to protect the pub- 
lic interest, completely ignore it in favor of the interests 
Of timber harvesters, mineral and oil/gas developers 
and ORV and other off road vehicle users, all of whom are 
a small minority of the public you are supposed to be 
serving? 

These comments are submitted by The Cache Group of 
The Sierra Club I116 members). 

L E  s s . T ; x , t %  1755  ^E 1140 N ~ 

Logan, Utah 84321 

See General Statement 1 1 1  
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

9 5  October 1985 CENTRAL ROCKIES R E G 1 0  

MI. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 w. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

The Wilderness Society is a national conservation 
organization of 140,000 members which devotes all of its 
resources to the preservation and wise management of 
America's public lands. Founded in 1935, The Society nas 
been in the forefront of malor conservation battles for half 
a century. We are pleased to summit to you our comments on 
the Ashley National Forest Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement IDEIS) and Proposed Forest Plan. 

The National Forest Management Act INFMA) requires that 
every national forest be planned on a long-term, 
comprehensive basis. Congress passed the NFMA in an effort 
to reform longstanding forestry abuses on the national 
forests, excessive and damaging clearcutting and road 
construction, uneconomic timber production, loss of forests' 
ecological diversity to monoculture, silting of streams, and 
inattention to recreation. 

unfortunately, the Proposed Forest Plan for the Ashley 
National Forest (ANF) corrects none of these aouses, but 
proposes to manage the forest with emphasis on intensive 
timber management to the serious decriment of the forest's 
many other valuable resources. The Proposed Plan fails to 
meet NFMA'S requirement that lands be managed for multiple 
use and sustained yield, "withouc mpairment to the 
productivity of the land." 

We believe that implementation of this plan will cause 
irreparable damage to a unique ecological region. 
The Uinta Mountains--a malor portion of which lie within the 
Ashely National Forest-- contam the headwaters of almost a 
dozen malor rivers I90 percent of the water which originates 
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in Utah), 500 lakes and 400 miles of fishing streams, in 
addition to supporting the largest elk and moose herds in 
Utah and the largest acreage of alpine flora in the 
intermountain west. We request that the Proposed Plan be 
drastically revised so that the Final Plan will fulfill the 
mandates of the laws of the d.S. in both letter and spirit. 

Ranqe of Alternatives 

The National Environmental Policy Act demands that federal 
agencies present and analyze the full range of reasonable 
alternatives for significant actions they propose. 
The DEIS does consider a broad range of reasonable 
alternatives with differing emphases. Indeed, many of the 
alternatives call for essentially the same management 
parameters and thus constitute, in reality, the same 
alternative (with only minor VariationsJ under different 
names. For instance, in several alternatives ( 8 ,  C, E, H, 
and IJ "intensive timber management prescriptions are 
applied" (p. IV-6) and "all include moderate to high levels 
of road construction and reconstruction" Ip. IV-121. In 
of the alternatives, over 5 0  percent of the present roadless 
area will be roaaed during the next 10 to 15 years. In 
addition. "In all alternatives, through all decades, there 
would be an increase in water yield." (p. IV-26) It is 
difficult to understand the iack of at least one aiternarive 
which would call for minimal increases in roadbuiLding, 
water yield, and timber harvesting on roadless lands. 

The DEIS states that "Alternatives were formulated with the 
understanding that maintenance of future options was an 
important consideration." Our reading of the alternatives 
presented leads us to precisely the opposite conclusion: 
rhat, in fact, malor options for wildlife preservarion, 
water quallty maintenance, soil protection, and recreational 
opportunities would be foreclosed by most Of the 
alternatives. 

The Selection of Alternative E Preferred Alternative 

The seiection of altcrnaclve B was based prilnarlly on one 
criterion: the harvesting of lodgepole pine that nas been or 
could be damaged by the mountain pine beetle. According to 
the NFMA, forest plans must provide for rhe simultaneous 
protection of a s  forest resources: fish and wildlife; 
soils and watersheds: recreation and wilderness. as well as 
ranae and timber. The benefirs from each use are SuDDosed ~ ~~ 

to Sontinue undiminished over time. 
be the case if alternative B is implemented. 

This will certainiy not 

Resoonse to the Wllderness Society 

(oaqe 2) 

Sen General Statemnt # l O  

Sustained yleld, As stated in the DEIS (p. 111-32), "The 
preferred alternative does not meet the requirement that 
growth will equal at least 90 percent of the long term 
sustained yield by the year 2020. This level of growth is 
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not reached until decade 13 . . . This is due to the lame 
loss of growing stock inventory as a result of the mountain 
pine beetle epidemic.“ 

The prolected heavy cutting of timber over the next 5 0  
years, particularly on steep slopes where loss of soil 
productivity is inevitable, will make sustained yield 
forestry impossible and will lead to an overall degradacion 
of the forest resource. Species not affected by the pine 
beetle should not be heavily timbered. Lodegepole and 
ponderosa pine should be logged only at a low or moderate 
level while other actions dre taken to control the pine 
beetle problem. Other techniques to control the epidemic 
situation--stand hazard rating to identify high risk stands; 
monitoring the beetle population: thinning stands--should be 
considered. In addition, the feasibility of allowing 
natural fires to burn in self-contained areas should be 
examined, the DEIS does not explore this approacn at all. 

-- Demand for timber. The D E I S  (p. 111-33) states that “Demand 
€or all cimber resource outputs is assumed to be completely 
elastic You are thus explicitly assuming that you will 
have a market for all the timber you can harvest, an 
assumption that flies In the face of recent forest product 
history. Timber demand has dropped precipitously. In 1984 
the Forest Service Parled to find a buyer for more than 50 
percent of the timber offered for sale. In addition, lumber 
producers are turning back to che Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management a great deal of unharvested 
timoer due to low demand (an estimated 10 billion board feet 
across the country). 

In spite of all of this, the Proposed Forest Plan (and a11 
the time and resources its production respresents) has been 
based on alternative 8 .  In light of the fact that “Failure 
to actually market these timber outputs . . . may 
necessitate a plan revision“ (p.111-331 other options should 
have been more seriously considered, since it is unlikely 
that markets will materialize for all the timber that would 
be harvested under this plan. 

Considering the above, you have failed adequately to address 
Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities No. 5 ( What level of 
timber harvest and what type of management Practices should 
be used on the ANF?) and No 12 (If additional markets for 
ponderosa and lodgepole timber can be found, what level of 
harvest should the Ashley attempt to achieve’). 

Economic suitability & efficiency. Section 6(kI of NFMA 
StiPUlaceS that cne economic Sulcdblllty of foresc land musr 

(oaqe 3)  
The n ~ s t a l n e d  yield" conceot I s  appl Icahls t o  a I Ivlnq. dynamlc 
Forest and not  t o  dead non-qrowinq stands. Presently on ths 
Ashley a 51qnlf lcant aercentaoe o f  tha l o d q e ~ o l e  and Ponderosa 
olne stands are dead, whlch I l m l t s  the  amunt  o f  qrnen material 
t h a t  can he harvested undsr sustalned y le ld .  The small acreaqes 
l e f t  t h a t  are stocked x l t h  I I v n  tree5 ha5 s l q n l f l c a n t l y  reduced 

mmaqe the59 ween stands under th9 sustalnod y l e l d  conceot and 
add newly estahl l5hed on% as they mature. ADDrOXlmately 70% o f  
the  harvestlnq sch-dulad fo r  t h l s  olannlnq anrlod Is comorlsed of 
dead materlal.  

This year the  Ashley Is beqlnnlnq a vrwram of orescrlh*d f i r e  t o  
reduce slash created by sales and f o r  treatment of standlno d w d  
lodqeooln v l n e  t o  improve n l l d l  I f8  hab i ta t  and reduce the l m n w  
areas of unbroken f l r e  fuels. 

I n  the reference t o  the demand f o r  timber. thn f a i l u r e  o f  the 
Forest Sprvlce t o  f i n d  buy-rs f o r  50% o f  tho tlmher was a 
national avwaqe. not  the Ashley’s. The Ashley has a qreater 
demand than It has offered. 

See General Statement 64 

the  OoaortUn~ty t o  DrOVldn 9r8’3n VOIUmO. we W I I I  ContlnW t 0  

be taken into consideration when formulating proiected 
timber cuts. To quote the Proposed Plan (p. 111-33), “The 
price of timber during the last 10 years has been very 

I I 
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erratic. Increased costs for road construction. logging, 
and milling have caused most timDer sales to be below cost." 

In fact, the timber sale programs on all six national 
forests in Utah have consistentlv ouerated at a net economic ~L ~~~~~~~ ~. - ~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ 

ioss to the U.S. Treasury and~~the Ashley 
bottom of a dismal list. According to the Forest Service's 
own figures, on the ANF the ratio of timber receipts to 
timber expenses during the years 1979 to 1984 averaged 0.16. 

is very near the 

or a return of 16 cents for each dollar spent. Now the 
Proposed Plan is calling for increased logging, in steep 
terrain wnich will require expensive logging equipment and 
the construction of over 300 miles of road. Such a plan is 
indefensible on economic grounds alone: when other losses 
are factored in--impacts on soil, water and wildlife 
habitat, and damage to recreational, Scientific and scenic 
values--the plan becomes unconscionable. 

Noncompliance with the MacCleery Decision. In 1983, a 
number of conservation groups, including The Wilderness 
Society, appealed the San Juan and the Grand Mesa, Gunnison 
and Uncompahgre National ForesI Plans. The Secretary of 
Agriculture accepted the appeal and his decision--commonly 
referred to as the MacCleery Decision--offers generic 
guidance not only for the Colorado forests but for 
national forests. The DEIS flatly ignores this guidance. 
MacCleery directs that the Record of Decision include a 
discussion of the major economic, environmental and physical 
trade-ofts when the alternative selected is not the most 
economically efficient. There is no such defense of the 
selected alternative in the DEIS nor do we believe the 
regional forester can construct such a defense. 

The Proposed Plan suggests that you believe there 
essentially no trade-offs--that you will be aDle to maintam 
water quality, soil productivity, wildlife habitat, and 
recreational and scientific values while harvesting over 60 
percent of the growing stock inventory in the next 50 years, 
building over 300 miles of additional roads, and reducing 
the non-wilderness roadless area from 40 percent of the ANF 
to less than 7 percent. NO amount of glib assurances and 
superficial analyses can make these assertions any less 
preposterous. 

The MacCleery decision states that the following questions 
should be addressed in the Proposed Plan: 

(1J "Is the timber program as currently proposed actually 
the most effective way to achieve the non-timber 
multiple use ob~ectives of the plan?" 

( 2 )  "TO what extent can timber program costs be cut and/or 

( p a w  4 )  
See General Statement 61 

You are  correct  t h a t  the  "MacCleerv dsclslnn" do-s r+x i re  t h a t  
the  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  5nlect lon o f  an a l te rnat iv -  b- disolay-d i n  the  
Record o f  Decision wi th  a discussion of  t radeof fs .  The € I S  
oresents the  evaluatlons and nnvironmenal e f f e c t s  i n  Chaoters i i  

r a t i o n a l e  or  lus t l f i ca t lons  for a orsferred a l tnrnat ivn.  This I s  
covered In the  Record o f  Decision accomoanylnn the F inal  € I S .  We 
bel ieve t h a t  you w i l l  f i n d  the new Al te rnat ive  J t o  be one which 
answers many. i f  not a i  I. of  the  conc2rns ewressed on D a v  5 of 
your l e t t e r .  

and I V .  I t  I S  not t h e  DUrDOS8 O f  t h s  E I S  t o  Drssent the  
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revenues be enhanced while still providing an 
appropriate level of non-timber multiple use 
ob]ectives? Are there other ways to accomplish 
vegetation management more cost effectively than 
through a timber program as currently proposed? 
The Forest Service has been exploring the use of 
prescribed fire for this purpose in Colorado. 
Does tnis technology, used in con]unction with 
timber sales where economically efficient, hold 
promise to reduce the cost of vegetation management?“ 

( 3 )  “Are the non-timber multiple use benefits to be 
achieved through the timber program really needed?“ 

( 4 )  “Do pro]ections of demand for these non-timber 
ob]ectives support the need for the Federal 
expenditures required to achieve them?” 

( 3 1  “What are the hign-level non-timber and amenity 
benefits that would be lost and who would be 
affected by the change and in what ways?” 

Just as MacCleery found the San Juan and GMUG planning 
documents deficient in answering the above questions, so do 
we find the ANF deficient. And we demand to know, as 
MacCleery did, why one of the alternatives which provides 
for lower levels of timber harvest and similar (or better) 
benefits for other resources (range, recreation, wilderness, 
wildlife, water) with more favoranle costs and revenue 
characteristics was not selected. 

Environmental Consequences 

Discussion of the envlronmental consequences of all the 
alternatives listed in tne DEIS, and especially of the 
preferred alternative 8 ,  is entirely inadequate. We are 
particularly concerned with the impacts of the increase in 
water yield, the most importanr being a dramatic increase in 
sediment in the streams. Not only is soil lost, and soil 
productivity consequently iessened, but aquatic species are 
adversely affecred. There is no way to increase water 
quality on the forest, as You propose to do, at the same 
time you are increasing the water yield of the forest. 

We are also concerned that the extensive roadina of ~- ~ 

nonwilderness roadless areas will have severe impacts on 
wildlife habitat and recreaclonal activities. We find it 
particularly disturbing that most of the areas adlacent to 
the High Uintas Wilderness have been scheduled for logging, 
along with other areas the Forest Service and 
conservationists recommended for wilderness protection 
during the Rare I1 process. 

(naqe 5 )  
I n  ail a l te rnat ives .  as stated I n  Anaendlx 8 of the  E IS .  a 
constra int  ussd I n  the  -del required t h a t  State  water q u a l i t y  
standards must be mot. This  constra int  was measured by sedim-nt 
de l ivered t o  l i v e  streams per u n i t  of water y ie ld .  

See General Statement 12 
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wilderness candidates. This represents a totally 
insupportable use of a valuable resource on tne Ashley 
National Forest. To compound the problem the roadless 
acreage that would remain would consists primarily of small, 
scattered, random patches of forest--the leftovers from 
timbering operations--some on steep slopes, without regard 
for recreational values or wildlife habitat. 

In order to submit these comments by the official deadline 
(October 25, 19851, we must end our discussion here, but 
pursuant to our celephone conversation of October 24 with 
Alan Beard of your office, we will be sending additional 
comments within the next week or two, as you assured us that 
all comments received before the Final Plan goes to the 
printer will be reviewed. 

We thank you for your consideration of our comments on the 
Pronosed Forest Plan and D E I S .  We feel rhe wlan needs 
extensive revision, and stand ready to assist you in any way 
we can toward tnat goal. 

Sincerely yours, 

w- 
Ad n? inistrative Aspistant , Dia ne Andrews 

Darrell Knuffke 
Regional Director 



Wasatch Mountain Club 
169 W 500 North 
Sa l t  Lake City, UT 84103 
October 23, 1923 

Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley hktzonal Forest 
Ashton Energy Center -Suite 1150 
Vernal, U t  a4078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

a,+t-~Y HAmtIAL FOfiFE- Rssaonse t o  Wasatch Mountain Club 

Sea General Statement 1 4  

See Gensral Statement 11 I See General Statement #9 

See General Statement #3 

See General Statement #2 

The Wasatch Mountain Club is a Sa l t  Lake City-based organization of over 1000 Ses General Statement 612 
aembers. The organization was founded In 1921 f a r  purposes of promoting "the 
physical and sp i r i t ua l  well b a n g  of its members and others by outdoor See General Statement #13 
activit ies:  ... t o  foster awareness of scenic beauties2 and t o  enoourage 
preservation of our natural areas including the plant, animal and b i rd  life.' '  See General Statement I1 1 

It is within this context tha i  we wish t o  comment on the Ashley National draf t  
environmental impact statement --Resource management plan. hereafter referred t o  
as  "the Plan". 

Specifically, we oppose the proposal t o  double the harvest of timber within the 
Ashley National Forest over the next 20 years. This proposal is not jus t i f ied  
by market demand and a t  the m e  time w z l l  far1 t o  solve the pine beetle 
infestation. 

The Plan-6 timber harvests w i l l  obviously re ly  on def ic i t  timber sales. We 
appose de f i c i t  timber MIeS i n  principle and f e e l  they can be jus t i f ied  only i n  
extraordrnary omcumstances. The Plan f a i l s  t o  identify extraordinary 
circumstances which could jus t r fy  def ic i t  sales. 

We are also greatly concerned about the impacts that specific parrs of the 
timber proposal -such as logging on slopes Of Over 40% and construction of 3000 
miles of logging mads - w i l l  have on erosion. aesthetics, reoreation, 
wilderness and wildlife values.. 

We a l so  consider the Plan inadequate In its fa i lure  t o  address the w t e n t i a l  
h p a c t s  of leaving 70% of the Asley National Forest open t o  mineral 
development. There w i l l  be adverse impacts on recreation, wilderness values and 
wildlife and these impacts need t o  be addressed. 

with these concerns i n  mind We urge tha t  the Forest Service exclude mineral 
development and 1o;ging I n  important wildlife h3bi t l t  areas. Lozing should be 
allowed only i n  existing roaded areas: no new logbinc roads should be 
developed. 

We a l so  urge tha t  the Forest Service close the area known as "the Sollies" t o  
mineral development and ORV use. Furthermore, we encourage the Ashley Forest 
Oistrzct t o  follow the example of the Wasatch National Forest i n  r e s t r i c t ing  
use where necessary t o  protect and maintam the the wilderness values Of the 
Hzgh Uinias. We would l ike to see the Ashley and Wasatch Forest Districts work 
together toward t h i s  objective. 

Finally, we f ee l  t ha t  the which aim to 
protect wildlife and r e s t r i c t  mineral development and reduce timber harvests 
and alow l i t t l e  or no new road building. We would l i ke  to see the Ashley 
National Forest make these objectives part of i t a  Plan which actually s e t s  

Plan should consider r e a l  alternativee 

1 I 



p o l i c i e s  and d i r e c t s  development r s ther  than j u s t  reac t ing  t o  uncontrolled 
impacts. 

Sincerely.  

Y 
Michael Bud~g 
Conservation Cc-directDr 
Wasatch Mountain Club 
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erican Wilderness Alliance Resvonse t o  Amrlcan Wilderness Alllsncn 

See General Statemnnt I 1  

AWA 
~ c $ + A t a p c h o e  Rood I Suite 114 I EnglewaDd Colorodo 80112 / ,3031 771 0380 
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October 2 4 ,  1985 

Mr. Duane Tucker, Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center 
Suite 1150 
Vernal, UT 84078 

re: draft EIS 6 
Forest Plan 

Dear Mr .  Tucker: 

We have reviewed the Ashley National Forest Draft Plan and 
are submitting below our comments for the official record. 

We appreciate the great amount of hard work you and your 
staff have done in preparing the Plan which, when finalized, 
will govern activities on the forest for the next ten years-- 
and perhaps fifty. 

The American Wilderness Alliance is a western-based, 
national, non-profit organization whose members are working 
to conserve the nation's decreasing public wildlands, 
wildlife habitat and free-flowing rivers. We have members 
throughout the United States, including Utah, and many of our 
members make substantial use of the Ashley National Forest 
for hunting, fishing, camping and wilderness purposes. 

I have visited the Ashley Forest on a number of occasions, 
and I am familiar with the established High Uintas Wilderness 
and other roadless areae on the forest. 

Our review reveals that the Plan contains several malor flaws 
which thwart the long-range public interest, and which 
require revision. They include: 

Land-Use Allocation 

The public interest is severely shortchanged in the Plan's 
proposed allocation of land uses. 

Although the Ashley National Forest has freely admitted that 
planned timber sales would be below cost, and that, with 
higher commodity production, the net value of the forest 
would go down, it nevertheless proposes to double the timber 

Working Together To 
Conserve wild America 



harvest on the forest over the next two decades. The alleged 
reason is to reduce the pine beetle infestation. Yet one 
part of the Plan acknowledges that the pine beetle will not 
be eliminated by srlvacultural practices, as we know. 

What, then, may we ask, are the benefits of doubling the cut? 
It is surely not apparent, except to create made work for 
sawlog foresters and road engineers, and to satisfy timber 
interests with subsidies that enable them to log poor public 
forest stands at a profit. 

But these subsidies come from the American taxpayers. From 
our members and me. Such subsrdres add many millions of 
dollars to the United State's staggering $230 billion debt 
which 1 s  already destablizing our economy. 

Moreover, the 3,000 miles of logging road which the forest 
plans to build or reconstruct will invade roadless areas, 
promote erosion and reduce water quality in streams for both 
trout and man. In addition, such roads and man's associated 
activities will eliminate or impair habitat for such 
sensitive species of wildlife as elk, moo58 and bighorn 
sheep. 

The 3,000 miles of new or reconstructed roads would be 
equivalent to stripmining 15,000 acres of the Ashley National 
Forest! 

And the forest proposes to build roads and log on slopes 
exceeding 40%. which will further exacerbate the erosion 
problem. 

So we not only lose money as taxpayers on the timber sales 
but we also lose again with the destruction to watersheds, 
trout streams and wildlife habitat--and lost fishing and 
hunting opportunities. 

What kind of sense does that make? 

Besides, the Plan would leave 70% of the forest open to 
mineral development, taking the attitude that "we can't do 
anything about it, anyhow." The Ashley Forest do 
something about it if it wishes. It can propose a mineral 
withdrawal for sensitive areas having other important 
resource values. It can conduct careful mineral studies to 
determine whether a mineral find is commercially operable. 
It can recommend to the Bureau of Land Management against 
approval of mineral leasing. 
mineral exploration and development so as to minimize 
environmental impacts on the forest and its renewable 
resources. 

And finally it can manage 

(DWO 2) 

See General Statement 14 

Se9 General Statement 12 

See Gwornl  Statsmsnt 19 

See General Statement #J 
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Wilderness and Roadless Management 

The ten-year Plan would develop all major roadless areas, 
except those in the eastern part of the High Uintas--and 
leave these open to off-road vehicle use and mineral 
development, thus assuring that their outstanding wilderness 
character also would be destroyed. 

The Plan offers no direction to management of that part of 
the High Uintas Wilderness on the Ashley Forest and, by 
Forest Service neglect, even predicts that deterioration in 
the Wilderness will occur. The Ashley Forest needs to be 
reminded that the Wilderness Act requires the administering 
agency to maintain the wilderness character of an area in the 
Wilderness Svstem. Limitincr use and tvoes of use can be -.- ~ - ~~~ ~ ~~~ a ~~~ ~~. ~~~ .~~ 
employed. An educational wilderness ethics program can be 
initiated. as other national forests are doing. 

Recomendations 

Accordingly, the American Wilderness Alliance respectfully 
urges the Ashley Forest to revise its Forest Plan to: 

1. Use only existing roads for timber harvest, and harvest 
only in already loaded areas. 

2.  Harvest no timber on slopes of 40% or greater. 

3 .  Harvest no timber in such maior wildlife areas as river 
areas and on winter range. 

4 .  Avoid large clearcuts, and harvest timber only when it 
will actually improve wildlife habitat. 

5. Harvest largely only that timber which is cost-efficient. 
In other words, avoid below-cost timber sales. 

6. Prohibit or restrict mineral development in roadless 
areas, elk calving areas, winter range and river zones. 

I. Exercise existing Forest Service authority to control and 
limit environmental impacts of mineral exploration and 
development. 

8. Close the eastern Uintas, Chepeta, Weyman Park and Dry 
Fork roadless areas to mineral development and off-road 
vehicle use, since this is high-altitude fragile country of 
exceptional watershed and scenic values, as well as 
critical summer range for elk, bighorn sheep and moose. 
It is also noted that this wild region was previously 
proposed by the Forest Service for wilderness status. There 
is no ]ustifiable reason for the agency to change its 

(DWe 3) 

SRe General Statement 1114 

See General Statement 811 
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position now simply because the Utah Congressional Delegation 
the first time around overlooked the importance of protecting 
the roadless tract as wilderness. 

9. Emphasize m the Plan those management activities which 
will conserve the national forest, its watersheds, fisheries, 
wildlife and non-motorized recreation. In this connection, 
it should be remembered that prevailing public sentiment as 
expressed at public meetings and on other occasions was to 
leave the Ashley Forest "as it is", without increased roading 
or  timber cutting. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Clifton R .  Merritt 
Executive Director 

CRM:dbh 

4 



\ 
POST SALT LAKE ' - I__ 

OFFICE CITY UTAH 

FEDERATION BOX 15636 84115 

November 7, 1985 

k. Duane G .  Tucker 
Farwt Supervisor 
M e y  National Forest 
1m l"%t Hl*y 40 
Ashton Energy Center 
Vemd,Utah 84078 

Dear k. Tucker 

Pl- reference ~m/ October 27. 1% telephone ca l l  rqquesung an extewon m our res- to 
you I thmk you for your favorable comdemuon to th?t request. 

We have r e n d  the draft FIS and LhW, OUT m t s  are a t M .  

h W f  of the mre than 3,m) maters and f d e s  r e p m t d  by the Utah M d b f e  Federa- 
u o n  I ttwk you for the opporturvry to coment on k Imprtant docmrent. 

SIncerelY 9 

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 

1 , 



POST SALT LAKE 
OFFICE CITY UTAH 0 ~ WILDLIFE UTAH 

5-2 FEDERATION BOX 15636 84115 

W Utah hUdhfe Fedemuon Gmencs to the Ashley N a t l a d  r0r-t Draft Envrrornicntal 
Iqxct Statswat (EIS) a d  Lsnd Rerurce k a g m t  h ( L W  

Recreation k l d h f e  and Fish 

Tne EIS states that the present net d u e  of recreaum IS 288.6 or 67 percent of the total 
Ashley Forest resou~ce benefit. 

lte IMP states "In recent years, wmtmcuon and r e h b f i t a u c n  of recreamowl f a d z u e s  
has declved -use Forest h c e  budgets have been reduced and h" resource pragrans have 
been reduced or elumMeed. It does not a p w  that there mll be an opportuuty for new 
cwtrucuon of developed recreahord fanhues M the near fu tm."  

We don't understand why r-um mth zts hgh present net value IS r m m g  such law 
p n o n t y  conndeauon f m  the Forest service -me Iranagers. of course, there d l  be ht t le  
or no nw w m m c u o n  of developed recreamon f a d u e s  m the near future because over the nert 
45 y- only wen to  a g h t  percent of the total pshley Forest budget IS pr03eceed for recreamon. 
why 1s t h ~ +  It appears to  u5 that If the Forest h c e  Resource bmgm placed mre w p h s  
on recreation, there would be mre rmeauon deielopnents and dollars for such develappents. 

Tne plan for r-um developnslts ls not acceptable to ths Fedemuon. 

We also see the m dmnstraum of lack of wnsidmuon far d d h f e  and fish. 'Ihe net 
d u e s  for d d h f e  and fish are a b u t  37 percent of the total M e y  Forest r e "  value, but 
only four percent of the to ta l  Ashley Forest budget oyer the next 45 years. 

lhe IMP as wntten IS madequate m neetlng the budget needs for fish and d d h f e  m the 
m " t e  years and the outlylng years. lhe Forest budgets rmsf k "eased to properly address 
the needs for ddllfe and bb i t a t .  

s m ,  
It 1s ow amlysis that the I€+!? Bnphanzes umber and range m g e r e n t  W e  at the 

tloe reflects little or no w m d e a u c n  for recreatlm, wddhfe and fish. lhe EIS and W 
state that eighty prcent of big @ne mter  m g e  is lmated out of the Forest M other lands, 
regardlw, the LRMP s h d d  d m m t m t e  that wddhfe habitat "praverpncs are p h d  on 
spmg, m and f a l l  ranges and on that hpntv percent of the mter range. ?he LRMP fa& 
to  do that trhen "red a g m s t  the budget pmjecuws. 

We &eve the Forest Sennce p n o n u e s  should parallel the net values and 
r m d  that the pnmmes be redes~gned t o  adequately address the needs of recreation, 
fish and mldhfe. 

ResDonse t o  Utah Wl ld l  If9 Federation 
(oaqe 2) 

R l te rna t i ve  J emohaslms r e c m a t l a n  and orovld9s Increased 
emohasls and fundlnq t o  meet oro lccted rec rea t i on  demands. 
Aoorovrlate sections o f  t he  E I S  and Plan a150 have been revised. 

The v l l d l l f e  nnd f l 5 h  lmornvemr-nt n-ds n r - w n t l y  l d s n t l f l o d  on 
t he  Forest  are a l l  shmn under the  schl?dullno n o r t l o n  of t h *  
Plan. The d o l l a r s  I d e n t l f l e d  f o r  Imnrovm-nts by th- p lan are 
adequate t o  comolete these oroJects ov-r a 10 w a r  ortrlod. Funds 
dss l inat -d for W l l d l l f a  and F l s h  B l n l o n l s t s  a m  ad-mat-. Ws 
*Ill be able t o  fund t h e  number of Dersonml recen t l y  I d ~ n t l f l e d  
w i t h  your I r O U D  as nec~ssarv  t o  manarlq these aCt fV l t l eS  on t h s  
Forest. 

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 



L A? / J  
The National Ou tdoor  
Leadership School 

O c t o b e r  2 3 ,  1 9 8 5  

Mr. Duane T u c k e r  
F o r e s t  S u p e r v i s o r  
A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  
A s h t o n  E n e r g y  C e n t e r ,  S u i t e  1 1 5 0  
1 6 8 0  West HTghway 40  
V e r n a l ,  UT 84078 

Dear  Mr T u c k e r .  

Thank you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  

OiXIoor L e a d e r s h i o  S c h o o l  h a s  u t i l i z e d  b a c k c o u n t r y  
I,., K . W  

A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  P r o p o s e d  P l a n .  The N a t i o n a l  I .n,til"I ll,,,,i,li 

a r e a s  i n  y o u r  F o r e s t  f o r  many y e a r s  and  we hope t o  I'  0 1hw Ah 
c o n t i n u e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  t h e  s e c o n d  
l a r g e s t  o u t f i t t e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  u t i l i z i n q  p u b l i c  ?,,,.,?2.,>97, 
l a n d s  i n  the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  We f e e l  t h a t  we a r e  i n  
a u n i q u e  p o s i t i o n  t o  e x p r e s s  o u r  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  a 
p l a n  t h a t  s e r i o u s l y  a f f e c t s  b o t h  D r i v a t e  a n d  p u b l i c  
o u t d o o r  r e c r e a t i o n  

I ,,,,IL* \v",!,,,i,,g " 2 5 2 0  

We a n t i c i p a t e  t h e s e  c o n c e r n s  w i l l  b e  a d d r e s s e d  I f  
I c a n  p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  c o n c e r n i n q  o u r  p o s i t l o n ,  
p l e a s e  do  n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c a l l  on me. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

/ J i m  Rat: 
E x e c u t i v e  O i r e c  o r  

J R I b l h  

Enc l  NOLS R e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  A s h l e y  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  P l a n  

- 
FC" 

,.̂ 



ResPOnSe t o  Natlonal Outdoor Leadershlo School 

(PaQe 2) 
Ai.ternatlve J af fords addlt lonal protect ion t o  unroaded amas. 
and reduces timber harvest and CorresQondlnl road construction 
r h l l e  reccqni r ino recreat lon values throuohout the ForeSt. 

Both the  Pian and EIS have bean revlsed and a modifled 
a l te rna t lve  J dovelooed which Qlvss mor-  emohasis t o  r-creatlon 
SUQDIV and demand and af ford-  addl t lonal  Drot-CtlOn t o  
undevelooad areas. The Forest Service CoordInatRs w l t h  a l l  0th-r 
qovernmental aqencles i n  VrovldinQ the  v5er aub l lc  x l t h  a f u l l  
ranq- o f  ROS oooortunlt les. 

The demand fo r  nl lderness use and the  caoaclty I s  not  determined 
by the  Hloh Ulntas Wllderness area alons t o  me-t t h i s  demand It 
w l l i  have t o  be cwrd lna ted  x l t h  wild-rn-ss deslonatlon on 
adjacent Forests and BLM lands. The Standards and Guldsl lnss 
section of the  Plan are d l rectad more t w a r d s  malntalnlno the 
wilderness resource instead o f  meetlno orolected demands. 

'YO1.5 KE5TGhSt TO T I E  A5HLrY KATiGXAL Z U R E S T  PLAN 

1) Avzrrness of the laoortance of recreation on our National 
Fore-t lands 1s rncre~sinq dally. A s  the economic baneflts are 
becomrng more avrdent both nationwide and among local communities. 
the Forest Service must address this demand with long range 
planning and budgetins. O n  page A-7 of the DEIS it states, 
'Recreation 15 the dominant r*'source on the Ashley National 
Foresr'. Unfortunately the Asnley Forest's resoonse to thxs 
inportant 1s5ue 1s very inadequate. 

2 )  The Plan predicts that recreation demand will be at least 
three times qreater I n  the future than it 1s at oresent. On 
Table 11-5 however, ~t is shown that the supply w r l l  NOT neet 
this denand. The Forest Service has an obligation to provide a 
wrde ranqe of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classes. However, 
at aroects to change the present RO5 to an elnphasrs on the 
oevelooed s i ~ e  of the spectrum with a "loss of semi-primitrve and 
ssmi-primrtive non-motorized R.O.S. acres" (page IV-3). 

Wilderness recreation demand will exceed capacity by 1995, Only 
one decade into the fifty year plan. O n  page 5-7 of the DE15 It 
states "With the recent formal designation of the Hxgh Ulyta 
Wildernass. previous estimates of damund nay prove to be low." 
If the nlan IS based on these low estinates, then the nee4 for 
additional cauaciry IS even more obvzous. The future milnagement only 
provides primrtive and sem~-ur~iitive opportunLties rather than 
includinq any pristine experiences. It 2s admitted that rn all 
the FURPLAN runs the prescription for "High Wilderness" never came 
into solution. 

The Forest Servrce should promote more dzspersad semi-primitive 
and primitive recreation opuortunities outside wrlderness to 
auqnent the denand for these within the wrlderness. Instead, the 
Ashley National Forest emphasizes the commodity resources that 
will linit these kinds of recreation use. Sone examples are: 
"Acres available for wrlderness evaluation under all alternatives 
could be reduced os a result of minerals activities that are 
unforeseen at thzs time" (paqe IV-7 UEIS). "For all 
alternatives, there will be times when recreation uses w i l l  be 
drsulaced by other planaqement activrtres for verrods of time (up 
co seven or eiqht veors)" ( p a ~ e  IV-3, DE15). When explainrng 
the desired future conditkons in +ne Plan on page IV-37 rt 1s 
explained that "road constructron will develop areas at a nore 
ravid rate than whxt has been occurrinq durinq the recent past." 
All these conflicting resources, especially the empnasis on tinber 
harvestrnq. w111 affect prIm.ItIve dzspersed recreation 
neqatively. 

3) Timberin4 16 the n 3 i n  enphaszs in this plan. A n  accelerated 
cutting DrOsram will be znitrated. The Forest admits thrs will 
hurt vildlxfe. drspecsed recreation, and visual quality. However  
they claim that it i s  necessary to increase the timber program to 
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combat bgetle kill and di-sease. This x s  not the only solution. 
K>ny Forests around the West are maxins the choice of burninq 
diseased stxnds 3s a more economical and less deteriorating 
altern-tive to promoting below-cost-sales of timber. 

4 )  On pase IV-5 of the Plan it 1s stated that the High Unitas 
Wilaerness will be manaqed as a single unit morntaining 
consistency with the Wasatch National Forest. The National 
Gutdoor Lea=ership School has many concerns wrth the Wasatch Plan 
and would like to see the Ashley Forest address these oroblems. 

The Wasatch Plan has a qroup size of 1 5  people and 20 head of 
stock. Both Forests rea11ze that there are conflicts between 
hrKers and horse users. One of the na)or reasons 1s the unfalr 
dlfferences between these two group Sizes. Research has shown that 
horses create more invironmental and social impact than humans. 
however these group sizes are not managed accordingly. The ... 
Wasatch Forest clarms that “these numbers have been in effect for 
the past 10 years and have resulted in both resource proLectlon 
and an increase in the quality of wrldernese exoerlence.” We 
question whether there 1s any documentation of these results. 
Other Hational Forests. such as the Bighorn Natronal Forest, h e v m  
addressed this problem by creatinq a combrned group sxze of horses 
andlor humans, thus treatins the hlker more fairly. Enclyed IS 
a cony of their resoonse. 

The soecial use DernrtS are now limited to only two grourrs at one 
time in the Uinta Hisn Wilderness area. This decision does not 
take into account the tremendous diversity of permitted 
orqaniZat1ons and the many different krnos of oubllc they serve. 
The Forest Service should regulate the number on a case-by-case 
basis, allowins more than two. If their use 1s not ConflLctlng. 

The Wasatch Forest also limit6 the stay to only 14 days. N0,LS 
courses now currently are 31 days lonu. On page 11-7 it IS 
stated that “most of the use in the wilderness probably occurs 
on somethinq less than 10% of the total area creating some heavy 
impacts on the social and physical parts of the environment. 
Because of this concentration of use Ln such a small portion of 
the area. capacities may be exceeded xn certain areas. 
D~stribution of use by manasement wrll be necessary to optimize 
use within the Forest.” Linltinq the length of stay does not 
encouraue recreutlonrsts to sDend most of their time In areas that 
are more Inaccessible and minimally ussd: instead it 
concentrates use near roadheaas. The Ashley Forest has 
an obligation to promote a diversity of dispersed recreation. 
lncludinu use by qrOUDS who need a lonqer oeriod of stay in order 
to allow in-denth training of wilderness skills, conservation 
practices, and IsadershlD. 

5 )  *Continued (wilderness> management at current and historlo 
levels 16 resultinq tn ..,..... a deterloratins resource. This 
level of management coupled with increase use 16 levding to a 
sltuatron where UnacceDtable limrte of oeterlorating conditions 

See Gennral Statement 64 

Grouo slze f o r  the  Ashl9y has n w  been CoordinatRd wi th  the  
Wasatch Natlonal Forest. He have also observed fswer imaacts 
around oooular areas as a r e s u l t  of reduclnq orouo s l m .  

The Ashley Natlonal Forest has Increassd the  number of qrouos 
under soeclal use oermit t o  a maximum of f i v e .  

L l m l t  of stav  i s  current ly  16 days i n  a i l  areas outside of 
develooed s i tes  on t h l s  Forest. 



will ~ ~ 1 s t  cre3tznq the need to change the r a y  this resource 1s 
mona~ed. If the chorce 1s not to invest in management of the 
wrldrrneas resource to a level that maintains our ...... 
wilrerness characteristics then in the near future w e  will be 
faced with m a k ~ n g  significant changes ~n the v > y  wildmrness has 
been tradltlon>lly nanaqnd." After such a s e r ~ o u s  statement the 
Ashley Forest does not make clear several thinss. First. will 
tho YroUoSrd d ~ r e c t i o n  orovide enougn increased funding to c h a n g e  
the =#resent n3nagenent radrc,lly? Second, If there are t o  be 
5zqniiic>nr changes ~n how wrlderness will be nanased, what will 
they be? 

NOLS would like to see more emphasis on education of the 
recreation user. The Forest makes a good heginning on Fagas IV 
16-18 of the Plan. liouevar. an additional resource never 
mentioned 1s the promotion of educational organlzatloni such as 
NOLS. With budget cuts, the federal Government must increase 
couoeration with the przvate sector. NOLS 1s a unique 
organization because its main priorities are the teaching of 
conservation practices, wilderness skills, and safety. 

6 )  This P l a n  ~n oarticular 1s one of the more confusing plans to 
understand. Alrernatives are never presented in a clear fashion- 
with detailed oifferences between the choices and explana~ions of 
how each ulcernative aifscts each resource. Symbols and codes 
for manilqement styles ar* used throughout the Plan with no- 
reference to what they mean. Though quidelines for Forest 
standards are established on oages IV 16-18, this is only a 
beqrnninq. There re no expliczt section on evaluation and 
monrtorinq of the standards and changes zn drrection if these 
standards are not met. 

7) In conclusion, NOLS is not pleased wlth the proposed 
directron of the Ashley National Forest. We prefer Alternative 
D. On paqe 5-2 of the DEI5 the benefit minus the cost shows that 
thzs alternative is the most profitable of all. The Forest 
states that xn the future ~t will evaluate addxtional areas for 
wilderness rnclusion. however all of the alternative=, except for 
D, "result rn roadins of timbered unro3ded arexs." The "high 
intensity manasement of disperoed recreation" 1s much qroater in 
alternative D than In the one proposed (145,844 acres compared to 
69.401 acres). Because recreatron IS the number one resource on 
the National Forest, It's emphasis should be the FrlOrlty. We 
hoDe that the Ashley Natlonal Forest will study the econGmics and 
socral implications of their proposed plan more closely and adopt 
Alternative D as the Final Plan. 

0 

The Standards and Guidelines section of the  Plan has been revlsed 
t o  orescrlbe a level of manawmant which 1 1 1 1  orotsct  the  
w I1 derness re5ourc~ .  

This Is  an exce l len t  recomendatlon and ha5 been IncorDorated 
in to  the  Standards and Guidelines section nf ths Plan. A oromom 
t h a t  i s  national In scoDe on t h l s  1 5 5 ~ 0  1s a lso b e l n i  dwelooed. 

See General Statement 811 

Chanter V I  of the  D r a f t  Plan contalns the Monltorlnn. Evaluatlon. 
and Chanqe of D l rec t lon  sectlons. The F lnal  Pian ha5 heen 
revlsed t o  mOrR c l e a r l v  d l w l a y  Intendad monitorlnq and triqnLfr4 
for chanoe I n  d l rec t lon  for Wllderness and other areas. 



Clav Johnson 
Pic BOX 31 
Jensen, Utah 84035 
13 NovenaW 1985 

Cmtwnt5 on Ashley Natlonal Forest DEIS and Proposed Plan 

Dear Mr Tucker; 

The Umtah Basm Flyfishers is a group of anglers m d y  
from the Vernal area who share an interest m quality fishmg, 
and the sportsmanshp and ethxs wbch go with that Interest. 
smce we orgaruzed about seven years ago, members have been 
active m s t r e a m  cleanup aCtlnties, mput to va~ious  agencies 
and entxtles on matters concenung policy or management dvectlon 
for streams, lakes and ripxihi habitat, and sponsormg 
actlvitxes such as f ly  tymg and f ly  castlng classes for the 
general public. 

and proposed forest plan for Ashley Nahonal Forest. More 
commenting on specific features, we would llke to  compliment you 
on the Inclusion of many concerns we f e l t  w e r e  neglected III past 
plans. We especially commend your stress on early idenbficatlon 
and control of O W  problems and the pack-m, pack-out program 
under Recreatron Ob~ectives, your concern for m-stream flows and 
idenhfymg and managmg for s e l f - s u s w g  b u t  populatrons, 
and your overall emphasis on riwian areas. It is grabfymg to 
6ee OUT blue rlbtan fishery on the Green River rec-zed as 
important m its own right rather than as lust a backqround for 
raftmg, and to see that you w i l l  contmue to oppose efforts to  
b u l d  any additlonal roads along or near the Green The concern 
given to buffer zones around ripxian areas, to culverts t o  
prevent s&ments a t  unavoidable stream crossmgs, and to 
lccatmg roads away from lakes, streams, and meadows is 
appreciated. 

showmg peak timber cuttmg years. We note p?sk?, m 1960 and ~.n 
the early 1970s. Our recollectLon 1s that the worst flwds of 
Ashley creek m the Vernal area were  m the early 60s and the 
early 70s. Is it posskde there is a correlation whch has gone 
unnoticed? If so, special cautxon should te used m d e t e r m m  
tinker sales on '&us type watersheds. 

We appreciate the o p p r t u ~ t y  to comment on the draft EIS 

Question: On page 111-36 of the draft  EIS is a Ime graph 

RRsoonse to Ulntah Basln Flyfishers 

A larqe aortlon of the timber harvest taklnq DIRCR on tho Formst 
durlnq that asrlod occurred In the Whltnrocks Dmlnaos. No 
correlation has been made but It Is doubtful the a m "  of 
cuttlnq durlnq this oerlad had snouoh effect to cause floodlno. 



The DEIS 

1. 111-3: Reference here and on IV-36 is made to three dlstmct  
Cultures m the area. Since by defimtlon over the next decade 
the younger newcomer class is gomg to show the greatest s ize  
gams, any plan adopted should emphasize the amemties or types 
of uses preferred by thls group. Further, the table on 111-26 
shows wildlife and fish use mcreasmg rapidly; any plan should 
examme the possI.b~lity of mcreasmg f ish and w i l d l d e  values, 
rather than rrantamng thm MK or a t  current levels. 

2. It does not appear that altematlves for the beetle k i l l  
problem such as leavlng the dead trees alone, or p r e s c r w  burns 
along MtUral con'wws, or let burn areas are adequately assessed 
1(1 the DEIS. 

3. In order to establish vegetative dlversity and age class 
diversity, have you considered planrung a series of burns m 
vaious  areas at  various hmes m the next 50 years, so that vast 
areas of the forest are not a l l  the same age and vegetatlve type 
next tm the beetle cycle erupts? 

4. I seem to recall that wood ash is alkalm. I read somewhere 
that reduced growth m Yellowstone Lake trout a t  one t l m e  was 
attrlhuted to control of f r e s ,  whlch led to a reductlon in  
nutrients and mmerals reachmg the lake. I wonder i f  it would be 
worthwhlle to set up a test situatlon on one or two of our lakes 
w i t h  a c i a t y  problems, and prescribed b u m  the watershed above 
them, along w i t h  a morutormg program t o  determme short and long 
term benefits, i f  any. 

5. Wlule realizmg such ttungs are U f i c u l t  to  assess, w e  
disagree w i t h  the assumption that demand for commodltles is 
completely elastlc, w h l e  demand for ameruties such as recreatlon 
is not, and is related d l red ly  to populatlon growth m utah and 
part of Wyommg. In fact, w e  believe the opposite to be the case. 
Amembes use seems constraued only by lack of awareness of the 
pssfiilitles ...by lack of a & e s + n g ,  or by percieved 
overcrowdlllg of an area. Commmhtles such as tinker, especially 
when meased prduction is being emphasised on Forests al l  OMI 
the West, w c k l y  reach a glut co&tlon, whch causes hardshp 
on those busmesses molved. 

6. W e  believe you should identify areas of the forest as no 
surface occupancy, etc. regardmg mmerals exploratlon. If you 
are not sure which areas t o  mark. then vow ~ l a n  should mclude 

~ ~~ 

an aggressive program to identlfy miti& areas, and the LIEIS 
should recogruze th~s problem. 

7. The NGPA process was designed so that all  Interested -le 
could have mput t o  and gam awareness of the management 
decisions and dveCtiOn affectmg public lands. To m s  Md, the 
DEIS should be easier to study and cross reference. I have no 
idea hcm to accomplish thrs. 

8. we do not feel an ad+& range of a l t e r ~ t i v e s  have been 

(oaqe 2) 
Slqnl f lcant  oooortunlt les f o r  lncrsaslnn f Ish hab l ta t  o r  numbers 
have not  been ldent l f led  on the  Forest. Winter rnnq- 1s the  
I lml t lna factor  fo r  sustalnlnq deer and elk oooulatlons In  our 
Forest area. P r l o r l t y  1s qlven t o  Imorove those Winter r a n w  
areas on the Forest t h a t  cnn bs  reasonably Imoroved. S l f ln l f l can t  
lmnrovem-nt or malntenance a c t l v l t l e s  are sch-dulad fQr v l l d l  I f 9  
In  the schedul In" oor t lon  of the Plan. 

This year the Ashley I s  beqlnnlnq a nroqram o f  arescribed f i r e  t o  
r-ducs slash created by sales  and f o r  t rea tmmt  o f  standln? dead 
IodqeooIe Dine t o  Imorove a l l d l l f e  habi ta t  and reduce tho I m n s e  
areas o f  unbroken f i r e  fuels. 

Ac id i ty  tes t lno  would have quastlonabla Val114 and 1s not  
olaoned. To obtain a siqnlflcant readlno of a nH channa In  a 
lake. a larqe burn t h a t  CausRS extenslvs damaqs t o  t h s  watershed 
n l t h  heavy runoff would have t o  occur. 

In  addi t ion t o  the  const ra in ts  on mlneral develoomwt shown In 
Chaoter I V  area q w i l l  be deslqnatad for a "no surface occuoancv" 
recommendatlon. Beyond t h i s .  the Forest S-rvlce exercises 
control over surface resources throilrlh recommendation of  standard 
and sneclal lease s t lou la t lons  (conies contained I n  Aooendlr 1 o f  
the  E I S  adn E In the  olan) on each aonl lcat lon r-vlewed. Thes- 
s t lou la t lons  protect  r lnar lan.  wild*rnass. w l l d l l f e .  and other 
surface resources. Throuqh oroDPr aoollcatlon o f  t h e  e x l s t l n q  
s t lnu lat lons.  the  surface re<ourceS can b- nrotected without 
wholesale withdrawal and unlawflll r 9 s t r l c t l o n  of mlneral 
exolorat lon and develooment. A matr ix  i s  contained I n  the E I S  
and Plan d lso lay lnq sDec1.I s t lou la t lons  and the areas they ar9 
am1 led In. 



msplayed because: 
(A) FNLS are only presalbed for A l t s  B & I, should be 

~~ 

mcluded rnth A l t  D. 
(E) Mlnerals exploratlon is treat& idenucally mer a l l  

alternatives. 
(C) The alternatives nearly a l l  rnclude an accelerated road 

buldlng program, when mad density is already l.llmi/square 
mle. 

ID) Many of the values such as  shown i n  figs. 11-1, 11-3, 
and 11-6 do not vary greatly from a l t  t o  a l t ,  and are actual ly  
lower under a l t  D, which presumably is the one enhancing such 
values. 

9. The DEIS f a i l s  adquately t o  address the closure of roads to 
a t a m  levels a t  or helm present density. 

10. The DEIS fa15 to drscuss SafegUKds and enforcement for O W  
use areas, and prevention of damage to riparian zones and w e t  
meadows, and sensitive soils from OWs, and mnflits between O W s  
and othex users such as livestock, lukexs, campers, wlldllfe 
observers, huntffs and flsherrren. 

11. The assumptlon is made that c4persed recreahon levels are 
somehow driven by developed recreahon levels. We disagree and ln 
fact believe the opposite: that developed reaeauon sites drive 
out or reduce the use by dx.persed recreatlomsts of areas near 
developed sites and roads leadmg t o  5ud1 sites. 

.s 

The F l m g  Gorge NRA 

We examrne this  area separately because of special legislated 
r-ements and because of the lnteragency management aspects of 
much of !3ns area. . . ._ ~~ - 

Overall w e  approve of present and proposed mamgement 
U e c h o n  on the NRA. 

1. App. A-15 # 7 ( 5 )  should mclude the Green aver. 

2. npp. A-15 #7(6) should lmlude the Green aver .  

3. App. A-23 117 Add "Erwurage Emec to mvestlgate ways t o  
prevent rapid lna-es 111 flow levels, causmg hazardous 
conhhons for recreatlolusts downstream from Flanung Gorge dam. " 
4. ~ p p .  A-43 Ita) should read "Manage a p r t ion  of rhe river for 
a 'trophy' river experience navigable ...". Remember rhat rhe goal 
here is fo mlntan recreational diversity m uses of the river. 

5. App. A-43 l (b )  #5 through #7 and 1113 and 1114. many of these 
appear to be obsolete, or need rephraslng to clarlfy w h a t  is 
m a t .  

6. App. A-45 #25 should read "stzive to mamtaln a sechon of the 
river.. . ". 

l a a m  3) 

See General Statement 110. 

In  reqard t o  road closures. the  f l n a l  Plan c a l l s  f o r  road 
closures so t h a t  the  number o f  miles oasn a t  anv n a r t l c u l a r  t ime 
w l i l  aoaroxlmatolv equal nresent o w n  m l l e a v .  

Safequards and enforcement f o r  ORV use 15 a cooo-ratlve e f f o r t  
betueen State and Forest Servlce o f f l c i a l s  u n d v  n l l thor l t y  o f  an 
e x l s t l n q  Cnoaerative Aqreemont. Prot-ct ion of r l n a r l a n  and 
sansl t lve areas I 5  arovlded iinder the  Standards and Guldel lnes 
section of t h l s  Plan. and c o n f i l c t s  amna ORV users Is dea l t  r l t h  
throuqh a aubi ic  scooinn orocess t o  5 ~ e c l f I c a l l v  i d e n t l f v  the 
nroblem and seek resolut ion. 

Your comment on the  re la t lonsh la  betwow disosrs-d and dweloa-d 
recreat ion Is acknovladqed. 

In  reference t o  your comments on the Flamlna Gorae NRA. 
ADO A-15 1715) and 16) are corrected In  accordancs r l t h  voor 
c o m n t .  

Your comment 13 i s  covered under A-43. D.l.b.12) 

The manaqement d l r e c t l o n  Dertalnlnq t o  a "troohv" rlwar 
exoerience i s  f o r  the  e n t l r e  r i v e r  cor r ldor  and not  the r l v p r  
I t s e l f .  

The chanqes in v o w  comnents 65 and 67 have heen made. 

The manaqement decision i n  A-45 625 anall-5 t o  ths  manarlsmnt 
area, no t  Just the r l v e r .  

7. ~ p p .  A-45 2b)  #2 appears t o  be obsolete, and further, ne%% 
rephraslng regar- "relccatlon". 



The proposed Plan 

In the followrng ateas w e  feel the proposed forest plan 
needs rephrasmg or alteratlon . 
(l)lV-16 1112:Include rafters vs non-raftmg fishermen as a 
conflict. 

(2)lV-27 #37:We doubt the economic benefits derived from 
harvesting timber m riparian zones outweigh the short and long 
term costs, and r e c o m m e n d  that either no harvest cccur m 
riparian zones, or that such harvest only OCCUT after careful 
study has identlfied the deslrabil iW for the benefit of the 
habitat, and then m the m e r  prescrked. 

(3)lv-29 #1 100 feet is not sufficient &stance in some 
instances. Perhaos t h s  should read "...extendha from 100 feet 
to  1 f 4  m i l e  from' the edges of perenma1 stn?ams;lakes,wetlam% or 
other riparian ecosystem." 

(4)1V-29 115 Satre as (2) above. 

(5)lV-30 add 1113 extreme cautlon should be used ln 
considerlng or applylng any herbicides, pesticides, or other 
tcoucants near rlgarian zones. 

entlre NRA portlon of the river as a "nonce flmt-boat" stream, 
and should be rephrased to lnd~cate your desire to manage the 
Green  withm the NRA to provlde opprtmties for several 
u f e r e n t  types of w a t e r  recreation m a manner so as to mwmize 
conflicts. 

(6)A-43 D.1.a Th~s sounds llke you want t o  m a t a i n  the 

In genccal we feel the propxed plan LS not a gccd one, and 
doesn't display that balance between uses that normally e x s t s .  
we feel that a version of w h a t  you are callq the "non-market" 
plan, a l t  D, m&ied t o  not reduce Nnen t ly  used livestock AUMs 
1 ~ 1  the f i r s t  decade, w i t h  reduced rmd burlwg and mamtamce 
of road density a t  no m o r e  than omsent levels, no tlmberng u1 
riparian zones or on slopes exceeding 40%. aggressive policy 
regardmg designatlon of areas not slutable for mlnerals 
development, and an effort to force vegetative a&3ge class 
d~versi ty  throughout the forest by lMoMtive m e t h e  includlng 
bunung, would far  better a n s w e r  the needs and use trends 
displayed by the users of t h s  forest. Further, t h s  alternate 
appeKs to offer very g d  ratios of Cost versus returns t o  the 
treasury. even ignormg the tremendous returns t o  an extremely 
broad segment of the private sector, whlch ha5 large non- 
identrfied secondary benefits to the treasury. 

Thank You, 

9- 
for: U h t a h  Basin Flyflshers 
-; uintah Hountain Club 

(rraqe 4)  
Ths e n t i r e  section lncludinq 1'4-16 812 ha5 berrn r e w r i t t s n  and 
addresses user c o n f l i c t ,  

Standards and Guidelines provide f o r  soecial manaoqment o f  the 
r l o a r i a n  ecosystem t o  orotect  the  values of those areas. Thesq 
are found under both the  Rioarian Area and T i n h r  Standards and 
Guidsl ines. 

The d e f l n l t l o n  of what const i tu tes a r t o a r l a n  area I s  In  tho 
qlossary and the  standards and ouldnl Ins ssctlon.. Soscisl 
Drotection w i l l  bs provided t o  these areas as stated above. 

The specif I c  addi t ion reqardlnrr herbicides. nesticldes. otc. was 
not  made. it was f e l t  t h a t  the  Standards for manaqament of t h i s  
hab i ta t  nrovlded for t h i s  concern. 

The manaqemnt dsc is ion t h a t  fo l low A 4 3  D.1.a address the  
numerous ooDortunities. a c t i v i t i e s  and resources. 



Will Durant, M - D .  
President, Uintah Mountain C l u b  
3264 W 500 S 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Mr. Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Vernal, Utah 

SUBJECT: Land and Resource Management Plan, Ashley National Forest 

Dear Duane, 

What follows is the carefully considered response of the 
Uintah Mountain Club to the Ashley National Forest Plan, a body 
of work that has been five years or more in the preparation. 
We appreciate the cons1de;able amount of work that has gone into 
the Plan, and we realize that countless hours of labor have been 
necessary to generate the data contained therein. I must admit 
that we were a little overwhelmed by the size and complexity of 
the volumes we received We are just "average citizens'' trying 
to get involved in the plans for the lands we own. We are not 
professional land managers, foresters. or wildlife biologists, 
although many of us have a keen interest in many aspects of land 
stewardship and natural history We have to depend somewhat on 
the professionals--our public employees--to provide proper care 
for the land that is the heritage of us all 

So it was with not a little consternation that we embarked 
on a review of your Plan. It is a ponderous work, filled with 
reams of data, tables. equations, and some apparent inconsistencies 
To wade through this document requires many hours and considerable 
dedication To respond in a meaningful way requires quite a bit 
more time and effort, and some technical assistance to interpret 
both the content and the intent of the Plan. It is not a cesual 
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undertaking. So I would like to express our appreciation to 
you for allowing an extension of the comment period. We were 
assured by Dave Kimbrough, speaking for you in a telephone 
conversation in late October, that our comments would carry 
as much weight if they were submitted after the official 
deadline as those you received by 25 October. This extension 
allowed many of us who have full-time jobs, family responsi- 
bilities, and community obligations to respond in a way that, 
we hope, is not superficial or naive 

receive the amount of public comment you claim to seek is that 
documents like the Plan are so incredibly lengthy, complex 
and intimidating that most people who would like to get involved 
are Simply scared off when faced with the task of dissecting 
them. Comments such as, "You've got to be kidding," were 
commonplace when I attempted to distribute copies of the Plan. 
How many people do you think are willing to abandon a normal 
social life, forsake their families after work for two or three 
weeks, and teach themselves forest management and timber 
economics the hard way in order to respond to all facets of this 
document? Especially if there is little chance that their 
comments will be included in the final Plan? 

It appears, however, that a big reason that you may not 

To quote the Chief Planner, 

"This document 1 s  n o t  written for the average citizen." 

We quite agree. How, then, do you expect the average citizen to 
respond? We were a l s o  informed that there will almost certainly 
be no major change or departure from your chosen alternative in 
the final Plan, no matter what comments are submitted. It sounds 
as if we're doomed from the start. Nevertheless, we feel com- 
pelled to respond to wnat we feel is an inadequate Plan, costly t o  
the taxpayer, potentially disruptive to the natural scene, and 
weighted toward development and commodity production. 

of our comments and look forward to working with you in a 
constructive manner. 

Please read on.  We would appreciate careful consideration 
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"Qlut t h " g  about decent land use as solely an e m m c  
problem. 
and esthewcally right, as w e l l  as w h a t  IS econwucally 
mat. 
Fteqri ty ,  stab~lity and beauty of the b iohc  ccmnnnuty. 
is m n g  when it tends to  do othenvise." 

Exanune each question m terms of what is etlucally 

A tlung is right when it tends to preserve the 
It 

Aldo Leopold, A Sand County plmanac 

T" 

Accelerated tunber harvest seems to be the drivmg force k h u d  

tlus Plan, so the assuptions made here are very siqmficant. 

pram.ses are used and a& upm, the Plan w i l l  collapse under its own 
wight.  Costly revisions w i l l  have t o t e  made m the near future, and 

repercussions w i l l  h c c u ~  throughout the Plan and, therefore, thmughout 
the Forest. 

Plan h u s e  ElMcF and W F  are constantly kemg mterchanged. 
calculations unw~ldy. 

tranagemnt dxection: 

I f  false 

It is a f f i d t  t o  follow ttus p&on of the DEIS and 
"hLs mkes 

major a s s q b o n s  are &e, and form the basis for the entIre 

(1) There IS a m k e t  for a l l  the t a r  you plan to sell (pB-13, Plan).  
(2) Tmkr prices w i l l  rise. 
The frost m p r t a n t  assumption ~n the FORPLAN analysis is that, "Demand 

for all resource outputs 1.5 equal to or qea te r  than supply (elastic) 
except for recreahon" (Appsnchx B, p13). The Preferred Alternative calls 
for an annual harvest of 29 W F .  
area is 18 mBF, and the average ann& harvest has been only about 14  MBF 

annually. 
mch mre t m h ,  especially when you consider what has hapPenea to other 

nulls that have expanded m other parts of the countty and the pm~ected 
nnrket for lcrmber t ius country and abrcad. 

local nulls a x e s  from areas other than the Ashley Natlonal Forest. 
There is not a strong nnrket for the t-, nor is there llkely tote. 
It is no secret that a l l  Forest Service regions have teen given clear 
mtruct ions to n " z e  comrodity prcduction and to accelerate tlmber 

sales UI the Natlonal Forests. 

Current capacity of sawnrlls m the 

It a-s e x t r m l y  unllkely that local mills ml l  ask for 

mch of the smtmker m 

If  mtensive "kr sales and harvestmg 

Rssoonse t o  the  Ulntah Mountain Club 

(Paqe 3) 
LLmhsc 

Th9 maslf lad oraferred a l te rna t ive  has rsduced the annual t imber 
sale volumr, from 27.0 MMBF t o  21.0 MMBF. Thl- reductlon occurred 
due t o  tho  e l lmlnat lon o f  schedulsd harvest ln i  on slooe. 
exceedlnq 40%. d e l e t l n i  t h e  h a r v s s t l m  of a50-n a9 sawloqs. 
deferr lnq some aotent la l  harvest areas b9causs of t h e i r  unroaded 
character ls t lcs .  and de ls t lnq  soms sale5 t h a t  orovsd not  t o  be 
the best re5ource manaqnment oot lon a t  t h i s  tlms. The t a r q s t  o f  
21.0 MMUF Is helow the  a l l w a h l e  sal-  w a n t l t y  (ASO) of 25.86 
WBF l d e n t l f l e d  I n  the  aaoroved 1978 TI&-r Maniliarent Plan. 
which w l l l  remain In  e f f -c t  u n t i l  the Ashl-v Forest Plan I s  
aooroved. 

Ths market demand I n  1985 nxc-sd-d ths  25.0 MMRF ( A S O )  t h a t  wn5 
o f fe red  and sold. We ant lc loa tn  t h a t  t h i s  dsmand * I 1 1  continua 
at a hlrlh level f o r  an extended period o f  tlm. 



is the dlrfftion taken by most other National Forests, what w i l l  this 
oversupply do to the price of tlmber and lunhr? Oversupply m the face 
of unchangea d& or a slunpmg market ce=tamly will mt get you the 

price you seek for Forest tunber. 
pme is given as $32.79/PBF. 
ranged fran $7-8/M3F to $12-15/MEiF m tlmber sales over the past five 
years. 
meeting on 30 September. 
m a depressed m k e t  a t  the mflated price you expect? The p r a s e  is 
faulty, but the en tue  Plan sems t o  be preheated upon it. 

On p g e  B-33 s tmpge  for ldgepole 

IIlstnrically, however, bid prices have 

This mfomt ion  was provided by the Forest Planner durmg OUT 

How do you propose to sell twice as much tunber 

Below-cost timber sales m scores of National Forests have resulted 
m losses to the taxpayer-the owners of the Forests--;-"g to zane 

$2.1 billion over the past ten years. 
Research Service puts the loss a t  $1.6 billion for the 11-year span 1973-1983. 
Eight of the m e  Forest regions actually %money on tunber sales. 
reqions tmk m less than they spent on tlmber sales and mad bmldmg m 
fiscal 1983. Mcept for Califonua, Oregon, and Waslungton, there were not 
many years where other states generated a positive cash flow durmg the 
eleven years of the study cited at4ve. 

mnsistently m n g  the states whose Nahonal Forests lose money on t a r  
sales. 

Another study by the congressional 

SIX 

U t a h ,  it should be pomted out, IS 

Section 6(k) of the 1976 NEMA stwulates that the e m n m c  ~Utability 

of forest land nust be taken mto acamnt when foxmulahng tunber sales m 
each Forest Plan, yet it is clear that the Ashley Plan would result m 
losses to  the taxpayer by wstlng the government mllions of dollars more 
to bmld roads, a-ster the sales, restore cutover land, regulate the 

mcreased recreahonal access that road buldmg would encourage, and to 
mtigate harmful e n v ~ o m t a l  and esthetic effects. 

was a m k e t  for a l l  the tlmter you propose to cut. 

respond to  a faulty p r a s e ,  eswcially when It appears to drive an/ entire 
plan. 
ful  by your criteria ( a s d  lncreased market) . 
there was an lncreased market, the tlmber would lrkely be sold a t  such a loss 
as to be d e w m t a l  to Federal fiscal policy. 

t w c e  the m l m  of tm&r at four t m s  the gomg rate. 

That is, i f  there 

We are unsure how to 

On the one hand, the Psh1e.r Forest Plan looks unlrkely to !=e success- 
On the other hand, i f  

The Forests just can't sell 

( o a w  41 
The questlon o f  "bslor cos t  5aIe5" has b.?come one o f  natlonol 
concern. Natlonal P O I I C Y  Is stRtDd hv the Chief o f  tho  Forsst 
S-rvice a? f o l l w s .  "As a ?-nwil l  rv l - .  the  tlmbar sal-  n m r m  
on a Natlonal Forsst should be mmaqsd 50 t h a t  t o t a l  bans f i t s  
equal or exceed the  costs ovnr tlme't and further. "The tlmhsr 
sa le Drmram should ba alannsd and conducted In an economlcaily 
e f f  l c l e n t  mann-r. consistent w i th  m o l  icahls land mmaqsmsn t  
olans." 

Many fu ture timber sales on the  Ashl-y Forest w i l l  f a l l  In to  the 
cateqory o f  "below cost" as a r e s u l t  o f  low value soscIe5 
(lodneoolel aooravated by a very hioh nercentaq9 o f  d-ad material 
(lodqeoole k l l l e d  by nine bark beet le  eo idmlc)  belna IncludDd In  
the sales. Sales w l l l  be mad4 In comollance w i th  the  Forest ?and 
and Resource Manaqement Plan and n i l  I bs based on m e t l n i  the  
Chief's In ten t  t h a t  any t imber sa le  nrmram mu+ orovide t o t a l  
Forest benefi ts. BenRfItS considered Includ- not  on lv  the  d o l l a r  
value o f  the  timber sold bu t  also the  benef i t  o f  roneneratlng a 
new timber stand I n  DIace o f  the beet le -4 l i l sd  stand: the  
bsnnf l ts  t o  be nained In creat inq o r  Increaslnq w i l d l i f e  habi ta t  
d l v s r s l t y  over t h s  lonq term: the  benpf i ts  o f  rsduclno the  
notent la l  f o r  miljor and catastronhlc f l r e  Occurrsnce by hrea4lno 
un the  contlnlfoui fuel bed: the  henef l ts  t o  bs 87aln-d over tho 
lonq term by bwinnlnq t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  visual q u a l i t y  whpre 
d l v e r s l t y  I s  belnq reduced bv the extensive b-e t la -k i l l :  and the  
benef i ts  t o  be qained by prov ld lnq some s t a b l l i t v  i n  a seriously 
lmoacted local economv. 
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YOU adut that prices have heen erratic ( M ,  Plan, pII-12). Is 

there any mhcatlon that thrs c o d h o n  ml l  cbnqe y1 the future? 
admt that mst tlmber sales have been below cost. 
change? We doubt it. 

You 
15 thrs lrkely t o  

The Plan acknowledges that these sales mll be &low cost (Table 11-9, 

pII-76, DEW. 
and the fourth lowest PNV--value of resources and CdrmXIitles. 
the “non-mrket“ Alternative D, wtuch nevertheless has substantlal tlmber 
harvest and road bmldmq, heats t i u s  by a nule: it has the f i f th  luqhest 
WC (and 15 therefore cheap to a?”ster), a d  the &d tuqhest PNV. 
Even Altemahve A is worth mre to the taxpayer. Table 11-9 ei@asizes 
that everyone is better off mth no helow-cost tunber sales and m d  bulldmq. 
We are a t  a loss to guess why you p s i s t  y1 preferrmq a mre costly, less 
valuable Alternahve. 
excuse to Increase the profile and therefore the budqet for Ashley Nahonal 
Forest, perhaps by pro]ectmg an Increase ~n admuustmtive duties attendanc 
to  the logqmq? 
mcrease tunbermq, and when thrs becomes obv~ous the ratlonale for budget 
mcreases w i l l  disappear,~and dith it,a large prtion of your budget. 

slopes because of mdequate technology and the p t e n a a l  for adverse 1mpact-5. 

How has t h ~ ~  chanqed? 
sustam the rate a t  wiuch you pmpse tlmbermq the Forest (DEIS, pIV-17) 
makes it even mre d r k e l y  that you w i l l  be able t o  sell your tuober. 
even i f  lcgqmq could be acmnplished on steeper slopes, the consequences 
of loggmg these slopes m the watersheds m whrch they typu!ally occur are 
unacceptable. 

potenhal for erosion, destabillzatlon. and increased se5urentlaad m 
streams and rivers. 

Alternative B has the fourth tuqhest WC (mst to a a s t e t )  
By contrast, 

Could it be that tlmher sales are bemq used as an 

It is unrealishc to assme that the P lan  w i l l  prackcaLLy 

The 1978 Tunber Plan rec”2nded that tInb2-c not be harvested on steep 

The a s s w h o n  that cable laggIng w i l l  be needed to 

And 

There would be the r i s k  of mre and faster runoff, w i t h  the 

W e  oppose any tunber harvest on slopes greater than 40%. 

No site mdex map is mcluded the Plan smmq each site by the 

various parameters which detemune relative smtability, and there is no 
mdicatlon of whether a study has been done to  deterrmne whrch sites are 
mst emnmcal  and m wtmt order it is planned to  harvest than. Ws leads 

us to believe that “cost is no object” m qettlnq to any stand whrch is even 
w q m l l y  smtable for tlmbermq. 

( p a w  5 1  
No cable yordlnq 1s scheduled I n  ths  modlfled Drnferred 
al ternattvr ,  durlnq the  t l r s t  decade. 

No s l t e  Index ma0 I s  Included because we do not have the e n t i r e  
Forest maPD8d and we have chosen not to Include Just a Dortlon. 



We 'clunk that mst -le are under the impression that acct xca'ung 

the t m h r  harvest m areas of heavy prne beetle lull mll  s a w h ~ ~  stop 

the epidauc. 
pme beetle, and rightly SO. 

that harvesun¶ affected stands is "qco?' for the Forest. 
 ores st Plan neglects to -cab, nor is mst of the pub11~ aware, that 
the heetle e p i b c  has probably peakea and IS on the declme. 
does not clearly dcnment the Lmportance of accelerated - harvest m 
controllmg the pme beetle and c-y does not carpare t i u s  n'ettmd 
w i t h  other E-, such as cuntmlled burns or mtensive biological controls. 

s q l y  no other n'e"3 1s lcoM at as a way to contml furthex infestabon. 
m-heps, then, wntrol of the pme beetle cannot be acccmplished w i t h  
current n'ethcds. The Ashley Forest Plan should not q l y  m any way that 

an accelerated harvest is part of a laxqer pme beetle control strategy. 

Nor all harvestmg even-aged stands of lodgepole plne result ln anYthng 

but perpetuatlan of the situation d c h  led to the lnfestation m the flrst 
place-large stands of even-age3 lodgepole pme 100-120 years old. Whether 
the trees are rerroved by the pme beetle or by loggers 1s mt. 
act ivibes  result m loss of the saopslzed trees. 
IS that tlmber harvest 1s acamq~llshed at  a loss t o  the taxpayer and slgmf- 

icantly lmpacts lmportantblological and esthe'uc values of the Forest. 
Tius is largely due to road c " c t l o n  (DEIS, ppTv-30/31), but my also be 

due to harvestang dzhcds used. 

and tmker harvest are around 10.000 feet m elevatlon--m areas where the 
pme beetle is generally not a problen. 

Your Plan dwes that trmberlng pradlces unll control the 
But the lnhlic 1s s ~ l l  under the mxession 

The Ashley 

The Plan 

Bath 
The obvious hfference 

We are also concerned that m y  of the areas apparently slated for road 

Lakeshore Basm is an example. 

We cannot wxlerstand why uneven-aged "wagenr3t can't wrk for other 
areas of the Forest besides Flam~ng Garge NRA. 

where uneven-aged m g m t  is considered. 
5 " d r l l y  &mussed as an optlon m one mall paragraph on p g e  11-12 Of 

the Plan. 

of the Forest scene, and your persistence m even-aged mnagaIE3t Of the 
Forest, are geed ways to ensure that hversl ty  vnll not eylst 111 large portlons 
of the Forest, and that the plne beetle all be mth us agam m epiddermc fonn. 

There 1s no alternative 

Uneven-aged m g - t  is 

We feel that f a l u r e  to ackncwledge that f l r e  is a natural pKt 

(oaqe 6 )  

Exceot I n  Isolated. I I vO.  unlnfested stands. fu tu rs  harvestinn In  
the  lodseoola and aonderosa o lns ecosvstems w i l l  have l i t t l e  or 
no e f f e c t  on the  mountaln Dlns beetle. Tho beet le  ooldemlc has 
aeaked and Is on the  decline. malnly due to the  lack of l i v e  
t roas su f f l c len t  t o  suonort Iarq- ooaulat lms.  

The ohJectlves o f  harvestlnq the  dead materlal are: 1 )  To allow 
a~oalo t o  use some of the  materlaf orlor to I t s  balnq burned i n  a 
w l l d f l r e .  The natural way a fodwoole fo res t  reqsneratss Is 
throuah l a m e  w l l d f l r s s .  W l l d f l r e  can came unacc-otahle 5011 
l o s e s .  f loodlnn. stream and lake no l lu t lon .  v l l d l  I f e  I o % w s  and 
reduced hab i ta t  d lvers l ty .  a l r  aol lu t lon.  and reduced vIsu.1 
qual l t l e s  and recreatlonal oanortunlt le5. 2) To accomnl Ish s i t e  
oreoarstlon by arovldlns ootlmum so11 condit ions f o r  se-ds t o  
grow In. thus obtalnlnq a new stand t h a t  *I l l  orovlde wood f o r  
fu ture qeneratlons. 3) To remove surroundlnq dead materlal t o  
holo protect  new stands from dest ruct ion hv r l l d f l r ~ .  Standlni 
dead t ress  w i l l  f a l l  In  20 - 25 wars .  I f  the stand do95 not  
burn w i th  the Increased fuel loadlna. any fu ture reforestat lon or  
t imber stand ImmvPmont work w l l l  ha s l m l f l c a n t l v  hm"r -d  by 
th9 downfall o f  100s. 4 )  To remove. w i t h  the  dead harvest. th3 
IIve. overtoanlnn. mistletoe-Infected t rees t h a t  spread mlst ls tos 
t o  the develoalnrl new stands. 5) To d-vslon stand a19 
d lvsrs l tv .  thernbv lmorovlno w l l d l  I f e  hahltat.  Tvnrcallv. 
lodqeaole stands are even aned ronoculti ires. Bv 5ta'114rln0 th9  
cuts ovsr t h e .  we can achieve some v a r l a t l o n  In  stand an-<. Blq 
qam9 habi ta t  1s best when there 1s a 40/60 c ~ v e r - f o r a m  r a t l o .  
Currently. due t o  the extensive lodneooln stands. t h i  Aqhlsv Is 
excessive In t h e  c w e r  ca twory .  and IOU In t h s  form-. Small 
c learcuts  fmorove the  amount o f  foraoe. whl la  Qrovldlna ootlmitm 
condlt lons f o r  the  shade In to lerant  lodoenole t o  qrnw. 6 )  To 
Increase water y le lds .  7)  And t o  Imorave the racreotlonal 
exoerlence fo r  Forest v151tors. 

Harvastlnq of tlmher ( 5  schqdu(nd throunhovt a1 c m e r c l a l  
t l m b P r  ncosvstnms RXCePt where removal a c t l v l t l s s  mlqht advsrsly 
ef fec t  other resources. where sconomlcs mare the s a l e  unfeaslbls. 
a t  admln ls t ra t lve s i tes.  In  a Wlldesnsss. OF In  other ~ n ~ c l f l c  
areas I d s n t l f l e d  rn t h i s  Plan. 

Current theories about the a l t l t u d l n a l  I lml ts  of mountaln n lns 
beet le  snldemlcs are Drovlno t o  be less than accurats In ths  
Ulnta Mountalns. The beet [ *  has been I n  the  lower end of 
Cakeshora Rasln. I n  the  Homer I.akes area. f o r  over two year<, 
This area i s  a t  an s levot lon o f  10.500 fnst .  

Lakeshare Basln 15 no lonqer In  our t l m b w  haw-s t  schedule. It 
has been nddod t o  Manarlemnnt Area 0 and 1 1 1 1  ha qlven a dlsnsrsed 
rocreat  Ion emohas 15. 



s!z!sLY. 
(1) W e  do not thrnk the Eshley National Forest Plan is rea l i sbc  m 

appraislng a market for the Forest's tmhx. 
tlmber sales are not m lme with hstor ical  reality. 

(2) Tlmber sales have tradihonally been a losmg propsihon. 

Pm]ectlons for 

There 
is no reason to  expect t lus  to change. 

m the mers of the marketplace, and we enphahcally do not wit 
to subsidrze an mdustry with below-wst tunher sales. 

(3) Harvestlng should only be done on slopes of less than 40% and m 
areas that are already mad&. 

u n h l  ovaweerung need and eomamc ]usbficahon can be derronstrated. 

As taxpayers, we belleve 

Leave the unroaded areas alone 

(4) Do not use the prne h t l e  eprdenrc as  y.shficatlon for accelerated 

mad b u l m  and tunher hamest. 
they are g d e d  or sawed. 

it won't cost us  a small fortune and permanently scar the Forest. 

(5) You do not have a m y f u l  array of altemabves presented m the 
DEE and Plan. The only constramts on timber harvest are the "low 

budget" ceillngs m Alternatives F and G. 

analysis mvvalid, smce no voluntary restramts w e r e  placed on 
tunher harvest and road b u l b g  for the sake of wildlife, esthehc 
or other n o n d t y  values. 

The trees w i l l  be dead whether 

A t  least i f  the beetle krl ls  the tunher 

Thls alone makes your 

( 6 )  There IS no site mdex map, other than the Analysis Area quadrants, 
wiuch allows us to see how you prioribze the areas of the Forest 
re. the parameters that detenNne -t&ility and relative order of 

sale and harvest. 
(7) Uneven-agd m g m t  1s disrmssed mv evay  altemabve. The reasons 

are vague. 
(81 Scme areas appear to be open to  sale and harvest wluch occupy the 

heads of watersheds and are above 10,000. 
opens these areas to harvest and road buldAg. 

I 

We condemn any Plan whch 
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FIRE PRXECI'ION - 
W e  are en-aged by p u r  Statawnt on page 111-55 of the DEIS m 

reference to the future of a i d  suppression plans on the Ashley. 
mewise we supprt your propsal to use broadcast b " g  on cut-aver 
areas as a way of decreasmg fuel load and retumrng nutrients to the soil. 
W e  feel that f l re  is a very important management tcol that IS often 
neglebed. Prescr- burns should certamly be used to deal w i t h  the 
fuel situatrons and beetle epidenrc on selected areas of the Forest. 
AvaLlability of the tunber to harvest should not be the sole criterion 
for fightmg fxes. 
at  sone future tlm by road. 
part.~ons of the Forest go up m smoke, under the right m*rolcqic 
c o n d i t r ~ ~ ,  than to see mads 
changlng the character of the Forest for a l l  tune. 
burns ln cml, h m d  seasons on prenously designatd and carefully chosen 

parts of the Forest is a lo t  c h e a p  way to control fuel loadmg, Increase 
vegetatron hversity, and enrich the soi l  than 1s your grandiose Plan to 
double tunber harvest and lace the Forest vnth roads. 

A v a r l a b i h t y  is a relatlve thmg and a s s m s  access 
For OUT mney, we'd lust  as scon see affected 

b u l t  mtc unroaded areas, permanently 
Prescr- or a l l m d  

You p m t  out that f i re  orgamzatron costs are calculated on mcreased 
budgets bffause of mcreased risk. 
-use of mcreased h m  access and achvity. 
f l res  you are trymg to prevent by mcre~sed access and hamest are mre 
llkely to occur as a result of that access and related aCtZYities. 

understand that very hot, destructrve f l res  ray be prevented hy reductlon 
of fuel, but we wonder whether such f l res  prcduce a greater demand m mney 

and mper than nummeous human-caused f l res  m m d d  areas. 

We assme that thls means Increased risk 
Tius would lmply that the 

W e  

To your credit, you do allude to the legitmate use of prescr- 
bums as a managwent tool (DEIS, A-S), but m the next sentence YOU S t a t e  

tha t , "m publics view f l re  as an enmy and a destru&ve force that should 
be aggressively controlled a t  a l l  tmes." The real issue is not whether 

the public v i m  f l re  as a threat and an en- fran thelr partrcular preiud~ce. 
Fifty y e ~ s  of snaky the Bear have Indoctrulated p p l e  to regard f l re  as 
m t h m g  to be fought a t  a l l  tuw. 
and preIustorically part of the natural scene and cycle has been effectively 

r-ed. The questlon is whether f l re  is a leqitwte and efficient rrwage- 

ment tool to wntml  the pme beetle epidmuc and the fuel burden m the Forest. 

Any notlon that f l r e  was lustorically 

( P a w  8 )  
Fire Protact Ian 

The Ashley 15 contlnulnq a Drmram of arwcr lbed  flr- t o  rsduCR 
slash created by sales and for  treatmsnt of s tand ln i  d-ad 
IodqeDole Dine t o  Improve v l l d l l f e  habrtat  and reducR the  Immense 
areas of unbroken f i r e  fuels.  
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I f  sroky the Bear can teach whole generahons that  f l r e  is bad, 

we must certalnly t r y  t o  teach them that f u e  is gccd m s m  clrcmstances. 
public pre~udice should 

efficient and econmcal way. 

preclude a "let bum" policy m s m  areas. 
could be mxhfied a t  any tune to exclude tunber sales of uulividual merit, 
or "pensat ion wuld te paid m cwrent dollars to tunber purchasers i f  
it is detemund that certam stands or  porhons of stands mght te tetter 
treated w i t h  naturally-occurmg f l re .  

be a factor m m g m g  the Forest m an 

It has been pomted out to us that  " 1 ~  sum" tlmber sales m y  

l l n s  m g m t  dmectlon 

SUmMly. 
Fire is a leqitmte and effechve m a g m t  tool ur Forest m g 5 n e n t .  

It is not touched upon m enough detai l  m the Ashley Forest Plan, and no 

strong m t m e n t  i s  mde to its use. 
rradified suppression should have tugh priority and be used concurrently 

w i t h  tlmber harvest. 

by flre.  
urtend to try t o  overcome this m the near future. 

prcductlon entails  mcreased r i s k  of m-caused f i res  m unfortunate areas 

a t  undeslrable m s .  

~ T L  those alternatlve plans wluch Bnphasize m t y  production. 

W e  feel  that prescrked bums and 

No timetable 1s given for l m p l m t a t l o n  of rmnagement 

public p r e ~ u k c e  is recogruzed, but It 1s not clear whether you 
Increased nmrodvty 

l l n s  is reflected m mcreased f l r e  m g e m e n t  budgets 

I I 



WADS - 
Thuty  thousand mles of road are planned for construction or recon- 

struction 111 our Natlonal Forests. 
consider that t t u s  is a t o u t  4,000 mles farther thm the c ~ ~ d e r e n c e  of 
our Earth. 
and absurd and wasteful fran a pradlcal  p m t  of new.  The Ashley Plan 

f a l l s  right m lme vnth these grease drredlons fran Washmgtm, D.C. 
by propsrng to b u l d  or reconstruct 3356 mles of road m the next five 
decades under AlteIw.tlve B. 

is new road and how much 1s uwadmg of exrstmg roads, 0-g of old 
roads, or appropriatlon of exrstmg trmls. 
wiuch roadless areas w i l l  be rmded except to prcduce quadraniaof "analysis 

areas," wiuch only show where tunber harvest take place. No "prehen- 

sive map is  provided dmnstratmg how the road system w i l l  llkely appear 
a t  the end of decades 1 through 5, so we are left to guess the tlmrng and 

locabon of each psslble road. 

To put tlus m scale, we need only 

Tlus is &sasmus frcm an esthebc and envvolnwtal standpmt, 

No mdxabon 1s given as to how much of tlus 

No m&cation is given as to 

Furthemure, there 1s 110 real spedrrrm of road b u l d m g  offered m the 
alternabve array. 
of road wnstruchon and re-construcbon over the 50-year pid. Even the 

low budget alternabves F and G allow for 625 and 1630 mles of roads each. 

(ppII-48/49, Table 11-4, DEIS) 

The Non-Market Altemabve D 5-11 proposes 2057 mles 

The average annual a&bon of roads on the Ashley N a t i o n a l  Forest IS 
stated as  5.5 mles for a total of 55 mles fran 1971-1981. Re-cons t ru~on 

has bsen 94 mles, for an average annual nuleage of 9.4 mles. We assme 
+As equates to 14.9 mles of total road for each year. Y e t  the "Current 

Dlreblon" Alt-bve pmpses a total of 2233 mles on wnstruction and 
resonstru&on II~ the next  five decades, for an annual mleage of 44.6. 

N e d  we p m t  out that tlus is not wnsistent w i t h  the current dxecbon? 

Rmd density is listed as 1.11mles of road per square mle of land 

outside the Hlgh Umtas. 
land, and the density III hqher 111 the areas that are rcaded. Nevertheless, 

it does nothmq to reassure us that road density w i l l  maease to alimst 
2:l  [1.8:1) i f  Alternabve B is mplementd. Wus mcrease 111 rwd density 

by 60% w i l l  undoubtecuy change the nature of the Forest experience Irrewcahly, 

no mtter how "any roads you p m s e  to close. 

Obviously I k s  mcludes large tracts of unroaded 

(Pane 101 
bads 
The mll-s of road t o  he construct-dlreconstructad have been 
reduced from 34.1 mlles 09r veer oronosed I n  tho Ora f t  Forest 
Plan t o  25.8 mllns Der year. We also have taksn a look a t  tho 
methodolooy f o r  est lmatlnn and dlsolay lno road mllsaoe. t o  b9 t t - r  
axolaln th9  Orooosal. Aooroxlmatolv 80 oqrc9nt o f  th?  local 
roads t o  be constrvctPd are temoorarv roads. s k l d  trails and 
landlnqs. Of the  rsmalnlnq 20 nercant whlch would be oermanqnt 
roads. aooroxlmately 60 oercent would be reconstructlon and 40 
nercent would be construction. In  addltlon. m5t of the  n9w 
nermanmt roads whlch w i l l  he h u l l t  a r e  local roads. maw r h l c h  
w l l l  be oated a f t e r  l n l t l a l  a c t l v l t l e s  ar- comoIet9d. althouqh 
they would s t i l l  be aval lab ln t o  rsc rsa t lon ls ts  on font. 
horseback. o r  o f f  road vehlc la  I f  nermltt.?d. 

Rssource manaqement obJectlvos and env l ronwnta l  const ra ln ts  
consldered In  nlannlno for  new roads. I t  1s not  our ohiect lve t o  
construct roads f o r  thQ sak? o f  bu l ld lnn  roads. Local roads ~ 1 1 1  
he located In  areas where t h i s  Plan allows a c t l v l t l e s  r h l c h  w i l l  
require access. 
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e u o n a l  "OF?? opporhnuhes" and TM"agement challenges are the 
mentable result, and w i l l  maw* the duxuptlon of habitat for game and 
non-game species. (pS-7, Plan) You assure us that alp- ecosystpms and 
w e t  meadows w i l l  he closed to O W  use to protect resource damge (p111-4, 
Plan: PIV-31, p111-11, DEIS) I hope that you don't seriously thlnk that 
you can prevent the sort of dannge that currently occurs around Chepzta 
Lake or a t  the mad end Mow W d y  Peak! 
m n a g m t  conflicts and regulatory problems. 
pressure that ensures that they and the land murid then w i l l  he used 
whether or not they are officially close to traffic. we doubt i f  any 
budget, far less the one you propose, w i l l  allow for adequate enforcement 
of road closures and regulatrons concermng OF?? use. 
Nce thought, but you and we both larow that it is unrealisbc. 
is even less lrkely i f  your tunber sales and road constructlon proceed 
adequately funded, but budget Constramts or cuts prevent adequate enforce- 
ment and restriction. 

To create roads is to  beg for 
Rmds create an o m h c  

Rmd closure is a 

'Itus effort 

You a h t  that "roads and road constructxon have the mst sigruficant 
unpact of any acuvi ty  on sui1 and water," and then proceed t o  select the 
alternative h c h  has the second highest total  mleage for mad construcuon 
and h c h  is virtually mhstmqushable fran Alternabve C-the tmket 
Opporhnuties Alternative. 
pect that you mll be ill-prepared to  mtlqate a l l  of them satlsfactorily. 

your approach to mtrgatmq the lmpact of road constructlon, i .e,  season 
manrpulatron and mcreased restri&ons on hunters. 
are already enough restricuons on thm, but readily accept the de facto 
h u t a t i o n s  placed on them by the roads already b u l t  and those that won't 
he b u l t .  In A-4, DEIS you state only that the public's mterest m access 
was &vided &tween those desrrmq mre and those desxmq less access, but 
you daranstrate no clear m d a t e  for Increased access. But  you do state on 
page 11-27 of the Plan that '"much of the issue mput related to  mamtammg 
the character of the Forest". If you can assme that the public wants 3356 
mles of new road ~n the= Forest f m  your analysis m A-4, allow us to 
conclude that the public does not wish to have the character of today's 
Forest FenMnently altered by a profusion of roads. we feel that the Forest 
is sufficiently maded tcday, and that, with sane except", those roads 

w i l l  answer our needs m the forseeable future. 

You are, ~n fact, m v t m g  -cts, and we sus- 

I ' l l  assure you that the hunters m our orgamzabon do not appreciate 

They feel that there 

(oaqe 1 1  ) 
We aqree t h a t  roads are  o f ten  d l f f l c u l t  to keea closed. and we 
have qlven hlqh budietlnq a r l o r l t y  t o  road c l o s ~ r e s .  Evan thouoh 
occasional lanbrenksrs w i l l  v l o l a t s  road closurs5. v? S t l l I  feel 
tha t .  on balance. we minimize ndverss lmoacts on dlsoers-d 
recreatlon. w l l d l i f e .  and watersheds. 



- Y o u r  W's are not necessarily VW's (pII-32, Plan). We are 
not prepred to accept a malor change m the forest experience and 
appearance to satrsfy your ambitlous plan for ccrmpdrty prcductlon. 
Your qudelmes for w h a t  1s an acceptable visual unpactmay &ffer 

greatly fran ours. 

sales or nunera1 leases whrch sigruficantly a l ter  habitat  guahty or 
the ap-ance of the land m its natural state. 

road buldmg. 
magrutude of construction by alludmg to the ptenhal benefits of roads 
to recreakon (pIV-3, D E W .  You seem to be saymg, "Well, rwanber, you 
can use these roads for recreabon after the lcggmg's done." a s  holds 

out substanbal hope for the rmtorized recreabonist whc may support your 
Plan. 

would be closed. 
lunds of mcosistency? Are roads an Irretrievable adlon (pIV-45, DEW? 

Or can they be effectlvely closed to t h r s  extent? mtorized and muscle- 
PJWered recleatlorusts allke await your answer. 

W strongly oppose any roads to belmmst tmkr 

There is a notable mmnsistency m your rabonale for mcreased 
It uuuld appear that you attanpt to partly jus'ufy the 

Hmever, you say on page IV-31 that up to 75% of a l l  local roads 
What are we to expect from a plan that &splays these 

Iastly, it s e a s  odd that ,  although tmkr harvest tqms to taper off 

after the tiud decade m Altemabve B, the anuunt of road buldmg doesn't. 

'Ihis is reflected m the budget and nuleage figures for road mnstmdlon 

(Table IV-2, DEIS) . VilIere are these roads bemg b u l t  and for whan? What 

a waste of nuney! 

swrwry. 
We see roads as an unnecessary and extrewly ewpensive mtrusion mto 

the natural scene. 

or by the perceived need for a substantial mcrease m develop4 or d~spersed 
wtorized recreation. 
dlrect  (soil hsruptlon) and m&rect effects (mcreased nwtarized mtrusion 
and loss of natural cover, esthetic degradation, loss of prcductivity). 

They encourage O W  use and abuse by vn-tue of t h e v  very presence, and are 
difficult, i f  not mpsslble, to close and plice. They are an "Irretrievable 

adlon" that leave the= mdellble nark on the Forest for generatlons t o  caw. 

Note: A t  $40,0OO/nule of new mnstmdlon m toaay's dollars (personal on". 
with USFS ~nployee), your mst of $88 nullion (Table 11-41 looks llke 
a sigmficant underestimate i f  only 213 of the total is new r a d .  

They cannot be justified by b e l m a s t  tmkr harvest 

They constitute a p t en t l a l  threat fran bth the= 

( v a w  12) 
As we mention In the € I S .  t h s  nubl ic 's  In te ras t  i n  access 15 

s p l i t  between recrea t ion is ts  who r a n t  -re access and thoss who 
do not. We feel t h a t  the chanqss I n  the  f i n a l  a l l ow  u f  t o  s t r i k e  
a b e t t e r  balance by remv lnq  road bu l ld lnq  In Manaanment Area 1. 
whlle  Contlnulnq t o  b u l l d  a f e r  new roads. a t  a more mod-st r a t e  
than o r l s l n a l l y  aianned. Althouqh many of  these nsr roads w i l l  
be closed. many of  the  old. Rstahllshed roads w i l l  ha oam and 
accessible durinq c e r t a i n  seasons o f  the year. 

The road bu l ld lnq  r a t e  does not  taoer o f f  as fas t  as timber 
harvest a f t e r  the  t h l r d  decade because we i l w d  -conomics In  
develovinQ the  a l ternat ive.  It i s  cheavsr t o  harvest acc-sslble 
timber f i r s t .  and postvone road Investwnts which vouid be 
discounted under vresent net  worth C a l c u l a t l n n ~ .  Thos. i n  ordsr 
t o  sustaln harvest levels I n  l a t e r  dscadas. a f e w  more timber 
sales would need t o  be of fered involvlno new roads. ?oca1 roads 
are cur ren t ly  belnq desiqned a t  a lower standard t o  b e t t e r  meet 
resource manaqemant obJectives: road cost5 are subs tan t ia l l y  
IRSS. 
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mmms ~ i W I L " S S  

The magement direchon of all altemahves seems to reflect the 

attltude that, because the Utah Wllderness B i l l  of 1984 was passed, the 
issue is closed, 1.e.. a l l  other lands are "released franmulbple uses 
other thm wrlderness." 

eucephon to  any attempt to  change the character of areas which could 
have and should have been mcluded m the B i l l ,  parhcularly those areas 

identified m your own RARE I1 and m the land use plans of the 1970's  
These areas-prmrly the Bollies--are no less deservmg of protectlon 

because they mssed mclusion m the Wilderness B i l l .  

because, through oversight and political mewermg,  they w e r e  not given 
legislative protectlon. 

while this my  be the letter of the law, we  take 

They haven't changed 

men If a deservrng area was not designated wildmess ~n the 1984 

Wilderness A c t ,  it should stlll be mamtamed as unroaded. 

mto a madless area would b v e  the effect of e l m t m g ,  de facto, that 

area frdn future  mnsideration. 

areas of the National Forest for a l l  tme, but l u s t  unt i l  the next review 

m l d m g  roads 

The Wilderness Act did not release any 

period. 
To your credit, you do a m  to be cnmutted to  a re-evaluation of 

additional wilderness a t  the end of the f i r s t  p l m g  period. 
really unclear how serious you are about m t a m l n g  canhdate areas 111 
t h a  o r i g m l  state. 
durlng the public mmlvement period m b c a t d  that the general public is 
not d w g  m]or changes m the Forest d l r m o n .  
the issue mput related to m m t a m g  the chaKac"er of the Forest. 
can only mterpret ti-ns to  mean that the public does not want great changes 
wrought m the visual quality 
Tius mcludes the current dxection with unroaded lands. 
does not appear to  be reflected m the array of alternatives. 

But it is 

It is stated m the DEIS that "reac'uon and mput 

In fact, much of 
We 

and recreatlonal expsrience m the Forest. 
T h s  preference 

Four alternatives estmte that there would be 190,000 to 210,000 
acres avarlable for wilderness designation a t  the end of the first plannmg 
period. 

(pN-7, DEI9 . T ~ E  does not represent a wide range of sutable lands 
through a l l  alternatives. Further, acreage sutable i s  subject to  

reducbon by V*ue of m e r a l  explora'uon and develo-t. 

appear to be much Oomubwnt to the preservahon of m d l e s s  areas as the 

Four alternatives would have a e s t m t e d  150,000 to  160,000 acres 

There does not 

%adLeisJEdKu&mssl 
You have qu i te  accuratelv stated ths F w e s t  S v v l c e  oosl t lon 
reoardlna release lnnmaae I n  the Utah Wlldwness Act of  1984. 
We do. however. recvnlfs  the  m t e n t l a l  of exlst lnr l  unread-d 
lands outslds the  Wllderness and h a w  made the  followlnrl chanoes 
In re=.Don% t o  ntfbl IC concerns. 1 )  Awe q ' las amand-d and t h q  
nrescr lnt lon was strenothenad t o  nrovlds Incrwsed orot?ctIon. 
2 )  Additional areas were ldent l f led  outsIda Area u where roadlno 
w i l l  n o t  occur wl th ln  the f l r s t  dscad-. 3) And d "no srrrface 
occunancy" recommendatlon vi95 made on a l l  m l n w a l  l - a w  
anal Icatlons wl th ln  Arsn 0 .  In  addlt lon. any ororacts lmnactlnq 
the  unroaded areas ars  w b j e c t  t o  the  NEPA ormess.  Th? 
mnl tor lnr l  sectlon o f  the  Plan has a l s o  boen strsnqthenpd 50 t h a t  
a 10% channe I n  ROS c l a s s l f l c a t l o n  w l l l  trlrrmr an e w l u a t l o n  o r  
chanue I n  manaqemnnt d l rec l lon .  



one best use annng m y , p d m g  wilderness review. 
Alternature D d d  develop roadless areas to a great extent. 
low budget alternatives F and G wuld have the least roaded activity 

based of budget mnstramts alone, not, it would seem, because you M 
rcadless areas deserve protecbon. 

Even the Non-mket 
And the 

W e  have ken assured that prescription area g w i l l  be m g d  as 
roadless and prmt lve ,  but a glance a t  the analysis area maps shows 

several nonaontquous arms g whrch are tm sal1 and envelopea t o  he 
assurd preservatron and d d a n e s s  mnsderah" Is tlus acreage part 
of the 150,000-210,000 acres that may te amlable for vnlderness m ten 
or fifteen years? ! I lus  is not clear fnm the text or fm the maps. 

The value of the wilderness resmce and the demand for unroaded 

p r m t i v e  and s a - p r m h v e  remeahon is not properly addressed m the Plan. 

The DEIS on page 111-15 states that it 1s estmated that current vnlderness 
lands w i l l  meet the anticipated demand for wilderness durrng the f l r s t  
plannmg period, whle m t a m g  on page IV-7 of the same dccment that 

mcreased use 1s 1-g to a situabon where unacceptable lmts of deter- 
ioratmg mnditions muld exist. could preservation of p r m t m e  areas m 
the Bollies and eventual protectron as Wilderness prevent tlus? How &ut 
wlunteer help on tral wnstruction and mamtenane? The Umtah M3untam 

Club would llke to help m tlus regard by orgauzmg t r a i l  mtenance crews 
and repar pro]ects under the auspices and &echon of the Forest Service. 

use or managmt of the Ashley NatIoMl Forest short of " n g  

pure gold or unlyhdenm wfil probably result m a loss to the taxpayer. 

But wilderness and d~spersed recreatron b s  ken show to te one of the least 
costly ways to m g e  the Nahonal Forests. 

of experience is g " g ,  unllke the denand for tuhx. 
And the demand for tlus type 

We are particularly mncernd &out speclflc m o a d d  areas whch 

appear tote open to developnent of sane sort. 
2asm between k i d y  and M s h  Peak, whrch is designated nib m analysis area 
maps; Umta Canyon south of the new Wilderness bun-; and the area 
between the SW flank of W s h  Peak and upper D r y  Fork Canyon. 
have high visual quality and the opprtunrty for solitude and challenge. 

Please leave thm alone. 

These rnclude the Iake&ore 

These areas 

Keep than unrcaded and close then to O W  use. 

Your attitude tcnvard mmerals m g m t  also fa l l s  short  our expecta- 
mpsrmg your efforts to plan the lmpacts of mmerals prcducbon bons. 

( D a m  14 )  
The ar-a you ldnntl f led was added to Area '1. ORV "50 $ 5  nqt 
arahlhit-d I n  t h i s  area. but stronqer C r l t - r I a  fo r  manaqinq t h i q  
use I s  included i n  th9  Standards and Guldslines section of  the 
Plan. 
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is the absence of an rnventory of nuneral sites and proposed achvi t ies  m 
the Plan. Thrs d e s  it qmsslble to understand your appmach to nuneral 
developnent and to assess areas where these rmplcts mght be unacceptable. 
Your "reachve" posture taiard nunerals suggests that vnroaded areas mll  
not receive your support if a mdlict  between preservation and developcent 
arises. 
role of the U.S. Forest Service is t o  encourage the explora'uon and develop 
m t  of the rmneral resource (pIV-45, DEIS) . 
yet another place you affirm, mrrectly, that "stwulatrons and procedures 
may exclude surface cccupancy." 

firm (?) resolve to be an advccate for the Forest. We suggest that sensltlve 

and unroaded areas receive lust  this pro-on unless ca rmtances  are 
truly eutraordmaxy. 

111 the Forest. 

a l e  "reactive" lmplies passivity, you state elsewhere that the 

But we're stdl  confused: rn 

Ah, a t  las t  we are heguuvng to see a 

W e  wuld llke to see no developnent on m d d  lands 

SumMlY- 
(1) The U t a h  Wilderness Act of 1984 &d not settle the issue of how 

roadless areas are to be managed. 
up to  satisfy the letter of the law. 
many of these areas less deservmg of pro-on m'ul the next  
Wilderness review. 

(2) There is not a broad spectrcm of alteznabves rn t l u e  DEIS, rangmg 

They should not lust be o p e d  
Notiung has changed to make 

from accelerated rmd mnstruction and resmce developnent to 
-1ete preserm'uon of the vnroaded state on the roadless areas 
of the Forest. 

(3) Demand for wilderness ami unroaded types of recreation IS not 

(4) OW use should E be allowed rn m d e d  areas mth fragile ecosystems, 
-rtant habitat, or where solitude and the pr-hve qxrience emst. 

(5) PrescriptLon area n is a mnfusrng denotation w h m  awlid to either 
mad& or unroaded areas. "Existmg low" lmpact III a roadless area 
1s qurte different frm that rn a road& area, and mre closely mr- 

spMs  to the prescription area g. We feel that tius designahon n, 
when found withrn a roadless area, should be changes to a g. 

accurately addressed rn the Plan. 

sh (6) Wes%sm, Urn- Canyon, and the w e s t  slope of Marsh Peak should 
be fully protected f m  made3 rncursions and developnent. 

( o a m  15) 
Your concern over the Wlldsrness Act vas addressid nsxt t o  your 
earlier comnants. 

See General Statemunt #IO. 

I n  addi t ion t i  the constraints on mlnwal  devsloomsnt shown on 
DWS 111-44 of the EIS. area 1 w l l l  b- d-slqnat-d far a "no 
surface occuoancv~' rscomnendatlon. Beyond th ls .  tho Forest 
Servlce exerclses contro l  over surface r95ourcss throunh 
recommendatlon of  standard and saeclal IPaw s t lou la t lons  (cooles 
were olac-d In  € I S )  on sach an01 lca t lon  rev lewd.  Thess 
s t lou la t lons  orotect  r lnar lan,  wlldsrnmss. w l l d l l f s .  and other 
surface resources. Throuqh I)rooer aool lcat lon of ths  o x l s t l n q  
s t l o u l a t l ~ n ~ .  t h e  surface msxrccs can be wotRct9d Without 
wholesale withdrawal and unlawful r e - t r l c t l o n  of mlnoral 
sxolorat lon and develoament. 

SDveral sectlons o f  tho Plan and € I S  have b-on r w r l t t s n  t o  
address the concern exnressed In summary ltsm ( 3 ) .  

The Cr lSer la  for ORV use are In the  Standard5 and Guldellnss 
section o f  the  Plan. Sol i tude cannot always b- quarantend In  
unroaded areas. bu t  It I s  nwre read l lv  aval lab le In  m m t  oortlons 
o f  un t ra l led  area5 o f  the  Wlldsrness. 

In refersnco t o  summary Item (51. the  mananemant DPSCTIDt10n fo r  
Area n Is the  d e c l d l n i  fac to r  and aaolles t o  " I ther  a roadsd or 
an unroaded s l t u a t l o n  w l t h l n  t h l s  area. 

Thls vrotect lon has been arovlded throuqh axaanslon nf a r m  0 .  
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WILDLIFE 

W e  are gurte chsturbed that your Alternative B shows a substantial 
decrease m suitable elk and deer habitat over the f l r s t  trro decades. 

There is a dscrepancy between the stated objectrve of the Plan ( p - 8 ,  
DEIS) and the projected unpact of Alternatrve B. 

don't: want the appearance and character changed that mch m the near 

future. 

W e  feel that mst people 

Figures 11-7 and 11-8 &e it crystal clear that, because of tlmber 

harvest, possrble meral develo-t, and mcreased mtorized access, 
the Ashley National Forest w i l l  no longer be capable of supportmg 
forms of mld l i f e -m t i u s  case, elk and k - - m  the n m k r s  t o  whch we 
are now accustamed. 

mn-gane species that  depend upon old gravth timber d l  l i e w i s e  lose 

valuable habitat m the f E s t  tsm decades. 

If the Plan proceeds without adquate review, those 

How w i l l  "long term plant and a m d  habitat. .he m a g &  the sam? 

for all altematrves"? Why should any plant or -1 ccm"ity be 
adversely lmpacted m the short term just t o  satlsfy unwse c " d L t y  

prcdudon by unccmpetitrve mdustries? Hnu do you plan t o  &€y 

ex ls tmg plant cormrunrtres? 
are '"charma1 stream channel Improvement(s)", and how would you " q r m "  
on the natural habitat ~ c h  has exrsted long before Man cam? to the Forest? 
We look to the Forest Service for  a l d e m h ~ p  role u) protectmg and nur- 
tunng rq?anan and stremksd %=tat. 
"pick up the pieces" role after hm-caused actrvities have danaged them. 

In particular, we strongly suggest that you not al low public or 

"s is M t  mdxated m the Plan. what 

W e  do not expect a mbgatmg,  

private -11-scale hydrmale3zric projects t o  chsrupt streamflow or spries 
m e n t  IpII-4, Plan), (pIII-41, DEIS). Such projects would henefit a 
very few people a t  the -se of an exlstmg resource, and mtmduce 

IMna9-t and nutigation problems which are just not necessary at  tius 
tme. Small- and large-scale w a t e r  proiects w i l l  always make derpands upon 

freeflowrig water. A l l  we are a s h g  is that you stand firm and not take 
a passive role m review- applications for these projects. we pledge to 

stand with you m opposmg any pro~ects  that would adversely lmpact the 

character of the Forest. 
W e  c m d  you for recognrzmg m the DEIS and m the Plan the need for 

( D a l e  16) 
WlLdllfS 
A l t e m a t l v e  J w 1 1 1  aroduco fewer lmaacts on deer and elk h -h l ta t  
as w1I as on non-qame soecles whlch r e l y  On o l d  qrowth tlmber. 

The questlons you ra lse  here are s l t e  SnPclf lc and beyond the  
scooe o f  the  alan. Svecl f lc  o ro jcc t  vlans w l l l  bq lmolemented 
under the overa l l  d l rec t lon  of t h e  For-st Plan 

The Plan contains a standard under Sol1 and Hater Goal 3 whlch 
s tatss t h a t  the Forest Sarvlcn w l l l  " f l l -  arotest  w l th  the  State 
Enqlnser I n  cases where exl5t lnrl  or orooosed uses confl I c t  w i t h  
Forest needs and mul t lo le  use o b J ~ e t l v ~ s " .  Other standards under 
t h l s  qoal s ta te  t h a t  the  Forest w 1 1 1  oursue obtalnlno water 
r i q h t s  by varlous means t o  arotect  and manav the  Forest. There 
are also Standards and Guldel In05 5D4Clf1CaIiv w r l t t e n  f o r  
quldlnq the develooment o f  hydrooowcr avnl Icatlons. 
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non-ge  habitat preservatmn and d~versi ty  (pIII-2, DEIS, et. al) . We 

recogruze the importance of non-gane species, and, it seems, so do you. 

But asde frm a vague mmt to this am, it is not clear how you 

pmpse  to acccwplish non-game mwag-t. No analysis, 50 far as we are 
aware, has ken done on the pcsslble effects of uuneral exploitation on 

mldlife. Tlus bes m w i t h  the absence of a aqrehensive IMP showrng 

vhch areas mll he closed t o  leasmg and developat  wrth t11113, and w h c h  
areas w i l l  he rigidly contmlled or placed "off lmits" to preserve a"%l 
habitat. 

ities are d~scussed, not what activities ml l  be all& or proluhrted m 
each area, and the probable effects on resident pcpulaizons. 
that thrs can he gleaned f m  the analysis area IMDS, but letter notations 

for mst areas are vague m the= mtent (nb ,  f ,  n/f, etc.), and do nut 
shaw calvmg areas or other important hamtat. W e  have tried not, and 
dare not, to draw conclusions from these mps. %me riprian areas are 
even marked with a"b; mficatmg prioriiq to tunber harvest (Umta R. canyon) . 

You state that effecizve elk s m i t y  cover is d x c t l y  affected by 

Thus, there is no "plan" for mldlife, only goals. only pssbil- 

I suppse 

the m u n t  of mds (pIV-3, DEIS) and assure us that 75% of all lccal mads 

ml l  be closed. 
close and landscape a road? Tlus is unrealisbc. 
anythmg but excited a b u t  the idea of further season ad]ustm=nts and 
restrictions. 

Can you do thrs and enforce i t ?  what mll  it cost t o  
Our &s who hunt are 

You lmply on page IV-15, DEIS, that there may be mcreased "social 
tolerance conflicts" mth elk m the iugh AUM altemabves, but every alter- 
M k V e  except the Non-Market and low-budget altemabves mcrease AUM allot- 

mts. 
a dymg industry at the expense of mldlife? 
m range reflectmg the dmnwa~cl trend m profitability of the Western ranch, 

you have chosen to h e f i t  cat t le  a t  the expense of wild species by habitat 
rmdrficabon and rcad h lchng .  
Non-Market one, and even thrs does not reflect an earnest at- t o  preserve 
habitat lust for mldlife. 
decllne m elk and deer habitat? 
Forest character, and has notiung to do w r t h  wmter habitat capability. 
any rate, the pro~ected fate of t l u s  resource does not address the concern 

and mterests of a broad public m t ,  lncludmg hunters, fish-, hikers, 

Does thrs man that the Ashley Nabonal Forest all try to revive 
Insteed of a rmdest declme 

There is no Wildlife Alternabve except the 

why does Alternative B show such a precipitous 

Thrs mst reflect a substantral change m 
A t  

(naqe 171 
Ths standards and quldel ines I n  the  alan qlve  some sneclf ic  
d l r s c t l o n  t o  the  manaqement fo r  w l l d l  i fs. Ths monltorlnq soction 
l d e n t l f i e s  how the  spec l f i c  needs o f  t h s  manaqemnnt ind icators  
sn-cles w l l l  be monitored. Soecif lc n r o l s c t  nlans e i t h e r  e x i s t  
o r  w i l l  be nrenared for  such areas o r  samlss on deer and s ik 
unlts. Current ly  l d s n t l f i s d  hab i ta t  fmnrovemsnt i s  Included i n  
t h s  rchedullnq nor t ion  o f  t h s  alan. Manaqsment area 
nrsscr ln t lons a ive d i rec t ion  f o r  the n r i o r l t y  of r e s o u r c ~  uss and 
davelonment i n  r a e c i f i c  manaoement areas. 

E f f o r t s  t o  e f f e c t f v e l y  c lose roads w i l l  he In tans l f ied.  
Reasonahle accomDl ishment ir exnsctad. Closed roads w i l l  bs 
landscaned by w a s 5  o r  forb 5-edlna o r  thsv w i l l  bs allowed t o  
re tu rn  na tura l l y  t o  t h s  dominant snecles I n  tha  area. 

A l ternat ive J excnods ths  d-er and elk nvmhsr5 rmquestsd hv t h s  
Utah State D iv is ion  o f  W i l d l i f e  Rmx1rc-s. it nrovidas f o r  nood 
nonulatlons o f  other r l i d l  i f e  saecies also. 
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canpxs,  and ..my other users. 
The fate 0: Inprtant lugh-profile species is M t  even discussed. 

For Instance, where wrll bighom sheep te re-mtrcduced and how mll 
grazmg allotnmts for d m ~ s t ~ c  sheep he e f i e d  or curtatled t o  a l low 
for tius? Will h~stonc range m the ulntas te re-stocked? What 

about the impact of thzs Plan on mse ,  black tear, and m u g a r ?  How 

mll "eased grazlng allotwnts and h m  mtorized lmpact affect 
these species? W e  do want to see mcreased predatm "control" 
made "necessary" by uppmg the ante ln t h s  endless gam: rase the 
n m k r  of allobm~ts, "ease prey/predator contact, destroy the predator. 

We e l e f t  mth the impression that mnud~ty prcduotmn takes pre- 
cedence over habitat preservatlm and dwersity, and that "m+xgatmn" is 
a late response to habitat degradation wluch is mvitab le  mth tius Plan. 
By the tme a decade of s m e s  are done on the effects of mcreased can- 
mercial a h v i t l e s ,  m h  mll have been lost  which you consider "metrievable". 

E??!!%!. 
We see an inadequate study of the effects of q o m u s  mad-buildmg 

and -mg, "eased livestock use, and meral developtznt on wildlife. 
mbgatlon of these acuylties, on the scale to wluch you a s p r e  to al low 
them. would te an aluust upsslble lob. Thls would te especially true i f  
unforeseen budget r&uctmns OCCUT ~IL the future. Once a cc"&ty-oriente3 

dvectron is taken, it w i l l  not te easy to reverse. 
and nutlgatuq w u r e s  mll te the f r s t  t o  suffer m the case of a tlght 
budget. You mt reassure us that t h s  mll not happen. 

Rather, regulatory 

Our suggestion is to mke habitat preservation the nunher one priority 
When another agency proposes a p ten t la l ly  destructlve 111 the Forest Plan. 

activity on National Forest land, don't lust te "reactive". 

them! ps stewards of OUT public land, you are charged, not with mkinq land 
prcduce at  a loss, but mth preservmg the kst that the land contains. We 
tlunk that that is mldlife, recreation for a harried society, and preservation 
of es thetx values and cbversity m a tm when vulgarity, uglmess, and 
s m e s s  are c"place. 

Stand up t o  

(oaqe l8) 
Standards and uulde l lnss under obJnctive 2 In  r l l d l i f n  s ta tes 
t h a t  .... areference * I 1 1  be qlven t o  b l n  horn Sheea i n  the  
manawment o f  Bsar Too Mountaln. Arsas I n  the Hinh Ulntas where 
I ivestoc4 use I s  ornsentlv oermitted n i l  I contlnus t o  be qrazsd 
t o  a level comoatlbls w i th  other us95 i n  these areas. Soecl f lcs  
about thsse uses can be found I n  t h e  manaqemsnt o rsscr lo t ion  f o r  
those areas. Imvroved manauement o f  the r l o a r l a n  hah l ta t  * I 1 1  
lmorove moose habltat.  There are no unforsesable detr lmsntal 
Imoacts uaon black bear or couaar. Predator cont ro l  15 exoected 
t o  remaln n t  a low level on the  Forsst. 

A l te rna t lve  J arovides f o r  less road bui ld lno.  Incr-asnd 
I lvestoc4 use Is covered by revlsed al lotment manannment olans 
are r h l c h  f u l l v  consld9r other ~595. Mlnsral a c t i v i t i e s  covered 
by ooeratlnq Plans and environmental analvs*s whlch r111 
coordinate a c t l v l t l e s  w i th  other USES. We dn not  anrse t h a t  
hab i ta t  oreservatlon should be the  number one D r l o r l t y  In all 
cases as you suqqest. 

I I  
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RAN= - 
Tlus acavi ty  is closely bed t o  wildlife and plant and a n u d  

It is a ccmplicated problem and one mch has xprtant lustarid 
habitat, and has been -ally drscussed m the previous sectlon. 

sigmficance and precedent. 

by qrazrng (e.9.. sage grouse habit&), are t r a h t m m l ,  and should be 

l e f t  the way they are. 
cular ecosystem and should not be undertaken mtirmt the nubgatmn 
meames to v h c h  you alluded (vaguely) on page 33-10. On other areas, 
h q h  priority should be given t o  restormq ranqe or changrng the p r m x y  
use to vnldlife forage, as  appropriate. 

Many habitats have been penwnently noatfisd 

rmprovenwts on such land muld drsrupt a parti- 

As we previously stated, your Altfxnatwe B does not appear to ref lect  
Further, it the generally d e c l m q  sheep and cattle mdustxy ?n the West. 

contradrcts the statmmtmade m praqraph 2, p 111-29 of the DEIS. 

current $1.35 qrazrng fee 1s a trmsndous -am for  the ranchers wtuch 

use the pubkc lands, but it IS not at  all certiun whether t l u s  fee standard 

vnll  contmue. 
the BIM alone loses mre than $20 nullion a year m the= grazmq progrw. 
We have no reason to believe that the National Forests are not m the sane 

situabon. 
raised to $8.85 toaay, there would s’ull he only a 10% reductmn m herds. 
To lncrease the fees to fau: market value-&ut $6.68--would cfr tamly not 
greatly reduce tlus l e q e t m t e  use of public land. 

e f f e d  of r m r n q  cat t le  and sheep f r m  marqmal lands. 
lndrcate that tlus m11 haw, for our Federal g”ent  is defirutely 
lmkmq for ways t o  cut losses and rncrease profits. 
&ether the -yer should contmue t o  subsidrze nwqmal, unneeded mdustxy. 

A t  the end of 1985 the Fubhc Rangeland Iqxovewnt Act expues. The 

A House Appmpriatmns Gamuttee mvesaqatron found that 

A USFS study has rndrcated that even i f  the fee per AVM was 

But it would have the 

There is much to 

The question 1s 

U t a h  only c o n t x ~ u t e s  1.5% of the nabon‘s beef cattle, and nnst of tlus 
is praluced on private land. 
-mal and sensitive lands? 

nor does it address the very real psslbility that the grazmg fee m y  be 

rased, thereby lscouxaqmq grazlnq on public lands. 
In the DEIS, p111-31, the value of an AIlM is 

considered to be $10.17. Tlus is grossly mflated f m  the generally accepted 

m y  sacrifice vnldhfe to keep the Marltor0 man on 
Y o u r  Plan dces not reccquze e w n m c  realrtles, 

Inmnsistencies appear. 

(oaqe 19) 
!E” 
The need for w l l d l i f a  hab i ta t  w i l l  5e considered I n  a l l  hab i ta t  
manloulation oroJects throuoh a s i t s  Soecific analvsiz.  

The qrazlnq fee issue should be rasolvpd by Connross who has ths  
f inal  authority.  No rssolut ion I- discuss-d i n  th- Pian. 
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m k e t  value of $6.68 m 1985 dollars. 
77,000 Am, tlus equates to a total value of $514,360, not the $1.7-2.8 
nullion given for Alternative B for decades (Table 11-5). 

For the current permrtted use of 

Costs t o  

the range are llkely to go up i f  range allobrents are expanded, 
and thrs mll  trm or negate any 
1s charged, m a l l o m t s  vnl l  l lkely go unfilled. 
the vnldlife standpxnt. If less than the far rrarket value is.paid, the 
benefits w i l l  be correspmdmgly less, and there w i l l  be even less f iscal  
p s a f i c a t l o n  for usmg -mal lands. 
82% of peniutted use over the last five years, why do you thvlk that d e " d  
vnll  mcrease m an mdustry Much is w g  mcreasmgly m g m a l ,  
especially i f  the grazmg is substantially rased? 

fmm grazmg. I f  fa= mket value 
That is gmd f m  

Smce actual use has only ken 

How does "tentatlve capacity" (pII1-30, D E W  b f f e r  f m  penrutted 
Why is thrs capci ty  exceeded by use? Your DEIS and Plan are not use? 

specific a b u t  Much areas mll be leased and whether sheep or ca t t le  w i l l  
be turned mto each area. 

I f  the Deprtm?nt of Agriculture and the USFS defer to polit ical  
pressure and grazmg fees stay a t  $1.35, the= total value w i l l  he $103,950 
for 77,000 Am m 1985 dollars. 

estmted annual benefits given LII the Plan. 
Your asses-t of range m d l t i o n s  rases saw arxuous questlons. 

T W  DEIS (pII1-30) states that 34% of the range IS m good m b t i o n ,  42.5% 
is m f a r  condition, and 23.5% is m poor conbtlon. 

trend is stated as "stable" on 55%. "up" on 25%, and we are not told whether 
the " g d "  range is d e c l m g  tmmd " f a d '  or whether the "poor" range E, 
uopmvlng tcward " f a r " .  
range is LII f a r  to pwr mndltlon". 
of the land is m f a x  to p r  condition. 

designated as "poor" cannot be Improved, and we a s s w  that poor range 

should not be grazed, then 55% of the r a w . " g  range is m only f a r  m- 
b t l o n  and should be watched very closely for signs of deterioration. 

trend is OcEUrrmg on t h ~ s  f a r  land and how can it be restored to good i f  

lncreased a l l o m t s  are allowed? 

Th~s is SlgNfiCantly less than the 

On these lands the 

You state on page 111-28 that "mst of the swtable 

Another way of saymg this IS that  213 
If a large portion of the land 

What 

(DaqS 20) 
The value o f  an AUM Is calculated t o  bs $10.17 based on a study 
done by the  Economic Research Service. Th- t o t a l  value shown I n  
Tabls 11-5 1s based on forate oroduced and not necessarl lv on 
Am's ut11 lzed. 

Tentatlvn CaDRCItY wa5 based on the  Ranis A l l o t m n t  Analvsls 
comoleted 15 - 25 w a r 5  aqo. Thls caoacltv (la5 based on the key 
soecles/kev area conceot: we have since found t h a t  th- o l d  
analysis qross ly  underesttmated the  canaclt las obtaln-d from 
ln tans lvs mananement systems u5ad tndav on most of our 
allotments. 

The local economy derlves other slqnlflcnnt benef i ts  from nraz lnn 
bsyond the  value of an AUM co l lec ted  f o r  a qraz lnq fse. 

The condit ions and trends tabla5 I n  the  Plan aro based on the o l d  
Ranqe analvs15 which 15 around 20 Years old. Ths a n a l y - I s  I s  the  
only data avai lab le fo r  the  t o t a l  Fnrest. Acres t h a t  h a w  been 
recent ly  comoared t o  the  o l d  analvsls data show 5 l r ln l f l can t  
Improvemnnt. The ra t lnqs  are an exDre?51on of v w - t i l l  and 5011 

Indexes which are not  a val Id  exoresslon o f  the ovsrall 
ecoloqlcal condl t lon of the sites. 
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.??!E%Y. 
(1) The USFS and the Ashley NE should not see themselves as bemg 

m the busmess of subsichzmg a mrgmal mdustry. 

should be allowed where wildlife habitat and watershed presematron 

are not conprcumsed. 

(2) h p n a n  habitat 1s especially valuable m &s regard. 

should be allowed u1 riparian zones. 

(3) Pcor range should not be grazed a t  a l l .  

carefully watched for deterioratron. Your figures mhcate  that 213 
of the range is m f a r  to poor conchtron. 

descr- as temg m excellent con&tion. 
mcb of the range needs help. 
to expand range allotnwts. 

(4)  Range "mprovmts"  should not be mde that muld significantly 
chsrupt wildlife or durersity. mpnvarents, such as watermg ponds, 
troughs, and catc"cs, m unroaded areas should be -11 and 

unobtrusive, and take mto account the natural features and character 
of the land. 

Grazmg 

No grazmg 

Fair range should he 

None of the range was 

Tius would suggest that 
In the face of &s, it s w  unmse 

( 5 )  A map of range conabon by category and proposed allotnwts should 
be mde amlable. 

(61 To ensure that the public gets a f-r ret-, we suggest that the 
grazmg fee be set very close to the f a r  market value or that 
allotnwts be sold by ompt i t ive  bid. 
that you reserve the right to reduce the number of stock allotnwts 
m any bid year. 

You should make it clear 
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FmFxd3lmmAREAs 

why are there no research natural areas lncluded 111 any alternatives 
except your Preferred Alternative and the Accelerated Harvest Alternative I ?  
Are you offerlng a Faustian Wgam whereby the only way we can have M's  
is by acceptlng your Plan or another alternative even mxe slanted toward 
" o d r t y  prcduction? Either yours or not a t  a l l?  Thrs 1s not an accurate 
a s s e s m t  of true need, and certainly is not a f a i r  offer. 
needed a t  a l l ,  they are needed m all alternatives. 
they are unnecessary ln each alternative, and shouldn't be put lnto your 

Preferred Alternative t o  " m t e n  the deal". In any case, they represent 
areas m c h  are not to be mp-, either by recreai3orusts. or by llve- 
stock or m t y  pnzduction. 
treabwnt given m's throughout the array of alternatwes. 

Research Natural Areas and that the potential canhdate areas listed on 
page 111-15 be given serious mn~ideration for mlus ion  a t  5" future date. 
We endorse M's as a mans to preseme and study unique or representative 
ecosystem. 

should be an l n t q r a l  part of any Forest Plan. 

I f  m?'s are 
I f  they are not needed 

W e  strongly &sapprove of the cavalier 

W e  re"t?nd that the canhdate sites be mcluds.3 III the flnal Plan as 

lney represent the least upacted of all our public lands. and 

( D a w  221 

Research Natural Areas are now lncludsd for considsratlon I n  a l l  
a l ternat lvss.  Ths o r l q i n a l  in ten t  la-+ t o  include the Dot-nt inl 
Research Natural Areas In  a l l  a l tarnat lves *s a " I IV-~" .  Ths 
various a l te rna t lves  wsre develooed ConSsCUtiv~Iy and not  
Simultaneously. Ths l.%t two dsveloasd were Al ternat ives B and I 
and d i d  Include the RNA I I s t l n q <  wh i le  thn - a r l i e r  ~ l t s ? n i l t l v w  
n9VUr Were ro1l.d back t o  Includ- the I i s t l n o .  

N a t u r a L d m s  

Thls overslclht wa5 correctsd f o r  th?  Flna l  EIS. Ths uodat-d 
I l s t ln r l  o f  candldate and aatent la l  candldate Res-arch Natural 
Areas (RNA) I s  included I n  the Forest Plan and i n  a i l  
al tarnat lves In  the  EIS. 
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lnana 73) 

You have identified the r s k s  and potential problems vte well  
m m y  seChon.5 of the DEIS. 

mvites the mpcts wluch put certarn resources a t  risk. 

The trouble IS, your Preferred Alterna'uve 

The Ashley Na'uonal Forest should ke m a g &  t o  preserve riFarian 
habitat and watershed mtegrity. 
hversions should ke strongly &scowaged by w h a t e v e r  m=ans a t  your &sposal. 
We are hopmg for mamngful mstream f l w  legislation w h x h  w i l l  M e  It 
pssble to preserve habitat and fisheries by pwchaslng w a t E  rights. 
" m l  then, It is -&,ant that you hscourage or condemn any attempts to 
mxbfy or &vert mstream flow. 

Small  hydmelectric pm~ec t s  and 

W e  support you m t 3 u s  endeavor. 

Ne feel that you should ke mre precise atout the ewpeded effects of 

wious alterna'uves on the TesouTce. 
how they were generated or why they h f f e r  through altema'uves. What effect 

w i l l  maceased road h l d u g  and tuker harvest on slopes greater than 40% 
have on long-term soil prductLvity, soi l  loss, and s€dUEnt yield cCmpK& 

to other altema'uves? 

-let& for the Forest. 

& h g  on a Plan that w i l l  c m t  real m e y  and resources. 

Figures are given wrthout shwmg 

A Soil Resource or G€olqlc Inventory has not been 
We should have much mre Information before 

You are saymg,"Trust E". (p Iv-23, para. 2,3, DEIS) We are saymg 

that we'd llke so(pe ewamples. 
We do 
mcreased s-tation. 

If rmpact is tw great, we don't want lt. 
want t o  see any deqraddtlon of diylndlrng LI1stTeam habitat w l t h  

You state on page IV-25, DEIS, that "*& prllFary sources of water pol- 

lutlon on the Forest mclude B, constnmon assccratedwlth the 

Central U t a h  Prolec t ,  m, and mnstrumon and -mmtenance". On 

page IV-31 you state that "mads and road construct.Ion have the mSt slq- 

nrficant lmpact of any activity on sol1 and water".  
rmpacts, then you are puttmg the Forest a t  risk by chwsmg Alternative B. 
- ~ l l  activities w h x h  cause water  pllu'uon w i l l  te expanded vnth '&IS alter- 

mtive. 
Water yield would mcrease m a l l  alternatrves, through a l l  decades 

If these are the expected 

Why t&e such a Irect ion? 

(pm-26). 
natives wluch ~ s r u p t  the mst ground. 

and pro~ection (Fig. 11-18. DEIS) . 

Increased s-t Mauld be the evpected result 111 those alter- 
Tius is m n f d  by your assessrpnt 

Water yield mll mcrease for m y  

~. .. . 
sQuAQLw= 
Al l  a l te rnat lves  wera modeled f o r  sedlment orodnctlon. a l l  of 
them met State  water qual I t y  standards. 

An adsquats array  of a l te rnat ives  were consld-red and dlsolayed 
I n  the  E I S .  Endless comblnatlonr are  oosslble hut  are o f t e n  
unnecL)ssarv as well as unoroductlva. 

A l te rnat ive  J was develooed t o  handle concerns such as t h 9  ones 
you mmntlon. I t  reduces loqolnq and road construction thus 
havlnq ferer lmoacts on tha  r a t e r  and so11 resourcas. I t  a lso 
removes the schedullnq of loqqlnq on s1ooas ovar 4~ durlnn tho 
f I r s t  decade. 



reasons it seems: ?me %'de lull and lcggmg are probably the wst 
siguficant. 
of the soil. 
te nu& less l*ely to erode than soils whch have heen &sruptea mth 

heavy -pent, especially on steep slopes. 
and Current DlrecOan Alternative muld hth p m d e  for  m-es 111 

water m a g  quality goals without the large mcreases in  s-t 
allowed m the m t y  altematlves. 
altematlve, w i t h  a "I of new roads, and vnth anphasis on vnldlrfe 
and &spersed recreation, d d  result 111 even less sdmsntatlon. Why 
wasn't an altenntlve &sen whch muld (1) be cost eff-ve, 12) waintan 
"nn long-tenn soi l  prcdu&vity, and (3) provide for water 
yield vnth httle seduwnt? mtlgatlon necessary to achieve the levels of 
a t  and water quality, as well as preserve soil p d u c t ~ v i t y ,  make 
Alternabve B unmncmucal. 
pounds the fiscal losses frcan below-mst tmkr sales and road constxucbon. 

As we prepre thls r e v n s e ,  It is how that future f u n d m g  for the 
wasteful Central U t a h  Pro]& vnll te suffxiently cur ta~kd by a vote of 
the do& public as to force a reassesmt of the need for further 
&version of Umta Basm water. W e  trust that the Ashley Natlonal Forest 
w i l l  earnestly try to fu l f i l l  the rqurmts of NEPA when pubhc mrks 
projects are propsed for the Forest. 
Lmted control over m p u n b t s ,  transmssion facilitles. wells, and m- 
made developents,' we hope that p t s n t ~ a l l y  dest"e pm~ec t s  d l  d e r -  

go a r i g o w  e n v m m t a l  assessment by the Ashley National Forestr staff, 
and, wfiere appropriate, receive your censure. 

The &fference between beetle kill and lcggmg IS &sruphon 
It muld seem t o  us that mtact soils vnth dead trees would 

The W-&rket Altenntlve 

We suspect that a true non-mket 

Such m m e s  are an added expnse whch 

Although "the Forest %race has 

sF!!Ex- 
We antxipate sigmficant deterioratmn of water quality and " e a s e d  

a t a t i o n  m pra&cally a l l  alternatives, and a real psslbi lxty for 
dxruption of mstream flow, for habitat loss, and for degradation of str- 

oriented recreational opprtwuties  if the Ashley National Forest does not 
rrOaifv  its amu&ty-oriented direction and vigorously oppose destructive 
outservice projects. We r e c m d  that a Soil Resource inventory he can- 
pleted as m n  as psslble-before the Cwrmtmnt of mney and resomxes. 
W demand that lcqqmg not ccw 111 steep-slopd watersheds or any slope 
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greater than 40% (manple: B m e  Canyon, Marsh Peak Analysis Area map 29), 

and that road InnldIng k extrfxwly llrmted u1 the Ashley National Forest. 
W appreciate your analysis of Me Fosslble risks. Now please select  

a m g m t  -on that w i l l  rrrrmrmze those risks. 
raaonal approach to stewardship and resource rrwagement. 

This is the onIy 
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MINERAIS 

Shall we say it a g m ?  
There is lreanrngful array of rmneral d e v e l o m t  through all the 

altema'uves. But you amt thls (pII-70, DEIS) and offer the excuse 
that the Forest Serv~ce is t.r&t.~onally "reactwe" to nuneral developrent. 

On the other hand, you say that "the role of the Forest Service is to 
"age the surface resoufces...., wlule enmuragmg the explorahon and 
develop=nt of the mral resource". 
confused as to then- role m meral explora'uon and extractlon. 
"reactme" or are you "encomgmg"? 
lobs is t o  3 " z e  adverse e n v m m t a l  Impacts", but we feel  that p u r  
role must saretm=s go beyond that, especmlly when another special resource 
m a t  stake. 

strmgent reyulabons as to make -mal ventures mpractical. 
should be used for protechon of habitat ,  watershed, and special s a c  and 
natural values. 
seem that the entlre Forest is "up for grabs". 

and m other alternatives have an effect upm nuneral developrwt m the 
Forest. An extensive m m r k  of roads, for mstance, wuld encowage nuneral 
develqnent by malung -mal m m g  and o i l  ventures econcmucally a t txahve .  
'phe 

of a lease d d  not be feasible. 

It muld seem that the USFS IS 
Are you 

You do emphasize that one of your 

W e  realize that the Forest Service is able to m p s e  such 

These powers 

W e  thmk you realize wls. But your analysis mkes it 

We would llke to p m t  out that  scam2 acbvi'ues proposed m Alterna'uve B 

of scale nnght be such that, lmless a road was handy, developmt 

You have an obhga'uon, by law, to determrne where on the Forest 
meral developrwt should OCCUT and haw these areas should l~ regulated, 
managed, or prohLnted. 
(pm-10, 30-31, pIII-45). but this is not reflected m the array of alter- 
na'uves, i . e . ,  no speanrm of nun- versus "nn developrwt of these 
resources. Ieasmg is d~scre'uoiwq and can vary acmrdmg to plan. Like- 

w i s e ,  there shmld ke certarn places m the Ashley where no surface occupancy 
is allmed. 
roadless potential mldemess canchdate areas should be off h u t s  to 
nuneral exploitation and designated as such m the Plan. Notably, the large 
mnbguous areas -ked 
proposed for wildemess by the USFS and certarnly deserve another lmk. Why 

are they not declared M leasel no surface occupancy? 

You seem to aclolowledge tlus obligabon m the Plan 

Areas such as riprian zones, cr i t rcal  mld l i fe  habitat, and 

g on the Analysis Area quad~ants were formerly 

(naoe 26) 
MheL4ls 

In  addi t ion t o  t h n  const ra lo ts  on mineral dsvslonmsnt -how I n  
Chanter V of the  E I S .  area o w 1 1 I  he desirlnated for n "no surface 
occuT)ancY" recommendation. Bsvond t h l s .  the Forest Servlcn 
exerci5e5 contro l  over surface msourcss throuoh r*co"ondation 
of standard and soecial leas'? s t f o u l a t i o n s  (Aonendix E of Forest 
Plan an ADDendix I i n  the  EIS) on 9ach anol lcat lon r'?vloued. 
The59 s t inu la t lons  arotect  r inar lan.  wilderness. w i l d l i f e .  and 
other surface resources. Throuoh wooer *nn i l ca t ion  o f  tho  
e x l s t i n q  stlDUlatlon5. the surfac- resources can b- nrotnctsd 
without wholesale withdrawal and unlawful r e s t r l c t i o n  of mineral 
exnlorat lon and develoamsnt. 
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Accordmgly, we feel that a IMP of those areas w i t h  mmeral potential 

should be lncluded m the Plan. 

e ” C  sigmficance, and whether conflicts a s t  tetween the ”era1 

exploitation and other resource values. 
the value of a nuneral clam relative to that of other resources m the 
s a  area. 

t l u s  as wel l ,  so they can plan the= future. 
Naaonal Forest should how w h a t  areas it w i l l  and mn’ t  a l l w  to he 
Impaded--not lus t  op31 up the enare Forest t o  any and a l l  -s. 

Agam, let us enphasize that we appreciate your m t m a t t o  careful 
developrwt of nuneral resmces on the Forest, but we must say that we see 
no cn”tm%ntto absolute presenmtion of som special areas m the Ashley 
outside of the Wilderness. 

It should shav psslble nunerals by class, 

That is the only way we can assess 

The hydrccarbn and mmeral Vlterests wxld lllce for you to do 
W e  fee l  that  the Ashley 

We suggest that the follcmng areas be placed m a 110 lease/ no surface 
occupancy status: 

(1) All ripxian zones, e g., ulnta Wver canyon. 
(2) All wildlife areas of sigmficance, e.g., critical w m t e r  and S~IIEZ 

range, M I S  habitat, head of watersheds, calvmg areas, etc. 
(3) The Bollies and all m g m t  areas marked g , as wel l  as a l l  

other lands previously proposed for wilderness status under RARE TI. 

sl?.!ET. 

Meral exploitation is not treated as scarethng that can be d f i e d  
significantly by the Forest Senrice. 
m m a a l  resources to the extent of prohihitmg exploitatlon of special areas. 
We‘d llke to see a plan for nunera1 developrat on the Forest and a w i d e r  
array of altematlves to reflect  a f f e n n g  attitudes tcuard mmeral develop- 
rrent and resouTce magemat .  

But you have a duty to p m t e d  non- 

A m p  shaymg nunerals m relation to other resources would te nice. 
Actually, it wuld be absolutely essential t o  help us understand the situation 

and to identify resource conflicts earlier on. 

I I 



RECREATION 

Recreation m the Ashley Natlonal Forest is treated as a bypmauct 

Tius is a reflection of Forest Service ClLrection and budget over the 

Road budget is 

of ccmmdlty prcductron. Period. 

l as t  four years. 

have not axe across the bard. 
up 16%. 

%le the USFS budget has been reduced overall, the cuts 
Tmker budget is 9 13%. 

by 22%. 
Mmeral budget IS up by 51%. 

Soil and water conservation is Fish and mldl i fe  IS 
down 11%. 

ccmprehensive Plans requved by W A ,  the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
ordered the value assigned to recreation and wildlife user days reduced by 
a tiurd, and the c q u t e r  r a g  of use values redone. 
have to work mth, and, to  that extent, it is nor entvely p u r  fault. 

However, reorgaruzmg the recreatlon spctnnn to conform to your accelerated 

rmd constructlon plans l u s t  ml l  not wash. 

All altematrves, except for F and G (budget constramts) allow for s l w f -  

icant adbtlonal roads and w i l l  create a potential for mcreased ORV 
"oppartuuties" (Oh, how I love that wrd!) and mmaq-t challenges (pIV-4, 

D E W .  A l l  altemabves except Alternative D w i l l  have tunber harvestmg III 
areas that are n m  free of this activity (p 5-6). Tius vnll  have the effect 

of lmpadlng large areas of the Forest wluch, by t h e v  nature, should be 
l e f t  w a d e d  and o f f - l m t s  to ro tonzed  recreatlon. 

those Impacts. 

a p r m t l v e  recreational exprzence. Potential wilderness &dates m y ,  
de facto, be elmmated fran future consideration by aotavitles related to 
m e r a l  developrent, loggmg, and road buildmg. 

or won't pry thanselves f m  the= vehicle, then ample opportunities exist 

along the 1817 nul- of road that currently lace the Forest. 

the Forest. 

men m t m s  of heavy use, t raff ic  is sparse and impact generally low. 
is absurd to " c a m  that mre roads are needed to access recreation. 

Recreation has been cut by 40%. As the Forests w e r e  preparmg 

Tius is what you 

Area closure to VeiUcles does not vary by alternative (Table IV-1, D E W .  

You can't nutigate 
SKXE roadless areas should be kept unroacled and maged for 

If a "satisfymg backcamtry exprience" is needed by people who can't 

Drive through 

You can see that opprtunities ahound for dispersed recreation. 
It 

But they are, of course, needed to access below-cost timber sales, and 

thus we are told to he qlad for the a a t i o n a l  recreation opprtmties 

(oaqe 28) 
Recreation 

A l te rna t ive  J s i o n i f l c a n t l v  reduces road construction a w x i a t e d  
w i t h  timber harvest. Addlt lanal recrsat ionai  -mahasis i s  
orovlded f o r  a i l  rPcreation a c t l v l t i e s .  The exoanded area 1 a l s o  
affords lncrsased nrotect ion o f  undev-lowd area?. An i lma I n  
exc9s5 of 200.000 acre5 w i l l  remaln unroaded and w i l l  not have 
timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  throuihout ths  f l r s t  dQcad-. as shown 
on the mao attached t o  the EIS .  Ths mon l to r im section o f  ths  
Plan a lso orovides t h a t  chanqes i n  ROS cla$-+e- i n  -xcess of 10% 
which r l l l  t r l m e r  a r r tava luat lm or chnnos i n  manao-mont 
d l rect lon.  

The Ouroose O f  NFMA and the Forest o l m n l n i  nrocess 1s t o  ilchieve 
a DroDer balance of al l  resource5. 

C r i t e r i a  Rddresslno YO0 obJsctlvss are containad i n  the Standards 
and Guidellnes section of the  olan. and have bem strmnthened t o  
n ro tec t  the  I andscaoe resource. 

See nrevlous comants on timbor harvest and mineral dwelonmant. 

Ares 9 has been exoanded and a revised mao o f  undwelooed area 
now aooears I n  the  aooendlx o f  the  € I S .  

Comnents t o  t h i s  summary section have bnsn covered i n  the  
foreoolno sections of t h l s  rewonse. 

See comnents on thn oravioos name. 
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Your p m p s a l  to maease OW use mp the Forest i s  lrke saymy, 'Smce 
we can't stop it ncw, let's l u s t  open it up so it t n ' t  k illegal." 
Tlus analysis m y  be sq l i s t lc ,  but you present no evidence that OW 

use can k adequately controlled under your Plan. 

under g alternatives you p r q e c t  d i f ica t ion- -a  - d f i c a t l o n - -  
of visual quality vlp on 332,580 acres (pIII-15, D E W .  
that that n a y  people want to see them Forest changed to tht extent. m y  
are we hearmg h f f e r e n t  h f f e r e n t  reactions to your Plan than you pres- 
ably heard when you asked for public mpput? Folks don't  want the appearance 
of the Forest to change sigmficantly, for the long or short term. In your 
d y s i s  of the eomcmuc and social effects of hf fe ren t  "ayemznt dzrect- 
ions (pN-36, DEIS) you allude to the relahvely large segrrent of the Fgp- 

d a t i o n  who favor a " t y  values and the natural s e t m y  of the Forest over 
maeased c-ty prcdu&on and resource developwnt. You note that the 
regional and national thrust is t"rd preservauon of recreatlonal and 
-ty values. 

W e  can't beLeve 

H e r e  is a resource m its own right. Preserve it! We suggest that, 

the less vlsually appealmy the Forest keames, the mre publm outcry you 
w i l l  hear. Increased mad h l d m g  and clear cuttmy of large stands w i l l  
ensure dlsappmal  by the m~ority of the public. 

On page N-7 you m t m n  that areas eligible for  future Wilderness 

s t a tus  my be reduced m size of ellmulated due to "unforeseen" activities, 
such as nuneral developrent. Peferrmg to our previous -ts, we empha- 
size your responsibility to p r o t e a  values o t h a  than COrmDdrty prcduction. 
Wilderness candidate areas and habitat rvlll be lost  only as a function of 
mise timber practices and lmprudentrmneral developnent. 

Another criticism of your Plan is your attenpt t o  fragm?nt area y 
lands on the analysis area quadrant mps. 
small and are s u n " d e d  by areas prolebed for p s s r h l e  tunber hacvest 

I f  we assum? that area 
and that  they represent future Wildemess canhdate lands, why are they 
mterspersed w i t h  and surxoun&d by areas wherL loggmg activity m y  be 
mtense? I f  to ta l  acreage m g (l isted as  69,400 acres) represents the 
only large t rac ts  of land that m y  b c o n s i d d  for Wilderness designation, 

M y  areas marked "g" are very 

g lands are t o  be "tamed i n  an unmade3 state 



and mch of tius is fra-ted mtc trny prcels, then we m y  truly de- 
of g e t t u g  a reasonable a u n t  of mnbguous land for wilderness ln the 
next rev iew.  l b s  acreage m g is mnsistent with the acreage pmleced 
to he avalable  for Wilderness designatran (150,000-210.000 acres) at  the 
end of the €=st plaMlng period. And area g is the unroaded pre- 

scriptmn area outside of the legislated Wilderness area. We assm~, but 
you don't state, that tius m s  that saw land m a  chff-t prescription 

may he Wilderness wnd~date land. 
Clarified. 

But tius i s  very vague and should te 

las t ly ,  and tius is a really sore spt mth us, your analysis of the 
q c t  of mcreased mads on the Ashley N a b 4  Forest seems to d a t e  
that you want t o  e or types of recrea'uon m the Forest. W e  
refer to pages 111-11 and IV-45 m the DEIS. You appear to he saymq, 
"hlr Plan w i l l  change greatly the types of recrea'uon you can enloy. 
mll lncrease mtorized use and make it mre llkely that  those of you 
s-g a backcountry exferience, mth isola'uon and solitude, w i l l  c m  
m t o  mntact and w n f l i c t  w i t h  mtorized recreabonists. It w i l l  he mre 
chfficult  to get away from the mads, and O W  use mll  be mwuraged on 
mst of the Forest. 
you lus t  leam to love car-campmg and four-wheel drivmq? You lust  nught 
llke it, once you get used to it. 

and are, m fact, trymg to gude recreation m that  &&ion. It helps 
your case to he able to 1ustlfy a l l  those mads! 
current trends, wh~ch show that mn-nutonzed fom of recreation are 

grorylng m ~ ~ p u l a r i t y .  
the roads m lnrreasmg n-s. There is a strong bias m k s  Plan m 
favor of developed, mtorized recreation and " c d Y c y  prcduchon. 

It 

W e l l ,  Mr. Wcle-pered Recreatiorust, why don't 

It i s n ' t  so W, really." 
Thus you are p m ~ e b m g  mtarized recreation as  the wave of the future, 

B u s  tack m counter to 

Pmple llke to get away, and are beg-g t o  leave 

sumoarv. 
(1) There is mt an adequate array of alternatives *ch features at  

least one alterna'uve as  p r m i l y  recreation-riented. 
is an afterthought, and is treated as  a byprduct of ccnm3dLty 
pmduchon. 

Recreation 

(2) Area closure to OW'S does not vary by alternative. lhis makes it 
mre chfflcult  to 0- the pace and solitude o w  Forest affords. 
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(3) You cannot help to ]ustJfy the m c d l e  rmpact of 3,300 nules 
of new or reconstructed roads by te l lmg us hau lucky we are 
to have mcreased recreational opFo-tres. 

bs the unaMldable result of your Plan. Alternative B ignores 
public concerns III tlus regad. 

(4) Malor V 3  e f i c a t l o n s  are not des=& by the public, yet ml l  

(5) Recreabonal opprtmubes my he seriously affected by e t y  
prcducbon. 
sedurent load m the stream. 
my adversely affect huntmq sport on the Forest i f  not forb lam 
or closely regulated. 

Many proposed acbvi t ies  my result m mcreased 
Icqgmg and nunerd developrent 

(6) Your treatm?nt of unroaded areas 1s vaquely presented and gives 
us 110 assurance that values on these lands w i l l  be preserved. 
mscle-pered and other non-mtorized recreahon IS given lip 
service and very little fundmg. 

(7) The value of the recreabonal resource, both frcw a cost-savug 
and m m  standpmt, is ignored or &scountd. If you exclude 
the Flarmng Gorge NRA, wrldemess and nutorized and non-mtorized 
serm-prmtive areas have a greater dollar value than roaded 
natural (B-38). recreation IS a bargam ccanpared to the 
exorbitant costs of mad !x~l+.mg and tunber hamest. 

any case, and answers the public's demand for an Intact resowce, 
(8) Emphasize the recreational resource. It w i l l  be less wstly m 

wlsely "naged.  
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CONauSION 

we hope that we have rat offended you m any way by mhng these 
" b a t s .  ?hey were made to help you chswver lwd we feel a b u t  the 
way the Forest should te " a g e d .  

management. 
me hand, i f  our analyses are wong and our conclusions ulco-, OUT 

error w r l l  only plnt out the chfficulty mth whch such a public 
dcam%t can be underst~~3 by the public for whch it was mended. 
the other hand, wa&g stuhtomly through ' dus  umneldy tme wrthout 
mterpretabve help may have brought to lrght s a w  mwnsiStencieS whch 
cannot be explamed away, and wluch should be cnrreded m the f m l  Plan. 

Your Prrferred Alterna'uve is too m t y - x i e n t e d ,  and w i l l  not 
solve nure pmblems than it creates. 
nemmgful array of balanced alterna'uves f m  wluch to choose. 
Plan mll  be costly and has the p t e n b a l  for sigmficant e n v m m t d  

rmpact. 
mad&, but there is no quest~on that it ml l  be changd considerably. 
we do not thuk that 'dus is what the public wants. These are our criticism 
m the= mst s q l e  form. 

We hope it may help qude  the Forest's 
W e  chose t o  interpret the DEE and Plan as written. On the 

On 

No attempt was made to offer a 
Your 

It is very psslble that the character of the Forest ml l  be 

We honestly look f o W  to w r h g  w i t h  you on m y  of the problems 
and questions facmg the Ashley Nabondl Forest. 
relationstup as adverslal, and neither should you. 
q ~ ~ ! ~ s i v e  munt of wrk-all of you. 
your honesty. 
you YI mprovmg the Forest expsience ul the future. we would l&e to 

offer volunteer m r k  for ~ i a l  pro]ects, such as tral mamtenance, for 

instance. 

I do not thuk of our 
You have done an 

We respect your de3catiou and 
You m y  be assured that I mll  do everythmg I can to assist 

Thank you for your attenbon. We hope to see you smn. 
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6-6 U.S. OeDartment of Houslng and Urban Development 
0-7 State o f  Utah Water Resources 
G-9 Wyomlnq Game and F lsh  Department 
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G-11 Environmental Protect ion Agency 
6-12 Bryce Caldwei I, Ulntah County Commlsslon 
6-73 Thomas 0. Wardeil, Ulntah County Commlssion 
b 1 4  Neal H. Oomqaard, Ulntah County Commlsslon 
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6-16 Sol1 Conservatlan Servlce 
6-17 Senator O r r l n  Hatch 
G-18 Oaqqett County Comisslon 
6-19 Canqressman Howard Nielson 
G-20 Colorado Rlver Con lss lon  of Nevada 
6-21 Wyomlnq Dept of Environmental Qual l ty.  Water Q u a l l t y  Oivlslon 
G-22 State o f  Utah Of f i ce  o f  the  Governor 
6-23 U.S. Department o f  Enerqy, Western Area Power Adminlstrat lon 



Archives, Mms&s & Historical Department 
Barrptt Bullding stnto nistorlc R . O S ~ ~ V ~ O .  om- Cheyenne, WY 82002 

Robert D. Bush. Ph. D. 
D1-IC.r 

807.777-7519 

August 1, 1985 

J.S. Tixier, Regional Forester 
Intermountain Region 
Federal Office Building 
324 25th Street 
Ogden, Utah 84401 

RE: 

Dear Mr. Tixier: 

§Ashley National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan DEIS 

Our staff has reviewed the DEIS. We cannot make any specific 
assessments on the various alternatives potential effects on cultural 
resource sites and have no preference for one or another of the alter- 
natives. As discussed in the DEIS, specific projects or actions are sub- 
ject to 106 review by SHPO and the ACHP. We will provide coments on a 
project specific basis as they occur. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Junge 
Deputy SHPO 

FOR: 
O r .  Robert D. Bush, Ph.D. 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

MGJ:RLB:klm 



August 6, 1985 

mane G. Tucker, Forest Suprvisor Division of 
State History Ashley kbtlonal Forest 

Ashton Fnergy Center, Suite 1150 NTUiSTAE IIlSToncALwm 
lGP0 West Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

RE: 1520, Forest Land and Pesource bsnagement Plan, DEE 

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 1239 

rear M r .  Tucker: 

After review of the akove referenced project, our office has the following comments 
for consideration by the Forest Service: 

1. In the chapter on environnent, cultural resources are not listed as a topic 
along with such things as mneral, timber, recreation. 
constructed, and the definitions of affected envlroments, seem to indicate that 
it would be preferable to p t  cultural resources here and prhap not as an 
add-on to a recreation issue. 
ment issues are developed, and cultural resources appar to be one of those. 

No mention of impct of recreation uses on cultural remurces IS made. This 
activity has proven from pst infomtion,is an impact on cultural resources, 
and it sbuld be considered and documented. 

The ICOs 1-8 sbuld include cultural resources, prticularly questions abut how 
to protect significant resources and provide pbllc interpretatlon visitation to 
kmm sites, and secondly to what extent should the Forest Service prsue 
recording the sites in likely areas, rather than a project by project Lasis as 
prt of, prhaps, the identification &se. 

The way the chapter is 

That is just our review of how affected environ- 

2. 

3. 

Since IM f o m l  consultation request concerning eligibility, effect or mitigation 
as outlined by 36 CFP. 800 was indicated by you, this letter represents a respnse 
for information concerning location of cultural resnurces. 
questrons or concerns, please contact me at 533-7039. 

If you have any 

Cultural R source Advisor 
Office of tate Historic 
Preserva ! ion Officer 

JLD: jrc: U39/1961V 

I I I I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE REGIONALClVlL ENGINEERCENTRAL REGION 

1 1  I 4  COMMERCE STREET 

D A L L A S  TEXAS 75242 

Mr .  Duane 6. Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Sui te  1150 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker 

Thank you for  a l lowing us the  oppor tun i ty  t o  review the d r a f t  planning 
documents f o r  the Ashley Nat ional  Forest Utah and Wyoming. 

We continue t o  express our support of the Forest Service i n  developing 
func t i ona l  management plans f o r  lands under i t s  cont ro l .  The A i r  Force 
concern f o r  these management issues contains the  need t o  r e t a i n  use o f  
e x i s t i n g  and the establishment o f  fu ture m i l i t a r y  f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  areas 
and routes which may t raverse these areas. 

Current ly  no A i r  Force a i r  operations t raverse any p o r t i o n  o f  t he  study 
area. Although f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  areas, routes, and airspace requirements 
of the m i l i t a r y  are Subject t o  change and do change frequently, i t  i s  no t  
an t i c ipa ted  t h a t  new routes w i l l  be establ ished i n  the immediate fu ture.  

We are hopeful t h i s  in format ion i s  useful i n  your planning. 
in format ion i s  needed, our s t a f f  p o i n t  o f  contact  i s  Mr.  Raymond Bruntmyer, 
(214) 767-2527, o r  FTS 729-2527. 

I f add i t i ona l  We are hopeful t h i s  in format ion i s  useful i n  your planning. 
in format ion i s  needed, our s t a f f  p o i n t  o f  contact  i s  Mr.  Raymond Bruntmyer, 
(214) 767-2527, o r  FTS 729-2527. 

I f add i t i ona l  

- Sincere ly  

Cy to: AFRCE-WR/ROV 
HQ USAF/LEEV 



Sept 9, 1985 b,,"' 

Duane G. Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashlev Nat ional  Forest 
Ashto; Energy~Center, Su i te  1150 
1680 w. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker; 

The Bureau of Water P o l l u t i o n  cont ro l  appreciates the ooportunity t o  
review the prooosed Forest Plan and Oraf t  Environmental Impact Statement 
for  the Ashley National Forest. 

The State has designated a l l  surface water geographically located within 
the outer boundaries of U.S. National Forests whether on pub l ic  or 
p r i v a t e  lands as anti-degradation segments. 
q u a l i t y  waters which now o r  may p o t e n t i a l l y  serve as raw water sources 
for cu l inary  use. 
water q u a l i t y  i n  anti-degradation segments. 

Construction projects, inc lud ing  roads, dams and development w i l l  be 
considered on a case-by-case basis by the  Water P o l l u t i o n  Control 
Committee. 
best nanaoement oract ices must be emoloved t o  minimize Dol lu t lon 

This i s  t o  p ro tec t  h igh  

The Bureau w i l l  supoort plans which w i l l  no t  degrade 

When p o l l u t i o n  r e s u l t s  from these construction aCtiVlt leS, 

effects. 
segments ana nmpoin t  so.rzes neeo t o  oe c o n t r o l l c a  t o  tne  extent 
Fcasi3Je tnrc-an i w i c w n t a t i c n  o f  nest managewnt p?acticeS. 

Point source aiscnarges arz  p ron io i tea  i n  anti-degradation 

The Bureau w i l l  support any p lan t h a t  w i l l  maintain or enhance the 
r i p a r i a n  and aquatic hab i ta ts  i n  streams and lakes within the Ashley 
Nat ional  Forest boundaries. The Bureau supports the current management 
e f f o r t s  of maintenance o r  improvement o f  watershed condit ions and 
orotect ion of  dater rssources for  on-site use. 
recent e'Tohasis olacea an s t a o i l i z a t i o n  of watersheds, stream hanks ana 
lox standard roaas. 

I n  add i t ion  t o  the water q u a l i t y  being monitored by the  Forest Service 
ana Geological Surdey, the Bureau of  Water Pol lu t iOn Control maintains 
the fo l lowing Stations which may be o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  the Forest Service and 
your oroposea p lan as you assess water qua l i t y :  

ne a lso  sdpport the 

Resoonse t o  State of Utah Denartment of Health. 

Best manaaemnt oractices w l l l  contlniie t o  bs Imolementsd In a l l  
Drolscts o r  a c t l v l t l e s  out1 lned In  the olan.  Watsr Qual I t y  and 
r l o a r l a n  condit ions w l l l  continua t o  be qlven too n r l o r l t y .  A l l  
a l te rna t ives  consldered In  the olan have the  c r l t e r l n n  t h a t  State 
water q u a l i t y  standards w i l l  not  be exc-eded. 

Bureau of Water Po l lu t ion  Control 
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493672 

493522 

493525 

493451 

493615 

493419 

492790 

493721 

492776 

DESCQIPTION 

Duchesne River a t  U-208 crossing nea r  
Tabiona 
Duchesne River below t h e  confluence 
with Rock Creek 
Rock Creek anove t h e  confluence with 
Duchesne River 
Strawberry River above t h e  confluence 
with Duchesne River 
Strawberry River above S ta rva t ion  
Reservoir  
Duchesne River  n e a r  Myton a t  US 40 
c ross ino  
Green River  a t  Dinosaur National 
nonument 
Ashley Creek above t h e  confluence with 
Green River 
Brusn Creek a t  U-149 c ross ing  

493786 

493810 Green River a t  Browns Park 

493825 

493849 

The proposed Fores t  Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement f o r  t h e  
Ashley National Forest  r e p r e s e n t s  an  e x c e l l e n t  e f f o r t  by the Forest  
Se rv ice  t o  maintain o r  enhance c u r r e n t  water q u a l i t y  condi t lons.  We hope 
t h i s  e f f o r t  w i l l  con t inue  t o  insure good water q u a l i t y  f o r  f u t u r e  needs. 
We look forward t o  c l o s e r  involvement with you on a p r o j e c t  s p e c i f i c  
b a s i s  as pe r  our  Memorandum of Vnderstanding. 

Brush Creek a t  U-44 c ross ing  

Red Creek a t  Clay Basin Road c ross ing  

Green River below Flaming Gorge Dam 

S ince re ly  

Calvin K. Sudweeks, Direc to r  
Bureau o f  Water Po l lu t ion  Control  

cc:  Dennis Oalley ROCC 
Doug Lofs t ed t ,  EPA 

ROG/jm 
2748-6 



September 13, 1985 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Enerw Center, Suite 1150 

P’ US Department 01 HDUIbW and Urban De~elopmenl 

Denver Regional ohce, Region VIII 
Execulwe Tower 
1405 Curbs Street 
Denver Colorado 80202-2349 

1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

Environmental Impact Statement LDEIS) for the Ashely National Forest, i n  
Utah and Nyoming. 

Your DEIS has been reviewed w i t h  consideration for  the areas of 
responsibility assigned t o  the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. This review considered the proposal ‘s compatibility w i t h  
local and regional comprehensive planning and impact on urbanized areas. 
W i t h i n  these parameters, we f i n d  this document adequate for our purposes. 

If you have any questions regarding these conments, please contact 
Mr. Myron Eckberg, Environmental Specialist, a t  (303) 844-3102. 

This i s  i n  response to  your request for comments on the Draft 

I I 



STATE OF UTAH 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Water Reto~rces 

Normon H Bangerter Governor 
Dee C Hamen Executive Director 
D Low Anderson Divlilon Dlre~lor 

Mr. Tucker: 

Reply to : 1920 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Ashley National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. These represent considerable effort by many people. 
Hopefully our comments are constructive in nature and will add to these 
reports. 

There is considerable repetition within each report and between the two 
documents. Unless the format used is required, the volume could be 
reduced by eliminating the duplication. 

Water resources are limited in Utah. We would encourage you to allow for 
future development of this resource as much as possible. This will 
require additional water storage and transmission facilities. 
appreciate the fact the recommended plan projects a water yieldCl' 1 
improvement nearly as high as any of the alternatives studied. 

Our specific connnents follow: 

DEIS 

1. p. 11-12, 2nd par. The Research Natural Areas should be located as 
such on a map. Table 111-8, p. 111-14 names 5 candidate and 9 potential 
RNA's but most are difficult if not impossible to locate by name only. 

2. p. 111-39, last par. If conflicts occur, which will take 
precedence. There is a vital need for more irrigation water storage to 
make efficient use of the water supply and to carry out needed work on 
the Colorado River Salinity Control Program. 

- 

3. p. 111-41, 6th par. All major floods are not related to snowmelt 
events. Quite often, it is just the reverse. What about the Sheep Creek 
flood in the mid-1960's. 

ResDonse to State of Utah DeDartment of Natural Resources. 
Dlvlslon of Water Resources 

The ~ 1 8 "  makes no site saeclflc declslans on futurn develonments 
to store and transmit water. No new Im~rovements (stornqe or 
transmlsslon) are currently DroDosed on the Forest. If they are 
made durlnq the period Of the Dlan they " 1 1 1  be consldernd on a 
site specific bas15 follwlnq anv coordlnatlon crlteria 
establ lshed In the olan. Ths new Altnrnatlve J .  althoush not as 
hiqh as Alternative E. shows an Increase In water ylald rhlle 
mentlnq state water quality standards. 

Floodlnq from Intense rain storms has been rncoonlzsd In a 
rewrlfe of ChaDter I l l .  The dlscusslon on thn UoDer Colorado 
River Compact was not deleted because It stlll aDDl1~5 to the 
Forest. 

4. p. 111-41, 8th par. These next paragraphs seem to deal with the 
Central Utah Project so maybe a heading is indicated. Also, delete the 
discussion on the Upper Colorado River Compact as it is not relevent to 
the plan. 

an eqva oppartunlhl m " e r  



Duane Tucker 
Page 2 
9-30-85 

5. p. 111-42. The references to the Bonneville, Upalco, and Uinta units 
in the 2nd par., and to the Bonneville, Jensen, and Upalco units in the 
9th par., do not agree. They all impact the Ashley National Forest. 

6. D. 111-43. 3rd Par. It is auestionable if increased demands on the 
Wasitch Front.wil1 be of great magnitude. There is an upper limit to the 
commitments that can be diverted. 

Also, the data in the 7th par. includes only the Utah part o f  the 
forest. Table 111-25 should be credited to "State of Utah Water- 1980" 
written by the Utah Division of Water Resources. Wyoming data are not 
shown. This should be included. The text indicates demands are for 
Uinta Basin only yet the data include Dagget County. 

7. p. 111-60, 1st par. If alternate 8 is the accepted plan, present 
practices will change and pest management will be a part of the plan. 

8. p. IV-28. 
should be given consideration. 

9. 
Central Utah Water Conservancy District also have been included as 
contacts? 

10. p. VI-2. Include the Utah Division of Water Resources. 

11. 

12. p. A-7, 5th par. Shouldn't reference to 58.0 sumner range be 58.0 
deer summer range capability. 

13. p. H-10. item 4. The proposed RNA's are different than shown on 
page 1V-28 and 111-13. 

Land and Resource Management Plan 

1. 
Municipal Watershed Plan should be included. 

Last par. This is a very general statement. Will fillings be made on 
all these uses and how will this impact prior rights? 

2. p. 11-14, 4th par. Where are these areas located and what impacts 
will they have on existing conditions. 

If the RNA's include potential reservoir sites, this 

p. IV-43, item 2. Should the Division of Water Resources and the 

p. VII-2. Research Natural Areas, change 111-8 to 111-13 and 14. 

p. 11-13, 4th par. A brief sumnary of the Ashley National Forest 

(aaqe 2) 
The Bonnevllle. Uoalco and Ulnta units dlrectly lmoact the Ashley 
Natlonal Forest: the Jensen unlt has only lndlrect effects on the 
Forest because water storme Imoundments are all off the Forest. 

The Impact dlscussed In Chaater Ill Is already occurrlna with the 
canstructlon of the 5 " v I l l e  Unlt of th9 CUP. 

Credit of table 111-25 to Utah Dlvlslon of Water Resources has 
been made. Your suaqested chanqes In the text ar- also 
Included. The dsmand for water In Wvmlna Is exosct-d to 
Increase slollv. The second oarauraah under dsmand states the 
Wyomlnq sltuatlon. 

Your comnent 7 Is not understood. No chnnqs I n  the text was 
made. 

Potentlal reservolr sites would be evaluatsd In the establlshm?nt 
reoort of any RNA. 

It was not felt that Imol9mntatlon of ths plan would have any 
slqnlflcant effects on the Utah Dlvlslon of Water Rssources and 
the Central Utah Water Conservancy Dlstrlct. 

The lncluslon referred to In c o m n t  10 has been made. 

The chanqes referred to In comnsnts 11. 12. and 13 h a w  be9n 
made. 

The sumnary In Item 1 was not made. It Is not felt that 
additional dlscusslon Is needed. 

F11 lnqs v l l l  be made on these us's as anoroarlate for the 
soeclflc use and area Involvnd. The lmoact on arlor rlqhts ~ 1 1 1  
not be k n a n  untll these needs have been quantlfled. 

Prlorlty rastoratlon needs are located In  the Sol1 and Water 
schedullnq sectlon of the plan. Impacts on exlstlnq condltlons 
w l l l  not be known untll slte soeclflc olannlnq has hsnn done. In  
qeneral. the Imacts should be mlnlmal: benefits should vastly 
outwelqh any Imoacts. 
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Cred i t  t o  the  Utah D l v l s l o n  of Water Re~ources has been made f o r  
SUDOI~ data. S U D D ~ ~  data i s  available I n  F o r m t  records. 

No declslon has been made on the  fu turo of o r9c iP l ta t ion  
Instrumontatlon In the Wlldernsss. The obinct lve of our 
aireamsnt w i t h  the  SCS I5 t o  remove the four s ta t ions from tho 
wlld-rness when adequate c o r r e l a t l o n  ha5 been made t o  s ta t lons  
outslde thn Wilderness. w l t h l n  th9  next 7 year9. 

Plannlnq un l ts  are not  n e c e s w r l l y  tho  same as ran‘ler d l s t r l c t s .  
The olnnnlnq u n l t s  noted I n  the  reference were those anaivzsd and 
documnted I n  land use olans I n  t h e  1970’s. These un i ts  d i d  no t  
necessari ly colnclde w i t h  Ranqer D l s t r l c t  boundarles. For 
Instance. the  South Slooe U n l t  Plan ~ u h l  lshed In  1979 lncludsd a 
oor t lon  of the  Vernal Ranner D l s t r l c t .  a l l  ot  ths  Roosevolt 
Ranoer D i s t r i c t ,  and the  North U n l t  of the Duch9sne R a n o w  
Olst r lc t .  A l l  of these unit  D i m s  as w 9 1 1  as the o ld  
muitlola-use Dlans are replace bv the Forest Plan. 

Last  par. 

3. 0. 11-15. See comment 5 on the DEIS. Also. State o f  Utah Water-1982 

See comment 4 on the  DEXS. 

r~ ~~ ~- ~~~ - 
ihows the same uses but a supply of 1,483,700~aire feet, not  necessari ly 
a l l  from forest lands. Show the  source of the  supply data of 948,500 
acre feet. 

4. p, 11-17, item 10. Ind ica te  if the planning u n i t s  and ranger 
d i s t r i c t s  are the  same. 

5. p. 1V-4, l a s t  par. The SCS snow measuring instrumentation should be 
l e f t  i n  place t o  ass is t  w i th  watershed and water supply management. 
Also, does not  agree w i th  p. IV-28, item 40 o r  p. IV-56, l a s t  paragraph 
which ind icate the  opposite. 

Again we appreciate t h i s  opportunity and look forward t o  working with you 
and your staff i n  the  future. 

If not, show planning u n i t s  on a map. 

Thank you, 

D. Lar ry  Anderson, P.E. 
D i rector  
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CHEYENNE WYOMING 82002 

September 23, 1985 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
USDAIFS-Aahley NF 
Ashton Energy Center 
Suite 1150 
1680 W. BW. 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

EIS 70411.3 
USDAIFS-Ashley NF-Forest 
Land 6 Resource Management 
Plan and DEIS 

In responee to your notification, we have reviewed this Draft Resource 
Plan and DEIS and offer the following comments for use in finalizing the 
plan and environmental assessment. 

The only portion of area administered by the Ashley National Forest zn 
Wyoming IS the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area. Therefore, in 
reviewing the Plan, we have concentrated only on thin aspect of the Plan. 
The primary purpose of the Flaming Gorge NRA is to provide recreational 
opportunity. 

General Comments. 

1. We suggest the plan could be more precise in defining acceptable 
constraints and practices. Most of the language appears to us to be 
cushioned by wording which will allow a great deal of interpretation by 
the Administrator in charge. For example, one resource will be managed 
"coneistent with "Be and protection of other resource values". 
no definition of the level of protection to be afforded the other 
resources. Obvmusly, there 10 a need for some flexibility in the 
application of some constraints. However, without more definitive 
language, the value of the Plan is seriously compromised. The Plan IS 
too open to individual interpretation to be used as a standard to 
measure forest management effectiveness. 

One phrase relating to raading disturbance on critical wildlife ranges 
should be specifically addressed. 
Plan notes that road8 and traila will be designed and constructed to 
avoid adversely affecting critical big game ranges "whenever practical". 
We suggest that the phrase "whenever practical'' be deleted. 

There IS 

On page IV-33, the Land and Resource 

We did  not fee l  t h a t  t h l s  dnqree of absoluteness could be a m l i e d  
without s i t e  soec i f ic  analvsls over t h s  s n t i r o  Forsst.  T h i s  
uu lde l lne  has been rewr i t ten  but  s t i l l  D 9 r m l t 5  a road or t r a i l  to 
bs constructod i n  c r l t l c a l  areas I f  Just l f led.  
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2. In relation to livestock grazing and AUMs, it IS stated that transitory 
grazing forage created by lagging or other disturbances will be assessed 
and assigned as A M s  for grazing. We recommend this be avoided. In our 
experience, transitory allotments may become permanent despite con- 
tinuing loss of these AUMs through ~uccession. This creates overstocked 
area8 or management directed toward frnding ways to Continue the availa- 
bility of these transitory AUMs. Any increased forage produced through 
these means should be allotted to wildlxfe w e  not 88 lzvestock forage 
s m c e  additional livestock grazing IS not a primary objective wLthin 
Flaming Gorge NRA. 

3. The Plan addresses wildlife values and recreational use as separate from 
defined, dispersed, and nom-dzepereed recreatxm io the analysis of 
eost:beneflts and public demand. 
tified value of the wildlife resource. The esthetic value of wildlife 
contributes significantly to the recreational experience and enjoyment 
of visitors to Flaming Gorge NRA. Wildlife values should be included I" 
the value of recreation here. 

Despite the conclusion that recreational demand w ~ l l  increase 30% over 
the life of the Plan, wildlife habitat and wildlife populations are pro- 
jected to remain essentially stable for the preferred alternative. We 
would prefer the plan vauld address and work to enhance and increase 
thie resource. Enhancement of wildlife habitat m Flaming Gorge NRA 
could significantly increase Its value a8 a reereatran area. and could 
provide additional economic benefits to communities in southwestern 
Wyoming. 

This undervalues eome of the Iden- 

4 .  We support Alternative D, which emphasizes non-market opportunities such 
8s recreation and rnldlife values. 

Specific Coments by Section and m order of Pagination of the Docmuents. 

1 .  Appendix A, 11, A, 1(2), page A-3 

Winter recreational activitiee such as kce fishing, eoawmohrling, 3 and 
4 wheeling, and snow plowing are becoming more popular when the reser- 
voir I S  ice covered. 
fishing areas IS also becoming papular. 
addressed these activities in the Plan or D.E.I.S. Forest Service 
involvement is needed in educating the public concerning safe ice con- 
ditions in this form of recreation, as well a8 marking areas which do 
not have safe ice conditions for particular types of recreational .%ti- 
v1 t les. 

Driving vehicles on the ice to get to favorite ice 
The Forest Service has not 

2. Appendix A, 11, A 4 ,  page A-4 

Marking the Wyoming-Utah stateline across the reservoir with buoys is 
recommended. We underetand that the Forest Service historically marked 

(name 2) 
The olan nrovldes fo r  q l v i n Q  nrefsrsncs t o  xlldl I f 9  or I lv-stock 
foraqe needs on t r a n s l t o r y  r a n w  deaondlno unon the  
nresxr lo t lon.  Rssslqnment of t rans i to ry  foraor, t o  I lvestock I S  
made throuqh a l  lotment manaqsment n l a w  r h l c h  r-cmnlze th?  
lonqsvlty o f  t h i s  foraqe. 

The assthet ic  valu4 of r i l d l l f e  1s recwnlz-d as a receetlon 
benefi t .  bu t  our current  state-of-the-art -conomlcs does no t  
quant i fy  t h i s  fac to r  as Dart o f  our ccst-b-nefi t  n roces .  

The new a l te rna t ive  nrovldes for no wlldlifs hab l ta t  m d u c t l a n  I n  
r e l a t l o n  t o  t lmbsr harvest. The schedul I n i  nar t lon  o f  tho olan 
nrovldes fo r  camolstlnq a1 I nro iects  vrqssnt lv  lden t l f  1-d f o r  
w i l d l i f e  hab l ta t  enhancement. Both b10 wme and f l q h  hab l ta t  
nroJects are Dlanned In  the Flamlno Gorqa NRA. 

Winter rqcreat lon a c t i v l t l n s  on the  r e v r v o l r  are n Dart o f  our 
dlsoersed recreat ion oromam. To the  extent that fundlno allows. 
we nlan on oostino Information about " In te r  r e c r m t l o n  
a c t l v l t l e s .  n a r t l c u l a r l y  I n  those are85 rhers  nvb l l c  health and 
safety 1s involved. P r l o r l t l e s  for  admln is ter ln i  these 
a c t i v l t l s s  are cwersd  In our O l s t r l c t s '  DIsnDrs-d Rscreotlon 
Plan. 

Marklna the State line a l t h  buoys I s  deslrable: howRver. In terms 
of nr lor l t les  under currant fundlnq levels. t h l s  a c t l v l t v  
receives low Pmohasls. SfnCQ t h l s  I s  also a Stat- concern. the 
respective States could conslder dolno t h i s  On a cooawat ive 
basis. 
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the  stateline until recent budget constraints eliminated thls service. 
Fishermen and other recreatmnists are confused 8s to the exact location 
of the stateline. 

3. Appendix A, 11, A 6(6), page A-5 

We recommend this section be expanded to include stream habitat improve- 
ments specifically for kokanee in Sheep Creek, Carter Creek and Cart 
Creek. Sheep Creek has the largest run of early spawning kokanee in the 
reservoir. This strain of kokanee has potentially important management 
implicatrons in other waters. 
durzng the summer months, which introduces large amounts of silt and 
destroys spawning areas by covering In-stream gravels, the run should be 
expanded to utilize Carter Creek and Cart Creek. 
Creeks have natural barriers m their lower reaches which have kept 
kokanee from establishing spawning runs. 

We recommend the Parest Service address the problems assoczated cnth the 
Instability of the Sheep Creek drainage and plan a study to see if It 18 
feasible to stabilize the drainage to prevent or control the siltation 
events. If stabilization of the watershed IS not possible, we suggest 
the Forest Service consider formulating a plan to rehabilitate the 
stream after the floods, so the early run strain of kokanee can per- 
petuate through natural reproduction. 

Improvement of spawning habitat and the removal or modification of 
natural andlor man-made barriere on Carter Creek and Cart Creek IS also 
recommended so the early run strain can be established m these streams. 

With Sheep Creek prone to flashflooding 

Both Carter and Cart 

4. Appendix A, 11, 8, I ( 4 ) ,  page A-7 

This section needa to be more specific because of the increasing demand 
for recreation during the winter months. Boat ramps and other facilz- 
ties need to be maintained for safe boating and launching during the zce 
free periods. Boat fishermen fishing for brown and lake trout use the 
reservoir during the fall, winter (where and If open water exists) and 
early spring. Ramps should be placed clear of snow and sand should be 
provided at the ramp when slrck conditione exist. Removal of silt and 
rocks on boat ramps should be done 88 soon BB possible after ice-out. 
Courtesy docks should be ln place and maintained 80 they are usable 
during the entire ice free season. Concessionaires should be 
allowed to store their gas docks and other docks on the boat ramps where 
they interfere with and pose a hazard to people launching boats or 
otherwise utilizing the ramps. 

(aaae 31 
Tho schedulinq aor t lon  o f  the  Plan n a  orovldes f o r  c o m o l e t l n ~  
ad f luv la l  t l s h  (Ko4aneel studles for Flamlnq Gorqe. These 
studies would detormlne the  hab i ta t  needs of t h i s  sn-cles. This 
sectlon of ths Plan nlso rec0(~nlze5 t h a t  hab i ta t  Imnrnvoment Is 
needed In Carter Creek. Addlt lnnal evsluatlon Is waded f o r  
Carter Creek before lmnrovements a m  sch*d!iled. 

The establ Ishmont o f  the  Sheen Creak G-oloqlcnl Areir r -cmnl rad  
t h i s  a5 a na tura l l y  unstahls ar-a. We cannot n red lc t  the  
occurrance and extent  o f  f u t r r e  floods. Each occurrance r w l d  
need t o  b9 avaliiated asse)5)51nn the  ext-nt o f  ths  damav and the  
a v a i l a h l l l t y  of funds before any r e h a h l l l t a t l o n  could bs a5wred. 

We nqree and would nrefer t o  onsrate In wlnter  a t  ths  I’ve1 you 
Indlcate: however. current  f u n d i m  levels do not  nrovlds for tho 
level of wlnter  snorts admlnlstrat lon vou have l d s n t l f  i?d. 
Pub1 I C  safety matters lnvo lv lnq v lo la t lons  o f  r e w l a t l o n s  bv 
cOnceSslonalres w l l l  be enforced. esnecln l lv  where there Is a 
o o s s l b l l l t v  of connestlon on t h s  boat rams. 
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Certaln access made to the reservoir, such ae thoee to the Confluence, 
Buckboard, Squaw Hollow and Anvil Draw on the weer side and Firehole, 
Current Creek and Upper Marsh Creek an the east side, should be kept 
open durlng the wmter to allow adequate access for ice fishermen, 
snowmobiling, cross-country ekiing and other winter recreational actlvi- 
tie*. 

5. Appendlx A, 11, C, 2(5), page A-20 

We recommend t h u  section be expanded to include the need to preserve 
and maintain a l l  presently existing roads leading to the reservoir 80 

adequate access to areas of the reservoir can be maintained for 
fishing, swmmiag, camping and other recreational activities. 

6. Appendxx H, Exhibit No. I, page 0-47. D.E.I.S. 

The following should be added to the requirements for power transmission 
lines crossing the reservarr: 
lrnes crossing Flaming Gorge Reservoir be properly marked and maintained 
so they are readily visible to low flying aircraft. 
lines present hazards to our aerial flshermn counts as well a8 other 
flights for administrative purposes. 

Please contact this office or out Area Fisheries offrce or Dzstrict Game 

All new and existing power transmission 

Unmarked power 

Divi8ion office zn Green River if we may be of further help. 

Sincerely, - 

(paqe 4) 
Access roads t o  ths  reservolr  cannot bs ksa t  ooen durlnq wlnter 
mn ths  slnco they a rs  not a o r l o r l t v  Item wlthln the  aval lable 
fundlnq. HOnefuIly. fu tu re  fundlni  w 1 1 1  be such t h a t  t h e w  
access roads could be onened. 

Publ ic access t o  the  reseruolr  Is orovldad undsr the  exlst lnr l  
Fnrsst Transoortatlon Plan and I n  n c ~ ) o e r a t l v e  Road Malntsnance 
Anreemsnt w l th  Sweehater County. Wyomlnq. Due to current low 
fundin0 Isvels. not  a l l  roads are malntalned t o  the standard w(f 
would I lke a t  a l l  tlmss. 

Althouah these 11.e~ do not r9nuIro markinrl undsr Surrsnt Army 
Coros ot Enoln-ers o r  Federal Avlat lon Aqency standards. we were 
t o l d  by Pac l f I c  Power and l l o h t  t h a t  thssa I Ines were adequately 
marked durlnq the winter of 1984. 

I -  FRANCIS PETERA 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
OPERATIONS 

FP.HBM.ssc 
ee: Game DLV. 

F u h  Div. 
SPC 
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U h  and W l l d l l f a  R f s x r s s  and Ihrnaten 4 3 n h E R V  
We w l l l  consult r l t h  +he U.S. Flsh and Wlldl I f e  Servlce when 
actlons have the ootentlal t o  a f fect  anv T&E sosclss. 

Ws mree tha t  understandlna the dlscfisslon of resource outout 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTALPROJECT REVIEW 

Denver Federal Center Building 61. Room 488 
P 0 Box 25007 

Denver, Colorado 80225.0007 
1-f” 

October 22, 1985 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite I150 
I680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

We hove reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement and proposed Forest Plan for the 
Ashley Notional Forest, and offer the following comments. 

Fish and Wildlife Resources 

We believe the plan is very general and does not provide sufficient detail to determine 
how fish ond wildlife reswrces will be affected. In addition, there IS no mention of the 
need to coordinate octivities that involve water resource development and Federally 
protected fish and wildlife species with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Mandated 
authorities for FWS involvement in these matters include ihe Fish and Wrldlife Coordin- 
ation Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the Eagle Protection Act and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Also, the FWS requests an opportunity to provide comments 
on new highway and energy development plans. 

Activities that may increase streamflows in Rock Creek, the West Fork of the Duchesne 
River, Currant Creek and Strawberry River and their tributaries may be pertinent to a 
February 27, I980 Streamflow Agreement. Signatories to this agreement include the 
Governor of Utah ond representatives of  inwlved state agencies, the Central Utah Water 
Conservancy District, Forest Service (FS), and Department of the Interior. The goal of 
the agreement i s  to provide at least 44,400 acre-feet of water annually to the four major 
streams mentioned above for the preservation of fishery resources. To date, water to 
achieve this goal has not been assured. 

To coordinate water development activities in the Forest with respect to the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordinotion Act and the February 27, 1980 Streamflow Agreement, the FS 
should contact the FWS Field Supervisor at the following address: 

US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services 
2060 Administration Building 
1745 West 1700 South 
Salt Lake Crty, Utah WIO4-51 IO 
Telephone: FTS - 588-5637 
Comm. - (801) 524-5637 

. . ~~ 

levels. costs. ber i f l ts . -and envlronmental Rffscts ;as d l f f  I c u l t  
In the OEIS. While ne have t r l e d  t o  51mol I f V  and stream1 In9 tha 
dlscusslon In the Flnal EIS. the fact  remains that  the ef fects o f  
avolylnq any manaqement alternatlve t o  a comolsx area such a5 the 
Ashley Natlonal Forast n111 be comollcated a t  best and * I 1 1  
raqulre conslderable study. We do show what woilld haooen In  the 
recommended alternatlve ( J )  in more dsta l l  than In the other 
aiternatfves: the recamendad al ternat lve I s  the very datal lad 
Forast Plan document. 

I I 1 L  
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We feel that the plan is too general to provide the reader with enough understanding of  
what is to be done. Without a better understanding of  the plan, it likewise follows that 
the impacts are not understood. The Land and Resource Management Plan identified 
Alternative B as the one the FS is recommending. The €IS randomly discusses different 
aspects of Alternative B and a11 of the other alternatives with respect to  various 
resources. A more concentrated effort t o  show what would happen with the recom- 
mended alternotive and less discussion of the other alternatives may help improve the 
document. 

Threatened and Endanqered Species 

Page 5-8, Wildlife. It is mentioned that there are three birds, one mammal and one plant 
on the Forest that ore Federally listed as endangered or threatened. 

The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), bold eagle (Holiaeetus leucocephalus), whooping 
crane (Grus americana), black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), and Uinta Basin hookless 
cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus) occur on the Forest. In addition, activities on the Forest 
that affect streomflows and water quality in the Green River could affect the down- 
stream habitat of Federally listed endangered fishes of the Green and Colorado rivers. 
This includes habitat for the endangered Colorado squawfish (Ptychocheilus iucius), 
humpback chub (Gila cypha) ond bonytail chub (Gila elegans). It also includes habitat for 
the razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus) which is a candidate for Federal endangered 
species listing. 

Section 7 of the Endongered Species Act of 1973 requires Federal agencies to consult 
w i th  the FWS to  insure that their actions or programs do not jeopardize the continued 
existence of  plants and animals listed as threatened or endangered. Consultation is 
required whenever there is a may affect situotion, either positive or negative. 

To coordinate activities in accordance with the Endongered Species Act, the FS should 
contact the Field Supervisor at  the following address: 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Endangered Species 
2078 Administration Building 
1745 West 1700South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84104-51 10 
Telephone: FTS - 588-4430 

Comm. (801) 524-4430 

Mineral Resources 

The documents present a brief discussion of mineral resources and mineral-related acti- 
vities within and adjacent to the forest (DEIS p. 111-45 and PLRMP p. 11-17). Mineral 
resources known to  occur in the forest include copper, gold, silver, iron, metallurgical 
limestone, oi l  and gas, oi l  shale, coal, tar sands, trona, phosphate, sand and gravel, and 
stone. Oil and gas leases cover part of  the forest, and phosphate is mined adjacent to the 
forest boundary (DEE p. 111-47). 

Addition of the following would enhance the section on minerals: a discussion of past, 
present, and possible future mineral-related activities in the forest; a map showing 
location of mineral resources, mines, and mineral leases; and an explanation of  how 

Mlnnral Re- 
A dlscusslon of oast. oresent and nrojected mlneral a c t l v l t v  1s 
discussed in  the  AMs as well as other section9 o f  the Plan and 
€ I S .  As Indlcated. mlneral exnloratlon and dsvelooment 
a c t l v l t l e s  are deoendent on the economics of lndustrv and 
Interest  oenerated by various Interested nubllcs. Maos and 
Inventories o f  mineral resoUrceS are anaronrlately k m t  by the 
Deoartmsnt of l n te r l o r  and State aqencles who have the mlnsral 
author l t les  qranted by law. The Forest Service has surface 
manaqement author i ty only fa r  mlnerals and thus cannot olan and 
d i rec t  how. whsn. or where most mlnmral develnnm+nt 1 1 1  I occur. 
I n  most cases. where mlnaral wlthdrmvals occur. they are 
accomol lshed through statutes and not  throuoh admlnistrat lvs 
act  Ion. 

The term "nonmlneral In character" 15 a ~looloqtc term 0-rtalnlno 
t o  the notent la l  f o r  mineral occurrenc9 based on the s t ra ta  o f  nn 
area. Thls term seflms accurate when comnarlnq t h l s  Forsst w l t h  
adJacent National Forests. and when consldorlnq I t s  a ~ o i o i l c  
orfoln.  Althouqh the Ashlev does have a var le ty  of mlneral 
resources. develonment of these has n-ver been a malor a c t l v l t v  
when comnared t o  other adJacent Forests. 

Information on the 011 and aas ootPntlal O f  th-  Forest can best 
be obtalned from e i the r  industry o r  Dmartment of  l n te r l o r  
sources. 

Table 11-6 Is a comvarlson of all the a l t e r n a t l w s  w l th  tho 
current orwrem on t he  Forest: It was revlsed. t o  the %tent 
oosslble. t o  dlsalay some var la t lon  amono alternatives. Chantqr 
I V  dlsnlays the h l i h l y .  moderately. and min lma l  res t r i c t -d  arl)a? 
by qeoloqlc notent la l .  Althouih the ca5.-5 are exnected t o  remain 
the same under all a l t e r n a t l v ~ s .  res t r l c t l ons  w l l l  vary bv 
al ternat lves based on the analysis I n  Chanter I V .  Mansismant 
orescrlDtlons have also been rewr i t ten  t o  address varlou- mlnwal 
constralnts. 

The avallabllltq o f  lands x l t h l n  the Forest fo r  mln- ra l  
develonment are determined by s i t e  snecl f ic  factors such a5 
oercent sloue. land status and encumbrances. nrescrlbed 
st lnulat lons.  ex ls t lno  standard5 and ouldsllnns. and oroxlmltv t o  
othpr uses. The Forest Plan a l temat l ve  o r  manaoement 
nrescr lnt lon have l i t t l e  Influencs limn what lands are 
avallable. For t h l s  reason. RaCh aonl lcat lon must b- rev lwed on 
a casa-by-case basls. Note tha t  the Forest has taken a nos l t lon  
on Area q t o  recommend "no surface occun.mcv". 

Aqaln. mans shavlnq notent la l  for  mineral recourc9s are  not 
w l th ln  the province of the For-qt Servlc-. Such maas. a t  he5t. 
Can O n l y  be hynothetlcal and cnncentcial '41th our I lm l tad  data 
base. RqstrIctIons on mlnsral dwelonment BTP best mol  Isd 
throuqh standard and soeclal st loulnt lans on n case-by-Casa 
basls. 
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management prescriptions would affect phosphate leasing and mining activities in Tps. 2 
ond 3 S., Rs. 20, 21, and 22 E. (United States Geological Survey, Undefined Addition to 
the Ashley-Creek-Brush Creek Known Phosphate Area, effective December 2, 1965). 

We question usage of the term "nonmineral In character" (DEIS p. 111-45 and PLRMP p. I l -  
17) when discussing the farest. In view of the large variety of mineral commodities 
known to exist In the forest, current mining operations adjacent to the forest, and leasing 
activity within portions of the forest, "nonmineral in character"sef" inappropriate and 
possibly misleading. Subsequent versions of the documents should either clarify usage of 
the term or preferably, adopt different terminology. 

The geologic reports that indicate low favorability for mineral resources within the 
forest (DEIS p. 111-45) should be discussed and referenced in subsequent versions of the 
documents. Discussions pertaining to the oil and gas potential in the forest and the 
phosphate reserves of the Park City Formation also should be included. 

Table 11-6 (DEIS p. 11-70) shows that 100 percent of the forest i s  open to mineral explor- 
ation in each alternative. This is misleading. Some land in the forest in unavailable 
because it is withdrawn from mineral-related activities, and management practices 
would restrict access andlor development an part of the remaining acreage. Of the 
1,405,609 acres wlthin the forest boundary, only 861,355 acres of the federally owned 
minerals are open to mineral entry and only 1,083,830 acres are open to mineral leasing 
(DEE p. 111-44; PLRMP p. 11-16). Table D-l (DEIS) shows that proposed management 
practices for several areas differ with alternative plans; therefore, restrictions placed 
upon mineral-related activities In such areas would vary. On pages 111-45 (DEIS) and 11-17 
(PLRMP), the documents state that portions of the forest considered available for min- 
eral entry and leasing would be unavailable for mineral development. Subsequent ver- 
sions of the documents should evaluate how each management prescription would affect 
mineral exploration and development actvities. Areas where mineral development would 
be denied also should be identifed. Table 11-6 should be revised to reflect such informa- 
tion. 

Although a revised Table 11-6 showing acreage of restricted areas would be useful, such 
information also may be misleading. For example, i f  areas having low mineral potential 
ore highly restricted, only an insignificant mineral deposit might be subordinated. In 
areas of high mineral potential, however, severe restrictions moy have more significant 
impacts by discouraging or preventing mineral-related exploration or production activi- 
ties. For these reasons, Table IV-6 (DEIS p. IV-27) IS Important. It compares potentiol 
for 011 and gas (indicated (IS high, medium, low or unknown potential) with operating con- 
straints (shown as totally restricted, highly restricted, moderately restricted, or low 
restriction). The table, however would be more useful i f  a discussian of terminology and 
methodology were included in subsequent versions. Similar comparisons for the other 
mineral resources occurring in the forest are necessary to evaluate the impacts of each 
alternative management plan. 

Maps showing potential for mineral resources and areas where mineral exploration and 
development would be restricted would readily illustrate how each alternative would 
impact mineral-related activities. 
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Central Utah Proiect 

Neither document clearly explains the relationship of features and units of the Central 
Utah Project (CUP) with the Forest pian. CUP has hod and wil l  continue to  have signifi- 
cant impacts on forest resources. We feel that the major impacts should be identified in 
the documents. 

The CUP aspects are very difficult to  find and to ascertain whether or not there would 
be any problems and/or conflicts with the forest pian. We would appreciate a statement 
that describes the substantiol coordination between the Forest Service and Reclamation 
and the status of problems andlor conflicts. 

We are concerned because the construction work on the high country reservoir stabili- 
zation wil l  be in the wilderness area. We feel that there should be o statement made 
thot the lakes can be stabilized under the constraints of the Utah Wilderness Act. 

Finally, we suggest thot a11 CUP features be identified and appropriately discussed as to  
both consistency with the Forest Plan and impacts on forest resources. 

a. The discussions of each ranger district in Chapter IV should include a description of 
relevant CUP features and their mplications. We could not find reference to the 
North Fork Siphon, Hades Inlet and Pipeline, South Fork Inlet and Pipeline, and the 
Uintah Unit features. 

Chapter 5 should discuss CUP coordination. 

The discussion on Page 111-42, paragraphs 4-9 should be revised to  indicate that 
through a substantial program of coordination, the Forest Service does have signifi- 
cant influence on how CUP features are constructed. 

b. 

C. 

National Natural Landmarks 

Within boundories of the Ashley National Forest are two proposed National Natural 
Landmark (NNL) oreas. They are: 

Castle Cliffs of the Duchesne 

Crest of the Uinta Mountains 

The NNL's have been studied and fwnd to possess nationally significant ecological and 
geological features. Because of this recognition, proposed NNL areas should be managed 
so as to preserve their natural and cultural qualities to the greatest extent possible. 
Please consider measures to  avoid impacts on these areas in subsequent editions of the 
Ashley National Forest Pian. 

For information on these potential NNL's, you may contact Ms. Carole Madison, National 
Park Service, P.O. Box 25287, 655 Parfet Street, Denver, Colorado 80225, telephone 236 
8699. 

-tahmealsd 
A descr lnt lon of the s lqn l f l can t  features of the CUP hnvs been 
Included i n  the E IS .  Guldance fo r  m l t l m t l o n  o f  the lmnacts o f  
t h l s  o ro iec t  have also bssn lnclvdsd In tho Plan. For CUP 
coordlnatlon. aroleCt5 are covered by an E I S  or a s l t e  snsc l f i c  
Envlronmsntai Analysis f o r  qach nlannlnq anl t .  

Your l a k s  s tah l l  l za t lon  concern i s  covsr-d under the Standard5 
and Guide1 lnes f o r  rlldarness. 

N a t i o d  No +IlcaLlnadma&s 
The C r R s t  of the Uinta Mountains Elatlon?,l Natural i.andmark 1s 
arotected as oar t  o f  the Hlqh Ulntas Wilderness. 11s have 
requested addlt lonal Information from th+ Natlonal Part Servlcs 
rarlardlnq Castle C I l f f s  of the Duchesns. The ma0 5ent t o  us 
annears t o  be I n  error. we are cur ren t ly  rssolv lnn the exact 
location. If It remalns a5 shown. a t  least  a aort lon of t h l s  
area now has an Invarted slohon whlch Is nar t  o f  the Central Utah 
ProJect bslnq carr ied out by the U. S. Bureau of Reclamatlon. 
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Ut i l i t y  Corridors 

Page H-42 states tho' 11 9-1 I mile window should be established for ut i l i ty  corridors and 
that the proposal would "jibe with a similar planning direction on BLM . . . lands located 
to  the south." This corridor would conflict with a BLM visual resource management deci- 
sion for the adjacent BLM lands of  the Vernal District. BLM also favors corridors which 
are much narrower in width (preferably one mile or less in width). This proposal needs to  
be further refined in consultation with the BLM. 

Specific Comments 

Additional specific comments on the Forest Plan and EIS are enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

Ut- 
This Is not a dssiqnated corr idor. but a r l n d a .  The currsnt  R1.M 
visual resource c lass i f i ca t ion  for the arsa bordsrinq t h i s  window 
i s  about 50% Class I I  (Rstentionl and 5 0 1  Class I V  
(Modlficatton). Since ths  d e f l n i t l o n  of  a window i s  a " c r i t i c a l  
sqmsnt of terrain".  t h i s  window I s  conslstent w i th  thn  current 
ELM vlsual resource olan. 

Th- Vernal D i s t r l c t  aorees t h a t  u t i l i t i e s  could h e  located x l t h l n  
an arsa c iass i f i ed  as Retention. I f  the c lass l f l ca t i on  was 
r-tained. Prooosais could be located w i th in  the For-st Servlcs 
window tha t  would avoid ELM administwed lands altoqether or tha t  
would avoid RLM areas c lass i f led  as Ratnntlon. 

Regional Environmental Officer 

Enclosure 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS - PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page 11-9, second paragraph. We agree with the stotement that the maintenonce and 
enhancement of key plant communities such as aspen, sagebrush, willow and aquatic wi l l  
be needed. However, we question that the greatest need is for the improvement of 
aspen. We regard high quality, free flowing wild trout streoms and sage grouse nesting 
and strutting areas, riporion habitot and big game winter range as important or mare so 
thon aspen communities. 

Elsewhere, the management plan recognizes the importance of the above mentioned 
habttot types and provisions for protecting these resources are addressed in a general 
woy. However, we believe that they should receive additional emphasis here. Aspen 
provides important hobitat for a variety of wildlife species and efforts t o  preserve and 
enhance It ore needed. However, we believe this type could be restored more readjly 
than some of the others mentioned. 

Page 11-10, second paragraph and Pages 11-12 and 11-13. These mention water develop 
ment projects, the potential for increasing water yields, and the fact thot streomflows 
ore transported by 607 miles of perennial streams within the Green and Colorado basins. 
Some of these streoms provide important stream fisheries and riparian wildlife habitat 
d u e s  that warrant protection. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act  (48 Stat. 401, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) is applicable t o  water development projects thot ore 
planned, constructed, licensed or permitted by Federal agencies. The Act  requires con- 
sultation with the FWS ond the wildlife agency of any state wherein the waters of any 
stream or other water body are proposed or authorized t o  be impounded, diverted, chan- 
nelized or otherwise controlled or modified by any Federal agency or any non-Federal 
agency under Federal permit or license. The objective of such consultatian is to prevent 
loss of or damage to wildlife resources m connection with the project. 

Page 11-18, last paragraph. It is stated that requests for special use permits for trans- 
mission lines for power, water, gas, gravel pits, roads and mineral exploration ore 
increasing. The FS should coordinate with the FWS relative to water development acti- 
vities and actions thot may affect threatened and endangered species and various birds 
that are Federally protected. Such coordination would be helpful in developing terms and 
conditions for stipulations in special use permits to protect impocted species and their 
hobi tats. 

Page 11-21, last paragraph. It states that on averoge 5.5 miles of new roads ore con- 
structed and about 9.4 miles of emsting roads are rebuilt eoch year. Wildlife habitat in 
the right-of-ways for roods is directly impocted and quite often the indirect impacts Le.  
impairment of migration, rood mortalities and disturbance) exceed the direct impacts. 
Designs for new roads should avoid big game migration corridors and the nest areas of 
Federally protected birds. 

Page 11-24. It IS stoted thot pesticides may be used to control the mountain pine beetles, 
grasshoppers, black grass bugs, mormon crickets and tent caterpillars. The toxicity of 
these chemicals to fish and wildlife and the potential for magnification of toxicity in 
species that prey on these insects must be considered. Prevention of the contamination 
of streom and riparian areas Is necessary. 

Page 111-8 Landownership Adjustments. The acquisition of private inholdings should be 
given high priority. Development of such areas for individual homesteads, condominiums, 
resorts, etc. impairs scenic quolity and fish and wildlife resources on adjacent lands. A 
resident human population wil l  probably result in increases in harrassment of wildlife by 

(Paqe 6 )  
E w o n s e  tn  Snaelflc Co b R s ~ ! ~ e M m m W a o  

The In ten t  o f  the  Dlan Is not  t o  d-emohaslze lm~rovnment 
a c t l v i t l e s  I n  any c r l t l c a i  hab i ta t  areas. The word "no-d" In the  
D r a f t  Plan has besn chanoed t o  "aooortunlty". 

Ths .;aeclfics o f  manaqnment o f  a l l  hahl ta ts  w i l l  he o r  a m  
Included I n  anol lcahle Dlans f o r  t h a t  habi ta t  t v m  or awa. Ths 
Forest Plan rl lves gsneral o r  snsc l f l c  d i rec t ion  t o  theqe nlans t o  
he used In  t h e i r  orsoaration o r  r w l s l o n .  We fes l  the Forsst's 
Plan nrovldes adequate d i r e c t i o n  i n  th-ss areas. 

Ths "Introduction" t o  Chanter I V  addr-sses the Ashlw Natlnnal 
Forest 's in ten t  t o  cwn~ly u l t h  the  F i s h  and i i l l d l l f e  CMrdlnat lon 
Act and t o  c o n w l t  w l t h  tho US F ish  and W l l d l l f s  Sorvlco and 
State wild1 i f e  agencl's on w a t w  Imooundmmt and transmlsslon 
nrooosa15 on the Ashley National Forest. A standard I n  t h s  Dlan 
s tates t h a t  the Ashley Natlonal Forpst *I l l  consult w l t h  the F i s h  
and W l l d l i f s  Service shsn T6E soecl-5 may hs lmo?cted. 

Whenever new roads are deslrlnod. inoi l t  15 requested from the 
Forest Wllldl I f e  B lo loRls ts  and the  Utah D l v l s l o n  of Wlldl I f 9  
Resources osr ta in inq t o  h l n  game mlrlrat lon corr ldor5. -It w a l l m s  
and ca lv lnq areas. sa14 W O U S 9  nsstlno and s t r u t t l n q  ares. raotor  
nest s i tes.  etc. 

We anree t h a t  stream5 and r l o a r l a n  .%=as must he orotectsd from 
nest lc lde contamlnatlnn. A Forsst S-rvlca Rvlon-wide oest lc lda 
EIS I 5  orossntly helnq omoared. When comnleted. It w i l l  ha 
consulted before any onstlcldes are ussd on the Ashley National 
Forest. 

Acauls l t lon o f  o r lva te  Inholdlnos. as you Indicate. would hs 
orefnrahle. However. fiindlna f o r  such ac~~151t10n5 i s  not  a hlqh 
o r l o r l t y .  a t  oresent. and the w i l l  inm-ss o f  the 5eI l - r  19 seldom 
sunnortlve of t h l s  action. 
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dogs owned by the residents, increased use of  ORV's, and other factors that disturb wild- 
l i fe and impact the enviranment. Water taken from streams t o  provide municipal, indus- 
trial, and hydroiectric power to  the residents of these lands wil l  reduce the volume and 
impair the quality of downstream flaws for the maintenance of fish and wildlife 
resources. The FS andlor state or county governments could be called upon to maintain 
main access roads where there are year-around readents. Potential administrative 
problems could result. 

111. Plan Responses to Issues, Concerns and Opportunities. No mention is made of the 
problem of nutrient loading i n  Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Phosphorus from nonpoint 
sources has been identified as a major contributing factor. Eutrophication of the reser- 
voir is recognized os o major problem by involved stote and Federal agencies. 

IV. This entire section identifies laudvble gwls  and 
obiecti res with respect to  the multiple resources under consideration. I ts purpose seems 
to be to advise the reader that the FS has considered measures needed to optimize a11 of 
the resources. A plan for multiple purpose management does not optimize conditions for 
any single type of resource involved. We suggest that a need exists to emphasis wildlife 
and recreation programs since the associated values contribute a major resource value to  
the Forest. 

Poge iV-32. Corridor plans For highways, pipelines, canals, transmission lines, etc. should 
consider the location of highly valuable fish and wildlife habitat areas. The avoidance of 
critical areas by alternative alignments is suggested. Burying pipelines and transmission 
l ina IS also an alternative for reducing impacts. Mounding soil over the top of pipelines 
that are above ground and providing facilities to  permit game animais to cross canals 
may help to reduce the impediment to  big game migration in some instances. Where 
power transmission lines are not buried, we recommend that designs be in accordance 
with guidelines contained in "Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerlines - 
State of the Art in 1981," Raptor Research Report No. 4 prepared for the Edison Electric 
Institute by the Raptor Research Foundation Inc., c/o Department of Veterinary Biology, 
University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101. Areas disturbed by construction 
need to be revegetated with adaptable plants that are of  value os food and cover for 
wildlife and the prevention of sod erasion. 

IV. Management Area Standards and Guidelines. The standards and guidelines for fish 
and wildlife are very general and the reoder does not know what the specific results wi l l  
be. 

Statements such as: "Forage increases wil l  be available for wildlife utilization;" "Wild- 
l i fe improvements permitted if not in conflict with recreation and odministrotive uses," 
"improvements for wildlife permitted if compotible with VQO and recreation;" "lmprove- 
ments For wildlife permitted i f  they do not decrease timber yield or increase timber 
costs;" "Transitory forage Increases from timber will be allocated to wildlife;" or "No 
wildlife improvements," are meaningful. These indicate that fish and wildlife are given 
low priority. Should incidental wildlife benefits from management of range and timber 
resources be realized, the benefits wi l l  be recognized. 

Forest Management Direction. 

(Paar, 7) 
No mention 1s made of nu t r ien t  loadlnq I n  Flamlnn G o r m  Rs5evvolr 
because It was not Ident i f ied  as a malor 1 w ~ e  o r  concern. I t  
1s. however. dlscussed I n  the Watershed Section o f  the EIS.  

A I  I orooosed oroJects are analyzed t o  determlns what the lmnacts 
on Othar resourc'Js w l l l  he. If any adverse or unaccaotabls 
lmnacts ar9 identified. ths  oroJsct I s  e i t he r  m d l f l e d  to 
el lmlnate those adverse ef fects or the o r o p c t  I5 dronnsd. This 
I s  esosclal ly t rue  when consldarinn wild1 I fs  values. If an area 
Is Iden t i f ied  as havlni  s lqn l f l csn t  values t o  w l l d l i f e  for  sach 
factors a5 winter ranos. c r l t l c a l  5 u m r  ranns. favnlnq and 
calv lnq areas. o r  r i pa r ian  zones. t h w  tlmhsr harvest ln i  may bo 
e i the r  scheduled t o  not c o n f l i c t  w i th  tho5n w i l d l i f e  11505. or it 
may be drooped. 

A l l  werqy transmlsslon svstems have and w i l l  continue t o  
rscoonlzP w l l d l i f e  needs and habl tat  areas. Sneclf lc mit inat ions 
are l dsn t l f l ed  ear ly  In  ths  scoolni and E I S  oroc%s. Raotor 
Dratoctlon 1s a s+andard requirement f o r  a l l  nmsr transmission 
l ines constructed on National Forest lands. 

The standards and quidellnes. Includlna those fo r  f i s h  and 
Wlldl I fP.  have been extenslvnly r-vised. 

W l l d l l f s  1 # 1 1 1  not be qlvsn the h l i hss t  o r l o r l t y  In  a l l  mananemant 
orescrlot lons. The axamnles yoii qlve vh-rr, r l l d l  If- 5p-m t o  be 
Ion I n  o r l o r l t v  are orescrlot lons whsrs tho Forest ~ l l l  O I V R  
o r l o r l t y  t o  other resource values ovsr wl ld l i f - .  



Appcndix A - FCNRA Sdpplementol Direction. As with previous chapters, a nJmber of 
laudable endeavors ore stated for the multiple resodrces that are under consideration. 
However, the plans are too generol for on understanding of what i s  going to be done. 

Poge A-S (2). Doto from inventories and details for the protection and modificotion of 
habitat for endangered ond threatened species should be provided to the FWS. 

(Paw 8 )  
Any actlons t h a t  may s f f e c t  T4E s~eclas w l l i  b 9  coordlnntsd r l t h  
the  FWS. Thls  1s addressed In  t h e  Standards and Guldal ina5. 



,.-- 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

While realizing that the analysis of nine alternatives IS a complex and very difficult task, 
the presentation of the impact analysis does not provide a IO. . . clear basis for choice 
among options . . ,'I (43 CFR 1502.14) based upon environmental impacts. The tables in 
Chapter 11 ailow comparison of energy use, units of production, and dollars generated, but 
a comparison of alternatives for environmental effects cannot be easily determined from 
Chapter II tables or the narratives i n  Chapter IV. 

Poge 5-7, third paragraph. It is stated that, "All alternatives except F and G allow for 
significant additional roads and trails and wil l  create the potential for ORV opportunities 
and management challenges. It is anticipated that with creative management and good 
design (Including location of roads and trails), along with the Forest travel plan, most 
environmental and social impacts can be mitigated." It is also mentioned that the arter- 
ial collector road system is in place except for two or three areas that are not accessible 
by road and that the construction of local roods wil l  be related to the volume of timber 
harvested (Pages S-l 1-12). Two corridor windows are identified (Page S-I2 and corridor 
map). 

Details on the location of the additional roads that are quantified as significant are 
lacking. It seems likely that even with creative management and good design, there 
could be srgnrfrcant environmental impacts. There are usually direct impacts to fish and 
wildlife in right-of-ways for roads and often the indirect impacts exceed the direct 
losses. Indirect impacts may occur as a result of direct impacts caused by the ORV use, 
severed wildlife migration routes, road mortalities of wildlife and noise factors. We do 
not believe that the general treatment given to roads adequately addresses the impacts 
to  wildlife. 

Poge 5-8, Wildlife. It IS mentioned that there are three birds, one mammal and one plant 
on the Forest that are Federally listed as endangered or threatened. 

The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), bald eagle Maliaeetus leucocephalus), whooping 
crane (Grus americana), black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), and Uinta Basin hookless 
cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus) occur In the Forest. The EIS should recognize that acti- 
vities by the FS or activities that are licensed or permitted by the FS that may offect 
the above species require consultation with the FWS. 

This section of the Environmental Impact Statement says special emphasis wil l  be given 
to such hobitat as winter range, riparian zones, reproductive areas, c l i f f  habitat, lakes, 
caves, snags, aquatic systems and old growth timber. Comments on the second paragraph 
of Page 11-9 of the Land and Resource Management Plan expresses the FWS's feelings 
that these habitat types deserve emphasis. Without more specific detail on the location 
and measures that are planned, benefits attributable to the habitat improvement are 
unknown. 

Poge 5-10, Soil and Water. It IS stated that in a11 alternatives, through a11 decades, there 
would be an increase in water yield. Our comments on the Land and Resource Manage- 
ment Plan apply here. 

From the figures, Pages 11-20-37, it is seen that water meeting quality gools will increase 
by almost 100 M acre feet and yield wil l  increase about 50 M acre feet. There wil l  be 
about 3,M)O miles of new or reconstructed road and 200 miles of new or reconstructed 
trails. 

(Paqe 9 )  

fk!mns= t o  S n w  1 f l ~ € s " t ~ E a m n m R h z ~ t % ~ ~ ~  
Ar ter ia l  and ca l l -c to r  road location5 ars 5hwn. bu t  local road 
locatlons w i l l  not be known u n t i l  f i e l d  reconna155anc9 15 
comoleted. Roads w i l l  bB located where a c t l v l t l e s  al lovsd In the 
D lan  require roadlnq. Standards and wildel In45 f o r  location as 
11911 as d ~ s l q n  of roads where ImDacts on r l l d l  If-= occur n v s  
Included In the olan. 

A standard I n  the Plan nrovldes fo r  cmrd In? t lon  w i th  tho FWS on 
any action t h a t  may e f fec t  TbE s~ec lss .  

Revised standards and nuld?l lnss and ths mon l to r ln i  and 
schedulinn Dortlons of ths Dlan Drovlde sn-c l f l c  d i rec t ion  for 
inventory and manaqgment of thn5n ~0 '3c la l  habitats. 

The amount o f  roads t o  be constructed and rscnn5truct-d has been 
s lon l f l can t l v  reducmd. The soscl f lc  locat ion o f  most roads are 
not known a t  t h i s  tlms but t h s l r  Imnacts w i l l  be ca rs fu l l y  
evaluated and mlt loated I n  site-sDDclflc snvironmentai nnaIv5-5. 
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Page 111-41 indicates that the demand far hydroelectric prolects IS expected to  increase 
and this wil l  cause a loss of riparian ecosystems; however, Page 111-43, second paragraph 
says National Forest water used for fisheries, wildlife and riparian wil l  increase. Table 
111-25 indicates an increase in the present and future use assigned to  wetlands and evap- 
oration. Special use permits far hydroelectric and other facilities an the Forest that 
require water should contain conditions for the bypass of sufficient flows to maintain 
downstream public resources including high quality fish and wildlife habitat. 

Page IV-11-12. Fluctuations in carrying capacity far big game animals because of timber 
management practices is recognized. The impacts of roads an hunting use is ais0 recog- 
nized but impacts on habitat for big game as a result of roads are not. 

Page IV-14, f i rst paragraph. Sagebrush areas where sage grouse strut and nest should be 
preserved in preference to  removal far increased forage production. 

Page IV-14, 6th paragraph. It is stated that in same cases Pronghorn antelope and sage 
grouse habitat could be adversely impacted by the conversion of sagebrush habitat to 
grassland. How wil l  alteration of these habitats off& these species" W i l l  they become 
concentrated on adjacent areas? Haw many animals and what percentage of the total 
populations would be affected? How many hunter days would be affected? How would 
the effects vary between the alternatives" As previously pointed out, sage grouse 
nesting and strutting areas are in critically short supply. Range management plans that 
would affect such areas shauld be modifled to  protect sage grouse. 

Page IV-14, 8th paragraph. We recommend that livestock fences be no greater than 42 
inches in height and four strand barbed wire. We porticularly encourage fences to  
protect riparian habitat along streams. 

Page IV-15, 6th paragraph. It is stated that grazing allotment plans will identify site 
specific impacts in riparian areas and mitigation needs. This is a general statement that 
does not identify the impacts or degree of mitigation. 

Page IV-29, first paragraph, Air  Quality - "Alternative A would have temporary degro- 
dation from road construction, logging octivity, ond slosh disposal." Would near source, 
maximum 24-hour average total suspended particulate concentrations approach or exceed 
the Class II Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) ollowances" 

Page IV-46, Mitigotian Measures. The mitigation measures listed for big game are 
directed toward reducing the number of animals harvested by hunters. Habitat improve- 
ments would be more appropriate to  compensate for losses of  habitat for these animals. 

(Paqe I 1  1 
Standards I n  Lands address m l t l i s t l o n  rsmilrements fo r  
hydroslectr lc f a c l l  l t l e s  t o  ease confl  l c t s  w i th  other For-st 
resources. 

The qolden eaqle Informatlon has heen added. 

A rev ls lon  has h9en mads tn  Includ. ths lmnact gf roads on b l q  
qam habitat.  A standard under Facl l  l t l s s  r9quIres con- lder ln i  
adverse affects t o  w l l d l l f e  areas I n  road de- l in  end 
constructlon. 

Each aroJsct I s  covered bv a s i t e -m-c l f l c  enwlronmantal annlvs15 
whlch evaluates such weds as saqearouse nestina and 5 t ru t t I nq  
areas and nronqhorn antelnae hahl tat  as well as the nsnds for 
increased i l v e s t d  forane. 

Stnndards and q u i d n l l n ~ s  f o r  the r l oa r inn  habi tat  w i l l  ha used t o  
orovlde d i rec t ion  t o  ranqe allotment manavment nlans. Use of 
thes9 auldel Ines should nrovldp adequate orntactlnn f o r  t h l s  
lmnortant habi tat  area. 

Allotment Manaqament Plans are also covsred bv a s l te -soec l f l c  
envlronmental analysis t o  Ident l f v  lmoacts and nseded mlt i r rat ion 
measures. 

We v I I  I m e t  a l r  aual I t v  standards nqtabl lshed by t h 9  < ta t% of 
Utah and Wyomlnq f o r  a l l  manaiemsnt a c t l v l t l e ~ .  

Restr lct lnq ouhl IC access ma4es more habi tat  aval lahle t o  
w l l d l l f e  because fewer w l l d l l f e  are scared from the f -nd ln i  areas 
In to  the hldlnq COVRr. Actunl h l q  qame 1mnrovm"ts aro not 
needed In the lodaeaole alne tyD9 wcent  I n  the a r m  of  lmnrovinq 
the foraqe-cover ra t lo .  

I I 
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In  reqard t o  altsrnatlves belno flnanclolly reasonable. t h e  . .- mountaln nln9 bqetle enldemlc was I n  f u l l  s t r l de  e t  t h s  t l m s  t h 9  
a l temat lvss  were dev-Inned. I t  waS not considered ~rnr -a l  Ict1,- 

DENVER. COLORADO 80202-2413 ,.. 

’, 1:  I- 

Duane G. Tucker, Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Asliton miergy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 W. mghway 40, Vernal, U t a h  84078 

Re: Ashley National Forest 
Proposed Forest Plan and 
Draft Environmental Innipact 
statement ( D E W  

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

In acmrdance with our responsibil i t ies under the National Environmental 
policy Act (NCPA) and Section 309 of the Clean AIK A c t ,  the Region VI11 office 
of the Environmental Protection Agency (@A) has reviewed the referenced 
documents. 
al ternative selection process, sedimentation and water quali ty impacts, and 
the proposed future monitoring programs. 

Our enclosed detailed coments a v e r  m p r  concerns involving the 

Our malor concern is with the selection of alternatives presented and how 
the selection PKOC~SS complies with the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations on implementation of NEPA. 
alternatives analyzed are not f inancially reasonable alternatives and the DEIS 
should be revised so a comparative analysis between reasonable alternatives is 
presented. 

we are also concerned with the format which was used to present t h e  
Forest‘s goals, standards and guidelines i n  the Forest Plan. The siniplifred 
tabular format, such a s  used i n  recent National Forest Management Plans (see 
Wasatch-cache National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, 1985) has 
proven to be most useful t o  the reviewing agencies and public. Ile were 
disappointed t o  see the d i s ~ u n c t  f o m t  which l i s t e d  fores t  goals and 
management direction i n  one section and standards and guidelines t o  meet those 
goals and direction i n  another Section of t h e  plan. 
makes plan review d i f f i cu l t ,  especially for individuals unfamliar with FOKeSt 
Plans. 

We fee l  tha t  several of the 

This dislunct system 

~~ ~ .~ 
a t  tha t  tlme t o  assrime t h a t  budr l s t s  could b 3  mads available t o  
5alvaqe the  beetle-klllsd timber. 

WR havs mad- chanws In  the Flnal  whlch “ 1 1 1  make I t  e a s l w  t o  
rev lev. 
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Based on our concerns and the criteria EPA has established for rating 
DEIS adequacy, we  have rated the Ashley Natlonal Forest DEIS as Category E-2 
(environmental concerns-insufflcient information). We have identified several 
areas where further information and discussion should Le Included i n  t h e  
FOIeSt Pian and f ina l  EIS. We fee l  it is necessary to provide adequate 
environmental analysis for reasonable alternatives so t h a t  informed decisions 
can be made. 
Dave miter of K$’ s ta f f  a t  FTS 564-1702 or (303) 293-1702. 

If rurther EPA assistance is needed, please fee l  free t o  contact 

Dale Vodehnal, Chief 

Environmental ASSeSSment Branch 

cc: J. S. T lx ie r ,  Regional Forester 
W i l l l a m  Dlckerson, A-104 (OFA) 



EPA Oetailed Comments 
on the Ashley National Forest 
Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS 

A l ternat ive Selection Process 

National Environmental Po l i cy  Act (40 CFR P a r t  1502.14) d i r e c t  the EIS 
preparers t o  present the  environmental impacts of the proposed a l te rna t ive  and 
a l l  other reasonable a l ternat ives,  inc lud lng the no act ion a l ternat ive,  i n  a 
comparative form. We do not  fee l  several of the a l ternat ives,  inc lud ing the 
proposed a l ternat ive,  meet the CEQ goals o f  providing a clear basis of choice 
among options by the  decision-maker and the public. 

The No Action a l te rna t ive  assumes a continuation of current program 
management, ye t  i t  increases the  avai lable budget t o  1.5 times the f i r s t  10 
year average. 
funding without expansion o f  the  e x i s t i n g  program? 
no action a l ternat ive? 
current budget a l ternat ive? 

The Council on Environmental Q u a l i t y  regulat ions for implementing the 

HOW does the Forest Manager propose t o  obta in  addi t ional  
Why i s  t h i s  a reasonable 

How i s  t h i s  dif ferent, other than budget, from the 

The preferred action, o r  Coordinated Resource A1 ternative, assumes tha t  
the market w i l l  u t i l i z e  the addi t ional  t imber harvested and t h a t  the Forest 
budget w i l l  be su f f i c ien t  t o  support the planned program. This was Forplan 
modeled using the no budget const ra in t  assumption. 
reasonable a l ternat ive.  The Forest Service does not  have a past h i s t o r y  of 
unl imi ted budgets and i t  i s  h igh ly  u n l i k e l y  tha t  t h i s  should change under the 
current. cost conscious administrat ion. Addit ional lv. the assumotion o f  an 

We do not fee l  t h i s  i s  a 

un l imi ted budget i n  the preferred alternative, ah wei i  as the Accelerated 
HarvPst Alternative, does not lend ready comparison t o  the other 
a l ternat ives.  We request tha t  a l l  a l ternat ives be compared on an equal basis 
with a budget tha t  could be reasonably expected t o  occur, i n  the  fu ture.  

Two a l ternat ives,  Current Budget and Reduced Budget, appear t o  r e s u l t  i n  
decreases i n  water q u a l i t y  (page 11-28, f lgure  2-16). The Forest goals are t o  
maintain and improve water qua l i t y .  The Ashley National Forest included "must 
not  v io la te  water q u a l i t y  standards" i n  the c r i t e r i a  f o r  a v iab le  a l te rna t ive  
(page 6-59, DEIS). 
unacceptable t o  the Forest t o  begin with. 

Soi ls and Water Q u a l i t y  

The DEIS ,  page 11-ze-29 ind icates t h a t  there w i l l  be s ign i f i can t  
increases i n  sediment de l i very  t o  the streams. Addit ional discussion i s  
necessary concerning the f a t e  of t h i s  sediment, po ten t ia l  v io la t ions  of Utah 
and EPA's water q u a l i t y  regulat ions and ant idegradi t ion pol ic ies,  and the 
cumulative impacts o f  t h i s  sediment transport on the receiv ing streams. 
deta i led sediment management monitoring plan should be included i n  the Forest 
Plan which defines how and where sediment monitoring would occur, how 
monitoring resu l ts  would be evaluated and how sediment contro ls  would be 
implemented. 

It i s  u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  include an a l te rna t ive  t h a t  i s  

A 

(naqe 3) 

Your coment on t h e  No Action A l tn rna t ivs  could be th4 r e s u l t  of 
mlsunderstandlnq the  dlscusslon of const ra ln ts  In Chanter I1 of 
the  DEIS. Whlle the  FORM-AN const ra in t  d ld  I l m l t  tho budget t o  a 
maxlmum of 1.5 t l m s  the  nast averaqe. t h s  A l te rna t lvs  A so lu t lon  
d id  not  u t l l l z r .  a11 of t h i s  constraint.  

We consider A l te rna t ive  A a reasonable "No Action" a l te rna t ive  
because It holds resource outouts. both commodity and amenity. a t  
a basically constant or n h b  Chanoe" leve l .  Hwsver. the  cost  of 
nroduclno t h i s  same level o f  outouts w l l l  Increase over cur rsn t  
budqnt level<. 

As deolct9d In DEIS Table 11-4 and 11-5 and 3s dsscrlbsd I n  
Chaater II. outouts o f  A l ternat ive B ( Currsnt Budnet 1 d i f f e r  
conslderably from the  outouts o f  A l te rna t ive  A (Current Prowam). 

Thsre are no decreases i n  water q u a l i t v  hslow s ta te  standards. 
bu t  water qual Itv would not  be lmoroved. Thsre 15 no ormrammsd 
res tora t ion  work f o r  watershed so those R r e m  i d e n t l f l s d  a5 
needinn work would not  be accomollshed: thav would bP retalned on 
a backloq. 

In  reference t o  Solls and Water Qua l l t v .  the  ored lc t l ve  models 
us& In formulatlnq the Dlan Indicated t h a t  0 1  o l temat lvn .  when 
aonlylnn b95t manauemnt oractlces. would y l s l d  sndlmpnt t h a t  
would exceed State r a t e r  q u a l i t y  standards. ThP monltorlnq 
sectlon of t h s  Plan orovldss deta i led studies t h a t  w 1 1 1  take 
olace t o  v e r l f y  t h i s  oredict lon. 
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(DnOS 4 )  

The Plan Includes a qeneral statammt t h a t  0 1 1  5 ta ta  and f s d w a l  
requlat lons wlll be follwrqd. It Is not amroer la t9  t o  lncliids 
the arocaqs t h a t  11111 he used In comnlylnn w l t h  Ssctlon 404 
oermlts I n  tha Plan. 

The aauatlc macrolnv-rtshratn manansmnt lnd lcator  qa~c1-s w 9 ~ -  
s ~ l e c t e d  f o r  four  reasons' 

(a1 They monitor a r l d a  ranne of condltlon5. 
(b) Their r e l a t l v a l y  larae 512s f a c l l  l t l a t s s  ldent l f i ca t lon .  
( c )  Thsl r  I lm l ted  mab l l l t y  r a s t r l c t s  them t o  a oartlcoular 
anvlronmsnt. 
(d) They have a I Ifesoan of months or years whlch a l l o w  for 
rasaonse t o  lmaacts over t h e .  

Baseline data uslno tha  selected ldent l f l -d  so-cI% has already 
been astahl Ished f o r  mo5t of the malor streams on t h e  Forest. 

Information ia lnsd  In monltorlno o f  one ar9a of  tha Forest x l l l  
ba usnd t o  quldn manaqemant on other s i m l l a r  areas of the  
Forest. Rshabll I t a t i o n  aractlces w l l l  b9 camoletad thrnuqh the  
aDDrOarlato aval lab le fundlno Sources. 

We f e e l  i t  i s  especia l ly  c r i t i c a l  t o  include a deta i led plan t o  contro l  
non-point sedimentation t o  Flaming Gorge Reservoir i n  t h e  Forest Plan and 
€IS. Other areas where a deta i led sedimentation plan w i l l  be very useful i s  
i n  documenting CUP construction act iv i tes,  road construction and e f fec ts  of 
the many pending hydroelect r ic  projects. The sedimentation monitoring plan 
should be able t o  detect the  instantaneous events of ten associated wi th  
construction a c t i v i t i e s  as wel l  as cumulative impacts which could occur on 
downstream receiv ing reachs. 

The Corps of Engineers ( C E )  recent ly  revised regulat ions under the 
Section 404 dredge and fill permit program (33 CFR Part 330.7) requ i r ing  t h a t  
the CE be n o t i f i e d  i n  advance o f  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  formerly were allowed under 
the nationwide 404 permit without pre-not i f icat ion.  
process w i l l  be used t o  determine whether an ind iv idua l  404 permit i s  needed. 
The Ashley National Forest process for pre-not i f icat ion and for coordination 
o f  appl icable Forest Service and pr iva te  ind iv idual  pro jects  wi th  the 
Section 404 permit program, needs t o  be described i n  the PlanfiIS. 

Management Ind icator  Species 

and animal responses t o  the various Forest management objectives. We have 
several questions concerning the implementation of these programs and the 
u l t imate use of the resul ts .  The E I S  proposes t o  use several 
macroinvertebrates as ind ica tors  of hab i ta t  q u a l i t y  (page 111-25). 
these taxa selected? 
stated goals. For example, Chironomidae, a fami ly  of Diptera w i t h  a t  leas t  
2000 species i n  North America (Mer r i t  R.W. and K.W. Cumins editors: An 
Introduction t o  the  Aquatic Insects o f  North America, Second Edi t ion.  
Kendall/Hunt, Dubuque, Iowa 1984. 722pp), are l i s t e d  as h igh ly  to le ran t  t o  
po l lu t ion.  A l l  Chironomidae are not h i g h l y t o l e r a n t  t o  po l lu t ion .  Resh and 
Unzicker (Journal of the Water Po l lu t ion  Control Federation 47(1).9-19, 1975) 
po in t  out the many er ro rs  i n  impact assessmnt where higher taxanomic leve ls  
of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  are used i n  the analysis. This section on aquatic 
management ind icator  species should be revised t o  r e f l e c t  the current s ta te o f  
benthic ecological knowledge. E f f o r t s  should be made t o  insure t h a t  a l l  
selected management ind ica tor  species, both t e r r e s t r i a l  and aquatic, are 
capable of meeting the stated goals and w i l l  not r e s u l t  i n  data analysis which 
misrepresents the hab i ta t  condit ions being measured and protected. 

w i l l  remedy t h e  environmental impacts whlch may occur as the r e s u l t  o f  a 
specif ic program and insure t h a t  the impacts do not occur i n  other areas o f  
the forest .  For example, i f  the water q u a l i t y  and cut throat  t r o u t  monitoring 
programs ind icate t h a t  a par t i cu la r  t imber operation has s ign i f i can t ly  reduced 
the t r o u t  populations ana water q u a l i t y  of a receiving stream, what are the 
forest 's  plans t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  the stream and insure t h a t  these s ign i f i can t  
impacts would not  occur i n  the fu tu re  a t  another location? Who would fund the 
stream rehab i l i ta t ion?  We feel t h a t  t h i s  f i n a l  step w i l l  insure t h a t  the 
implementation p lan i s  enforceable, and i s  a i s  a c r i t i c a l  p a r t  o f  the Forest 
Plan and should be included i n  the E I S  process. 

The pre-not i f icat ion 

We are pleased t o  see the  monitoring programs designed t o  measure habi ta t  

How were 
It does not  appear t h a t  the taxa selected w i l l  meet the  

The other concern wi th  the monitoring program i s  how the Forest Service 



O c t o b e r  2 1 ,  1985 

A s h l e y  N a t i a n a l  F o r e s t  
lb80 W .  Highway 4 0  
V e r n a l ,  U t a h  84078 

Dear M P .  T u c k e r ,  

The U i n t a h  C o u n t y  C o m m i s s l o n  u r g e s  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  t o  
s u p p o r t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  F o r e s t  Land and  R e s o u r c e  Management  Plan 
b y  also s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  p r o p o s e d  r o a d  i n t o  Brown's Park. 

T h i s  r o a d  w o u l d  b e  of b e n e f i t  t o  all t h e  r e c r e a t r o n i s t s  
as well as  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  I n  t h a t  area. The p r e s e n t  r o a d  s y s t e m  
i n  t h a t  a r e a  o f  D a g g e t t  C o u n t y  i s  e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  m a i n t a i n .  

T h e  P l a n  mentions i n c r e a s e  o f  h e a v y  m a i n t e n a n c e  in d e v e l o p e d  
r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s  a n d  t o  m a i n t a i n  low t o  m o d e r a t e  w i l d l i f e  I m p r o v e -  
ment  p r o g r a m s ,  as  w e l l  as r e s o l v i n g  c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  r e c r e a t i o n  
and o t h e r  resources in f a v o r  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  a n d  s c e n i c s .  I t  f u r t h e r  
s t a t e s  t h a t  as  t h e  r o a d  s y s t e m  i s  e x p a n d e d ,  many s e g m e n t s  o f  t h e  
e x x s t i n g  t r a i l  s y s t e m  w i l l  b e  r e p l a c e d  b y  roads. T a k i n g  t h e s e  
t h i n g s  into c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  h a s  
mandated its a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Once a g a r n ,  I urge the F o r e s t  s e r v i c e  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  Brown's 
Park r o a d  a n d  make a c c e s s a b l e  one o f  t h e  m o s t  s c e n i c  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
areas in t h e  S t a t e .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

I 
B r y c e  C a l d w e l l  
U i n t a h  C o u n t y  C o m m i s s i o n e r  

-- . -. COUNTY BUILDING - 152 EAST 100 NORTH * VERNAL, UTAH 84078 

0 General Commsnts on Brorn's Park Road 1 5 s ~ -  

0;JqnRtt Corinty throiirlh fundinn by the  State o f  Utah I+ -ValuatlnO 
a route which I s  c o m n l v  re fs r r -d  t o  a5 t h e  B r m n ' s  Park Road. 
This routa would connsct Colorado Hinhvav 318 w i t h  Utah Hiohway 
260. A t  thls t ime we have not  been advised o f  the f lnd inos from 
t h l s  evaluation. Informal communication w i t h  the Utah Oenartmwt 
o f  Transoortatlon indicates a route 15 feas ib le  bu t  cost- are 
+xtremely hlqh. While t h l s  route stud" 1 1 1 1  deal r l t h  locat ion 
and ~ + - e i l m l n ~ y  c m t s  It i s  not  an analv5ls t h a t  cms lders  
envlronmental consequmce5. An environmental document must be 
Draoarod before anv dsclslans can be made rsoardlnq t h l s  rout9 
cmoared w i th  other loca t iom.  lncludlnq th9  ex ls t lnq  road 
throuqh Jesse E r l n q  Canvan and Clay Basin. 

A documsnt. "Final Wild and Sc-nlc River Study and F lna l  
Environmental StatRIEnt". nreDared by the National Par4 Service. 
A r i l  1980 was submitted t o  the  Coniress by the Secretary o f  
I n t e r l o r  In  November 1983. This document recommends the Green 
River. i n  the  locat ion o f  the  route cur ren t ly  beino evaluated. be 
c l a s s i f i e d  as a Wild and Scenic River.  I t  fu r ther  s t a t %  t h a t  i f  
the suhJect aor t ion  of the  Green Rlvsr 15 Included i n  ths  Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. road constr i ict lon w i t h i n  t h i  vi5ual 
cor r idor  r i l l  not  b e  nsrmittDd I f  a feas ib le  and orudent 
a l te rna t lve  exists. 

U n t l l  act ion Is taken by the  Connr-ss concwnlnrl t h l s  river'5 
c lass l f i ca t lon .  we bel leve the  cor r idor  should be manaoed In i t 5  
e x i s t l n q  condi t ion so as no t  t o  nrecluds th- oDtlOn5 o f  the  
Connress. 

These considerations are the  reason f o r  our recomendatlon I n  the 
D E l S  and nov In our Flnal  not  t o  w m o r t  road c o n ~ t r u c t l i n  alonq 
the Green River unt i l  Conoress has made a dQclsian about the Wild 
and Scenlc status Drooosal . 
Resnonse to Brvce Caldwsll 
Many of thosa who u-8 t h l s  area do 50 h-caus9 o f  I t s  unroaded 
condltlan. I f  a road were b u i l t .  cer ta ln  charac ter ls t i cs  and 
value5 o f  the  area would channe. Overuse may s l r l n l f l c a n t l v  
det ract  from ex is t lnq  uses. I t  1s also our understandinn t h a t  
r e - i d m t s  In the  area have exnresssd t h s l r  onlnlon t h a t  they 
orefer the  e x l s t l n q  route throuqh Clay Basin. We understand t h a t  
a survey by a member of t h e  Darlqett County school board I n  
November. 1985. Indicated thatover two t h i r d s  o f  the  residents In 
eastern Oaqqett county ar-fer t h i s  e x i s t i n n  route. 

Your reference t o  heavy maintenance I n  devpionsd recreat ion -Its% 
does not  coinclde w i th  what exists in the  area betwen ? i t t i 9  Hole 
and Brown's Park. Thls area IS undeveloned and we d id  not  intend 
t o  malntaln any roads thsm. A150  there I s  no system t r a l l  t h a t  
run5 bntween C l t t l e  Hole and Brown's Park. A im standard t ra i l  
extends anproximately I m l l R  east o f  C l t t l s  Hols f o r  fishermen 
access. An unmsintalnad acce55 way contlnuas t o  the Forest 
boundary. 



Ashley National Forest 
1680 W Highway 4 0  
Vernal. Utah 8 4 0 7 8  

Dear Mr Tucker, 

=-.- 1 

After reviewing the proposed Forest Land an 
ment Plan, i n  regards to the Brawn's Park Road 1 

consider the following. 

Resource Manage- 
" e ,  please 

We feel that the Forest Servrce has mandated Its alternatives. 
One alternative, referred to as the preferred one, places emphasrs 
on the increase of heavy maintenance i n  developed recreation sites 
and to maintain low to moderate wildlrfe and livestock improvement 
programs It is further stated that In most situations where there 
i s  a conflict between recreation and another resource, that ~t wlll 
be resolved in favor of recreation and scenlcs. Given the Informa- 
tion thar a s  the road system is expanded, many segments of the exist- 
ing trail system will be replaced by roads, it seems reasonable to 
build the Brown's Park Road. 

It has been a difficult task f o r  years for Daggett County to 
maintain the existing roads In that surrounding area .  This new 
road would aleviate much o f  that problem. It IS tzme to stop spending 
money investigating alternate routes, and pursue the buxlding of 
this new road, which would complete an agreement made many years a g o .  

This proposed road would benefit all those who choose to recreate 
there as well a s  those who live there. It would open up a beautiful 
recreation a r e a  that could be enloyed by the people already enjoying 
the Flaming Gorge area. 

We ask the Forest Service to support their own Management Plan 
a s  well as  the proposed road into Brown's Park. 

Sincerely, 

&f4kd/ homas G. Wardell. Chairman 

Uintah County Commission 

COUNTY BUILDING . is2 EAST 100 NORTH .VERNAL, UTAH a4078 

I 

Resnonse t o  Thomas G. Wardell. Ulntah County Commission 

See IenRraI comnnts on Brown's Park Road w i t h  the resnonse t o  
I e t t 9 r  6-12. 

Your mference t o  heavy maintenance In  d-wloaed recreation 5ite5 
does no t  colncide w l t h  what e x i s t s  In  the  area between ? i t t l e  
Hole and Brown13 Park. Thl5 a r m  15 undsvploosd and we d l d  not  
In+snd t o  malntaln any roads th-re. Your second commgnt. 
re fe r r lnq  t o  confl  I c t s  belnq resolved i n  favor o f  scenlc5. Is I n  
d l r e c t  C o n f l i c t  when considwat lon i s  11v9n t o  bu i id lng  a road In 
an undsvelooed and DroDosad Wild and SconIc Rlvsr Corridor. 

The aqreem9nt vou mention 15 bPtwsen State4 t o  Dam a road t h a t  
t l e s  Colorado 318 w l th  Utah 260. It does no t  m e c l f v  locat lon 
and cI'1arIv could he t h 9  9x i5 t lnq  route whlch the Stats and 
County have been unqradlni con t lnua l l v  throuqh r ~ c o n 5 t r u c t l 0 n  and 
constructlon o f  new hridqes. I t  1- our underqtandlno the 
oronosnd Brarn's Park Route could cost  115.000.000 and woirld 
c e r t a l n i y  not  be free o f  hlah maintenance costs. 

The orooosed road would create conslderahla confl  i c t  w l th  current  
uses o f  the area such as blue r lbhon f l s h i n i .  wild l i fn  and the 
nrooosed Wild and ScenIc Rlver c lass l f i ca t ion .  



-1 I October 16, 1985 

Ashley National Forest 
Suite 1150 1680 W. Highway 4 0  
Vernal, Utah 84078 

D e a r  Mr Tucker, 

In response to the proposed Forest Land & Resource Management Plan, 

Once again, the issue of whether or not to build a road from Little 
the Uintah County Commission offers the followlng Comments. 

Hole into Brown's Park has come up It appears to be the position of the 
Forest Service t o  oppose this proposal. 

ID reviewing the Management Plan, we feel the purposes are clear and 
the alternatives are mandated. A s  stated on  page 5-2 ,  alternative B, the 
preferred one, emphasis IS put on the increase of heavy maintenance In 
developed recreation sites and to maintaxn law to moderate wlldlife and 
livestock improvement programs. The proposed road would accomplish this. 

It 1 s  stated on  page 5-6 that in nearly all situations where conflrct 
exists between recreation and another resource,  ~t be resolved i n  fava 
of recreation and scenics. It IS further stated on page 5-12, that a s  the 
road system IS expanded, many segments of the existing trail system will be 
replaced by roads. The proposed road would be zn  llne wlth this. 

Flaming Gorge dam downstream to the Gates of Lodore, although the recommen- 
dation was ma& for a Scenic status, no action has yet been taken. The 
building of this road cannot harm a S c e n i c  statis that does not exist. 

The building of this road would not only benefit the recreation of the 
area, but also the residents. Let's not forget there are people living I n  
that area. The roads In that area of Daggett County are next to impossible 
to maintain. A road through this seetion is the missing link to complete 
an agreement that was made several years ago, and would benefit all that 
recreate there as  well as those that live there. 

areas In the state, enjoyed by thousands o f  people each year. Thls 
resource should he utilizied. It IS time that money stop being spent on 
looking at alternate routes. There are no other alternatives. Therefor, 
w e  urge the Forest Service to stand behind their Management Plan, and 
support the proposed road to Brown's Park. 

Consider the h igh  recreational use of that area of the Flaming Gorge. 

Regarding t h e  scenic status for the port~on of the Green River from 

This road would make accessable one of the most beautiful recreation 

Sincerely, < -  0 

gd#L+a"3( 
Neal H. Domgaard, U ntah County Commissioner NHDlllb 

__ COUNTY BUILDING 152 msr loo NORTH -VERNAL, UTAH 84078 

Resaonse t o  Neal H. Oamoaard. Uintah CountV Cnmmlssion 

See oenersl comments on Brown's Park Road I s s w  w i t h  l e t t e r  6-12. 

Your reference t o  heavy malntenance In dsveloned racreat lon s i t e s  
does no t  coincide w l th  what e x l s t s  I n  the  area betwen C l t t l e  
Hole and Brown's Park. This area I s  undaveloaed and we d ld  not  
intend t o  maintain any roads there. Your s-cand c o m n t .  
w f e r r l n q  t o  confi lcfs beinq resolved in favor of 5cmicY. I S  In  
d l r e c t  c o n f l i c t  when some DeooIe are considerlnq b u l l d l n i  a road 
i n  an undevelooed and oronosed Wlld and Scenic Rlver Corridor. 

There Is  no system t r a l l  t h a t  runs between L i t t l e  Hole and 
Brawn's Park. A low standard t r a i l  extends annroxlmatcly 1 mi le  
east of L i t t l e  Hole f o r  fisherman acceis. An unmalntained access 
way contlnues t o  the  Forest boundary. 

Coniress should be olven the  anoorti initV t o  dRtermlne the  s tatus 
o f  the oronosed Wild and Scenic Rlver. If a road were b u l l t  in 
the corr idor .  Conqress would lose t h a t  ontion. To el lmlnate t h i s  
oot lon d o e s  not  seem aooroarlate. 

You s ta te  t h a t  we should conslder the w o o l e  who I l v e  I n  the  
area. However. we understand t h a t  a survey by a memhw of the  
Daqiet t  County school board In  November. 1985. indlcated t h a t  
over two-thirds of the  asaole who i i v 9  In  eastern Dannstt County 
favor the  ex is t ino  route throuoh Clay Basin. 

The aoreement you mention 15 b ~ t w e m  States t o  Dave a road t h a t  
t i e s  Colorado 318 w i t h  Utah 260. It d w s  not  soeclfv Iocat lon 
and c l e a r l y  could be the  ex ls t lno  route which the Stata and 
County have been uporadlni cont lnua l l v  throuih reconstruction and 
Constructlon of new brldies. It 15 our understandlnq the  
oro~ased Brnwn's Park Route could cos t  115.000.000 and would 
c w t a l n l y  not  be free o f  hlqh maintenance cnsts. 

Many o f  those who use t h l s  area do so becauss o f  i t s  unroaded 
condition. I f  a road were b u l l t  c e r t a l n  charact*rlstlc=, and 
values of the  ares. would chanoe. Overuse may s l ~ n l f i c a n t l y  
det ract  from ex ls t lnq  use% 



c COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 
IO, IOUT" 0nO*OWA" ROO* SlOl 

,215, 62c-4480 Resoonse to  Colorado Rlvpr Board of Cn l l forn la  
LOI ANGELS CALIFORNIA -12 

- - .  ". 

Octob a r 22, 1985- ---., 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashlev National Forest 
Ashto; Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 West Highway 4 0  
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear M r .  Tucker: 

We have received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and proposed Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 
for the Ashley National Forest sent to us by letter dated 
July 16, 1985. We appreciate the opportunity to review these 
documents, and the following are our  comments: 

yield have been adlusted to reflect the more recent value of 
$58.38 per acre-foot, rather than the former value of $5.00 
per acre-foot. The adjusted value seems to be reasonable. 

almost as much water yield in the fifth decade as the alternatives 
that were shown to have more water yield increase. 
we support Alternative B as the preferred plan. 

1. We are pleased that the benefits from increased water 

2 .  The preferred alternative, Alternative E ,  produces 

Therefore, 

Sincerely, 

Ths Drnferrad a l tnrnat lva  ( J )  do05 nnt nraducs a5 much wntar 
y l s l d  as a l ts rnat lvs  E. Hawsvsr. wntsr yleld5 do lncrs%e b i t h  
from the  nuuntnln nlne beetle and from manarlmant aCt\Vl t lRS 
desloned to  lncreaw water y ls ld  (tlmbsr harvsstlnfl). 

1 L  I I 



Buane G. Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

. - -  b .  
P.O. E m  11350 
Salt Lake City, UT 84147 

October 22, 1985 

We have revrewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan f o r  the Ashley National Forest, 
covering lands in Daggett, Uzntah, and Ducheane Counties ~n the State of 
Utah. We have no comments. 

We aPPPeciate the opportunitr to review the documents. 

Sincerely, 

P>ZAJ (4 1 
FRANCIS T. HOLT 
State Conservationist 

cc: Director of Ecolosical Sciences, SCS, Washington, DC 
George Eluhm, Director. WNTC. SCS, Portland, Oregon 



October 2 5 ,  1985 

Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
1680 1V Highway 40, Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84028 I 1 

Dear Mr Tucker 

I wish to make known to you my concerns with the Forest Management 
plan for the Ashley National Forest, specifically as it relates 
to the proposed Brown's Park Access Road. 

As you are well aware, the State of Utah and Daggett County have 
committed a great deal of time and money to study the area of the 
proposed road. Until we have the results from the State Department 
of Transportation study, complete with routes available, cost 
considerations and the environmental impact, it is premature to 
make any prohibitions against building the road. 

Reasonable public access to the beautiful areas of our state needs 
to be  provided. I recognize the environmental considerations on 
all such proposals. By communicating together with open minds, 
I'm confident that the best decision will be made for the people 
of our state. 

Sincerely yours, 

d States Senator 

OWjgp 

cc. Stan Tixier, Regional Forester 

Resoonse t o  Senator Or r ln  Hatch 

See general comments on Brown's Park Road 1 4 5 ~ 0  wl th  l e t t e r  6-12. 

Dlract lon contalnod I n  th9  Forsst Snrvlco FElS fo r  Manaonmsnt of 
the Conqrsls5lonally dss lqnat~d F i m l n a  Gorm NRA. dated October 
1977: another FElS by the Natlonal Park Servlcs. Flnal W l l d  and 
Scpnlc River Study. dated Anr l l .  1980. and the rec9nt lv comolPtnd 
Green Rlvnr Corrldor Manaosmnt Plan. dated Oecambnr. 1984. a l l  
recomsnd not roadinq t h l s  5csnlc nrn3. Thls d l r - c t l on  l a ?  
sstsbllshed o r lo r  t o  the recnnt study fundsd by t hs  State t h r o w h  
Daqnett County. 

The o n l y  1 r r e v e r ~ l h l ~  dsclslon would he t o  b u l l d  a road. Th? 
Forest Snrvlcn has nlsdsnd I t s  v l l l  l n q n e s  t o  work w l th  Oaqwt t  
Collntv Cammls?lonors In evaluatlnn a routs for  t hs  omnos-d 
road. To data no have not bsen arked f o r  commsnts. We r m a l n  
anxlous t o  work w l th  the County and Communicate w l th  them throuqh 
the declslon maklnn vrocess. 



DAGGETT COUNTY COMMISSION 
Resnonse t o  Darmett Countv Camnlsslon 

See oeneral coments on Brown's Park Road 1sws w i t h  Isttnr 6-12. 

Your comment re fe r r in?  t o  confl  l c t s  bslw resolved In  favor of 
recreat ion 1s i n  d l r e c t c o n f l l c t w h s n  consid-rlno b u l l d l n i  a road 
I n  an undevslooed and oronosed Wild and Scenlr Corridor. 

You are cor rec t  t h a t  malntenanc- funds on a anr t lon of t hs  Dutch 
John t o  L i t t l e  Hole road would be saved. Ws estimate t h i s  savlnrl 
a t  about $500 Der w a r .  The qavlno would arohahlv be of fsat .  
hovevsr. bv Increased t r a f f i c  on t h a t  Dortlon. IV- would s t i l l  
have t o  maintain a nor t ion  of t h s  road slnce tho Brown's Park 
b a d  a1 lgnment would not  reol i lce the  -nt lr*  C i t t l -  Hal- Road. 

Manila, Utah 84046 

48 Phone 801 7843154 

O c t o b e r  2<, 1985 

Ashley National Forest 
1680 W. Highway 40 
Suite 1150 
Vernal, Utah 84078 

Dear M r  Tucker 

I n  response t o  the proposed Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan, the Daggett County Commission o f f e r s  the fo l low ing  comments. 

Once again, Daggett County i s  requesting t h a t  the Utah Department 
of Transportation b u i l d  an o i l e d  road from Dutch John t o  the Colorado 
s tate l i n e  i n  Brown's Park .  However, i t  appears the Forest Service 
1s opposed t o  such a route i f  i t  i s  t o  fo l low the r i v e r  corr idor ,  a l -  
though t h i s  seems t o  be the only  feas ib le  route money-wise and a lso 
grade-wise. 

I n  the management plan, your ch ie f  consideration i s  f o r  recreational 
use on the Flaming Gorge. I f  c o n f l i c t s  a r ise  between recreat ion and 
other resources, i t  w i l l  be resolved i n  favor o f  recreat ion 

The bu i ld ing  of a road would not  on ly  benef i t  recreat ion f o r  the 
en t i re  Flaming Gorge area but  a lso f o r  county residents who are as 
deserving of a road as  anyone else i n  the s ta te  
save the Forest Service money by tak ing the maintenance o f f  the road 
from Dutch John t o  L i t t l e  Hole. 

I n  your management plan on A8 you recommend loca t ing  and con- 
s t ruc t ing  a l l  roads t o  standard t h a t  w i l l  compliment o r  enhance ex ls t ing  
o r  po ten t ia l  recreational values a s  well  as provide publ ic  access t o  
shoreline areas f o r  year long use, o f  which a road along the r i v e r  
would accomplish. 

It i s  time the Forest Service takes a stand t o  implement t h e i r  
management plan and al low a road t o  be b u i l t  along the r i v e r  
cor r idor  i n t o  Brown's Park since t h i s  i s  the only  feas ib le  route 
and the only one the Utah Dept. o f  Transportation says t h a t  can 
be funded. 

This road would 

Sincerely, 

DAGGETT COUNTY COMMISSION 

The Items you reference on Paoa A-8. 24. 25. and 26 are seoarate 
statsmnnts and do not aDDlV t o  a l l  roads. v l t h  the exC'=Otlon Of 
road standards. Not a1 I shore1 Inp area5 are oronosed f o r  niibl IC 
access nor are a l l  roads daslqnsd f o r  war-lano USP. 

~4~~ &ezk 
Laray' ad l ie r ,  Chairman 
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Duane Tucker 
Forest Supervlser 
Ashley National Forest 
1680 W. Highway 40, Suite 1150 
Vernal, [IT 8402R 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

In reviewing your proposed Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Ashley National Forest, I see that a recommendation has been made to 
not allow a road within the Green River corridor from Brown's Park 
to Little Hole. I feel it is premature to preclude this or any 
other road at this tune. 

The plan does not adequately address the various alternatives avail- 
able for an improved transportation route through this area, which 
links the northeast corner of Utah with Colorado and Wyoming. The 
plan certainly does not demonstrate ]ustification for recommendation 
either for  or against any route in the area. Nor does it develop 
enough data to adequately assess the mpact that would occur if a 
route were selected that included some distance along the Green 
River. I feel that before the Forest Service makes a recommendation 
on this issue, we need to at least review the various alternatives 
available with consideration for distances, cost estimates, economic 
values, and environmental considerations for each proposed route. 

At present there is a great deal of interest and concern being 
expressed over this Issue, which is commonly referred to as the 
Brown's Park road issue. Daggett County has secured commitments 
of $94,000 from the Utah Community Impact Board and the Utah Depart- 
ment of Transportation for a study of this road. 

There are a number of things that need to be considered on this issue, 
and complete consideration will take more time than is available 
before you need finalization of your proposed plan. To avoid delay 
in implementation of your plan and yet to remain fair and oblective 
on the road proposal, I think the plan should recognize the desire 
and need for improved transportation through this area, but that it 
should be left open for further study on exact locations of the roads. 

Resoonse t o  Conaressman Howard Ni-lson 

Ses osneral comments on Brown's Park Road 1 s ~ ~  w i t h  I - t t e r  6-12. 

Oaqqett County and the  State are nrono51no th-  road t h a t  would 
t10 w i t h  Wyomlnn and Colorado and thsv should nre5ent and 
evaluate a l te rna t lv -  locatlons. If a nrono53l 15 Ident i f led.  
beyond the route analysis you mentlon. w- ~ ~ 1 1 1  evaluate  the 
environmental mffects t o  the National Forest and work c lose ly  
w i t h  them on evaluatlna each nronosed route. 

D l rec t lon  contained In  the Forest Servlc- FElS for  Mmawmsnt of 
ths  Coniressional l v  d-slqnated Flamino 6orie NRA. dated October 
1977: moth-r  FEIS hv the  Notlonal Park Sarvlcm. F ina l  W i l d  and 
Scsnlc Rlver Studv. dated Anr l l .  19RO. and th-  recent lv  comnleted 
Green Rlver Corridor Manmoment Plan. dntnd Dac-mhor. 1984. a l l  
reconmend not roadinn t h i s  s c m l c  area o f  the  State. Thls 
d l r s c t l o n  wa5 estahl Ishod n r l o r  t o  the recent study funded by t h s  
State throuoh Oaqoett Colintv. 

I 1 



(nane 2) 

The o n l y  irravsrsibls decision would he t o  beild a road. The 
Forest  SarvIcs has s ledmd i t s  w1111nine~s t o  work wi th  Ommtt 
COuntv Comlsslonsrs In evaluat lnn a rovte for the  nrmossd 
m a d .  To data 14 have not h e m  asred for c m n t s .  We remain 
anxious t o  ror4  wi th  the  Countv and communicate w i th  thsm thrnimh 
th9 decision ma4lno nrocoss. 

You msntlan t h a t  local officio15 have exor=x-ed s m n w t  for 
h e t t e r  tran-,nOrtation I n  the  area. Hrrrsvnr. much com4nt ha5 
b s m  mads rh lch  shms w n a o r t  bqth a i a l n s t  and for a ne,, route.  
O f  the  local rssldsnts In e m t e r n  D a i i e t t  Coantv. *e uodsrstmrl 
thirt a s u r v ~ v  hv a member of the  Onmntt  Countv %hml bnard 
indlcatad t h a t  tu0 th i rd5  Drsfsr t h s  sx lst lno routs throvih  S l a v  

RRSi" .  

Remonsss received on t h s  Forest P l a n  and UEIS *r9 not xninhtsd. 
Each rssnandmt's l e t t e r  iz cnrsfiil I v  C inq ldQred  for substmcs 
and content. Comments from elected o f f l c i n l s .  vho r w r 9 s e n t  
l a n e  niimbrrrq of t h s  alibi IC. are o i w n  oonronrlato con-ldsrstion. 

October 25, 1985 
Duane Tucker 
Page 2 

It would be unfair at this time to have this long-term forest plan 
either support or preclude a road alignment anywhere in the area, 
including the Green River. 

In the administration of federal land, we need to be extremely 
sensitive to the needs and desires of the local areas the land 
impacts. We need to be especially sensitive to the input of public 
officials who represent the local units of government--officials who 
have a charge to provide services on and near the land involved and 
to maintain viability for these services. These officials are 
elected and represent the people of the area; because of that, their 
voices should be considered to be much louder than a single voice. 
To the best of my knowledge, all of these officials have expressed 
support for better transportation in this area, and considerable 
dollars are already committed to this endeavor. We shouldn't shut 
the door on any solutions yet, nor should be Ashley Forest plan. 

I appreciate the difficulty involved in developing a plan for our 
public lands that tries to juggle so many diverse interests. It is 
a monumental task, I'm sure, and I'm confident that you'll make the 
effort to seek a proper solution. I remain committed, as I'm sure 
you are, to hear any and all points of view and to consider as many 
solutions as possible before reaching a final one. 

Sincerely, 

Howard C. Nielson 
Member of Congress 

HCN I rrc 



COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION 
OF NEVADA 

1515 E Troplcsna. Suite 400 
Las Vegaa. Nevada 89158 

1702) 739.1902 

October 25, 1985 

Mr. Duane G. Tucker 
Forest SuDervisor ~~~ ~ 

Ashley National Forest 
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 
1680 West Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr . Tucker : 
tJe anmeciate the omortunitv to review and coment on 

the Draft'knvironmental &pact Statement and Proposed Forest 
Plan for the Ashley National Forest. 

Water quantity is recognized as an issue of great 
importance in the western United States. In fact, the 
importance of water will become more apparent as municipal, 
industrial, agricultural, recreational and wildlife 
interests compete for the same resource 
impending inability of current supplies to meet the 

Because of the 

a n n -  demands. the State of Nevada is very interested 

isin states. 
River Basin. We, 

increasing demands on this vital resource. 

We are pleased that the Proposed Forest Plan goals and 
objectives result in an increase in water yield of 55.7 
million acre-feet per year by the year 2030 from the Ashley 
National Forest watersheds. 
Forest Plan, this increase will be accomplished through 
timber harvesting and other silvicultural methods. 
strongly support vegetation management as a method of 
enhancing surface water supplies thereby increasing the 
ability of the Colorado River to meet future water demands 

According to the Proposed 

We 

Sincerely, 

Comment t o  Colorado Rlver Comnlsslon 

The areforred a l t s r n a t l v s  ( J )  does not Increase water v l e l d  a5 
milch as a l t e r n a t l v s  B. Howevar. lncrms9s I n  water y l n l d  v11I bs 
accomnl lshnd throuqh tlmbsr h a r v v t l n q  and other  s l lv lc i i l t i i ra l  
methods as well as OccurrInrI na tura l ly  as 9 r -s i l l t  of the  beet le  
an Idnmlc. 



THE STAT OF WYOMING 

%ate% &ali& 9 i e i 6 i o m  

HEASCHLER BUILDING CHEYENNE WYOMING 82002 TELEPHONE 307 777 7781 

MEMORANDUM 

@b' TO Randolph Wood, Director 

FROM. Beth Wessel, Water N a l l t y  S t  
Program L-lani~r~g Coaidinator , 

DATE: October 21, 1985 

SUBJECT: Draft EIS and Proposed Forest  Plan Review f o r  Ashley Natlonal Forest  

Having reviewed the  Draft Environmental Impact Statement and t h e  Proposed 
Forest  Plan for the  Ashley National Forest ,  I am providing the  following 
comments: 

1) The upper one-third of Flaming Gorge ~ e s e r v o ~ r  1s experiencing 
accelerated eutrophication due to heavy n u t r i e n t  loading. 
Recreational a c t i v i t i e s  such as f i s h i n g  and boating are Impacted, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  during the  months of August, September and October. 
Care should be taken t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  se lec ted  management 
a l t e r n a t i v e  does not f u r t h e r  exascerbate  t h e  water q u a l i t y  
problems xn the  upper one-third of the  reservo~r. 

A t ask  force comprised of several state, l o c a l  and federa l  agencies 
15 studying water q u a l i t y  problems xn Flamrng Gorge Reservo~r. 
Because t h e  recreat ional  f a c i l i t i e s  and lands surrounding the  
reservoir are managed by t h e  Ashley National Forest, It 1.5 
mpera t ive  t h a t  f o r e s t  personnel cou~inue  to pai t iczpa te  iii 

the  study. 

An implementation schedule of s p e c i f i c  management responses t o  
the goals and oblectrves out l ined  in the  f o r e s t  plan should 
he developed. 

2 )  

3 )  

Hnsoonsn to Wyomlnq Deot. of Envlronmental Ouallty. 

The nutroohlcatlon orahlem 15 acknonl-dqad. Most oollutlon 
M c u r s  from oolnt sources outslde the Flamlni Gorw NRA. Untll 
fundlnq h-comes avallable. the nroblm a l l1  contlnu', under a l l  
altwnatlves. 

The Forest Servlce d-slrss contlnued oartlclnatlon In studl-s to 
quantlfy and determlne 5ources of 001 Iutantq In Flamlnrl Gam? 
Rnssrvolr. 

Water Qual Ity 01~151on 

i i  



STATE OF UTAH 
O F F I C E  OF THE GOVERNOR 

SALT L A K E  C I T Y  
8 4 1  1 4  

Noveinber 15, 1985 

Mr Duane G Tucker 
Forest  superv isor  
Ashley Nal ional  Fo res l  
Ashton Energy Center, Su i te  1150 
1680 W. H IghWaY 40 
Vernal, u l a h  84078 

Dear M r  Tucker 

The Sta le  of  ULah, Lhrougli the Resource Development Coordinat ing 
Cormniltee. has completed i t s  review of Lhe D r a f t  EnvironinenLal Impact 
SlaLemenL and Proposed Forest  Land and Resource Management Plan f o r  the Ashley 
NaLional Forest .  We wish to express our app rec ia t i on  f o r  the oppor tun i ty  Lo 
prov ide inpuL and colmnenl on the Ashley ForesL Plan and DEIS. 
planning leain has done a cormendable j o b  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  those issues that  are 
germane Lo the u t i l i r a l i o n  of the Forest  and a l l  o f  the d i f f e r e n t  user 
groups The general  concerns Lhal  I express here, and the more s p e c i f i c  
issues thaL a re  addressed i n  the at lached comments. a re  t o  f u r t h e r  a s s i s t  
those planners i n  tl ie d i f f i c u l t  j o b  o f  accu ra le l y  ana ly r i ng  fuLure demand and 
use aga ins l  the c a r r y i n g  capaci ty  o f  the ForesL 
need t o  be rev ised i n  order f o r  t l ie Plan t o  be a use fu l  guide f o r  the next  
f i v e  decades 

The s h o r t f a l l  most r e a d i l y  apparenl  is i n  the area of rec rea t i on  I t  
seems i r o n i c  Lhat r e c r e a l i o n  i s  considered to be the dominant resource on the 
Forest, w i l h  demand f o r  t ha t  resource c l e a r l y  on the r i s e ,  and ye1 the Plan 
c o n s i s l e n l l y  f a l l s  s h o r l  i n  I L s  e f f o r l s  t o  me1 tha t  demand The S ta te ' s  
s p e c i f i c  comnenls i d e n t i f y  several  areas tha t  could be modif ied t o  b e t t e r  meet  
t h i s  demand. The State a l s o  has concerns i n  the area o f  w i l d l i f e .  Both the 
Plan and D E I S  prov ide few d e t a i l s  i n  t h i s  area; consequently, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  
Lo accurate ly  i d e n l i f y  o r  discuss impacts i n  any meaningful way 

A f u r l h e r  concern I S  t l ie budget aspect o f  the Plan For Lhe preferred 
a l l e r n a l i v e .  there appear Lo be no budget cons t ra in t s  For o the r  
a l l e r n a t i v e s ,  many were based on budgets one and one h a l f  t imes the 10 year 
average Given the cu r ren t  economic c l imate.  the p o s s i b i l i t y  e x i s t s  thaL the 
Forest  w i l l  n o t  receive the proposed funding. I t  therefore seems l i k e l y  tha t  
h e r e  w i l l  be modif lcaLions t o  the Plan. The State would apprec ia le  

The Forest  

There a re  several  areas tha t  

Resaanses t o  State O f  Utah. Off lcs of t h e  Governor 
( a w e  I )  

We actnowlodoe our s h o r t f a l l  I n  t h e  ar'a of m c r e a t i o n  and 
w i l d l i f e :  a new Fores t  A l t e r n a t i v e  J was dwe looed  t h a t  olv-5 
add l t l ona l  -mohasfs t o  these resoiirCeS. Chanoos such as you 
I nd l ca te  were mads I n  b o t h  t h e  P ian  and E I S  t o  m f l q C t  t h l s  new 
a l t a r n a t l v e  and t o  meet t h e  oro lected d-mands. 

We aqree t h a t  Forests  mav n o t  rece ive  t h e  budoetq nroansad I n  
Fo res t  Plans. You a150 exDrR9S conc-rn5 about hudnst 
cons t ra ln t s .  Th ls  I S  a n a r t  of t h e  model inn a r o c w s  f o r  solvino 
I l n e a r  o roq ramino  nroblems In  FORFtAN. Ths c o n s t r a l n t s  w-re 
usnd t o  I l m l t  t h e  amount of h a d m t  ann1 led t o  anv i l v e n  
a l t n r n a t l v s  aroblem. and. I n  most ~ '15-5.  t h e  t o t a l  c o n s t r a l n t  
v a l w  was n o t  used I n  achlev lna t h e  d u t l ? n .  



Page Two 
Mr Duane G Tucker 

n o l i f i c a l i o n  of any P lan  changes based on budget c o n s t r a i n t s  N o l i f i c a l i o n  Lo 
Llie S t a l e  i s  a l s o  needed i n  severa l  o t h e r  areas 

Given the understandably genera l  n a t u r e  of many aspects of the  Plan, and 
areas o f  p lann ing  Lha l  a r e  s t i l l  i n  the  development stage. e g , f i v e  
management p lann iny .  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  plann5ny--roads and t r a i l s ,  and w i lderness  
management, severa l  areas of management w i l l  be d e a l t  w i th  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  
i n  o l l i e r  docuinenls I t  i s  i n  these areas, o r  o l l i e rs  where events " t r i g g e r "  a 
change in Llie Plan i l s e l f .  Lha l  Lhe S t a l e  reques ts  i n fo rma t ion .  I suggest 
Ll ia l  arrangements be made whereby the Fo res t  and the S t a t e  Plann'ing 
Coord i f id io r  i nu lua l l y  agree Lo wtial a c t i o n s  Lhe S l a t e  w i l l  be n o l i f i e d  o f  and 
Llie form o f  app rop r ia te  documenlat ion 

Again, the S l a t e  apprec'iates the o p p o r l u n i t y  to  be i nvo l ved  i n  f o r e s t  
p lann ing .  I 1  i s  hoped Lhat through the p u b l i c  involvement process a number o f  
i ssues  and concerns may be r e c t i f i e d  p r i o r  t o  p u b l i c a t i o n  o f  a F i n a l  Plan We 
tiope l h a l  we have c o n l r i b u l e d  to  the  p r o d u c l i o n  o f  a Fo res t  P lan  Lhat i s  of 
Llie I i i g t i es l  c a l i b e r  i n  p lann ing  e f f o r l s  Generat ion o f  these f o r e s t  p lans  i s  
n o t h i n g  l ess  Llian he ro i c .  and the S t a t e  s i n c e r e l y  apprec ia tes  the e f f o r t s  l t ie  
Fores ls  a re  making Lo understand the n a t u r a l  resource base of Utah We liope 
Lo be i nvo l ved  in Llie c o n t i n u i n g  p lann ing  e f f o r l s  o f  the Fo res t  Serv ice ,  and 
encourage con l inued involvement o f  the Fores t  Se rv i ce  i n  S t a t e  plann'ing 
e f f o r l s  

S ince re l y .  

$l&?5L-- No an H Banger le r  

(nane 2) 

Whsnsvsr malar chanqes occur t o  a F l n a l  P lan  due t o  dev91onment 
or nroJac t  n lann lnn .  an amsndmont must hs w r l t t s n  t o  t h e  n l a n .  
The amendment r e q u l r e s  a u b l l c  n a t l f l c a t l o n  and I n v o l v w " t .  Ths 
S t a t e  P l a n n l n i  C m r d l n a t o r  w I I I  he n o t l f l - d  and r7Iv-n t h ?  
o n n o r t u n l t y  t o  hs Invo lved If t h i s  ?cmrq.  

The P lan  r l l l  be m o d l f l e d  t o  meet chanw5 
requ l rsmsnts  a n  a t - n  t o  f l f t s m  v a r  sch-dula 
needed. These mod l f l ca t l ons  w l l l  b.? accommnlsd 
NEPR documents and 1 1 1  I l n v a l v 9  nuhl IC Innut. 

I "  manan-wnt 
o r  swn-r .  If 
hv  n n o r o o r l a t e  

l l  

NHBlras 
Atlachment 

Governor 



Page One 
Attachment 

COMMENTS OF THE STATE OF UTAH ON THE 

PROPOSED ASHLEY LAND AN0 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND D E I S  

I .  PROPOSED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

A. Sec t i on  I1  Comnents 

Paqe 11.2. ParaQraph 1: The Importance o f  r e c r e a t i o n  1s a l l u d e d  to ,  bu t  seems 
t o  be downplayed. T h l s  Importance shou ld  be d e a l t  w l t h  I n  a l l  r e l e v a n t  
sec t ions  o f  the  document. By ment lon ing  r e c r e a t l o n  as a p o s s l b l e  i n f l u e n c e  I n  
t h l s  d lscuss ton  o f  economic development, I t  appears t h a t  t h e  t r u e  Importance 
o f  r e c r e a t i o n  on t h e  Fores t  I; NOT a p r lmary  cons lde ra t i on  i n  t h e  a n a l y s l s .  

Paqe 11-3. Paraqraph 4: "Ponderosa Plnd" should read "Ponderosa Plne" 

Page 11-4. Paragraph 2: "Areas wlth e x l s t l n g  o r  c l a s s l f i c a t l o n s .  such as . . . " .  
Th ls  statement I s  m lss lng  somethlng. Perhaps I t  should read, "Areas w i t h  
e x l s t l n g  or  ProPored c l a s s i f l c a t l o n s .  such as...". 

Paqe 11.4. Paraqraph 2: The proposed Scenic R ive r  c l a s s i f i c a t l o n  f o r  t h e  
Green R ive r  I s  mentloned i n  t h i s  sec t l on .  More In fo rma t lon  as t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  
s t a t u s  of t h l s  proposal--beyond t h a t  I n fo rma t ion  p rov ided  f o r  on page 11-19, 
paragraph 1--would be apprec ia ted .  On Page 11-22, I t  I s  i m p l l e d  t h a t  bo th  t h e  
FS and t h e  BLH support  t h e  Scenlc recomnendatlon. bu t  t h l s  i s  n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  
s ta ted .  
o f  the  r i p a r l a n  resource. pendlng a f i n a l  dec l s lon?  If a f l n a l  d e c l s l o n  I s  
reached t h a t  favors  t h e  des lgna t ion  as a Scenlc R lver .  what steps w l l l  
management take  t o  dea l  w l t h  i n c r e a s i n g  r e c r e a t i o n a l  pressure? 

Paqe 11-5. Paraqraph 4: I n  t h l s  d l scuss ion  of the  Impact o f  CUP development 
on the  r e c r e a t i o n  resource. i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  "Wlth t h e  comple t lon  o f  t h e  
Cen t ra l  Utah P r o j e c t  (CUP) r e s e r v o l r s .  t h l s  Fores t  w i l l  p robab ly  c o n t a i n  more 
acres of ' F l a t  Water' than any o t h e r  Fo res t  I n  t h e  reg ion ,  whlch 1s a major 
a t t r a c t i o n  i n  t h e  a r l d  west."  
i n  o rder  t o  prepare f o r  t h i s  t r e n d  of i n c r e a s i n g  r e c r e a t l o n  demand? 
t ype  o f  r e c r e a t l o n  I n f l u x  I s  expected I n  t h e  near fu tu re .  then today i s  t h e  
t ime t o  make p repara t l ons  f o r  max imiz ing  resource u t l l l z a t f o n .  Coopera t ive  
r e c r e a t l o n a l  developments w l t h  BOR o r  o the r  agencies should be I n l t l a t e d ,  and 
o the r  p lans  should be fo rmu la ted  t o  bes t  p rov lde  f o r  t h e  demands of t h e  
r e c r e a t i n g  p u b l l c .  

Paqe 1 1 - 5 .  Paraqraph 7: Th ls  d l scuss ion  of t r a l l s  and t h e  F o r e s t ' s  t r a l l  
system discusses poor c u r r e n t  cond l t l on ,  l i k e l y  d e t e r l o r a t l o n .  c l o s u r e  o f  
t r a l l s ,  and user  c o n f l l c t s .  
t h e  a b i l l t y  o f  t h e  t r a l l  system t o  serve  t h e  p u b l i c  w i l l  d e c l l n e  w h i l e  demand 
cont inues  t o  Increase."  Thls r a t h e r  b leak  p i c t u r e  a g a i n  demonstrates t h a t  

What a r e  some o f  t h e  management d l r e c t l o n s  t o  ensure non-degradat ion 

Uhat t ype  of p lann ing  i s  p r e s e n t l y  be ing  done 
If t h i s  

l h e  r e s u l t  I s  sumned up, "It i s  es t lmated  t h a t  

(oms 1 - Attachn*?ntl 
A? ~ r e v I o u ~ 1 v  Ind lca ted .  h l t n r n a t l v -  J would v a l i d a t e  nod slnnorl 
Increassd r e c r e a t i o n  m ~ h m 1 5 .  

The Prnoosnd Wild and Scaolc Green Rlvsr C o r r l d o r  has b w n  
s tud  led? n r a o o r t / r s c m n d a t l n n  has h e m  nrsnnrsd  and annravsd 
hv t h e  Sac re ta r l ss  of A f l r i c v l t u r e  m d  I n t e r l w .  and t h e  d o c a w n t  
15 nw a r a l t l n q  a c t l o n  hv Conqrss-lonal m m m l t t F 9 .  I l n t l l  
Connrrrss acts.  r l o a ~ l m  area5 *Ill h e  o r o t s c t e d  In accordancs 
w l t h  t h e  Standards and Golds1 In% 5 s c t l o n  o f  t h e  Plan. A . l n l n t  
n l a n  for th9 Grew Rlvar  Corridor (1% nrsnarsd and slrrnsd hv a l l  
aqencle-, hav lnq  admln15 t ra t l ve  r s s n o n s l h l l  I t l s + .  i n c l u d i n q  t h e  
Utah  D l v l c l o n  of W l l d l l f e  Rssources. 

Sevsral  coooera t l vs  racroatlon ~ I m s  a?? a l r9ndv  In  e f f e c t  w l t h  

ths new r a ~ ~ ~ r v o l r ~ .  The cilmoqroand f a c l l  l t l c s  a t  S t rnvher rv  
Rqservo l r  are a current examole. WhPn f u t t i r ?  r e ~ e r v o l r .  ar9 
comnlstcd. d o l l a r s  and Dims for r s c r s a t l o n  ,159 hove a l r w d v  hssn 
c m r d l n a t a d  r l t h  t h e  Bureau o f  R9clamnt lon and th? C-ntral  U tah  
P r o j e c t .  Ths h l m e s t  nroblem fac lnn  t h e  For r rs t  1s n n t  I n  t h s  
alannlnq f o r  r e c r e a t l a n  weas  - it i s  In malntainlnn those area5 
w i t h  a c o n s t a n t l v  d9crl)aslnn budnet a f t e r  CUP and t h q  EOR hav9 
r l t h d r a r n  from ths l r  l n l t l a l  Investments. 

t h n  BOR t o  met t h e  oxoectnd demand4 Of t h 9  r e c r s a t l n f l  n i i h l l c  a t  

T h l s  q e c t l o n  ha.; h e m  W W r l t t R n  t o  mr9 i l c c u r i l t n l v  r0fi-t t h e  
t rn l l  s l t u a t l a n  an t h l s  F o r w t .  Other w c t l a n s  of t h e  n l m  and 
t h e  E I S .  a5 YOU have Ind lca ted .  * I l l  be rsvlsd nccordlnfllv. Ths 
I n t e n t  of t h l s  s e c t l o n  of t h e  n I m  I s  t i  orovlde a h r l e f  nvIrv19w 
o f  t h s  c s r r s n t  manawmsnt s l t u a t l o n  and mt n r s s c r l h a  m l t l n a t l m s  
or n a + s l h l e  s a l u t l n n c .  A l t s m a t l v s  J i l v w  * d d l t l o n o l  amnhasls 
t o  r e c r e a t l o n .  The F o r e s t ' s  c a a a h l l l t v  t o  sxnand t h 9  r e c r s a t l o n  
rs5oIrc9 hirss "a5 t h s r s h v  Incrsasnd. 
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A i te rna t lvs  J va5 chasm b-cause of i t s  addl t lonal  smnhasis on 
recreatlon. 

The E I S  ha5 no a l te rna t ives  w l t h  chanoss In Wlldsrness. The Utah 
Wlldermss Act daslooated Wilderness arpaq. Th- a l t e m a t l v e s  do 
show var la t lons  i n  d-nrses o f  d*vsloamsnt i n  unmadsd ar-OS. Ths 
orafarrsd a l te rna t lva  J leaves a laros nor t ion  o f  th- mroadsd 
arqa In a nondwelooment nrescrlot lon. 

Chantsr I1 of t h s  Plan exnlains the  cur rsn t  s i t l la t lon.  
"Strater(Is5" and "solut lons" f o r  wlldernsss. recr-et lan 
incraasos. w l l d i  i f e  and f ish. and I Ivsstock/v l ld l  l f e  c i n f l  ict5 
are found i n  snsulno Chanters o f  thm Plan and € I S .  - w s c l a l l y  In 
the Al ternat lvss section o f  the  E I S  and In t h s  Standards and 
Guidelines sqctlon o f  the  Fore-t Plan. 

Manamment Guidal 11195 f a r  area 1 2nd o t h w  undsvslon-d areas o f  
the  Foreqt are in the  Standards and Gald-llnms 5ectlon o f  the 
Pian and do Drotsct  undavelonsd charac tw ls t l cs .  

D l s t r l b u t l o n  o f  !I?'? I s  covsred und-r tho  ILImlts o f  Accentable 
Chanoa concsnt shown i n  the  Standard* and Guld- i  I n ~ 5  v c t l o n  o f  

I I  

I I  
I I  

the Plan. 1 1  
Use oro lect lons I n  wlldernsss are a lso  rl-oendsnt on wlldsrn-sc. 
deslonatlons on ad lacent National For-qts nnd B?M. Pnaulation 
estimates are the  bast ray we can nr -d lc t  t h s  f u t u r s  n*sd< a t  
t h i s  tlme. 

The incidence of such c o n f l l c t s  on t h i s  Farsst ar? rare. 
E x i s t i n n  allotment manaqement n l a m  havs rqcnqn1z.d th15 
ootent la l  oroblem and have routed llvsstick m a y  f r o m  hsav l l y  
used recraatlonal areas. 

In revmnse to yours and other's concqrn5. A l t e r n i t l v -  J 
-5~sclaIly deals w i t h  many o f  the recr-at lon Ttrateql-5. 

Throuohout the oor t lon of your commsnts d-al ins w l th  Chaoter 11. 
you 5e-m t o  misunderstand the  in ten t  of t h l s  chanter. Chaoter I I  
exnlalns the  current  s l tuat lon.  The other chaotws d-a1 w l t h  
ml t iqat lans and oonor tun l t lns t o  mlnlmlz- imnacts. The StRndards 
nnd Fuldnl lnss orovide more In  donth nnalv515 t o  all facets o f  
Forest m u l t l n l s  "'res. In  addlt lon. Chanter I V  ' Iw la in? horr t h s  
Forsst vas dlvided i n t o  Manamwnt Area<. ( A  more data l l -d  
e m l a n a t i m  i s  found In the  €IS. Amnndix FJ). Thsss areas have 
d l f f e r a n t  r e s o u r c ~  emahasls and tho standard5 and ouldel lnas hs ln  
show how c o n f l i c t s  between rssources *Ill bo rasolved. 

f o r  the Ashley. recreat ion i s  not  a very high p r i o r i t y  i n  the mult iple-use 
scheme Some a l te rna t ives  or mi t iga t ion  or possible solut ions should be 
suggested t o  minlmize these negative ef fects  on the recreat ion resource base 
Also see DEIS comments on pages 5-12 and I V - 3 2  

Paqe 11-7. ParaqraDh 3. The document States. " A t  the end O f  t h i s  planning 
period addl t lonal  areas w i l l  be evaluated [ f o r  Wilderness designation] 'I 

management guidellnes w l l l  be used t o  manage areas tha t  have a t t r l b u t e s  and 
character is t ics  t h a t  a f fo rd  a wllderness type experience? W i l l  they be 

What 

managed t o  protect  wilderness values or w i l l  development be allowed i f  the 
demand f o r  such development i s  present? 

Paqe 11-7. ParaqraDh 5 O is t r ibu t lon  of use I n  Wilderness i s  dlscussed, and 
the need f o r  such r e - d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  iden t i f ied .  Some possible methods f o r  
e f f e c t i n g  tha t  r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  are discussed, such as s t ra teg ic  placement of 
f a c i l i t i e s  t o  channel users t o  cer ta in  areas However, no d e f i n i t e  plans are 
proposed, o r  even discussed i n  any d e t a i l .  
c r i t i c a l  t o  the character of the resource, and as such, belong the Forest 
Resource Plan A t  the very leas t ,  the problem should be addressed I n  te rms  of 
a fu tu re  study or task force or other planning e f f o r t .  

Page 11-7. Paragraph 6' The growth I n  Wilderness use i s  assumed t o  be 
" s i m i l a r "  t o  the  projected populat ion ra te  i n  Utah and Wyoming 
unident i f ied f a c t o r s  w i l l  no doubt also a f fec t  the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  I n  Wilderness 
dependent a c t i v i t i e s  
l i k e l y  tha t  the estimates of wilderness use W i l l  be grossly underestimated. 

Paqe 11-9. Paraqraph 3 and Paqe 11-26. Table 11-5 
"Table 11-5 out l lnes the projected demands fo r  the  w i l d l l f e  resource through 
2030". F i r s t ,  the tab le  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  locate, as are some other references 
t o  tables i n  t h i s  chapter. 
reference t o  It. and no page number i s  of fered t o  a i d  the reader i n  loca t ing  
i t  Second, i t  i s  not obvious exactly where the projected demands f o r  the 
W i l d l i f e  resource are t o  be found I n  the table, once you f i n d  the tab le  
While the narrat ive discusses " W i l d l i f e  and Fish" as a separate section, the 
tab le  lumps a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  Developed, Dispersed, and Wilderness Recreation 
U s e  categories I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ascertain the rtprojected demands F o r  the 
W i l d l i f e  resource" as stated 

P a w  11-10. Paraqraph 2 '  There i s  no mention here o f  possible c o n f l i c t s  
between recreation and grazing a c t i v i t i e s  
recreat lon is ts  may f i n d  most a t t r a c t i v e  are also heavi ly  used by grazing 
l i v e s t o c k  W i l l  such conf l i c ts .  as they a r e  Ident i f ied ,  be resolved I n  favor 
O f  grazing. or w i l l  the recreat lon In te res ts  be afforded a share of the 
resource base? 

Such management s t ra teg ies are 

Other, 

If these factors  are n o t  taken i n t o  account. It I s  

The paragraph states, 

Table 11-5 i s  eighteen pages removed From t h e  

Some o f  the areas tha t  

Paqe 11-10. Paragraph 3 ,  Line 7: 'I. 

should read 'I .restored through grazing systems w" restored through grazlng systems W'' 
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Paqe 11-11. Table a t  t o p  o f  paqe (not  numbered): 
inc luded i n  the  High Uintas Wilderness' (*) I s  n o t  marked w i t h  a s i n g l e  
a s t e r i s k  I n  the  t a b l e  i t s e l f - - o n l y  t h e  footnote i s  so marked. 

The category "Forest  l and  

Paqe 11-11, Table a t  top of paqe (no t  numbered) One o f  t he  categor ies i n  the  
t a b l e  I s  "Forest  land--physically unsui tab le"  and t h e  correspondlng acreage I s  
ZERO HOW was t h i s  determlned and what c r i t e r i a  i s  " p h y s i c a l l y  unsui tab le"  
based upon? 

Paqe 11-11. Paraqraphs 3 and 4 '  The d iscuss ion on a l lowable t imber cut  i s  
confuslng I n  paragraph 3, i t  Is s ta ted  t h a t  t h e  annual c u t  w i l l  be Increased 
t o  t he  p o t e n t i a l  y i e l d  of 29 MMBF upon demand. The next  paragraph s tates,  
"The preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  has an a l lowable sa le  q u a n t i t y  of  7.5 MNCF per year 
dur ing decade one, 7 2 MMCF per  year du r ing  decade two.  then drops t o  4.8 MMCF 
per year u n t i l  t he  t h i r t e e n t h  decade when i t  l e v e l s  out a t  t he  l ong  t e r m  
sustalned y i e l d  o f  6.848 MMCF" Ooes t h e  t h l r d  paragraph on ly  Inc lude  
fuelwood and "speculat ive new uses o f  wood productsu. wh i l e  the f o u r t h  
paragraph inc ludes sawlogs o r  o ther  marketable t lmber? 
the  estimates o f  q u a n t i t y  o f  t imber sales vary between paragraphs I s  i t  
because o f  t he  d i f f e rences  i n  measuring u n l t s  (MMBF vs. MMCF. n e i t h e r  o f  whlch 
are i n  the  g lossary) .  

Paqe 11-12. Paraqraph 3 '  
cost  The d iscuss ion mentions t h a t  t he  causes of below cost  t imber  sales a re  
Increased costs o f  road const ruct ion.  logging, and m l l l l n g .  This statement 
seems t o  be comparing d l s s l m i l a r  causes t h a t  are borne by t w o  d l f f e r e n t  
e n t l t i e s  While i t  i s  d l f f l c u l t  t o  f l n d  the  term "below cos t  t imber  sa le"  
e x p l i c i t l y  def lned anywhere, a recent  p u b l i c a t i o n  by the  Forest  Serv ice 
Intermountaln Research S t a t l o n  (General Technical  Report INT-183, May 1985 -- 
B e l o w - C o s t  Timber Sales. Analys is  o f  a Forest  Po l l cv  Issue, E r v l n  Schuster and 
Greg Jones) gives an idea o f  what i s  meant. 'I. . t he re  have been instances 
where rece lp ts  f rom some t imber sales a re  less than what It costs  t o  develop, 
implement, and admin is ter  those sales. This concern has become known as t h e  
Below-Cost Tlmber Sale issue"  
I m p l l c i t l y  modi f ied t h i s  ' d e f i n l t i o n " .  t o  i nc lude  the  costs borne by the  
purchaser o f  t he  t imber 
responsib le  for the  ac tua l  logging and m l l l l n g  costs,  and these fac to rs  do n o t  
enter  i n t o  the  Below-Cost Timber Sale i s s u e  so f a r  as the  Nat ional  Forest  I s  
concerned unless somehow these logging and m i l l i n g  costs a re  considered t o  be 
costs  o f  implementation o r  admin i s t ra t i on  o f  t h e  t imber  s a l e  

Page 11-12, Paraqraph 5. The use o f  "even-age management,, i s  noted as being 
the m o s t  e f f e c t l v e  method o f  so l v ing  the  problems occu r r l ng  as a r e s u l t  of 
p a r t l a l  c u t t l n g  It I s  Impl ied t h a t  there a re  no disadvantages t o  us ing t h i s  
c l e a r c u t t i n g  (even-age management) as a management t o o l  The on ly  problems 
noted are those associated w l t h  the  method no t  used ( p a r t i a l  c u t t l n g ) .  Some 
o f  t he  problems. negat ive Impacts. and disadvantages t o  us ing even-age 
management should a l s o  be i d e n t i f i e d  Also, what I s  t he  source f o r  these 
conclusions. how were these conclusions reached? 

It i s  n o t  c l e a r  WHY 

This paragraph dlscusses t imber sales a t  below 

T h i s  statement from the Ashley Plan has 

The en te rp r l se  whlch purchases the  t imber i s  

(Daqe 3 - attachmsnt) 
"Phvs l cn l l v  unsul tah le"  Is t h e  same a5 thos- d * f l n l t l o n s  I Is tpd  
I n  t h e  Glossary under Tlmber C l a s s l f l c a t l o n  I t em 4. Ca to in r l es  
(2). ( 3 ) .  and (4 ) .  

The reason your confus lon abnut nllowahl- cwt occurred was 
because we ussd board f e e t  ( o l d  t e r m l n o l o w )  far 5ow of our 
al lowahla t lmhar  c u t  n r o l e c t l o n s  and. I n  t h e  n w t  oarilqranh. w 9  
us-d cub lc  feet .  The converslon 15 hased On t h a  fac to r  qf 4. 

Fu r the r  ln format lon about 8'h91a, cost"  sa les 15 I n  nsnwal 
statements b l .  

If t h e  Nat lonal  Fo res t  system d i d  n o t  snread Io iq ln f l  a c t l v l t v  
amnq al I Forests  - even those where c m t 5  srcsed Income - t h e  
loqolno would he concentratsd I n  Washlniton and Or-oon o r  s l m l l a r  
areas where t h e  larner .  b e t t e r  v i a l  l t v .  and h8ncs mors 
% r o f l t a b l e "  t lmber  wows. Thoss Forests  would have t o  c a r r v  t h a  
f u l l  load. Thus. t h e  c u r r e n t  d l s t r l h u t l o n  of a l l  Fo rss ts  
sharlno. where Oosslbla. I n  t h e  t lmbQr demands. I +  n r e f w a h l -  t o  
a far  Forests  c a r r y l n q  t h e  whole loild. Our w l l d l l f P  nrmram 
doesn't make money. vet  we recomIz4 t h a t  It I s n ' t  sannnsed t o  
nay f o r  I t s e l f .  nor 1s wl lderness or o the r  nmsnltv value5. 

Evpn-aqe 15 t h 9  na tu ra l  i r a v t h  c y c l e  of I.ndn-nols stands. 
Dur lnq na tu ra l  reqenarat lon.  t h o  Lodwno la  stands normal ly  burn 
a t  t h e  ?-me t ime.  C lsa rcu ts  m n l a c l n o  t h ?  role o f  flr- achlavs 
t h e  same r e s u l t s .  P a r t i a l  c i i t t l n r l  15 a tochnlou- usad hmst I n  
Ponderosa P ins  and o t h e r  t r e e  sneclss roq i i l r l n r l  <hade I m t s a d  of 
ln tsnsa ~ u n l  l q h t  fa r  renenerat fon. Numwom Ibdi -nole  st t id ie5 
and con51stent successful r w - n e r a t l o n  t p s t s  th rou iho i i t  t h -  
countrv  have oroven evsn-ane. c l e a r c i i t  manawm-nt as t h e  s o l u t l o n  
t o  manaosmsnt of decadant. b s e t l s  I n fec tsd  ?odrlnools stands. 

I I 
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Live  t r - e s  a r e  a v e r v  smal l  o o r t l o n  of t h e  f l r r rvood nroiram. 
Most f l r ewood  w i l l  br, ths overmatw-.  dead lod*eoolo and 
ponderosa Dln9. k i l l e d  bv  n i n e  hark haet l -a.  Th- a e ~ t h ~ t l c s  nf 
an area r l l  I lmnrove a f t e r  the dead wood has been remv-d. 
Harves t lnq  of f v s l r o o d  15 S t r t c t l v  c m t r o I 1 9 d  and w w l a t - d .  

The m n l t o r l n q  ssctlon discuss-s t h e  c o n d i t l n n s  t h a t  nec9551tat9 
a r s v l s l o n  I n  t h e  F o r e s t  Plan. 

P u h l l c  Involvement 1s a r.qulr-d D a r t  of t h s  nmce=,4 whsnsv-r 
t h e r e  14 a rsv l s ron .  

The 145ue of m a l 1  hvdro lmDaCf5 vas  added t o  ths Standards and 
Gu ld l l nes  s e c t i o n  of t h s  Plan. 

Paqe 11-12. Paraqraph 6. We agree t h a t  g a t h e r i n g  o f  fuelwood has l a r g e  
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t s  l i s t e d  (economica l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  s i t u a t i o n s ,  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  reduce f u e l  l o a d i n g  on t h e  Fores t ,  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  
improve t h e  t imber  growth p o t e n t i a l  and u t i l i z a t i o n )  Fur ther ,  t h i s  t ype  of 
a c t i v i t y  i s  d e s i r e d  by  a number of People as a r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t y ,  e i t h e r  
a lone o r  i n  con junc t i on  w i t h  o the r  Fores t  r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  
ha rves t i ng  of fuelwood shou ld  be s t r i c t l y  c o n t r o l l e d  and regu la ted  
fuelwood ha rves t  must be c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  and non-harvest i n  o the r  areas 
should be a c t i v e l y  enforced. 
those t h a t  a r e  c l o s e  t o  roads and e a s i l y  access ib le .  
a l s o  t h e  areas t h a t  a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  impact t h e  casua l  r e c r e a t o r  and o the r  
user i n  t h e  Fores t .  As a l a r g e  number of t r e e s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  l i v e  t r e e s )  a r e  
harvested i n  c l o s e  p r o x i m i t y  t o  roads, t h e  a e s t h e t i c  q u a l i t y  o f  t h a t  area 
d imin ishes  and consequent ly,  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  var ious  o the r  uses a r e  foregone. 

Page 11-12, Parasraph J: The l a s t  sentence o f  t h i s  paragraph discusses i n  
genera l  terms t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  may necess i ta te  a r e v i s i o n  i n  t h e  Fores t  
Plan These genera l  terms should be expanded i n t o  a s p e c i f i c  t r i g g e r i n g  
mechanism which would desc r ibe  t h e  t h r e s h o l d  l e v e l s  o f  change which w i l l  l ead  
t o  P lan  r e v i s t o n  P o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  p u b l i c  Involvement i n  t h i s  de te rm ina t ion  
should a l s o  be addressed 

However. t h e  
Areas f o r  

The most d e s i r a b l e  t r e e s  f o r  ha rves t  a r e  u s u a l l y  
Un fo r tuna te l y ,  these a r e  

Paqe 11-14, R i p a r i a n  Areas. I t  i s  no ted  t h a t  ' " increased demand f a r  
h v d r o e l e c t r i c  DurDoseS on t h e  Fo res t  w i l l  tend  t o  reduce t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  water 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  i ns t ream f l ows  and w i l l  cause a l o s s  o f  r i p a r i a n  ecosystems' 
Th is  statement should be q u a l i f i e d  by r e f e r e n c i n g  t h e  Fo res t ' s  o the r  planned 
ac t i ons ,  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  t o  m t t i g a t e  lasses  caused by hydro  development, 
i . e  , t h e  F o r e s t ' s  i n t e n t  t o  " i d e n t i f y  and q u a n t i f y  i ns t ream f l ows  f o r  
secu r ing  favorab le  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  f l ows  on a l l  streams impacted by 
h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power. ."(page I V - 9 ) ,  and t o  des ign  s p e c i a l  use permi ts ,  
easements, r igh t -o f -ways ,  and s i m i l a r  a u t h o r l z a t l o n s  t o  " con ta in  cond i t i ons  
and s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  ma in ta in  i ns t ream f lows "(page I V - 2 7 ) .  

Paqe 11-15. Paraqraph 3. 
man-made developments i n  t h e  Fo res t  i s  descr ibed Some process f o r  up- f ron t  
p lann ing  i s  d e s i r a b l e  f o r  these types  of p r o j e c t s .  Developments such as 

The l a c k  o f  p lann ing  and c o n t r o l  over va r ious  

h y d r o e l e c t r i c  s i t e s .  t ransmiss ion  easements, and o the rs  have a h i g h  p o t e n t i a l  
f o r  mu l t ipurpose use, e s p e c l a l l y  I n  terms o f  r e c r e a t i o n  
concerns should be w r i t t e n  I n t o  t h e  easement and lo r  pe rm i t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and 
agreements. These types  o f  agreements w i l l  he lp  t h e  Fo res t  i n  p r o v i d i n g  a 
" f a i r  share" o f  r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t y ,  and w i l l  a l s o  f o s t e r  coopera t i on  and 
involvement between t h e  p r i v a t e  and p u b l i c  sec tors .  

These types  of 

Paqe 11-15, Paraqraeh 4 "Studies of f u t u r e  demand. should read 
"Stud ies  o f  p r o j e c t e d  f u t u r e  demand .It. 

Page 11-11. Paraqraeh 3 ,  L ine  4: 'I ..development f o r  m ine ra l  -. .I4 

should read I' . development f o r  m ine ra l  recovery  . 'I. 
Paqe 11-17, Paraqraph 3: The d i scuss ion  here  i s  of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  adverse 
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Chaotcr I 1  Only exn la lns  t h e  c u r r e n t  m i n v i l l s  s l t u n t l o n .  Ensulnq 
chanters deal w i t h  m l t l m t l o n  and 1mo;tcts. 05n -c la l I v  In  t h o  
standards and nu lde l  lnPs sect lons.  

We d l d  no t  mean f o r  vou t o  concl l id9 t h a t  t h s  Fo res t  vi19 q-a rch ln i  
f o r  b a t t e r  modernlzat lon of lonnlnn methods and n rac t l c -s  What 
we meant wa- t h a t  t h -  Fo res t  intends t o  u w  t h e  - x i s t i n n  m d e m  
Inqqlnq mothods and nract lces.  

Th- o u b l l c  ( 4  always lnvo lvsd I n  road D lann in l  a5 r w u l r - d  hv t h e  
NEPA orocesq. 

Aqaln. Chantsr I I  axnln ln5 t h e  c u r r i n t  + ! tua t l ?n  a- r o l a t - d  t o  
t h p  "Ne-d t o  E s t a h l l s h  or Chanqe D l r r c t l on " .  A l t r t rna t i va  J 
r e f l e c t s  t h o  r s c r e a t l o n  ernnhasls and d-al- r l t h  m l t l n n t i o n s  such 
as t l m l n q  and U ~ P  of human r c s o u r c ~  o ronmm.  Tho qtatqm-nt t h a t  
w l t h  c u r r w t  fundinn we w i l l  no t  h- ab le t o  m 0 - t  dsmand I s  3 tril- 
rtntement.  Other referenCR5 t o  ootouts.  w n o l y  and d m " d  I n  
voiir q i inst lnn r a l n t e  t o  o the r  a l t e rna t i ve< .  Current  f i indlnn 15 
loss than shorn for any of t h e  n l te rna t l vss .  

Wi th  hudqst m d  ~er%"l cuts.  t a r n e t s  t h a t  lookad m a w n a h l -  t o  
achlsve a fair v e a n  aqo may hove t o  he .¶d(rrzted. An .%%-55m-nt 
of what can h~ achlr,ved w i t h  nwd-d docum-ntatlon v l l l  hs din-  
t h i s  w a r  I n  reqard t o  so11 r m o u r c -  In"-ntorv. The sch-dul I n i  
Section of  t h e  P lan  s h w s  what 15 nrmranm-d for t h s  o l a n n l n i  
asr lod.  Rsaval i iat lon of  thr, nnt lonal  cnmmitmsnt nav h? nnsdsd a t  
t h a t  t ime. Every a t t m "  w l l l  he mad- t o  mset t h -  t a r l e t  v l t h l n  
t h p  lmnosed cons t ra in t s .  

impacts f r o m  minera l  development. bu t  t he re  i s  l l m i t e d  d iscuss ion of 
m i t l g a t l o n  o r  methods t o  minlmize Impacts t o  o ther  segments o f  t h e  Forest  
The impacts l i s t e d  ( s o i l .  water,  a l r .  scenlcs. vegetat ion,  and w i l d l i f e )  a re  
broadbased and may a f f e c t  many o f  t he  other  Forest  uses. 
requi res a more in-depth d lscuss ion than t h a t  o f fered 

Paqe 11-27. Parasraph 4: The Plan Ind i ca tes  a need f o r  modernlzat lon o f  
logging methods and p rac t i ces  if the  t lmber harvest  l e v e l s  a re  t o  be reached 
as planned 
and the  technology w l l l  develop A l a t e r  statement i n  t h a t  paragraph s ta tes  
t h a t  one goal o f  t h e  Plan I s  t o  "get  ahead i n  sa le  p lannlng t o  a i d  i n  the  
modernlzat lon o f  p r a c t i c e s "  Thls seems t o  be a chlcken vs egg quest lon 
Should the  sales be planned on the  assumption t h a t  t he  new technology w i l l  be 
developed. o r  should the  sales be o f fe red  based on cu r ren t  and feas ib le  
technology? Comment a l s o  appl ies t o  statement on page 111-3, paragraph 1 o f  
t he  Plan 

Perhaps t h i s  

The inhe ren t  assumptlon here I s  t h a t  these advances w i l l  occur 

Paqe 11-27. F l n a l  Paraqraph The l o g l c a l  conclusion t o  t h e  i n fo rma t ion  
presented I n  t h i s  paragraph needs t o  be stated. I f  t h e  general p u b l i c  i s  n o t  
demanding major changes i n  the  Forest  d l r e c t l o n ,  and. road development " w i l l  
change the e x i s t i n g  mix of  ROS classes'. and, cons t ruc t i on  o f  needed access i s  
requi red,  THEN. the  p u b l i c  should be invo lved i n  any proposed t r a n s p o r t a t l o n  
p lanning 

Paw 11-28. Parasraph 1 The statement i s  made t h a t  rec rea t i on  demand 
Dro lec t l ons  i n d i c a t e  a shortage o f  develoDed s l t e  caoaci tv  beuinnlns - -  
appFoxlmately 1990-1995 
est lmate t h a t  demands could be m e t  through t h e  next  f i v e  decades ( w i t h  
Improved management) 

T h i I  i s  not cons ls ten t  w l t h  t h e  prevlous mentioned 
Some of t he  problems w i t h  t h i s  are. t l m i n g  o f  use. 

f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  improved management and human resource programs, e tc .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  I t  I s  f a r  more cost  e f f e c t i v e  t o  I nves t  a smal l  amount of 
resources i n t o  maintenance of f a c i l i t i e s  than t o  t r v  t o  r e b u i l d  new f a c i l i t i e s  
as the  o l d  ones wear out 

Paqe 11-28. ParaqraDh 1 While i t  i s  s ta ted  t h a t  a n a t i o n a l  commltment has 
been made t o  complete a Sol1 Resource Inventory  by t h e  year 2000. I t  i r  
f u r t h e r  s ta ted  t h a t  t h l s  w l l l  probably no t  be accomplished Was the  o r i g i n a l  
commitment u n r e a l l s t i c 7  What p o r t i o n  o f  t h a t  requirement can be completed by 
the  deadl ine? 
cons tan t l y  updated. Even i f  one goal i s  missed, a r e a l i s t i c  est lmate o f  a new 
goal should be developed 

Paqe 11-28. E ( 5 )  
Natura l  Areas 
smal ler  resource base. i t  I s  essen t ia l  t o  preserve those f e w  remalning areas 
t h a t  represent undlsturbed n a t i v e  communities o r  t h a t  prov ide h a b l t a t  f o r  r a r e  
p lan ts  and animals 

Goals and ob jec t l ves  should be e x p l i c l t l y  def ined and 

The State wants t o  emphasize I t s  support  o f  Research 
A S  more and more resource users compete f o r  a smal ler  and 
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As Indlcated. t he  t i m i n q  of f a c l l  I t v  U ~ P  1. dur inr l  Mav thrnurlh 
Seatemher. v l t h  inc ldanta l  use occu r r i nn  ou ts ide  th15 ner lod on a 
I imlted basls. The oeak month 15 J u l y  wh-n f a c l l  i t 1 9 5  ar4 u v d  
a t  or above caoaci tv.  F a c l l l t l e s  ar- !used a t  or w a r  canac l t v  of 
Flamlnq finroe Nat ional  RPcraatlon Area dur lnn wsekandq b u t  arD a t  
less than f u l l  caoac l t v  on w-kdilvs. Hal idav w-kend- exc-sd 
a v a i l a b l e  caoacl tv.  

User conf l  i c t s  occminnat  I v  occur. m i s t l v  h-tr-n cross-countrv 
skiers and snovmnbil?rs. The Standard and l iw ld- l Ins$ qect lnn of 
t h e  Plan orovidss quldance f o r  reso lv inq  such cnn f l  i c t s  thmvnh  
imoroved Travel Plans. s iqn'no.  coord inat ion v l t h  S t a t -  a'19nci95 
and enforc-mont. 

Th ls  Sect ion has been revis-d. A l t e r n a t l v s  J Val  idatss and 
sunoorts Increased rec rea t i ona l  omohqsls. the e n t l r -  tone of  t he  
documsnt 15 m v i v d  accordlnolv.  

As Ind icated orevlously.  a l t e m i l t i v s  J addra%eq th-sr) c0nC"E 
throi iqh Increased emnhasls on recr9atlOn. Rqth t h -  E l 5  and th-  
Plan have been rev ised accordInQlv.  

B. Sect ion I 1 1  Comments 

Paqe 111-4. Paragraph 3 and Table 11-2 There i s  only a cursory d lscuss lon o f  
t i m i n g  of  f a c i l l t y  use i n  r e l a t l o n  t o  crowding and ca r ry ing  capaci ty  The 
n a r r a t i v e  s tates the dates t h a t  capaci ty  o f  the F o r e s t  i s  expected t o  be 
reached, but there i s  on ly  s l i g h t  mention o f  when t h i s  use i s  occurr ing 
(seasonal i ty )  
compared t o  the supply o f  f a c i l i t l e s  i n  the  Forest  

It would be q u l t e  use fu l  i f  t h l s  d l s t r i b u t l o n  o f  use were 

Page 111-4, Paragraph 4. Po ten t i a l  c o n f l i c t s  between user groups should be 
d e a l t  w i t h  I n  more  d e t a i l  The statement, "D i f f e ren t  types of users. such as 
snowmobilers and cross-country sk le rs .  sometimes compete f o r  use o f  a g iven 
rec rea t l on  area", does not  adequately address the  magnitude of t h l s  problem. 
and no poss ib le  so lu t i ons  o r  m l t l g a t i o n s  are of fered 

Page 111-3. Recreat ion Manaqement. The Sect ion on Recreatlon Management 
( Issue # I )  i s  not  c l e a r  about l e v e l  o f  funding The f i r s t  sentence reads, 
"Funding f o r  operat ion and maintenance along w i t h  investment d o l l a r s  f o r  
developed s i t e s  and dlspersed areas are programmed t o  be s l g n l f i c a n t l y  higher 
than f o r  the cu r ren t  program". Thls imp l i es  t h a t  t he  l e v e l s  o f  funding w i l l  
increase dramat ica l ly  f o r  recreat ion.  Later  I n  t he  paragraph t h l s  i s  
r e i t e r a t e d  With the add l t i ona l  fundlng, there w i l l  be oppor tun l t i es  t o  
improve the types and numbers of developed s i t e s  and increase the  l eng th  of 
the management season". 
so  f a r  as rec rea t i on  I s  concerned. they are not  cons is tent  w i t h  the  general 
tone o f  the document 

The fo l l ow ing  comments are i l l u s t r a t i v e .  From the DEIS:  Page 5-12 ( l o s s  of 
t r a i l s ) .  Page 5-14 (change I n  ROS). Page 11-10 ( increased demand, use of  
improved management and vo lunteer  programs). Page 11-20 (graphs and cha r t s ) ,  
Page 111-12 (no other  agency as w e l l  su l ted  as the NFS t o  prov ide these kinds 
of rec rea t i on  oppor tun l ty) .  Page IV-3  (change I n  ROS). Page 1V-6 ( rec rea t i on  
n o t  viewed as h igh p r i o r i t y .  managed subservient t o  o ther  uses [a l so  Page 
IV-16]), Page IY-22 (change i n  ROS. user dlsplacement. and "gradual" changes 
not  s i g n i f i c a n t ) ,  Page IV-30 (new roads). Page IV-32 and IV-45 (conversion of 
t r a i l s  t o  roads). Page A - 1  (importance of recreat lon.  reg ional  and na t i ona l  
I n t e r e s t s )  and, Page A-10 (keeping maxlmum number o f  opt lons open, management 
f o r  u l lderness values). The fo l l ow ing  references t o  comments are from the 
Plan: Page 11.5. paragraph 2 (The n a r r a t i v e  s t a t e s .  "It does not  appear t h a t  
there w i l l  be an oppor tun l ty  f o r  new cons t ruc t i on  o f  developed rec rea t l on  
s i t e s  I n  the near f u t u r e  ..Current funding l eve l s  a l l o w  l i t t l e  more than 
mlnlmum operat ion and maintenance" ) This statement seems incons is ten t  w i t h  
t h e  statement quoted above (Page 111-3 o f  the Plan). Also see Page 11-5, 
paragraph 7 ( d e t e r i o r a t i n g  t r a i l  condi t ions.  c losure o f  t r a l l s .  user 
Con f l i c t s ) ,  Page 11-7 (management o f  Ulntas Wilderness), Page 11-7. paragraph 
6 (underestimate o f  wl lderness use), Page 11-10, paragraph 2 
(graz ing/ recreat ion c o n f l l c t s ) .  and Page 11-28 ( rec rea t i on  demand pro ject lons,  
supply shortage). 

Whlle these statements resound w i t h  a p o s i t l v e  r i ng ,  
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The m u l t l d l s c l ~ l  l na rv  I n t e r o l a v  hs tvssn  Fo r -s t - r l ds  standard- and 
s u l d a l  In% occurs  on a case-hy-case h a s l s  d-a1 inn w l t h  
on-ths-"round manaqemmt area n r o p c t s .  Mult ln ls use va l l i n  I s  
not o n l v  t h a t  whlch 1s marks tab la  w l t h  monptarv vaIu45. 

Th- 301 RVD'S I s  In error and has bssn chan isd  t o  shnw 301.000 
RVD'S. 

A l t v n a t i v s  J do-s n o t  h a w  an .%celsrotpd rate of t l m h s r  
harvss t lnq .  Ins tead t h s  amount o f f e r e d  Y I I I  T-main c los -  t o  tho 
leve l  for t h e  oas t  few w a r s .  

Because o f  t h -  h l o h  c o s t  and l a r n s  nmi i int  nf tlms r s o u i r s d  oar  
t r e e  t o  combat t h e  beet la .  c u r r a n t  technolonv a rec l~ lde r .  anv 
o o n o r t u n l t y  t o  rsduce I o ~ < R ~  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  cvcl- of t h -  hontls 
noldemic In o w r m a t u r -  t r -5  - w c e D t  In small se lec t -d  araas 
such as camaomands. 

W l th  A l t e r n a t l v a  J. t r a l l  constractlon/rr?constructIon has been 
Increas-d from 4 t o  R ml las  o w  v a r .  Th is  i s  il r-alistlc 
o b l s c t l v -  s i n c s  only R mlnor o o r t l o n  of t h s  s x l q t l n n  t r a l l  w s t m  
Is I n  need of t h i s  t rsa tmont .  

Road c losu res  w 1 1 I  con t i nue  ti rqiilr- n i r h i l c  I nnu t  and he 
c o n s i s t e n t  w l t h  F o r s s t  t r a n s n o r t a t l n n  nlannlnn. Motor lz -d  
r e c r e a t i o n  I q  a recoqnlzad r a c r s a t i o n  a c t l v l t v .  and t h w p  I s  
amole o n o o r t u n i t y  for t h i s  w l th  a r a t i o  of 1.1 mil-s of m a d  v9r 
square m i l e .  The nssd fo r  non-mntorlzad recreation has a l so  h-en 
recoonized and orov ided fo r .  

Page Seven 
Allachmen t 

C Sec t ion  I V  Coininenls 

I n  yenera l  I 1  appears l l i a l  each ca leyo ry  under l l i e  F o r e s l  Wide Slandards and 
Gu ide l ines  e x i s l s  as an i s l a n d  w l l t i  no l n l e y r a l l o n  WiLti o l h e r  ca leyo r ies .  
Froin a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  sLandpoin1. l h i s  can lead l o  obv'lous c o n f l i c l s  as 
l i inber o r  ranye yoa ls  a re  p layed aga ins t  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  resources 
S p e c l f i c  concerns a r e  as f o l l o w s  

Paqe IV-1, Foresl-Wide Slandards and Guidel'ines The l a s l  senlence s l a t e s  
L l ia l  "wliere c o n f l i c l s  occur l h e  con f l ' I c1  w i l l  be reso lved i n  favo r  o f  Llie 
d l r e c l i o n  wli lcti produces the y r e a t e s l  deyree o f  i n u l l i p l e  use value" I1 i s  
e s s e n l i a l  l l i a l  non-monelary and non-markel values be an i n t e g r a l  colnponenl of 
l l i i s  a n a l y s i s  Value inusl no1 be cons l rued as be iny  on ly  Lhal  wliicli  Lhe 
market e a s i l y  caplures.  

Paue IV-4. Wcldernes5. O b i e c l u  The s l a l e d  o b j e c l i v e  'IS Lo "inanaue l l ie  
oininodale 301 R V O ' s  LhroU, 

Pase 1'4-8. T'imber The p tnebee t le  epidemic has been no led  as a p r imary  reason 
f o r  l l ie  acce le ra led  r a l e  o f  Liinber l i a rves l i ny  proposed I n  Llie Plan I f  l l i i s  
i s  'Indeed one o f  l l i e  dr iv ' ing fo rces  behind l l i e  proposed d i rec l ' ion ,  l l i en  i t  
seem a p p r o p r i a l e  l o  aL l e a s 1  inenl ion l he  p i n e b e e l l e  i n  l l i l s  s e c l i o n  on yoa ls  
and ObJecL'Ives 
p inebee t le?  

Paqe IV-11. Lands. ObJec l i ve  1: No N a l i o n a l  F o r e s l  syslein lands  a re  'involved 
in  P r o j e c l  BOLD. Case-by-case exchanges w' i l l  be adequale Lo deal  w i t h  l l i e  

S l a l e  l and  ' In l io ld inys i d e n l l f i e d  in l h e  Plan (paye 11-11). 

Page IV-12, F a c i l  i l i e s :  One l i s l e d  o b j e c l i v e  i s  l o  "ConsLrucl / reconslrucL 
approxirnalely 40 mlles o f  L r a l l  pe r  decade l t i rouy l i  2030". Is t h i s  a r e a l  i s l i c  
objecl' ive? Th'Is i s  on l y  4 m i l e s  of l r a i l  pe r  year, n u l  of a syslein o f  l r a i l s  
Lha l  tias been i n v e n l o r i e d  a t  776 mi les .  

Anol l ier  l l s t e d  o b j e c l i v e  i s  l o  " c lose  and/or o b l i l e r a l e  a l l  unneeded Leinporary 
o r  syslein roads" Road c losures  should be iinpleinenled on ly  w i l l !  p u b l i c  i n p u l  
and as p a r 1  of a c u r r e n l  l r a n s p o r l a l i o n  p l a n  Mo lo r i red  r e c r e a t i o n  should be 
considered as a Fo res t  r e c r e a l i o n  ou lpu l .  and alnple o p p o r l u n i l y  should be 
prov ided f o r  Llie i nn lo r i red  r e c r e a l i o n  e n l h u s i a s l  
f o r  inolor lLed r e c r e a l i o n ,  lhen  pressures on o l h e r  areas w ' l l l  develop. and 
non-inolor'lred values inay be l o s t .  

Is one o b j e c l i v e  Lo reduce l l i e  losses of l i inber l o  l l i e  

I f  areas a re  n o t  p rov ided  

I I I I 
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Ths emnhw15 on loca l  road c o n ~ t w c t l o n  15 d m  t o  t h e  f x t  t h a t  

manaq*mnt o b l e c t l v s s  In t h s  n r s f w r r ? d  a l t e r n a t l v - .  and 
a d d i t i o n a l  local roads are nmcss5arv t o  acce55 snsclflc t l m b s r  
s tmd5 .  camnqrounds. etc. Add l t l ona l  ouhl IC InvoIV-mmt 1. n a r t  
of o r o l a c t  level NEPA analysR5. 

The F o r e s t  wotild welcome t h e  aqs ls tnnce q f  t h e  Utah S t a t s  
Dlv ls lon  of Parks and Recrsa t lon  I n  re501vlnq Ivr;qr confl Ictq. WQ 
a l s o  r s c M n l z e  t h e  nesd t o  Involve t h s  cmc- rn-d  uq-7 nrwn5 I n  
r 9 s o I v l n q  these c o n f l  I c t s .  

PsrmI%lon for !us- of I l w  t r e s s  for h u l l d l n i  co rd l imy  or hrldrl- 
I n  t h e  Wl ldsrnsss  15 only for F o r s s t  Ssrvlc- a d m l n l q t r n t l v -  1150. 

n o t  for  qmera l  Dub1 IC use. 

Standards and q v l d 4  Ins5 for v l l d l  I f -  and f I s h  wer- w t - n s i v a l v  
r w r l t t s n .  ThP standards and ntl1dslin-5 a l m i  w i t h  t h s  
mon l to r l nq  and x h s d u l l n q  5ec t l ons  RF Int-ndmd t o  n r w l d s  
adequatq d e f l n l t l o n  far  t h e  s o o c l f l c  a c t l v l t l - s .  

Th-se n i i l do l  In05 h a w  bean drooo-d. Th-v w-ro f - I t  t o  ho r o u t l n e  
a c t l v l t l n s  t h a t  d l d  not need t o  he covered hv  s n s c l f l c  d l r s c t l o n  
I n  t h e  Plan. 

a r t e r l a l  and c o l l e c t o r  ro-ds a F R  l a m e l y  I O  O lRCQ t o  WLIt 

Page E i g h t  
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Paqes IV-14 and 1 5 ,  Tables IV-1. IV-2. and IV-3 Are these t a b l e s  referenced 
i n  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  anywhere? 

P a w s  IV-14 and 1 5 ,  Table IV-2 The emphasis on Local  Road Cons t ruc t i on  I s  
n o t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  j u s t i f i e d  The r e l a t i v e  l e v e l s  between Local  Road 
Cons t ruc t i on  and Road Cons t ruc t i on  d i f f e r  by a f a c t o r  of 10 
involvement ( f rom l o c a l .  reg iona l .  and n a t i o n a l  pe rspec t i ves )  should be 
s o l i c i t e d  p r i o r  to Implementat ion and p lann ing  a d d i t i o n a l  access 

Pub l i c  

Paqe IY-16,  Recreat ion.  
and t h e  g u i d e l i n e  rega rd ing  t h e  "pack in-pack out" program. 
educat ion  a re  necessary f o r  t h e  success of t h i s  program. 

Some type o f  p l a n  o r  imp lementa t ion  program should be o f f e r e d  t h a t  dea ls  w i t h  
m in im iz ing  r e c r e a t i o n  user c o n f l i c t s  The Utah S t a t e  D i v l s i o n  of Parks and 
Recreat ion  would l i k e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  any research  o r  program t h a t  i s  be ing  
developed rega rd ing  t h i s  issue. 

The S t a t e  e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  supports t h e  ph i losophy 
Enforcement and 

Paqe IV-16, Number 12 'I . c o n f l i c t s  such as between snowmobilers should 
read 'I. . c o n f l i c t s  such as those between snowmobilers ..It. 

Paqe IY-18. Number 5. L ines  1 and 2: 'I .coordinated bases ID should read 
'I . coord ina ted  basis .It. 

Paqe IV-18. Number 1 .  How i s  t h e  use of l i v e  t r e e s  t o  be approved f o r  t h e  
s p e c i f i e d  purposes? W111 i t  be on a case by case bas i s  o r  w i l l  a b l a n k e t  
p e r m i t  be issued f o r  groups who need t h i s  p roduc t?  
and en fo rce  p o t e n t i a l  users of t h e  Importance of l o c a t i n g  these c u t t i n g s  away 
from t h e  areas I d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  gu ide l i nes .  

Page IV-19. W i l d l i f e  and f i s h .  W i l d l i f e  and F i s h  Standard and Gu ide l ines  
imp ly  q u a n t i f i a b l e  d i r e c t l v e s  and an exper imenta l  des ign  t h a t  governs da ta  
c o l l e c t i o n  and a n a l y s i s  to ach ieve  a s e t  ob jec t i ve .  Yet, t h e  l i s t  p rov ided  i s  
o f  ve ry  vague standards and g u i d e l i n e s  w i t h  l a c k  o f  d e f i n i t i o n  

Paqe IV-21. Number 6 Th is  g u i d e l i n e  s ta tes ,  " I n v i t e  permi t tees  and o the rs  to 
p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a l l o t m e n t  ana lys i s ,  management p lann ing .  and fo l l ow-up  
inspec t i ons ' '  This i s  a commendable gu ide l i ne ,  b u t  i t  should be more s p e c i f i c  
as t o  e x a c t l y  who these "o the rs "  a r e  t o  be. Representa t ives  from a f f e c t e d  
i n t e r e s t s  and user groups shou ld  be encouraged t o  p a r t i d p a t e ,  I n c l u d f n g  
r e c r e a t i o n  i n t e r e s t s ,  w i lderness  users,  w i l d l i f e  rep resen ta t i ves ,  and o thers .  
The Bureau of Land Management i s  c u r r e n t l v  i nvo l ved  i n  j u s t  such a oroaram. 

I t  i s  impor tan t  to educate 

_ ~ .  
t h e  Exper imental  StewardshiP Proqram. w h i i h  may provide-some l n s i g h i  i n t o  
development of a user p a r t i c i p a t i o n  program 

Paqe IV-21. Number 15: 
( a t  l e a s t  annua l l y )  w i t h  pe rm i t tees  o r  l i v e s t o c k  o rgan iza t i ons  t o  d iscuss  
c u r r e n t  s ta tus  and needs f o r  t h e  a l l o t m e n t  
mentioned i n  paragraph 6, " o t h e r s "  shou ld  a l s o  be i nc luded  i n  these meet ings.  
The groups i nc luded  i n  t h i s  ca tegory  (o the rs )  should I n c l u d e  t h e  o the r  

Th is  g u i d e l i n e  s t a t e s  t h a t  a meet ing should be h e l d  

S i m i l a r  t o  t h e  g u i d e l i n e  



c o m e  9 - attachment) 
Sjncr, comsrclal fuslrood sales are tho m m t  cost e f f w t l v e  wav 
to r e m o v ~  and reqsnerate dead ?odrleoil- Ttands eff9ctlveIv. w- 
lntsnd to mest thls demand. Thls doos not moan no w l l l  Increase 
t h e  total hoard feet amaunts for thp Forsst nor year. Rather 
thls moans that n e r c s n t a i ~ s  of the wood a v a l l a h l ~  w i l l  lncr9ass 
for commerclal fuelwood sal-% If t h e  demand lncraases. 

It Is standard oractlce to retaln 0th-r resourcs v a l w s  w h w  
anoroorlats. 

Rloarlnn standards itnd ould-llnw h a w  b-*n r-wrltten. T h o  
Intent was to nrovld- om-ral dlroctlin t o  t h e  n a n s v m n t  o f  thls 
a r m  and I -aw ths so-clflc dlrectlnn t o  he dweloa?d *s a oart 
of m a n n n e m n t  olans that ars  schedmlnd. 

Standards and ooldallnss t o  c m r d l n a t s  fncilltl-s wlth flsh and 
vlldllfs needs w-ro Included In the Draft Forest Plan In t h e  fish 
and vildllfe 5wtlon. To avoid confusion. they have hsan mvsd 
to tho faclIltles sectlon In  thls r w l s l o n .  
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interests and user groups o f  the Forest (recreation interests, wlldlife 
interests, and wilderness users, and others). 
participation and involvement. 
these meetlngs. then it i s  not only appropriate. but necessary to include all 
interested parties 

This guarantees ample public 
If any decisions are expected to be made i n  

Paqe IV-23. Number 5. The final sentence o f  this guideline is not a complete 
sentence--"The intent belng to provlde a mosalc of stands at different 
conditions and ages" 

Paqe IV-23. Number 16' The guideline states. "Make commercial fuelwood sales 
avallable to meet demand" The Division feels that this statement should be 
constrained somewhat Perhaps it would be appropriate to add the following. 
'I .to meet demand, and to retain other resource values when approprlate" 

Page IV-23. Number 19: 
the cumulative effects of activities adjacent to natural openings by an 
interdisciplinary team 
me thodo 1 ogy 

Paqe IV-27. Number 37 and Page IV-29. Number 5. These standards or guldelines 
should be more strongly worded Suggest changing "may" to "will" and "should" 
to "shall" respectively. 

This guideline IdentiFies the need for an analysis of 

The State strongly supports thls concept and 

Paqe IV-29,  Riparian Areas, Number 2 '  The " K V  program" for riparian areas i s  
mentioned, but i s  not deflned or explained in the document or glossary 
Addltionally, details are not provided nor are management practices outlined 
The success of riparian management cannot be measured without specific. 
quantiflable guidelines 

Page IV-32.  Facilities There are no provislons here to coordinate facilities 
wlth fish and wildlife needs. No tlme windows are identified for construction 
activities to minimize impacts to big game, raptors, etc No guidelines for 
culvert placement to provide for flsh passage are presented 

Page I V - 3 7 ,  Paragraph 1 
predomlnantly younger age class forest. Planting8 should be chosen carefully 

The future conditlon is described as becoming a 

in order to malntaln a maximum of species diversity 
such diversity will range from aesthetics to wildlife and disease resistance 

P a w  IV-37.  Paragraph 4. It i s  stated that "Both of these outputs [dispersed 
and developed recreation] will be about 3 times greater than at present by the 
end of the 5th decade The percentage mix of various activities are expected 
to stay abut the same" What i s  the basls for these statements? Table 11-5 

The benefits gained from 

I 1 
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(page 11-26) does not document t h i s  growth r a t e  
f igures of growth are. 

1985 

Developed 
Dispersed 
Wilderness Use 

845 MRVD 
666 MRVD 
230 ???? 

Rather. f o r  recreat ion the 

- 2030 - 
1851 MRVO 2.2 
1458 MRVD 2 2  
504 ???? 2 2  

The f igures given are estimated use f o r  1985. estimated use fo r  2030, and 
the Increase between 1985 and 2030. 
tab le ( i . e  supply po ten t ia l  or preferred a l te rna t ive  supply). the 
increase i s  smaller. 

By using any other f igures from t h a t  

Page IY-40. Manaqement Area Standards and Guldelines. It would be useful t o  
have an index a t  the beginning o f  t h i s  section which l i s t e d  each management 
area and i t s  appl icable prescript ions. This wouId e l iminate the need t o  s o r t  
through a l l  of the management areas and standard and guidelines when applying 
the prescr ip t ions t o  the D i s t r i c t s .  

I n  addlt ion. overa l l ,  the standards and guldeltnes f o r  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  are 
t o o  general t o  assess pos i t i ve  or negative impl icat ions 

Paae I V - 5 6 .  Parasraph 7: Why are sheep favored over c a t t l e  i n  lake basins i n  
the High Uintas Wilderness Area? 

0. Section V Comments 

P a w  V-1, Environmental Analvsis' 
obtaining an "analysis f i l e  andlor p ro jec t  f l l e "  be one t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e s  
continuing involvement o f  concerned and affected par t ies 
has been some confusion as t o  what plannlng and environmental documents are 
released t o  the State 
receives environmental i m p a c t  statements f r o m  the FOreSt and not environmental 
assessments 
procedure whereby the State i s  assured receipt  o f  "analysis and pro jec t "  f i l e s  
or Ens when appropriate. 

- Paqe V-2. Number 1. Line 2 "Includes some measure of sample size or number" 
i s  not a sentence. 

Page Y-4. Under MIH code A02 ( t r a i l  condit ion) the "var ia t ion  which would 
cause fur ther  evaluation and/or change i n  management d i rec t ion t t  i s  given as 
" t r a i l  mileage classed as Inadequate exceeds the current  Inadequate mlleage". 
Does t h i s  imply tha t  ANY decrease i n  the adequacy of the t r a i l  system w i l l  
t r i g g e r  the need f o r  fu r ther  evaluation o r  change management d i rec t ion? HOW 
does the conversion of t r a i l s  t o  roads f i t i n t o  t h i s  monitoring and evaluation 
scheme? 

The State i s  concerned tha t  the process f o r  

I n  the past there 

As i t  cur ren t ly  stands, the State general ly only 

The State would l i k e  t o  work w i th  the Forest t o  develop a 

(pa le  10 - attachment) 

Your RVD o r m t h  r a t e  Information has hasn consldsrsd i n  
accordmce w i th  a l te rna t ive  J .  Sns th9  n-r wrlteun i n  tho F I S .  
Chanter I I  on Recreation and Wllderness. 

Alternative J has hnen devr-ioa~d and corrssnondlnq section9 o f  
both the  P lan  and € I S  revlssd. Th- Farest 's Cmr lhI l I tY t o  m-t  
nrolscted dnmands has I I4-r lse Incr-ased dam t o  th-  increased 
nmohasis q lvsn recroatlon. M;ln;memsnt Are.% and t h e i r  
orescr in t ions wore addsd. A I  I standards and ouidei In05 were 
rer r1t ten.  

Shseo ars  comonlv orarad In  l a r v  mounh herds to renuIr9 a f u l l  
t lms herdar. Extensive f-nclno Is not requlr-d f o r  t h e i r  
cont ro l .  To obta in  nroner d i s t r l b u t l o n  of ca t t l - .  m n r m  
lmnravnments are usual ly  needed than w i t h  sh-en. Imorovawnts 
are not  desired I n  ths  Wiidsrness la4e hilslns. th-r-forn. shs-n 
are orefsrred ovnr c a t t l e  In  th-5- arm*- .  

We awe9 t h a t  coordination Is necessary on wme oro iocts  t h a t  do 
not  r e s u l t  I n  EIS 's .  Ws oresently work wi th  local a f f i c s s  o f  
State AqPncias on many n r o l s c t  level oronma15 end have an 
on-qolnq no1 Icy of State Ciearlnqhouse nn t t f  l ca t lon  if o r n n o ~ a l s  
Impact wetlands o r  f loodnlalns. Ws a l w  are car-foll t o  canqidsr 
a l l  interested DUbllCs whan ~ c o n i n o  orooos-d action<. 

W 9  hnve revlsed t h i s  t o  show t h a t  fur ther  evaiuatlon and chnnis 
In mnnawwnt d l r - c t l o n  would be t r l m s r e d  wh-n 20% of  the t r a i l  
milease f a l l s  below nstahl lshsd manw-m-nt oh lsct iv -s  and olanned 
maintenance levels. Ths conversion o f  t r a i l s  t o  roads I s  
soverned by c r i t s r l a  I i m l t i n s  c h m v  i n  ROS cI%w5.  



(Dane 11 - attachment)  

You ar-  c o r r e c t .  T h i s  ha5 heen rqv ls -d  t o  s h w  t h a t  10% W I I I  
trlnqsr t h o  need f o r  f u r t h e r  eva l l l a t l on  and lo r  c h a w -  I n  
mani l isrent d l r e c t l o n .  

V I S  15 an acronvm for V l s l t o r  I n fo rma t lon  S - r v l c v  and w l l l  b- 
shown In t h e  a h h r e v l a t l o n  key  or*c:.dln? t h e  E I S .  

Roads a r s  cons t ruc tsd  t o  meet re5011rcq manmsment oh lact Iv95 
addrsssed I n  t h l s  Plan. Constant oiibl IC a c c ~ s s  o f t s o  doss n o t  
meet thm resource  manaosmpnt n b f - c t l v s s .  and h-nc- would n o t  ha 
In  t h e  oubl IC In te ros t .  Examqlss woeld he c l o s l n n  roads tn  
o r o t s c t  w l l d l l f e  h a h l t a t .  50115. and xatmr*h-dq. Th- Utah 
Dnoartmsnt o f  W l l d l I f e  Resource5 ha5 o f t e n  wnres5 -d  2 d-s i re  t o  
close r m d s  atter l n l t l a l  t l n h e r  a c t l v l t l e ~  a m  romnlst-d 

The e n t i r e  oa ra i raoh  hss hs-n r w r l t t o n  t o  nnre R C C I I r O t - l Y  
r e f l e c t  t h e  o r n f e r r d  a l t w n a t i v -  J m d  r- f - rences t o  t l m q  
op r lods  were rnnnved. 

Thrsatennd and sndaniered mec I -<  are I lq tad  I n  t h e  5 m " v  i ind-r 
nnvlronmentnl  consaauence-. 

Attachment 

Page: Under t h e  M I H  code AOB, t h e  " v a r i a t i o n  which would cause f u r t h e r  
e v a l u a t i o n  and lo r  change i n  management d i r e c t i o n "  is a 20 pe rcen t  change i n  
ROS c l a s s  from p r o j e c t i o n s .  
f u r t h e r  eva lua t i on  and lo r  management d i r e c t i o n  changes 
should p robab ly  be de f i ned  t o  be a sma l le r  change than 20 pe rcen t  

Th is  seems l i k e  a ve ry  l a r g e  change be fore  
The t r i g g e r i n g  l e v e l  

E Appendix A Comments 

Page A-14. Paraqraphs 1 and 3 A " V I S "  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  program I s  r e f e r r e d  
t o  What i s  t h e  "V1S"program~ Is i t  def ined anywhere I n  t h e  documents? 

Pa4e A-20, Number 6 Roads t h a t  a r e  b u i l t  with approp r ia ted  funds shou ld  n o t  
be managed under a b l a n k e t  p o l i c y  t h a t  t hey  w i l l  be c losed t o  p u b l i c  t r a v e l  
We agree w i t h  t h e  statement t h a t  wherever p o s s i b l e  ha rves t  should be c a r r i e d  
ou t  us ing  e x i s t i n g  roads o r  w i n t e r  logg ing .  b u t  i f  roads a re  cons t ruc ted ,  and 
if those roads cou ld  be u t i l i z e d  by Fo res t  r e c r e a t o r s  o r  users i n  a safe 
manner. then they  should be made a v a i l a b l e  t o  those users. 

I 1  ORAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

A. Summary Comments 

Because t h e  summary sec t i on  I s  o f ten  t h e  Only P a r t  of t h e  P lan  many readers 
w i l l  at tempt,  g i ven  t h e  general  complex i ty  and volume of Fores t  Plans, i t  
should be d e t a i l e d  enough t o  g i v e  t h e  reader a complete p ic tu re  of what t h e  
p l a n  in tends  t o  accomplish. 
f o r  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l ,  o u t l i n e d  oelow. a r e  made. 

I t  i s  i n  l i g h t  of t h i s  concern t h a t  t h e  reques ts  

I 
Paqe 5-4. Paraqraph 1 
area is t h e  t o t a l  w i lderness  ( b o t h  i n  t h e  Ashley NF and t h e  Wasatch NF) o r  
j u s t  i nc ludes  t h e  Ashley p o r t i o n  Whi le l a t e r  p o r t i o n s  of t h e  document do 
make t h i s  p o i n t  c lea r ,  i t  probab ly  should be noted here as w e l l  

I t  is n o t  c l e a r  whether t h e  460.000 acre  w i lderness  

Paqe S-4. W i l d l i f e  and F i s h  
i s  no ment ion O F  th rea tened o r  endangered (T&E) species I t  should a t  l e a s t  
be mentioned i n  t h e  summary t h a t  some T&E species a r e  p resen t  on t h e  Fo res t .  

Paqe S-6. Recreat ion  Several  statements a r e  made which a r e  n o t  suppor tab le  
In paragraph 5 .  ". For  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  t he re  w i l l  be t imes when r e c r e a t i o n  
uses w i l l  be d i sp laced  by o the r  management a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  s h o r t  pe r iods  of 
time. (up t o  seven o r  e i g h t  years) 
i n t e n s l f y  management of r e c r e a t i o n  uses t o  p r o t e c t  investments such as t r e e  
p l a n t i n g s "  
Such a t ime pe r iod  I s  a U p o r t i o n  of t h e  p lann ing  pe r iod  f o r  t h e  f o r e s t  
p lan .  

Under t h e  d i scuss ion  of W i l d l i f e  and Fish.  t h e r e  

I n  popu lar  areas, i t  may be necessary t o  

F i r s t ,  seven o r  e i g h t  years i s  n o t  a " s h o r t  pe r iod  of t ime"  
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( o w -  12 - attachment)  

Ths r e c r e a t l o n  section In t h e  5ommorv hv- heon r s w r l t t - n  t o  
r - f l s c t  th- DrcfsrVd  a l t s r n a t l v -  J.  Vhlch  "lac-9 a d d l t l o o a l  
emDhas1s on all tv0-5 of r~c rsa t l on .  

Ths te rm ORV I s  a n a t l o n a l l v  acceat-d t - r m l n o l m v  *is-d bv  m s t  
n a t u r a l  T F ~ O U ~ C +  RIP~C~~S. M w t  n a t u r a l  r 9 ~ o u r c e  m.loncI-< do  not 
have hlohvays I n  t h e  resourcs  ilr9a5 t hev  admln ls ts r .  Th-rofqr-. 
t h e  term "off-road" h e t t e r  d-qcr1h-s t h e  s l t u a t l o n  for our 
awncv .  

Those analysl5 ar4a5 assloned t o  l r l l d l  If- o r o s c r l o t l o n s  a l l m a t -  
lncreas4s I n  fo ram t o  w l l d l  ,fa. Tho<- manm-msnt areas r-celv- 
s ~ - c I a l  r l l d l  I f e  amnhasls. Und-r a1 I * I t s r n a t l v o * .  t h o  Utah  
D l v l s l o n  o f  W l l d l  l f e  Resources oonmlat lon o h l ~ c t l v s s  of 5.500 -14 
and 42.000 d s w  w i l l  he ach lwed .  

Roads a r p  nlannod t o  w e t  resource  mmavm*n t  oh l - c t l vs5 .  I f  
these ob ] - c t l ves  are s h o r t  term. road s t m d a r d s  or-  o f ten  
r-duced. T h w e f o r e  co4 ts  of l n t l a l  Inv-stm-nt+ are r-dacqd If 
t h e  road I s  Intendod t o  bm c losed  a f t e r  s h o r t  t - r m  a c t i v l t l s s  a r -  
comnlstsd. It Is t rc  t h a t  some r 9 c r e a t l o n a l  h e w f i t s  a w  lo5t  
when trails a r e  convmrted t o  roads. h u t  o t h w  b w e f l t s  a r m  
qalned: thsse  t r a d n o f f s  are Imnl l c l t  I n  t h s  i l na l vs l?  U5-d t o  
dnvelon t h i s  Plan. 

If t h e  p l a n  I s  expected t o  be r e v i s e d  and updated every 10-15 years o r  when 
t h e  Fores t  Superv isor  f e e l s  c o n d l t l o n s  war ran t  such a re -eva lua t ion .  then i t  
I s  probab ly  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  s t a t e  t h a t  a l o s s  o f  r e c r e a t l o n  Oppor tun i ty  f o r  7 
years I s  s h o r t  t e rm As r e c r e a t i o n  I s  one o f  t h e  l e g l t l m a t e  m u l t i p l e  uses of 
t h e  Na t iona l  Fores t  resource  base. any l o s s  o f  r e c r e a t l o n  o p p o r t u n i t y  should 
be m i t i g a t e d  

Paqe 5-7,  Recreat ion.  W i th  t h e  In fo rma t ion  prov ided.  i t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  e x a c t l y  
where d ispersed r e c r e a t l o n  f l t s  i n t o  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  scenar io  The summary o f  
t h e  document needs t o  desc r ibe  impor tan t  consequences and issues. I ns tead  o f  
d i scuss ing  b i t s  and p ieces  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  a re  n o t  s e r i o u s l y  considered 
as p a r t  of a v l a b l e  p l a n  It i s  n o t  Impor tan t  t o  emphasize I m p l i c a t i o n s  of an 
a l t e r n a t l v e  t h a t  I s  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  be used Ins tead.  t h e  document should 
concent ra te  on consequences o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t l v e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  
summary 

A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  The D i v l s i o n  o f  Parks and Recreat ion  p r e f e r s  t o  use t h e  
te rmino logy  OHV (of f -h ighway v e h l c l e )  i ns tead  o f  ORV The te rm OHV seems t o  
cap tu re  t h e  essence o f  t h e  s p o r t  o f  four -whee l lng  b e t t e r  than ORV. A 
s i g n l f l c a n t  p o r t l o n  of t h e  d r i v i n g  occurs on roads, and n o t  as c ross  coun t ry  
d r i v i n g .  which i s  imp l ted  by t h e  te rm "o f f - road" .  See a l s o  pages IV-4 and A-7 
o f  t h e  D E I S  and pages IV-3, IV-50, IV-52 ,  and A-8 o f  t h e  Plan 

Page 5-8. W l l d l i f e .  Are t h e r e  any AUM's (an ima l  un i t  months) e x p l i c i t l y  
a l l o c a t e d  f o r  w i l d l i f e ?  Sure l y  t h e r e  I s  a t  l e a s t  an I m p l i c i t  a l l o c a t i o n ,  b u t  
i n  o rde r  f o r  t h e  assumptions t o  be v a l i d a t e d  they  should be made e x p l i c i t  

Page S-11. Roads The statement " I n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  road c losu res  would be 
used t o  reduce cos ts  o f  i n i t i a l  investment and maintenance" i s  mis lead ing .  
The cos ts  o f  i n i t l a l  Inves tment  w i l l  p robab ly  n o t  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduced 
A d d i t i o n a l l y .  t h e r e  a r e  some b e n e f i t s  t h a t  w i l l  be " l o s t "  when t r a l l s  a r e  
conver ted  t o  roads. 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  roads should be conducted be fo re  t h e  road i s  
c losed. 

As no ted  i n  o the r  comments, an a n a l y s i s  of t h e  

A lso  see comment page IV-30 ( O E I S ) .  

Paqe S-12. T r a i l s  I n  t h i s  d iscuss ion ,  i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  ". many segments of 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  t r a i l  system w i l l  be rep laced by roads. I n  some cases, t h e  need 
o r  purpose o f  these e x i s t i n g  t r a i l s  w i l l  be changed I n  some s i t u a t i o n s ,  
these t r a i l s  w i l l  be removed f rom t h e  t r a l l  system" Given t h a t  t h e  need f o r  
d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  a long t h e  Wasatch F ron t  i s  
w e l l  documented, and t h a t  t h l s  need I s  q u i t e  l l k e l y  t o  become even more acu te  
i n  t h e  nex t  few decades (and i n  t h e  Fo res t  p lann ing  pe r iod ) ,  e l l m i n a t i o n  of 
t r a i l s  o r  convers ion  t o  roads must be c a r e f u l l y  analyzed By PLANNING t o  
e l i m i n a t e  t r a i l s .  change purposes, and b u i l d  roads, t h e  s i t u a t i o n  will f u r t h e r  
d e t e r i o r a t e .  I t  I s  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  r e p l a c i n g  t h e  t r a i l s  w i t h  roads I s  an 
Improvement. e s p e c i a l l y  I n  terms o f  r e c r e a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t y  Th is  "planned 
d e t e r i o r a t i o n ' '  o f  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  resource  base i s  n o t  acceptab le  i n  l i g h t  of 
mu l t i p le -use  mandates. 

Whnnev-r t h e  convsrslnn from t r a l l s  t o  roads channss 104 o r  mr-. 
It t r l q o e r s  t h e  need f o r  f u r t h e r  - va lua t i on  or a chanoe I n  
manaqoment d l r a c t l o n .  
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Paqe 5-13. I n s e c t s  and Disease There I s  no ment ion of i n s e c t i c i d e  use o r  of 
i n t e g r a t e d  pes t  management programs. If these programs a re  t o  be used t o  any 
degree, they  should be mentioned. e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  summary sec t i on  

Paqe 5-14. Social lEconomic E f fec ts  It i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  "Changes I n  Recreat ion  
Oppor tun i ty  Spectrum c lasses  [under A l t e r n a t l v e  E l  w i l l  a f f e c t  t r a d i t i o n a l  
r e c r e a t i o n  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  and a c t i v i t i e s "  
r e s u l t i n g  f rom t h i s  change should be prov ided I n  t h e  summary. 
some m i t i g a t i n g  measures descr ibed which w i l l  dea l  w i t h  t h e  ever - inc reas ing  
demand on an eve r -sh r ink ing  resource base 
bes t  (and o f t e n  t h e  ONLY) p r o v i d e r  of c e r t a l n  k inds  o f  " t r a d i t i o n a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  
seems t h a t  i r r e v e r s i b l e  impacts o r  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  commitments o f  resources w i l l  
occur Such impacts r e q u i r e  s p e c i a l  cons ide ra t i on  i n  a n a l y s i s  and may r e q u i r e  
m i  t i gat  1 on 

Greater d e t a i l  as t o  t h e  impacts 

The Na t iona l  Fo res t  system i s  t h e  

BY a l l o c a t i n g  resources t o  the  de t r imen t  of these a c t i v i t i e s .  i t  

There should be 

E Sec t ion  I 1  Comments 

I t  i s  u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  assume "no budget Paqe 11-12. A l t e r n a t i v e  E: 
c o n s t r a i n t s "  f o r  t h e  model. 
which i s  based on such u n r e a l i s t i c  assumptions. 
r a t i o n a l e  f o r  assuming "conserva t ive  p r o j e c t e d  demands" f o r  r e c r e a t i o n ?  

A d d i t i o n a l l y .  the  d l scuss fan  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  would 
reduce h a b i t a t  f o r  deer and e l k  
which implements A l t e r n a t l v e  E. has as i t s  goal  maintenance o r  improvement of 
b i g  game h a b i t a t .  
environmental  consequences of implement ing t h e  p lan?  

P a w  11-18, Recreat ion  and Wilderness. Even by  us ing  "conserva t iveu  es t imates  
o f  a n t i c i p a t e d  demand. t h e  c h a r t  shows t h a t  capac i t y  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  w i l l  n o t  
meet demand f o r  t h e  p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  any t ime per iod .  A l t e r n a t i v e  D 
meets demand t h e  f i r s t  decade on ly .  and A l t e r n a t i v e  I meets demand f o r  t h e  
decades 3-5 
'I improved methods of management and us ing  vo lun tee r  programs.. Even 
though proJected demand i s  runn ing  ahead of repo r ted  use i n  decade 1 i t  i s  
expected t h a t  demand and a c t u a l  use should tend t o  equa l i ze  d u r i n g  t h e  
p lann ing  ho r i zon"  A lso  t h e  c h a r t  on page 11-26 o f  t h e  Plan and foo tno te  
s t a t e s  w i t h  "improved management i t  i s  expected t h a t  demand cou ld  be met 
th rough decade 5" .  and, "demand and a c t u a l  use should equa l i ze  d u r i n g  t h e  
p lann ing  hor izon' '  Also,  i t  i s  assumed t h a t  demand cou ld  be met f o r  t h e  f i r s t  
f i v e  decades 

There I s  no evidence to support  these assumptions. 
t h i s  i s  t h a t  technology w i l l  i nc rease t h e  c a r r y i n g  capac i t y  o f  t h e  area, and 
t h a t  vo lun teer  programs w i l l  be budgeted The t r u t h  o f  t h e  ma t te r  i s  t h a t  i t  
i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  technology w i l l  evo lve  t o  j u s t i f y  these 
assumptions. demand w i l l  p robab ly  outpace even these conserva t ive  p r o j e c t i o n s ,  
and vo lun tee r  Programs w i l l  be t o o  c o s t l y  t o  admin is te r .  

I t  i s  imposs ib le  t o  develop a meaningful  scenar io  
Fu r the r ,  what i s  t h e  

Yet t h e  Land and Resource Management Plan, 

HOW v a l i d  a r e  t h e  P lan ' s  goa ls  I n  view o f  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  

The accompanylng n a r r a t i v e  s ta tes  t h a t  demand can be met w l t h  

The assumption i n h e r e n t  i n  

I n s s c t l c l d s s .  whlch ars a form of Pss t lc id -$ .  arc. mention-d I n  
t h e  d l r s c t l o n  for u59 of v s t l c l d o s  I n  t h o  Standards and 
Gu ids i inas .  

Under A l t e r n a t l v e  J .  t h e r e  n i l1  nQt bq a s i n n l f i c o n t  c h a m s  In  
ROS cla55es. S-e t h e  € I S  and Chant-r I Y  of th* n l a n  fo r  o r *a te r  
d e t a i l  t han  15 covered In  ths wrnmrv .  Chmoss i n  ROS 
o n n o r t u n l t v  c lasses  a r e  a i m  monltor-d I n  accordmco w l t h  t h e  
t r a i l  above. 

Tho mountain olne h e e t l e  s o l d m i c  was I n  f u l l  s t r i d e  a t  t h e  t i m e  
t h -  n i t - r n n t l v e 5  WWP davsloned. I t  s v m  n o t  c m s i d o r - d  
unrsa l  i s t i c  a t  t h a t  t l m -  t o  assum- t h a t  h i t d v t q  cou ld  hn  mad- 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  5aivaa- t h e  b * e t l s - k l l i e d  t imhsr .  

The assumotlon of % m w r v a t l w  n r o l s c t o d  d=%"ds fo r  r - c r -a t i onv '  
was has-d on oonu la t i on  n m l m c t l o n *  for th -  S ts t -s  of Utah and 
Wvomina. 

W i th  t h e  rsducPd I ' v ~ i 5  of t imh- r  harvest-d orovid-d f o r  I n  
A l t e r n a t i v e  J (nmnosed ac t i on1  h a b i t a t  c a n a h i l l t v  for elk and 
d e w  would n o t  d e c l i n e  durinrr t h e  n lann ina  o-rlod. 

Thi5  s s c t l o n  of t h s  € I S  has haen r"?rI t tnn t o  co r remond  more 
clo=,~=Iy w l t h  a l t s r n a t l v o  J (orooosmd a c t i o n ) .  

Volunteer o r M r a m 5  ace ths mo5t c o s t - f f l c i a n t  mean5 of nrov id ln r r  
recreation and wilderness nrorlrams t h i q  F o r e s t  ha5 avnilahl- .  
There are n r 9 s m t l y  70-RO vo i i in t - - r -  vor'( Inrr on r - c r - a t l o n  
DrwramS annual IY .  
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Th ls  e n t l r e  s e c t i o n  was r e w r l t t s n  t o  q l m n l l f v  and c l a r l f v  t h s  
comnar lsom of a l t a r n a t l v e s .  
H l l d l l f a  h a h l t a t  o r o l e c t s  are l d s n t l f i s d  I n  thr) s c h s d u l l n i  
s e c t i o n  of t h -  nlan. F o r t v  thousand d o l l a r s  anniral tv I 5  
s u f f l c l e n t  t o  meet t h o  needs I d - n t l f l e d  l o l n t l v  hv  t h s  Ashl-v 
Nat lona l  F o r e s t  and UDWR. To n rov lde  maintcnanc* o f  e x l s t l n i  
Imorovemsnts. t h e  annual need for en add l t l on i r l  $5.000 has b w n  
lncl uded. 

Th ls  l n fo rma t lon  can hm made nvallnhle t o  vou. It 15 t i e d  
d l r e c t l v  t o  t h e  S t a t e  q r m t h  o ro lec t l ons .  

E l l m l n n t l o n  of t r a l l s  I n  favor  of roads has b-n nddr-qs-d. A 
c l a r l f v l n q  s ta temsnt  has also bwtn made t o  t h l +  sPct lon.  

An Inven to ry  schmduls has b s m  Inclwded I n  t h a  €IS and Sch-dul Inn 
o o r t l o n  of thr) Dlan. 

Th ls  ROS was comnlated o r l o r  t o  t h ?  mstabl lshmsnt o f  ths Hlrlh 
U l n t a s  W l l d o m e s .  Th ls  t a b l e  v l l l  ha cn r rac ted  t o  r e f l - c t  t h m  
c u r r e n t  acreaqe5. 

Paqe 11-20 th rouqh 11-37 
For example, f i g u r e  11-2 shows t h e  change i n  w i l de rness  user-days. 
f oo tno te  s ta tes  "With t h e  passage o f  t h e  Utah Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984. a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  ou tpu ts  a r e  t h e  same IC The assumption i m p l i c i t  here i s  t h a t  
regard less  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  chosen. w i lderness  usage w i l l  n o t  be a f fec ted .  
Th is  i s  p robab ly  n o t  t rue .  I f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n d i c a t e  va r ious  
changes i n  Recreat ion  Oppor tun i t y  Spectrum, then  i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  a number of 
users would be d isp laced,  some t o  t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness. The graph ic  
d e p i c t i o n  leads  one t o  assume t h a t  by passage of t h e  Utah Wilderness Act, t h e  
demand ( r e c r e a t i o n  v i s i t o r  days) i s  se t  and f i xed ,  whereas i n  f a c t  i t  i s  t h e  
supp ly  t h a t  i s  f i x e d  I f  indeed no var iance between a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  expected, 
I would assume t h a t  something i s  wrong w i t h  t h e  a n a l y s i s  methodology. 
genera l ,  a l l  o f  these graphs a r e  confus ing  and d i f f i c u l t  t o  dec ipher  
s imp le  exp lana t ion  and n a r r a t i v e  would be o f  Immeasurable b e n e f i t .  

Th i s  s e t  of graphs and cha r t s  i s  q u i t e  confusing. 
The 

I n  
A 

Paqe 11-65, Table 11-6 
and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  well-done. 
t o  assess a l l  o f  t h e  p e r t i n e n t  i ssues  and i n t e r e s t  groups. 

The d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  responses t o  issues, concerns, 
It i s  easy t o  understand and seems 

Paqe 11-76. F i n a l  Paraqraph " t r a n s p o r t a t i o n '  should be " t r a n s p o r t a t i o n "  

C Sec t i on  111 Comments 

Paqe 111.26, W i l d l i f e  Use Demand Desp i te  p r o j e c t e d  inc rease i n  WFUD over t h e  
l i f e  o f  t h e  plan, o n l y  minor investments a r e  made i n t o  h a b i t a t  Improvement 
work. 
Plan 
o t h e r  expend i tu res  f o r  o the r  resources, i s  g r o s s l y  inadequate 

P a w  111-5, Paraqraph 2: 'I . exper ienced on" shou ld  be "exper ienced an" 

Paqes I11 4 and 11 The Utah S t a t e  D i v i s i o n  o f  Parks and Recreat ion  would 
l i k e  t o  be appr ised  o f  t h e  development o f  t h e  AMS demand da ta  Any survey 
research  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  user would be use fu l  t o  
s ta tew ide  comprehensive outdoor p lann ing .  

Paqe 111.12. T r a i l s :  
manages land i n  no r theas te rn  Utah so un ique ly  s u i t e d  t o  p r o v i d i n g  t r a i l s  w i t h  
long,  cont inuous s t re t ches  of h i g h  mountain l and  I' Given t h e  unique p o s i t i o n  
of t h e  Fores t ,  and w i th  growing pressures  on backcountry.  aga in  se r ious  
cons ide ra t i on  must be g i ven  t o  convers ion  of t r a i l s  t o  roads o r  e l i m i n a t i o n  of 
t r a i l s  

Th is  i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  goa ls  and o b j e c t i v e s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
I40.0D01yr (page 11-21) f o r  h a b i t a t  improvement work. when compared t o  

It I s  mentioned t h a t  "NO o the r  agency. p u b l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  

Page 111-15 
Research Natura l  Areas l i s t e d ?  

What i s  t h e  t ime  frame f o r  t h e  I n v e n t o r y  o f  p o t e n t i a l  cand ida te  

Paqe 111-16. Table 111.9: 
b u t  managed as w i lderness7 

Why i s  an area c lassed as semi -p r im i t i ve  motor ized  
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Caoacl tv of t h e  Hlnh U ln tas  Hl ld- rnocs Aroa 1s sst imated t o  hs 
360.000 RVDlq o w  5eason. occurr lnr l  around the  vear 2000. Th is  
f l q u r e s  o u t  t o  be 4 1 l o h t i v  more than one RVO oer acre. 

The "mln imi im v lab l s "  and "ootPnt la1" noni i la t lons wsrn a r h l t r a r l l v  
cmt a t  50 nsrcant  below and 50 n w c - n t  ohovc. - x l F t i n i  IPYPIS 
h-cauqe we f e l t  t h a t  a t  no t i m e  da r lnq  t h s  n l a n n l n i  ne r lnd  would 
It be de,sirahls t o  have less than 50% of  t h?  s x I s t l n 4  nonulat lons 
of aouat lc  MIS. and we f e l t  t h a t  t h s  no t -n t i n l  Rx Is t5  t o  i m n r l w  
h a b i t a t  for aquat ic  MIS hy 35 much a5 50%. There should be 
l i t t l e  or no chanqe i n  t h e  numbnrs of aq i ia t lc  M I S  renard loss of 
t h e  a l t e r n a t l v P s  v l e c t e d .  and we f e l t  t h a t  t h e  50q a'lov- and 
helow e x l q t i n n  oanulat ions orovlded acc-otahle and reasonahlo 
narameters. A t  a l a t e r  dat?. If re5earch nrove$ these naramsters 
are too broad. Shsn we would chanis  thsm x c o r d i n q l v .  

The Bureau of '.and Manawmnnt, who a d v l n l s t e r  mln-ral Pa5c.q on 
a l l  F-deral lands. has dmtsrmln-d t h a t  t h e  Ashlev Matlonal Fo req t  
1s NOT i n  a KRCRA (Known Rscov-ry Cnal R-swv? A r ~ a ) .  Th-rpfore. 
we have no ne-d t o  aoolv add l t l ona l  coal  o n s u l t a h l l l t v  c r l t e r l a .  

The amount of road cons t ruc t i on  i n  t h e  I a T t  f e w  vears has r o m h l v  
staved t h e  5". 

Carrv lna canac i t v  for t h o  Reservoir  and r ivqr  09- In F l m l n ?  
Gorqs D l s t r l c t  ha5 h-en addressed In t h s  ROS and I n  Aonendix A I f  
t h e  Manaqemsnt Plan. 

We look forward t o  t h e  comnl?t lon of t h e  Stafp's f - n s l h l l i t v  
study of t h e  Brown's Park Road. and 1 1 1 1  consider i t s  
recommsndatlons a l m i  w l t h  o t h v  o u h l l c  155~115 and ConwrnS 
exorsssed In  t h l s  olan. 

Thls  s-c t lon o f  thm EIS va- i n  accordance a l t w n a t l v e  J (ornoosed 
ac t i on ) .  R ~ f s r e n c e s  t o  a reduc t i on  of  seml-nr lmat lw non 
motnrlz-d and soml-nrimatlvr, motor izad cla5995 hav. hssn 
addressed In sBvera1 of t h -  nrr)vloii5 resnonvaF. 

Thl -  was r s v r l t t e n  as you s u q m s t  and I n  accordmc- w l t h  
A l t s r n a t l v a  J. Th lq d lscuss lon deals w l t h  a mlnor nortlon of  t h e  
Forest  (1R t o  20 thoitsand acres) nnd a o n i i r ) ~  o n l v  t o  n m a s  
dasionated for i n tans l vs  t lmher  and I i vos toc% manan-wnt. 

Paqe 111.16. Table 111-10: 
r e c r e a t i o n  v i s i t o r  day? A t  t h t s  ra te,  I t  i s  est imated t h a t  demand w i l l  exceed 
supply i n  a l i t t l e  over one year Thls a l so  I s  "AMS" i n fo rma t lon  

Is t he  assumed standard 1 acre o f  "wi lderness'  per 

Paqe 111.24' 
Management I n d i c a t o r  Species (MIS) seem t o  be a r b i t r a r l l y  def ined a t  50 
percent below and 50 percent above. respec t i ve l y .  What i s  t h e  r a t i o n a l  f o r  

"Minimum v iab le "  and ' p o t e n t i a l '  populat ions f o r  the aquat ic  

choosing these f l gu res?  

Paqe 111-45. Paragraph 1 Has the  coal  u n s u i t a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  been appl ied? 

Paqe 111-48. Paraqravh 1. 
f o r  t he  r e s e r v o i r  and r i v e r  use i n  the  Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t  p r i o r  t o  
p e r m i t t i n g  expansion. 

Some est imate should be made o f  ca r ry lng  capaci ty  

Paqe 111-52. Paragraph 7 T r a i l s  should be inc luded as f a c i l i t i e s .  On t h e  
next  page, s t a t i s t i c s  on road b u i l d i n g  are g iven through 1981 
happened the  l a s t  few years i n  the f o r e s t  w i t h  road b u i l d l n g ?  

What has 

Paqe 111-55. Paraqraph 2 '  
of conduct ing a f e a s i b i l i t y  study f o r  cons t ruc t i on  of t h l s  road 

It could be noted t h a t  t he  State I s  i n  the  process 

D Sect ion I V  Comments 

Page IV-1. ParaqraDh 5. "improved" should read "improved" 

Paqe I V - 2 .  Paragraph 4: 
mechanism t h a t  w i l l  lead t o  a p l a n  r e v i s i o n  Threshold l e v e l s  should be 
e x p l l c l t l y  set  which w i l l  t r i g g e r  t h i s  dec i s lon  and t h e  hopefu l ly  concomitant 
p u b l i c  involvement 

Thls I s  a good d e s c r l p t l o n  of  t he  " t r i g g e r i n g '  

Paqe IW-2. Paragraph 5: 
between developed s i t e s  and dispersed areas This "dual purpose" o f  t he  
developed s i t e  should r e s u l t  I n  an increase i n  I t s  value, and Importance. 

This i s  a good desc r ip t i on  o f  t he  l n t e r r e l a t l o n s h i p  

Paqe IW-3, ParaqraDh 6 The change i n  R 0.5 m i x  descr ibes an " i r r e v e r s i b l e '  
process The loss of semi-pr lml t ive motor ized and non-motorized areas should 
be Included as a cost  It i s  s ta ted  elsewhere I n  t h e  Plan (page 111-12) t h a t  
no other  agency admin is ters  an area as su i ted  f o r  these types o f  a c t i v i t i e s  a: 
the Forest  Service 
then i t  probably w i l l  no t  be ava l l ab le .  

I f  The Forest  Serv ice does n o t  supply t h i s  oppor tun l ty .  

Paqe I V - 5 ,  Paraqraph 1 "Non o f  I' should read "None o f  . .'I. 

Paqe IV-6. Paraqraph 3 I n  the  d iscuss ion o f  poss ib le  c o n f l l c t s .  It I s  always 
rec rea t i on  t h a t  w l l l  be "managed" i n  order t o  enhance o r  p r o t e c t  t h e  other  
uses ( t imber  and l i ves tock ) .  
t he  Forest ,  and should no t  c o n t i n u a l l y  be discounted as a by-product o f  other,  
more " l e g i t i m a t e "  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Recreat ion i s  a valuable and l e g i t i m a t e  use o f  

I I I I I I 
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Ais o r e v I o ~ s I v  Indicated. t h l s  % c t l o n  hw- been rav l sad  alnno w i t h  
corrosoondlno sect ion5 I n  ha th  t h e  € I S  and Plan. Ths o r s f e r r s d  
a l t e r n a t i v e  J o ro tec ts  an area In  exce55 of 200.000 ncr-9. 
Addl t lonal  t r a i l h e a d  f a c l l  l t l e s  are nronramnsd. C r l t a r l n  f o r  
resolv lnq u + w  con f l  1ct- I n  Wlldsrns-5 are I n  t h e  Stond~rd is  end 
Guldsl 1 ~ 5 .  M l n n r ~ l s  nlannlnq In Wilderness 15 n o t  nsedsd s lnc? 
t h s  n r w  I s  r l t h d r n n  from mlneral entry .  s i i h lac t  t o  s * l % t l n o  
vnl I d  c l a i m .  

S a w  q r o i ~ e  1s a manmemnt I n d l c 8 t n r  m-cle? an8 * . I 1 1  bs mmaisd 
ais Such In I In- r l t h  t h e  standard? m d  q v l d e l  in95 I n  t h e  F n r s s t  
Plan. The monltor lnO 5 -c t im  of t h 9  Fo re - t  P l a n  1 1 1 1  a ~ w r e  t h n t  
t h ?  stsndards nnd ou lds l  l n R 5  are f o l l m e d .  

Tlmher ha rvP i t  15 modslpd t o  b e n e f i t  b l i  l am4 throuqh t h q  
l n t n r d l s c l n l l n n r y  oroce59. N o d l f l c a t l o n s  a re  mads bassd tinon 
Such cons lds ra t l ans  as c o w r - f o r a i s  ratlos. fo ra le  nsodq du r lno  
s l l v l c u l t u r a l  t r e a t m n t .  road manmsmsnt (q tmdards .  t l m l n i  for 
access. c I n w r e 5  a f t e r  a?*). t lmlnq.  q t n i i n q  areas. r l n t w  and 
s i i m r  f o r m e  needs. h a h l t a t  needs and CaIvInn arsa5. 

Table 111-14 s h w s  t h e  est lmatsd mlnlmi im v i a h l s  n m 1 1 a t l n n  o f  
mmaoment l nd l ca to r  s n o c i ~ ~  e l t h s r  I n  i o n i i l a t l o n +  or x r e 9  o f  
hah l ta t .  A l t n r n n t l v e  8 In  t h e  oiit docads? qhav5 a minor der1 in0 
of w l s t l n q  nooulat lons toward m i n i m u m  v l l h l e  oonr i lat l?ns hecairss 
of t h o  105s of h ? b l t a t  t h ro i r i h  t imber  hwvsq t .  A l t s r n a t i v s  J 
shars no dmnward t rend  In  oooi i la t lnn or h a h l t a t  acr99 ov9r t h s  
erI=,tlnq d l r r?ct lon.  The Uteh O l v l s l m  of W l l d l  l f e  Rssourcs's 
nnoulat lon ob, lect lvos for b i n  o m 9  are mt I n  a l l  a l t e m n t l v e s  
sxcoot  A l t e r n a t i v e  C. In A l t s r n n t l v s  C. t h e  rnd i i c t l on  15 100 914 
helow t h e l r  o b l R c t l v s  (5.400 "5  5.500) for t h s  f i r s t  dscads. and 
200 animals b e l m  t h e  n b J ~ c t l v e  f o r  t h e  f i f t h  decade. 

Thl -  concern lis nddrsssed 1 0  t h e  rloarlan s e c t i o n  u n d v  
ratsr-had. Rscrnat lon i i ~ 9  15 R r a c n n l z s d  a c t l v l t v  In rloarlan 
area?. r l t h  notent la1 Imoactr t o  t h 9  rqwurce. 9sw?cIaI Iv  from 
sach ~ 9 %  a? ORV's. The w c t i o n  YOU ar9 rsfsrrlnq t o  addre5595 
only t h e  asnsct o f  ranqm. 

C l o a r c u t t l n q  1s t h e  w lds l v  nccsnted n r a c t l c a  I n  t h s  manimswnt of 
lndqsnola n ine  stands In a11 t ex t - .  Rqwnns for c l e n r c u t t l n o  I n  
lodqeaole nine are: ( 1 )  I.odqeM1e nlna I+ qhods l n t o l - r a n t  and 
r s w d u c e s  bes t  when t h e  stnnd Is own:  t h 9  vo i in i  trF4is w e d  
Intsn-a w n l i o h t .  ( 2 )  Dwarf mlSt iRtoe I s  n r e v a l s n t  In  most o l d  
w m t h  stands and q u i c k l y  r s l n f x t 5  t h e  !under-torv i n  n a r t l a l  
cu t t l nns :  m l s t l e t o e  s t m t q  new orovth.  ( 3 )  Windthrow IF C o m n  
I n  n a r t l a l l y  c u t  stands hscnuisa of t h e  qhrrllow rmt s t r t i c t u r s .  
and ( 4 )  Trees l e f t  as nrmlno 5toc4 I n  o l d  qrowth 4tnnd9 o f t e n  
w i l l  n o t  relenise s w d s  from t h s l r  c losed cone5 !un16?59 t h s  ln tenss 
hent unlock-, t h e  re51n. 

Paqe IV-7: 
descr ibed on t h i s  page? W I l l  present management emphasis r e f l e c t  t he  
' r e ten t i on "  o f  180.000 acres i n  p r i m i t i v e  s ta te?  I s  t he re  any minera ls  
p lanning p resen t l y  going on? Are the re  p lans t o  develop a d d i t l o n a l  t r a l l s  
t ra i l heads  i n  response t o  t he  documented need? What about the  c o n f l l c t s  
between horses and h i ke rs ,  r e c r e a t l o n  and l i v e s t o c k  I n t e r e s t s .  and garbage 
removal and maintenance problems. 

What i s  t he  management d i r e c t i o n  t o  deal  w i t h  t h e  problems 

and 

Page IV-10. ParaqraDh 2: The ambigui ty  of t h e  Plan i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  D E I S .  
Maintenance of sage grouse h a b i t a t  #could " be managed under A l t e r n a t i v e s  A, 
B. D.  E and I. 
the  Plan. HOW w i l l  l i v e s t o c k  be managed along w i t h  improvement f a c l l i t i e s  t o  
p r o t e c t  sage grouse. Is t he  Forest  making a conmitment t o  abide by t h e  Sage 
Grouse Guidel lnes? 

No spec i f l cs  o r  commitments a re  ou t l l ned .  as I s  t he  case i n  

Paqe IV-11. Paragraph 4: What a re  the  spec i f l cs?  HOW w l l l  t imber harvest  be 
modeled t o  b e n e f i t  b i g  game? 
quest lonable accuracy. 

This i s  a r a t h e r  general  statement w i t h  

Paqe IV-12. W i l d l i f e  and F ish:  Managing f o r  a v i a b l e  populat ion i m p l i e s  a 
reduc t i on  t o  those populat ion l e v e l s  i d e n t i f i e d  as minimum v l a b l e  i n  Table 
111.14. 
h a b i t a t  c a p a b i l i t y ?  
popu la t i on  ob jec t l ves  f i t  w l t h l n  t h i s  context? 

I s  t h i s  c o r r e c t ?  I s  t h i s  why A l t e r n a t i v e  B al lows f o r  a d e c l i n e  i n  
HOW do the  Utah D l v l s i o n  o f  W l l d l i f e  Resource's 

Paqe I V - 1 4 .  ParaqraDhs 6 and 7:  
h a b i t a t  f o r  pronghorn antelope. sagegrouse. and nongame species? A l t e r n a t i v e s  
t h a t  have t h e  most p o t e n t i a l  f o r  Impact I n  these areas are no t  spec l f led.  

W i l l  t he re  be any m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  t h e  l o s s  of  

Page IV-14. Paraqraph 8: 
a l t e r n a t i v e  ( E )  l e v e l  o f  fence cons t ruc t l on?  Only other  a l t e r n a t l v e s  a re  
mentioned. 

Paqe IV-15: The focus 
here 1s  on l l v e s t o c k  use o f  r i p a r i a n  areas. Water sources a re  known t o  e x e r t  
a " p u l l "  o r  a t t r a c t i o n  fac to r  on r e c r e a t i o n  v i s l t o r s .  ye t  t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  t he  
document does not  recognize t h i s  p o t e n t i a l  use. 

What a re  the  l i k e l y  impacts from t h e  p re fe r red  

There i s  no mention of r i p a r i a n  areas and rec rea t i on .  

Paqe IV-17. ParaqraDh 5: 
c l e a r  c u t t i n g  methods." 
c u t t i n g  methods may be used where p r a c t i c a l .  bu t  t h l s  would be the  except ion 
r a t h e r  than the  r u l e .  
a l t e r n a t i v e s . "  

"The Forest  p lans t o  harvest  t imber us lng p r i m a r i l y  
Using shelterwood and s i n g l e  t r e e  o r  group s e l e c t i o n  

"These p r a c t i c e s  are cons is ten t  throughout a l l  
A l te rna t l ves  should d e p l c t  t h e  f u l l  range o f  Doss ib le  

ac t i ons .  
t imber harvest  was c l e a r c u t t i n g ?  
serve as a t o o l  f o r  dec i s ion  maklng--not so  l i m l t e d  i n  scope t h a t  i t  makes no 
d l f f e r e n c e  whlch one i s  chosen. 

Was i t  determlned p r i o r  t o  ana lys i s  t h a t  t he  'best".method for 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  should be d l f f e r e n t  enough t o  

Pase IV-22. Paraqraphs 4. 5. 6 and 7: Several issues are discussed uh lch  are 
impor tant  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  p lanning I n  t h e  Forest .  I t  i s  Impl ied t h a t  because 

A l t r r rna t i vs  J ha-, hs-n added to t h e  1 1 - t  9f n l t w n n t l v s 5  included 
I n  t h e  FElS  and It Includs5 n man t h e t  l d s n t l f l s s  land t h - t  w i l l  
remain qundsv*lonad d u r l n i  t he  f l r s t  nl*nnlnn osr lod.  The chanqe.5 
In ROS c l a 5 ~ 5  wnr4 dl - " laved In t h e  AMS m d  +srvsd IZ a h%q I n  
t hq  f u r t h e r  dsvslonmmt o f  t h s  n l t e r n n t l v s + .  
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changes i n  rec rea t i ona l  s e t t i n g  a re  usua l l y  gradual over t i m e ,  t h a t  t he  
impacts caused by increased commodity product ion a re  acceptable 
accelerated r a t e  o f  resource development w i l l  i n  f a c t  lead t o  changes i n  the  
ROS t h a t  are no t  comparable t o  gradual changes over t ime t h a t  occur 
n a t u r a l l y .  
rec rea t i on  oppor tun i t y  i n  favor of t lmber i n t e r e s t s  f o r  "shor t "  per iods of 
t i m e  (3-7 years o r  longer?) and d i s r u p t l o n  of t h e  v t sua l  resource 
at tempt should be made a t  es t ima t ing  (quan t i f y l ng )  these impacts. instead of 
i g n o r i n g  them as poss ib le  b u t  unquan t i f i ab le  

The 

Under t h e  prefer red a l t e r n a t i v e  ( E ) ,  l i k e l y  impacts a re  a l i m i t e d  

Some 

Paqe I V - 2 8 .  ParaqraDh 4. L lne 4 "Add i t i ona l  search areas.. should read 
" a d d i t i o n a l  research areas ". 
Paoe IV-30' I t  i s  s ta ted  t h a t  there i s  a need i n  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  f inance 
road cons t ruc t i on  w i t h  appropr ia ted money, espec ia l l y  f o r  f l r s t  en t r y  i n t o  a 
drainage Also t h a t  
imoacts on the  Forest .  a f f e c t i n s  most of t he  other  resources and uses". I n  

.road Construct ion has one o f  the most s i g n l f i c a n t  

l i g h t  o f  t h i s  d iscuss ion,  t he  dec i s ion  t o  b u i l d  o r  no t  b u i l d  a road should be 
the  r e s u l t  o f  extens ive ana lys i s  and s i g n i f i c a n t  p u b l i c  involvement from a 
v a r i e t y  o f  t he  Fo res t ' s  "pub l i cs "  

Previous comments r e l a t i v e  t o  road c losures and changes i n  rec rea t i ona l  
oppor tun i t i es  a re  a l s o  app l i cab le  here. see comments on pages 5-12 and I V - 2 2  

I n  the  f i n a l  paragraph on page IV-30.  some o f  the areas t h a t  w i l l  n o t  be 
roaded a re  discussed i n  general  terms "Natural  hazards" and " the need t o  
p r o t e c t  o ther  resource values" a re  mentioned as c r i t e r i a  f o r  "not-roading" an 
area Does the  Forest  have more spec i f i c  c r i t e r i a  i t  appl ies t o  determine 
i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y .  such as t h a t  genera l l y  appl ied when i d e n t l f y i n g  u t i l l t y  
c o r r i d o r s  

Page IV-31. ParaqraDh 3 I t  is mentioned here t h a t  i n  the  FORPLAN model i t  i s  
assumed t h a t  1 3  percent o f  a l l  l o c a l  roads constructed would be closed i n  
order  t o  analyze the  impact on e l k  h a b i t a t  On t h e  previous page i t  i s  s ta ted  
t h a t  about h a l f  of these [ l o c a l ]  proposed roads would be used as sho r t  
t e r m  facilities o r  i n t e r m i t t e n t  f a c i l i t l e s " .  Are these statements cons is ten t?  

Paqe IV-32.  ParaqraPh 3 
expected t o  be converted t o  roads. w i t h  some removed f r o m  the  t r a i l s  system 
I n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  reduced budgets (probably)  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  new t r a i l  
const ruct ion,  t he  acute need f o r  a t r a i l  system i n  t h e  fu tu re ,  and the  unique 
a b i l i t y  o f  t he  Forest  t o  supply a t r a i l  system, conversion should be 
cau t ious l y  pursued 

Page IV -45 .  Summary o f  Probable Adverse Environmental E f fec ts  t h a t  Cannot be - The prev lous l y  mentioned considerat ions regard ing road cons t ruc t l on  
should be mentioned. On t h e  same page t h e  cons t ruc t i on  of roads i s  assessed 
as an i r r e v e r s i b l e  o r  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  commltment o f  resources It seems t h a t  If 
these e f fec ts  are mentioned as i r r e v e r s i b l e  o r  i r r e t r i e v a b l e  commitments of 
resources, then they a re  by d e f i n i t i o n  probable adverse environmental e f f e c t s  
t h a t  cannot be avojded as w e l l .  

Many segments of  t h e  e x i s t i n g  t r a i l s  system can be 

See comments on pages S-12 and 111-12. 

(oilon 17 - attnchment) 

The cumulative O f f m c t s  of road con- t r i rc t lon 1 %  d isn lav-d i n  t h l s  
€ I S  hwauss of t h e  lmaact on m5t athar  resou~ce9 and ,1595. 

Considsrat lons f o r  add l t l ona l  a u b l l c  Involvement on locnl  road 
nrofectc,  15 nnr+ of t h s  Fo res t  S-rv lce NEPA nrocess. 

The dec i s ion  t o  road or no t  road area5 are  imnl l c l t  I n  t h o  
ann lvs l s  used t o  d w e l o a  t h l s  P i m .  P r o J e c t  i w 4 1  decls lon-  t o  
cons t ruc t  roads w l l l  be  basad on t h l s  Pion alonn v l t h  SneClfIC 
area r9sourc- manaimsnt o b j e c t i v e s  and sw i ronmsn ta l  c o n 5 t r a l n t s  
whlch n111 be dsv-Inned t o  w e t  t h i s  Pian. 

Short term and I n t P r m i t t e n t  f a c l l  i t i e s  %9 c l o v d  a f t e r  I n i t i a l  
a c t i v l t i - s  a re  comoleted. so t h ~ s a  statomants a r?  conslstPnt.  

We helleve t h a t  ad-mate c o n s t r a l n t q  are nrov ldsd In  t h e  ROS 
c l a s s l f l c o t i o n s  to addre.rc t h i s  concern. 

Construct lon of malor roads which ar- t 9  rpmain on-n can ha 
consldwpd as I r r s v a r s l h l -  or i r r - t r l w l h i e  c o m l t m s n t  of 
resources due t o  105s of sol i  o r o d v c t l v l t v .  Hmww. we do n o t  
a n r ~ r )  t h a t  t h l s  comnltment I$ npc=sar l l v  adverqe. hpcause 
o o s l t l v e  b e n e f i t s  occur from increased B C C B S ~ .  
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Attachment 

(pano 1 R  - attachment)  

Ths o r s f s r r s d  a l t - r n a t i w  J orovld-5 t h o  pmnhnsls O n  r - c r -a t i on  
mananm"t  t h a t  YOU Ind i ca ts .  

We h - a r t l l y  awee w i t h  v o i r  statpm-nt t h a t  "It mav h* on id-n t  t o  
n o t  a-sums t h a t  roads must bo b u l l t  Into froadless) amas a=. 
a u i r k l v  a? oa%#hle,." T h i s  P l a n  dqes n o t  c o n s i d w  road inn  aq 
q u l c k l v  a? nasslhlo. A milo 15 Ioclud-d to d lSoIav  th%- area? 
t h a t  w i l l  r m a l n  undevelnocd a t  t h e  and o f  t h e  olanninn nsr lod .  

T h a w  vaIu-5 ars con51+?nt w i t h  s w s t l n q  Nat lona l  Remurc*  
Plannlnq Act v a l m s .  and are w.?lnht==d vi11u-5 fo r  each ROS tvD- 
acr055 t h e  a c t l v l t l e 5  t o  determlns  a v . 1 ~  for sach ROS ~ 1 3 4 5 .  

E Appendices A and B Comments 

Page A-7. Recreat ion  Management The importance of r e c r e a t i o n  i s  no ted  
"Recreat ion  i s  t h e  dominant resource  on t h e  Ashley Na t iona l  Fores t  The 
i n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  Flamlng Gorge N a t i o n a l  Recreat ion  Area and t h e  c lose  
p r o x i m i t y  t o  t h e  Wasatch F ron t  p o p u l a t i o n  centers  r a i s e  t h e  scope and 
i n t e n s l t y  o f  t h i s  i ssue  t o  t h e  Regional  and Na t iona l  l e v e l . "  The Fores t  
should be cognizant.  as i t  appears t o  be i n  t h i s  statement, of i t s  r a t h e r  
unique r o l e  i n  terms of t h e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  resource i t  manages Th is  r o l e  
c a r r i e s  w i th  i t  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  take  t h e  l ead  i n  development o f  those 
resources which i t  a lone  can prov lde ,  e g , a h i g h  a l p i n e  t r a i l  system. 

Page A-10. Issue Number 13. I f  t h e  number o f  road less  areas on t h e  Ashley i s  
h igh ,  t hen  even though t h e  areas have been re leased f o r  mu l t ip le -use ,  i t  may 
be prudent  t o  n o t  assume t h a t  roads must be b u i l t  i n t o  these areas as q u i c k l y  
as poss ib le .  I n  o rde r  t o  keep maxlmum op t ions  open, each one should be 
analyzed on a case-by-case bas is  i n  o rder  t o  determine t h e  "bes t "  
p r e s c r i p t i o n ,  bo th  f o r  p resen t  users and f o r  f u t u r e  genera t ions  

Page 8-37 I n  t h e  model ing o f  r e c r e a t i o n  b e n e f i t s ,  t h e  values g iven a re  
probab ly  t o o  low It i s  a l s o  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  values "across a c t i v i t i e s "  
a r e  a d d i t i v e ,  as i s  assumed by t h e  P lan  



M r .  Duane G. Tucker 
Forest  Supervisor 
Uni ted States Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  
Ashley Nat ional  Forest  
Ashton Energy Center, Su i te  1150 
1680 West Highway 40 
Vernal, UT 84078 

Dear Mr. Tucker: 

, .., . . : .. . 
..-....__,____I. ..i 

~ .. 

Thank you for t he  oppor tun i ty  t o  review the proposed Forest  Land and Resource 
Management Plan (Forest  P lan)  and D r a f t  Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
f o r  the Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  

We genera l ly  agree w i th  and support  the management ob ject ives of t he  Forest  
Service. Hosever, the e x i s t i n g  rights-of-way, as described i n  Appendix H of 
t he  DEIS, if implemented, would n o t  be adequate t o  s a t i s f y  f u t u r e  needs of 
Western. Western p re fe rs  t h a t  t he  oppor tun i t i es  f o r  r o u t i n g  fu tu re  
t ransmission l i n e s  f r o m  and/or t o  Flaming Gorge be l ess  r e s t r i c t i v e  than those 
proposed i n  the documents. 

F i r s t ,  the in format ion i n  the DEI8 regard ing the  widths o f  Western's e x i s t i n g  
r ights-of -way c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  the  informat ion t h a t  we have on f i l e .  According 
t o  the  DEIS, the r ight-of-way width designated f o r  t he  "WAPA L i n e  1". which i S  
Western's Flaming Gorge-Vernal L ine  1, i s  100 fee t .  
of Uzderstanding between the Forest  Service and the  Bureau o f  Reclamation 
(subsequently Western), dated October 19, 1960 (Contract  No. 14-06-400-1232). 
t k e  Forest  Service granted a r ight-of-way 80 feet  i n  width.  The r ight-of-way 
width designated i n  the DEI8 f o r  "WAPA L i n e  2". which i s  Western's Flaming 
Gorge-Vernal L ine  3, i s  80 feet;  however, t he  Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Forest  Service and the  Bureau o f  Reclamation (subsequently 
Western), dated Ju l y  12, 1966 (Contract  No. 14-06-400-4522). t h e  Forest  
Service granted a r ight -of -way of 100 feet  i n  width.  

Second, i n  look ing toward the future,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r e d i c t  Western's 
needs beyond the ensuing ten  years. However, Western i s  p resen t l y  invo lved i n  
the e a r l y  planning stage of a p r o j e c t  t h a t  would i nc lude  the cons t ruc t i on  of a 
t ransmission l i n e  from Craig, Colorado, t o  a po in t ,  as y e t  unknown, i n  Utah: 
t he  Craig-Utah Transmission L ine  P ro jec t .  
t ransmission l ines,  western has encouraged j o i n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  p r o j e c t  
i n  order t o  b u i l d  a s ing le,  h igh-vo l tage transmission l i n e  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
s a t i s f y  the needs of a number of u t i l i t i e s  i n  the region. A number O f  system 
a l te rna t i ves  are being s tud ied t o  determine terminat ion points ,  System 

However, the Memorandum 

To avoid the  need f o r  dup l i ca te  

Rssaonse t o  U.S. Dmar tmmt  Of Enerm 

A review o f  our  land status records indicate? vour c o m n t  15 
correct .  Accordlnoly. the  riqht-of-Yoy width5 havD haen 
corrscted t o  show an 8 0 - f m t  width for  WAPA I In9 1 .  and e 
100-foot width f a r  WAPA I ine 2. Thank vnu f o r  C a I I I n q  t h l s  t o  
our a t tent ion .  

The Forest Plan and E I S  were revised t o  recmniza the  D o t m t l a l  
need fa r  uarat lnq or  uoqradina e x i f t l n q  oover t rmm1551on 
systems t o  and from the Flamlnq Gens Hydrmlsct r lc  f a c l l l t v .  
This  mav include rid.tnlnn the  e x i 5 t i n i  r l iht-of-way f o r  WAPA 
I l n w  1 and 2. Annroval of  such nrocxxaiq would bs hasad On 3n 
analysis snd evaltmtlon of nro,lect snacl f ic  nronosals and tha 
manmentent standards and quldel l n w  for the  NRA. 
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s t a b i l i t y ,  power f lows, and cost.  The r e s u l t s  o f  t he  s tudy w i l l  a s s i s t  i n  
s e l e c t i n g  the  most f e a s i b l e  system a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  s tudy i n  more d e t a i l .  
Several o f  t h e  system a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n c l u d e  r o u t i n g  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  Flaming 
Gorge Switchyard, which conta ins a major i n te rconnec t ion  t o  investor-owned 
u t i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest. 

The r i gh t -o f -way  requirements fo r  an ext ra-h igh vo l tage t ransmiss ion l i n t?  
routed i n t o  the  Flaming Gorge Switchyard cannot be p r e c i s e l y  determined a t  
present. 
upgraded, the  widths o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  r ights-of -way or, i n  t h e  case o f  "WAPA 
L ine  Z", t h e  a l lowable expansion of t h e  e x i s t i n g  r ight-of-way are no t  adequate 
t o  accommodate a t ransmiss ion l i n e  such as t h e  one t e n t a t i v e l y  proposed. 

Rights-of-way widths f o r  new uprated t ransmiss ion l i n e s  are based on p r o v i d i n q  
clearances spec i f i ed  i n  t h e  Nat ional  E l e c t r i c a l  Safety  Code (NESC). Typica l  
r i gh ts -o f -way  widths do not, genera l ly ,  p ~ o v i d e  adequate width fo r  s t ruc tu res  
t h a t  r e q u i r e  guy wi res and a d d i t i o n a l  l i m i t e d  r ight -of -way may be requ i red  i n  
these cases. The w id th  o f  a r ight -of -way i s  determined by  l i n e  vol tage, l i n e  
con f igu ra t i on  and h o r i z o n t a l  phase spacing, conductor t j p e  and tension, span 
length and conductor sag, type of conductor support, and s t r u c t u r e  guying 
support. Assurance t h a t  proposed r ights-of -way widths would be adequate f o r  
f u t u r e  develooment cou ld  orobablv  be orovided w i t h  t h e  add i t i on  o f  two 

Whether an e x i s t i n g  t ransmiss ion l i n e  would be p a r a l l e l e d  o r  

rights-of-way, each 165 feet  i n  Gidth; separate though adJacent and p a r a l l e l  
t o  both o f  'Jestern's e x i s t i n g  r ights-of-way. 

For your informat ion,  we have enclosed a l i s t  o f  t y p i c a l  r ight -of -way widths 
f o r  s p e c i f i c  t ransmiss ion l i n e  types and sizes.  The l i s t  should be considered 
as a guide, w i t h  the  knowledge t h a t  spec ia l  const ruct ion,  longer spans, and 
s t r u c t u r e  guying modify t h e  requirements o f  r ight -of -way widths. 

Again, we apprec iate the  oppor tun i t y  t o  rev iew and comment on t h e  Forest  P lan 
and DEIS f o r  t he  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  We look forward t o  working w i t h  you 
toward a reso lu t i on .  

A r &  Minager 

Enclosure 



111. MAILING LIST 

A comolete l i s t  o f  names and addresses o f  aqencies. orqanirations. and oersons 
t o  whom copies are sent Is  on f i l e  a t  the  Forest  Suoervisorts Off ice. Vernal, 
Utah. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on H is to r i c  
Preservation (ACHP) 
Washinqton D.C. 

Department of Agr icu l ture 

Animal and Plant  Health inspection 
Service Washinqton D.C. 

Rural E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  
Adminlstrat ion (2) 
Washlnqton D.C. 

Soil Conservation Service 
Washinqton D.C. 

Department o f  Defense 
Deouty Assistant 
Secretary o f  Defense 
Washinqton D.C. 

U.S. A i r  Force (USAF) 
Washinoton D.C. 

U.S. A i r  Force 
Dallas, TX 

Army Corps of Enqlneers (COE) 
Washinqton D.C. 

Department o f  Labor 
Washinqton D.C. 

In te rs ta te  Commerce Commlsslon ( ICC)  
Washinqton D.C. 

Federal Hiqhway Adminstration 
Denver. CO 

Department of Transportation 
Washinqton D.C. 

O f f i ce  o f  Economic Opoortunity (OEO) 
Washinqton D.C. 

Department of Enerqy (DOE) 
Washinqton D.C. ( 3 )  

Western Area Power Administrat ion 
Sa l t  Lake City, UT 

Envlronmentai Protect ion Aqency 
Washinqton D.C. 

E I S  Review Coordinator EPA 
Denver, CD ( 5 )  

Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission 
(FERC) Washinqton D.C. ( 3 )  

b D t .  o f  Housinq and Urban ~svelooment 
Denver. CO (2) 

Department of In te r i o r  

D i rec to r  of Environmental Pro ject  Review 
Washinqton D.C. (18) 

Bureau o f  Indian A f fa i r s  
Ft. Duchesne. UT 

Bureau- of Land Manaaement 
Rock Sorlnas. WY 

Bureau of Land Manaqement 
Vernal. UT 

Bureau of Reci amat ion 
S a l t  Cake City.  UT 

Nat lonal Park Service 
Sal t  Lake C i t y .  UT 



STATE OF UTAH OTHER STATES 

Governor's Of f lce 
State Plannlnq Coordlnator 
Department o f  Health 
Department o f  Transoortatlon 
Department o f  Comerclal A f fa l r s  
Department o f  Land and Forestry 
DeDartment o f  Natural Resources 
D lv ls lon  o f  Parks and Recreatlon 
D lv ls lon  o f  Wlldl I f e  Resources 
D lv ls lon  o f  Geoloqy and Minerals 
D iv ls lon  o f  Water Rlqhts 
D lv ls lon  o f  Water Resources 

STATE OF WYOMING 

State Plannlnq Coordlnator 
State H ls to r lc  Preservatlon Of f l ce  
Department o f  Game and Flsh 
Department o f  Transoortatlon 
Deoartment o f  Hlqhways 
D lv ls lon  o f  Forestry 
State Enqlneers O f f l ce  

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

U.S. Senate 
Honorable E. Jake Garn 
Honorable Orr ln  G. Hatch 
Honorable Al len Slmoson 
Honorable Malcolm Wal lop 

Arizona Department o f  Water Resources 
Colorado Rlver Board o f  Ca l l f o rn la  
Pac l f l c  Southwest lnteraqency Commlsslon 
DeDartment o f  Water and Power 
C l t y  o f  Cos Anqeles 

COUNTY/l-OCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Daqqett County Commlsslon 
Duchesne County Commlsslon 
Ulntah County Commlsslon 
Summltt County Commlsslon 
Sweetwater County Commlsslon 
Vernal C l t y  CouncII 
Ulntah School D l s t r l c t  
Lincoln-Ulnta Assoclatlon 
of Governments 
Mayor o f  Man1 I a 
Mayor of Vernal 
Mayor o f  Duchesne 
Ulntah Water Conservation D i s t r i c t  
Western Reqlonal Council 
Maeser Water D l s t r  I c t  
Ulntah County Surveyor 

State o f  Utah 
State Senator G. Sowards 
State Reoresentatlve 
Gayle McKeachnle 

House of Representative 
Honorable Howard Nlelson (Utah) 
Honorable Davld Monson (Utah) 
Honorable James Hansen (Utah) 
Hanorable Rlchard Cheney (Wyomlnq) 

IWIAN TRIBES 

Ute lndlan Trlbal Council 

PUBI-IC LIBRARIES AND UNIVERSITIES 

Ulntah County L lbrary  
I ns t  l t u t e  o f  Ecol oqy 
Yale Caw School-Forest Mnqt. Study Group 
Unlversl ty o f  Utah-Bureau of Economlcs and Business 
Unlversl ty o f  Colorado l a w  School 
Weber State Colleqe L lbrary  
Unlversl ty o f  Utah L lbrary  
Utah State Unlversl ty L lbrary  
Brlqham Younq Unlversl ty L ibrary  



ORGANIZATIONS AND INDUSTRY 

Utah W 1 I derness Assoc l a t  ion 
Utah Wool Growers Assoc la t lon  
Utah Nature Study Society  
Nature Conservancy 
Cache Grouo. S i e r r a  Club 
Wliderness Soclety. 

Wasatch Mountain Club 
American W i I derness A i  I lance 
Utah Wf ld l  i f e  Federat lon 
Natlonal Outdoor leadersh fo  School 
U ln tah  Basin F l y f i s h e r s  
U ln tah  Mountain Club 

Rocky Mountain Reqion 
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I ND I V IDUAI-S 

R. A rha r t  
D. Baker 
C. Benton 
R. Ber ry  
J. B i c k f o r d  
I_. Bornholdt  
S. Bor ton 
J. B u f f a  
H. Camobell 
D. Chlnn 
P. Clevenqer 
N. Estes 
M. Fraser  
N. Greqas 
M. Greqory 
B. Grlmes 
D. Grunlq 
J. Gudmundsen 

D. Hanscom 
M. Henqesbauqh 
C. Johnston 
K. Kemo 
T. Lyon 
J. Major 
M. Matteson 
R.A. Maurer 
M. McYeouqh 
J. M i l l e r  
C. Mor r i s  
B. Neely 
G. Nickas 
M. Pearson 
R.D. Pederson 
J. Peterson 
W. Peterson 
M. P e t t i s  

Southern Cal i f o r n i a  Edison Comoanv 
ChamDl i n  Petroleum Comoany 
Texaco USA 
Chevron USA 
Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Assoclat lon 
Great Lake Timber Comoany 
Flamlnq Gorqe Acres 
Flamlnq Gorqe Pines 
Adrian K. and E l  I en  B. Reynolds 
Reid D. Bench 
Green and Berry 
Deseret Generation and Transmlsslon 

M. and P. Poulson 
F. R i l e y  
A. Schaffer 
A.D. Shaw 
G. Smlth 
V.J. SmiTh 
V.T. Smith 
D. Saackman 
A. Stckes 
J. Swanson 
J. Veranth 
G. Vesperman 
R. Warnick 
K. Welborne 
I. West 
R. Widenhouse 
A.C. W i I kerson 
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air quality ............................................. S.13. 111.59. IV-29 
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APPENDIX A 
ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 

A. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  Process: 

The process o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  issues began w i t h  t h e  management teams 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  issues and management concerns based on : 
1) e a r l y  Regional advice, 2 )  pas t  p u b l i c  involvement e f f o r t s ,  3) 
o the r  formal communications f rom concerned pub1 i c s ,  and 4) personal 
knowledge o f  l o c a l  a t t i t u d e s ,  needs, and des i res.  

This  p re l im ina ry  l i s t  inc luded 44 p u b l i c  issues and 69 management 
concerns t h a t  were s t a f f e d  t o  determine scope, i n t e n s i t y ,  and 
du ra t i on  o f  impact. These i n d i v i d u a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  issues and 
concerns were then consol idated i n t o  11 issues and 10 concern 
areas. 

The p re l im ina ry  l i s t  o f  issues was developed i n t o  a packet which 
was d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  pub l i c .  D i s t r i b u t i o n  inc luded a Fores t  
M a i l i n g  l i s t  which inc luded 445 names o f  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  organiza- 
t i ons ,  and agencies. 

Copies o f  a news re lease announcing p u b l i c  involvement i n  t h e  
Ashley issues were sent t o  l o c a l  newspapers and r a d i o  s t a t i o n s  i n  
the  area adjacent  t o  t h e  f o r e s t .  

A ser ies  o f  meetings t o  o b t a i n  p u b l i c  i n p u t  was h e l d  i n  7 towns 
adjacent t o  t h e  Forest .  
conducted these meetings and d i d  t h e  pre-meeting p u b l i c i t y .  
inc luded personal l e t t e r s  o f  i n v i t a t i o n  f rom t h e  D i s t r i c t  Ranger t o  
l o c a l  c i t i z e n s ,  news re leases on meeting l oca t i ons ,  t imes and 
dates, spot announcements on l o c a l  community a f f a i r s  r a d i o  pro- 
grams, telephone and personal contacts  by D i s t r i c t  personnel, and 
posters  g i v i n g  d e t a i l s  on t h e  meetings posted a t  Ranger S ta t i ons  
and o ther  p u b l i c  l oca t i ons .  

I n  1983 the Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  requested p u b l i c  involvement t o  
update the  major  issues and management concerns. Th is  update was 
requ i red  i n  v iew o f  t h e  9 t h  C i r c u i t  Court  Decis ion on roadless 
areas. An a d d i t i o n a l  i ssue  on t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Fo res t  concern- 
i n g  the  mountain p ine  b e e t l e  epidemic had a l s o  sur faced d u r i n g  t h i s  
time. 

I n  November, 1983, an i n fo rma t ion  packet con ta in ing  t h e  new issues 
of the  mountain p ine b e e t l e  epidemic and t h e  reeva lua t i on  or' t h e  
Roadless Area Inventory  was sent  o u t  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  f o r  comment. 
This packet a l s o  contained t h e  o r i g i n a l  issues and concerns t h a t  
were developed i n  1981. D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  i n fo rma t ion  packet 
inc luded a Fores t  m a i l i n g  l i s t  which inc luded 485 names o f  i n d i -  
v iduals ,  organizat ions,  and governmental agencies. 

The D i s t r i c t  Rangers and t h e i r  s t a f f s  
Th is  
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Pub l i c  meetings t o  o b t a i n  issues input ,  and v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  
Roadless Area Inven to ry  were he ld  a t  t h e  f o u r  D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
O f f i c e s  and Green River ,  Wyoming on November 10, 1983. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p u b l i c  meetings he ld  on t h e  Ashley concerning the  
two above s t a t e d  issues, a s tatewide p u b l i c  meet ing on Roadless 
Areas was h e l d  i n  S a l t  Lake on November 2 and 3, 1983 w i t h  a l l  
Nat iona l  Forests  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Utah p a r t i c i p a t i n g .  This  meeting 
was b a s i c a l l y  an i n f o r m a t i o n  meeting c o n s i s t i n g  o f  questions and 
answers. No d i r e c t  comments t o  the  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest  were 
received. 

The Wilderness Ac t  o f  1984 designated t h e  High U i n t a  Wilderness 
which i s  l oca ted  on t h e  Ashley and Wasatch Nat iona l  Forests and 
re leased o t h e r  f o r e s t  lands f o r  m u l t i p l e  use management and f o r  
o the r  purposes. 

E. Pub l i c  Response t o  P re l im ina ry  Issues: 

Wr i t t en  responses t o  t h e  p re l im ina ry  i ssue  packet were received 
f rom 127 i n d i v i d u a l ,  organizat ions,  o r  agencies. 
w r i t t e n  comments were re tu rned  w i t h  t h e  update issue packet. 

A r e g i s t e r  o f  at tendance a t  t h e  p u b l i c  meetings and comments 
rece ived i s  conta ined i n  t h e  1981 p u b l i c  Issues and Management 
concerns, and t h e  AMS r e v i s i o n  documents on f i l e  i n  t h e  Forest  
Superv isors o f f i c e  i n  Vernal, Utah. 

The Core I D  Team a n a l y s i s  o f  comments r e s u l t e d  i n  changes i n  
wording; s p l i t t i n g  Range Management (L ives tock  Use) and W i l d l i f e  
Management i n t o  separate major  issues: adding Developed Recreation 
and Dispersed Recreat ion together  i n t o  a Recreat ion Management 
issue; combining Stream Flow Levels and Water Q u a l i t y  i n t o  a 
Watershed Management ma jor  issue: and adding an issue t h a t  deals 
w i t h  Minera ls ,  Energy and U t i l i t y  Corr idors.  

Th i r t y - th ree  

C. Screening Process 

I n  o rde r  f o r  an i ssue  t o  be addressed i n  t h e  p lann ing  process i t  
had t o  pass screening c r i t e r i a .  

a. Scope- i s  i t  an i ssue  Forest-wide, state-wide, na t ion-  
a l l y ,  o r  o n l y  w i t h  a segment o f  t h e  l o c a l  populat ion? 

b. I n t e n s i t y -  w i l l  t h e  issue "simmer" a long i f  no t  resolved 
o r  w i l l  i t  explode? 

c. Dura t i on  - w i l l  t h i s  s t i l l  be an i ssue  when t h e  Forest  
Plan i s  pub l i shed o r  i s  i t  a temporary i t em t h a t  w i l l  be 
f o r g o t t e n  o r  reso lve  i t s e l f  i n  one t o  two years- 

d. R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  - can r e s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  issue r e s u l t  f rom 
Fores t  p lann ing  o r  must i t  be forwarded t o  the  Regional 
O f f i c e  o r  another agency f o r  ac t ion .  

These c r i t e r i a  included: 
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Some issues ra i sed  by t h e  p u b l i c  cou ld  n o t  be d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h e  
Forest  Plan. 
concerns document dated 1981. 

These are  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  Pub l i c  Issues and Management 

D. A l t e r n a t i v e  Formulation: 

The a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  t h e  DEIS were developed i n  response 
t o  both l e g a l  requirements and p u b l i c  involvement. 

I n  t h e  f a l l  o f  1983 the  p u b l i c  was g iven a second oppor tun i t y  t o  
p o i n t  ou t  any issues and concerns t h a t  may have been missed o r  t h a t  
may have surfaced s ince  t h e  f i r s t  round o f  p u b l i c  involvement. The 
workshops and a l l  p u b l i c  i n p u t  du r ing  t h i s  pe r iod  has been docu- 
mented i n  t h e  p lann ing  f i l e s .  

Cur ing t h i s  per iod  o f  t ime, two new issues were added t o  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  10 issues. These two issues concerned t h e  road less  area 
reeva lua t ion  and t h e  mountain p ine  b e e t l e  epidemic. 

The r o l e  o f  issues and concerns i n  fo rmu la t i ng  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  
discussed i n  Chapter 11. 

E. Consu l ta t ion  w i t h  Others: 

Chapter V1 o f  t h i s  document l i s t s  agencies, o rgan iza t ions ,  and 
i n d i v i d u a l s  contacted as a p a r t  o f  t h e  on-going p u b l i c  involvement 
du r ing  t h e  Forest  P lanning e f f o r t  on t h e  Ashley Forest .  
i n  t h i s  l i s t i n g  a r e  bo th  members o f  t h e  Ute T r i b a l  Counci l  and a l s o  
Bureau o f  I nd ian  A f f a i r s  personnel a t  F o r t  Duchesne. 
e a r l i e r ,  pages A - 1  and A-2, t h e  m a i l i n g  l i s t  and p u b l i c  meetings 
were used t o  i d e n t i f y  and analyze issues and concerns as w e l l  as t o  
p rov ide  progress up dates f o r  var ious  pub l ics .  

Beginning i n  1981, formal and in fo rmal  contacts  were made w i t h  
var ious agencies and with t h e  Ute  T r i b e  t o  see i f  t h e r e  were 
e x i s t i n g  land use p lans t h a t  would be i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  a l t e r n a -  
t i v e s ,  and a f t e r  1982 s p e c i f i c a l l y  w i t h  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  
even tua l l y  i s  d isp layed on t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  (B). S p e c i f i c  
contacts  were made w i t h  : 
s p e c i f i c  t o p i c  o f  annual coo rd ina t i on  meetings i n  1982, 1983, and 
1984; Utah D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources on a c o n t i n u i n g  bas is  
f rom 1982 t o  the  present  t ime; w i t h  t h e  Ute T r i b e  and Bureau o f  
Ind ian  A f f a i r s  i n  1982 and 1984; w i t h  the  Utah Department o f  
Natura l  Resources i n  1981, and w i t h  t h e  U.S. F i sh  and W i l d l i f e  
Serv ice i n  1981, 1982, and 1984 i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  threatened and 
endangered species. These contac ts  i d e n t i f i e d  no c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  
e x i s t i n g  plans o f  t h e  o the r  e n t i t i e s .  The purpose o f  these meet- 
i n g s  with o ther  agencies was t o  ma in ta in  on on-going d ia logue on 
p lanning issues, t e s t  p lann ing  opt ions,  rece ive  c o n t i n u i n g  input ,  
v a l i d a t e  issues, and o b t a i n  guidance and advice f rom these impor- 
t a n t  pub l i cs .  

Inc luded 

As noted 

t h e  Bureau o f  Land Management as a 
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From t h e  beginning o f  t h e  p lanning process, t h e r e  have a l so  been 
i n d i v i d u a l  con tac ts  by t h e  Forest  Supervisor,  Forest  S t a f f  
O f f i c e r s ,  D i s t r i c t  Rangers and the  Fores t  Planner w i t h  concerned 
members o f  t h e  pub l i c .  
w e l l  as d iscuss ions w i t h  se rv i ce  organ iza t ions  such as the  Chamber 
o f  Commerce, Kiwanis Club, and t h e  Rotary Club. 

t h i s  has inc luded one-to-one discussions as 

F. Selected Issues, Concerns and Oppor tun i t ies:  

To f a c i l i t a t e  p u b l i c  recogn i t i on  and t r a c k a b i l i t y ,  the  issues 
addressed i n  t h e  DEIS are the  same as the  p lann ing  problems expand- 
ed i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sect ion.  The desc r ip t i ons  reveal  t h e  complemen- 
t a r y  and c o n f l i c t i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among resources. For  example, 
t imber  harves t  cannot be increased w i thou t  a f f e c t i n g  water y i e l d ,  
and l i v e s t o c k  graz ing  may n o t  be compat ib le w i t h  h i g h l y  developed 
r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s .  

A l l  13 o f  t h e  issues on t h e  f i n a l  l i s t  a re  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h e  D E I S  
and Fores t  Plan. The issues which were screened o u t  were r e f e r r e d  
t o  o t h e r  Nat iona l  Forests  o r  land  managing agencies, resolved p r i o r  
t o  implementat ion o f  the  Fores t  Plan, o r  o therwise d e a l t  w i t h  
ou ts ide  o f  the  p lanning process. 

Most issues a r e  d e a l t  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  each of t h e  a l te rna t i ves ,  
b u t  a few issues, o r  sect ions of ,  a re  t r e a t e d  t h e  same way i n  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
concerns were impacted by t h e  var ious a1 te rna t i ves .  

See Chapter I1  f o r  d iscuss ion  o f  how issues and 

Issue #l Transpor ta t ion  System Management 

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  conta ins many roads, t r a i l s  and t r a v e l  ways. 
The standards o f  l oca t i on ,  design, cons t ruc t i on  and management o f  t h i s  
system impact a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  publ ics .  
access t o  a f a v o r i t e  hunt ing  s i t e ,  impacts t o  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and a 
number o f  o t h e r  f a c e t s  a l l  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  making t h i s  a widespread p u b l i c  
issue.  

D o l l a r  costs, l o s s  o f  

Management Question:,How much and what type  o f  access i s  needed on t h e  
Ashley Nat iona l  Forest? 

The p u b l i c s  expressing i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  i ssue  were d i v i d e d  between those 
d e s i r i n g  more and e a s i e r  access and those want ing l i m i t e d  o r  l ess  access 
t o  Nat iona l  Fores t  lands. 
Maximum Range Benchmark, t h e  Maximum Water Benchmark and t h e  Elaximum 
Timber Benchmark prov ided f o r  t h e  most m i les  o f  road const ructed by t h e  
y e a r  2030 (3884 m i l e s  o f  road, 3842 m i l e s  o f  road, and 2552 m i les  o f  
road respec t i ve l y ) .  
p rov ided f o r  t h e  l e a s t  amount o f  roads const ructed and reconst ructed by  
t h e  y e a r  2030 ( 0  m i les  of road and 723 m i les  o f  road respec t ive ly ) .  

Table 11-6 d i sp lays  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  by a l t e r n a t i v e  
i n  n a r r a t i v e  format. 

On the  bas i s  of t h e  ana lys is  i n  the  AMS t h e  

The Minimum Level Benchmark and t h e  PNV Benchmark 
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Issue #2 Fuelwood Management 

Increasing energy costs f o r  t radi t ional  home heating systems have 
generated an ever-increasing demand f o r  fuelwood. Access f o r  fuelwood 
removal, dispcsal timber harvest and road construction residues, wild- 
l i f e  habi ta t  needs, confl ic ts  w i t h  timber sales  and control o f  fuelwood 
harvesting are  some of the elements o f  this issue. 

Management Question: 
To what extent does the current Ashley Forest Fuelwood program, w i t h  
both f ree  use and charge permits i n  designated areas,  meet public needs? 

Fuelwood avdi lab i l i ty  i s  a major issue w i t h  the local publics u s i n g  the 
Ashley National Forest. Current demand equals approximately 2.1 MMCF. 
Based on the analysis i n  the  AMs, the  Maximum Water Benchmark, the 
Maximum Range Benchmark, and the Maximum Timber Benchmark provide f o r  
the largest  amount of Fuelwood (approximately 16 MMCF f o r  the Water and 
Range benchmark and 13 MMCF f o r  the Timber Benchmark annually through 
the year 2000). 

Table 11-6 displays i n  graphic and written format the difference i n  
resolution by al ternat ive.  

Issue #3 Watershed Management 

Water quali ty,  Water quantity, and in-stream flows combine t o  make this 
issue c r i t i c a l  i n  the eyes of local publics. Off-Forest demands, both 
i n t e r  and in t ra -s ta te ,  increase the scope and intensi ty  of this issue. 
Conflicts w i t h  visual quali ty and wildl i fe / f isher ies  habi ta ts  can be 
eas i ly  generated by potential manipulation practices. 

Management Question: To what extent should the Ashley use vegetative 
manipulation or  other practices t o  augment water yields? 

The publ ics  expressing in t e re s t  i n  this issue were concerned about water 
qual i ty  and water quantity. On the basis of the analysis i n  the AMS the 
Minimum Level Benchmark showed the l e a s t  amount of sedimentation (30.9 
tons annually) while the Maximum Timber Benchmark showed the most 
sedimentation (38.9 tons annually) in the f i r s t  decade.. Mater quantity 
outputs were the highest i n  the Maximum Water Benchmark and lowest i n  
the Minimum Level Benchmark. 
1065 M Ac f t  annually and the Minimum Level provided 955.8 M Ac f t  
annually by the year 2030. 

Table 11-6 displays i n  graphic and written format the difference i n  
resolution by a1 ternative. 

The Maximum Water Benchnark provided f o r  

- Issue #4 Range Management 

Use of the Ashley National Forest f o r  livestock grazing i s  not only 
d i rec t ly  related t o  the well-being of a segment of the local economy b u t  
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the  long his tory of l ivestock operations has established a culture and 
l i f e s t y l e  t h a t  is  much broader and soc ia l ly  important than indicated by 
the economic picture.  Conflicts between recreation users and l ive-  
stock operations, l ivestock use levels on b i g  game range, protection of 
r ipar ian habi ta t s ,  and range improvement a c t i v i t i e s  a re  a l l  elements 
t h a t  make this issue of local importance. 

Management Questions: What level of livestock grazing, forage manipu- 
l a t ion ,  and ranqe improvements should the Ashley National Forest s t r i v e  - 
t o  sustain? 

The l ivestock use AUM's produced are of primary importance t o  the 
segment of the public involved i n  the ranching/livestock business. 
While large increases i n  AUM's produced may be re la t ive ly  insignificant 
due t o  lack of demand, small decreases i n  production can be c r i t i ca l  f o r  
local rdnchers dependent upon National Forests allotments t o  round out 
their grazing season. 

Based on the analysis  in the AMS, the Maximum Range Benchmark provides 
f o r  the most AUMS; 115 MAUM's through 1990 annually and 164 MAUM's by 
the  year 2000. 

Table 11-6 displays i n  graphic and written format the difference i n  
resolution by a l te rna t ive .  

Issue #5 and #12 Timber Management 

Management of the timber resource on the Ashley Forest is important t o  a 
segment of the local economy and national demand projections indicate 
t h a t  increased timber o u t p u t  will be needed i f  future  demands are t o  be 
met. The h i g h  v i s i b i l i t y  of  timber management a c t i v i t i e s  and the 
potential impacts such a s  water qual i ty ,  soi l  erosion, wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  
visual qua l i ty ,  and recreation a c t i v i t i e s  a l l  contribute t o  the scope 
and in tens i ty  of th i s  issue. The Ashley Forest i s  currently s ta r t ing  on 
an accelerated timber harvest t o  salvage or u t i l i z e  beetle-kil led 
timber. 

Management Question: What level of timber harvest and what type of 
management pract ices  should be used on the Ashley Forest? 
The volume of timber harvest is an issue of significance t o  tha t  p o r t i o n  
of the local economy t h a t  i s  timber related.  
nomic s ignif icance,  the on-going mountain pine beet le  epidemic has 
created a h i g h  level of concern both local ly  and regionally. 

Based on the analysis  i n  the AMS, the Maximum Water Benchmark, Maximum 
Range Benchmark, and the Maximum Timber Benchmark rovide f o r  the most 
timber (13 MMCF, 13 MMCF, and 12 KMCF respectively! provided annually 
through the year  2000. 

Table 11-6 displays i n  graphic and written format the difference i n  
resolution by a l te rna t ive .  

In addition t o  the eco- 
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Issue #6 W i l d l i f e  Management 

This  i ssue pe r ta ins  t o  a l l  w i l d l i f e  i n c l u d i n g  non-game and aqua t i c  
species. The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c o n f l i c t s  between w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  manage- 
ment and o the r  resource uses such as recrea t ion ,  grazing, and t imber  
harves t ing  i s  high. The w i l d l i f e  resource provides one o f  t h e  major  
rec rea t i on  a t t r a c t i o n s  on t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest  w i t h  f i s h i n g ,  b i g  
game hunt ing,  and v iewing w i l d l i f e  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  p u b l i c  enjoyment o f  
most rec rea t i on  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Some o f  the  c r i t i c a l  elements o f  t h i s  i ssue inc lude  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  and enhancement o f  r i p a r i a n  areas, road c losures t o  p revent  
harassment o f  w i l d l i f e ,  maintenance o f  stream f l o w  leve ls ,  and coord ina-  
t i o n  between w i l d l i f e  management ob jec t i ves  and o the r  resource a c t i v -  
i t i e s .  

Management Quest ion:  What l e v e l  o f  w i l d l i f e  management a c t i v i t i e s  shou ld  
t h e  Ashley Fores t  emphasize i n  i t s  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  management program? 

Th is  i ssue  i s  o f  main concern t o  t h e  Sta te  F i sh  and Game Department who 
has t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  W i l d l i f e  Management and goals f o r  herd num- 
bers.  

Based on t h e  ana lys is  i n  t h e  AMs, t h e  Minimum Level Benchmark prov ides  
f o r  t h e  most b i g  game c a p a b i l i t y ;  8.5 M animals e l k  summer range ca- 
p a b i l i t y ,  2.0 w i n t e r  range c a p a b i l i t y ,  and 58.0 summer range c a p a b i l i t y ,  
4.0 M animals w i n t e r  range c a p a b i l i t y  annua l ly  through the  yea r  2000. 

Table 11-6 d i sp lays  i n  graphic  and w r i t t e n  format  t h e  d i f f e rences  i n  
r e s o l u t i o n  by a1 te rna t i ve .  

Issue #7 Recreat ion Management 

Th is  i ssue o r i g i n a l l y  inc luded a l l  f ace ts  o f  rec rea t i on  on t h e  Ashley 
Forest .  As o f  t h i s  time, wi lderness types o f  rec rea t i on  a c t i v i t y  and 
wi lderness management a r e  broken o u t  i n t o  a separate issue which i s  
d isp layed l a t e r  i n  t h i s  appendix. Recreat ion i s  the  dominant resource 
on t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  
Nat iona l  Recreat ion Area and t h e  c lose  p rox im i t y  t o  Wasatch F ron t  
popu la t i on  centers  r a i s e  t h e  scope and i n t e n s i t y  o f  t h i s  i ssue t o  t h e  
Regional and Nat ional  l e v e l .  blost o f  the  o the r  resource management 
a c t i v i t i e s  e i t h e r  impact o r  a r e  impacted by r e c r e a t i o n  management and 
ob jec t ives .  

Increased demands f o r  bo th  d ispersed and developed rec rea t i on  when 
considered i n  l i g h t  o f  s t a t i c  o r  decreasing budgets r e s u l t  i n  p ro jec -  
t i o n s  o f  a s h o r t  supply o f  r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  and some r e c r e a t i o n  
d i v e r s i t y  elements by 1995. 

The i n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  Flaming Gorge 

Management Quest ion:  
Should e x i s t i n a  rec rea t i on  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  develooments be mainta ined t o  a 
h igh  q u a l i t y  s iandard and new f a c i l i t i e s  c o n s t r k t e d  as needed t o  meet 
p ro jec ted  demands? 
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Management Quest ion:  Should more o r  l ess  area of t h e  Fores t  be made 
access ib le  by  v e h i c l e  o r  i s  t h e  present rec rea t i on  access s u i t a b l e ?  
Based on t h e A n a l y s i s  i n  t h e  AMs; the  Minimum Level Benchmark provides 
f o r  t h e  l a r g e s t  amount o f  MRVD's (982 Annual ly by t h e  y e a r  2000) and the  
MAX PNV Assigned Pr i ce  Benchmark provides f o r  t h e  most Developed 
Recreat ion  MRVD's (939 annua l ly  by  the  year  2000). A c c e s s i b i l i t y  i s  
addressed under t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  issue. 

Table 11-6 d i s p l a y s  i n  w r i t t e n  and graphic fo rmat  t h e  d i f f e rences  i n  
r e s o l u t i o n  by  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Issue #8 Landownership Adjustment 

Whi le t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  does no t  have l a r g e  amounts o f  p r i v a t e  
o r  o t h e r  owned lands i n s i d e  t h e  Fores t  boundary, t h e r e  a r e  instances 
where management e f f i c i e n c y  o r  publ i c  access may be improved through 
land  exchange, purchase, o r  r ight -of -way a c q u i s i t i o n .  

Management Quest ion:  Should problems o f  publ i c  access t o  Nat ional  Forest  
lands be reso lved through ownership adjustment and should i t  be a h igh  
Fo res t  p r i o r i t y ?  

Th is  i s s u e  rece ived l i m i t e d  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t .  
a smal l  amount o f  p r i v a t e  l a n d  i n  ho ld ings and these have h i s t o r i c a l l y  
c rea ted  l i t t l e  c o n f l i c t  and/or problems. 
w i t h i n  t h e  Fores t  boundary w i l l  be obtained as o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a r i s e  and 
i f  budgets a r e  s u f f i c i e n t .  
budget l i m i t a t i o n ,  would use t h e  same p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  
d isposa l  o f  lands b u t  over  a l onger  t ime frame. 

Table 11-6 d i s p l a y s  i n  w r i t t e n  format  the  d i f f e rences  i n  
r e s o l u t i o n  by  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

The Ashley Forest  has on ly  

I n  general, a l i ena ted  lands 

The Minimum Level Benchmark, having a t i g h t  

Issue #9 F i r e  Management P o l i c y  

Th is  i ssue  appears t o  be l i m i t e d  i n  scope t o  p r i m a r i l y  those l o c a l  
p u b l i c s  who a r e  knowledgeable and in t ima te  w i t h  Nat iona l  Forest  manage- 
ment such as range permi t tees,  t imber  operators, water  users and w i l d -  
1 i f e  resource  management personnel. 

The use o f  p rescr ibed f i r e  as a management t o o l  f o r  h a b i t a t  improvement, 
f o rage  man ipu la t ion ,  and f u e l s  abatement i s  considered by many t o  be a 
l e g i t i m a t e  and e f f i c i e n t  method o f  achiev ing management ob jec t ives .  
However, some pub l i cs  view f i r e  as an enemy and a d e s t r u c t i v e  f o r c e  t h a t  
should be aggress ive ly  c o n t r o l l e d  a t  a l l  t imes. 

Management Quest ion:  To what e x t e n t  should f i r e  management s t r a t e g i e s  o f  
l e s s  than  immediate and aggress ive con t ro l  be app l i ed  on t h e  Ashley 
Fores t  and i n  what areas?' 

Th i s  i s s u e  and concern i s  aggravated by t h e  e x i s t i n g  mountain p ine 
b e e t l e  epidemic which i s  i nc reas ing  f u e l  load ing  and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
c a t a s t r o p h i c  s i z e  f i r e s .  
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Table 11-6 displays i n  written format the  differences i n  resolution by 
a1 te rna t i  ve. - 

Issue #10 Minerals and Energy 

T h i s  issue recognizes the local t o  national significance of minerals and 
energy production. While most current mineralslenergy a c t i v i t i e s  occur 
off-Forest, the e f fec ts  or impacts a re  f e l t  through increased demands 
f o r  recreation resources by increased population; through increased 
water needs f o r  mineral a c t i v i t i e s ,  and through the needs f o r  transpor- 
ta t ion f a c i l i t i e s ,  or  f o r  transmission of mineral and energy products. 

Significant areas of the Forest could be adversely impacted by improper 
f a c i l i t y  and corridor location. 
o r  locations might be limited include the National Recreation Area and 
the High Uintas Wilderness. 

Examples of areas where such f a c i l i t i e s  

Management Question: Where should minerals and energy operations and 
f a c i l i t i e s  be constrained o r  limited on the Ashley Forest? 

Table 11-6 displays i n  written and graphic format the differences i n  
resolution by al ternat ives .  

Issue #11 Off-road Vehicle Management 

The number of Off-Road-Vehicles ( O R V ' s )  and t h e i r  use i s  increasing on 
public lands. The potential f o r  resource damage and conf l ic t s  w i t h  
other resources must be recognized. Some o f  the elements t o  consider i n  
this issue a re  road and area closures,  user conf l ic t s ,  coordination w i t h  
other landowners or agencies, and the cost  i n  time and dol lars  t o  
administer res t r ic t ions  imposed. 

Management Question: Are exis t ing  area and road closures acceptable o r  
should there  be l e s s  or more closures? 

This issue d i d  n o t  receive intense public in te res t .  
recognized tha t  many road and area closures are ,  and will continue t o  
be, temporary i n  nature since they a re  imposed primarily f o r  resource 
protection. Examples a re  closures of areas and roads dur ing  b i g  game 
h u n t i n g  seasons t o  provide for  escape cover. 

Table 11-6 displays i n  written format the differences i n  Resolution by 
a1 ternatives.  

I t  should be 

Issue #12 Mountain Pine Beetle Epidemic 

Since the beginning of the Ashley Forest Planning process i n  1980, the 
mountain pine beetle population has reached epidemic proportions. 
Thousands of acres of lodgepole pine have been attacked and ki l led w i t h  
result ing impact on timber volume, fuel loading, and visual quali ty.  The 
Ashley Forest proposes t o  accelerate  timber harvest ac t iv i ty  t o  salvage 
the wood f i b e r  while s t i l l  usable, t o  reduce fuel loading the attendant 
potential f o r  major fores t  f ires,  and t o  place some lodgepole pine 
s t a n d s  in a managed condition t o  reduce the risk of future  epidemics. 
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The proposed accelerated timber harvest has some potential f o r  impacts 
on visual quality, wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  water quali ty and yield,  and on the 
r a t e  of converting from roadless t o  roaded. 
socio-economic impacts loca l ly  by creating f luctuat ion i n  employment. 

Management Question: I f  additional markets f o r  lodgepole timber can be 
found, what level of harvest should the Ashley attempt t o  achieve? 

T h i s  issue i s  discussed under the Timber Management Issue #5. 

I t  will a lso have 

Issue #13 Wilderness vs. Non-Wilderness 

The need t o  reevaluate roadless areas has ar isen i n  view of the 9 t h  
c i r c u i t  court  decision. The Ashley National Forest has a number of 
roadless areas that a r e  subject t o  this reevaluation. These roadless 
areas  a r e  discussed in de ta i l  i n  the  November 1, 1983 packet on roadless 
a reas  t h a t  were sent t o  the public en t i t l ed  "Ashley National Forest 
Roadless Areas Re-evaluation. Chapter 11, 111, and IV also contain 
ndr ra t ive  on the wilderness issue. 

Management Question: 
Which roadless areas,  o r  par ts  thereof,  should be recommended f o r  
inclusion i n  the National. Wilderness System? 

Management Question: For those areas o r  portions not recommended for  
Wi 1 derness , what level of management, development o r  vehicle access 
should be proposed? 

As mentioned in the introduction t o  this Appendix the Utah Wilderness 
Act of 1984 designated the H i g h  Uinta Wilderness and released other 
National Forest roadless areas f o r  multiple uses other than wilderness. 
T h i s  action has been subsequently integrated in to  the Forest planning 
process. 

For a l l  issues,  a more detai led discussion of the Benchmarks and the 
analysis  can be found i n  t he  AMS a t  the Forest Supervisor's Office i n  
Vernal , Utah. 
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- APPENDIX B 
DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS PROCESS - 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. General Planning Problem 

The Nat ional  Forest  Management Ac t  o f  1976 (NFMA) charges each Nat iona l  
Fores t  w i t h  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  developing a un i t -w ide  management 
plan, o r  Forest  Plan. 
how best  t o  meet p u b l i c  needs and des i res w i t h i n  t h e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  
l and  t o  produce goods and serv ices.  The c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Ashley 
Nat ional  Forest  t o  produce the  var ious goods and serv ices  a r e  dependent 
on, and l i m i t e d  by, a s h o r t  growing season, low p r e c i p i t a t i o n  l e v e l ,  
h igh  e levat ion,  r e l a t i v e l y  low s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  and a h i g h l y  d i v e r s e  
landscape. 

Pub l i c  i n t e r e s t s  i nc lude  d i ve rse  views about t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  
producing commodities such as t imber  and l i v e s t o c k  fo rage and p r o v i d i n g  
amenit ies such as dispersed rec rea t i on  oppor tun i t i es  and w i l d l  i f e  hab i -  
t a t .  The major p lann ing  goal o f  t h e  Ashley i s  t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  in forma- 
t i o n  needed by dec i s ion  makers t o  determine the  mix o f  ou tpu ts  t h a t  w i l l  
maximize n e t  p u b l i c  bene f i t s .  The term "ne t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s "  i nc ludes  
non-market o r  non-pr iced a t t r i b u t e s  such as v i sua l  q u a l i t y ,  w i l d l  i f e  
h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y ,  water  q u a l i t y ,  and a v a r i e t y  o f  r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t y  
oppor tun i ty .  

The Nat ional  Forest  Management Ac t  (NFMA) and t h e  regu la t i ons  developed 
under NFMA (36 CFR 219) prov ide t h e  a n a l y t i c a l  framework needed t o  
p rov ide  the  above in format ion.  

To meet t h e  requirements o f  NFMA, the  Ashley Fores t  organized as f o l -  
1 ows : 

Th is  p lan  i s  t o  be based on a de terminat ion  o f  

Forest  Management Team - d i r e c t i o n  and dec i s ion  making; 
Core I D  Team - ana lys i s  and p lan  preparat ion;  
Support Team - spec ia l i zed  input ,  c l e r i c a l ,  and d r a f t i n g  support .  

I n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  discussion, re ference t o  Core Team a c t i o n  inc ludes  t h e  
Support Team e f f o r t s  and t h e  Management Team guidance, rev iew and 
d i rec t i on .  

8. The Planning Process: 

The NFMA regu la t ions  descr ibe a 10-step p lann ing  process t o  be used i n  
determin ing the  bes t  mix  o r  t h e  maximuni n e t  p u b l i c  bene f i t .  
a re  l i s t e d  below f o r  in fo rmat ion :  

These s teps 

1. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of Issues, Concerns, and Oppor tun i t i es  
2. Development o f  P lanning C r i t e r i a  
3. Inventory  Data and In fo rmat ion  C o l l e c t i o n  
4. Analys is  o f  t h e  Management S i t u a t i o n  
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5. Formulation of Alternatives 
6. Estimated Effects of Alternatives 
7. Evaluation of Alternatives 
8. Preferred Alternative Recommendation 
9. Plan Approval 
10. Monitoring and Evaluation 

Appendix B describes the analysis phase of this process including steps 3 ,  4, 
5, and 6. 
ters I, 11, IV, and Appendix A of the EIS. 
10, is presented in the proposed Forest Plan. 

The following is a brief discussion on the ten-step planning process. 

The judgement phase, steps 1, 2 ,  7, and 8 is described in Chap- 
The execution phase, steps 9 and 

1. 

2 .  

3 .  

4. 

Identification of purpose and need: Through public participation 
including contacts with other Federal agencies, State and local 
governments, and contacts with a local Indian tribe, the Forest 
Interdisciplinary Team identified public issues, management con- 
cerns, and resource opportunities. 
recommended to the Forest Supervisor who determined which were the 
major pub1 ic issues, management concerns and resource opportunities 
that would be addressed in the planning process. 

Development of planning criteria: 
concerns, and opportunities, the forest Management Team developed 
criteria to direct the collection and use of inventory data, 
analysis of the management situation, and the design, formulation, 
and evaluation of alternatives. 

Inventory Data and Information Collection: The Core Planning Team 
made a determination of what data was needed based on the iden- 
tified Issues, Concerns and Opportunities. Most data requirements 
fit in to one of the following categories: resource capabilities, 
demands, benefits and costs. existing data was used whenever 
possible, however some supplemental information was developed to 
fill information gaps. 

Analysis of the Management Situation: A simplified definition of 
this step is that it is a determination of the Forest's capability 
to provide the goods and services (supply) that comprise the public 
needs and desires (demand). The FORPLAN 1 inear programming model 
was used at this stage to meet several specific requirements and 
also to define the feasible parameters (benchmarks) for production 
of several of the resource outputs; timber, water, and livestock 
forage. The specific requirements noted above include: (a) 
determining the maximum present net worth (PNW) the Forest can 
generate; (b) projecting the current management program; (c) 
evaluating the feasibility of meeting national production goals as 
expressed by the Resource Planning Act (RPA) targets; (d) dis- 
playing the minimum costs necessary to retain the lands in the 
National Forest system; and (e) providing a basis for formulating a 
broad range of reasonable alternatives. 

These were evaluated and 

Based on the selected issues, 
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The Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) documents with 
revision is on f i l e  i n  the Ashley National Forest Supervisor's 
office.  

Formulation of Alternatives: The AMS (Step 4 )  s e t s  the stage f o r  
developing a range of a l te rna t ive  management plans f o r  the Forest. 
This range of a l ternat ives  i s  within the resource capabi l i ty  
parameters established i n  the benchmarks in the AMs. Public 
issues, management concerns and opportunities are reflected i n  the 
formulation of a l ternat ives  as  well as  several specif ic  a l t e rna t ive  
requirements; 

5. 

al ternat ives  were formulated t o  r e f l e c t  a range of resource 
o u t p u t s  and expenditure levels .  The range of resource out- 
puts, however, was res t r ic ted  by their maximum and m i n i m u m  
potentials as determined by benchmark analysis; 

a l l  a l ternat ives  were formulated t o  f a c i l i t a t e  analysis of 
opportunity costs,  environmental tradeoffs,  and the e f f e c t s  on 
present net value, benefits  and costs ;  

a1 ternatives were formulated t o  provide a i f fe ren t  ways t o  
address major public issues ,  management concerns, and resource 
opportunities identified during the planning process. 
reasonable a l ternat ives  which may require a change i n  ex i s t ing  
law or policy were considered; 

the RPA Program tentat ive resource objectives f o r  the Ashley 
were included i n  an  a l te rna t ive ;  

each al ternat ive was formulated so as t o  be the most cos t  
e f f i c i en t  combination of management prescriptions examined t o  
meet the objectives of the a l te rna t ive ;  

the current program projected through time would be used t o  
display costs and benefits  of no change, this i s  the No Action 
a1 ternat i  ve ; 

the current budget was used t o  determine the flow of goods and 
services under a constant budget a t  current levels;  

a l ternat ives  would display the High Uintas Wilderness as  a 
constant ; 

a reduced budget a l te rna t ive  was developed t o  display the  
costs ,  the benefits ,  and the flow o f  goods and services which 
could be provided if  the budget were held t o  75 percent of 
current; 

other a l ternat ives  were included t o  emphasize commodity 
production and amenity (non-market) production. 

a l s o  

6 .  Estimation of Effects of Alternatives: The physical, b iological ,  
soc ia l ,  and economic e f fec ts  of implementing each a l te rna t ive  were 
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est imated and analyzed t o  determine how the  a l t e r n a t i v e  meets t h e  
var ious goals  and ob jec t i ves ,  how the  a l t e r n a t i v e  responds t o  t h e  
p u b l i c  issues and management concerns, and how each a l t e r n a t i v e  
compares t o  t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  The output  l e v e l s ,  benef i t s ,  
and costs  were generated through the  use o f  t h e  FORPLAN model. 

7. Eva lua t ion  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s :  Using the  prev ious ly  se lec ted  p lanning 
c r i t e r i a ,  t h e  Core P lann ing  Team evaluated the  s i g n i f i c a n t  phys- 
i c a l ,  b i o l o g i c a l ,  economic, and soc ia l  e f f e c t s  o f  each o f  the  n ine  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  d e t a i l .  The eva lua t ion  was based on a 
comparative ana lys i s  o f  t h e  fo res t -w ide  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  management 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n c l u d i n g  present  n e t  value, soc ia l  and economic 
e f f e c t s ,  ou tpu ts  o f  goods and serv ice,  and o v e r a l l  c o n d i t i o n  o f  
environmental resources. The ana lys is  was done i n  a systemat ic 
manner t h a t  documented each s tep  o f  the  evaluat ion.  

8. P re fe r red  A l t e r n a t i v e  Recommendation: Using t h e  eva lua t ion  de- 
sc r ibed i n  t h e  prev ious  s tep,  t h e  Forest  Supervisor recommended a 
p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  Regional Forester.  Th i s  p re fe r red  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Chapter I1  o f  t h i s  Environmental 
Impact Statement, and i s  d i sp layed  as the  proposed p l a n  which 
accompanies t h i s  E I S .  

9. Plan Approval: A f t e r  t h e  issuance o f  the  F ina l  Environmental 
Impact Statement, t h e  Regional Forester  s h a l l  rev iew t h e  proposed 
p lan  and t h e  F i n a l  Environmental Impact Statement and s h a l l  e i t h e r  
approve o r  d isapprove t h e  p l a n  i n  accordance wi th 36 CFR 219.10(c). 
I n  t h e  case o f  p lan  approval ,  t h e  Record o f  Decis ion s h a l l  inc lude 
a summarized comparison o f  t h e  se lec ted  a l t e r n a t i v e  wi th 1) any 
env i ronmenta l l y  p r e f e r r e d  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  and 2) any o the r  a1 terna-  
t i v e s  w i t h  a h i g h e r  present  n e t  value. 

implementat ion w i l l  be evaluated on a sample bas is  t o  determine how 
we l l  the  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  p lan  a r e  being met and how c l o s e l y  
management standards and gu ide l i nes  are being fo l lowed.  Based upon 
t h i s  eva lua t i on  t h e  Core P lann ing  Team w i l l  recommend t o  the Fores t  
Supervisor such changes i n  management d i r e c t i o n ,  rev i s ions ,  o r  
amendment t o  t h e  Fores t  P lan as are  deemed necessary. The monitor-  
i n g  plan, which i nc ludes  1) t h e  act ion,  e f f e c t s ,  o r  resources t o  be 
monitored, 2) t h e  f requency o f  measurement, 3) t h e  expected p rec i -  
s i o n  and r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  mon i to r ing  process, 4) t h e  t ime when 
t h e  eva lua t i on  w i l l  be repor ted,  and 5) t h e  a l l owab le  l i m i t s  o f  
v a r i a t i o n ;  i s  i nc luded  i n  Chapter V o f  the  proposed Fores t  Plan. 

10. Mon i to r i ng  and Evaluat ion:  A t  i n t e r v a l s  es tab l i shed i n  the  plan, 

11. INVENTORY DATA AND INFORMATION COLLECTED 

A. Data Base: 

The e n t i r e  Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  was mapped on 74 minute 
orthophoto quads w i t h  t ransparent  f i l m  t o  a l l o w  aggregat ion o f  
several  l a y e r s  i n t o  c a p a b i l i t y  areas. 
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1. Capability Areas 

The capabili ty area i s  the smallest delineation used in  the 
analysis process on the Ashley Forest. Each capabi l i ty  area 
i s  an aggregate of contiguous acres of land w i t h  s imilar  
character is t ics  and w i t h  similar responses t o  management 
practices and a c t i v i t i e s .  Each capabili ty area i s  u n i q u e  i n  
tha t  i t  is  s i t e  spec i f ic  and occurs only once t h r o u g h o u t  the  
en t i r e  Forest. 

The delineation of capabili ty areas was based on the following 
s t r a t i f i ca t ion  : 

a.  Level 1 - Landtype Aggregations 

1. GREFAT - Green Kiver formation - under 35% slope 
2. GRESEP - Green River formation - over 35% slope 
3. CANYON - Steep (over 35%) sidewalls and canyon 

4. PLATOW - Gentle ( l e s s  then 35%) plateau lands 
5. SOUFAC - South facing slopes generally over 35% 
6. ALPINE - Subalpine and alpine lands above the PLATOW 
7 .  BOLLIES - Crest o f  the Uintas - no commercial timber 

and often barren of vegetation. 

bottoms 

b. Level 2 - Accessibility Zones 

1. 
2. UNNRA - Unroaded areas i n  the NRA 
3. ROADED - Roaded 
4. UNROAD - Unroaded 
5. SPECIAL - Special areas such as  the Sheep Creek 

Geological Area 
6. WILDERNESS - Those lands w i t h i n  the RARE I1 proposed 

High  Uintas Wilderness area. 
used a f t e r  passage of the Utah Wilderness Act of 
1984. 

NRAROA - Roaded areas within the Flaming Gorge NRA 

T h i s  category was not 

c. Level 3 - Wildlife Designation 

1. 
2. 

FWLSPE - Special f i sh  and wi ld l i fe  areas 
OTHFWL - Other fish and wi ld l i fe  areas 

d. Working Group 

1. NOTCOM - Noncommercial and non-forested lands 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. COMPPN - Ponderosa pine 

COMDIF - Douglas f i r  commercial fo re s t  lands 
LPESAF - Lodgepole pine and  associated species 
COHARD - Aspen or other commercial hardwood 

e. Land Class 

1. SHRUBR - Shrub-browse species 
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2. WATER - Water 
3 .  
4. N/CP-J - Non commercial pinyon-juniper 
5. COMTIM - Comercial fores t  lands 
6. 
7. N/CSOF - Non commercial softwoods 
8. N/CHRD - Non comercial  hardwoods 

BARVEG - Essentially barren-rock outcrops 

MEADOW - Meadows - both wet and dry 

f .  Condition Class 

1. 
2. 
3 .  
4. 

NONTIM - Non commercial fo re s t  land 
STAGNA - Stagnated stands 
NOSTOK - Non-stocked stands 
SEDSAP - Seed1 ing-sapling s i z e  commercial species 

MATURE - Sawtimber sized (age) commercial species 
PARCUT - Stands with previous par t ia l  cut entries 

5. POLES - Pole sized commercial species 
6. 
7. 

Us ing  the above s t r a t i f i c a t i o n ,  the possible combinations 
would to ta l  over 30,000. However, a l l  combinations d i d  not 
occur so the to t a l  capabi l i ty  areas a re  estimated t o  be under 
20,000 * 

2. Analysis Areas 

The Capability Areas were combined t o  form Analysis Areas. 
Analysis Area is composed of one or more capabi l i ty  areas having 
s imi la r  charac te r i s t ics .  
is par t  of more than one Analysis Area. 

The f ina l  to ta l  f o r  Analysis Areas on the Ashley National Forest i s  
171. This was done by: 

An 

I t  i s  usually non-contiguous and no acre 

1. Aggregating a l l  similar capabili ty areas;  
2. Combining Capability Areas w i t h  small acreage; 
3.  Combining Analysis Areas previously identified as Wilder- 

ness i n  Level 2 w i t h  similar Analysis Areas as  unroaded; 
4. Fine-tuning the breaks between Special and Other f i sh  and 

wi ld l i fe  t o  more accurately define c r i t i c a l  habitats;  
5. Combining a l l  meadow types instead of trying t o  d i f fe r -  

en t i a t e  between wet and dry meadows. 

3. Production Coefficients 

Scheduled outputs included in the FORPLAN model f o r  the Ashley 
included: 

0 Timber - Millions of cubic f ee t  
1 Fuelwood - Millions of cubic f e e t  
2 Wildlife forage - Millions of pounds 
3 Recreation - Thousands of recreation v i s i to r  day 
4 Livestock forage - Millions of pounds 
5 Water - Thousands of acre f e e t  
6 Sediment - Thousands of tons 
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7 L ivestock Investment - Thousands o f  d o l l a r s  
8 W i l d l i f e  Investment - Thousands o f  d o l l a r s  
9 Recreat ion Investment - Thousands o f  d o l l a r s  

Product ion c o e f f i c i e n t s  were developed f o r  each scheduled 
ou tpu t  t h a t  cou ld  be produced on each ana lys is  area. Coe f f i -  
c i e n t s  a re  based on t h e  produc t ion  c a p a b i l i t y  o f  an acre per  
year  and entered i n  t h e  model as c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  t h e  decade, 
E x i s t i n g  t imber  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  based on t h e  1978 Timber 
Management Plan f o r  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest. Fuelwood 
c o e f f i c i e n t s  a re  based on a l i m i t e d  number o f  stand examina- 
t i o n s  and on e x i s t i n g  t imber  i nven to ry  volume tab les .  Wild- 
l i f e  and l i v e s t o c k  fo rage c o e f f i c i e n t s  a re  based on range 
ana lys i s  f i g u r e s  i n  e x i s t i n g  a l l o tmen t  management plans. 
Recreat ion c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  based on RIM (Recreat ion Informa- 
t i o n  Management) repo r t s  and t i e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  p ro jec ted  
popu la t ion  t rends f o r  t h e  s ta tes  o f  Utah and Wyoming. Water 
y i e l d  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  background are  t i e d  t o  h i s t o r i c a l  
measured water y i e l d s .  
upland eros ion  ra tes  der ived  f rom the  mod i f ied  Universa l  S o i l  
Loss Equation and on t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  upland eros ion  d e l i v e r e d  
t o  1 i v e  streams. The remaining product ion c o e f f i c i e n t s  
i n v o l v e  investments f o r  range, w i l d l i f e ,  and r e c r e a t i o n  
maintenance and const ruct ion,  t h a t  a re  based on average cos ts  
i ncu r red  f o r  s i m i l a r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  past  years.  

Fur ther  d e t a i l  on produc t ion  c o e f f i c i e n t s  i s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  
AMS document on f i l e  a t  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  

Lands Su i tab le  f o r  Management A c t i v i t i e s  

Determinat ion o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  i s  t h e  process o f  ascer ta in ing ,  
"The appropr iateness of app ly ing  c e r t a i n  resource management 
p rac t i ces  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  area o f  land, as determined by an 
ana lys is  o f  economic and environmental consequences and the  
a l t e r n a t i v e  uses foregone. A u n i t  o f  l and  may be s u i t a b l e  f o r  
a v a r i e t y  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  combined management p rac t ices . "  

The Core Planning Team used e x i s t i n g  resource data and l o c a l  
knowledge t o  determine those acres s u i t a b l e  f o r  t h e  app l ica-  
t i o n  o f  management p rac t ices .  A l l  acres o f  t h e  Fores t  were 
considered s u i t a b l e  f o r  water product ion and f o r  some types o f  
r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  Lands inven to r ied  as Commercial Fores t  
Land (capable o f  producing 20 cub ic  f e e t l a c r e l y e a r )  were 
considered s u i t a b l e  f o r  t imber  management a c t i v i t i e s  and f o r  
t h e  produc t ion  o f  fuelwood. W i l d l i f e  forage and l i v e s t o c k  
fo rage c o e f f i c i e n t s  were developed f o r  a l l  areas t h a t  a re  
i nven to r ied  i n  e x i s t i n g  range analyses and f o r  those areas 
such as t imber  stands t h a t  would produce forage species a f t e r  
t imber  harvest ing.  O r i g i n a l l y ,  o n l y  those areas i nc luded  i n  
t h e  1979 RARE I 1  High U in tas  Wilderness proposal were con- 
s idered  s u i t a b l e  f o r  wi lderness. However, t h e  ana lys i s  areas 
and s u i t a b i l i t y  f o r  wi lderness were rev ised as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  
Utah Wilderness Act  o f  1984. 

Sediment c o e f f i c i e n t s  were based on 

4. 
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Range 

Determination of land available, capable, and suitable for 
range production follows instruction in U.S. Forest Service, 
Intermountain region, Range Analysis Handbook (FSH 2209.21). 

Suitable range is land accessible or made accessible to 
livestock, which produces forage or has inherent forage 
producing capabilities, and can be grazed on a sustained yield 
basis under reasonable management goals (FHS 2209.21). 
Transitory range, which is timbered land made temporarily 
suitable for grazing through fire or as a result of timber 
management practices, exists on the Forest. However, it does 
not contribute a significant amount of forage to warrant 
inclusion in the evaluation. For a more detailed explanation 
of the range suitability see the Analysis of the Management 
Situation document, and/or the process records located in the 
Forest Supervisors office. 

The following table displays range suitability: 

TABLE B-1 

* Total Forest Area = 1,373.2 M acres 
455.3 M acres Acres Suitable (current livestock mix) = 

Area closed to livestock to protect 

I other resources I 19.1 M acres 
Net Suitable Range = 436.2 M acres 

Timber 

Determination of land available, capable and suitable for 
timber production is as follows: 

Alternative 

Classification A B C 0 E F G H I J 

1. Non-Forest Land 536.4 M Acres - all alternatives 

2 Forest Land 836 8 M Acres - all alternatives 
3. Forest Land 147.7 M Acres - all alternatives 

(Includes Water) 

Wlthdrawna 
4. Forest Land Not 96 7 M Acres - all alternatives 
5 Forest Land 0 Acres - all alternatives 
6. Forest Land - In -  61 9 M Acres - all alternatives 

7. Tentatively Suit- 530 5 M Acres - all alternatives 

Capable** 

Physically Un- 
suitable 

adequate Inform*** 

able 

aonrno **** 
8 Forest Land not 154 8 29 7 0.9 139 8 0 9 141 4 206 6 49.8 2 5 38 7 

~ r l  .~ 
( M  acres) 

Land (M Acres) 
9 Unsuitable Forest  461 1 336.0 307 2 446.1 307 2 447.1 512.9 356.1 308.8 345.0 

10. Total Suitable 375 7 500 8 529.6 390 7 529.6 389 1 323.9 480 7 528 0 491.8 
(M Acres) 

Forest Land 
11. Total National 1373 2 M Acres - all alternatives 

* 
** Pinyon-Jumper *** 
**** 

Forest land included in the High Uintas Wilderness 

Forest land producing less than 20 cubic feet per acre per year 
Includes RNA's, Sheep Creek Geological Area and other non development prescription 

S-8 



5. Allocation and Scheduling 

In the FORPLAN model, prescriptions w i t h  timber harvesting 
a c t i v i t i e s  were freed t o  allow a wide range of scheduling and 
allocation opportunities. 
implementation i n  the  ear ly  decades of the planning time 
period. 

Other prescriptions were l imited t o  

6. Monitoring 

The planning data provides a base from which changes can be 
measured and as a control f o r  the monitoring act ions which are  
detailed i n  the Forest Plan. 

7. Plan Implementation 

The physical and biological data contained in the planning 
data base provides s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  information f o r  programming 
and plan implementation. 
accurate information, the data base will be improved and 
updated. 

As monitoring and use provide more 

B. Sources of Data 

Data used i n  the  analysis was developed from the following sources: 

1. Definitions of outputs, a c t i v i t i e s  and ef fec ts  - Forest 
Service Manual, Management Information Handbook (MItI 1309.11). 

Administrative boundaries and landownership - Ashley National 
Forest base map - 1971 edition as revised. 

Capability and analysis area s t r a t i f i ca t ion  base - orthophotos 
prepared from 1976 aer ia l  photography. 

Timber Management Plan - 1978. 

Regenerated timber y ie ld  tables  from lodgepole p ine ,  Englemann 
spruce, sub-alpine f i r  and ponderosa pine - RMYLD Model. 

2. 

3. 

4. Existing timber y ie ld  coeff ic ients  - Ashley National Forest 

5. 

6. Regenerated timber y ie ld  tables  f o r  Douglas f i r  - Prognosis 
Model. 

7. Recreation coeff ic ients  i n  RVD's - Recreation Information 
Management (RIM) reports.  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum was mapped on USGS quads. 

Forage production potential  was calculated from average y i e lds  
contained i n  exis t ing allotment management plan analyses. 

8. 

9. 

B-9 



10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  was o r i g i n a l l y  done by Utah 
D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources personnel i n  Vernal .  Th is  work 
was l a t e r  m o d i f i e d  t o  r e f l e c t  " c r i t i c a l "  h a b i t a t  areas by 
Fores t  personnel. 

Economics. Timber cos ts  and values were obta ined from the  R-4 
TIMBERVAL study. Other  resource values were based on the  1980 
RPA values as ad jus ted  f o r  l o c a l  (R-4) cond i t i ons .  

Water y i e l d  c o e f f i c i e n t s  developed f rom WRENSS Hydrology 
methods, WRENSS Procedural Handbook EPA and U.S. Fores t  
Service,  Chapter 3 1580; 1941-1970 base data f rom 28 measure- 
ment s ta t i ons ;  WET program and background hydrographs. 

Sediment d e l i v e r y  r a t e s  developed by app ly ing  WRENSS method t o  
sur face  s o i l  l o s s  f i g u r e s  f rom t h e  mod i f i ed  un ive rsa l  s o i l  
l o s s  equat ion.  

111. THE FOREST PLANNING MODEL (FORPLAN) 

A. Overview: 

FORPLAN ( s h o r t  f o r  FORest PLANning model) was t h e  L inea r  Program- 
ming (LP) model used i n  t h e  development and eva lua t i on  o f  bench- 
marks and a l t e r n a t i v e s .  FORPLAN i s  a th i rd -genera t i on  conf igura-  
t i o n  o f  a s e r i e s  o f  LP models developed by  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice t o  
a i d  i n  resource management planning. Timber RAM and MUSYC, two 
predecessors, a r e  s i n g l e  resource models designed t o  evaluate 
t imber  a l l o c a t i o n  problems. FORPLAN, on t h e  o the r  hand, i s  de- 
s igned t o  eva lua te  problems i n v o l v i n g  "mul t i - resource"  outputs.  

I n  general, l i n e a r  programming i s  a mathematical op t im iza t i on  
technique which seeks t o  ass ign values t o  dec i s ion  va r iab les  i n  
such a way as t o  s imul taneously  s a t i s f y  a s e t  o f  l i n e a r  cons t ra in t s  
and maximize o r  min imize a l i n e a r  o b j e c t i v e  func t i on .  L inea r  
programming has been a p p l i e d  t o  a d i ve rse  s e t  o f  problems invo lv ing  
t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  scarce resources i n  an opt imal  manner. 
FORest PLAN resource a l l o c a t i o n  model, management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
( the  dec i s ion  v a r i a b l e s )  a re  a l l o c a t e d  t o  areas o f  l a n d  (ana lys is  
areas) i n  a manner which maximizes present  n e t  va lue ( t h e  ob jec t i ve  
f u n c t i o n )  w h i l e  s a t i s f y i n g  c e r t a i n  cond i t i ons  such as minimum o r  
maximum l e v e l s  o f  some Fores t  products ( cons t ra in t s ) .  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  major  components o f  t h e  FORPLAN model fo l lows.  

1. Basic  FORPLAN Concepts: 

I n  the  

A b r i e f  

ANALYSIS AREAS 

As formulated, a n a l y s i s  areas represent  b o t h  cont iguous o r  
noncontiguous areas o f  land. Noncontiguous ana lys i s  areas are 
genera l l y  rep resen ta t i ve  o f  sca t te red  areas o f  l a n d  possessing 
s i m i l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as s i t e  p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  cover type, 
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degree of access, or  some combinations thereof. The principal 
reason f o r  this  type aggregation i s  t o  g roup  areas w i t h  
uniform response functions i n  biological and/or f inancial  
terms. Contiguous analysis areas seldom, i f  ever, occurred i n  
the Ashley Forest s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  process. 

In the model, analysis areas form the basic units on which 
management decisions are  made. A hierarchy of analysis  area 
ident i f ie rs  categorize these land units and provide a s t ruc-  
ture f o r  formulating o r  describing resource al locat ion 
problems through the use of constraints and objective 
functions. The design of such a hierarchy is c r i t i c a l  t o  the 
correct specification of production poss ib i l i t i e s  on the 
Forest. For a detailed break-down of analysis area ident i f i -  
e rs  see sections I1 A 1 and I1 A 2 of this appendix. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

Management prescriptions represent a s e t  of management prac- 
t i ces  or  a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e i r  associated standards and guide- 
l ines .  They a re  designed t o  produce a mix of o u t p u t s  through 
time. Each prescription contains components of a production 
function f o r  j o i n t l y  produced o u t p u t s .  Different analysis  
areas may u t i l i z e  the same "prescription",  however d i f f e ren t  
o u t p u t  levels ,  costs ,  or benefits  would occur do t o  inherent 
differences between analysis areas. Management prescriptions 
are commonly ident i f ied by two fac tors ,  Management Emphasis 
and Management Intensi ty ,  w i t h i n  the FORPLAN data f i l e .  
Timing  and scheduling options a re  defined as  an integral  par t  
of each prescription. 
A 5 of this appendix. 

ACTIVITIES 

Activit ies represent ac t ive  o r  passive management of the land. 
Further, a c t i v i t i e s  incur costs ;  hence, represent choices f o r  
the use of capi ta l  outlays. Act ivi t ies  may be spec i f ic ,  such 
as: harvest one acre of mature lodgepole pine by c learcu t t ing  
us ing  a t r ac to r  logging method. 
may be general, such as: 
developed recreation s i t e s  t o  reduce f a c i l i t y  deter iorat ion 
rate. The a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  each management pre- 
scription a re  fur ther  defined by standards and guide1 ines. 
These are described in de ta i l  in the Analysis of the Manage- 
ment Situation (AMs) on f i l e  a t  the Ashley National Forest 
headquarters and i n  the Forest Plan. 

OUTPUTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

O u t p u t s  and environmental e f fec ts  r e su l t  from the a c t i v i t i e s  
modeled. 
s e t ,  more o u t p u t s  are  produced from the land. 
priced d i rec t ly  i n  the model or may be included without prices 
where estimation of prices is not pract ical .  

T h i s  has been previously noted under I1 

Alternatively,  the a c t i v i t y  
increase heavy maintenance i n  

Generally, as  more money i s  applied t o  the a c t i v i t y  
O u t p u t s  may be 

Environmental 
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e f f e c t s  included i n  the model represent qual i ty  d i f fe ren t ia l s  
and wil l  typ ica l ly  be represented through the use of con- 
s t r a i n t s .  

Constraints 

Constraints a r e  used t o  ensure t h a t  the assignment of pre- 
s c r ip t ions  t o  analysis area conforms t o  the emphasis of a 
pa r t i cu la r  a l te rna t ive .  FORPLAN constraints  f a l l  into four 
categories:  (1) constraints  f o r  technical implementibil i t y ,  
( 2 )  cons t ra in ts  t o  ensure conformance t o  the minimum manage- 
ment requirements, ( 3 )  general timber policy constraints;  
i.e., nondeclining y ie ld  and harvest of timber stands generated 
a t  o r  beyond mean annual increment, and (4)  discretionary 
cons t ra in ts  designed t o  achieve various leve ls  of o u t p u t s  and 
expenditure leve ls .  The f i r s t  three categories of constraints 
define production l imi t s  common t o  most a l ternat ives .  The 
fourth category completes the specif icat ion of the production 
surface and an objective function a re  su f f i c i en t  conditions 
f o r  the FORPLAN model t o  achieve an e f f i c i e n t  assignment of 
prescr ipt ions t o  analysis  areas. 

OBJECTIVE FUNCTION 

The object ive function guides the l i nea r  programming algorithm 
t o  an optimal solution. I n  Forest planning al ternat ives ,  the 
object ive function i s  "maximize present net value" of a l l  
priced outputs. 
mental e f f e c t s  a r e  portrayed w i t h  specified constraint  sets. 
Since cons t ra in ts  must always be s a t i s f i e d ,  the objective 
function will  never locate  optimal solutions outside the scope 
of the constraints  specified f o r  outputs and environmental 
e f f e c t s  (whether or n o t  they a re  priced). For this reason, i t  
i s  des i rab le  t o  consider marginal changes i n  solutions as 
cons t rd in t  sets a re  adjusted. T h i s  ' s e n s i t i v i t y  analysis '  i s  
quite expensive, g iven  the scope of the Forest planning 
problem, and will be performed only where a major issue or 
concern suggests t h a t  the benefits  from the additional analysis 
will  outweigh the costs  of the analysis.  

Nonpriced outputs and qua l i ta t ive  environ- 

2. Prescr ipt ion Development: 

Management prescriptions were developed by the Core Planning 
Team f o r  a l l  analysis areas. Each analysis area,  and i t s  
cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,  was reviewed f o r  a l l  the  a c t i v i t i e s  and 
outputs t h a t  were considered probable under existing tech- 
nology, issues, and demands. Then a f u l l  se t  of prescriptions 
was developed t o  f i t  the output types, l eve l s ,  costs ,  and 
benef i t s  t h a t  could be attained under various management 
philosophies. 
t i on  sets f o r  each analysis area include: 

Basic assumptions used i n  developing prescrip- 

a .  
assignment under one or  more management prescriptions; 

Every acre of  the Ashley Forest i s  available f o r  
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b. 
ana lys is  area so a wide range o f  choices would be a v a i l -  
ab le  t o  t h e  model i n  reaching a c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  s o l u t i o n .  

Ana lys is  Process and A n a l y t i c a l  Tools: 

1. Ana lys is  p r i o r  t o  FORPLAN 

Every op t i on  poss ib le  should be re ta ined  f o r  every  

B. 

Ana lys is  conducted p r i o r  t o  FORPLAN modeling inc luded i tems 
descr ibed above such as: s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  Fores t  i n t o  
c a p a b i l i t y  and ana lys is  areas; design o r  development o f  
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  t o  f i t  a l l  ana lys i s  areas; p r o j e c t i n g  
cos ts  and b e n e f i t s  f o r  p rac t i ces  inc luded i n  t h e  management 
p rescr ip t ions ;  p r e d i c t i n g  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  var ious  scheduled 
outputs  f o r  each resource and p r e s c r i p t i o n ;  and de termin ing  
t h e  1 inkage between t h e  var ious  outputs,  commonly c a l l e d  
" j o i n t  product ion func t ions" .  

An example o f  t h e  " j o i n t  p roduc t ion  f u n c t i o n "  o r  l i n k a g e  
between resource ou tpu ts  i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  e x i s t s  
between harves t ing  one acre o f  mature lodgepole p ine  and 
r e c e i v i n g  b e n e f i t s  f rom increased water y i e l d ,  increased 
fo rage product ion f o r  w i l d l i f e  and f o r  l i v e s t o c k ,  and increased 
oppor tun i ty  f o r  fuelwood harves t ing  w h i l e  i n c u r r i n g  costs  i n  
terms o f  d o l l a r  expendi tures,  increased sediment, and p o s s i b l y  
reduced v i sua l  q u a l i t y  o r  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y .  

blajor assumptions used i n  t h e  above ana lys i s  inc lude:  

a. A c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  conform t o  standards and gu ide l i nes ;  
b. R ipar ian  areas w i l l  r ece i ve  spec ia l  emphasis and 

c. 
p r o t e c t i o n  ; 
A c t i v i t i e s  i n  t imbered ana lys i s  areas f o r  w i l d l i f e ,  
l i ves tock ,  o r  water y i e l d  improvements w i l l  be done 
through commercial t imber  sales;  
Coord inat ion through i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  team a n a l y s i s  
and a c t i o n  w i l l  be necessary t o  m i t i g a t e  adverse 
e f f e c t s  f o r  most a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  modi fy  env i ron-  
mental cond i t ions ;  

g rea ter  than supply ( e l a s t i c )  except f o r  rec rea t i on .  
Recreat ion capac i ty  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  "capped" o r  
l i m i t e d  so they  do n o t  exceed demand p ro jec t i ons .  

d. 

e. Demand f o r  a l l  resource outputs  i s  equal t o  o r  

2. FORPLAN Analys is :  

The FORPLAN model was used t o  determine t h e  opt imal management 
p r e s c r i p t i o n  and schedul ing f o r  each ana lys i s  area w i t h i n  each 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  
most c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  t h a t  meet a g iven s e t  of 
l i m i t s  ( cons t ra in t s )  and an o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  o f  maximizing 
present n e t  value. 

Ana lys is  done ou ts ide  t h e  FORPLAN model: 

Th is  process r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  

3.  
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There were two major  areas where ana lys is  was done ou ts ide  t h e  
FORPLAN Model: these were (1) t h e  es t imat ion  o f  e f f e c t s  f o r  
non-quant i f ied  elements such as aes the t ics  o r  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  
d i v e r s i t y ;  and ( 2 )  t h e  s o c i a l  and economic e f f e c t s  r e s u l t i n g  
f rom t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n .  I n  most cases the  unquant i f ied  
(1) e f f e c t s  were analyzed as consequences o r  r e s u l t s  of o the r  
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a re  shown i n  t h e  FORPLAN so lu t ion .  For 
ins tance,  t h e  acres t r e a t e d  by c l e a r c u t t i n g  i n  an ana lys is  
area d u r i n g  any g iven t ime p e r i o d  a f f e c t  t h e  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  
d i v e r s i t y  so a r e l a t i v e l y  s t ra igh t fo rward  explanat ion can be 
made. The social/economic e f f e c t s  (2 )  were ca l cu la ted  by 
us ing  FORPLAN s o l u t i o n  o u t  u t  l e v e l s  as var iab les  i n  t h e  
IMPLAN model ( Input /Output  P . This  ana lys is  i s  descr ibed i n  
d e t a i l  i n  Sect ion I V  and V o f  t h i s  appendix. 

C. Ana lys i s  Area De l ineat ion :  

The process used t o  d e l i n e a t e  t h e  ana lys i s  areas was descr ibed i n  
Sec t ions  I I A l  and I I A 2  above. Rat iona le  f o r  t h e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  
f o l l o w s :  

Level  1 Land Type Aggregat ion C r i t e r i a  - provides some s p a t i a l  and 
t h e  e l e v a t i o n a l  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n .  These f a c t o r s  were most c r i t i c a l  
i n  deve lop ing  water  y i e l d  and sediment c o e f f i c i e n t s .  
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  d e f i n i n g  l o g g i n g  methods, costs  o f  var ious management 
p rac t i ces ,  and t o  t h e  ana lys i s  o f  non-quant i f ied  e f f e c t s  such as 
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  and v i sua l  q u a l i t y .  

Level  2 A c c e s s i b i l i t y  Zones C r i t e r i a  - prov ided some spec ia l  area 
d e l i n e a t i o n  such as t h e  Flaming Gorge Nat ional  Recreat ion Area o r  
t h e  proposed High Uintas Wilderness Area ( l a t e r  changed when the  
Utah Wilderness Ac t  was passed). 
d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  road cons t ruc t i on  needs and costs  t o  l i n k  w i t h  
t imber  ha rves t  a c t i v i t y .  

Level  3 W i l d i f e  Designat ion C r i t e r i a  - prov ide some s p a t i a l  
d e f i n i t i o n  as i t  i s  app l i ed  t o  w i l d l i f e  needs, p r i m a r i l y  b i g  game. 
Used i n  d e f i n i n g  l o g i c a l  areas f o r  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  improvement 
investments.  

Level  4 Working Group C r i t e r i a  - prov ides species grouping f o r  
t e n t a t i v e l y  s u i t a b l e  t imber  lands. Used t o  develop y i e l d ,  value, 
and c o s t  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  

Level  5 Land Class C r i t e r i a  - p r i m a r i l y  used i n  the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
fo rage p roduc t i on  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  Used w i t h  Level 1 i d e n t i f i e r s  i n  
genera t ing  water  y i e l d  and sediment y i e l d  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  

Level  6 Cond i t i on  Class C r i t e r i a  - t h i s  c r i t e r i a  def ines t h e  s i z e  
o r  age c lasses  o f  t imber  stands on t e n t a t i v e l y  s u i t a b l e  t imber  
lands. 
c o s t  c o e f f i c i e n t s  and a l s o  t o  guide t h e  t i m i n g  choices f o r  imple- 
menta t ion  o f  p resc r ip t i ons .  

They a l s o  

Provided a t o o l  f o r  

Used i n  t h e  FORPLAN model t o  he lp  develop y i e l d ,  va lue and 

8-14 



D. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  P resc r ip t i on :  

1. Overview 

The Nat ional  Forest  Management Ac t  (NFMA) Regulat ions d e f i n e  
management p resc r ip t i ons  as "management p rac t i ces  and i n t e n -  
s i t i e s  se lected and scheduled f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  a s p e c i f i c  
area t o  a t t a i n  mu l t ip le -use  and o the r  goals  and ob jec t i ves "  
(36 CFR 219.3). I n  general, t h e  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  used 
by t h e  Ashley i n  i t s  f o rmu la t i on  o f  t h e  FORPLAN model a re  
designed t o  achieve a given o b j e c t i v e  o f  producing some 
combination o f  outputs  o r  some l e v e l  o f  resource p r o t e c t i o n  on 
a g iven area (ana lys i s  area). 

The p r e s c r i p t i o n  as modeled i n  FORPLAN i s  based on two d i s -  
c r e e t  f ac to rs ,  management emphasis and management i n t e n s i t y .  
Management emphasis cou ld  be de f ined as t h e  o b j e c t i v e  o r  goal 
t o  be achieved by t h e  p r e s c r i p t i o n  and management i n t e n s i t y  i s  
the  amount o f  investment, s k i l l ,  o r  concern (cos ts )  t h a t  would 
be app l i ed  t o  ach iev ing  t h e  ob jec t i ve .  The Ashley model 
commonly uses management i n t e n s i t y  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  w i t h  s i m i l a r  o b j e c t i v e s  b u t  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t e d  
ou tpu t  1 eve1 s .  

The var ious  combinations o f  management emphasis and management 
i n t e n s i t i e s  a re  designed t o  comply w i t h  d i r e c t i o n  i n  36 CFR 
219.27 a. through g. by p r o v i d i n g  a number o f  op t ions  (p re-  
s c r i p t i o n s )  t h a t  w i l l  f i t  each ana lys i s  area. 

P r e s c r i p t i o n  Object ive,  C r i t e r i a  and Assumptions 

a. Minimum Level (Management Emphasis 1 - Management 

2. 

I n t e n s i t y  1) 

1. 
the  costs  and b e n e f i t s  o f  cus tod ia l  l e v e l  management. 

2. C r i t e r i a  and Assumptions 

Assigned t o  a l l  ana lys i s  areas. 

Ma in ta in  land base i n  Nat iona l  Fores t  s ta tus.  

Provide p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  l and  b u t  investment (cos t )  l i m i t e d  
t o  p ro tec t i on .  

No product ion o f  management induced goods and serv ices.  

Minera ls  and min ing c l a i m  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  "ou ts ide"  
generated and w i l l  occur, b u t  a t  reduced l e v e l s .  

Ob jec t ive  - t h i s  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  designed t o  d i s p l a y  
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Assume no cost  f o r  "buying" o u t  of existing contracts or  
cost  of mothballing f a c i l i t i e s .  Only livestock grazing 
would be t o  meet the commitment t o  the Ute Tribe. 

Moderate Timber (Management Emphasis 2 - Management 
Intensi ty  3) 

1. Objective - t h i s  prescription is designed t o  a t t a i n  
a s  h i g h  a level of sawtimber production as possible with 
moderate levels  o f  investment f o r  timber cul tural  prac- 
t i ce s .  

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

Assigned t o  a l l  analysis areas ident i f ied as  ten ta t ive ly  
su i tab le ,  outside the Flaming Gorge National Recreation 
Area. Even-aged management will be permitted, including 
clearcut t ing.  Harvest openings will not exceed 40 acres 
i n  s i z e  except f o r  epidemic occurrence where major losses 
a r e  imminent. Cultural ac t iv i t i e s  such as  pre-commercial 
and commercial thinning en t r ies  will be u t i 1  ized t o  
increase f i b e r  production. Visual quali ty objective of 
Maximum Modification is acceptable. Forage created o r  
increased as a r e s u l t  of harvest a c t i v i t i e s  may be used 
as  t rans i tory  range, b u t  fencing, herding, o r  exclusion 
may be used as  necessary t o  protect regenerated stands. 

Dispersed recreation will be managed a t  ful l -service 
level t o  protect the timber resource. Recreation will 
generally be in the Roaded Natural ROS class .  

Seasonal road closures on a r te r ia l /co l  lec tor  roads as  
needed t o  protect f a c i l i t i e s  o r  investments i n  resources. 

Local roads usually closed a f t e r  fuelwood removal unless 
needed f o r  timber management ac t iv i t i e s .  

Fire suppression shal l  be f a s t ,  thorough, w i t h  a min imum 
cost  consistent with land management objectives and 
regard for the public and f i r e  f igh te r  safety.  

High Timber (Management Emphasis 2 - Management Intensity 

1. 
mize the production of sawtimber. 

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

Assigned t o  a l l  analysis areas outside the NRA ident i f ied 
a s  ten ta t ive ly  su i tab le  f o r  commercial timber production. 

b. 

c. 
4) 

Objective - this prescription i s  designed t o  maxi- 
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Assumptions are  similar t o  b. above, except t h a t  regen- 
eration of harvested stands will generally be by planting 
instead of natural regeneration. 

Additional cultural  treatment en t r ies  will be made t o  
hold growth rates  a t  highest possible level .  
This prescription i s  necessary t o  allow the model freedom 
of choice i n  solution, par t icular ly  i n  the Maximum Timber 
Benchmark. 

High  Range (Management Emphasis 3 - Management Intensi ty  

1. 
and maintain a high level of forage production and 
u t i  1 i z a t i  on by 1 ives tock. 

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

Assigned t o  a l l  forage producing analysis areas outside 
the NRA including those timbered analysis areas where 
temporary conversion from timber t o  forage production may 
be desirable.  

Moderate t o  h i g h  investments i n  range improvement can be 
expected. 

Harvest area (clearcut)  s i ze  i n  timbered analysis areas 
allowed up t o  60 acres. 

Recreation use may be limited o r  discouraged t o  reduce 
confl ic ts  w i t h  livestock use. 

Recreation will generally f a l l  in to  the Roaded Natural 
ROS c lass .  

Road closures may be used t o  protect o r  enhance the 
1 ivestock u t i  1 i za t i  on. 

Vegetative treatment, including b u r n i n g  and herbicide 
use, will be common i n  non-timbered analysis areas.  

Fire  will be commonly used as  a management t o o l ,  f i r e  
prescriptions will consider the impacts on range f a c i l -  
i t i e s  and the impacts on forage production and u t i l i za t ion .  

d.  
4) 

Objective - this prescription i s  designed t o  achieve 

e. H i g h  Wildlife (Management Emphasis 4 - Management In tens i ty  
4) 

1. 
s i z e  the protection, enhancement o r  rehabi l i ta t ion  of 
habi ta t  f o r  featured species of wildl i fe .  

Objective - this prescription i s  designed t o  empha- 
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2. C r i t e r i a  and Assumptions: 

The p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  app l ied  t o  ana lys i s  areas ou ts ide  t h e  
NRA and may inc lude  bo th  t imbered and non-timbered areas. 

May be assigned i n  such areas as  key ranges ( w i n t e r  o r  
summer), i d e n t i f i e d  sage grouse s t r u t t i n g  grounds, 
impor tan t  f i s h  spawning areas, fawning and c a l v i n y  areas, 
o r  T and E species hab i ta t .  

On t imbered AA’s, harvest  and c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be 
loca ted ,  designed, and timed t o  ma in ta in  o r  enhance 
h a b i t a t .  

Some t imber  stands may be he ld  beyond normal r o t a t i o n  
ages t o  p rov ide  “ o l d  growth” h a b i t a t .  

L ives tock  graz ing  may be l i m i t e d  o r  excluded t o  enhance 
w i  1 d l  i f  e. 

No new r e c r e a t i o n  development s i t e s  would o r d i n a r i l y  be 
allowed. Dispersed rec rea t i on  would be managed a t  f u l l  
se rv i ce  l e v e l  t o  i nsu re  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  w i l d l i f e  needs. 

Road c losu res  w i l l  be common du r ing  s t ress  seasons f o r  
t h e  f e a t u r e d  species. 

Use o f  f i r e  as a vegeta t ive  man ipu la t ion  t o o l  w i l l  be 
common. 

Moderate Dispersed Recreat ion (Management Emphasis 5 - 
Management I n t e n s i t y  3)  

1. 
t a i n  a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  d ispersed r e c r e a t i o n  oppor tun i t y  i n  
a roaded environment. 

2. C r i t e r i a  and Assumption: 

The p r e s c r i p t i o n  may be app l i ed  t o  any ana lys i s  area 
ou ts ide  t h e  NRA. 

Dispersed types o f  rec rea t i on  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be favored 
over o t h e r  resources. 

Even-aged management w i l l  be commonly used i n  t imbered 
ana lys i s  areas w i t h  openings created by harves t ing  
l i m i t e d  t o  a maximum o f  40 acres. 

C u l t u r a l  t reatments f o r  t imber  w i l l  genera l l y  be l i m i t e d  
t o  one pre-commercial and one commercial e n t r y  p r i o r  t o  
ha rves t  cuts .  

f. 

Ob jec t i ve  - t h i s  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  designed t o  main- 
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Wildlife i s  considered an integral part  of many recre- 
a t ion a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the Forest so habi ta t  improvements 
w i l l  be permitted i f  compatible w i t h  recreation. 

Dispersed recreation will be managed a t  the f u l l  service 
level.  Visual qual i ty  objectives ( V Q O )  will be main- 
tained a t  inventoried standards. ORV use, road closures, 
e tc .  t o  be delineated based on resource protection needs. 

Fire suppression and prevention costs increased t o  
protect the resources under heavy use 1 eve1 s.  

H i g h  Dispersed Recreation (Management Emphasis 5 - 
Management Intensity 4) 

1. 
opportunities f o r  dispersed recreation i n  an undeveloped 
environment. 

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

May be assigned t o  any unroaded analysis area outside the 
NRA. 

Low level recreation f a c i l i t i e s  permitted f o r  user 
enjoyment and convenience. 

No scheduled timber harvest permitted. 

Vegetative manipulation permitted t o  create  o r  maintain 
wi ld l i fe  openings and f o r  enhancement o f  recreation 
ac t iv i t i e s .  
generally l e s s  than 20 acres. 

Recreation opportunities will be i n  the Semi-primitive 
Motorized t o  Primitive ROS classes.  

No new road construction permitted - exis t ing low stan- 
dard roads closed o r  restored t o  natural conditions. 

ORV use permitted on seasonal basis and where resource 
damage will be minimal. Motorized and non-motorized use 
areas delineated on a resource capabili ty basis. 

Fire  commonly used as  a management too l .  Fire  prescrip- 
t ion t o  be based on prevention of conflagration and on 
protection o f  investment. 

Developed Recreation (Management Emphasis 6 - Management 
Intensity 4) 

1. Objective - this prescription i s  designed t o  enable 
the management o f  developed recreation and administrative 
s i t e s  f o r  t h e i r  designed uses and capacity. 

g. 

Objective - this  prescription i s  intended t o  provide 

Man-made openings f o r  above purposes 

h.  
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2. C r i t e r i a  and Assumptions 

The p r e s c r i p t i o n  would on l y  be app l i ed  t o  developed 
r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s .  

No scheduled t imber  harves t  a l lowed - i n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  
removal and o the r  t reatments as needed t o  meet sa fe ty  and 
des ign standards. 

No commercial 1 i ves tock  use permi t ted.  Admin i s t ra t i ve  
and r e c r e a t i o n  s tock use l i m i t e d  t o  des ignated areas. 

Manage s i t e s  a t  f u l l  se rv i ce  l e v e l .  

Area t o  be withdrawn f rom minera l  e n t r y  and from minera ls  
1 easing. 

Transpor ta t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  designed, constructed, and 
mainta ined t o  meet s i t e  ob jec t ives .  
g a t i n g  used t o  a i d  admin i s t ra t i on .  

Aggressive f i r e  c o n t r o l  t o  be used on a l l  i g n i t i o n s .  

No scheduled t imber  harves t  al lowed - i n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  
removal and o t h e r  t reatments as needed t o  meet sa fe ty  and 
des ign standards. 

No commercial l i v e s t o c k  use permi t ted.  
and r e c r e a t i o n  s tock  use l i m i t e d  t o  designated areas. 

T r a f f i c  con t ro l s  and 

Admin is t ra t i ve  

Manage s i t e s  a t  f u l l  se rv i ce  l e v e l .  

Area t o  be withdrawn f rom minera l  e n t r y  and from minera ls  
1 easing. 

Transpor ta t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  designed, const ructed,  and 
mainta ined t o  meet s i t e  ob jec t ives .  
g a t i n g  used t o  a i d  admin i s t ra t i on .  

Aggressive f i r e  c o n t r o l  t o  be used on a l l  i g n i t i o n s .  

Wilderness Moderate (Management Emphasis 7 - Management 
I n t e n s i t y  3) 

1. 
f o r  t h e  management, admin is t ra t ion ,  and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  
roadless areas t h a t  were c l a s s i f i e d  under t h e  Wilderness 
Ac t  o f  1984. 

2. C r i t e r i a  and Assumptions 

Th is  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  assigned t o  those p o r t i o n s  o f  
ana lys i s  areas i nc luded  i n  t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness, as 

T r a f f i c  con t ro l s  and 

i. 

Ob jec t i ve  - t h i s  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i s  designed t o  prov ide 
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c lass i f ied  i n  the Utah Wilderness Act of 1984. 
ment would be under the direction o f  the Wilderness Act, 
FSM 2320, and the High  Uintas Interim Management Plan. 
Area would be unavailable for  timber harvest. 

Livestock u t i l i za t ion  of forage permitted. 

Range improvements permitted f o r  protection of the 
wi 1 derness resource. 

Wildlife habi ta t  manipulation by natural means only ( f i r e  
windthrow, e tc . )  Recreation opportunities will f a l l  in to 
Semi-primitive and Primitive ROS classes .  

No developed recreation s i t e s  allowed. 

Only dead and down materials t o  be used for fuelwood i n  
on-site use. 

Entrance permits or  other types of management tools  may be 
necessary t o  prevent over-use of f r a g i l e  sites. 
quali ty objective t o  be met i s  preservation. 

Establish f i r e  management areas t o  allow some use of f i r e  
as  a management tool t o  reduce fuel loading and t o  
maintain o r  enhance the wilderness resource. 

H i g h  Wilderness (Management Emphasis 7 - Management 
Intensity 4) 

1. Objective - this prescription was or ig ina l ly  de- 
signed t o  provide f o r  the rehabi l i ta t ion ,  protection, and 
management of exis t ing heavy use (over-used) areas i n  the 
High Uintas Wilderness. In the numerous FORPLAN runs f o r  
both benchmarks and a l te rna t ives ,  th i s  prescription never 
came i n t o  solution. 

Assumptions and objectives same as  f o r  Wilderness - 
Moderate 

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

This prescription would be applied only t o  those analysis 
areas w i t h i n  the High Uintas Wilderness t h a t  have a 
history of past  over-use and s i t e  deter iorat ion.  
High Uintas this has occurred i n  limited areas ,  usually 
lake basins. 

Other c r i t e r i a  and assumptions s imilar  t o  i .  above except 
t ha t  some f a c i l i t i e s  would be provided t o  protect the 
wilderness resource, t r a i l  construction would be used t o  
disperse users,  and administrative a c t i v i t i e s  such as  
v i s i to r  contact would be expanded. 

Manage- 

Visual 

In the 
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k.  High  Water Yield (Management Emphasis 8 - Management 
Intensi ty  4) 

1. Objective - t h i s  prescription i s  designed t o  maxi- 
mize water yield while protecting so i l  productivity and 
water qual i ty .  

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions: 

Water y ie ld  augmentation methods f o r  the Ashley will be 
limited t o  vegetative manipulation i n  timber analysis 
areas. 

T h i s  prescription can be applied t o  analysis areas i n  
Canyon, Platow, Soufac, and Alpine (Level 1) areas 
outside the N R A .  
by locat ion,  shape, s i ze ,  and orientation of timber 
harvest uni ts .  

Increased forage ( t r ans i to ry  range) created as  a resu l t  
of timber harvest t o  manipulate water y ie ld  may be 
avai lable  f o r  l ivestock u t i l i za t ion .  

Dispersed recreation opportunities generally i n  the 
Roaded Natural ROS c lass .  

Manage dispersed recreation a t  reduced service levels.  

Visual qual i ty  objectives will generally be reduced t o  
modification o r  maximum modification due t o  harvesting 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

Transportation system design standards and maintenance 
levels  based on protection o f  water quali ty.  

Use of f i r e  as a management tool determined by water 
qual i ty  and soi l  protection needs and by the need t o  
protect any investments i n  water monitoring and yield 
f a c i l  i t i e s .  

Vegetative manipulation would be done 

1 .  Wildlife-Timber (Management Emphasis 9 - Management 
Intensity 3)  

1. 
mize wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  while providing timber 
outputs a t  moderate levels .  

2. Cr i te r ia  and Assumptions 

The prescription can be applied t o  timbered analysis 
areas throughout those portions of the Forest outside the 
NRA. Wildlife habi ta t  d ivers i ty  manipulation will 
generally be accomplished through tiniber harvesting 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

Objective - this  prescription i s  designed t o  opti- 
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Fianage timber stands t o  re ta in  a t  l e a s t  5% of the area i n  
"old-growth" condition throughout the rotation. 

Visual qual i ty  Objectives will generally be met a t  
inventoried levels  b u t  may be reduced i f  needed t o  meet 
the prescription objectives. 

Fuels managed t o  reduce conflagration potent ia l .  
commonly used as a management tool 

Intensity 4) 

1. 
enhance o r  rehabil i t a t e  riparian areas. 

2 .  Cr i te r ia  and Assumption 

The prescription can be assigned only t o  those analysis 
areas tha t  a r e  composed o f  r ipar ian eco-types, outside 
the NRA. 

This prescription builds onto the general r ipar ian 
guidelines tha t  a r e  t o  be applied t o  a l l  analysis areas. 

No scheduled timber harvest ,  vegetative manipulation such 
as timber harvest only done t o  maintain o r  enhance 
riparian qua l i t i es .  

Forage u t i l i za t ion  by livestock b u t  improvements may be 
needed t o  protect r iparian qua l i t i es .  

Non-structural improvements f o r  both l ivestock and 
wi ld l i fe  preferred over s t ruc tura l .  

Developed recreation s i t e s  will generally be precluded 
unless special protection, design and construction 
practices a re  applied. 
tun i t ies  may occur in a l l  ROS classes.  A t  l e a s t  80% of 
f u l l  service level recreation management will be neces- 
sary t o  protect the riparian qua l i t i es .  

Road construction generally excluded; if  roads are  
unavoidable, design and maintain t o  f u l l y  protect water 
qual i ty ,  soi l  productivity, and riparian vegetation. 

ORV use prohibited, except t ha t  seasonal use would be 
permitted when s o i l ,  water, and wi ld l i fe  values would not 
be reduced. All a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be designed t o  meet a t  
l ea s t  a ra t ing of "good" for vegetation, "good" t o  
"excellent" f o r  soi l  condition, and "good" t o  excellent" 
for  stream channel condition (Range Analysis Handbook and 
WRENNS Handbook). 

Fire 

m. Riparian High (Management Emphasis 10 - Management 

Objective - t h i s  prescription i s  designed t o  protect ,  

Dispersed recreation oppor- 
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Fire suppression shall be f a s t ,  thorough, w i t h  a m i n i m u m  cost 
consistent w i t h  land management objectives and w i t h  regard for 
public and f i ref ighter  safety. 

Existing Low (Management Emphasis 11 - Management Intensity 2) 

1. 
current management direction contained i n  u n i t  plans and 
multiple-use plans. 

2. Criteria and Assumptions 

The prescription i s  applicable t o  a l l  analysis areas through-  
o u t  the Forest. 

Commodity production modified for amenity protection. 

On timber analysis areas, traditional tractor/skidder logging 
methods used f o r  a l l  harvesting. Timber cultural practices 
only applied on small percentage of harvested acres. Natural 
regeneration depended on for a l l  regeneration. 

Wildlife habitat diversity would remain stable. 
vegetative manipulation and structural improvements on a low 
investment level basis. 

Developed recreation use i s  h i g h  with management a t  less than 
full  service level over most of the Forest. 

Dispersed recreation use is h i g h  w i t h  management a t  less t h a n  
50% of  full  service level. 

Recreation opportunities fa l l  i n t o  al l  ROS classes. 

Aggressive f i r e  suppression action is taken on a l l  ignitions. 

Special Area (Management Emphasis 12 - Management Intensity 4) 

Note: Research Natural Areas are i n  prescription a. This 
prescription d id  n o t  come i n t o  solution. 

1. 
management direction for those areas identified for  special 
management such as the Sheep Creek Geological Area, Research 
Natural Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, etc. 

2. Criteria and Assumptions: 

This prescription would be applied only t o  analysis areas 
w i t h i n  the identified "special" areas. 

Detailed management direction would be developed on a s i t e  
specific basis. 

n.  

Objective - t h i s  prescription i s  designed t o  depict the 

Some 

0. 

Objective - this prescription is intended to  provide 
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Timber harvest usually precluded b u t  may be used on l imited 
basis t o  meet s i t e  specif ic  needs. 

Livestock use may be precluded or limited f o r  protection of 
the unique character is t ics  of the spec i f ic  area. 

Area may be withdrawn from mineral entry o r  may require s i t e  
spec i f ic  s t ipulat ions f o r  area protection. 

Fire management prescriptions developed t o  meet area objec- 
t ives .  

NRA Timber (Management Emphasis 13 - Management Intensity 4) 

1. 
timber production from the NRA while meeting the i n t e n t  and 
direction of the classif icat ion a c t  (PL90-540). 

2. Cri ter ia  and Assumptions 

T h i s  prescription may be applied t o  any analysis areas w i t h i n  
the NRA t h a t  are  identified as tentat ively su i tab le  f o r  timber 
production. 

Timber stands will generally be managed on an uneven-aged 
basis. 
generally contain two o r  more age classes of t rees .  
spread may be attained by harvesting i n  small units as  opposed 
t o  s ingle  t r ee  removal. 

Rotation ages will be extended and cul tural  treatment en t r i e s  
will be on lengthier cycles then normal. Transitory range 
created as a resu l t  of timber harvesting will  generally be 
assigned t o  wildl i fe  use. 

Livestock u t i l i za t ion  will be permitted when wi ld l i fe  needs 
have been met. 

Dispersed recration opportunities will be i n  the Roaded 
Natural ROS class .  Use will continue a t  h i g h  levels .  Recre- 
ation ac t iv i t i e s  will be managed a t  f u l l  service levels .  

Minerals ac t iv i t i e s  permitted i n  compliance w i t h  Public Law 
90-540. Use s t ipulat ions for  minerals a c t i v i t i e s  will be 
applied as needed t o  protect the recreation resource and 
aesthetics.  

Local roads w i  11 be cl  osed a f t e r  use and a r t e r i  a1 /co l l  ec tor  
roads may be closed seasonally t o  protect f a c i l i t i e s  and 
resource quali ty.  

Fire may be used as a management tool.  
protection of VQO and f a c i l i t i e s .  

p. 

Objective - this prescription is designed t o  optimize 

This i s  interpreted t o  mean tha t  "stands" will 
T h i s  age 

Prescriptions based on 
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q. NRA Forage (Management Emphasis 14 - Management Intensity 4) 
1. Objective - this prescription is designed to manage 
forage producing areas within the NRA. 

2. Criteria and Assumptions 

The prescription may be applied to those analysis areas with 
forage production capability within the NRA. 

On timbered analysis areas assigned to this prescription, 
transitory forage increases resulting from harvest activity 
may be assigned to livestock utilization. 

Range and wildlife improvements permitted if compatible with 
dispersed recreation needs and aesthetics. 

Minerals, transportation systems, and fire management as- 
sumptions would be same basis as in p. above. 

Most other assumptions and criteria would be similar to those 
contained in p. above. 

NRA Wildlife (Management Emphasis 15 - Management Intensity 4) 
1. Objective - this prescription is designed to maintain or 
increase wildlife species diversity and numbers while meeting 
the direction for protection of recreation and visual re- 
sources as noted in Public Law 90-540. 

2. Criteria and Assumptions 

The prescription may be applied to those analysis areas 
identitied as having special or critical wildlife habitat 
capabilities. 

On timbered analysis areas transitory forage increases result- 
ing from harvest activities would be assigned for wildlife 
use. Livestock utilization may be curtailed or precluded to 
enhance or maintain the wildlife resources. Habitat improve- 
ments common, both structural and non-structural. 

ORV travel restrictions may be used to protect wildlife. 

Fire commonly used as a management tool, fire prescriptions 
based on wildlife needs modified to meet VQO and recreation 
criteria. 

Other criteria and assumptions would be similar to those noted 
in prescription p. above. 

NRA Recreation (Management Emphasis 16 - Management Intensity 

r. 

s. 
4) 
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1. 
the opportunities f o r  water oriented recreation within the 
NRA. 

2. Cri te r ia  and Assumptions 

The prescription would be applied t o  those analysis  areas 
adjacent t o  the Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the Green 
River. Commodity production a c t i v i t i e s  precluded. 
Vegetative manipulation would be done only t o  enhance or 
maintain VQO and recreation opportunities. 

Wildlife improvements permitted only if  compatible w i t h  the 
recreation and visual resources. 

Objective - t h i s  prescription is in tended  t o  emphasize 

Developed recreation sites cormon and s 
extensive. 

Manage recreation a t  ful l  service level 

te modification may be 

Area i s  generally withdrawn from minera entry and leasing. 
No surface occupancy s t ipulated i n  areas not withdrawn. 
suppression shal l  be f a s t ,  thorough, w i t h  a m i n i m u m  cost  
consistent w i t h  land management objectives and w i t h  regard f o r  
the public and f i r e f i g h t e r  safety.  

Fire  

More detailed descriptions of each of the above prescr ipt ions may 
be found in the Analysis of the Management Situation on f i l e  a t  the 
Ashley National Forest Supervisor's Office and i n  the Forest Plan 

3 .  Cost Efficiency of Prescriptions: 

Each of the above prescriptions was developed in to  a FORPLAN 
prescription by developing scheduling and output level tab les  t o  
f i t  the standards and guidelines. 
the schedule outputs were a lso based on the standards and guide- 
l ines  f o r  the prescription. The to ta l  FORPLAN prescription was 
allowed t o  come into solution i n  the benchmark and a l t e rna t ive  runs 
against an objective function o f  maximizing present net worth. 

4. 
dards f o r  each of the above prescriptions: 

Costs and benefits  of producing 

The following table  displays a comparison of selected s tan-  
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TABLE B-2 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION COMPARISON 

Timber 
tlarvest System PCT Entries CT Entries Max. Opening 

Recreation VQO 
Prescription ROS Class Service Level 

a .  
b. 

d. 
e. 
f .  

9. 

h .  
i .  
J. 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 
0. 
P. 
9. 
r. 

C.  

5. 

Minimum Level 
Moderate Timber 
High Timber 
High Range 
High Wildlife 
Moderate Dispersed 
Recreation 
High Dispersed 
Recreation 
Developed Recreation 
Wilderness Moderate 
High Wilderness 
H i g h  Water Yield 
Wildlife - Timber 
Riparian High 
Existing Low 
Special Area 
NRA Timber 
NRA Forage 
NRA Wildlife 
NRA Recreation 

A1 1 
RN 
RN 
RN 
Usual11 RN 
R N  

SPM-P 

Rural 
SP-P 
SP-P 
RN 
RN 
A1 1 
A1 1 
A1 1 
R N  
RN 
R N  
RN 

Reduced 
Full 
Full 
Full 
Full 
Full 

Full 

Full 
Full 
Full 
Reduced 
Full 
Reduced 
Reduced 
Full 
F u l l  
Full 
Full 
Full 

As Inventoried 

MM 
Variable 
Variable 
As Inventoried 

As Inventoried 

As Inventoried 
Preservation 
Preservation 

As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 
As Inventoried 

M-MM 

M-MM 

None NA 
Clearcut 1 
Clearcut 2+ 
Clearcut 1 
C l  earcut 1 
Clearcut 1 

None NA 

None NA 
None NA 
None NA 
Clearcut 1 
C1 earcut 1 
None NA 
C1 earcut 0 
Usually Excluded NA 
Uneven Age 1 
Uneven age 1 
Uneven Age 1 
Excluded NA 

NA 
1+ 
2+ 
1+ 
1+ 
1+ 

NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
1+ 
1+ 
NA 
0 
NA 
1 
1 
1 
NA 

NA 
40 a 
40 a 
60 a 
20 a 
40 a 

NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 
Variable 
40 a 
NA 
40 a 
NA 
Variable 
Variable 
Variable 
NA 
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TABLE 8-2 CONTINUED 

b. 

C .  

d. 

e. 

f .  

9. 

h .  
i .  

j. 

k. 

1 .  

m. 

n .  

0. 

P. 

q. 

r. 

5. 

Moderate Timber 

H i g h  Timber 

High Range 

H i g h  Wildlife 

Moderate Dispersed 
Recreation 
High Dispersed 
Recreation 
Developed Recreation 
Wilderness Moderate 

H i g h  Wilderness 

High  Water Yield 

Wildlife - Timber 

Riparian H i g h  

Existing Low 

Special Area 

NRA Timber 

NRA Forage 

NRA Wildlife 

NRA Recreation 

" 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Permi tted 

Permi t ted 

Permitted 

None 
Permitted 

None 

Yes 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Usually 

Permitted 

Yes 

Permitted 

None 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Yes 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

None 
Permitted 

NA 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

excluded 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

None 

Livestock 

Livestock 

Livestock 

Wi 1 dl if  e 

Wildl i fe  

W i  1 dl i fe  

NA 
NA 

NA 

Livestock 

Wi 1 dl i fe  

Wildl ife 

kildl i fe  

NA 

Wi 1 d l  i fe  

Livestock 

Wi 1 dl i fe  

NA 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Permitted 
Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Yes 

Yes 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Permitted 

Yes 

Permitted 

Forage 
Range Increase Wildlife Road Closures Fire Mgmt Strategy 

Prescription Livestock Use Improvement (Transitory) Improvements 
a .  M i n i m u m  Level Tribal O n l v  None NA None Yes Suppression 

A/C Seasonal - Suppression Per& tted 
Local Yes 
A/C Seasonal - Suppression 
Local Yes 
Seasonal for Prescription may 
resource p r o t .  al low containment 
Common d u r i n g  Prescription may 
stress periods allow containment 
Seasonal Usually suppression 

No roads Prescription may 

Administration Tool Suppress1 on 
No roads Prescription may 

No roads Suppression for 

For resource pro- Suppression 
tection 
Common d u r i n g  Usually suppression 
stress periods 
Exclude roads o r  Suppression 
special design 
For resource pro- Suppression 
tection 
Site specific Site specific 
standard prescription 
A / C  seasonal - Usually suppression 
Local Yes 
A/C seasonal - Usually suppression 
Local Yes 
A / C  seasonal - Usually suppression 
Local Yes 
Administrative tool Suppression 

allow confinement 

allow confinement 

man-caused 

Note: 
major objective of the prescriptions. 

The  term "permitted" as used i n  the above table means the activity i s  permitted if  i t  does n o t  conflict w i t h  the 
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E. 

Timber management options and accompanying y ie ld  tab les  were developed 
i n  several stages.  
t ion  of the process t o  be found i n  the Analysis of the Management 
Si tuat ion (AMS) on f i l e  a t  the Ashley National Forest Supervisor’s 
Office. 

Stage 1: 
inventory and 1978 Timber Management Plan f o r  the Ashley. 
timber species were divided into four working  groups.  

Development of Timber Harvest Prescriptions 

These are  l i s t e d  below w i t h  a more detailed descrip- 

E x i s t i n g  yield tables were based on data contained i n  the 1972 
Commercial 

1. 
2. Ponderosa pine 
3. Douglas f i r  
4. Aspen 

Lodgepole - Englemann spruce - sub-alpine f i r .  

Data was not avai lable  f o r  s i t e  index mapping so a generalized break-down 
of s i te  productivity was based on the c r i t e r i a  t h a t  s i t e  index 50 would 
generally be found a t  the elevational extremes; commercial fores t  lands 
below the 8,000 foot  elevation and above 10,000 f e e t .  
lands between the 8,000 and 10,000 foot elevations wwe assigned s i t e  
c l a s s  60. 

Empirical data i s  lacking i n  aspen so y i e lds  were based on professional 
judgement. 

The r e s u l t  of Stage 1 was a s e t  of exis t ing yield tables  as follows: 

The mid-elevation 

LPESAF - S i t e  Class 50 poles 
LPESAF - S i t e  Class 50 mature s i ze  c lasses  
LPESAF - S i t e  Class 60 poles 
LPESAF - S i t e  Class 60 mature s i ze  c lasses  
P P  - S i t e  Class 50 poles 
PP - S i t e  Class 50 - mature s i ze  c lasses  
PP - S i t e  Class 60 - poles 
PP - S i t e  Class 60 - mature s i ze  c lasses  
DF - S i t e  Class 50 - poles 
DF - S i t e  Class 50 - mature s i ze  c lasses  
Aspen - All-mature 

Stage 2: Yield tables  f o r  regenerated stands were developed as follows: 

LPESAF and PP yields  are  based on the RMYLD model (Edminster, 1978) 
cal ibrated t o  Ashley National Forest conditions by use o f  existing 
stand data and on professional judgement. 
numerous runs (approximately 300 f o r  lodgepole and ponderosa pine) 
were made t o  t e s t  the val idi ty  of the model f o r  application t o  
local timber stands and t o  develop a wide range of possible 
s i l v i cu l tu ra l  regimes for  wood f ibe r  production and cost .  

RMYLD model results were adjusted from gross t o  net volumes w i t h  a 
t o t a l  estimated defect of 13% f o r  intermediate harvests and 20% f o r  
regeneration harvests. 

After calibration, 
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Yie lds were a l so  reduced 15% f o r  non-stockable areas based on 
" Y i e l d  D i f f e rence  Between Research P l o t s  and Managed Forests" ,  
David Bruce, Journal  o f  Forest ry ,  January 1977. 

Douglas f ir reyenerated stand y i e l d  t a b l e s  were based on Prognosis 
model r e s u l t s  obtained by Wasatch-Cache Nat ional  Fores t  personnel 
us ing  data fu rn ished by t h e  Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  A f t e r  
c a l i b r a t i o n  t o  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  base data, runs were made 
us ing  s i l v i c u l t u r a l  p resc r ip t i ons  which had g iven t h e  Wasatch 
r e s u l t s  d e p i c t i n g  maximum PNW, maximum cubic  f o o t  volume, and 
maximum board f o o t  volume. 

Ne i the r  o f  t h e  the  above models handles aspen and, as  noted 
e a r l i e r ,  empi r i ca l  growth data i s  l a c k i n g  so regenerated stands 
were assumed t o  represent e x i s t i n g  stands. Data f o r  e x i s t i n g  
stands were obtained from 1972 inven to ry  summaries f o r  t h e  80-100 
yea r  age c lass.  

Stage 3: 
an economic screening t o  se lec t  t h e  best  combinat ion o f  f i b e r  p roduc t ion  
and economic e f f i c i e n c y .  Resul ts were t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  a y i e l d  t a b l e  
maximizing wood f i b e r  product ion which requ i red  severa l  in te rmed ia te  
en t r ies ;  a y i e l d  t a b l e  t h a t  was most economical ly e f f i c i e n t  and had no 
in termediate en t r i es ;  and a y i e l d  t a b l e  t h a t  reduced t h e  economic 
e f f i c i e n c y  b u t  increased y i e l d s  over emp i r i ca l  l e v e l s .  

Resul ts were t h r e e  regenerated y i e l d  tab les  f o r  each s i t e  c lass  i n  each 
species grouping except aspen which, had t h e  s i n g l e  y i e l d  tab le .  

F. 

The process used t o  develop y i e l d  c o e f f i c i e n t s  has been descr ibed i n  
Sect ion I I A 3  and i n  I11 E above. 

The RMYLD model runs f o r  LP, ESAF, and PP were evaluated w i t h  

Development o f  Y i e l d  Tables and C o e f f i c i e n t s  

I V .  ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS 

A. Process and R e l i a b i l i t y  

I n  recent  years,  t h e  Federal Government has become i n c r e a s i n g l y  aware o f  
and committed t o  t h e  economic e f f i c i e n c y  o f  Federal act ions.  The NFMA 
regu la t ions  (36 CFR 219) and ensuing Washington O f f i c e  (WO) and Depart- 
ment o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  d i r e c t i o n  r e f l e c t  t h a t  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice should 
consider economic e f f i c i e n c y  i n  develop ing and choosing between Fores t  
Plan a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

The NFMA regu la t i ons  spec i f y  t h a t  "each a l t e r n a t i v e  s h a l l  represent  t o  
the  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a b l e  t h e  most c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  combination o f  management 
p resc r ip t i ons  examined t h a t  can meet t h e  ob jec t i ves  es tab l i shed  i n  t h e  
a l te rna t ives . "  (36 CFR 219.12 (F)(8) .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  o r  program i s  
sa id  t o  be c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  i f  i t  maximizes present  n e t  value sub jec t  t o  
achiev ing s p e c i f i e d  l e v e l s  o f  ou tpu ts  and inpu ts .  (36 CFR 219.3). 
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Present Net Value (PNV)  i s  a means f o r  measuring economic efficiency 
used i n  Forest Planning. 
the discounted value of priced outputs and costs within the FORPLAN 
model. 

In complying with the above mentioned regulations, this Forest has used 
the following procedure: 

Maximizing PNV i n  FORPLAN. 
outputs i n  FORPLAN a t  an "eff ic ient"  point, given the objectives of the 
a l t e r n a t i v e  as  ref lected i n  the model. 

Using PNV as  one c r i t e r i a  f o r  choosing prescriptions o r  a c t i v i t i e s  not 
incor  orated in the FORPLAN model ( b u t  which have an established benefit  
value!; e.g., campground development, wildl i fe  and f i sh  projects,  etc.  

Using " l eas t  cost"  as  one c r i t e r i a  i n  choosing prescriptions o r  activ- 
ities incorporated i n  the FORPLAN model which do n o t  have an established 
bene f i t  model . 
I t  should be noted t h a t  the Present Net Value ( P N V )  which i s  calculated 
by FORPLAN is b u t  one of a variety of factors  used t o  describe a bench- 
mark or a l te rna t ive .  I t  i s  not possible t o  include a l l  costs  and 
benef i t s  i n  the  calculation of PNV f o r  an alternative.  The reason f o r  
this is due t o  uncertainty related t o  such problems as: 

I t  represents the dollar difference between 

This will provide the levels of priced 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

Not a l l  outputs a re  exp l i c i t l y  valued; e.g., visual qual i ty ,  
protection of threatened and endangered species, e tc .  These 
o u t p u t s  a r e  often constrained t o  a specified level and are 
therefore achieved independent of the PNV calculation. 

Estimation techniques for valuing goods may not be accurate. 

Values f o r  non market goods provided by RPA often r e f l ec t  
national averages which may d i f f e r  significantly w i t h  local 
values. 

Qual i ty  differences between priced non market o u t p u t s  typical- 
l y  a re  not valued expl ic i t ly ;  e.g., congestion d i f f e ren t i a l s  
a r e  often not considered f o r  recreation. 

Demand curves f o r  priced outputs may n o t  be ident i f ied a t  the 
Forest 1 eve1 . 

Gue t o  these uncertaint ies  surrounding the calculation of PNV, i t  should 
be cautioned t h a t  this c r i t e r i a  shouldn't be weighted too heavily in  the 
comparison of a l te rna t ives .  S t i l l  the disccjunted benefits and costs  can 
be used t o  make comparisons between a1 ternatives. 

1. Pricing Estimated i n  FORPLAN 

A l l  priced benefits  were estimated for a l l  benchmarks and alterna- 
t i v e s  covering a 150 year time period. Resource benefit  values i n  
t he  FORPLAN model a re  expressed i n  f i r s t  quarter 1978 dol lars .  
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Once benefits, costs  and PNV a re  calculated,  the GNP implicit  price 
def la tor  index i s  used t o  i n f l a t e  these f igures  t o  f i rs t  quarter ,  
1982 dol 1 ars.  

Resource prices used i n  the FORPLAN data base r e f l e c t  onsi te  values 
f o r  a l l  resources, i.e., the value of the resource on the Forest. 
Benefit values a re  c lass i f ied  a s  market values (timber range, and 
developed recreation) o r  non market values, dispersed recreation, 
increased water y ie ld ,  fuelwood, and wildlife forage. All resource 
values a re  assumed t o  have a horizontal demand curve except for 
recreation. Below are  the values f o r  resources incorporated in to  
the FORPLAN model and a brief summary of their  development. 

a. Timber Benefits 

1. Sawtimber Values 

Sawtimber values were developed t o  r e f l e c t  the market value 
f o r  the f ina l  product minus the production costs  from the 
stump on the Forest t o  the f ina l  product. 

The procedure i n  developing these values involved three d i s t i n c t  
steps. 
prices and costs by species group. 
National Forest and this Forest were combined t o  enable more 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  consistent estimates t o  be made. 
analysis was used t o  estimate stumpage value a s  a function of 
average diameter, haul time, s e l l i n g  pr ice  (LT) , harvest methods 
and other related variables. Average values of the explanatory 
variable a re  substituted i n t o  the regression equation g i v i n g  a 
f ina l  equation: 

In step one, his tor ical  s a l e  data was used t o  estimate 
Sale  data from the Wasatch 

A 1 inear regression 

Yi  = -33.46 + .25 P .  
1 

Y i  = Stumpage value of species i 

Pi = Average se l l i ng  price of the f ina l  product of 
species i 

With  this equation, production costs  were obtained by subtracting 
the stumpage value from the se l l i ng  price. 
below. 

Species $ / MBF A/ $ / MBF B/ 

T h i s  i s  displayed 

Sel l ing Price Stumpage Value Production Costs 
$ / MBF c/ - - - 

LP 265 
ES 272 
AF 265 
PP 308 
OF 300 

32.79 
34.54 

~ 

32.79 
43.54 
41.54 

232.21 
237.46 
232.21 
264.46 
258.46 

A/ Average his tor ical  s a l e  pr ice ,  f i na l  product 
’/ Predicted stumpage value from regression equation 
g’ Selling pr ice  minus stumpage value. 
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Step two invo lved  developing weighted averages f o r  each working 
group i n  t h e  FORPLAN model so t h a t  p r i ces  and cos ts  f o r  each group 
r e f l e c t  ac tua l  species composition. This  i s  d isp layed below: 

Work Group S e l l i n g  P r i c e  $ / MBF Product ion Cost $ / MBF 

LPESAF 266.40 
Ponderosa 308.00 
Douglas F i r  300.00 

233.26 
264.46 
258.46 

Also i n  t h i s  s tep,  weighed average board f o o t  t o  cub ic  f o o t  con- 
vers ions were performed t o  a l l o w  f o r  t h i s  data t o  be used i n  t h e  
FORPLAN model. 
s i o n  can be ob ta ined i n  p lann ing  records. 

Step t h r e e  completes t h e  p r i c e  and cos t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  
sawtimber products.  S e l l i n g  p r i ces  and product ion cos ts  a re  
converted t o  p r i c e s  and cos ts  per  thousand cub ic  f e e t  (MCF) u n i t s .  
The conversion i s  done f o r  two harves t ing  methods: t r a c t o r  l o g g i n g  
and cable logg ing .  The p r i c e s  and costs  f o r  each logg ing  method i s  
d isp layed i n  Table 8-3. The sawtimber values are  t h e  same f o r  t h e  
two harves t ing  methods. 

I n f o r m a t i o n  on the  procedures used f o r  t h i s  conver- 
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TABLE 8-3 

SAWTIMBER VALUES AN0 COST USED IN FORPLAN 
( 1978$/MCF) 

I 

Working Group 
iameter LPESAF PONDEROSA DOUGLAS FIR 
lass Tractor Cable Tractor Cable Tractor Cab1 e 

Value Costl/ Cost2/ Value Costl/ C o s t i l l  Value Costl/ Cost2/ 

7 660.67 578.48 712.40 308.00 264.46 318.46 813.00 700.43 846.77 
8 727.27 636.80 784.22 308.00 264.46 318.46 936.00 806.40 974.88 
9 828.50 725.44 893.38 428.12 367.60 422.66 1137.00 979.56 1184.22 
10 935.06 818.74 1008.28 548.24 470.74 566.86 1338.00 1152.73 1393.57 
11 1118.88 979.69 1206.49 794.64 682.31 821.63 1596.00 1375.01 1662.29 
12 1228.10 1075.33 1327.51 1041.04 893.87 1076.39 1851.00 1594.70 1927.88 
13 1225.44 1073.00 1321.40 1155.00 991.73 1194.23 1842.00 1586.94 1918.5C 
14 1222.78 1070.66 1318.52 1265.88 1086.93 1308.87 1830.00 1576.61 1906.01 
15 1217.45 1066.00 1312.78 1305.92 1121.31 1350.27 1830.00 1576.61 1906.01 
16 1214.78 1063.67 1309.91 1349.04 1158.33 1394.85 1830.00 1576.61 1906.01 ~~ ~~~~. ~ ~~ ~ ~~ .~~ 

17 1209.46 1059.00 1304.16 1370.60 1176.85 1417.15 1806.00 1555.93 1881.01 
18 1204.13 1054.34 1298.42 1419.88 1219.16 1468.10 1782.00 1535.25 1856.01 
19 1201.46 1052.00 1295.54 1441.44 1237.67 1490.39 1776.00 1530.08 1849.76 
20 1198.80 1049.67 1292.67 1463.00 1256.19 1512.69 1770.00 1524.91 1843.51 
21 1190.81 1042.67 1284.05 1469.16 1261.47 1519.05 1765.00 1511.91 1827.85 
22 1182.82 1035.67 1275.43 1475.32 1266.76 1525.42 1737.00 1496.48 1809.14 
23 1177.49 1031.01 1269.69 1493.90 1282.63 1544.53 1719.00 1480.98 1790.4C 
24 1174.82 1028.68 1266.82 1515.36 1301.14 1566.82 1701.00 1465.47 1771.65 

L' Applies t o  commercial f o r e s t  land analysis areas in 1, 4 and 6 of Level 1 
(FORPLAN Model ) 

21 Applies t o  commercial f o r e s t  land analysis areas i n  2, 3 and 5 of Level 1 
(FORPLAN Model ) 

b. Other Roundwood Products and Fuelwood 

Trees 3"-5" dbh = $0.20/tree 
Trees 5"-7" dbh = $0.50/tree 
Fuelwood $2.50/cord 

Demand f o r  these products i s  d i rec t ly  related t o  access ib i l i t y  and 
in those analysis areas which are  n o t  expected t o  be roaded f o r  
sometime, poles and other roundwood products will be assumed t o  be 
i n  excess of demand. 

Due t o  poor sa l e  data of such products, private costs  o f  production 
are  not known. Therefore, actual received stumpage pr ices  a re  used 
and assumed t o  be the net benefi t  for  these products. 

B-35 



Fuelwood will be offered f o r  personal use a t  $2.50 a cord actual 
price received. Commercial fuelwood sales  will be offered on a b i d  
basis. 

c. Range Benefits 

Production of livestock forage on the Ashley National Forest i s  
assumed t o  have no s ign i f i can t  e f fec t  on the price of a u n i t  o f  
grazing and i t  i s  also assumed tha t  a l l  grazing produced on the 
Ashley will be purchased. 
$10.17 which was converted t o  $13.04 per MLBS of forage. 
value i s  assumed constant over the planning period. 

d. Water Benefits 

The value f o r  increased water yield used i n  the FORPLAN model i s  
$5.00/acre foot. 
ment. 
equal t o  the marginal u t i l i t y  of the l a s t  increment of water i n  the 
lowest consumptive use which i s  i r r igat ion.  

The $5.00 per acre foot  value for water has recently been modified 
t o  more nearly r e f l e c t  actual water values. 
water yield have been adjusted i n  t h i s  statement t o  r e f l ec t  more 
r e a l i s t i c  values. 
which i s  applied only t o  those acre f e e t  increases over background 
water yield.  

e. Recreation Benefits 

In FORPLAN, there  a re  three areas f o r  which recreation benefit  
values must be developed. The f i r s t  area i s  Flaming Gorge NRA. 
is divided into a roaded portion (Roaded Natural - RN) and  an  
unroaded portion (Semi-primitive Non Motorized - SPNM). 
area is the proposed wilderness area which i s  c lass i f ied  as un- 
roaded. The l a s t  area is the balance of the Forest which has n o t  
been allocated t o  the previously mentioned areas. The Balance of  
the Forest (BOF) area i s  divided into roaded ( R N )  and unroaded 
(Semi-primitive Motorized - SPM and Non Motorized - SPNh). 

The general procedure f o r  computing benefit values f o r  RVD's is t o  
use his tor ical  data covering a f ive  year period (1976-1980) t o  
estimate the proportion of R V D ' s  i n  each area a t t r ibu tab le  t o  each 
recreational ac t iv i ty .  T h i s  proportion i s  then multiplied by the 
RPA benefit  value per RVD of t h a t  recreational ac t iv i ty .  Summing 
these values gives a to ta l  $/RVD value for  tha t  area. 
the tables  which display the benefit  values developed f o r  each 
area. 

The value of livestock forage per ALP1 i s  
This 

This value i s  derived from the RPA 1980 Assess- 
T h i s  benefit  value is based on the assumption tha t  it i s  

Benefits f o r  increased 

The adjusted value i s  $58.38 per acre foot ,  

I t  

The second 

Below are 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation MRVD's (1976-80) Weights 1980 RPA Rec. Value ($/RVD) 
A c t i v i t i e s  FGNRA SPNM RN SPNM RN $/RVD SPNM RN 
Fish ing  377.4 0 377.4 0 . lo5 17.85 0 1.87 
B ig  Game 32.0 1.0 31.0 .028 .009 25.20 .71 .23 
Small Game 6.6 .2 6.4 .006 .002 26.80 .16 .05 
Upland B i rds  6.6 .2 6.4 .006 .002 27.20 .16 .05 
Waterfowl 6.1 .2 5.9 .005 .002 32.00 .16 .06 
Nonconsumptive 
Wild1 i f e  3.4 .1 3.3 .003 .DO1 29.00 .09 .03 
Devel oped 
Recreat ion 2102.6 0 2102.6 0 .587 3.00 0 1.76 

- Other Rec. 1081.9 34.5 1047.4 .952 .293 3.00 2.86 .88 

I I TOTAL 3616.6 36.2 3580.4 1.000 1.000 $4.13 $4.93 

Column 2 Consists o f  t o t a l  MRVD's i n  FGNRA and RVD's a l l o c a t e d  t o  each ROS 
c lass  

Column 3 Consis t  o f  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  each a c t i v i t y  compris ing t o t a l  
rec rea t i on  i n  t h e  SPNM and RN c lass  o f  t h e  FGNRA. They a r e  de r i ved  
by d i v i d i n g  t h e  RVD's o f  each Rec. a c t i v i t y  by t o t a l  RVD's f o r  each 
ROS c lass.  Example: B i g  Game Weight = 1.0 MRVD f 36.2 MRVDs = .028 

Column 5 Gives t h e  weighted rec rea t i on  value f o r  each ROS c lass  

- 
- 

TABLE 6-5 
BENEFIT VALUES FOR WILDERNESS 

I i 

1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation 1980 RPA Rec. Value 

F i sh ing  173.1 .160 17.85 2.86 
B i g  Game 35.8 .033 25.20 .83 
Small Game 1.4 .001 26.80 .03 
Nonconsumptive 
W i l d l i f e  31.3 .129 29.00 .84 
Wilderness 842.7 .777 8.00 6.22 

. A c t i v i t i e s  MRVD's (1976-80) Weights $/RVD 

I TOTAL 1084.3 1.000 $10.78 I 
Column 3 f i g u r e s  were developed by same method as above t a b l e  
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TABLE B-6 
BENEFIT VALUES FOR BALANCE OF FOREST - SPNM, SPM, RN ROS CLASSES 

1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation MRVD’s Weights 1980 RPA Rec. Value ($/RVD) 
Ac t iv i t i e s  > / R V  SPM&SPNM RN 
F i s h i n g  220.1 127.8 92.3 .203 .050 17.85 3.62 .90 s- B i g  Game 
Small Game 5.9 3.1 2.8 .005 .002 26.80 .13 .05 
Upland Birds 9.8 5.7 4.1 .009 .002 27.20 .24 .05 
2- Waterfowl 5.2 3.1 .16 . 3  

Monconsumpti ve 
. Wildlife 11.5 6.9 4.6 .011 .003 29.00 .32 .08 

Developed 
Recreation 1387.0 0 1387.0 0 .758 3.00 0 2.27 
Other 570.5 331.9 238.6 .527 .138 3.00 1.58 .39 

TOTAL 2469.5 629.7 1839.9 1.000 1.000 $12.10 $5.26 

Column 3 f igures  were developed from same methodology as i n  Table 8-4. 

TABLE B-7 

SUMMARY OF RECREATION BENEFIT VALUES 

Weighted Value 

FGNRA - RN 4.93 4.3 21.20 

FGNRA - SPNM 4.13 1.4 5.78 

Wilderness 10.78 .8 8.62 

Balance of Forest - RN 5.26 .7 3.68 

Balance of Forest SPM and SPNM 12.10 .4 4.84 

Area $/RVD RVD/Acres $/Acre 

f .  Wildlr’fe Forage Benefits 

In the production of forage on this  Forest there  a re  basically two 
benefits .  One is the benefit  received from livestock use and the 
other  benefit  is  assumed t o  be from wi ld l i fe  use. The benefi t  
value f o r  wildll’fe forage is  derived from the net value fo r  
l ivestock forage which  i s  $8.19. The to ta l  value f o r  wi ld l i fe  
forage is estimated t o  be $8.80. 
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The use o f  n e t  l i v e s t o c k  forage value as a n e t  w i l d l i f e  fo rage 
value i s  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  s ince we a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  
assign forage t o  w i l d l i f e  use, i t  has a t  l e a s t  a va lue equal t o  
what i t  cou ld  be "so ld"  f o r  as l i v e s t o c k  forage. 

B. Cost Estimates Used i n  FORPLAN 

A l l  costs  were est imated f o r  t h e  150 year  p lanning pe r iod  f o r  a l l  
benchmarks and a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Th is  sec t i on  discusses how cos ts  were 
developed and used i n  t h e  FORPLAN model. 

1. Cost Development Process 

Costs were developed by Fores t  personnel i n  con junc t ion  w i t h  
developing standards and gu ide l  ines f o r  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  
The costs  were based on h i s t o r i c  data and pro fess iona l  judgement, 
and approximate t h e  minimum funds needed t o  achieve t h e  standards 
and guide l  ines  i n  t h e  management p resc r ip t i ons .  
used i n  developing f e a s i b l e  and c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  

Costs dependent on 1 and a l l o c a t i o n  and t imber  ha rves t  schedule were 
modeled i n  FORPLAN by e n t e r i n g  them i n  t h e  economic tab les .  
s e t t i n g  t h e  FORPLAN o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  t o  maximize PNV, t h e  
c o s t - e f f i c i e n t  l e v e l  of agency expendi tures f o r  each a l l o c a t i o n  was 
est imated f o r  150 years.  
t h e  FORPLAN model d e a l t  wi th f i x e d  costs. 

2 .  Cost Categor ies 

F ixed Fores t  Serv ice  costs  a re  t h e  minimum expendi tures necessary 
t o  ensure p u b l i c  sa fe ty ,  serv ice,  and environmental p ro tec t i on .  
These cos ts  were developed f rom past  budget data, d iscounted over  
150 years us ing  INVEST I11 program and then added t o  t h e  FORPLAN 
discounted costs  under 4% and 7% ra tes.  The f i x e d  cos ts  est imates 
do n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  vary between a l t e r n a t i v e s  and do n o t  a f f e c t  
l and  management dec is ions.  

Var iab le  cos ts  vary w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l l e d  ou tpu t  l e v e l  s p e c i f i e d  i n  
each benchmark o r  a l t e r n a t i v e .  They inc lude c a p i t a l  investments 
( t h e  costs  o f  c r e a t i n g  o r  enhancing c a p i t a l  assets over t ime) ,  
p lanning and inventory ,  and operat ions costs  ( i n c l u d i n g  annual 
costs  o f  admin i s t ra t i on ,  management, and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  
resources and c a p i t a l  assets).  
necessary t o  meet minimum management requirements which a r e  i n  t h e  
standards and gu ide l  ines  o f  planned a c t i v i t i e s .  

3. Cost Increases 

None o f  t h e  bas i c  u n i t  costs  a re  expected t o  increase above i n -  
f l a t i o n  over time. 
i t i e s  w i l l  increase through t ime as more expensive management 
a c t i v i t i e s  a re  schedule. 
s t r u c t i o n  cos t  increases i n  t h e  f i r s t  few decades as t h e  more 
rugged land  classes a r e  accessed. 

Cost data were 

By 

The on ly  cos t  est imate n o t  i nc luded  i n  

Var iab le  costs  i nc lude  t h e  cos ts  

However, t h e  average u n i t  cos ts  o f  many a c t i v -  

For  example, t h e  average road con- 
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4. 

Costs a r e  associated w i t h  each resource o u t p u t  f o r  timber, range, 
recreation, w i ld l i f e  forage, water and fuelwood. 

Calculating present net value by individual resource may be 
misleading because the costs include expenditures required t o  
produce, enhance, o r  mitigate more than one resource. 
forage improvement costs  contain some costs  t h a t  a r e  a t t r ibuted t o  
wi ld l i fe  management. These costs are  included under the livestock 
forage category. T h u s ,  the costs by resource output do n o t  always 
have a d i r e c t  re la t ionship w i t h  the benef i t s  by resource. 

Below, costs  a r e  displayed f o r  each resource i n  Table 8-8. 
timber resource there  i s  a more de ta i led  display of costs  and 
benefits  which were included i n t o  the FORPLAN model i n  Table B-3. 

FORPLAN Cost Data by Resource 

For example, 

For the 

TABLE B-8 

FORPLAN COST DATA BY RESOURCE 

Resource 

Timber 

o u t p u t  

Road Costs 
S i t e  Prep 
Cultural Treatment 

Nonstocked 
Other 

Sale Prep 
E x i s t i n g  
Regeneration 

Logging (includes 1 oca1 roads) 
E x i s t i n g  
Regeneration 

Cost/Uni t 
(1978 $1 

133 - 200/AC 
31 - 67/AC 

175/AC 
112 - 127/AC 

2.42-79.00/MCF 
2.42-79.00/MCF 

318 -1918/MCF 
264 -1918/MCF 

Fuelwood 2.42/MCF 

Wildlife Forage 
Wildlife Investments 

.61/MLBS 
9/AC 

Recreation 
General .26-1.70/RVD/YR 
Maintenance, Construction and Investments 0 - 968 M/YR 

Range (Livestock Forage) 
Allotment Management 
Forage Improvement 

4.85/MLBS 
9-50/AC 

Water (sediment monitoring costs included) .19/AC FT 
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C. Demand Assumptions 

Demand for all resources except recreation were considered to be 
constantly elastic in order to develop the FORPLAN model. 
assumes that price does not vary with changes in output levels 
(horizontal demand curve). 
was used for recreation and wildlife/fish user days. The 
methodology used to estimate the demand curves is one where price 
is assumed t o  be constant up to the projected use level and zero 
for output levels beyond. 
the FORPLAN model was constrained to projected use levels which 
were tied to population growth rates in the states of Utah and 
Wyoming. 

This 

The only downward sloping demand curve 

Recreation production (RVD and WFUD) in 

0. Trend Assumptions 

It is assumed for this analysis that real prices and costs remain 
constant over the planning period. Inflation was not included in 
the discount rates, benefits, and costs due to the difficulty of 
estimating future inflation rates and because inflation would 
equally affect both costs and prices. 

E. Interest Rate (Discounting) Assumptions 

Two discount rates representing the cost of money over time were 
used in the FORPLAN model. 
in land and resource management, a 4 percent real discount rate is 
used. 
is used on all benchmarks and alternatives. This was done to 
determine the sensitivity o f  a1 ternatives, particularly the pre- 
ferred alternative to variations in the discount rate. 

For evaluation of long term investments 

A 7-1/8 percent rate, which is consistent with the 1980 RPA, 

V. SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Introduction 

Forest Service land management activities affect local, regional, and 
national economies in two ways. First, the Forest Service purchases 
goods and services from the local or regional economy in order to 
conduct National Forest management activities. In turn, the flow o f  
forest resource outputs from these management activities influence 
market transactions at the local, regional, and national levels. This 
relationship between the Forest and local or regional economies affects 
employment, income, and state and local government revenues. These 
economic impacts further affect the social well being of people in the 
impact area. 

The Forest Service has been directed by Congress to estimate the social 
effects of different Forest management alternatives under NFMA (36 CFR 
219.5(g)) and NEPA (40 CFR 1508.14). 

This analysis using a regional input/output model will estimate changes 
in employment, income, and population brought on by different forest 
management alternatives. The analysis will also look into whether these 
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economic changes a f f e c t  s o c i a l  va r iab les  such as l i f e s t y l e s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  
be l i e f s ,  and values, s o c i a l  o rgan iza t ions  and popu la t ion  and land use 
w i t h i n  t h e  impact area. 

Determinat ion o f  Impact Area (ZOI) 

I t  was determined f rom t h e  Socio-Economic Overview i n  the  Fores t ' s  
AMS document what t h e  pr imary  Zone o f  In f luence would be f o r  t h e  
Ashley Nat iona l  Forest .  Th is  Zone of In f luence (ZOI) cons is ts  o f  
Daggett, Duchesne, and U in tah  Counties i n  Utah and Sweetwater 
County i n  Wyoming. Th is  f o u r  county area was designated as t h e  
Pr imary Zone o f  I n f l u e n c e  n o t  j u s t  because the  l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  
Nat iona l  Fores t  l i e s  w i t h i n  these county boundaries b u t  a lso  
because they would rece ive  t h e  d i r e c t  impacts f rom Nat ional  Fores t  
management a c t i v i t i e s  and outputs.  There are  two o the r  reasons f o r  
t h i s  d e l i n e a t i o n  o f  t h e  impact area (ZOI). One was t o  make t h e  
IMPLAN ( Input /Output )  models as simple as poss ib le  w i thout  sac- 
r i f i c i n g  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  ana lys is .  Second, most o f  the  Ashley 
Nat iona l  Fores t  i s  conta ined w i t h i n  these f o u r  count ies.  

Up u n t i l  t h e  1950's, t h e  l o c a l  economies f o r  U in tah  and Duchesne 
Count ies were based on fa rming  and l i v e s t o c k  grazing. Since t h a t  
t ime  t h e r e  has been a v a s t  expansion i n  popu la t ion  due t o  the  
increased a c t i v i t y  i n  energy development and t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  
t h e  Centra l  Utah P ro jec t .  The major popu la t ion  centers  i n  Uintah 
County a r e  Vernal, Maeser, Jensen, Naples and Ashley Val ley.  For 
Duchesne County, t h e  popu la t i on  centers a re  Roosevel t, Duchesne, 
Ft .  Duchesne, Altamont and Myton. 

Sweetwater County, Wyoming, has undergone change s i m i l a r  t o  U in tah  
County. I n i t i a l l y ,  t h e  area had a s t rong a g r i c u l t u r a l  economy 
u n t i l  t h e  establ ishment  o f  t h e  t ranscon t inen ta l  r a i l r o a d .  This  
increased t h e  popu la t i on  and economic a c t i v i t y .  
t h e  area grew s i g n i f i c a n t l y  due t o  mineral  and energy development. 

Daggett  County i s  most ly  r u r a l  and spare ly  populated. There i s  
l i t t l e  evidence t h a t  t h i s  would change, due t o  a l a c k  o f  i n d u s t r i a l  
development i n  t h e  area. 

B. Economic Impact Model 

A f t e r  the  1950's 

1. I n t r o d u c t i o n :  

An input /ou tpu t  economic model (IMPLAN) was developed and used i n  
response t o  severa l  o f  t h e  36 CFR 219 regu la t i ons  dea l ing  w i t h  
socio-economic impact ana lys is .  

IMPLAN uses economic i npu t /ou tpu t  ana lys i s  t o  develop i n t e r i n d u s t r y  
models t h a t  a s s i s t  i n  es t ima t ion  of l o c a l  o r  reg iona l  impacts f rom 
var ious  land management programs. 

Economic input /ou tpu t  ( I / O )  ana lys is  i s  w ide l y  accepted as a 
procedure f o r  desc r ib ing  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  interdependencies o f  
reg iona l  economies o r  impact areas. It a l s o  serves as a sho r t  term 

8-42 



p r e d i c t i v e  model f o r  eva lua t ing  t h e  e f f e c t s  of s h i f t s  i n  exogenous 
demand (changes i n  Forest  outputs  and a c t i v i t i e s )  on reg iona l  o r  
l o c a l  economies. 

I/O ana lys is  is based upon t h e  interdependence o f  p roduc t ion  and 
consumption sectors  i n  t h e  impact area. I n d u s t r i e s  must purchase 
imports f rom o the r  i ndus t r i es ,  as w e l l  as pr imary sources l i k e  
na tura l  resources, f o r  use i n  t h e  produc t ion  o f  outputs  which a r e  
so ld  e i t h e r  t o  o the r  i n d u s t r i e s  o r  t o  f i n a l  consumers. These f l ows  
o f  i npu ts  and outputs are t raced  t o  show l i nkages  between t h e  
i n d u s t r i e s  composing a reg iona l  o r  l o c a l  economy. An inpu t /ou tpu t  
ma t r i x  descr ib ing  these l inkages  can be transformed i n t o  a system 
o f  simultaneous equations which permi ts  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  o f  economic 
e f f e c t s  t h a t  would r e s u l t  form a change i n  exogenous demand (Fores t  
outputs  or  a c t i v i t i e s ) .  The use o f  these simultaneous equat ions 
can i n d i c a t e  changes i n  employment, income, and popu la t i on  i n  t h e  
impact area. 

Input/Output ana lys is  i s  based on a number o f  assumptions t h a t  
l i m i t  t h e  accuracy o f  p ro jec t ions .  
ed are  r e l a t i v e  i n d i c a t o r s  r a t h e r  than abso lu te  p ro jec t i ons .  

2. IMPLAN Data Base 

The data base f o r  t h e  IMPLAN model cons i s t s  o f  two major  pa r t s :  
a na t iona l  l e v e l  technology m a t r i x  and 2) est imates o f  s e c t o r i a l  
(466 sectors)  a c t i v i t y  f o r  f i n a l  demand, f i n a l  payments, gross 
output, and employment on a county by county bas is .  

The na t i ona l  technology m a t r i x  denotes s e c t o r i a l  p roduc t ion  
func t i ons  which are  used t o  es t imate  l o c a l  purchases and sa les.  
This  m a t r i x  i s  based on a 1972 Comerce Department I10 model 
converted t o  an i ndus t r y  by i n d u s t r y  bas i s  and updated t o  1977 by 
r e l a t i v e  p r i c e  changes and RAS procedure. 

1977 est imates o f  the  466 i n d u s t r i a l  sec tors  on a s t a t e  and courity 
l e v e l  was developed by Engineer ing Economics Associates o f  
Berkeley, C a l i f o r n i a .  

By us ing the  na t iona l  technology m a t r i x  and t h e  est imates o f  
s e c t o r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  on a county by county bas is ,  more l o c a l i z e d  
product ion func t ions  are developed t o  est imate l o c a l  purchases and 
sales. 

3. 

For the  purpose o f  performing t h e  economic impact ana lys i s  on t h e  
i d e n t i f i e d  Primary Zone o f  I n f l u e n c e  (ZOI), i t  was necessary t o  
develop th ree  sub models f rom t h e  IMPLAN model. Th is  would a l l o w  
f o r  l o c a l i z e d  p ro jec t i ons  o f  employment, income and PO u l a t i o n  brought  on by 
changes i n  Forest  outputs  and a c t i v i t i e s  ( f i n a l  demand P . 

Therefore,  t h e  numbers present-  

1) 

Impact Area Models Der ived f rom IMPLAN 
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The f i r s t  sub-model (ASH) was developed f o r  Daggett County, Utah. 
I t  was fe l t  t ha t  t h i s  county's economy was more dependent upon the 
Forest ' s  outputs, par t icular ly  recreation, due t o  the presence of a 
National Recreation Area. By constructing a separate model f o r  
this county, i t  was believed t h a t  this hypothesis would be proven. 

I t  was not necessary t o  modify the data w i t h i n  the REGION and ALTER 
programs nor aggregate industr ies  in the SMASH program f o r  t h i s  sub 
model. 

The second s u b  model (M04) was constructed f o r  Sweetwater County, 
Wyoming. 
d ivers i f ied ,  changes i n  the Forest ' s  output and ac t iv i t i e s  would 
not s ignif icant ly  impact the area. 
county were combined w i t h  the Daggett model, the resu l t s  of the 
analysis would be dis tor ted.  
t o  aggregate some s imilar  industr ia l  sectors  i n  order tha t  there be 
a c l ea re r  understanding of impacts on the local economy. The SMASH 
program for IMPLAN aggregated seventy-eight industrial  sectors t o  
f i f ty - f ive .  
modified for t h i s  sub model. 

The t h i r d  s u b  model (M03) was constructed f o r  Duchesne and Uintah 
Counties, Utah. 
t o  make the IMPLAN s u b  models as  simple as  possible without sac- 
r i f i c ing  the qual i ty  of the analysis.  
contained within these two counties. 
i n  the Forest ' s  o u t p u t s  would not s ignif icant ly  impact the local 
economy. The SMASH program was used f o r  t h i s  sub model t o  aggre- 
gate seventy-five industr ia l  sec tors  in to  f i f t y .  The data from the 
REGION and ALTER programs were not modified f o r  t h i s  sub  model. 

I t  was believed t h a t  because this county's economy is so 

Also, i t  was f e l t  tha t  i f  t h i s  

For this sub model, i t  was necessary 

Data w i t h i n  the REGION o r  ALTER programs were not 

There were two reasons why this was done. One was 

Second most of the Forest is 
I t  was believed tha t  changes 

C. Final Demand Expenditures 

The 1/0 model t r ans l a t e s  Forest outputs and ac t iv i t i e s  i n t o  
employment and income impacts. An intermediate s tep  is  the 
t ranslat ion of outputs into f ina l  demand dollhrs.  Final demand 
expenditures represent consumer's willingness t o  pay f o r  finished 
goods derived from Forest outputs. Final demand expenditure data 
were estimated f o r  those industr ia l  sectors  which would be direct ly  
affected by a change i n  a Forest output or act ivi ty .  

For the IMPLAN sub models, expenditure data were developed f o r  f ive 
outputs produced on this Forest. These G u t p u t s  are Forage, Timber, 
Developed Recreation, Dispersed Recreation, and Forest Service expendi- 
tures .  The f ina l  demand expenditures a re  based on dol lars  per unit 
of Forest output which are  linked t o  those industrial  sectors where 
the d i r ec t  expenditure takes place. Information on the development 
of f ina l  demand expenditures i s  contained i n  planning records. 
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1. 

Table B-9 displays the overall impacts on population, employment, 
income, and s ta te  and local expenditures and revenues. 
natives B thru I and the two benchmarks, the IMPLAN estimates are 
based on the difference i n  Forest outputs from Alternative A - 
Current Management. For Alternative A ,  the estimates are based on 
differences from outputs i n  1977. 
comparison of alternatives t o  the Current Management for  the f i r s t  
decade, 

Estimated Impacts on the Primary Zone of Influence 

For Alter- 

T h i s  procedure allows for  the 

A1 t e r n a t i v e s  1990 
8 C D E F G H I MAX MIN 

PNV LEVEL A 11 
Populat,on 512 501 190 94 265 -530 -189 365 108 521 -895 
T o t a l  Employinent 134 125 49 66 133 43 91 28 134 - 

PROJECTED POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, INCOME, AND STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
EXPENDITURES IMPACTS WITHIN THE ZONE OF INFLUENCE. 

PROJECTLONS ARE BASED ON DIFFERENCES FRMl ALTERNATIVE A - CURRENT MANAGEMENT) 

" 
(SMM 1982) 2 631 2.589 1.327 .543 1 435 -2.944 -1.334 .655 655 2.750 - 6.557 

S t a t e  and Local  (rovernment 
Expendi tures and Revenues 011 .011 .004 .001 .006 -.011 - . O M  .008 .003 .011 - 020 

(SMM 1982) L' 007 007 003 .OD1 .004 - 008 -.003 .006 .001 007 - 014 

i n o r i t v  Employment 15 14 5 3 7 - 1 5  - 5 10 3 15 - 25 
nta1 I"?"",. 

1995 
A1 t e r n a t i v e  
A 8 C 0 E F G li I NAX MIN 

PNV LEVEL u 
P o p u l a t m  909 364 147 176 252 -615 -400 44 54 385 -1726 > T o t a l  mployment 229 93 1 6 -157 -1 0 1 15 9 

M i n o r i t y  Employment 25 10 4 5 7 - 17 - I1 1 1 11 -46 
T o t a l  Income 

(SMM 1982) 4.626 1 826 1 278 1.163 1.572 -3.094 -2 534 .E37 528 2 274 -10.32 
S t a t e  and Local  Government 
t x p e n d i t u r e s  and Revenues 21 .020 008 .003 .004 006 - 014 -.OW 0 001 038 -.008 

L' A l t e r n a t i v e  A p r o J e c t i o n s  a r e  based on d i f f e r e n c e s  from the IMPLAN 1977 d a t a  bare.  

.om -.ma ($MM 1982) - .014 .OD6 .001 ,003 004 - DO8 -.OD6 0 0 

These p r o j e c t i o n s  do n o t  i n c l u d e  revenues rece7ved under 25% fund. 

Note t h a t  t h e  I n p u t I O u t p u t  model was n o t  r e r u n  t o  geneate p o p u l a t i o n ,  employment, and income projections f o r  
A l t e r n a t l v e  J 
A l t e r n a t i v e  J would  have impacts between A l t e r n a t i v e ' s  D and I and wou ld  p r o b a b l y  be  c l o s e  t o  A l t e r n a t i v e  E I "  o v e r a l l  
e f f e c t  

However, a c o m p a n s i a n  o f  t h e  o u t p u t  l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  maJor resources  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
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TABLE B-10 

Energy: 2000 Projections, Sweetwater Projections and 
IMPLAN Projections 

Sweetwater County 
Land Use Projections 5’ Projections 

High and Low IMPLAN 

Population Employment 
3/ Energy: 2000 

Medium Scenario - 

Population Employment Population Employment High* Low* High* Low* 

1980 2’ 33,894 12,430 41,723 21,736 --- --- --- --- 
1990 66,745 27,751 61,102 27,450 +521 -895 +134 -227 

1995 60,888 23,637 N/A N/A +909 -1726 +229 -422 

* High and Low IMPLAN projections were estimated from the Max PNV (Assigned) 
Benchmark and the Minimum Level Benchmark. For 1995 IMPLAN projections, 
estimates were obtained from Alternative A - Current Program (High projec- 
t i on )  and Minimum Level Benchmark (Low Projections).  

Energy: 
the S ta t e  Coordinator, Utah, November 1980. 

Sweetwater Land Use and Housing Projections, THK Associates, December 1979 

2000, the Impacts of Energy Development i n  Eastern Utah, Office o f  

2’ 1980 U.S. Census. 

Table B-10 displays the  to ta l  population and employment estimates f o r  
1990 and 1995 from two other socio-economic s tudies  which focus on the 
approximate area of the Primary Zone of Influence. 
contains IMPLAN h i g h  and low projections which are  based on different  
management scenarios from the Current Management Alternative. 

In estimating the s ign i f icant  impact of various Forest Management 
Alternatives and Benchmarks on the Primary Zone of Influence, it was 
decided t o  use the highest and lowest IMPLAN projections. For 1990, 
these projections show an increase i n  population and employment of 521 
people and 134 jobs. 
227 jobs. The potential impact on population and employment using the 
Energy:2000 and Sweetwater County, Wyoming estimates is  less  than a 1% 
increase o r  decrease i n  to ta l  population o r  employment. 
only the Energy:2000 estimates,  the potential impact i s  l e s s  than a 3% 
increase o r  decrease i n  to ta l  population o r  employment. I f  population 
and employment estimates for Sweetwater County were added t o  the calcu- 
l a t ion ,  the potential impacts would s ignif icant ly  be l e s s  than 3%. 

I t  was concluded d f t e r  reviewing a l l  the IMPLAN projections for  the 
Alternatives and Benchmarks t h a t  there would be no s ignif icant  impact on 
the overall economy w i t h i n  the  Primary Zone of Influence. I t  should be 
noted tha t  this conclusion may not be t rue for localized economies tha t  
a r e  s ignif icant ly  dependent on Forest Resources. 

This Table also 

The  low projection shows a loss  of 895 people and 

For 1995, u s i n g  
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2. Social Impact Analysis 

Social impact analysis estimates how Forest policies and actions a f f e c t  
the quality of l i f e  in the ident i f ied area. Future social conditions if  
current management were continued were compared w i t h  the  potential  
impacts from other management a1 ternatives.  

Social impacts were measured by social variable such as l i f e s t y l e s ,  
a t t i tudes,  bel iefs  and values, social organizations, and population and 
land use. 

I t  was observed t h a t  Alternative A ,  Current Management Alternative would 
have l i t t l e  impact on these variables within the ident i f ied area. T h i s  
i s  particularly t rue  due t o  impact of energy development t h a t  i s  s t i l l  
proceeding i n  most of the impact area. 

a. Lifestyles 

I t  does n o t  appear t ha t  any of the al ternat ives  would s igni f icant ly  
impact the s t a b i l i t y  of l i f e s t y l e s  i n  comparison t o  the Current 
Management A1 ternat ive.  Some a1 ternatives such as  the commodity 
oriented ones as  Proposed Action (Alt. B ) ,  1980 RPA Program (Alt. 
E ) ,  High Productivity (Alt. H ) ,  and Accelerated Harvest (Alt .  I )  
would be beneficial t o  timber and grazing in t e re s t s  and fuelwood 
gatherers. Those a1 ternatives w i t h  1 imited budgets, A1 ternat ives  F 
and G appear t o  have a greater  potential t o  impact this social  
variable i n  comparison t o  the current management a1 ternat ive.  

b. Attitudes, Beliefs and Values 

In comparing the al ternat ives  t o  the current management i n  regard 
t o  this social  variable,  Current Budget ( A l t .  F )  and Reduced Budget 
(Alt. G )  have the greater  potential f o r  negative impacts. 
remaining a l te rna t ives  do not appear t o  be s ign i f icant  either 
positively o r  negatively i n  regard t o  impacting an individual ' s  
sense of freedom, se l f  sufficiency, and cer ta inty o r  uncertainty 
w i t h  the Forest resources. 

c. Social Organization 

I t  does not appear t ha t  any of the al ternat ives  would s igni f icant ly  
e f f ec t  community cohesion except possibly Current Budget ( A l t .  F) 
and Reduced Budgets ( A l t .  G )  on some communities. 

Community s t a b i l i t y  could be disrupted by the above mentioned 
a1 ternatives.  

d .  Population and Land Use 

There would be l i t t l e  t o  no impact on this variable by any of the 
al ternat ives .  
related by energy o r  mineral development which would occur off the 
Forest. 

The 

Any ef fec ts  on population and land use would be 
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Under current  management, this Forest has l i t t l e  impact 
on loca l ,  regional,  o r  national needs except f o r  the 
poss ib i l i ty  of providing recreation. The local economies 
and social  s t ruc tures  w i t h i n  the Primary Zone of Influence 
are  more influenced by the current or planned energy 
development. In regard t o  recreation, the a l te rna t ives  
vary i n  this output from 2% t o  15% and i t  is d i f f i c u l t  a t  
t h i s  time t o  determine how significant this variance 
would be on the social  variables. 
believed t h a t  any change from current management would 
create  concerns by some individuals o r  groups. S t i l l ,  i t  
is  doubtful t h a t  any of the al ternat ives  would s ign i f i -  
cantly impact t he  local economies o r  the social  s t ructure  
w i t h i n  the  Primary Zone of Influence. 

I t  i s  generally 

IV. ANALYSIS PRIOR TO ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

A. Introduction 

The Analysis of the Management Situation (AMs) was the major analysis 
s tep  pr ior  t o  b e g i n n i n g  the development of management a l ternat ives .  
summary, the AMS provided the parameters f o r  formulating a broad range 
of a1 ternat ives  by: 

In 

1. Examining the Forest ' s  capability of providing goods and 
services  i n  a s e r i e s  of "Benchmarks", o r  minimum-maximum 
d i s p l  ays ; 

Projecting the demands f o r  goods and services;  

Analyzing the potential t o  resolve issues and concerns; and 

Determining the need t o  change management direct ion.  

2. 

3. 

4. 

The resu l t s  of the AMS form the "sideboards" o r  framework w i t h i n  which 
viable a l te rna t ives  can be formulated. 

B. M i n i m u m  Management Requirements (MMR) 

Minimum management requirements are defined i n  the  NFMA Regulations 
(36CFR219.27). A summary l i s t i n g  of these M M R ' s  follows: 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

Conserve s o i l  and water resource productivity. 
Minimize hazards from natural physical forces such as f ire and 
flood. 
Prevent o r  reduce hazards and damage from pest organisms. 
Protect  r ipar ian areas. 
Maintain o r  enhance plant and animal divers i ty .  
Provide f i s h  and wildl i fe  habitat needed t o  maintain viable 
populations. 
Protect threatened and endangered species habitat .  
Provide f o r  transportation and u t i 1  i t y  corridors.  
Develop road design and construction guidelines and standards. 
Provide f o r  revegetation of temporary roads. 
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11. Maintain a i r  quali ty.  
12. Assure tha t  harvested lands can be adequately re-stocked 

within 5 years. 
13. L i m i t  harvest openings t o  40 acres maximum. 
14. Adhere t o  multiple use and environmental protection laws 

(Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969). 

Several methods were used t o  meet the above l i s t i n g  of minimum manage- 
ment requirements (MMR) .  These include: 

- 
- Development of standards and guidelines f o r  each prescription; 

Development of a variety of prescriptions f o r  each analysis 
area so a range of management options was avai lable;  

of analysis areas t o  l imi t  access, s e t  scheduled output 
levels ,  or  t o  assign spec i f ic  prescriptions.  

- Applying FORPLAN modeling constraints  f o r  individual o r  groups 

1. Modeling Constraints 

Very few modeling constraints  were used by the Ashley i n  meeting 
MMR. T h i s  low usage was pa r t i a l ly  due t o  the ava i l ab i l i t y  of a 
wide range of possible prescription assignments, b u t  a l so  was a 
resu l t  of the perceived des i r ab i l i t y  of allowing the model t o  
f reely reach optimal solutions f o r  the objective function. 

The constraints commonly used f o r  meeting MMR's were: 

a. Application of access ib i l i ty  limits f o r  a l l  timber harvesting 
prescriptions. 
decades and allowed f o r  harvesting u p  t o  25% of the AA i n  
decade 1, u p  t o  50% i n  decade 2,  up t o  75% i n  decade 3 ,  up t o  
90% i n  decade 4 ,  and u p  t o  100% by the end o f  decade 5. 
application of this constraint  is responsive t o  several of the 
l i s t e d  MMR's; 1, 2, 4,  5, 6 ,  13, and 14. This constraint  was 
used i n  a l l  a l te rna t ives .  

l e s s  than specified levels .  
generally does not r e l a t e  d i r ec t ly  t o  MMR's, i t  does a f f e c t  
such factors  as  creating or maintaining wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  and 
visual divers i ty .  I t  i s  considered t o  be ind i rec t ly  respon- 
s ive  t o  MMR 1, 2 ,  3 ,  4, 5 ,  6 ,  11, 13, and 14. Use of this 
type of constraint  varied from a l te rna t ive  t o  a l te rna t ive ,  
based on the a l te rna t ive  objective. 

There i s  one s e t  of scheduled output constraints  t h a t  var ies  
from the above. T h i s  was the use of a maximum limit f o r  
sediment release.  
meeting s t a t e  water qual i ty  standards and was used as  a 
constant constraint ,  o r  given, f o r  a l l  benchmarks and al terna-  
t ives .  

The constraint  was applied t o  the f irst  f i v e  

The 

b. Sett ing scheduled o u t p u t  y ie lds  equal t o ,  greater  than, o r  
While this s e t  of constraints  

This s e t  of constraints i s  responsive t o  

The calculation of l imi t s  (constraint)  was based on 
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sediment delivered t o  l i v e  streams per uni t  of water yield 
which i s  d i rec t ly  correlated t o  water tu rb id i ty  levels. T h i s  
"set" i s  d i r ec t ly  responsive t o  MMR 1, 2, 4,  9, 10, and 14. 

Assigning spec i f ic  prescriptions t o  analysis areas or groups 
of analysis  areas. 
d i r ec t ly  responsive t o  MMR. I t  was used primarily to  assign 
area t o  the High  Uintas Wilderness. However, some use o f  this 
type of constraint  was a l so  made t o  ident i fy  h i g h  pr ior i ty  
areas f o r  livestock and wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  investments. Another 
use was i n  identifying and "locking i n "  areas such as poten- 
t i a l  Research Natural Areas. A t h i r d  use of the Management 
Emphasis-Management Intensi ty  constraints was t o  "lock o u t "  or 
prevent prescriptions from be ing  applied t o  particular analy- 
sis areas.  
In tens i ty  constraints were responsive t o  MMR 3 ,  5, 6 ,  and 14. 

Minimum Management Requirements 7,  8 and 12 were responded to  
by the development o f  the  standards and guidelines and by the 
development of the wide range o f  prescriptions for  each 
analysis  area. 

taneously i n  most o r  a l l  benchmarks and al ternat ives .  While 
several d i f fe ren t  combinations were used, incompatible combinations 
resulted i n  infeasible  solutions or "crashed" runs when logic  
checks i n  the model prevented even infeasible  solutions. The use 
of three d i f fe ren t  methods of meeting MMR's and the low number of 
modeling constraints used prevented accidental compounding of 
cons t ra in t  e f fec ts .  

c.  
T h i s  type of constraint  was generally not 

Indirect ly ,  the Management Emphasis-Management 

2. The various constraint  sets l i s t e d  i n  1 above were used simul- 

C.  Benchmarks 

Seven "benchmarks" were developed t o  define the capabi l i ty  of the Ashley 
Forest  t o  produce goods and services ,  t o  provide some economic compari- 
son control points f o r  comparing various management philosophies o r  
s t r a t e g i e s  ( a l t e rna t ives ) ,  and t o  determine the a b i l i t y  t o  be responsive 
t o  the major issues and concerns. 

These benchmarks a re  described i n  the  AMS document (as  revised March 
1984) on f i l e  i n  the Supervisor's Office of the Ashley National Forest. 
A l i s t  o f  the numbers and names follows: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

1. 

Minimum Level 
Current Level 
Maximum PNV u s i n g  Market Prices 
Maximum PNV using Assigned Prices 
Maximum Timber 
Maximum Range 
Maximum Water 

Objectives, Constraints, and Assumptions 
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A common constraint  f o r  maximum sediment delivered i s  used f o r  a l l  
benchmarks. Similarly, one assumption i s  common t o  a l l  benchmarks; 
t ha t  markets are  available f o r  a l l  goods and services produced 
except f o r  recreation. (Recreation production coeff ic ients  used i n  
the model are  limited t o  demand projections).  

a. Benchmark 1 - kinimum Level 

Objective: T h i s  benchmark i s  intended t o  display the minimum cost  
t o  maintain the National Forest s t a tus  of the Ashley Forest. 
i s ,  i n  e f f ec t ,  a custodial o r  near custodial management philosophy. 

I t  

Objective Function: 
solution i s  t o  maximize PNV f o r  15 periods (150 years).  

The objective function used f o r  the FORPLAN 

Constraints: In addition t o  the common constraint  f o r  sediment 
delivery,  a l l  analysis areas were "locked-in" t o  the minimum level 
(Vianagement Emphasis 1 - Management Intensity 1) prescription 
except the area w i t h i n  the High  Uintas Wilderness which was "locked- 
- i n "  t o  the wilderness prescription. 

Assumptions: In addition t o  the demand assumption, i t  was assumed 
tha t  no commodity production costs  would be incurred except t o  meet 
the livestock use agreement made i n  1906 w i t h  the Ute Tribe. As i n  
most other benchmarks, i t  i s  assumed tha t  Threatened and Endangered 
(T&E) species habi ta t  can not be impaired. 

b. Benchmark 2 - Current Level 

Objective: T h i s  benchmark is  intended t o  display the e f f ec t s  over 
time of continuing the current direct ion a t  current budget levels.  

Objective Function: 
Minimize Deviation from a PNW qoal. The objective function of 

The objective function used for this run  i s  t o  

maximizing PNW over 15 periods-was attempted f o r  this benchmark. 
Results were an infeasible  solution due t o  the budget constraint  i n  
decade 1. 

Constraints: 
function are  expressed i n  the  FORPLAN model as  goals b u t  they are  
t reated here as  constraints.  

The common s e t  of sediment delivery t o t a l s  was applied. 

A budget goal of 3.0 MM do l la rs  (1978) was s e t  for decade 1. 

Timber production goal was s e t  a t  3.8  MMCF per year with 
non-declining sustained yield and ending inventory constraints 
(goals) . 
The High Uintas Wilderness was assigned t o  the wilderness 
prescription, (Management Emphasis 7 - Management Intensity 3)  
while a l l  other analysis areas were locked into the existing 

Constraints f o r  the Minimum Deviation objective 
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s i t u a t i o n  p r e s c r i p t i o n  (Management Emphasis 11 - Management 
I n t e n s i t y  2 ) .  
f o r  investment f o r  bo th  range and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  improve- 
ments. Th is  l a t t e r  goal i s  s i m i l a r  t o  average investment over 
t h e  3-5 y e a r  p e r i o d  p r i o r  t o  1980. 

Assumptions: I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  demand assumption, i t  was 
assumed t h a t  T&E species would n o t  be adverse ly  impacted and 
t h a t  no major  changes would occur  i n  c u r r e n t  d i r e c t i o n  and 
po l  icy .  

A goal o f  28 M d o l l a r s  (1978) per  year  was s e t  

c. Eenchmark 3 - Maximum PNV-Market 

Object ive:  
present n e t  va lue a t t a i n a b l e  i f  market goods, Commodity, 
product ion was emphasized. 
t i v e ,  a market p r e s c r i p t i o n  was developed f o r  every ana lys is  
area t h a t  had commodity p roduc t ion  p o t e n t i a l ,  l i v e s t o c k  forage 
o r  t imber.  

Th i s  benchmark i s  designed t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  maximum 

To f a c i l i t a t e  meet ing t h i s  objec- 

Ob jec t ive  Funct ion:  
was t o  maximize PNV f o r  15 per iods.  

The o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  f o r  t h i s  benchmark 

Const ra in ts :  Only market l e v e l  (Management Emphasis 2 o r  3 - 
Management I n t e n s i t y  5) o r  minimum l e v e l  (Management Emphasis 
1 - Management I n t e n s i t y  1) p r e s c r i p t i o n s  were a l lowed t o  come 
i n t o  s o l u t i o n  f o r  areas ou ts ide  t h e  High Uintas Wilderness. 
Timber y i e l d  was a l lowed t o  " f l o a t "  f rom 30 MMCF per  decade 
under sequent ia l  upper and lower  bounds o f  25%. The ending 
i nven to ry  c o n s t r a i n t  was app l ied .  The common sediment con- 
s t r a i n t  was app l ied .  

Assumptions: 
demand and T and E species, i t  was assumed t h a t  budget l e v e l s  
would f l u c t u a t e  and t h a t  wh i l e  no  values ( b e n e f i t s )  were 
assigned t o  non-market outputs  such as water  and dispersed 
recrea t ion ,  cos ts  i n c u r r e d  f o r  these non-market outputs  must 
be inc luded.  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  common assumptions about 

d. Benchmark 4 - Maximum PNV Assigned 

Cbject ive:  Th is  benchmark i s  in tended t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  maximum 
present n e t  wor th  t h a t  can be a t t a i n e d  through management o f  
t h e  Ashley Na t iona l  Forest .  I n  e f f e c t ,  t h i s  benchmark se ts  
t h e  ou ter  parameter f o r  economic e f f i c i e n c y  f o r  t h e  Forest. 

Gb jec t ive  Funct ion:  Th is  benchmark was run  aga ins t  an objec- 
t i v e  f u n c t i o n  o f  Maximize PNV f o r  15 per iods.  

Const ra in ts :  Standard sediment c o n s t r a i n t  used. Market 
(Management I n t e n s i t y  5) p r e s c r i p t i o n s  n o t  al lowed, wi lderness 
requ i red  f o r  t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness. Timber y i e l d  al lowed 
t o  " f l o a t "  under 130 MMCF per  decade w i t h  a sequent ia l  upper 
and lower bounds app l i ed  a t  25%. 
used. 

Ending i nven to ry  c o n s t r a i n t  
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Assumptions: The common assumptions t h a t  a l l  goods and 
serv ices  produced a r e  marketable and t h a t  T and E species 
h a b i t a t  w i l l  no t  be impaired a r e  app l i cab le .  I t  i s  assumed 
t h a t  no budget l i m i t a t i o n s  are  needed. 

e. Benchmark 5 - Maximum Timber 

Object ive:  
amount o f  t imber  t h a t  can be produced f rom t h e  Ashley and a t  
what PNV. 

This  benchmark i s  in tended t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  maximum 

Objec t ive  Funct ion:  
f u n c t i o n  used. 

Maximize Timber y i e l d  was t h e  o b j e c t i v e  

Constra in ts :  
Other cons t ra in t s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  those used f o r  Benchmark 4, 
d. above, except t h a t  t imber  y i e l d  was a l lowed t o  " f l o a t "  
between 30 MMCF and 130 MMCF per  decade. 

Assumptions: 
under Benchmark 4, d. above. 

Benchmark 6 - Maximum Range 

Object ive:  
l i v e s t o c k  forage t h a t  can be produced f rom t h e  Ashley Forest .  

Ob jec t i ve  Funct ion:  The o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  f o r  t h i s  r u n  was 
t o  Maximize L ives tock  Forage product ion.  

The standard sediment c o n s t r a i n t  was app l ied .  

The same assumptions app ly  as were descr ibed 

f. 

This  benchmark d i sp lays  t h e  maximum l e v e l s  o f  

Constra in ts :  
used f o r  Benchmark 5, e. above. 

The same s e t  o f  c o n s t r a i n t s  was a p p l i e d  as was 

Assumptions: 
f o r  Benchmark 5, e. above, w i t h  the  a d d i t i o n a l  assumption t h a t  
p roduc t ion  f rom t r a n s i t o r y  range r e s u l t i n g  f rom t imber  ha rves t  
i s  needed t o  maximize forage. 
l e v e l  should be a l lowed t o  f l u c t u a t e .  

Benchmark 7 - Maximum Water 

Ob jec t ive :  This  i s  an op t i ona l  benchmark and was r u n  t o  
determine t h e  maximum water y i e l d  t h a t  cou ld  be ob ta ined from 
t h e  Ashley Forest. Water y i e l d  i s  a ma jor  i ssue  on t h i s  
Forest ,  so t h i s  benchmark i s  d i r e c t l y  responsive t o  t h a t  
issue. 

The same assumptions app ly  as were a p p l i c a b l e  

Therefore t h e  t imber  ha rves t  

g. 

Ob jec t ive  Function: 
water  over 15 per iods.  

The o b j e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n  was t o  nlaximize 

Constra in ts :  
benchmark as was used i n  Benchmarks 5 and 6 above. 

The same s e t  of  c o n s t r a i n t s  was app l i ed  t o  t h i s  
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Assumptions: The assumptions made f o r  Benchmark 6 a r e  app l i cab le ,  
w i t h  one add i t i on .  
would o n l y  be accomplished b j  vegetat ive manipulat ion,  no weather 
m o d i f i c a t i o n  o r  snow depos i t i on  s t ruc tu res  are  inc luded.  

It i s  assumed t h a t  water y i e l d  augmentation 

0. Cons t ra in t  Ana lys is  by Benchmark: 

Th is  d i scuss ion  summarizes t h e  impacts o f  apply ing t h e  var ious  "se ts "  o f  
c o n s t r a i n t s  used f o r  each benchmark i n  terms o f  changes i n  PNV. Tables 
d i s p l a y i n g  t h e  ou tpu ts  r e s u l t s  o f  each benchmark run  a r e  inc luded i n  F. 
below. These t a b l e s  w i l l  p rov ide  t h e  reviewer an easy comparison o f  t h e  
benchmarks which can then be d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  changes i n  t h e  Bench- 
mark Ob jec t ives  and t h e  Const ra in ts  app l ied  t o  reach t h a t  Ob jec t ive .  

The PNV f i g u r e  shown f o r  each benchmark i s  i n  1982 d o l l a r s  discounted a t  
4% and 7.1% r a t e s  over  t h e  150 yea r  planning per iod.  

Sediment d e l i v e r y  c o n s t r a i n t s  a r e  app l ied  t o  a l l  benchmarks so no 
changes would occur  between t h e  var ious benchmarks as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  
c o n s t r a i n t  "set" .  

The High U i n t a  Wilderness is common t o  a l l  benchmarks. 

1. Minimum Level  Benchmark - the  n e t  PNV reached f o r  t h i s  custo-  
d i a l  l e v e l  o b j e c t i v e  i s  358.6 MM d o l l a r s  a t  4% and 203.7 MM d o l l a r s  
a t  7.1%. 

2. 
d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  7.1% equals 260.6 MM d o l l a r s .  

3. 
d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  7.1% equals 193.0 MM d o l l a r s .  

4. 
d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  7.1% equals 307.3 MM d o l l a r s .  

5. 
7.1% equals  206.4 MM d o l l a r s .  

6. 
7.1% equals  274.4 MM d o l l a r s .  

7. 
7.1% equals  248.3 MM d o l l a r s .  

Cur ren t  S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark - ne t  PNV a t  4% equals 497.7 MM 

hax PNV - Market P r i ces  - n e t  PNV a t  4% equals 348.1 MM 

Max PNV - Assigned Pr i ces  - n e t  PNV a t  4% equals 600.0 MM 

Max Timber - n e t  PNV a t  4% equals 395.1 MM d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  

Max Range - n e t  PNV a t  4% equals 529.7 MM d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  

Max Water - n e t  PNV a t  4% equals 465.1 MM d o l l a r s  and PNV a t  

The term n e t  PNV i s  used t o  d e f i n e  t h e  Present Net Value remaining a f t e r  
t h e  d iscounted va lue  f o r  background water y i e l d  i s  sub t rac ted  and t h e  
d iscounted f i x e d  cos ts  a r e  included. 

The t r e n d  apparent  i n  t h e  above d iscuss ion i s  t h a t  h igh  commodity 
p roduc t i on  does n o t  r e s u l t  i n  comparably h igh  PNV. 
u t e d  t o  c o n s t r a i n t s  t h a t  f o r c e  product ion o f  r e l a t i v e l y  low va lue and 

Th is  can be a t t r i b -  
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h i g h  cos t  commodities, p a r t i c u l a r l y  timber. 
aggravated when h i g h  i n i t i a l  cost road cons t ruc t ion  i s  necessary t o  
remove the commodities. 
a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  offset  by the  i n t e r a c t i o n  of j o i n t  production 
functions. For ins tance ,  timber harvest and road construction 
costs are p a r t i a l l y  offset  by increase values generated by 
increased water y i e l d  and increased dispersed r ec rea t ion  output.  

E. 

The t a b l e s  i n  F. below disp lay  the output  comparisons between the two 
PNV benchmarks. 

F. Benchmark Results 

The following t a b l e s  d isp lay  the various scheduled outputs  for each 
benchmark as well as displaying costs, b e n e f i t s ,  and prescription 
assignments : 

See Chapter 11, Table 11-4 for benchmark and a l t e r n a t i v e  comparisons. 

T h i s  result i s  

The h i g h  c o s t  of commodity production i s  

Comparison of PNV Market and PNV Assigned Benchmarks 

- 
TABLE B-11 Annual Timber O u t p u t  by Benchmark Level (MMC) 

Current S i tua t ion  4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
PNW - Market 3.0 2.2 1.7 1.3 0.9 
PNW - Assigned 12.8 9.6 7.2 5.4 4.1 
Max Timber 13.5 13.3 13.4 7.0 5.7 
Max Range 13.0 9.9 8.5 5.1 2.9 
Max Water 14.3 11.2 7.9 4.9 3.0 

I LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 - Mi n i mum 0 0 0 0 0 

TABLE 8-12 Annual Water Yield by Benchmark Level (M Acre Ft.)  

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
Minimum 955.0 958.6 957.7 955.8 954.3 
Current S i tua t ion  961.6 976.1 996.3 1,003.9 1,010.9 
PNW - Market 960.5 969.8 972.1 971.6 969.2 
PNW - Assigned 971.0 1001.4 1,020.3 1,029.5 1,029.4 
Max Timber 962.9 982.7 1,003.9 1,016.4 1,017.0 
Max Range 970.2 997.7 1,023.5 1,038.2 1,035.5 
Max Wdter 970.0 998.9 1,024.3 1,038.1 1,034.6 
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TABLE B-13 Annual Range O u t p u t  by Benchmark Level ( F i A U M l s )  

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
Minimum 2 2 2 2 2 
Current Si tuat ion 77 79 82 84 86 
PNW - Market 11 19 20 22 22 
PNW - Assigned 78 107 97 113 100 
Max Timber 51 60 76 87 101 
Max Range 115 164 153 171 149 
Max Water 32 43 56 69 75 I 

TABLE 8-14 Annual Fuelwood Potential  by Benchmark Level (MMCF) 
I I 

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 
Current Si tuat ion 9.9 7.9 10.3 8.5 5.8 
PNW - Market 2.0 1.8 1.0 0.3 0.1 
PNW - Assigned 11.0 11.9 7.6 3.0 2.3 
Max Timber 13.5 13.3 13.4 7.0 5.7 
Max Range 15.8 13.1 8.5 5.1 2.9 
Max Water 14.3 11.2 7.9 4.9 3.0 

TABLE B-15 Annual Developed Recreation O u t p u t  b.y Benchmark Level IMRVD's) 

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
1 M i  n i mum 0 0 

Current Si tuat ion 805 927 1,038 1,170 1,283 
PNW - Market 583 526 460 396 334 
PNW - Assigned 787 917 1,089 1,262 1,432 
Max Timber 677 665 701 727 769 
Plax Range 757 843 952 1,081 1,199 
Max Water 673 632 648 696 754 

TABLE 6-16 Annual Dispersed Recredtion O u t p u t  by Benchmark Level (MRVD)  

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
Mi n i mum 1,497 1,432 1,400 1,368 1,336 
Current Si tuat ion 710 821 921 1,036 1,138 
PNW - Market 517 466 407 35 1 292 
PNW - Assigned 999 1,173 1,325 1,479 1,629 
Max Timber 901 949 981 1,004 1,042 
Max Range 972 1,107 1,204 1,318 1,424 
Max Water 897 921 935 977 1.028 

Note t h a t  TABLE B-16 includes wilderness RVD's. 
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TABLE 8-17 Annual Sediment Release by  Benchmark Level (M Tons) 

LEVEL Decade 1 Decade 2 Decade 3 Decade 4 Decade 5 
Minimum 31.1 31.1 31.1 31.0 31.0 
Current  S i t u a t i o n  32.7 34.6 33.1 35.0 37.6 
PNW - Market 32.6 35.0 34.9 35.8 33.9 
PNW - Assigned 33.7 35.1 36.1 39.2 47.1 
Max Timber 40.3 47.7 48.1 51.9 52.8 
Max Range 40.9 47.0 50.0 52.4 53.6 
Max Water 37.8 46.3 50.6 53.9 53.3 

TABLE 8-18 Long Term Sustained Y i e l d  by  Benchmark Level 

LEVEL MMCF/Y ea r MMBF/Year 
Minimum 0 0 
Current  S i t u a t i o n  5.61 20.20 
PNW - Market 1.46 5.26 
PNW - Assigned 
Max Timber 
Max Range 
Max Water 

4.44 
11.82 
7.60 
7.51 

15.98 
42.55 
27.36 
27.04 

Y ie ld  i n  BF i s  ca l cu la ted  by m u l t i p l y i n g  CF by 3.6 

Economic impacts showing employment and income are  shown i n  Tables B-9 and 
B-10 - 
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TABLE B-19 P r e s c r i p t i o n  Assignments by Benchmark ( I n  M Acres) 

Current  Max PNV Max PNV 
Min L v l  S i t u a t i o n  Market Assigned Max Timber Max Range Max Water 

Min L v l  1-1 
Tbr Mod 2-3 
Tbr High 2-4 
Tbr Markt 2-5 
Range High 3-4 
Range Mrk t  3-5 
W i l d l i f e  High 4-4 
D i s  Rec Mod 5-3 
Ois Rec High 5-4 
Dev Rec 6-4 
Wilderness Mod 7-3 
Wilderness High 7-4 
Water High 8-4 
W i l d l i f e  Timber 9-3 
R ipar ian  High 10-4 
E x i s t  Low 11-2 
Special  Area 12-4 
NRA Tbr 13-4 
NRA Tbr (Mrkt) 13-5 
NRA Range 14-4 

NRA Rec 16-4 
NRA WL 15-4 

34.4 
16.1 
5.0 

152.1 

9.5 
86.5 

135.4 
0.0 

273.4 

----- 
----- 

___-- ----- 
0.3 

658.0 
----- 

425.6 
408.6 

69.3 

80.9 
----- 

2.0 
21.9 
0.6 
0.0 

273.4 

11.7 
1.8 
0.0 
9.4 
0.6 

12.4 

2.0 
73.1 

----- 

----- 

----- 

500.6 
165.4 

17.3 

25.7 

0.9 
33.6 

0.0 
273.4 

7.0 

0.0 
308.9 

2.1 
1.5 

13.3 
0.5 

43.0 

----- 
----- 

__-__ 

----- 
----- 

----- 

Note t h a t  the  20,000 acres shown i n  Table B-19 as assigned t o  t h e  Developed Recreat ion p r e s c r i p t i o n  i n  a l l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  comprised of two 10,000 acre "dummy" ana lys is  areas. These two areas were added t o  p rov ide  
a means f o r  expressing rec rea t i on  investments f o r  heavy maintenance o r  new cons t ruc t ion .  
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VI I .  FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

A. Introduction 

A Forest Plan alternative can be defined as the mix of management 
a c t i v i t i e s  and practices (prescriptions) needed t o  achieve a given set 
of management goals and ObJeCtiVeS. 
scheduling, and location w i t h i n  the limits of non-contiguous analysis 
areas. 

As defined i n  36 CFR 219.12 f ,  a l ternat ives .  

- 
- Shall be formulated t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the analysis of trade-offs 

I t  is specif ic  as t o  amounts, time 

Shall be w i t h i n  the land capabili ty f o r  the Forest t o  produce. 

i n  resource use, opportunity costs ,  and environmental effects  
between a1 ternatives.  - Shall be formulated to  f a c i l i t a t e  the evaluation of the 
effects  on benefits, costs  and present net value. 

- Shall provide a variety of responses t o  issues and concerns. - Shall represent the most cost  e f f i c i en t  combination of manage- 
ment prescriptions t o  meet the specif ic  a l t e rna t ive ' s  

- Shall s t a t e  the condition, uses, goods and services produced, 
t iming  and flow of outputs, and associated costs  and benefits. - Shall s t a t e  the al ternat ive objective and the standards and 
guidelines proposed. - A t  l e a s t  one al ternat ive shall r e f l ec t  the current level o f  
goods and services produced by the u n i t  a s  projected over 
time. T h i s  a l ternat ive shall  be considered the "No Action" 
al ternat ive pursuant t o  NEPA procedures. 

objectives. 

The Ashley Forest has supplemented the above direction by the addition 
of several a l ternat ive development criteria. These are. 

To be viable,  an alternative.  

- 
- 
- - 

Should meet budget l imitations specified i n  the R-4 LNP 
Checklist dated 2/13/84, unless i t  i s  a departure. 
Must not violate the classifying legis la t ion for t h e  Flaming 
Gorge National Recreation Area, P.L. 90-540. 
Must not violate water quality standards. 
Must recognize the High Uintas Wilderness a s  c lass i f ied by the 
Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 

8. Constraints 

The common constraint  fo r  sediment delivery that  was used i n  the  bench- 
mark development was carried over into a l l  al ternatives.  

One additional constraint  s e t  is used i n  developing a l l  a l ternat ives .  
T h i s  is the application of analysis area access constraints f o r  the 
f i r s t  f i v e  decades. This s e t  of constraints i s  applied t o  a l l  timbered 
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analys is  areas and l i m i t s  harvest  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  25% o f  t he  area i n  each 
o f  t he  f i r s t  t h ree  decades, 15% i n  the f o u r t h  decade, and t h e  remaining 
10% i n  decade f i v e .  The cons t ra in t  i s  cumulat ive and must equal 100% by 
the  ena o f  t h e  f i v e  decades. 
( se t )  i s  to: 2) t o  
enhance w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t v .  3)  t o  a i d  i n  meetino v isual  c u d l i t v  

The rd t i ona le  f o r  us ing t h i s  cons t ra in t  
1) spread the t y p i c a l l y  "lumpy" r e s u l t s  o f  an LP, 

ob ject ives;  
coef f ic ients  were based on t h e  assumption t h a t  t in iber harvest ing i n  any 
ana lys i s  area would be spread over a t  l e a s t  a 40-50 year  t ime period. 

If t h i s  cons t ra in t  was no t  used, t he  common seoiment cons t ra in t  would 
s t i l l  l i m i t  t o t a l  sediment f o r  analys is  area groupings, b u t  c o e f f i c i e n t s  
used t o  create t h i s  l i m i t  would be erroneous so t o t a l  de l i ve ry  from any 
ana lys i s  area would be d r a s t i c a l l y  increased. 

and 4) because sediment de l i ve ry  and water y i e l d  increase 

area 

A1 1 Timber Inventory  Ending Inven- MMCF Yes 15 
t o r y  Constraint  

Other cons t ra in t s  used f o r  s i n g l e  a l t e rna t i ves  a r e  l i s t e d  under the 
discussion f o r  t h a t  a l t e rna t i ve .  

Constra in ts  Comnon t o  d11 A l te rna t i ves  
Sqstem o r  Type o f  Time 

A l t e r n a t i v e  Output Constra in t  Constra in t  Uni ts  B ind inq Period Rat ionale 
A1 1 Acreage Equal t o  Varies by Acres Yes A l l  Requires a l l  

analys is  acres i n  every 
andlys is  area 
t o  be used. 
Insures t h a t  
t o t a l  inventor)  
volume l e f t  a t  
t he  end o f  the  
planning ho r i zo  
i s  equal t o  o r  
exceeds the  
volume t h a t  
would occur i n  
a reguldted 
fo res t .  

A1 1 Sediment Equal t o  o r  haximum Sedi- Tons Yes A l l  
Less Than ment 

A1 1 Access Eoual t o  o r  Var ies by Percent Yes 1-5 
Less Than Analysis Area o f  Analy- 

s i s  Area 

Protects water 
qual i ty by 
l i m i t i n g  the  
amount of sedi-  
ment allowed. 
L i m i t s  harvest-  
i n g  access t o  
timbered analy- 
s i s  areas bv 
increas ing per- 
centage o f  t o t a  
avai lab le.  

A1 1 P resc r ip t i ons  hone No I n t e n s i t y  5 Acres Yes A l l  El iminates Mar- 
Prescr ip t ions ke t  Level pre- 

s c r i p t i o n s  whic 
have no values 
fo r  amenities. 
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C.  Alternatives: 
benchmarks and al ternat ives  outputs, costs,  and benefits .  

1. Current Direction - Alternative A 

See Chapter 11, Table 11-4 f o r  a comparison of 

Objective: 
t ha t  would occur i f  current management were projected through 
the planning period. 

Assumptions: 
t ion ,  or public demand. 
range forage improvements would continue a t  present levels .  
T&E habitat  and wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  would not be 
impai red. 

To display the costs/benefits  and o u t p u t  l eve ls  

No major changes would occur i n  policy,  direc- 
Current programs such as wi ld l i f e  and 

FORPLAN Constraints: 
average in decade 1. 
non-declining sustained yield basis.  
i s  locked-in. 

Budget held t o  14 times the 10 year 
Timber y ie ld  held t o  current level on a 

H i g h  Uintas Wilderness 

2. Coordinated Resource - Alternative B 

Objective: 
levels  of accelerating timber harvest (departure from even-flow) t o  
salvage beetle-kil led lodgepole and ponderosa pine while providing 
a continuing program of  management for the other f ace t s  of multiple- 
use management. 

To display the cos t ,  benefi ts ,  and resource output 

Assumptions: Markets will be avai lable  f o r  increased timber 
harvest. Budget will be suf f ic ien t  t o  support the costs  of the 
increased harvest. Demands for other goods and services will 
continue a t  projected levels.  T&E species habi ta t  can be protected 
Scheduling, location and spat ia l  arrangement of harvest units can 
be manipulated through intensive interdiscipl inary team work t o  
protect water quali ty,  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  needs, and visual 
qual i t y  . 
FORPLAN Constraints: In addition t o  the common constraints  of 
sediment delivery and analysis area access, the following con- 
s t r a i n t s  are  applied: 

No budget constraint  applied. 

Timber harvest levels  pushed t o  75 MMCF i n  decade one and 72 
MMCF i n  decade two then allowed t o  go t o  a non-declining 
sustained yield level of 50 MMCF per decade. T h i s  a l t e rna t ive  
meets the technical def ini t ion of a "Departure". 

Investments made in recreation heavy maintenance and new 
construction t o  reduce f a c i l i t y  deter iorat ion r a t e  and t o  
pa r t i a l ly  meet projected demand. 
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Investments made i n  wi ld l i fe  and livestock improvements t o  
continue current  program 1 eve1 s. 

The High Uintas Wilderness i s  assigned t o  a wilderness pre- 
scr ipt ion.  Those analysis  areas within the 1979 proposal b u t  
outside the 1983-1984 proposal f o r  the High  Uintas are  as- 
signed t o  the Dispersed Recreation High (ME 5 MI 4) 
prescription. Potential  Research Natural Areas a re  locked 
into a custodial prescription (ME 1 MI 1). 

After this a l t e rna t ive  was identified as the "preferred" 
additional FORPLAN runs were made which included several 
constraints  designated t o  smooth o u t  wide flucuations i n  such 
areas as  acres of timber cultural  work, proportions o f  t r ac to r  
and other logging systems, and proportions of intermediate t o  
f ina l  harvests. 

3.  Market Opportunity - Alternative C 

Objective: 
would occur if  commodities such as timber, livestock forage, and 
developed recreation were emphasized throughout the 50 year plan- 
n i n g  period. 

Assumptions: Demand exists f o r  a l l  market value outputs. T&E 
habi ta t  and wi ld l i f e  habi ta t  divers i ty  would not be emphasized b u t  
viable population leve ls  could be maintained. Some wildl i fe  
improvement investments would continue b u t  on a reduceci level from 
current. 

To display the output levels  and cost/benefits  t h a t  

FORPLAN Constraints: 
f o r  decade 1. Timber 
h igh  level.  The H i g h  

Budget held t o  14 times the 10 year average 
s e t  on non-declining sustained yield b u t  a t  
Uintas Wilderness set as  wilderness. Live- 

stock improvement investments doubled from exis t ing levels.  
Developed recreation investments s e t  t o  meet a minimum of moderate 
demand projections. Commercial aspen harvest not allowed i n  f i r s t  
two decades. 
constrained i n  decade 1 t o  meet local demand b u t  a l so  t o  emphasize 
lodgepole pine harvest. 

Harvest l eve ls  f o r  Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine 

4. Non-karket Opportunity - Alternative D 

Objective: 
would occur if  the non-market services such as  dispersed recre- 
a t ion,  wi ld l i fe ,  and water were emphasized throughout the 50 year 
planning period. 

Assumptions: Demand would u t i 1  ize  a l l  o u t p u t s  produced. T&E 
habi ta t  and wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  would be protected and 
enhanced through improvements where highly to  moderately feasible.  
Investments in l ivestock improvements would need t o  continue b u t  a t  
reduced leve ls  from current.  Timber harvesting would be needed t o  
augment water yields .  

To display the cutput levels  and costs/benefits  t ha t  
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FORPLAN Constra in ts :  
f o r  decade 1. Timber s e t  on non-decl in ing sustained y i e l d  a t  

Budget he ld  t o  14 times the  10 year  average 

cu r ren t  l e v e l .  
W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  investment s e t  a t  h igh  l e v e l .  Moderate t o  h igh  
investments p rescr ibed f o r  developed rec rea t i on  t o  ma in ta in  and 
increase dependent d ispersed rec rea t i on  use leve ls .  

Wilderness prescr ibed f o r - t h e  High Uintas Wilderness. 

5. 1980 RPA - A l t e r n a t i v e  E 

Object ive:  
o f  meeting t h e  RPA 80 outpu t  ta rge ts .  

Assumptions: Demand would u t i 1  i z e  a l l  goods and serv ices  produced. 
T&E h a b i t a t  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  would be protected.  
Investments i n  l i v e s t o c k  improvements would need t o  be a t  h igh  
l eve l s .  Stock ing o f  range a l lo tments  w i t h  the  proper c lass  o f  
l i v e s t o c k  i s  poss ib le .  

To d i s p l a y  t h e  cos ts /benef i t s  over t h e  p lann ing  per iod  

FGRPLAN Constra in ts :  Budget he ld  t o  14 t imes t h e  10 yea r  average 
f o r  decade 1 and then l i m i t e d  t o  RPA 80 l e v e l s  f o r  remaining f o u r  
decades i n  t h e  p lann ing  per iod.  Timber y i e l d  s e t  t o  RPA 80 t a r g e t s  
on a non-decl in ing susta ined y i e l d  basis-. Wilderness prescr ibed 
f o r  the  High Uintas Wilderness. 
mai ritenance and cons t ruc t i on  investment. 

No l e v e l  prescr ibed f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  

6. Current Budget - A l t e r n a t i v e  F 

Ob’ect ive:  To determine the  l e v e l  o f  goods, services,  and -5- costs b e n e f i t s  t h a t  cou ld  be produced i f  budget l e v e l s  remain 
constant over the  p lann ing  per iod.  

Assumptions: A c t i v i t i e s  r e q u i r i n g  investments would be l i m i t e d  t o  
cu r ren t  l e v e l  o r  less .  Some demands by the  p u b l i c  may n o t  be met. 
Those roadless areas c u r r e n t l y  producing moderate t o  h i g h  l e v e l s  o f  
d ispersed rec rea t i on  should n o t  be prescr ibed as wi lderness. 
Ashley should t r y  t o  p rov ide  a mix o f  goods and serv ices even under 
t h i s  l e v e l  o f  f inanc ing .  

The 

FORPLAN Constra in ts :  Budget c o n s t r a i n t  s t r a i g h t - l i n e  10 y e a r  
average over t h e  p lann ing  per iod.  Timber product ion on a non- 
d e c l i n i n g  susta ined y i e l d  bas is .  
f o r  w i l d l i f e ,  l i v e s t o c k ,  o r  rec rea t i on  improvements. Wilderness 
prescr ibed f o r  t h e  High U in tas  Wilderness. 

No prescr ibed investment l e v e l s  

7. Reduced Budget - A l t e r n a t i v e  G 

Object ives:  
i f  budget l e v e l s  were reduced 25% from t h e  10 year  average. 

Assumptions: 
product ion p o t e n t i a l ,  and there fore ,  w i t h  needed investment would 

To determine t h e  ou tpu t  l e v e l s  o f  goods and serv ices  

Roadless areas w i t h  moderate t o  h igh  commodity 
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cost less t o  retain as wilderness. 
t i o n  i s  desirable. Land base would be retained i n  National Forest 
system ownership. 

Some level of commodity produc- 

FORPLAN Constraints: Budget level constrained t o  75% of the 10 
year averaqe over the entire planning period. Timber se t  on a 
ion-declining sustained yield' basis.- kilderness selection pre- 
scribed for the High  Uintas Wilderness. 
for livestock improvements, wildlife improvements, o r  recreation 
maintenance and construction. 

8. 

Objective: To determine the feasibi l i ty  and the costs/benefits of 
meeting Draft 1985 RPA Alternative 9 targets for  timber production 
and livestock grazing. 

Assumptions: Some mix of uses and ou tpu t s  i s  desirable under this 
alternative. Only those roadless acres w i t h  low commodity produc- 
t i o n  potential should be prescribed as wilderness. Proper class of 
li\restock available for all  allotments. 

No investments prescribed 

Livestock - Timber Emphasis - Alternative H 

FORPLAN Constraints: Budget i s  constrained t o  14 times the 10 year 
average for decade 1. Timber yield allowed t o  fluctuate for f i r s t  
three-decades then go on non-declining sustained yield basis. 
Timber harvest level declined after the f i r s t  two decades, con- 
st i tuting a "Departure". 
improvements. 
and construction. Low investment level prescribed for  wildlife 
habitat improvements. 
Wilderness. 

9. Accelerated Harvest - Alternative I 

Objective: To display the costs, benefits, and resource o u t p u t  
levels for goods and services under an  accelerated timber harvest. 
This alternative i s  similar t o  alternative B except f o r  the pro- 
posal for wilderness prescription. 

Assumptions: Same a s  B above. 

Constraints: Same as B above. 

10. Preferred - Alternative J 

Objective: 
outputs and cost/benefits that would occur while salvaging beetle 
killed lodgepole pine where practical, m a i n t a i n i n g  existing 
commodity outputs, and giving emphasis t o  recreation and wildlife 
resources. 

Assumptions: Same as B above. 

High investment prescribed for livestock 
No prescribed investment for  recreation maintenance 

Wilderness prescribed fo r  the High Uintas 

The objective of this alternative i s  t o  display the 
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FORPLAN Constra in ts :  Under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  no budget c o n s t r a i n t s  
were imposed. The t imber  ha rves t  l e v e l s  a r e  l i m i t e d  t o  21 MMBF 
du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  decade. Harvest ing i n  aspen stands and on 40% 
slopes du r ing  decade 1 a r e  const ra ined a long w i t h  cab le  logging.  
There are  h igh  investments propsoed f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  development 
s i t e s .  A lso investments a re  proposed f o r  l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  
resources. 

The High Uintas k ' i lderness i s  assigned t o  a wi lderness 
p resc r ip t i on .  Those areas w i t h i n  the  1979 wi lderness proposal b u t  
ou ts ide  t h e  1983-1984 proposal f o r  t h e  High Uintas a r e  assigned t o  
Dispersed Recreat ion High (ME 1 El1 1) o r  p r e s c r i p t i o n  g. P o t e n t i a l  
Research Natura l  Areas a r e  locked i n t o  p r e s c r i p t i o n  a. 

A1 t e r n a t i v e s  Considered b u t  Rejected D. 

I n  October 1982 an "Array o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s "  was compiled f o r  Fo res t  and 
Regional O f f i c e  reviews. Th is  a r r a y  inc luded several  op t i ona l  a l t e r n a -  
t i v e s  t h a t  emphasized ob jec t i ves  such as main ta in  ROS d i v e r s i t y ,  i n -  
creas iny l i v e s t o c k  use, and emphasizing b i g  game h a b i t a t  improvements. 
The above t r i a l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were found t o  have s i m i l a r  costs,  b e n e f i t s  
and ou tpu t  l e v e l s  as o the r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  t h e  array.  No re-runs were 
made o f  these opt ions du r ing  t h e  c u r r e n t  (1983-1984) e f f o r t .  
Chapter I1 f o r  a more d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered 
b u t  re jec ted .  

Two a d d i t i o n a l  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  were considered d u r i n g  t h i s  c u r r e n t  round, 
these are:  

1. 

See 

Timber Departure - t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  r a i s e d  t h e  t imber  ha rves t  
l e v e l s  i n  decade 1 and 2 t o  100 MMCF and 75 MMCF respec t i ve l y .  
accomplish t h i s  h igh  harves t  l e v e l ,  t h e  ana lys i s  area a c c e s s i b i l i t y  
c o n s t r a i n t  had t o  be released. The unknown consequences o f  t h i s  
re lease on sediment d e l i v e r y  and water q u a l i t y ,  t h e  h igh  p o t e n t i a l  
f o r  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and v i sua l  q u a l i t y  degradat ion,  and t h e  h i g h  
budget costs  a l l  con t r i bu ted  t o  t h e  dec i s ion  t o  r e j e c t  t h i s  as a 
v i a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

t o  

2. Base Sale Schedule f o r  A l t e r n a t i v e  B - t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  was devel-  
oped " a f t e r  the  f a c t "  as a s e n s i t i v i t y  t e s t i n g  f o r  t h e  pre fer red  
a1 t e r n a t i  ve. 

The same s e t  o f  c o n s t r a i n t s  app l i ed  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  B were used f o r  
t h i s  BSS run, except t h a t  t imber  harves t  l e v e l s  were run  a t  non- 
- d e c l i n i n g  y i e l d  w i t h  no s p e c i f i e d  volume and t h e  long-run sus- 
t a ined  y i e l d  c a l c u l a t i o n  f rom a l t e r n a t i v e  B s e t  as a ta rge t .  

A comparison summary o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  (B) and t h e  BSS 
run  shows t h a t  t he re  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  change i s  recrea t ion ,  water, 
w i l d l i f e ,  and l i v e s t o c k  fo rage ou tpu t  l eve l s ;  t h e  BSS run  has a two 
percent  increase i n  PNV over 150 years a t  t h e  4% d iscount  r a t e ;  t h e  
BSS run  has a f o u r  percent  reduc t i on  i n  Long Term Sustained Y i e l d  
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capabi l i ty ;  timber harvest levels decrease 40% in decade 1 and 38% 
i n  decade 2 from the a l te rna t ive  B levels;  and fuelwood avai labi l -  
i t y  f luctuates  on a decade basis b u t  has a s imilar  to ta l  f o r  f i v e  
decades. 

Non-priced e f fec ts  such as  VQO and cores i n  ROS classes f o r  the BSS 
run would be s imilar  t o  these described f o r  a l te rna t ive  A ,  the 
current  program. 

I t  was not included as  an "al ternat ive considered i n  de t a i l "  since 
i t  is not responsive t o  the major issue,  concern, or objective of 
"doing something about the bug killed trees".  

E. A1 te rna t ive  Development Process: 

The a l t e rna t ive  development process used by the Ashley was re la t ibe ly  
simple i n  concept. 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

6. 

Benchmarks were used t o  es tabl ish PNV and resource output level 
parameters. 
by benchmark runs f o r  any output. 

Required a l te rna t ives  were formulated based on Region 4 and 
Washington Office direct ion.  
Several optional a l te rna t ives  were formulated and run in 1982. 

O u t p u t  l eve ls ,  costs ,  and benefits from the various required and 
optional a l te rna t ive  runs were compared t o  determine i f  a "range" 
o f  outputs was included and how responsive these a l te rna t ives  were 
t o  issues and concerns. 

Optional a l te rna t ives  B and I were run i n  1983-1984 t o  add respon- 
siveness t o  the wilderness and insect epidemic issues and concerns. 

All a l te rna t ives  were re-run a f t e r  passage of the Utah Wilderness 
Act of 1984 t o  incorporate the High  Uintas Wilderness. 

No attempts were made t o  exceed the limits established 

VII. COMPARISON OF EFFECTS FOR BENCHMARKS AND ALTERNATIVES 

A. Introduction: 

The comparison of benchmarks and al ternat ives  i s  intended t o  openly 
display the levels  of outputs, cos t s ,  benefits, and environmental 
impacts. T h i s  open display will provide the general public and decision- 
makers the information needed t o  recommend and f i n a l l y  se l ec t  a proposed 
action. 

B. Constraint Evaluation 

As discussed in Appendix B VI and VII, few common constraints were used 
i n  the Ashley's analysis of benchmarks and al ternat ives .  These were 
designed t o  meet legal and/or 36 CFR 219 requirements and therefore were 
not considered optional. No "sens i t iv i ty"  analysis was done f o r  the 
common constraints .  
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C. Trade-of fs  Between A l te rna t i ves  

A t r a d e - o f f  ana lys is  i s  requ i red  f o r  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  p lanning. 
o f f s  between outputs  can be computed w i t h  t h e  same l i n e a r  programming 
model o f  t h e  f o r e s t  used t o  prepare land-management a l t e r n a t i v e s .  
Trade-of fs cannot be re1  i a b l y  computed f rom t h e  d i f f e rences  between 
land-management a1 te rna t ives .  Trade-of fs may be overs ta ted  when i n p u t s  
such as l and  a r e  manipulated ins tead o f  outputs.  A s i m i l a r  
overstatement o f  t rade-o f fs  may occur when a s u f f i c i e n t l y  wide range o f  
management regimes i s  n o t  provided t o  t h e  model. Since a t r a d e - o f f  
ana lys is  i s  on l y  as good as the  fundamental p roduc t ion  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  on 
which i t  i s  based, mis leading t rade -o f f s  can r e s u l t  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
producing a mix o f  outputs  ou ts ide  t h e  range o f  h i s t o r i c a l  exper ience 
and suppor t ing data. 

The tab les  below prov ide an easy means o f  comparing t h e  q u a n t i f i a b l e  
" t rade-o f fs "  between t h e  var ious benchmarks and a1 te rna t i ves .  

There are  a l s o  " t rade-o f fs "  between a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  responsiveness t o  
issues and concerns. Every a l t e r n a t i v e  cannot be f u l l y  responsive t o  
every i ssue and concern. 
pub l i cs  s a t i s f a c t i o n  s ince  they are  issues c rea ted  by  c o n f l i c t i n g  
opin ions and needs. 

Eilore d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion and comparison i s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  FEIS Chapter 11. 

Trade- 

I n  f a c t ,  most issues cannot be reso lved t o  a l l  

TABLE 8-20 Annual Timber Y i e l d  i n  MMCF 

Decade 
Benchmark o r  A1 t e r n a t i v e  1 2 3 4 5 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
3 .  

Min L v l  Benchmark 0 0 0 0 0 
Current S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 
Max PNV-Mrkt-Benchmark 3.0 2.2 1.7 1.3 0.9 
Max PNV-Assigned-Benchmark 12.8 9.6 7.2 5.4 4.1 
Max Timber - Benchmark 13.5 13.3 13.4 7.0 5.7 
Max Range - Benchmark 13.0 9.9 8.5 5.1 2.9 
Max Water - Benchmark 14.3 11.2 7.9 4.9 3.0 
Current Program 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 
Coordinated Resources 7.5 7.2 4.8 4.8 4.8 
Market Oppor tun i ty  6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Non-Market Oppor tun i ty  3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 
1980 RPA 5.3 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 
Current Budget 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Reduced Budget 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 
Livestock-Timber Emphasis 6.8 6.8 4.4 4.4 4.4 
Accelerated Harvest 11.1 7.2 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Pre fer red  5.3 5.3 4.8 4.8 4.8 - Note t h a t  Table 8-20 inc ludes softwood sawtimber, hardwood sawtimber, and 

roundwood products. - 
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TABLE B-21 Annual Water Y i e l d  i n  M Acre Feet 

1 1. Min L v l  Benchmark 
2. Current  S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark 
3. Max PNV-Mrkt-Benchmark 
4. Max PNV-Assigned-Benchmark 

' 5. Max Timber - Benchmark 
6. Max Range - Benchmark 
7. Max Water - Benchmark 
A. Cur ren t  Program 
B. Coordinated Resources 
C. Market Oppor tun i ty  
D. Non-Market Oppor tun i ty  
E. 1980 RPA 
F. Current  Budget 
G. Reduced Budget 
H. Livestock-Timber Emphasis 
I .  Accelerated Harvest  
J. Prefer red  

Decade 
Benchmark o r  A1 t e r n a t i v e  1 2 -3 4 5 

955 
962 
960 
971 
963 
970 
970 
960 
963 
961 
971 
963 
966 
959 
963 
967 
959 

959 
976 
970 

,001 
983 
998 
999 
972 
981 
976 
983 
979 
969 
970 
981 
989 
972 

958 956 954 ~ . .  
991 1,004 1,011 
972 972 969 

1,020 1,030 1,029 
1,004 1,016 1,017 
1.024 1.038 1.036 
1;024 1;038 1;035 

982 989 993 
996 1,005 1,010 
992 1,006 1,016 
995 1,004 1,009 
995 1,007 1,016 
972 975 976 
979 985 988 
996 1,006 1,009 

1,004 1,011 1,014 
985 996 1,002 

TABLE 8-22 Annual Range Output  i n  NAUMs 

Decade 
Benchmark o r  A1 t e r n a t i v e  1 2 3 4 5 

1. Min L v l  Benchmark 2 2 2 2 2 
2. Current  S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark 77 79 82 84 85 
3. Max PNV-Mrkt-Benchmark 11 19 20 22 22 
4. Max PNV-Assigned-Benchmark 78 107 97 113 100 
5. Max Timber - Benchmark 51 60 76 87 101 
6. Max Range - Benchmark 115 164 153 171 149 
7. Max Water - Benchmark 32 43 56 69 75 
A. Cur ren t  Program 77 BO 82 83 84 
B. Coordinated Resources 82 85 9 1  99 108' 
C. Market Oppor tun i ty  95 100 105 109 115 
D. Non-Market Oppor tun i ty  69 71 72 73 74 
E. 1980 RPA 84 87 9 1  93 95 
F. Current  Budget 63 64 64 64 64 
G. Reduced Budget 52 54 57 59 59 
H. L i  vestock-Ti mber Emphasis 95 101 104 109 112 
I. Accelerated Harvest  83 86 89 92 92 
J .  Pre fe r red  8 1  84 9 1  99 108 
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TABLE B-23 Annual Developed Recreat ion i n  MRVDs 

- 

Decade 
Benchmark or A1 t e r n a t i v e  1 2 3 4 5 

Decade 
Benchmark o r  A1 t e r n a t i v e  1 2 3 4 5 

1. Min Lv l  Benchmark 0 0 
2. Current S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark 805 927 
3. Max PNV-Mrkt-Benchmark 583 526 
4. Max PNV-Ass i gned-Benchmark 787 917 
5. Max Timber - Benchmark 677 665 
6. Max Range - Benchmark 757 843 
7. Max Water - Benchmark 673 632 
A. Current Program 779 881 
B. Coordinated Resources 7 98 920 
C. Market Oooor tun i tv  792 909 

0 0 0 
,036 1,170 1,283 
460 396 334 
,089 1,262 1,432 
701 727 769 
952 1,081 1,199 
648 696 754 
,045 1,210 1,374 
,083 1,257 1,426 
io75 1;242 1;397 

D. Non-Market O p p o r t h i t y  978 1,005 1;069 1;147 1;276 
E. 1980 RPA 765 862 1,021 1,182 1,341 
F. Current Budget 749 601 907 1,004 1,136 
G. Reduced Budget 709 732 814 887 972 
H. L i  vestock-Timber Emphasi s 794 916 1,080 1,251 1,274 
I .  Accelerated Harvest 803 925 1,092 1,417 1,444 
J. Preferred 809 940 1,119 1,300 1,476 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I .  
J. 

Kin  Lv l  Benchmark 
Current S i t u a t i o n  Benchmark 
Max PNV-Mrkt-Benchmark 
Max PNV-Assigned-Benchmark 
Max Timber - Benchmark 
Max Range - Benchmark 
Max Water - Benchmark 
Current Program 
Coordinated Resources 
Market Oooortuni tv 
Non-Market O p p o r t h i t y  
1980 RPA 
Current Budget 
Reduced Budget 
Livestock-Timber Emphasis 
Accelerated Harvest 
Preferred 

1,497 1,432 
710 821 
517 466 
999 1,173 
901 949 
972 1,107 
897 921 
992 1,141 

1,008 1,176 
1;003 1i167 
1,003 1,160 
979 1,125 
965 1,070 
930 1,009 

1,006 1,172 
1,013 1,180 
1,018 1,194 

1,400 
921 
407 

1,325 
981 

1,204 
935 

1,287 
1,320 
1,313 
1,299 
1,266 
1,165 
1,082 
1,317 
1,328 
1,353 

1,368 
1,036 
351 

1,479 
1,024 
1,318 
977 

1,434 
1,475 
1,462 
1,450 
1,408 
1,251 
1,146 
1,469 
1,490 
1,513 

1,336 
1,138 
292 

1,629 
1,042 
1,424 
1,028 
1,579 
1,625 
1,598 
1,603 
1,549 
1,367 

1,616 
1,641 
1,668 

1,222 

L 
* These f igures  i nc lude  dispersed recrea t ion ,  wi lderness recrea t ion ,  and a l l  

w i l d l i f e  and f i s h  user  days (WFUD). 
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TABLE B-25 Discounted Benefits, Costs, and PNV f o r  150 Years 
in MM (1978) Dollars 

4% 7.1% 
Benefits costs  PNV Benefits  costs  PNV 

1. 426.2 49.4 376.8 242 - 5 41.3 201.2 ~. ~. ~ ~. 

2. 638.4 181 : 7 456.7 345: 1 l O l I 0  244.1 
3. 637.9 221.1 416.8 366.5 138.4 228.1 
4. 751.8 260.9 490.9 424.3 163.6 260.7 
5. 631.8 271.5 360.3 364.9 168.6 196.3 
6. 728.2 288.6 439.6 412.5 177.8 234.7 
7. 629.2 236.0 393.2 366.3 150.7 215.6 
A. 641.2 169.3 471.9 345.2 94.3 250.9 
B. 674.2 225.4 448.8 365.9 128.1 237.8 
C. 685.8 247.9 437.9 368.9 136.9 232.9 
0. 644.2 186.6 457.6 346.7 102.6 244.1 
E. 672.8 219.7 453.1 361.5 122.1 239.4 
F. 557.8 116.5 441.3 298.8 61.8 237.0 
G. 566.8 127.7 439.1 312.6 74.0 238.6 .~ ~~~ .~~ .~. ..._. .. 
H. 687.3 224.1 463.2 374.2 128.7 245.5 
I .  711.6 232.8 458.8 393.9 150.9 243.0 
J. 663.6 204.2 459.4 357.0 113.7 243.3 

I 
Note t h a t  PNV's shown in Table 8-25 include values f o r  background water. 

TABLE B-26 Long Run Sustained Yield f o r  Timber 

MMC F MMBF 
1. Minimum Level 0 0 
2. Current Si tuat ion 5.61 20.20 
3. PNV - Market 1.46 5.26 

5. Max Timber 11.82 42.55 
6. Max Range 7.60 27.36 
7. Max Mater 7.51 27.04 
A. Current Program 4.73 17.0 
B. Coordinated Resources 6.85 24.66 
C. Market Opportutiity 8.74 31.46 
0. Non-Market Opportunity 4.84 17.42 
E. 1980 RPA 7.13 25.67 

G. Reduced Budget 4.37 15.73 
H. Livestock-Timber Emphasis 5.71 20.56 
I .  Accelerated Harvest 6.54 23.54 
J. Preferred 6.32 22.75 

In Table 8-26 MCF i s  converted t o  MBF by a f ac to r  of 3.6. 

4. PNV - Assigned 4.44 15.98 

F. Current Budget 7.30 26.28 
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TABLE R-79 
~ - -. 

Discounted (4%) Costs, Benefit; ~ i t l  I’IK [omrered t o  Highest PNV 
(Displayed i n  M M  Dollars 1982) 

Benchmarks 

I .  Accl . Harv. 353.9 
0. Non Market 259.0 
H. Live-Tbr Emphasis 313.7 
A. Current Program 237.0 
E. 1980 RPA 
3 .  Preferred 
C. Market 
B. Coord. Resources 315.5 
F. Current Budget 163.2 
G. Reduced Budget 178.6 
1. Min Level 

-186.5 657.3 
-296.2 427.7 

PVB PNV ---_ 598.7 
-71.1 539.0 
170.2 534.8 

-116.3 534.0 
-198.1 528.9 
-134.6 521.8 
-160.8 517.5 
-119.9 497.0 
-158.4 490.1 
-318.5 482.3 
-306.7 478.5 
-536.3 358.6 

-59.7 
-63.9 
-64.7 
-69.8 
-76.9 
-81.2 

-101.7 
-108.6 
-116.4 
-120.2 
-240.1 

~~ 

In both Tables 8-28 and 6-29 above, the changes i n  discounted present value 
of costs and benefits are  a t t r i bu tab le  to  several factors .  

variations i n  investment from one al ternat ive t o  another. 
l e a s t  cost  benchmark ( M i n i m u m  Level) has no investment f o r  road construction, 
no investment fo r  range and wildlife improvements, and no investment f o r  
recreation f a c i l i t i e s .  Therefore, a l ternat ives  (such as B, C ,  E, H ,  I and J )  
which include these a c t i v i t i e s  have increasingly higher PVC figures.  

O u t p u t  levels  for the various scheduled resources also contribute d i r ec t ly  t o  
variations i n  costs and benefits from one al ternat ive t o  another. Since many 
costs are  accrued on a u n i t  basis ,  increased levels  of output increases 
costs. 
benefit t ha t  increases total  benefits as output levels increase. 

For instance, the 

In a similar manner, the scheduled outputs cdrry a u n i t  value o r  
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TABLE 8-27 FORPLAN Prescription Assignment f o r  Alternat ives  ( I n  M Acres) 

P resc r ip t ion  A 8 C C E F 6 H I J 
Current Coord. Market Non-hrkt 1980 Current Reduced Live-Tbr Accel. 
Program Rtsources O#port Opport RPA Budget Budget Emp Harv. 

4 i n  L v l  1-1 23.C 2.0 2.0 2.0 22.0 22.0 216.7 ----- 2.0 1.9 
Tbr Boo 2-3 15.7 34.0 120 8 10.1 29 7 ----- ----- 13.9 25.4 11.4 
Tbr H i S h  2-4 29.5 _ _ _ _ _  66 9 32.0 54.9 ----- ----- 32.3 27.1 ----- 
T h r  Mrkt 2-5 I kanoe Hioh 3-4 64.3 731 125.6 46.5 79.8 2.3 2.3 177.3 66.8 64.6 

__--_ --___ _-_-_ ----_ -_--- _--_- ----_ -___- _---_ ----- 
Range Mrit 3-5 
Wild l i f e  H i g h  4-4 
Disp Rec Moa 5-3 
C i s p  Rec H i g h  5-4 
Oev~ Rec 6-4- 
Wilderness Mod 7-3 
Wilderness High 7-4 
Water High 8-4 
hL-Timber 5-3 
Riparian High  10-4 
Exist Low 11-2 
Soec Area 12-4 

-_--- 
20 4 
67.8 
159.9 
G.0 

273.4 

20.4 
155.4 
69.4 
20.0 
273.4 

3.0 
0.3 

3.1 
0.3 

719.3 

_--__ 34.9 
120.9 60.9 

20.0 20.0 
273.4 273.4 

6.1 145.8 

3.0 0.7 
0.3 0.3 

647.9 706.6 ----- 0 0 

-_--- 
34.9 
111.9 
7.0 
0.0 

273.4 

_---- 
28.3 
245.8 
147 3 
0 

273.4 

----_ 
24.6 
110.0 
180.2 

19.3 
79.0 
53 8 
20.0 
273.4 

3.0 ----- 0.1 2.3 
2.2 89.5 43.1 0.3 

_ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  
21.2 28.6 
111.3 155.8 
7 2 83.7 
20.0 20.0 
273.4 273.4 

0.3 3.0 1 3.0 8 I 
~. 

NkA-TLr-13I4 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.0 _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  0.1 0.1 0.1 

NRA Range 14-4 -__-- 0.9 ----- 0.0 __-_- __-__ 13.9 _---- ----- 
_ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  ___-_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  __--_ NRA Tbr (Mrkt) 13-5 ----- ----- 

1.5 
VKA WL 15-4 16 2 15.1 5.8 59.9 32.9 62.4 0.4 16.2 14.9 14.6 

lNRA Rec 16-4 

Note 

___-_ --___ _-_-_ _--__ ___-_ __--- _^___ -___- _---_ ----- 
A comparable p re sc r ip t ion  t ab le  for Benchmarks is 6-19. 

TABLE 8-28 
Oiscobnted (4%) Costs, Benefits and PNV Compared t o  Least Cost Benchmark. 

(Displayed in MM 1982 Dollars) 

PVC 
1. Min Lv l  69.1 
F. Current Budget 163.2 
6 .  Reduced Budyet 178.8 
K. Current Program 237.G 
0. Non Market 259.0 
E. 1980 RPA 307.6 
J. Preferred 285.7 
H. Live-Tbr Emph 313.7 
6 .  Coord. Resources 315.5 
C. harket  347.1 
I. Accl. Harv. 353.9 
4. Eiax PNV (Assigned) 365.3 

PVC 

94.1 
109.7 
167.9 
189.9 
238.5 

244 6 
246.4 
278.0 

296.2 

-__ 

239.5 

2134.6 

PVB PVB --- 2:::: 211.8 
657.3 229.6 
765 9 338.2 
793.8 366.1 
829.4 401.7 
803.2 401.6 
847.7 420.0 
819.1 391.4 
844.1 416.6 
892.9 465.2 
964.0 536.3 

482.3 123.7 
478.5 119.9 
528.9 170.3 
534.8 176.2 
521.8 163.2 
517.5 233.5 
534.0 175.4 
503.6 145.0 
497.0 138.4 
539.0 180.4 
598.7 240.1 

I I 
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COMPARISON OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS BY ALTERNATIVES 
TO THE MAX PNV (ASSIGNED) BENCHMARK 

Below i s  a general n a r r a t i v e  comparison between t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and t h e  Max 
PNV (assigned) Benchmark based upon Tables B-28 and 8-29. For comparison o f  
d i f f e rences  i n  resource b e n e f i t s  and costs  see Table IV-7 and 8 i n  Chapter 
I V .  

Min Level Benchmark - The present  va lue costs  (PVC) f o r  t h i s  benchmark i s  
296.2 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  l ess  than t h e  Max PNV (Assigned) Benchmark. 
l e a s t  PVC cos t  and PNV o f  any o f  t h e  benchmarks o r  a l t e rna t i ves .  Th is  i s  
p r i m a r i l y  due t o  t h e  cus tod ia l  management l e v e l  es tab l i shed f o r  t h i s  
benchmark. 

It has t h e  

A l t e r n a t i v e  I Accelerated Harvest - Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  has t h e  h ighes t  present  
n e t  va lue (PNV), t h e  h ighes t  present  value b e n e f i t s  (PVB), and t h e  h ighes t  
present  va lue costs  (PVC) o f  t h e  n ine  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  It i s  59.7 m i l l i o n  
d o l l a r s  l e s s  than t h e  Max PNV (Assigned) Benchmark and 284.8 m i l l i o n  g rea te r  
than t h e  Min Level Benchmark. The b e n e f i t  value i s  p r i m a r i l y  due t o  an 
increase i n  dispersed rec rea t i on  and water y i e l d  which i s  associated w i t h  t h e  
h i g h  t imber  harvest  l e v e l .  The h igh  costs  a r e  invo lved w i t h  t h e  increased 
t imber  harvest  and t h e  re1 ated road construction/reconstruction. 

I 

- A l t e r n a t i v e  D Non Market - The PNV o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  63.9 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  
l e s s  than the  MAX PNV (Assigned) Benchmark (ranked t h i r d  i n  h i  hes t  PNV) b u t  
i s  ranked f i f t h  i n  l e a s t  PVC (189.9 MM$ g rea te r  than Min Level!. Due t o  
emphasis on non market resources, investments tend t o  be h igher  f o r  those 
resources b u t  correspondingly so a re  t h e  bene f i t s .  Also, t imber  and road 
costs  a re  n o t  as h i g h  f o r  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  H Livestock-Timber Emphasis - The a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked f o u r t h  
h ighes t  PNV ou t  o f  twelve (64.7 MM$ l e s s  than Max PNV) and i s  ranked e igh th  
l e a s t  PVC ou t  o f  e leven (244.6 MM$ g rea te r  than Min Level ) .  
meet 1985 RPA ou tpu t  t a r g e t s  r e s u l t  i n  h ighe r  investment l e v e l s  f o r  
recrea t ion ,  t imber, road cons t ruc t ion ,  range, and w i l d1  i f e .  
recrea t ion ,  t imber,  and water y i e l d  f a l l s  i n  comparison t o  t h e  Max PNV 
(assigned) Benchmark. 

The emphasis t o  

Bene f i t s  f o r  

A l t e r n a t i v e  A Current  Program - The PNV o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked as t h e  
f i f t h  h ighes t  (69.8 MM$ l e s s  than Max PNV). 
ranked f o u r t h  under the  l e a s t  PVC comparison (167.9 MM$ greater  than Min. 
Level) .  Bene f i t s  f rom timber, range, and water  y i e l d  decrease s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  
Investment l e v e l s  have decreased p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  road cons t ruc t i on  and range. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  E 1980 RPA Program - The PNV o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked as t h e  
s i x t h  h ighes t  (76.0 MM$ l ess  than Max PNV) and s i x t h  i n  t h e  l e a s t  PVC rank ing  

The PVC o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  

I 

- 
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(238.5 MM$ g r e a t e r  than Min Leve l ) .  Bene f i t s  f rom t imber,  water y i e l d ,  and 
range d e c l i n e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  Timber investments increase f o r  t h i s  a l t e rna -  
t i v e  and t h i s  i s  due t o  an increase i n  e a r l y  c u l t u r a l  treatments t o  mainta in  
a l ong  term sus ta ined y i e l d  o f  t imber.  Range investments f o r  t h i s  a l t e r -  
n a t i v e  a l s o  d e c l i n e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  

A l t e r n a t i v e  C Market - Th is  a l t e r n a t i v e  was ranked t h e  e igh th  h ighes t  out  o f  
twe lve  i n  PNV (101.7 MM$ l e s s  than Max PNV) and ten th  i n  the  l e a s t  PVC 
rank ing  (278.0 MM$ g r e a t e r  than Min Leve l ) .  
water  y i e l d ,  and w i l d l i f e  forage. Fuelwood's c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  present value 
b e n e f i t s  increases under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  Again, t imber  investments 
increase s i g n i f i c a n t l y  and t h i s  i s  due t o  ma in ta in ing  a l ong  term sustained 
y i e l d  by implement ing c u l t u r a l  t reatments e a r l y  i n  the  p lanning hor izon. 
Recreat ion investments a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  and t h i s  i s  due t o  
ma in ta in ing  developed r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s .  W i l d l i f e  investments dec l i ne  under 
t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Bene f i t s  dec l i ne  from t imber,  

A l t e r n a t i v e  B Coordinated Resource - The PNV o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked as 
t h e  n i n t h  h i g h e s t  o u t  o f  twelve (108.6 MM$ l e s s  than Max PNV) and e igh th  i n  
t h e  l e a s t  PVC r a n k i n g  (246.4 MM$ g rea te r  than Min Level ) .  
f o r  some resources such as wi lderness and w i l d l i f e / f i s h  user days wh i l e  
t imber,  water  y i e l d ,  and range dec l ine .  Investments i n  recrea t ion ,  roads, 
and t imber  a r e  h i g h e r  i n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  
and t imber  investments a r e  t h e  same as i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  C and E. 
investments d e c l i n e  under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Benef i t s  increase 

The reasons f o r  h igher  recrea t ion  
Range 

A l t e r n a t i v e  F Cur ren t  Budget - The PNV o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked as the 
t e n t h  h ighes t  o u t  o f  twe lve  (116.4 MM$ l e s s  than Max PNV) and second i n  t h e  
l e a s t  PVC rank ing  (94.1 MM$ grea ter  than Min l e v e l ) .  B e n e f i t  values f o r  a l l  
t h e  resource d e c l i n e  except f o r  fuelwood which s l i g h t l y  increases. This  
a l t e r n a t i v e  has a budget c o n s t r a i n t  which l i m i t s  t h e  amount o f  investments 
f o r  resource management programs. 
i n  comparison t o  t h e  Max PNV (Assigned) Benchmark. 
ments i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  resource bene f i t s .  

Investments have dec l ined from 60% t o  23% 
This  dec l i ne  i n  inves t -  

A l t e r n a t i v e  G Reduced Budget - Other than t h e  Min Level Benchmark, t h i s  
a l t e r n a t i v e  has t h e  l owes t  PNV o f  a l l  t h e  a l te rna t i ves .  It i s  ranked t h i r d  
under t h e  Least PVC category.  L i k e  a l t e r n a t i v e  F, i t  has a budget c o n s t r a i n t  
which l i m i t s  t h e  amount of investments du r ing  the  p lanning per iod.  The 
b e n e f i t  va lues d e c l i n e  between 65% t o  15%. The investment l e v e l s  correspond- 
i n g l y  d e c l i n e  a t  rough ly  t h e  same amount as A l t e r n a t i v e  F i n  comparison t o  
t h e  Max PNV (Assigned) Benchmark. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  J t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  ranked seventh 81.2 MM$ less  than 
Max PNV and seventh w i t h  a PVC o f  238.5 MM$ greater  then mininum l e v e l .  
a l t e r n a t i v e  which p laces emphasis on rec rea t i on  and w i l d l i f e  programs and 
reduces road c o n s t r u c t i o n  and t imber  harves t ing  costs  compared w i t h  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  H, B, C, and I. Cable l ogg ing  i s  l i m i t e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  decade. 

This  
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APPENDIX c 
ROADLESS AREA RE-EVALUATION 

The Forest Plan Roadless Area Evaluation was conducted i n  response t o  
direction from the Secretary of Agriculture t h a t  each National Forest 
evaluate Roadless areas w i t h i n  i t s  boundaries as part  of developing a 
fores t  plan. Earlier nationwide reviews of National Forest roadless 
areas were completed i n  1974 (RARE I )  and 1979 (RARE 11), but legal 
challenges t o  RARE I1 resulted i n  the order f o r  the new, 
Forest-by-Forest review. 
current evaluation was t o  recommend su i tab le  roadless areas f o r  addition 
t o  the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

The Ashley National Forest roadless area evaluation began w i t h  the 
mapping of a l l  previously inventoried roadless areas (both RARE I and 
RARE 11). T h i s  enabled the Forest t o  del ineate  composite bounderies 
where the two previous inventories overlapped. The new mapping also 
identified development a c t i v i t i e s  tha t  had inadvertently beer. included 
i n  the original inventory o r  t h a t  had occured since the s tudies  had been 
completed. 

The new inventory was presented t o  the public f o r  review and comment a t  
an open house a t  the Tri-Arc Lodge i n  S a l t  Lake City and a t  each of the 
ranger d i s t r i c t  offices and i n  Green River, Wyoming i n  November of 1983. 
These meetings were heavily publicized i n  local news media. An 
information packet containing the d e t a i l s  i n  the inventory was also 
mailed t o  the people and organizations on the Forest Plan mailing l i s t .  

The resul t  o f  the inventory was the ident i f icat ion of twelve roadless 
areas within the Ashley National Forest boundary p l u s  the H i g h  Uintas 
Roadless Area which is par t ia l ly  on both the  Ashley and Wasatch National 
Forests. 

With the passage of the Utah Wilderness B i l l ,  the need f o r  the 
re-evaluation process i s  eliminated. 
this roadless area evaluation i n  on f i l e  a t  the Ashley National Forest 
Supervisor's Office i n  Vernal, Utah. 

The purpose of RARE I ,  RARE 11, and the 

Information and data pertaining t o  
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APPENDIX D 
ALTERNATIVE MAPS 
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- This appendix conta ins maps showing a l l  ana lys is  areas and a m a t r i x  which 
d isp lays t h e  assignment o f  each ana lys is  area t o  one o r  more management 
p rescr ip t ions .  

For d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion o f  t h e  management p resc r ip t i ons ,  see Appendix B o f  
t h i s  DEIS. 
the  var ious management p resc r ip t i ons  (management areas) by  a1 t e r n a t i v e .  

Note t h a t  many o f  t h e  ana lys is  areas are  s p l i t  between two o r  more 
prescr ip t ions .  
l e t t e r s  which designate t h e  p resc r ip t i ons .  
a re  l i s t e d  i n  order  o f  acreage, t h e  l a r g e s t  acreage f i r s t  and sma l les t  
acreage l a s t .  For  example: n / f / i  i nd i ca tes  t h a t  an ana lys is  area i s  
assigned t o  th ree  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  l a r g e s t  acreage assigned t o  
p r e s c r i p t i o n  n and t h e  smal les t  acreage assigned t o  p r e s c r i p t i o n  i. 

Prescr ip t ions  are  l e t t e r e d  as fo l lows:  

Chapter 11, Table 11-3 d i sp lays  t h e  t o t a l  acreage assignment t o  

Th is  i s  d isp layed i n  t h e  m a t r i x  by a s lash ( / )  between t h e  
The s p l i t s  between p r e s c r i p t i o n s  
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Where dual numbers are  shown, such as 21(104), t h e  ana lys is  area numbered i n  
parentheses has been combined w i t h  t h e  unbracketed ana lys is  area. 

TABLE D-1 Management P resc r ip t i on  App l i ca t i on  by A l t e r n a t i v e  
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Average annual c u t  - The volume o f  t imber  harvested i n  a decade, d i v i d e d  by 
10; used as a bas is  f o r  comparison o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  n o t  as a measure o f  

- Avoidance areas - Areas having one o r  more phys ica l ,  environmental, 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  o r  s t a t u t o r y  impediments t o  c o r r i d o r  des ignat ion.  

- nondecl in ing y i e l d .  

I5 

Back round - The v i s i b l e  t e r r a i n  beyond t h e  foreground and middleground 

o f  t h e  stand. 

Basal area - The area o f  t h e  c ross-sec t ion  o f  a t r e e  stem near t h e  base, 
genera l l y  a t  b reas t  he igh t  and i n c l u s i v e  o f  bark. 

Base sa le  schedule - A t imber  s a l e  schedule formulated on t h e  bas is  t h a t  the  
q u a n t i t y  o f  t imber  planned f o r  sa le  and harves t  f o r  anyfuture decade i s  equal 
t o  o r  g rea ter  than the  planned s a l e  and harves t  f o r  t h e  preceding decade, 
and t h i s  planned sa le and harves t  f o r  any decade i s  n o t  g rea te r  than t h e  
long-term sustained y i e l d  capaci ty .  (Th is  d e f i n i t i o n  expresses t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
of nondel i n i n g  flow.) 

Basel ine - With respect t o  s o i l s ,  t h e  amount o f  e ros ion  and sedimentat ion due 
t o  na tu ra l  sources i n  t h e  absence o f  human a c t i v i t y .  

Benchmark - Reference po in ts  t h a t  d e f i n e  t h e  bounds w i t h i n  which f e a s i b l e  
management a l t e r n a t i v e s  can be developed. 
resource ou tpu t  or  economic measures. 

B e n e f i t  - The t o t a l  value o f  an ou tpu t  o r  o the r  ef fect .  

B e n e f i t  c o s t / r a t i o  - Measure o f  economic e f f i c i e n c y  computed by d i v i d i n g  
t o t a l  d iscounted pr imary b e n e f i t s  by t o t a l  d iscounted economic costs.  

Best Management Pract ices (BMP) - A p r a c t i c e  o r  combination o f  p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  
a re  t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  and p r a c t i c a l  ( i n c l u d i n g  techno log ica l ,  economic, and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  cons iderat ions)  l e v e l  compat ib le w i t h  water q u a l i t y  goals.  

+ w e r e  i n d i v i d u a l  t rees  are  n o t  v i s i b l e  b u t  are blended i n t o  t h e  t o t a l  f a b r i c  
(See "Foreground" and "Middleground"). 

- Benchmarks may be de f ined by 

B i g  game - Those species o f  l a r g e  mammals normal ly  managed as a s p o r t  hun t ing  
resource. 

B i g  game w in te r  range - The area a v a i l a b l e  t o  and used by b i g  game through 
the  w i n t e r  season. 

B i o l o g i c a l  ( p o t e n t i a l )  - The maximum poss ib le  ou tpu t  o f  a g iven  resource, 
l i m i t e d  on ly  by i t s  inherent  phys ica l  and b i o l o g i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

Board f e e t  - The amount o f  wood equ iva len t  t o  a p iece  o f  wood one f o o t  by one 
f o o t  by one inch  th i ck .  
approximately equiva lent  t o  one cubic  f o o t  o f  round wood. 

General ly,  f i v e  board f e e t  l o g  measure i s  - 
Board foo t / cub ic  f o o t  conversion r a t i o  - Both board f o o t  and cubic  f o o t  
volumes can be determined f o r  t imber  stands. - The number o f  board f e e t  per  
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cubic foot  of volume varies w i t h  t r ee  species, diameter, height, and form 
factors.  T h i s  f ac to r  i s  applied t o  the cubic foot FORPLAN outputs t o  give 
board foot  estimates. 

Broadcast burn - Allowing a prescribed f i r e  t o  burn over a designated area 
w i t h i n  well-defined boundaries f o r  reduction of fuel hazard or  as  a 
s i lv icu l tura l  treatment, o r  bo th .  

Brit ish Thermal U n i t  (BTU) - The amount of heat required t o  r a i se  the 
temperature of one pound of  water one degree Farenheit. 

Browse - Leaves, and young shots o f  t r ee s  and shrubs on which animals feed; 
in par t icu lar ,  those shrubs which a re  ut i l ized by b i g  game animals f o r  food. 

Canopy - The more-or-less continuous cover of branches and fol iage formed 
col lect ively by the crown of adjacent t rees  and other woody growth. 

Capability area - A s i t e  spec i f ic  area of land w i t h  inherent character is t ics  
when combined w i t h  s imilar  areas become analysis areas. 

Capable lands - Those portions of  the Forest t h a t  have an inherent ab i l i t y  t o  
support t rees  f o r  timber harvest and produce a t  l eas t  20 cubic feet/acre/year 
o f  wood f ibe r .  

Capability - The potential  of an area of land t o  produce resources, supply 
goods and services ,  and allow resource uses under an assumed s e t  of 
management pract ices  and a t  a given level of management intensi ty .  
Capability depends upon current conditions and s i t e  conditions such as  
climate, slope, landform, s o i l s  and geology, as well as the application of 
management practices,  such as s i l v i cu l tu re  or  protection from f i r e ,  insects,  
and disease. 

Capital investment costs - Those associated with construction or  development 
of improvements; includes road construction, reforestation, campground 
construction, range improvements, etc.  

Carrying capacity - The maximum use r a t e  possible without incurring damage t o  
vegetation, f a c i l i t i e s ,  o r  related resources. 

Cavity - The hollow excavated i n  t rees  by birds or other natural phenomena; 
used f o r  roosting and reproduction by many birds and mammals. 

Clearcuttin The cut t ing method t h a t  describes the s i l v i cu l tu re  system i n  +- w ich the old crop is cleared over a considerable area a t  one time. 
Regeneration then occurs from ( a )  natural seeding from adjacent s t a n d s ,  (b) 
seed contained in  the slash o r  logging debris,  ( c )  advance growth ,  o r  ( d )  
planting o r  d i r e c t  seeding. 

Climax - The h i g h e s t  ecological development of a plant community capable of 
perpetuation under the prevailing climactic and edaphic conditions. 

An even-aged fo res t  usually resu l t s .  
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Closure - The administrative order r e s t r i c t ing  e i the r  location, timing, o r  
type of  use i n  a spec i f ic  area. 

- 
w 

Coliform bacteria - Any of several bacteria found in the large in t e s t ine  of 
man and animals, the presence of which indicates fecal pollution. 

Collector roads - See Roads. 

Commercial Forest Land (CPL)  - See "Timber c lassi f icat ion".  

Commodities - Products produced from a parcel of land; e.g., outputs of wood, 
l ivestock forage, and minerals. 

Community l i f e s t y l e s  - The ways i n  which residents conduct t h e i r  everyday 
routines and how the "way they l ive"  i s  associated w i t h  the National Forest. 

Community s t a b i l i t y  - The capacity of a community t o  absorb and cope w i t h  
change without major hardship t o  ins t i tu t ions  or groups w i t h i n  the community. 

Concern - See "Management concern." 

Confinement - To r e s t r i c t  f i r e  w i t h i n  determined boundaries established 
e i the r  pr ior  t o  the f i r e ,  d u r i n g  the f i r e ,  o r  i n  an escaped f i r e  s i tua t ion  
analysis.  The normal t a c t i c  i s  surveil lance only. 

Congressionally c lass i f ied  and designated areas - Areas which require 
Congressional enactment f o r  t h e i r  establishment, such as National Wilderness, 

w National Wild and Scenic Rivers, and National Recreation Areas. 

Conifer - Those cone-bearing t r e e s ,  mostly evergreen, including the pine 
spruce, f i r ,  e t c .  

Constraint - In FORPLAN modeling, constraints are  the bounds or  l imi t s  placed 
on o u t p u t s ,  costs,  and a c t i v i t i e s  t o  h e l p  achieve a l te rna t ive  objectives. 

Consumptive use - A use of resources tha t  reduces the supply, such as logging 
and min ing .  See also "Nonconsumptive use". 

Containment - To surround a f i r e ,  and any spot f i r e s  therefrom, with control 
l i n e ,  as  needed, which can reasonably be expected t o  check the f i r e ' s  spread 
under prevailing and predicted conditions. The normal t a c t i c  is ind i rec t  
a t tack and burn  t o  human-made o r  natural bar r ie r  w i t h  l i t t l e  or  no mop-up. 

Control - To complete the control l i n e  around a f i r e ,  any spot f i r e s  
therefrom, and any in t e r io r  islands t o  be saved, burn out any unburned area 
adjacent t o  the f i r e  s ide  of the control l i n e ,  and cool down a l l  hot spots 
t ha t  a r e  immediate threats  t o  the control l i n e ,  u n t i l  the l i n e  can reasonably 
be expected t o  h o l d  under foreseeable conditions. 
d i r ec t  attack on the f ire,  if  possible, and mop-up. 

Corridor - A l i nea r  s t r i p  of land ident i f ied for the present o r  future  
location of transportation o r  u t i l i t y  rights-of-way w i t h i n  i t s  boundaries. 

The normal t a c t i c  i s  

- - 
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Cost e f fec t i veness  - Achiev ing s p e c i f i e d  ou tpu ts  o r  ob jec t i ves  under given 
cond i t i ons  f o r  t h e  l e a s t  cost .  

Cos t -e f f i c i ency  - The usefu lness o f  s p e c i f i e d  i npu ts  (cos ts )  t o  produce 
s p e c i f i e d  outputs  ( b e n e f i t s ) .  
i n c l u d i n g  environmental ,  economic, o r  s o c i a l  impacts, a r e  n o t  assigned 
monetary values b u t  a r e  achieved a t  s p e c i f i e d  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  l e a s t  cos t  
manner. 
a l though use o f  b e n e f i t - c o s t  r a t i o s  and ra tes -o f - re tu rn  may be appropr iate.  

Cover/forage r a t i o  - The r a t i o  o f  cover (usua l l y  c o n i f e r  types)  t o  fo rag ing  
areas (na tu ra l  openings, c learcu ts ,  etc.) 

Created opening - See "Tree opening." 

C r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  - Areas designated by Secretary  o f  the  I n t e r i o r  o r  Comnerce 
f o r  t h e  s u r v i v a l  and recovery of f e d e r a l l y  l i s t e d  threatened o r  endangered 
species. 

C r i t i c a l  m inera ls  - M ine ra l s  essen t ia l  t o  t h e  Nat ional  defense, b u t  show 
procurement, w h i l e  d i f f i c u l t  i n  case o f  war, i s  l e s s  ser ious than those of 
s t r a t e g i c  minera l  s. 

Cubic f o o t  - The amount o f  t imber  equ iva len t  t o  a p iece o f  wood one f o o t  by 
one f o o t  by one f o o t .  
Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  t o  board f e e t  i s  4. 

I n  measuring c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y ,  some outputs, 

Cost e f f i c i e n c y  i s  u s u a l l y  measured us ing  present n e t  value, 

The est imated conversion r a t i o  f o r  a l l  species on t h e  

Culminat ion o f  mean annual increment - The p o i n t  where the  mean annual growth 
increment ( t h e  basal area o f  a stand o f  t r e e s  d i v ided  bv t h e i r  aae) ceases t o  

I - 
increase p r i o r  t o  dec l i ne .  

C u l t u r a l  resource - The remains o f  s i t e s ,  s t ruc tu res ,  o r  ob jec ts  used by 
humans i n  t h e  p a s t - - h i s t o r i c a l  o r  a rchaeo log ica l .  

C u l t u r a l  s e n s i t i v i t y  - Refers t o  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  encounter ing s i g n i f i c a n t  
c u l t u r a l  volumes ( q u a n t i t y  and/or q u a l i t y )  which may a f f e c t  and be a f fec ted  
by ground-d is turb ing a c t i v i t i e s .  

C u t t i n g  cyc le  - The planned lapse o f  t ime between successive c u t t i n g s  i n  a 
stand. 

D 

- dbh - Diameter a t  b reas t  he igh t .  
above t h e  ground. 

Decis ion c r i t e r i a  - E s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  r u l e s  o r  standards used t o  evaluate 
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  They a r e  measurements o r  i n d i c a t o r s  t h a t  a r e  designed t o  
a s s i s t  a decisionmaker t o  i d e n t i f y  a p r e f e r r e d  choice f rom t h e  a r ray  o f  
poss ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

Diameter of a t r e e  measured 4 f e e t  6 inches 
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- Deficit timber s a l e  - A timber sa l e  where 
the primary product(s) plus p ro f i t  margin 
of the same product(s) .. 
Demand - The quality of goods o r  services 
holding other factors  constant. 

- - the costs associated w i t h  producing 
are  greater than the se l l i ng  value 

called for  a t  various prices,  

Departure - The temporary deviation from the non-declining even-flow pol icy. 

Dependent communities - Communities whole soc ia l ,  economic, or pol i t ica l  l i f e  
would become discernably d i f f e ren t  i n  important respects i f  market or  
nonmarket o u t p u t s  from the National Forests were cut of f .  

Design capacity - The maximum theoretical  amount of use a developed 
recreation s i t e  was bu i l t  t o  accommodate. 

Design standard - Approved design and construction specifications mainly used 
f o r  recreation f a c i l i t i e s  and roads--includes specified materials,  colors,  
dimensions, e tc .  

Designated corridor - A l i nea r  area of land w i t h  defined and recognized 
boundaries identified and designated by legal public notice. 

Developed recreation s i t e  - Relatively small, d i s t inc t ly  defined area where 
f a c i l i t i e s  are provided Tor concentrated public use on a planned basis; e.g., 
campgrounds, picnic areas, swimming areas. 

Direct outputs - Resource outputs t h a t  are  caused by the action and occur a t  
the same time and place. - 
Direction - See "Management direction".  

Discount ra te  - An i n t e re s t  r a t e  t h a t  represents the cost  or time value of 
money i n  determining the present value of future  costs and benefits .  

Discounting - An adjustment, using a discount ra te ,  f o r  the value of money 
over time so tha t  costs and benefits  occurring i n  the future  are  reduced t o  a 
common time, usually the present, f o r  comparison. 

Dispersed recreation - A general term referr ing t o  recreation use outside the 
developed recreation s i t e ;  this includes a c t i v i t i e s  such as  scenic driving, 
h u n t i n g ,  backpacking,  and^ recreation i n  primitive environments. 

Distance zone - Areas of landscapes denoted by specified distances from the 
observer. 
characterist ics o r  a c t i v i t i e s  of man. 

. 

Used as  a frame of reference in which t o  discuss landscape 

Foreground - The detailed landscape found w i t h i n  0 t o  1/4-1/2 mile from 
the observer. 

Middleground - The space between the foreground and the background i n  a 
picture of landscape. 
the viewer. 

The three categories are:  

The area located from 1/4-1/2 t o  3-5 miles from 
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Background - The d i s t a n t  p a r t  o f  a landscape, p i c tu re ,  etc. ;  
surrounding, e s p e c i a l l y  those behind something and p r o v i d i n g  harmony o r  
con t ras t ;  surrounding area o r  surface. 
i n f i n i t y  f rom t h e  viewer. 

Area loca ted  f rom 3-5 m i les  t o  

D i s t r i c t  - See "Ranger D i s t r i c t " .  

D i v e r s i t y  - The d i s t r i b u t i o n  and abundance o f  d i f f e r e n t  p l a n t  and animal 
communities and species w i t h i n  t h e  area covered by a land and resource 
management p lan.  See a l s o  "Edge", "Hor izon ta l  D i v e r s i t y " ,  and " V e r t i c a l  
D i v e r s i t y " .  

E 

Ea r l y  f o r e s t  succession - The b i o t i c  community t h a t  develops immediately 
f o l l o w i n g  t h e  removal o r  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  vegeta t ion  i n  an area. 

Economic e f f i c i e n c y  - The usefu lness o f  s p e c i f i e d  i npu ts  ( cos ts )  t o  produce 
s p e c i f i e d  ou tpu ts  ( b e n e f i t s ) .  I n  measuring economic e f f i c i e n c y ,  some 
outputs,  i n c l u d i n g  environmental, economic; o r  s o c i a l  impacts,. a r e  n o t  
assigned monetary values b u t  a r e  achieved as s p e c i f i e d  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  l e a s t  
cos t  manner. 
values, a l though use o f  bene f i t - cos t  r a t i o s  and r a t e s - o f - r e t u r n  may be 
appropr ia te.  

Economic e f f i c i e n c y  is  u s u a l l y  measured us ing  present  n e t  

Economic e f f i c i e n c y  ana lys i s  - An a n a l y t i c a l  method i n  which incrementa l  
market and nonmarket b e n e f i t s  a r e  compared w i t h  incrementa l  economic costs.  

Economic growth - Increased economic ou tpu t  i n  r e a l  terms over  time. 

Ecosystem - An i n t e r a c t i n g  system o f  organisms considered toge the r  w i t h  t h e i r  
environment; f o r  example, marsh, watershed, and l a k e  ecosystems. 

vegeta t ion  cond i t i ons  w i t h i n  t h e  p l a n t  communities come together .  
"edge c o n t r a s t "  and "ho r i zon ta l  d i v e r s i t y " .  

E f f e c t s  - Environmental consequences as a r e s u l t  of a proposed ac t i on .  
Inc luded a r e  d i r e c t  e f f e c t s ,  which are  caused by t h e  a c t i o n  and occur  a t  the  
same t ime and place, and i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s ,  which are  caused by t h e  a c t i o n  and 
are  l a t e r  i n  t ime  o r  f u r t h e r  removed i n  d is tance,  b u t  which a r e  s t i l l  
reasonably foreseeable.  I n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  may i n c l u d e  growth- inducing e f f e c t s  
and o the r  e f f e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  induced changes i n  t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  l a n d  sue, 
popu la t i on  dens i t y ,  o r  growth r a t e ,  and r e l a t e d  e f fec ts  on a i r  and water  and 
o t h e r  n a t u r a l  systems, i n c l u d i n g  ecosystems. E f f e c t s  and impacts as used i n  
t h i s  statement a r e  synonymous. E f f e c t s  i nc lude  eco log i ca l  (such as t h e  
e f f e c t s  on n a t u r a l  resources and on t h e  components, s t ruc tu res ,  and 
f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  a f f e c t e d  ecosystems), aes the t i c  q u a l i t y ,  h i s t o r i c  c u l t u r a l ,  
economic, s o c i a l ,  o r  hea l th ,  whether d i r e c t ,  i n d i r e c t ,  o r  cumulat ive.  
E f f e c t s  may a l s o  i nc lude  those r e s u l t i n g  from ac t i ons  t h a t  may have bo th  
b e n e f i c i a l  and de t r imenta l  e f f e c t s  even if on balance t h e  agency be l i eves  
t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  w i l l  be b e n e f i c i a l  (40 CFR 1508.8). 

- Where p l a n t  communities meet o r  where successional  stages o r  
See a lso  
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Electronic s i t e s  - Areas designated f o r  the operation of equipment which 
transmit and receive radio s ignals ,  excluding te levis ion ae r i a l s  and - antennas, f o r  local pickup of programing and passive ref lectors .  

Endangered species - Any species of animal o r  plant t h a t  i s  in danger of 
extinction throughout a l l  or  a s ign i f icant  portion of i t s  range. 
dnimals species identified by the Secretary of In te r ior  as  endangered i n  
accordance with 1973 Endangered Species Act. 

Endemic plant - A plant confined t o  a cer ta in  country o r  region and w i t h  a 
comparatively restr ic ted geographic d is t r ibu t ion .  

Environmental analysis - An analysis of a l te rna t ive  actions and their 
predictable short-and long-term environmental e f f ec t s ,  which include 
physical, biological,  economic, soc ia l ,  and environmental design factors  and 
the i r  interactions.  

Plants or 

Environmental Assessment - The concise public document required by the 
regulations f o r  implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA (40 CFR 
1508.9). 

Environmental documents - A s e t  of concise documents t o  include, as  
applicable, the Environmental Assessment, Environmental Impact Statement, 
Finding of No Significant Impact, o r  Notice of Intent.  

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - A statement of the environmental 
effects  of a proposed action and a l te rna t ives  t o  i t .  I t  is required f o r  
major Federal actions under Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and released t o  the public and other agencies f o r  comment and 
review. 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and direct ives  of the 
agency responsible f o r  the project proposal. 

- - 
I t  is  a formal document t h a t  must follow the requirements of NEPA, 

Ephemeral streams - Streams tha t  flow only as a d i r ec t  response t o  ra infa l l  or  
snowmelt events. They have no base flow. 

Escape cover - Usually vegetation dense enough t o  hide an animal; an area 
used by animals t o  escape from potential predators. 

Evaluation c r i t e r i a  - Standards developed f o r  appraising a1 ternatives.  

Even-aged management - The application of a combination of actions t h a t  
resul ts  i n  the creation of stands i n  which t r ees  of essent ia l ly  the same age 
grow together. 
of stands of varying ages (and, therefore ,  t r e e  s izes)  throughout the f o r e s t  
area. 
stand usually does not exceed 20 percent of the age of the stand a t  harvest 
rotation age. Regeneration i n  a par t icu lar  stand is  obtained dur ing  a shor t  
period a t  or  near the time tha t  a s t a n d  a t  harvest rotation age. 
Regeneration i n  a particular stand i s  obtained d u r i n g  a short  period a t  o r  
near the time tha t  a stand has reached the desired age o r  s i ze  f o r  
regeneration and i s  harvested. 
methods produce even-aged stands. 

Managed even-aged fo res t s  a r e  characterized by a d is t r ibu t ion  

The difference in age between t r ees  forming the main capopy level of a 

Clearcut, shelterwood, o r  seed t r e e  cut t ing - - 
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Even-aged s i lv i cu l tu re  - The combination of timber management actions that  
r e su l t  i n  the  creation o f  stands where t rees  o f  essent ia l ly  the same age grow 
together. 

Clearcutting - The removal, i n  a s ingle  cu t ,  of  a l l  t rees  i n  stands 
la rger  than seedlings. 

Seed t r e e  cut t ing - Similar t o  c learcut t ing,  except t ha t  a few of the 
be t t e r  t rees  of the desired species are l e f t  scat tered over the area t o  
provide seed f o r  regeneration. 

Shelterwood cutting - The removal of a l l  t r ee s  i n  a se r ies  of two or  more 
cuts over a period of not more than 30 years. 

Even-aged systems - Product stands i n  which a l l  t r ee s  a re  of  about the same 
age. 
C u t t i n g  methods producing even-aged stands are  c learcut ,  shelterwood, or seed 
t r ee  systems. 

Even-flow - Maintaining a re la t ively constant supply of timber from decade t o  
decade. 

Exclusion areas - Areas having termmined t o  be unavailable f o r  corridor 
allocation or f a c i l i t y  siting f o r  reasons of unsui tab i l i ty ,  l eg i s l a t ive  
c lass i f ica t ion ,  o r  pr ior ,  unalterable allocation of uses incompatible w i t h  the 
proposed use. 

Extensive grazing - Management seeks f u l l  u t i l i za t ion  of forage allocated t o  
livestock. Cost-effective management systems and techniques, including 
fencing and water development, are  designed and applied t o  obtain re la t ive ly  
uniform livestock d i s t r i b u t i o n  and use of forage and maintain plant vigor. 

( A  spread of 10 t o  20 years i s  generally considered one age c l a s s ) .  

F 

Fac i l i t i e s  - Improvements t h a t  are used f o r  she l t e r  o r  s u p p o r t  of Forest 
Service programs. 
housing areas,  work centers,  recreation complexes, and  u t i l i t y  systems. 

Examples include Ranger Station compounds, leased off ices ,  

Fac i l i ty  condition class  - The rating system used i n  the Recreation 
Information Manaqement System t o  c lass i fy  the condition of reDair tha t  a 
spec i f ic  f a c i l i t y  i s  i n  a n d  maintenance needs of recreation f a c i l i t i e s .  
for  p l a n n i n g  and budget request. 

Family u n i t  - A developed s i t e  o r  picnic spo t  t h a t  usually includes a table ,  
f i rep lace ,  t en t  pad, and parking spot designed t o  handle a family or small 
group o f  people. 

Federal Register - Published document tha t  provides a uniform system f o r  
making available t o  the public regulations and legal notices issued by 
federal agencies. 

Used 
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Fee s i t e  - A Forest Service recreation area i n  which users must pay a fee. 
Fee s i t e s  must meet cer ta in  standards and provide cer ta in  f a c i l i t i e s  a s  
specified i n  the Forest Service Manual. 

Final cut - Removal of the l a s t  seed bearers or  she l t e r  t rees  a f t e r  
regeneration i s  considered t o  be established under a she1 terwood system. 

Fire hazard - The fuel i n  which a f i r e  will ign i te  and burn .  

Fire management - All a c t i v i t i e s  required f o r  protection o f  resources from 
f i r e  and use of f i r e  t o  meet land management goals and objectives. 

Fire r i sk  - The potential cause of a f i r e .  

Fi rewood - See "Fuel wood. " 

Fisheries habi ta t  - Streams, lakes, and reservoirs t ha t  support fish. 

Flood plains - The lowland and re la t ive ly  f l a t  area adjoining inland waters, 
including, a t  a minimum, tha t  area subject t o  a one percent o r  grea te r  chance 
of flooding i n  any given year. 

Fora e - All browse and nonwoody plants t ha t  a r e  available t o  l ivestock o r  + wild i f e  f o r  grazing o r  harvested f o r  feeding. 

Forb - Any herbaceous plant other than t rue  grasses,  sedges, o r  rushes. 

Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 - An Act of 
Congress requiring the preparation of a program f o r  the management of the 
National Forests'  renewable resources and of land and resource management 
plans f o r  units of the National Forest System. 
inventory of a l l  National Forest System lands and renewable resources. 

Fore round - A term used i n  visual management t o  describe the stand of t rees  + immediate y adjacent t o  the high-value scenic areas ,  recreation f a c i l i t y ,  o r  
fores t  highway. 

- 

- 
I t  a l so  requires a continuing 

See "Background" and "Middleground". 

Forest development roads and t r a i l s  - A legal term for Forest roads o r  t r a i l s  
t ha t  are  under the jur i sd ic t ion  of the Forest Service. 

Forest land - See "Timber c lassi f icat ion."  

Forest Supervisor - The o f f i c i a l  responsible f o r  administering the National 
Forest System lands i n  a Forest Service administrative u n i t ,  which may 
consist  of two o r  more National Forests o r  a l l  the  Forests w i t h i n  a s t a t e .  
He reports t o  the Regional Forester. 

Forest development transportation system - Roads t h a t  are  par t  of the  Forest 
development transportation system, which includes a l l  exis t ing and planned 
roads, t r a i l s ,  and a i r f i e l d s ,  a s  well as  other special and terminal 
f a c i l i t i e s  designed as  Forest development transportation f a c i l i t i e s .  (See 
a r t e r i a l  roads, coll  ector roads, and 1 oca1 roads. ) - 
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Forest-wide standard - A performance c r i t e r ion  indicating acceptable norms, 
specif icat ions,  or qual i ty  t h a t  actions must meet t o  maintain the minimum 
considerations for a par t icu lar  resource. T h i s  type of standard applies t o  
a l l  areas  of the Forest regardless of the other prescriptions applied. 

FORPLAN - A l i nea r  programming system used f o r  developing and analyzing 
Forest planning a l te rna t ives .  

Fuel break - A zone in which  fuel quantity has been reduced o r  a l te red  t o  
provide a position f o r  suppression forces t o  make a stand against wildf i re .  
Fuel breaks a re  designated o r  constructed before the outbreak of  a f i re .  
Fuel breaks may consis t  of one or a combination of the following: natural 
ba r r i e r s ,  constructed fuel breaks, manmade bar r ie rs .  

Fuel model - A simulated fuel  complex for which a l l  the fuel descriptions 
required by the mathematical f i r e  spread model have been specified.  

Fuel treatment - The rearrangement or  disposal of natural o r  a c t i v i t y  fuels 
t o  reduce the f i r e  hazard. 
vegetative materials consumable by f i re .  

Fuels - Include b o t h  l iv ing  plants  and dead, woody vegetative materials which 
=capable of bu rn ing .  

Fuel management - The pract ice  of planning and executing treatment o r  control 
of any vegetative material t h a t  adversely a f f ec t s  meeting f i r e  management 
direct ion based upon resource management goals and objectives. 

Fuel wood - Wood--round, spl i t ,  o r  sawed, and general ly  otherwise refuse 
material--cut in to  short  lengths f o r  burning. 

Fuels a r e  defined a s  b o t h  l iving and dead 

Includes firewood. 

Full service management (FSM) - Full service management or  standard 
manaqement i s  achieved i n  recreation when s i q n i n q ,  cleanup, maintenance, and 
administration a re  accomplished according to-standards and objectives 
es tabl ished i n  approved management plans. 

G 

Game species - Any species of w i ld l i f e  or fish f o r  which seasons and bag 
l imi t s  have been prescribed and which a re  normally harvested by hunters, 
t rappers ,  and fishermen under s t a t e  o r  Federal laws, codes, and regulations. 

Goal - A concise statement t h a t  describes a desired condition t o  be achieved 
=time i n  the future.  I t  i s  normally expressed i n  broad, general terms and 
i s  timeless i n  t h a t  i t  has no spec i f i c  date  by which it i s  t o  be completed. 
Goal statements form the principal basis from which  objectives a re  developed. 

Goods and services - The various outputs, including on-site uses, produced 
from f o r e s t  and rangeland resources. 

Grass/form - An ear ly  Forest successional s tage where grasses and forms are  
the dominant vegetation. 
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- Grazing a l l o tmen t  - See "Range a l lo tment . "  

w Group s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g  - The c u t t i n g  method t h a t  descr ibes t h e  s i l v i c u l t u r a l  
system i n  which t rees  are  removed p e r i o d i c a l l y  i n  small groups, r e s u l t i n g  i n  
openings t h a t  do n o t  exceed an acre o r  two i n  s ize .  
format ion o f  an uneven-aged stand i n  t h e  form o f  a mosaic o f  age-class groups 
i n  the  same f o r e s t .  

Growing season - The months o f  t h e  yea r  dur ing  which a species o f  vegeta t ion  
grows. 

This  leads t o  t h e  

Growing s tock  l e v e l  - The number o r  volume o f  t r e e s  growing i n  a Fo res t  o r  i n  
a spec i f i ed  p a r t  o f  it. 

Guidel ine - An i n d i c a t i o n  o r  o u t l i n e  o r  p o l i c y  o r  conduct; i.e., any issuance 
t h a t  a s s i s t s  i n  determin ing t h e  course o f  d i r e c t i o n  t o  be taken i n  any 
planned a c t i o n  t o  accomplish a s p e c i f i c  ob jec t i ve .  

H 

Hab i ta t  - The p lace  where a p l a n t  o r  animal n a t u r a l l y  o r  normal ly  l i v e s  o r  
grows. 

Hab i ta t  Condi t ion Index (HCI) - 
Hab i ta t  d i v e r s i t y  - See " W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y . "  

Hab i ta t  d i v e r s i t y  index - A measure o f  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  improvement 
expressed as a percentage o f  optimum s i z e  c lass  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t h a t  i s  achieved 
over time. 

Hab i ta t  e f fec t i veness  - See " W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  e f fec t i veness " .  

Hab i ta t  grouping - Grouping o f  h a b i t a t  types i n  l o g i c a l  ca tegor ies  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  resource planning. 

a - 

Habita t  type  - The aggregate o f  a l l  areas t h a t  suppor t  o r  can suppor t  t h e  
same pr imary vegeta t ion  a t  c l imax. 

Herb ic ide - A chemical compound used t o  k i l l  o r  c o n t r o l  growth o f  undes i rab le  
p l a n t  species. 

Hid ing area - Inc ludes vegeta t ion  capable o f  h i d i n g  90 percent  o f  an a d u l t  
e l k  o r  deer from a human's v iew a t  a d is tance equal t o  o r  l e s s  than 200 f e e t  
( 6 1  m.). 

Hor izonta l  d i v e r s i t y  - The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  w i l d f i r e  as requ i red  by f u e l s  and 
associated r i s k  condi t ions.  

Implementation - Those a c t i v i t i e s  necessary t o  respond t o  t h e  approved Land 
and Resource Management Plan. - 
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Improvement c u t t i n g  - Removing t r e e s  of undesi rab le species,  form, o r  
c o n d i t i o n  f rom t h e  main canopy i n  s t rands  past t h e  s a p l i n g  stage t o  improve 
t h e  composi t ion and q u a l i t y .  

I n c i d e n t a l  g r a z i n g  - Grazing use t h a t  occurs on lands n o t  managed f o r  the  
produc t ion  o f  domestic l i v e s t o c k .  
movement, t r a i l i n g  o f  l i v e s t o c k ,  o r  t h e  sue of domestic l i v e s t o c k  i n  
recrea t ion .  

May occur as a r e s u l t  o f  na tu ra l  herd 

Induced ou tpu ts  - Outputs i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  sec tor  induced by t h e  d i r e c t  ou tpu ts  
produced on t h e  Forest .  

I n d i c a t o r  species - A p l a n t  o r  animal species adapted t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o f  
environment. I t s  presence i s  s u f f i c i e n t  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  h a b i t a t  
cond i t i ons  a r e  a l s o  present .  

I n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g  - Invo lves  the  removal o f  se lected t rees  
f rom sDec i f i ed  aqe c lasses over  t h e  e n t i r e  stand area i n  o rder  t o  meet a 
predetermined goal o f  age d i s t r i b u t i o n  and species i n  t h e  remaining stand. 

Input /ou tpu t  a n a l y s i s  - a q u a n t i t a t i v e  study o f  t h e  interdependence o f  a 
group o f  a c t i v i t i e s  based on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between i n p u t s  and outputs  o f  
t h e  a c t i v i t i e s .  The bas i c  t o o l s  o f  ana lys is  is an input -ou tpu t  (IMPLAN) f o r  
a g iven pe r iod  t h a t  shows sw” taneous1y  f o r  each economic sec tor  t h e  va lue 
o f  i npu ts  and outputs ,  as w e l l  as t h e  value of t ransac t i ons  w i t h i n  each 
economic sector .  It has e s p e c i a l l y  been app l ied  t o  es t imate  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  
changes i n  Fores t  ou tpu t  l e v e l s  on l o c a l  ecorlomic a c t i v i t y .  

I n s e c t i c i d e  - An agent used t o  c o n t r o l  i n s e c t  populat ions.  

Inst ream f l o w  - Those 
meet seasonal stream f l o w  requirements t o  accomplish t h e  purposes of t h e  
Nat ional  Forests,  i nc lud ing ,  b u t  n o t  l i m i t e d  to ,  maintenance o f  favorab le  
cond i t i ons  o f  water  f low,  f i s h e r i e s ,  v i sua l  q u a l i t y ,  and rec rea t i ona l  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a t  acceptable l e v e l s .  

nonconsumptive -- i n  s i t u  q u a n t i t i e s  o f  water necessary t o  

In teg ra ted  pes t  management - A process f o r  s e l e c t i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  regu la te  
f o r e s t  oests i n  which a l l  asoects o f  a oest-host svstem a r e  s tud ied  and 
weighted. 
inc ludes  t h e  impact o f  t h e  unregu la ted  populat ion on var ious  resource values, 
a1 t e r n a t i v e  r e g u l a t i o n  t a c t i c s  and s t r a t e g i e s  and b e n e f i t / c o s t  est imates o f  
those a1 t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s .  
c o n s i s t  o f  a combinat ion o f  t a c t i c s  such as t imber  stand improvement p lus  
s e l e c t i v e  use o f  p e s t i c i d e s .  

I n t e n s i v e  g r a z i n g  - Grazing management t h a t  con t ro l s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a t t l e  
and d u r a t i o n  o f  use on t h e  range, u s u a l l y  by fences, so p a r t s  o f  t h e  range 
a r e  res ted  du r ing  t h e  growing season. 

I n t e n s i v e  management - A h i g h  investment l e v e l  o f  t imber  management t h a t  
inc ludes  use o f  precommercial t h inn ings ,  commercial t h inn ings ,  g e n e t i c a l l y  
improved stock,  and c o n t r o l  o f  competing vegetat ion.  

The i n f o r m a t i o n  cbnsidered i n  se lected approp r ia te  s t r a t e g i e s  

Regulatory  s t r a t e g i e s  are  based on sound 
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I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  approach - The u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  represent ing  tow 
o r  more areas o f  knowledge and s k i l l s  focus ing  on t h e  same task,  problem, o r  - subject.  Team member i n t e r a c t i o n  orovides necessary i n s i t e  t o  a l l  staqes o f  
the-process. 

In termediate c u t t i n g  - Any removal o f  t rees  f rom a stand between t h e  t ime o f  
i t s  format ion and t h e  regenera t ion  cut .  
c u t t i n g s  a r e  release, t h inn ing ,  improvement, and salvage. 

I n t e r m i t t e n t  streams - A stream which f l ows  on ly  a t  c e r t a i n  t imes o f  t h e  year  
when i t  receives water f rom spr ings  o r  f rom some sur face  source such as 
me l t i ng  snow i n  mountainous areas. 

- - 

Most commonly app l i ed  in te rmed ia te  

Intermountain Region - That p a r t  o f  t h e  Nat ional  Fores t  System which 
encompasses Nat iona l  Forests  w i t h i n  t h e  In termounta in Region (Utah, southern 
and cen t ra l  Idaho, western Wyoming, and Nevada). 

I n t e r p r e t i v e  serv ices  - V i s i t o r  i n fo rma t ion  serv ices  designed t o  present  
educat ional  and rec rea t i ona l  values t o  Fores t  v i s i t o r s  t o  enhance t h e i r  
understanding, apprec ia t ion ,  and enjoyment o f  t h e  Forest .  

I n t e r p r e t i v e  s i t e  - A developed s i t e  a t  which a broad range o f  na tu ra l  o r  
c u l t u r a l  h i s t o r y  i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  o r  discussed f o r  t h e  enjoyment o f  t h e  pub l i c .  

Inventory  data and in fo rma t ion  c o l l e c t i o n  - The process o f  ob ta in ing ,  
s to r ing ,  and us ing  c u r r e n t  i nven to ry  data appropr ia te  f o r  p lann ing  and - . .  . 
managing t h e  Forest .  

I r r e t r i e v a b l e  - App l ies  t o  losses o f  product ion,  harvest,  o r  commitment o f  
renewable n a t u r a l  resources. For  example, some o r  a l l  o f  t h e  t imber  
product ion f rom an area i s  i r r e t r i e v a b l y  l o s t  du r ing  t h e  t ime an area i s  sued 
as a w i n t e r  spo r t s  s i t e .  
resumed. 
i r r e v e r s i b l e .  

I r r e v e r s i b l e  - App l ies  p r i m a r i l y  t o  the  use o f  nonrenewable resources, such 
as minera ls  o r  c u l t u r a l  resources, o r  t o  those f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  renewable 
on ly  over long t ime spans, such as s o i l  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  
includes l o s s  o f  f u t u r e  opt ions.  

Issue - A po in t ,  mat ter ,  o r  quest ion of p u b l i c  d iscuss ion  o r  i n t e r e s t  t o  be 
addressed o r  decided through t h e  p lann ing  process. 

- 
If t h e  use i s  changed, t imber  p roduc t ion  can be 

The produc t ion  l o s t  i s  i r r e t r i e v a b l e ,  b u t  t h e  a c t i o n  i s  n o t  

I r r e v e r s i b l e  a l s o  

J 

K 

Key summer range - That p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  summer range essen t ia l  f o r  t h e  
cont inuat ion  o f  bo th  t h e  ore- and Dost-reoroduct ive cyc les  f o r  a l l  w i l d l i f e  - 
species. - 
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Key w i n t e r  range - The p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  year- long range where b i g  game f i n d  
food and/or cover du r ing  severe w i n t e r  weather. 

L 

Land c l a s s  - The topographic  r e l i e f  of a u n i t  o f  land. 
separated by slope, which co inc ides  w i t h  t h e  t imber  i nven to ry  process. The 
t h r e e  l and  classes used i n  t h e  Fores t  Plan are  de f i ned  by  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  slope 
ranges: 

Land exchange - The conveyance o f  non-Federal l a n d  o r  i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  Un i ted  
States i n  exchange f o r  Na t iona l  Fores t  System l a n d  o r  i n t e r e s t s  i n  land. 

Land classes are  

0 t o  35 percent; 36 t o  55 percent; arid g rea te r  than 55 percent. 

Any p lace  where round t imber  i s  assembled f o r  f u r t h e r  t ranspor t ,  v- common y w i t h  a change o f  method. 

Land l ine  - For Fores t  P lan  purposes, Nat ional  Fo res t  p roper t y  boundaries. 

Land1 i n e  l o c a t i o n  - Legal i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and accurate l o c a t i o n  o f  Nat ional  
Fores t  p roper ty  boundaries. 

Landownership p a t t e r n  - The Nat iona l  Fores t  System resource 
r e l a t i o n  t o  o the r  landownerships w i t h i n  g iven boundaries. 

1 and base i n  

L i m i t s  o f  Acceptable Change - A framework f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  acceptable and 
appropr ia te  resource and s o c i a l  cond i t i ons  i n  r e c r e a t i o n  s i t t i n g s .  

L im i ted  sur face occupancy - A minera l  lease c lause t h a t  recognizes an 
oppor tun i t y  f o r  occupancy b u t  t h a t  requ i res  f u r t h e r  r e v a l u a t i o n  based on 
s i t e - s p e c i f i c  proposals.  

L inea r  programing - A mathematical method used t o  determine the  
c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  1 i m i t e d  resources between competing demands when 
bo th  t h e  ob jec t ive ;  e.g., p r o f i t  o r  cost ,  and r e s t r i c t i o n s  on i t s  a t ta inment  
a r e  express ib le  as a system o f  l i n e a r  e q u a l i t i e s  o r  i n e q u a l i t i e s ;  e.g., 
y=x+bx. 

Local dependent i n d u s t r i e s  - I n d u s t r i e s  r e l y i n g  on Nat iona l  Forest  outputs  
f o r  economic a c t i v i t y .  

Local roads - See Roads. 

Logging residues - The unused p o r t i o n s  o f  po le  t imber  and sawtimber t rees  
remaining a f t e r  logging.  

Long-term sustained y i e l d  t imber  capac i ty  - The h ighes t  un i fo rm wood y i e l d  
f rom lands being managed f o r  t imber  product ion t h a t  may be susta ined under a 
s p e c i f i e d  management i n t e n s i t y  cons is ten t  w i t h  mu l t i p le -use  ob jec t ives .  
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- M 

Management action - Any activity undertaken as part of the administration of 
the Forest. 

Management area - An area of land with similar management goals and a common 
management prescription. 

Management concern - An issue, problem, or a condition which constrains the 
range of management practices identified by the Forest Service in the 
planning process. 

Management direction - A statement of multiple-use and other goals and 
objectives, the associated management prescriptions, and standards and 
guidelines for attaining them. 

Management intensity - A management practice or combination of management 
practices and associated costs designed to obtaln different levels of goods 
and services. 

Management emphasis - An identifier used in FORPLAN modeling to reflect 
allocation choices for the analysis areas. 
to identify the major resource objective. 

used in the Ashley FORPLAN model 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) - A species selected because its 
population changes indicate effects of management activities on the plant and 
animal communitv. A species whose condition can be used to assess the imDacts - 
of management actions bn a particular area. 

Management opportunity - A statement of general actions, measures, or 
treatments that address a public issue or management concern in a favorable 
way. 

Management practice - A specific activity, measure, course of action, or 
treatment. 

Management prescription - Management practices and intensity selected and 
scheduled for application on a specific area to attain multiple-use and other 
goals and objectiv6s. 

Panagement standards and guidelines - See standards and guide1 ines. 
Mature timber - Trees that have attained full development, particularly 
height, and are in full seed production. 

Market-value outputs - Goods and services valued in terms of what people are 
willing to pay for them as evidenced by market transactions. 

Maximum modification - See "Visual quality Objectives". 
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Middleground - The v i s i b l e  t e r r a i n  beyond the  foreground where i n d i v i d u a l  
t rees  a r e  s t i l l  v i s i b l e  b u t  do n o t  stand ou t  d i s t i n c t l y  f rom t h e  stand. 
"Foreground' and Background" .) 

Minera l  development - The p repara t i on  o f  a proven depos i t  f o r  mining. 

Minera l  e n t r y  - The f i l i n g  o f  a min ing c la im  f o r  p u b l i c  l and  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  any minera ls  i t  may conta in .  

(See 

Minera l  e n t r y  wi thdrawal  - The exc lus ion o f  the  r i g h t  o f  exc lus i ve  possession 
by  t h e  l o c a t o r ,  o f  l o c a t a b l e  minera l  deposi ts and mineral  development work on 
i r e a s  requ i red  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s .  by t h e  Forest  Serv ice and o the r  areas 
h i g h l y  valued by t h e  p u b l i c .  
general m in ing  laws and/or t h e  minera l  l eas ing  laws. 

Pub l i c  lands withdrawn from e n t r y  under t h e  

Minera l  e x p l o r a t i o n  - The search f o r  valuable minera ls  on lands open t o  
minera l  en t r y .  

Minera l  p roduc t ion  - E x t r a c t i o n  o f  mineral  deposi ts.  

Minerals,  common v a r i e t y  - Deposi ts which, al though they may have va lue f o r  
use i n  t rade,  manufacture, t h e  science,s o r  i n  the  mechanical o r  ornamental 
a r t s ,  do n o t  possess a d i s t i n c t ,  spec ia l  economic value f o r  such use over 
and above t h e  normal uses o f  t h e  general run  o f  such deposi ts.  May inc lude  
sand, stone, g rave l ,  pumicide, c inders,  pumice (except t h a t  occu r r i ng  i n  
pieces over  2 inches on a s ide ) ,  c lay ,  and p e t r i f 3 e d  wood. 

Minera ls ,  l easab le  - Coal, o i l ,  gas, phosphate, sodium, potassium, o i l  shale, 
sulphur,  and geothermal stream. 

Minerals,  l o c a t a b l e  - Those hardrock minerals which a r e  mined and processed 
f o r  t h e  recovery o f  metals. 
uncommon v a r i e t i e s  o f  minera l  ma te r ia l s  such as va luable and d i s t i n c t i v e  
depos i ts  o f  l imestone o r  s i l i c a .  
substance occu r r i ng  i n  t h e  c r u s t  o f  t h e  ear th ,  except f o r  t h e  common 
v a r i e t i e s  o f  minera l  m a t e r i a l s  and leasable minera ls .  

Minimum l e v e l  management - The management s t ra tegy  t h a t  would meet on l y  t h e  
bas ic  s t a t u a t o r y  requirements o f  admin is ter ing unavoidable, nond iscre t ionary  
land uses; p revent ing  damage t o  ad jo in ing  lands o f  o the r  ownerships; and 
p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  l i f e ,  hea l th ,  and s a f e t y  o f  i n c i d e n t a l  users. 

Minimum st reamf low - A s p e c i f i c  l e v e l  o f  f l o w  through a channel t h a t  must be 
mainta ined by  t h e  users o f  streams f o r  b i o l o g i c a l ,  phys ica l ,  o r  o the r  
purposes. 

Min ing c la ims - That  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  es ta te  he ld  f o r  min ing  purposes i n  
which t h e  r i g h t  o f  exc lus i ve  possession o f  l oca tab le  minera l  depos i ts  i s  vested 
i n  t h e  l o c a t o r  o f  a depos i t .  

M i t i g a t i o n  - Act ions  t o  avoid,  minimize, reduce, e l im ina te ,  o r  r e c t i f y  the  
impact o f  a management p r a c t i c e .  

May inc lude c e r t a i n  nonmeta l l i c  minera ls  and 

May inc lude any s o l i d ,  n a t u r a l  i no rgan ic  

M o d i f i c a t i o n  - See "Visual  q u a l i t y  ob ject ives" .  

F-18 



Moni tor ing and eva lua t ion  - The p e r i o d i c  eva lua t ion  on a sample bas is  o f  
Forest  Plan management p rac t i ces  t o  determine how we l l  ob jec t i ves  have been - met and how c l o s e l y  management standards have been appl ied.  

M o r t a l i t y  - Trees o f  commercial species, s tanding o r  down, t h a t  have d i e d  
dur ing a s p e c i f i e d  per iod,  and were n o t  c u l l  t rees  a t  the  t ime o f  death. 

Mountain Pine Bee t le  - A t i n y  b lack  i nsec t ,  ranging i n  s i z e  f rom 1/8 t o  3/4 
inch, t h a t  bores i t s  way i n t o  t h e  t r e e ’ s  cambium and cu ts  o f f  i t s  supply  o f  
food, thus k i l l i n g  the  t ree .  

M u l t i p l e  Use - 
o f  the Nationa 
t h a t  w i l l  best  

The management o f  a l l  t h e  var ious renewable sur face resources 

meet the  needs o f  t h e  American people; making t h e  most 
j ud i c ious  use o f  t h e  l and  f o r  some o r  a l l  o f  these resources o r  r e l a t e d  
services over areas l a r g e  enough t o  p rov ide  s u f f i c i e n t  l a t i t u d e  f o r  p e r i o d i c  
adjustments i n  use t o  conform t o  changing needs and condi t ions;  t h a t  some 
lands w i l l  be sued f o r  l e s s  than a l l  of t h e  resources; and harmonious and 
coordinated management o f  t h e  va r ious  resources, each w i t h  t h e  other ,  w i t h o u t  
impairment of t h e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  l and  w i t h  considerat ion being g i ven  t o  
the  r e l a t i v e  values o f  t h e  var ious  resources, and n o t  necessar i l y  t h e  
combination of uses t h a t  w i l l  g i v e  t h e  grea tes t  d o l l a r  r e t u r n  o r  t h e  g r e a t e s t  
u n i t  output.  

1 Forest  System so t h a t  they are  u t i l i z e d  i n  t h e  combinat ion 

N - 
National  Environmental P o l i c y  Ac t  (NEPA) - An Act  t o  dec lare a Nat iona l  
p o l i c y  which w i l l  encourage p roduc t i ve  and enjoyable harmony between man and 
h i s  environment, t o  Dromote e f f o r t s  which w i l l  orevent o r  e l i m i n a t e  damaqe t o  v 
the  environment-and biosphere and s t i m u l a t e  the’  hea l th  and we l fa re  o f  man, t o  
enr ich  the  understanding o f  t h e  eco log i ca l  systems and na tura l  resources 
impor tant  t o  t h e  Nat ion and t o  e s t a b l i s h  a Council on Environmental Q u a l i t y .  

Nat ional  Fores t  Land and Resource Management Plan - A Plan developed t o  meet 
the  requirements o f  t h e  Fores t  and Ranqeland Renewable Resources Planninq Ac t  
o f  1974, as amended, t h a t  guides a l l  na tu ra l  resource management a c t i v i t i e s  
and es tab l i shes  management standards and gu ide l ines  f o r  the  Nat ional  Fo res t  
System lands o f  a g iven Nat iona l  Forest .  

Nat ional  Fores t  landscape management system - The a r t  and science o f  p lann ing  
and admin is te r inq  t h e  use o f  Fo res t  lands i n  such ways t h a t  t h e  v i s u a l  
e f f e c t s  mainta in”or  upgrade man’s psychologica l  w e l f i r e .  
and design of t h e  v i sua l  aspects o f  mu l t ip le -use  land management. 

It i s  the  p lann ing  

Nat ional  Forest  Management Ac t  (NFMA) - A law passed i n  1976 as an amendment 
t o  t h e  Forest  and Ranqeland Renewable Resources Planning Act  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  
preparat ion o f  Regional Guides and Fores t  Plans and the-prepara t ion  o f  
regu la t ions  t o  guide t h a t  development. 

Nat ional  Fores t  System (NFS) lands - Nat ional  Forests, Nat ional  Grasslands, 
o r  purchase u n i t s ,  and o the r  lands under t h e  management o f  t h e  Fores t  
Service, i n c l u d i n g  experimental areas and Bankhead-Jones T i t l e  I1 lands. 
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Nat iona l  Recreat ion T r a i l s  - T r a i l s  designated by the  Secretary  o f  the  
I n t e r i o r  o r  t h e  Secre tarv  o r  A a r i c u l t u r a l  as Dar t  o f  t h e  Nat ional  svstem o f  
t r a i l s  au thor ized  by the" Natio;al T r a i l s  System Act. 
T r a i l s  p rov ide  a v a r i e t y  o f  outdoor recrea t ion  uses i n  o r  reasonably 
access ib le  t o  urban areas. 

Nat ional  Rect-ktion 

Na t iona l  Reg is te r  o f  H i s t o r i c  Places - A l i s t i n g  (maintained by  t h e  U.S. 
Nat iona l  Park Serv ice)  o f  areas which have been designated as being o f  
h i s t o r i c a l  s i a n i f i c a n c e .  The Reois ter  inc ludes olaces o f  l o c a l  and s t a t e  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  as w e l l  as those o f -va lue  t o  the  Nation. 

Nat iona l  Wilderness Preserva t ion  System - A l l  lands covered by t h e  Wilderness 
Ac t  and subsequent Wi lderness designat ions,  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  t h e  department 
hav ing j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

Na tu ra l  b a r r i e r  - A n a t u r a l  f e a t u r e  t h a t  w i l l  r e s t r i c t  1 i ves tock  movements 
such as a dense s tand o f  t r e e s  o r  downfa l l .  

- 

Na tu ra l  ca tas t roph ic  c o n d i t i o n  - A s i g n i f i c a n t  change i n  Forest  cond i t ions  on 
t h e  area t h a t  a f f e c t s  t h e  Fores t  p lan  resource management ob jec t i ves  and 
t h e i r  p ro jec ted  and scheduled outputs,  uses, costs,-and impacts on l o c a l  
communities and environmental  q u a l i t y .  

Net p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  - An expression used t o  s i g n i f y  t h e  o v e r a l l  long-term 
value t o  t h e  n a t i o n  o f  a l l  outputs  and p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  (bene f i t s )  l ess  a l l  
assoc ia ted  i npu ts  and negat ive.  e f f e c t s  {costs)  whether they can be 
q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  valued o r  not.  
q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  r a t h e r  than a s i n g l e  measure o r  index. 
The maximizat ion o f  n e t  p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  t o  be der ived  from management o f  u n i t s  
o f  t h e  Nat iona l  Fo res t  System i s  cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  m u l t i p l e  
use and susta ined y i e l d .  

No a c t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e  - The most l i k e l y  cond i t i on  expected t o  e x i s t  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e  i f  c u r r e n t  management d i r e c t i o n  were t o  cont inue unchanged. 

No sur face  occupancy - A minera l  lease clause t h a t  permi ts  passive a c t i v i t i e s  
such as seismic e x p l o r a t i o n  o r  d i r e c t i o n a l  d r i l l i n g  f rom adjacent  areas, b u t  
p r o h i b i t s  d r i l l i n g  o r  t h e  occupancy o f  t h e  surface. 

Noncommodity ou tpu ts  - A resource output  t h a t  cannot be bought and sold. 

Nonconsumptive use - That  use o f  a resource t h a t  does n o t  reduce t h e  supply. 
For  example, nonconsumptive use o f  water inc ludes h y d r o e l e c t r i c  power 
generat ion,  boat ing,  swimming, and f i s h i n g .  

Nondecl in ing f l o w  - The p r i n c i p l e  expressed by the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  base 
s a l e  schedule. 

Nonforest  land  - See "Timber c l a s s i f i c a t i o n " .  

Nongame - Species o f  animals which are  n o t  managed f o r  s p o r t  hunt ing  
resource. 

Net p u b l i c  b e n e f i t s  a re  measured by both 
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Nonpoint source pollution - Sources of pollution t h a t  are diffuse inorigin,  
t he i r  transportation in to  receiving water not well defined o r  constant, their 
discharge occurring a t  many diffuse locations,  and dependinq heavilr on 

- - 
weather-conditions-such a< rainstorms o r  snowmelt. 
management i s  of this type. 

Nonmarket valued outputs - Goods and services not generally traded in  the 
marketplace, b u t  valued in terms of what reasonable people would be will ing 
t o  pay from them ra ther  than go without. 
do n o t  necessarily pay what they would be will ing t o  pay from them 

Nonwinter ranges - Any area of the Forest not included i n  the def ini t ion of 
b i g  game winter range. 

Notice of Intent  - Written notice t o  the affected Di s t r i c t  Ranger, by those 
who in tend  t o  engage i n  m i n i n g  ac t iv i ty  on the Forest, of proposed 
prospecting, exploration, m i n i n g ,  and mineral processing a c t i v i t i e s .  Also, a 
notice i n  the Federal Register of intent t o  prepare an environmentdl 
statement on a proposed action. 

Noxious farm weeds - Those pernicious plant species occurring unnaturally on 
National Forest System lands t h a t  have the greatest  potential of contributing 
t o  an unfavorable economic impact on crop o r  pasture land downstream. 

Pollution from Forest  

Those obtaining the actual outputs 

0 

Objective - A concise, time-specific statement of measurable planned r e su l t s  
tha t  respond t o  reestablished goals. 
fur ther  planning t o  define the precise steps t o  be taken and the resources t o  
be used i n  achieving identified goals. 

w An objective forms the basis f o r  

Occupancy t respass  - The i l lega l  occupantion o r  possession of National Forest 
land o r  property. 

Off-road vehicle (ORV) - Vehicles such a s  motorcycles, a l l - te r ra in  vehicles, 
four-wheel drive vehicles,  and snowmobiles. 

Old growth - A stand of trees t h a t  i s  p a s t  f u l l  maturity and showing 
decadence; the l a s t  s tage i n  f o r e s t  succession. 

Old growth habi ta t  - Habitat f o r  cer ta in  wi ld l i f e  t h a t  i s  characterized by 
overmature coniferous fo re s t  stands w i t h  large snags and decaying logs. 

Operational costs  - Those costs associated w i t h  administering and maintaining 
National Forest f a c i l i t i e s  and resource programs. 

Operational Plan - A written document approved by the Forest Supervisor which 
provides spec i f ica l ly ,  a t  the project l eve l ,  f o r  implementation of the 
management direct ion established in the Forest Plan. 

Opportunity - See management opportunity. 

w 
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O p t i m u m  - A level of production t h a t  is  consistent w i t h  other resource 
requirements as constrained by environmental, social ,  and economically sound 
conditions. 

O u t p u t s  - The goods, services,  products, and concerns which are  measurable 
and capable of being used t o  determine the effectiveness of  programs and 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  meeting objectives. 
purchased,  consumed, o r  u t i l i zed  d i r ec t ly  by people. 
describing any r e su l t ,  product, o r  service t h a t  a process o r  ac t iv i ty  
ac tua l ly  produces. 

Goods, end products, or services tha t  are  
A broad term f o r  

Overmature timber - Trees tha t  have attained f u l l  development, par t icular ly  
i n  h e i g h t ,  and a re  declining i n  vigor, health, dnd soundness. 

Overstory - That portion of the t r e e s ,  i n  a Forest o r  more than one s tory,  
forming the upper or  uppermost canopy. 

Overthrust b e l t  - A narrow zone extending from Alaska t o  Mexico, which 
resu l ted  from compressional s t r e s ses  within the ear th ,  and which i s  
characterized by abundant large thrust f au l t s .  

P 

PAOT - See "persons-at-one-time (PAOT)".  

Par t ia l  retention - See "Visual qual i ty  objectives". 

Par t icu la tes  - Small par t ic les  suspended i n  the  a i r  and generally considered 
pol 1 utants.  

Patented mining claim - A patent i s  a document which conveys t i t l e  to  land. 
When patented, a mininq claim becomes Drivate propert.y and i s  land over which 
the United States  has no property rights, except s m 6  be reserved in the 
patent. 
w i t h  requirements of the General Mining Law o r  implementing regulations. 

After a mining claim i s  patented, the owner does not have t o  comply 

Payment i n  l i eu  of taxes - Payments t o  local o r  s t a t e  governments based on 
ownership of Federal land and n o t  d i rec t ly  dependent on production of outputs 
or rece ip t  sharing. 
Payments i n  Lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 by U.S. Department of the Inter ior .  

Specif ical ly ,  they include payments-made under the 

Permitted grazing - Use of a National Forest range allotment under the terms 
of a grazing permit. 

Personal use - Normally used t o  describe the type of permit issued f o r  
removal of wood products (firewood, post, poles, and Christmas t r ees )  from 
National Forest land when the product i s  for home use and not t o  be resold 
f o r  prof i t .  

Persons-at-one-time (PAOT) - A recreation capacity measurement term 
indicat ing the number of people who can use a f a c i l i t y  o r  area a t  one time. 
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A 
Person- ea r  - Approximately 2,080 working hours. 
&r long  o r  several  people f i l l i n g  seasonal pos i t ions .  

May be f i l l e d  by one person - 
Planned i g n i t i o n s  - A f i r e  s t a r t e d  by a d e l i b e r a t e  management act ion.  

Plannin 
&n . area - The area of Nat ional  Fores t  l and  covered by a REgional Guide 

Planning c o r r i d o r  - A general broad l i n e a r  area o f  land used t o  evaluate 
where a s p e c i f i c  right-of-way could be placed. 

Planning c r i t e r i a  - Standards, tes ts ,  ru les ,  and gu ide l ines  by which t h e  
planning process is conducted and upon which judgments and dec is ions are  
based. 

Planning per iod  - The 10-year t ime frame f o r  which goods, serv ices,  and 
e f f e c t s  were p ro jec ted  i n  t h e  development o f  t h e  Forest  Plan. 

Planning quest ions - A major po l  i c y  quest ion o f  long-range s ign i f i cance ,  
der ived f rom t h e  p u b l i c  issues and management concerns, t o  be decided when 
se lec t i ng  among a l t e r n a t i v e  Fores t  Plans. 

Planning records - A system t h a t  records dec is ions  and a c t i v i t i e s  which 
r e s u l t  f rom t h e  process o f  developing a Fores t  Plan, rev i s ion ,  o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  
amendment. 

Po le /sap l ing  - A Fores t  successional stage i n  which t rees  between 5- and 
7-inch diameter a re  t h e  dominate vegetat ion.  

Pole t imber  - L ine  t rees  of a t  l e a s t  5 inches i n  diameter a t  b reas t  he ight ,  
b u t  smal le r  than t h e  minimum u t i l i z a t i o n  standard f o r  sawtimber. 

Po l i cy  - A gu id ing  p r i n c i p l e  which i s  based on a s p e c i f i c  dec is ion  o r  s e t  o f  
decis ions. 

Pract ices - Those management a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  proposed o r  expected t o  
occur. 

Precommercial t h i n n i n q  - The p r a c t i c e  o f  removing some o f  t h e  t rees  l e s s  than 
merchantable s i z e  f rom a stand so t h a t  t h e  remainign t rees  w i l l  grow f a s t e r .  

Predator - One t h a t  preys, destroys,  o r  devours--usual ly an animal t h a t  l i v e s  
by prey ing  on o the r  animals. 

Preferred a1 t e r n a t i v e  - The a1 t e r n a t i v e  recommended f o r  implementation i n  t h e  
Forest  Plan. 

Preparatory c u t  - The removal o f  t rees  near t h e  end o f  a r o t a t i o n ,  which 
permanently opens t h e  canopy and enables t h e  crowns o f  seed bearers t o  
enlarge, t o  improve cond i t ions  f o r  seed produc t ion  and na tu ra l  regenerat ion.  
TypiCdl ly  done i n  t h e  shelterwciod system. 

Prescr ibed f i r e  - A w i l d land  f i r e  burn ing  under s p e c i f i e d  cond i t ions  Nhlch 
w i l l  accomplish c e r t a i n  planned ob jec t ives .  

- - 

- The f i r e  may r e s u l t  f rom e i t h e r  
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planned o r  unplanned ignitions.  Plans f o r  use of unplanned i g n i t i o n s  for 
this purpose must be approved by the Regional Forester. 

Prescription - A predesignated s e t  of c r i t e r i a  established f o r  the use of 
prescribed f i r e  t o  accomplish specif ic  land and resource management 
objectives. See "management prescription". 

Present Net Value (PNV) - The difference between the discounted benefits  and 
the discounted costs  over a given time period. 

Preservation - A visual qual i ty  objective t h a t  allows f o r  only ecological 
changes. 

Presuppression - Act iv i t ies  organized i n  advance of f i r e  occurrence t o  assure 
e f fec t ive  suppression action. 

Primitive (ROS) - Recreation and wilderness opportunity spectrum 
c lass i f ica t ion  characterized by an essent ia l ly  unmodified environment, where 
t r a i l s  may be present b u t  s t ructures  are  rare ,  and where probability of 
i so la t ion  from the sights and sounds o f  man i s  extremely high. 

Primitive roads - Roads constructed with no regard for grade control or  
designed drainage, sometimes by merely repeatedly d r i v i n g  over an area. 
These roads a re  s ingle  lane,  usually w i t h  native surfacing and sometimes 
passable w i t h  4-wheel drive vehicles only, especial ly  i n  wet weather. 

Productive fo re s t  lands - Forest lands 
o f h d v e  not been reserved o r  deferred. 

Production potential - The capabili ty of the land o r  water t o  produce a given 
resource. 

Program - When capi ta l ized,  the Renewable Resource Program required by the 
RPA. 
defined in terms of spec i f ic  resu l t s  and respons ib i l i t i es  for accomplishment. 

t ha t  a r e  capable of producing crops 

Generally, s e t s  of a c t i v i t i e s  or projects w i t h  spec i f ic  objectives,  

Program Budget - The f i s ca l  planning document f o r  estimating short- and 
long-range dol la r  needs by program area. 

Program development and budgeting - The process by which a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the 
Forest a r e  proposed and funded. 

Programmed harvest - The par t  of the potential y i e ld  t h a t  is scheduled f o r  
harvesting. 
considerations. 

ProJect administrative s i t e  - A s i t e  w i t h  f a c i l i t i e s  such as guard s ta t ions,  
project  work cabins, and other f a c i l i t i e s  primarily exis t ing for project 
purposes. 

Project design - The process of developing spec i f i c  information related t o  
location, t iming ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  accountability, and control t ha t  r e su l t  i n  the 
achievement of an Objective o r  desired future condition. 

I t  i s  based on current demand, funding, and multiple use 
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Projects - Work schedule prescribed f o r  a project area t o  accomplish 
management prescriptions. Projects can be f o r  operation maintenance and 
protection (OMP) or  for investment purposes. 
work and a re  generally considered 1 year a t  a time. 
of multiyear duration. 
i s  described by location, a c t i v i t i e s ,  outputs, e f f ec t s ,  work force,  do l la rs ,  
time, and responsibil i ty f o r  execution. 

- OMP projects are  f o r  ongoing 
Investments can be 

A project i s  organized f o r  managerial convenience, and 

Public access - Usually refers  t o  a road o r  t r a i l  route over which a public 
agency claims a ripht-of-way f o r  public use. 

Proposed action - In terms of the National Environmental Policy Act, the 
project, ac t iv i ty ,  or decision t h a t  a Federal agency intends t o  implement or 
undertake. 

Public issue - A subject or  questions of widespread public i n t e re s t  re la t ing  
t o  management of the National Forest System 

Public participation - Meetings, conferences, seminars, workshops, tours, 
written comments, responses t o  survey questionnaires, and s imilar  a c t i v i t i e s  
designed and held t o  obtain comments from the public about Forest Service 
planning . 

n 
I( 

R w 
Range - Land producing native forage f o r  animal consumption and lands t h a t  
are  revegetated naturally or a r t i f i c i a l l y  t o  provide forage cover t h a t  i s  
managed l i k e  native vegetation, which are  amenable t o  cer ta in  range management 
principles o r  practices. 

Range allotment - An area designated f o r  use of a prescribed number and k i n d  
of livestock under one management plan. 

Range condition - The s t a t e  of health of the range based on what i t  is 
naturally capable of producing. 

Ranger Di s t r i c t  - Administrative subdiv is ions  of the Forest supervised by a 
Distr ic t  Ranger who reports t o  the Forest Supervisor. 

Raptors - Bird of prey with a strong notched beak and sharp ta lons,  such a s  
the eagle, hawk, owl, e tc .  

RARE I1 - See Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 11. 

Real do l la r  value - Monetary value tha t  compensates f o r  the e f f ec t s  of 
i nf 1 ation. 

Receipts - Money collected from timber stumpage, livestock grazing, 
campgrounds, and special use permits, which returns t o  the federal  t reasury.  

- - 
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Record of Decision - A document separate from but  associated w i t h  an 
Environmental Impact Statement t h a t  publicly and o f f i c i a l l y  discloses  the 
responsible o f f i c i a l ' s  decision on which a l te rna t ive  assessed i n  the 
Environmental Impact Statement t o  imp1 ement. 

Recreation capacity - The number of people, based on planning and design, 
tha t  can take advantage of the recreation opportunity a t  any one time without 
substant ia l ly  d i m i n i s h i n g  the qua l i ty  of the experience sought a f t e r .  

Recreation experience level - A c lass i f ica t ion  (using a 1 t o  5 sca le )  o f  the 
level of development in camp and picnic s i t e s  a s  to  the t.ypes of recreation 
opportunities and modifications to the environment t h a t  &n be expected, 

Recreation Information Management (RIlvi) - The Forest Service 
computer-oriented system f o r  t he  management of recreation information; i.e., 
use, costs ,  f a c i l i t y  conditions,  inventories,  e t c .  

Recreation opportunity - Availabi l i ty  of a real choice f o r  a user t o  
Darticioate i n  a Preferred a c t i v i t v  w i t h i n  a preferred set t i r ia ,  i n  order t o  " 
bealize' those sat;sfying expenen& which are  desired. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) - Land c l a s s i f i ca t ion  system which 
categorizes land in to  s ix  c lasses ,  each being defined by i t s  s e t t i ng  and by 
the probable recreation experiences and a c t i v i t i e s  i t  affords.  
management areds are:  urban, r u r a l ,  roaded, natural ,  semiprimitive 
motorized, semiprimitive nonmotorized, and primitive. 

Recreation (PAOT) - Refers t o  people a t  one time t h a t  occupy a given 
campground, picnic area,  o r  any other  developed recreation area.  

The-six 

Recreation residences - Houses o r  cabins on National Forest land tha t  a r e  not 
the primary residence of the owner. 

Recreation v i s i t o r  day (RVD) - Twelve v i s i to r  hours, which may be aggregated 
continuously, in te rmi t ten t ly ,  o r  simultaneously by one o r  more persons. 

Recreational l ivestock - Animals used primarily in conjunction w i t h  recration 
such as horses, mules, e t c .  

Reforestation - The natural o r  a r t i f i c i a l  restocking of an area with fores t  
t rees .  

Reduced service management (RSM) - Reduce service management, o r  l e s s  than 
standard management, re fe rs  t o  recreation administration, operation, and 
maintenance a t  a level below established standards and management objectives 
(due t o  inadequate funding). 

Re eneration - The renewal of a t r e e  crop, whether by natural o r  a r t i f i c i a l  
i i i&inT so,  the young crop i t s e l f ,  which commonly i s  referred t o  a 
reproduction. 

Region - For Regina1 planning purposes, the standard administrative Region o f  
the Forest Service, administered by the o f f i c i a l  responsible f o r  preparing a 
Regional Guide. 
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Regional Forester - The o f f i c i a l  responsible f o r  administering a s ing le  
Regi on. 

Regional Guide - The guide developed t o  meet the requirements of the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended, t h a t  
guides a l l  natural resource management a c t i v i t i e s  and establishes management 
standards and guidelines f o r  the National Forest System lands of a given 
Region. 
the Forests w i t h i n  the Region. 

Regulations - Generally refers  t o  the Code of Federal Regulations, T i t l e  36, 
Chapter 11, which covers management of the Forest Service. 

- - 
I t  also disaggregates the RPA objectives assigned t o  the Region t o  

Removal cut ( f inal  cu t )  - The removal of the l a s t  seed bearers or  she l t e r  
t rees  a f t e r  regeneration is  established under a shelterwood method. 

Research Natural Areas (RNA) - - An area i n  as  near a natural condition as 
possible which exemplifies typical o r  unique vegetation and associated 
b io t ic ,  s o i l ,  geologic, and aquatic features .  
preserve a representative sample of an ecological community primarily f o r  
s c i en t i f i c  and educational purposes; commercial and general public use i s  not 
a1 1 c;wed. 

The area is  s e t  aside t o  

Residual stand - The t rees  remaining standing a f t e r  some even such as 
selection cutt ing.  

A!!!!h - Residual u t i l i za t ion  - Removal and use of f o r e s t  residue (such as s lash ,  
l i t t e r ,  brush, snags) f o r  energy production, home heating, or  wood products. 

Resource allocation model - A mathematical model u s i n g  l inear  programing 
which will designate land t o  prescriptions and schedule implementation of 
those prescriptions simultaneuously.. The purpose of the model i s  t o  f i n d  a 
schedule and allocation t h a t  meets the goals of the Forest and optimizes some 
objective function such as "minimize costs".  

Resource element - A major Forest Service mission-oriented endeavor which 
f u l f i l l s  s ta tutory or  executive requirements and compromises a collection of 
ac t iv i t i e s  from the various operating programs required t o  accomplish the 
mission. The twelve resource elements are:  Recreation, wilderness, wi ld l i fe  
and f ish,  range, timber, water-soil-air ,  minerals, human and community 
development, lands, f a c i l i t i e s ,  protection, and general administration. 

Resource Management Plan - A Plan developed pr ior  t o  the Forest Plan t h a t  
outl ines the ac t iv i t i e s  and projects f o r  a par t icular  resource element 
independently of considerations-for other resources. 
superseded by the Forest Plan. 

Such Plans are  

Resource use and development opportunities - A possible action, measure, or 
treatment and corresponding goods and services identified and introduced 
d u r i n g  the scoping process which subsequently may be incorporated in to  and 
addressed by the Land and Resource Management Plan i n  terms of a management 
prescription. 

F-27 



Responsible o f f i c i a l  - The Forest Service employee who has been delegated the 
authority t o  carry out a specif ic  planning action. 

Retention - See "Visual quali ty objectives". 

Right-of-way - An accurately located s t r i p  of land w i t h  defined width, point 
of beginning, and point of ending. I t  i s  the area w i t h i n  which the user has 
authority t o  conduct operations approved o r  granted by the  landowner i n  an 
authorizing document, such as a permit, easement, l ease ,  l icense,  or 
Memorandum of  Understand ( M O U ) .  

Riparian Areas - Geographically delineable areas with d i s t inc t ive  resource 
values and Character is t ics  t ha t  a r e  comprised of the aquatic and riparian 
ecosystems. 

Riparian ecosystems - A t ransi t ion between the aquat ic  ecosystem and the 
adjacent upland t e r r e s t r i a l  ecosystem and is  iden t i f i ed  by so i l  
charac te r i s t ics  and d is t inc t ive  vegetation communities t h a t  require f ree  o r  
unbounded water. 

Road - A general term denoting a way f o r  purposes of t ravel  by vehicles 
greater than 40 inches i n  w i d t h .  

Forest a r t e r i a l  road. Provides service t o  la rge  land areas and usually 
connects w i t h  public highways o r  other Forest a r t e r i a l  roads t o  form an 
integrated network of primary travel routes. The location and standard 
are  often determined by a demand f o r  maximum mobility and travel 
efficiency ra ther  than spec i f ic  resource management service. 
usually developed and operated f o r  long-term land and resource 
management purposes and constant service (FSM 7710.51). 

Forest co l lec tor  road. Serves smaller land areas  than a Forest a r t e r i a l  
road and is  usually connected t o  a Forest a r t e r i a l  o r  public highway. 
Collects t r a f f i c  from Forest local roads and/or terminal f a c i l i t i e s .  
The location and stdndard are  influenced by both long-term 
multi-resource service needs, as  well as  t ravel  efficiency. May be 
operated f o r  e i the r  constant o r  intermit tent  se rv ice ,  depending on land 
use and resource management objectives f o r  the area served by the 
f a c i l i t y  (FSM 7710.51). 

I t  is  

Road maintenance levels  - Levels a r e  described a s  follows: 

Level 1. Road normally closed t o  vehicle t r a f f i c .  
Level 2. Road open for limited passage of t r a f f i c  but n o t  normally 

su i tab le  f o r  passenger cars.  
Level 3.  Road open f o r  public t r a f f i c  including passenger cars ,  b u t  may 

not be smooth o r  comfortable. 
Level 4. Road sui table  f o r  a l l  types of vehicles ,  generdlly smooth t o  

t r ave l ,  and d u s t  may be controlled. 
Level 5. Road is  smooth and d u s t  f ree ,  and the surface i s  skid 

r e s i s t an t  i f paved. 

Roaded natural - Recreation opportunity spectrum c la s s i f i ca t ion  that 
characterizes a predominately natural environment w i t h  evidence of moderate 
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- - permanent resource a l t e r a t i o n  and u t i l i z a t i o n .  
sounds o f  man i s  moderate, b u t  i n  harmony w i t h  the  na tu ra l  environment. 
Oppor tun i t ies e x i s t  f o r  both soc ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and moderate i s o l a t i o n  f rom 
s igh ts  and sounds o f  man. 

Evidence o f  t h e  s i g h t s  and 

Roadless Area and Evaluat ion I 1  (RARE 11) - The na t i ona l  inventory  o f  
roadless and undeveloped areas w i t h i n  the  Nat ional  Forests and Grasslands. 
This  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  second such assessment which was documented i n  the  F i n a l  
Environmental Impact Statement o f  the  Roadless Area Review and Evaluat ion,  
January 1979. 

Rotat ion - The planned number o f  years between the  format ion o f  a 
regenerat ion o f  t rees  and i t s  f i n a l  c u t t i n g  a t  a s p e c i f i e d  stage o f  m a t u r i t y .  

Roundwood - Timber and fuelwood prepared i n  t h e  round state- - f rom f e l l e d  
t rees  t o  ma te r ia l  trimmed, barked, and crosscut  ( logs,  t ransmission poles, 
etc.)  

RPA Program - The Fores t  and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Ac t  o f  
1974. 
developed t o  f u l f i l l  the  requirements o f  t h e  Act. 
recommended program was done i n  1980. 

- Recreat ion oppor tun i ty  spectrum c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t h a t  
character izes an area i n  which the  s igh ts  and sound o f  man are preva len t  and 
the  landscape has been considerably  a l t e r e d  by the  works o f  man. 

A lso r e f e r s  t o  t h e  Ndt ional  Assessment and Recommended Program 
The most recent  

- 
v 

S 

Sale schedule - The q u a n t i t y  o f  t imber  planned f o r  sa le  by t ime pe r iod  f rom 
an area o f  s u i t a b l e  land covered by a Forest  Plan. The f i r s t  per iod,  u s u a l l y  
a decade, o f  t h e  se lec ted  sa le  schedule prov ides t h e  a l lowable sa le  q u a n t i t y .  
Future per iods a r e  shown t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  long-term sustained y i e l d  w i l l  be 
achieved and maintained. 

Saleables - See "Minerals, common va r ie t y " .  

Salvage c u t t i n g  - The e x p l o i t a t i o n  o f  t rees  t h a t  a re  dead, dying, o r  
d e t e r i o r a t i n g  because they are  overmature o r  have been m a t e r i a l l y  damaged by  
f i r e ,  wind, insec ts ,  fung i ,  o r  o the r  i n j u r i o u s  agencies, before t h e i r  t imber  
becomes worthless.  

San i ta t i on  c u t t i n g  - The removal o f  dead, damaged, o r  suscept ib le  t rees ,  done 
p r i m a r i l y  t o  prevent  t h e  spread o f  pests  o r  pathogens and so promote Fo res t  
hygiene. 

Sawtimber - L i v e  t rees  t h a t  equal o r  exceed t h e  minimum u t i l i z a t i o n  s tandard 
f o r  sawtimber. 

Scenic easement - An i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  l and  o f  another which a l lows the  
easement ho ld  s p e c i f i e d  uses o r  r i g h t s  w i thoh t  ac tua l  ownership o f  t h e  land. 
I n  t h i s  cause, c o n t r o l  o f  the  use o f  land  adjacent  t o  p u b l i c  highways, parks, - 
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and r ivers .  
easement area,  an open easement i t s e l f ,  or  a screen t o  block out an unsightly 
view beyond the easement area. 

Scoping process - A continuing process throughout the environmental analysis 
f o r  planning and management a c t i v i t i e s .  
telephone conversations, o r  written comments from different  interested 
groups. 

Second growth - Forest growth t h a t  has become established a f t e r  some 
interference w i t h  the previous Forest crop; e.g., cutt ing,  serious f i r e ,  o r  
insect  attach. 

Security area - Habitat which, because of i t s  s ize ,  topography, and 
vegetation, is  capable of holding animals d u r i n g  periods of s t r e s s .  The s i ze  
of area varies w i t h  the  combination of space and h i d i n g  cover necessary f o r  
animals t o  be psychogically secure i n  relation t o  the degree of human access. 

Seed t r e e  cu t t i ng  - Removal i n  one cut  of the mature timber crop from an 
area,  except f o r  a small number of seed bearers l e f t  singly o r  in small 
groups. 

Seedlings and saplings - Live t r e e s  l e s s  than 5 inches in diameter a t  breast 
heights. 

Selected a l te rna t ive  - The a l t e rna t ive  recommended for  implementation as  the 
Forest Plan based on the evaluation completed i n  the planning process. 

Selection - See "Group select ion" and "Individual (single) t r e e  selection".  

I t  may provide something a t t rac t ive  t o  l o o k  a t  within the 

I t  may involve a s e r i e s  of meetings, 

Semiprimitive motorized (ROS) - Recration opportunity spectrum c lass i f ica t ion  
characterized bv few o r  subt le  chanses bv man, and w i t h  a moderate 
probabili ty of ;solation from the s:ghts-and sounds  of man, except f o r  the 
evidence of primitive roads and/or t r a i l s .  

Semi primi t ive  nonmotorized (ROS1 - Recreation opportunity spectrum 
c lass i f ica t ion  chdracterized by few o r  subtle changes by man, with a h i g h  
probabili ty of isolat ion from the s ights  and sounds of man. 

Sensit ive species - Plant o r  animal species which are  susceptible o r  
vulnerable t o  ac t iv i ty  impacts of habi ta t  a l terat ions.  

Sens i t iv i ty  level - A par t icu lar  degree of measure of viewer in t e re s t  i n  
scenic qua l i t i e s  of the landscape. 
each identifying a d i f fe ren t  level o f  user concern f o r  the visual 
environment: 

Level 1 - Highest s e n s i t i v i t y  
Level 2 - Average s e n s i t i v i t y  
Level 3 - Lowest s ens i t i v i ty  

Three sensi t ivi ty  levels are  employed, 

Shade-intolerant plarits - Plant species that  do not germinate or  grow well i n  
the shade. 
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Shade-tolerant p lan ts  - P lan ts  t h a t  grow w e l l  i n  shade. 

Shelterwood - The c u t t i n g  method t h a t  descr ibes t h e  s i l v i c u l t u r a l  system i n  
which, i n  order  t o  prov ide a source o f  seed and/or p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  
regeneration, t h e  o l d  crop ( t h e  shel terwood) i s  removed i n  two o r  more 
successive shelterwood c u t t i n g s .  The f i r s t  c u t t i n g  i s  o r d i n a r i l y  t h e  seed 
c u t t i n g ,  though i t  may be preceded by  a p repara tory  c u t t i n g ,  and t h e  l a s t  i s  
the  f i n a l  cu t t i ng .  Any i n te rven ing  c u t t i n g  i s  termed removal c u t t i n g .  An 
even-aged stand r e s u l t s .  

Seral cond i t i on  - The unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a b i o t i c  community which i s  a 
developmental, t r a n s i t o r y  stage i n  an o r d e r l y  eco log ic  succession i n v o l v i n g  
changes i n  species, s t ruc tu re ,  and community processes with time. 

- 

Shrub/seedl ing - A Fores t  successional  stage i n  which shrubs and seed l ing  
t rees  are  t h e  dominant vegetat ion.  

S igh t  d is tance - The d is tance a t  which 90 percent  o r  more o f  a deer o r  e l k  i s  
hidden f rom an observer. H id ing  cover e x i s t s  when 90 percent o r  more o f  a 
standing deer o r  e l k  i s  hidden a t  a d i s tance  o f  200 f e e t  o r  less.  

S i l v i c u l t u r a l  system - A management process whereby Forests  a r e  tended 
harvested, and replaced, r e s u l t i n g  i n  a Fores t  o f  d i s t i n c t i v e  form. 
are c l a s s i f i e d  according t o  t h e  method o f  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  f e l l i n g s  t h a t  
remove the  mature crop and prov ide  f o r  regenera t ion  and according t o  t h e  t ype  
o f  Forest  thereby produced. 

S ing le - t ree  s e l e c t i o n  - See " I n d i v i d u a l  ( s i n g l e )  t r e e  se lec t i on " .  

S i t e  index - A numerical eva lua t i on  o f  t h e  q u a l i t y  of l and  f o r  p l a n t  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  . 

Systems 

- 
S i t e  preparat ion - A general term f o r  removing UnWdnted vegetat ion,  slash, 
roots  and stones from a s i t e  be fore  r e f o r e s t a t i o n .  

S i t e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  - Product ion c a p a b i l i t y  o f  s p e c i f i c  areas o f  land. 

Size c lass  - For  t h e  purposes o f  Fores t  p lanning,  s i z e  c lass  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  
th ree  i n t e r v a l s  o f  t r e e  stem diameter used f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  t imher  i n  
the  Fores t  Plan data  base. 

- less than 5- inch diameter = seedl ing/sampl ing - 5- t o  7- inch diameter = po le  t imber  - greater  than 7- inch diameter = sawtimber 

Sk idd ing - A loose term f o r  hau l i ng  loads by s l i d i n g ,  n o t  on wheels as 
developed o r i g i n a l l y  f rom stump roadside, deck skidway, o r  o the r  landing. 

Slash - The res idue l e f t  on t h e  ground a f t e r  t imber  c u t t i n g  and/or 
accumulation as a r e s u l t  o f  storm, f i r e ,  o r  o the r  damage. 
logs,  uprooted stumps, broken o r  uprooted s t e a m ,  branches, twigs,  leabes, 
bark, and chips. 

Small game - B i rds  and smal l  mammals n o r f i a l l y  hunted o r  trapped. 

It inc ludes unused - 
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Snag - A nonliving standing tree. 
ro t ted .  

Social variables - Social conditions which can be ident i f ied,  observed and 
measured f o r  Forest planning. 
analysis  are:  
organization and population and land use. 

The in te r ior  of the snag may be sound o r  

The variables used f o r  the social  impact 
l i f e s t y l e s ,  a t t i t udes ,  be l ie fs ,  and vdlues, social  

Soi l  Compaction - Reduction of so i l  volume which resu l t s  i n  a l ternat ion o f  
soil, chemical, and physical properties. 

productivity - The capacity of a soi l  t produce a spec i f ic  crop such as Soil  
f iber,  forage,  e tc . ,  under defined levels  of management. 
generally dependent on avai lable  so i l  moisture and nutr ients  and length of 
growing season. 

Productivity i s  

Soi l  r o f i l e  - A progress on of d i s t i n c t  layers of soi l  from the surface t o  * 
Soil  surveys - Systematic examinations of s o i l s  in the f i e l d  and in 
laborator ies ;  such examinations a re  a t  differ ing "orders" and interpretation 
according t o  their adaptabi l i ty  f o r  various crops, grasses and t r ees ;  there 
a re  f ive  Classed orders of surveys, with order 1 be ing  the highest intensi ty  
through order 5 (lowest in tens i ty) .  

Special i n t e re s t  areas - Areas established and managed for t h e i r  unique 
special  features.  

Special Use Permit - A permit issued under established laws and regulations 
to  an individual,  organization, o r  company fo r  occupancy o r  use of National 
Forest land for some special purpose. 

Stand (tree stand) - An aggregation of t rees  o r  other vegetation occupying a 
spec i f i c  area and suf f ic ien t ly  uniform in composition (species) ,  age 
arrangement, and condition as t o  be distinguishable from the Forest o r  other 
vegetation o r  other land cover on adjoining areas. 

Stand examination surveys - Procedures consisting of seven types o f  surveys 
used t o  co l l ec t  data on Forest stands. Types 1 through 4 a re  conducted by 
u s i n g  intensive specified standard procedures. Types 5 through 7 are less  
intensive examinations consisting of modifications t o  procedures used in Type 
1 through 4 surveys. 

Stand s i z e  c lass  - A c lass i f ica t ion  of fores t  land based on the predominant 
size of t r ees  present; t h a t  i s  sawtimber, pole timber, seedling-sap1 ing. 

Standard and guideline - A principle,  requiring a specified level o f  
attainment, a ru le  t o  measure against;  a mandatory requirement. 

S t a t e  Air Quality Regulations - The legal base f o r  control of a i r  pollution 
sources i n  t ha t  s t a t e .  Prescribed burning i s  generally covered under these 
regulations.  
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Sta te  Implementation Plan - A S t a t e  Plan t h a t  covers implementation, 
maintenance, and enforcement o f  pr imary and secondary standards i n  each a i r  
q u a l i t y  con t ro l  reg ion,  pursuant t o  Sec t ion  110 o f  the  Clean A i r  Act .  

S t ra teg i c  minera ls  - Those minera ls  o f  which t h e  U.S. imports 50 percent  o r  
more from f o r e i g n  sources (based on 1978 U.S. Bureau o f  Mines f i g u r e s ) .  

Stream - A water course hav ing a d i s t i n c t  na tu ra l  bed and banks; a permanent 
=which provides water a t  l e a s t  p e r i o d i c a l l y ;  and a t  l e a s t  p e r i o d i c  o r  
seasonal f lows a t  t imes when o t h e r  recognized streams i n  t h e  same area are  
f 1 owing. 

Successional stage - A stage o r  recognizable c o n d i t i o n  o f  a p l a n t  community 
t h a t  occurs du r ing  i t s  development f rom bare ground t o  c l imax. 

S u i t a b i l i t l  - The appropr iateness o f  app ly ing  c e r t a i n  resource management 
p rac t ices  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  area o f  land, as determined by an ana lys i s  o f  t h e  
economic and environmental consequences and t h e  a1 t e r n a t i v e  use foregone. A 
u n i t  o f  l and  which may be s u i t a b l e  f o r  a v a r i e t y  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  combined 
management p rac t ices .  

S u i t a b i l i t y  ana lys is  - Process o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  lands t o  be managed f o r  t imber  
product ion.  Stage 1 i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  b i o l o g i c a l l y  capable, a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  
ava i lab le ,  and t e c h n i c a l l y  s u i t a b l e  lands. Stage I 1  cons is ts  o f  an economic 
analys is  o f  costs  and b e n e f i t s  o f  t imber  management on t h e  lands i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  Stage I. Stage I11 prov ides t h e  f i n a l  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  s u i t a b l e  l ands  based 
on Forest  ob jec t i ves  and economic e f f i c i e n c y .  Stages I 1  and I11 a r e  
completed w i t h  the  FORPLAN model. 

- 

w 
Su i tab le  Forest  land  - Lands a l l o c a t e d  t o  t imber  management as a r e s u l t  o f  
the  three-stage s u i t a b i l i t y  ana lys is .  

Supply - A schedule o f  t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  a product  or Forest ou tpu t  t h a t  w i l l  
be produced a t  var ious  pr ices .  

Supply p o t e n t i a l  - The ou tpu t  p roduc t ion  poss ib le  from the  a v a i l a b l e  
resources. 

Suppression - An a c t  e x t i n g u i s h i n g  o r  c o n f i n i n g  f i r e .  

Surface resources - Renewable resources l oca ted  on the  e a r t h ' s  su r face  i n  
con t ras t  t o  ground water  and minera l  resources loca ted  below t h e  e a r t h ' s  
s u r f  ace. 

Sustained y i e l d  o f  products arid serv ices  - The achievement o f  maintenance i n  
pe rpe tu i t y  o f  a h igh- leve l  annual o r  r e g u l a r  p e r i o d i c  ou tpu t  of t h e  var ious  . .  
renewable resource; o f  t h e  Nat iona l  Fores t  w i thou t  impairment o f  t h e  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  land. 

T 

Targets - A q u a n t i f i a b l e  Gutput. Assignments made t o  t h e  Forest  by  t h e  
v Regional Forester.  
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Technically su i tab le  f o r e s t  land - Land for which technology i s  available 
tha t  will ensure timber production without i r revers ib le  resource damage to  
s o i l s ,  productivity, o r  watershed conditions. There is a reasonable 
assurance t h a t  such lands can be adequately restocked as  provicied in 36 CFR 
219.27(~)(3) .  

Temporary road - A road t h a t  will be physically obl i te ra ted  and seeded a f t e r  
i t s  primary use i s  completed; e.g., spur road f o r  logging. 

Thermal cover - Cover used by animals t o  ameliorate e f f ec t s  of weather; for  
e lk ,  a stand of coniferous t rees  40 f e e t  or t a l l e r  w i t h  and average crown 
closure of 70 percent o r  more. 

T h i n n i n g  - A f e l l i n g  made i n  an immature stand primarily t o  maintain or 
accelerate diameter increment and also t o  improve the average form of the 
remaining t rees  without permanently breaking the canopy. An intermediate 
cutt ing.  

Threatened species - Those plant or animal species l i k e l y  t o  become 
endangered species throughout a l l  or a s ign i f icant  portion o f  t h e i r  ranye 
w i t h i n  the  foreseeable future.  

Tiering - Refers t o  the coverage of general matters i n  broader Environmental 
Impact Statements (Such as  National program o r  pol icy statements) which 
subsequent narrower statements or  environmental analyses (such as  Regional or 
Basin-wide program statements o r  ultimately s i t e - spec i f i c  statements) 
incorporating, by reference, the general discussions and concentrating solely 
on the issues spec i f ic  t o  the statement subsequently prepared. 

Timber base - The lands within the Forest capable, avai lable ,  and suitable 
f o r  timber production. 

Timber c lass i f ica t ion  - Forested land is c l a s s i f i ed  under each of the land 
management a l te rna t ives  according t o  how i t  r e l a t e s  t o  the management of the 
timber resource. 
used f o r  this purpose: 

1. 

The following a re  def ini t ions of timber c lass i f ica t ions  

Nonforest land - Lands never having or  incapable of having greater t h a n  
10 percent of the area occupied by fo re s t  t r e e s  and lands formerly 
forested and current ly  developed f o r  nonforest use. 

Forest land - Land a t  l ea s t  10 percent occupied by f o r e s t  t rees  of 
anysize o r  formerly having such t r ee  cover and n o t  currently developed 
f o r  nonforest use. Lands developed f o r  nonforest uses include areas f o r  
crops, improved pasture, res ident ia l ,  o r  administrative areas,  improved 
roads of any w i d t h  and adjoining road clear ings and powerline clearing of 
any width. 
measured by canopy cover of l i ve  fo re s t  t r e e s  a t  maturity. The minimum 
area f o r  c l a s s i f i ca t ion  of fores t  land i s  one acre. 
t r a i l s ,  streams, and clearings in fo re s t  areas  a re  c lass i f ied  as forest  
i f  they are  less than 120 f e e t  i n  w id th .  

Sui table  f o r e s t  land - Land tha t  i s  managed f o r  timber production on a 
regulated basis.  

2. 

The term occupancy when used t o  define f o r e s t  land will be 

Unimproved roads, 

3. 
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4. Unsuitable fores t  land (not sui ted)  - Forest land tha t  i s  not managed 
f o r  timber production because: 
Congress, Secretary, or  Chief; ( 2 )  technology is n o t  available t o  
prevent i r revers ible  damage t o  s o i l s ,  productivity, o r  watershed 
conditions; 
adequately restocked w i t h i n  5 years a f t e r  f ina l  harvest based on 
existing technology and knowledge; 
adequate information t o  responses t o  timber management a c t i v i t i e s ;  
(5)  timber management is  inconsistent with or  not cost-eff ic ient  i n  
meeting the management requirements and mu1 t iple-use objectives 
specified i n  the Forest Plan. 

Tentatively sui table  (commercial f o r e s t  land) - Forest land which i s  
producing or i s  capable of producing crops of industrial  wood and (1) 
has not been withdrawn by Congress, the Secretary, o r  Chief; (2)  
existing technology and knowledge i s  available t o  ensure timber production 
without i r revers ib le  damage t o  s o i l s ,  productivity, o r  watershed 
conditions; 
reasonable assurance tha t  adequate restocking can be attained w i t h i n  5 
years a f t e r  f ina l  harvesting. 

- 
w (1) the land has been withdrawn by 

( 3 )  there i s  no reasonable assurance tha t  lands can be 

( $ )  there  i s  a t  present, a lack of 
o r  

5. 

and ( 3 )  existing technology and knowledge provides 

Timber harvest schedule - See "Sale schedule". 

Timber production - The purposeful growing, tending, harvesting, and 
regeneration of regulated crops of t rees  t o  be cut  into logs,  bolts o r  other 

planning, the term "timber production" does n o t  include production of 
fuelwood o r  harvest of unsuitable lands. 

Timber stand improvement (TSI) - Measures such as t h i n n i n g ,  p r u n i n g ,  re lease 
cutt ing,  prescribed f i r e ,  g i rd1  i n g ,  weeding, o r  poisoning of unwanted t r e e s  
aimed a t  improving growing condition of the remaining t rees .  

Tractor logging - Any logging method which uses a t r ac to r  a s  the motive power 
f o r  transporting logs from the stumps t o  a col lect ing point--whether by 
dragging o r  carrying the logs. 

- round sections for industrial  o r  consumer use. For purposes of Forest 

w 

Tradeoff Evaluation Process (TEP)  - A process whereby fac tors ,  issues, 
e p h  regard t o  the tradeoffs t h a t  would occur. 

Trail maintenance level - One of the categories outlined in the Management 
Information Handbook describing the type and in tens i ty  of maintenance f o r  
t r a i l s .  

Transitory range - Land tha t  is sui table  f o r  livestock use of a nonenduring 
nature over a period o f  time. 
grass may cover the area for a period of timber before being replaced by 
t rees  or  shrubs not sui table  f o r  forage. 

For example, on par t icular ly  disturbed lands,  

Travel manaqement - The administrative decisions on the location and timing 
of road and t r a i l  closures. - 
Tree opening - An opening in the fores t  cover created by the application of - even-aged s i lv icu l tura l  practices. 
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Type convers ion - The convers ion o f  t h e  dominant vegeta t ion  i n  an area from 
fo res ted  t o  nonforested o r  f rom one t r e e  species t o  another. 

U 

Understory - l h e  t r e e s  and o the r  woody species growing under a more-or-less 
cont inuous cover  o f  branches and f o l i a g e  fcrmed c o l l e c t i v e l y  by t h e  upper 
p o r t i o n  o f  ad jacen t  t rees  and o t h e r  woody growth. 

Uneven-aged management - The a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  a combinat ion o f  ac t i ons  needed 
t o  s imul taneously  ma in ta in  cont inuous h i g h - f o r e s t  cover, r e c u r r i n g  
regenera t ion  o f  d e s i r a b l e  species, and t h e  o r d e r l y  growth and development o f  
t rees  through a range o f  d iameter  o r  age c lasses t o  p rov ide  a susta ined y i e l d  
o f  f o r e s t  products.  C u t t i n g  i s  u s u a l l y  regu la ted  b j  spec i f y ing  t h e  number o r  
p ropor t i on  o f  t r e e s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  s i zes  t o  r e t a i n  w i t h i n  each area, thereby 
ma in ta in ing  a planned d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s i z e  c lasses. 
develop and ma in ta in  uneven-aged stands a r e  s i n g l e  t r e e  s e l e c t i o n  and group 
se lec t i on .  

C u t t i n g  methods t h a t  

Uneven-aged s i l v i c u l t u r e  systems - The combinat ion o f  a c t i o n  t h a t  r e s u l t s  i n  
t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  f o r e s t s  o r  stands o f  t rees ,  i n  which t r e e s  o f  several  or many 
ages grow together .  
stands a r e  i n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  and group s e l e c t i n g  c u t t i n g  methods: 

C u t t i n g  methods t h a t  develop and main ta in  uneven-aged 
- 

I n d i v i d u a l  t r e e  s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g .  
s i z e  c lasses on an i n d i v i d u a l  bas is .  

Group s e l e c t i o n  c u t t i n g .  
c lasses i n  groups o f  a f r a c t i o n  o r  an acre up t o  two o r  t h ree  acres i n  
s ize .  

The removal o f  se lected t rees  o f  a l l  

The removal o f  se lec ted  t rees  o f  a l l  s i z e  

Unpatented m in ing  c l a i m  - See "Mining c la im".  

Unplanned i g n i t i o n  - A f i r e  s t a r t e d  a t  random b y  e i t h e r  na tura l  o r  human 
causes, o r  a d e l i b e r a t e  i n c e n d i a r j  f i r e .  

Unregulated ha rves t  - Th is  harves t  i s  n o t  charged aga ins t  t h e  a l lowab le  s a l e  
quan t i t y ,  and inc ludes  occasional  volumes removed t h a t  were n o t  recognized i n  
c a l c u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  a l l owab le  sa le  q u a n t i t y ,  such as c u l l  o r  dead mate r ia l  
and noncommercial species and products.  It a l s o  inc ludes  a l l  volume removed 
f rom nonsu i tab le  areas. Harvests f rom nonsu i tab le  areas w i l l  be programmed 
as needed f o r  o b j e c t i v e s  such as research on exper imentdl  Forests, t o  meet 
m u l t i p l e  use o b j e c t i v e s  o t h e r  than t imber  product ion,  and f o r  improvement o f  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s .  

Unsu i tab le  lands  - See "Timber c l a s s i f i c a t i o n " .  

U t i l i z a t i o n  standards - Standards gu id ing  the  use and removal o f  t imber.  
They a r e  measured i n  terms o f  d iameter  a t  b r e a s t  h e i g h t  (DBH) and type o f  t h e  
t r e e  i n s i d e  t h e  bark  ( t o p  DIE), and percent  "soundness" oT t h e  wood. 

V 
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Var ie t y  c lass  - A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h r e e  landscape 
categor ies.  Th is  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system i s  based on t h e  premise t h a t  a l l  
landscapes have some v i sua l  values, b u t  those w i t h  t h e  most v a r i e t y  o r  
d i v e r s i t y  o f  v i sua l  fea tures  have the  g rea tes t  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  h i g h  scenic  
value. A p a r t i c u l a r  l e v e l  o f  v i s u a l  v a r i e t y  o r  d i v e r s i t y  o f  landscape 
character.  

Vegetat ive management - A c t i v i t i e s  designed p r i m a r i l y  t o  promote t h e  h e a l t h  
o f  the Fores t  cover f o r  mu1 t i p l e - u s e  purposes. 

Ve r t i ca l  d i v e r s i t 1  - The d i v e r s i t y  i n  a s tand t h a t  r e s u l t s  f rom t h e  
complexity o f  t h e  above-ground s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h  vegetat ion;  t h e  more t i e r s  o f  
vegetat ion.  

V i s i t o r  day - One v i s i t o r  day equals 12 hours (one person f o r  12 hours o r  any 
combination t h e r e  o f ) .  

Visual absorpt ion c a p a b i l i t y  - The a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  landscape t o  conceal 
evidence o f  human mod i f i ca t ions .  Rated as high, moderate, and low. 

V iab le populat ions - A number o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  o f  a species s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
ensure the  long-term ex is tence o f  t h e  species i n  n a t u r a l  s e l f - s u s t a i n i n g  
populat ions adequately d i s t r i b u t e d  throughout t h e i r  region. 

V i s i t o r  In fo rmat ion  Serv ice (VIS) - A c t i v i t i e s  which i n t e r p r e t  f o r  v i s i t o r s ,  
i n  layman's language, Fores t  management, p r o t e c t i o n ,  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  and 
research. It a l s o  inc ludes i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  l o c a l  botany, geology, ecology, 
zoo1 ogy, h i s t o r y ,  and archaeology. 

Visual q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e  (VQO) - A des i red  l e v e l  o f  excel lence based on 
physical  and soc io log i ca l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  an area. Refers t o  degree o f  
acceptable a1 t e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  landscape. 

w 

Enhancement - A short- term management a l t e r n a t i v e  which i s  done w i t h  t h e  
express purpose o f  inc reas ing  p o s i t i v e  v i s u a l  v a r i e t y  where l i t t l e  
v a r i e t y  now ex i s t s .  

Maximum m o d i f i c a t i o n  - A v i sua l  q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e  meaning man's a c t i v i t y  
may dominate t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  landscape b u t  must, a t  t h e  same time, 
u t i l i z e  n a t u r a l l y  es tab l i shed form, l i n e ,  c o l o r ,  and tex tu re .  It should 
appear as a na tu ra l  occurrence when viewed i n  foreground o r  middleground. 

Pa r ta l  r e t e n t i o n  - A v i sua l  q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e  which, i n  general, means 
man's a c t i v i t i e s  may be ev ident  b u t  must remain subord inate t o  t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  landscape. 

Preservat ion - A v i sua l  q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e  t h a t  prov ides f o r  eco log i ca l  
change only .  

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  - A shor t - term management a l t e r n a t i v e  used t o  r e t u r n  
e x i s t i n g  v i sua l  impacts i n  t h e  na tu ra l  landscape t o  a des i red  v i s u a l  
qual i ty. 
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Retent ion - A v i s u a l  q u a l i t y  o b j e c t i v e  which, i n  general ,  mens man's 
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  n o t  ev iden t  t o  t h e  casual f o r e s t  v i s i t o r .  

- Visual  resource - The composite o f  bas i c  t e r r a i n ,  geolog ic  features,  water 
fea tures ,  vegeta t ive  pa t te rns ,  and land  use e f f e c t s  t h a t  t y p i f y  a l and  u n i t  
and i n f l u e n c e  t h e  v i sua l  appeal t h e  u n i t  may have f o r  v i s i t o r s .  

W 

Water r i g h t s  - Rights  t o  d i v e r t  and use water  o r  t o  use i t  i n  place. 

Water y i e l d  - The measured ou tpu t  o f  t h e  Fo res t ' s  streams. 

Water y i e l d  increase - Add i t i ona l  water  re leased t o  t h e  Fores t  streams as a 
r e s u l t  o f  Fores t  management a c t i v i t i e s .  

Watershed - The e n t i r e  area t h a t  c o n t r i b u t e s  water  t o  a drainage systeni o r  
stream. 

Wetlands - Areas t h a t  a re  inundated by sur face  o r  ground water w i t h  a 
f requency s u f f i c i e n t  t o  support  a prevalence o f  vegeta t ive  o r  aqua t i c  l i f e  
t h a t  requ i res  sa tura ted  o r  seasonal ly  sa tura ted  s o i l  cond i t i ons  f o r  growth 
and reproduct ion.  

Wilderness - Areas designated by congressional  a c t i o n  under t h e  1964 
bl i lderness Act. Wilderness i s  de f i ned  as undeveloped Federal l and  r e t a i n i n g  
i t s  p r im ieva l  character  and i n f l u e n c e  w i thou t  permanent improvements 
o r  human hab i ta t i on .  Wilderness areas a r e  pro tec ted  and managed t o  preserve 
t h e i r  na tu ra l  condi t ions,  which g e n e r a l l y  appear t o  have been a f f e c t e d  
p r i m a r i l y  by the  fo rces  o f  na ture  w i t h  t h e  i m p r i n t  o f  man's a c t i v i t y  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  unnot iceable;  have ou ts tand ing  oppor tun i t i es  f o r  s o l i t u d e  o r  a 
p r i m i t i v e  and unconfined type o f  recrea t ion ;  i nc lude  a t  l e a s t  5,OGO acres o r  
i s  o f  s u f f i c i e n t  s i z e  t o  make p r a c t i c a l  t h e i r  preservat ion,  enjoyment, and 
use i n  an unimpaired cond i t ion ;  and may con ta in  fea tu res  o f  s c i e n t i f i c ,  
educat ional ,  scenic, o r  h i s t o r i c a l  va lue as w e l l  as eco log ic  and geologic  
i n t e r e s t .  

W i l d l i f e  - Any w i l d l a n d  f i r e  t h a t  i s  n o t  a p rescr ibed f i r e .  

W i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  d i v e r s i t y  - The d i s t r i b u t i o n  an abundance o f  d i f f e r e n t  p l a n t  
and animal communities and species w i t h i n  a s p e c i f i c  area. 

Window - A c r i t i c a l  segment o f  t e r r a i n  through which r ight -of -way cou ld  pass 
i n  t r a v e r s i n g  from p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  t o  des t i na t i on .  

Winter  range - See "B ig  game w i n t e r  range". 

Withdrawal - An order  removing s p e c i f i c  l and  areas f rom a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  
c e r t a i n  uses. 

Wood f i b e r  product ion - The growing, tending, harvest ing,  and regenera t ion  o f  
harves tab le  t rees. 

F-38 



- - commercially harvested or taken f o r  personal use. 

Woodland products - Harvestable items obtained from pinyon-juniper woodlands, 
such as fuelwood, posts, pine nuts, and Christmas t rees .  The products can be 

Work center - A f a c i l i t y  where crews assemble and are  directed toward their e assignments. 
s i t e .  
and may include crew housing. 

A work center can be located a t  an administrative 
A work center normally will include storage and warehousing f a c i l i t i e s  

X 

Y 

Z 

Zone of influence (ZOI)  - The area influenced by Forest Service management 
ac t iv i t i e s .  The zone of influence consis ts  o f  a primary and secondary zone. 
The primary zone are  areas which are  d i rec t ly  influenced by Forest Service 
management ac t iv i t e i s  where as the secondary zone are  areas which are  
indirect ly  impacted. 
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APPENDIX H 
TRANSPORTATION and UTILITY 

CORRIDER/WINDOW EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Forest planning process recognizes transportation and u t i l i t y  
corridor/window evaluation and designation a t  the national,  s t a t e ,  and  local 
level f o r  meeting future  l i nea r  right-of-way (ROW) needs. 
process spec i f ica l ly  recognizes the demand f o r  major energy related east-  
west and north-south energy transportation corridors in Northeastern Utah, 
Southwestern Wyoming, and Northwestern Colorado. 

Because of t h i s ,  the Ashley National Forest has ident i f ied  energy 
transportation and u t i 1  i t y  corridor/window evaluation and designation as a 
key element i n  the  Forest planning process. T h i s  element is addressed as a 
resource use i n  the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and associated 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Selecting routes f o r  l i nea r  f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  the Forest area i s  complicated 
by numerous r e s t r i c t ions  w i t h i n  cer ta in  land areas.  
areas a re  the H i g h  Uintas Wilderness, Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area 
( N R A ) ,  Proposed Wild and Scenic Classif icat ion of the Green River, and 
municipal watersheds. 
protecting sens i t ive  resource values w i t h i n  and adjacent t o  such constrained 
land areas. 

Regarding the corridor/window designation, the planning direct ion follows the 
Forest Service Manual and Regional Plan guidelines f o r  energy transportation 
and u t i l i t y  corridor planning. These guidelines have been written t o  a s s i s t  
National Forests in addressing the complications encountered in  
corridor/window evaluation and designation. 

The planning 

Foremost among these 

The planning process includes firm direct ion for 

DEFINITIONS OF UTILITY DESIGNATION TERMS 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5. 

Corridor - A l i nea r  strip of land which has ecological,  technical,  
economic, social or s imilar  advantages over other areas for the present 
or fu ture  location of energy transportation o r  u t i l i t y  rights-of-way 
w i t h i n  i t s  boundaries. 

Rights-of-way - Land authorized t o  be used or occupied f o r  the con- 
s t ruc t ion ,  operation, maintenance, and terminous of a project f a c i l i t y  
passing over, upon, under or through such land. 

Window - A c r i t i c a l  segment of t e r r a in  through which rights-of-way could 
pass in traversing from points of or igin t o  designation. 

Exclusion area - An area having a s ta tu tory  prohibition t o  rights-of-way 
f o r  1 inear f a c i l i t i e s  or corridor/window designation. 

Avoidance area - An area t h a t  poses par t icu lar  environmental, 
ins t i tu t iona l  or s ta tu tory  e f fec ts  wich would be d i f f i c u l t  or  impossible 
t o  mitigate o r  has character is t ics  which impose unusual engineering 
constraints .  
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OBJECTIVES 

The objectives in applying the Servicewide and Regional direction for energy 
transportation and utility corridor/window planning are to: (listed in a 
planning sequence) 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

Inventory and field check existing pipelines, electric transmission 
lines, and major transportation routes which are located on the Forest; 
(Transportation routes are inventoried as potential corridor for 
electrical transmission and pipeline facilities; not for expansion of or 
addition to the State/In terstate Road/Highway System) 

Identify criteria which will be used to evaluate potential corridors/ 
windows; 

Analyze suitability of routes or areas to handle new or additional 
facilities and the suitability of the routes or areas for overhead vs. 
underground vs. surface linear right-of-way facilities; 

Evaluate and designate areas suitable for corridors/windows on the 
Ashley National Forest within the land management planning process; 

Consolidate right-of-way alignments into designated corridors/windows to 
avoid the proliferation of separate linear rights-of-way. 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION FOR ACHIEVING OBJECTIVES 

General Direction - Generally where the purpose of the transportation, 
transmission, or pipeline route is to accommodate or service a particular end 
use on the Forest, the route followed is not considered as a potential 
corridor. 
within an identifiable strip of land, and where the probability exists that 
other energy transportation systems may be located within, the strip is 
considered for designation as a corridor. 

Before new corridors/windows or widening of existing corridors/windows are 
approved, consideration will be given to wheeling, uprating or multiple cir- 
cuiting of transmission lines; increasing pipeline capacity by addition of 
ComDressors or looping; or uti1 izing existing highway transportation rights- 

Where existing rights-of-way pass into or through Forest lands, 

of-way . 
Specific 
existing 

1. The 
the 

a. 
b. 

C. 

L’ Inclusion of lower rated transmission lines or smaller pipelines within 
designated corridors/windows would be permitted. 

Direction - Specific directions is related to utility sizes, 
rights-of-way, and restrictions on future corridor locations. 

description of general utility sizes and rights-of-way to be used in 
evaluation process are: 

1/ 
1/ Electric transmission lines 66 kv and above; - 

Oil, gas, or slurry pipelines 10 inches in diameter or larger; - 
21 and 

Federal, State, and Interstate Highways. - 

2’ Federal, State and Interstate Highways routes are considered as potential 
corridors for energy transportation facilities. 
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- 2. Identification and designation of existing energy transportation rights- - of-way as corridors that: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. Agree with the potential corridor/window designations on pub1 ic 

Comply with evaluation criteria for determination of corridor/ 
window suitability; and 
Are desirable for retention, but not capable of further widen- 
%; or 
Are desirable to retain and have widening potential for future 
uses; and 

or state lands and the corridor/window designations of adjacent 
National Forests. 

- 

3. Based on the most current planning information from utility and power 
administrations, the Ashley National Forest has directed planning for 
future energy/transportation rights-of-way and associated corridors by: 

a. Designating planning windows or 
b. Identifying constrained areas where future energy transportation 

rights-of-way will be discouraged or denied - such areas are 
identified as: 

4/ 1) Avoidance areas y; - / 2) Exclusion areas - 

APPROACHES FOR CORRIDOR EVALUATION AND SELECTION 

Three approaches for evaluating and designating corridors will be followed in 
this corridor evaluation report. These are: 

1. Direct (where facilities can be placed) 
- Identification/evaluation of land areas for designation as 

Indirect (where facilities can not be placed) 
- Identification/evaluation of land areas where facilities may 

- - 
long linear corridors or windows. 

2. 

not or will not be placed, by classifying the areas as avoidance areas or exclusion areas. 

- Combination of the above to: 
3.  Direct and Indirect Combined 

a) identify, evaluate, and designate im- 
portant right-of-way areas; and b) identify, evaluate, and designate 
areas exhibiting important natural, cultural, and social values. 

31 Windows and avoidance areas are to be evaluated and designated upon 

5’ Applications for linear rights-of-way within avoidance areas would be 
application of evaluation criteria for determining corridor suitability. 

processed by the Forest if, after project evaluation, it was determined 
that proposed mitigation measures would meet the management standards and 
guidelines for the various resources within the areas. 

Applications for linear rights-of-way within exclusion areas would not be 
processed, due to the statutory prohibitions applicable to the area in 
question. 

- 
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(Refer to Attachments, Exhibit 1 for a detailed discussion on these three 
approaches.) 

INVENTORY OF EXISTING RIGHTS-OF-WAY THAT MEET STANDARDS FOR POTENTIAL CORRID- 
- OR DESIGNATION 

Electrical transmission lines, gas pipelines, and major state road and 
highway rights-of-way currently existing on the Ashley National Forest are 
displayed in tables A, B, and C, respectively. 

(See Energy Transportation and Utility Corridor Map page 85) 
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Table A 
E x i s t i n g  E l e c t r i c a l  Transmission L ines 

Locat ion S ize  R/W Width Length Area 
Name Beginning-Ending (KV) (Feet)  (Mi les )  (Acres) 

Moon Lake Flaming Gorge Dam 69 80 1.6 15.5 
E l e c t r i c  t o  Dutch J$p 

Subs t a  t i o w  
(Flaming Gorge R.D.) 

Br idger  Va l l ey  Mani la  Substat ion 69 80 12.0 87.0 
E l e c t r i c  t o  Dutch Jo$y 

b/ Substat ion - 
(Flaming Gorge R.D.)- 

P a c i f i c  Power Flaming Gorge Dam 230 100 3.6 43.2 
and L i g h t  t o  Rock Springs, Wyo. 

v i a  Dutch John Mtn. 
(Flaming Gorge R.D.) 

Western Area Flaming Gorge Dam 138 80 
Power Admin. t o  Ashley Substat ion - Line 1 v i a  S ta te  Road 44, 

(Flaming Gor e & - Vernal R.D.s 3 

Vernal R.D.s 3 

Western Area Flaming Gorge Dam 138 100 
Power Admin. t o  Vernal Substat ion 
L ine  2 v i a  Davenport Draw 

(Flaming Gor e & 

Utah Power From Carbon Power 138 100 
and L i g h t  Co. P l a n t  t o  Ashley 

Substat ion v i a  Sowers 
Canyon (Duchesne R.D.) 

19.8 240.1 

5.6 54.2 

10.4 126.0 

Source: 2720 Case F i l e  Folders 

The Moon Lake E l e c t r i c  and B r i d g e r  V a l l e y  E l e c t r i c  r ights-of -way w i l l  
be considered as a s i n g l e  u n i t  f o r  f u t u r e  p lann ing  purposes, i.e., a 
t ransmission l i n e  rou te  f rom t h e  Flaming Gorge Dam t o  Mani la Substa t ion  
v i a  Dutch John Substat ion.  

b! R.D. = Ranger D i s t r i c t  
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Table B 
E x i s t i n g  P ipe l i nes  

Locat ion  Size R/W Width Length Area 
Name Beginning-Ending ( Inches) (Feet)  (Mi les )  (Acres) 
Colorado B i g  Dry Creek 26 50 1.1 6.7 
I n t e r s t a t e  Compressor 
Gas Co. S t a t i o n  t o  

Green River,  Wyo. 

50 1.5 9.0 Mid America From S.W. Wyoming 10 
P i p e l i n e  Co. t o  Hobbs, NM v i a  

Davis Bottom, 
Flaming Gorge N R g ’  
(Flaming Gorge R.D.) 

P a c i f i c  North- Washinyton/Canadian 22-26 50-75 6.8 42.6 
west P i p e l i n e  border  t o  San Juan 

Basin, New Mexico 
v i a  Flaming Gorge NRA 
(Flaming Gorge R.D.) 

Source: 2720 Case F i l e  Folders.  

d/ NRA = Nat iona l  Recreat ion Area 
R.D. = Ranger D i s t r i c t  

Table C 
E x i s t i n g  Major S t a t e  Roads/Highways 

R/W Width Length Area 
Name Locat ion  (Feet)  ( M i  1 es) (Acres) 

SR 33 (US191) I n d i a n  Canyon a/ Va r iab le  12.5 225.0 

us 191- b/ Vernal t o  Dutch John Var iab le  30.0 545.0 

UTAH 
(Duchesne R.D.)- 

t o  Utah/Wyoming border  
(Flaming Gorge 6 
Vernal R.D.s) 

Mani la  (Flaming 
Gorge R.D.) 

SR 44 Greendale Jc t .  t o  

V a r i a b l e  5.4 86.0 
WYOMING 

S ta te  Hwy 530 Utah/W)oming 
border  a t  Mani la  
t o  Green River ,  Ilyo. 
(Flaming Gorge R.D.) 

gyurce: 

E’ Sta te  Road 44 i s  designated as US 191 o n l y  f rom Vernal, Utah t o  i t s  

Fores t  Land Status and Road A t l a s  records.  
R.D. = Ranger D i s t r i c t  

j u n c t i o n  w i t h  S ta te  Road 260. US 191 then f o l l o w s  t h e  S ta te  Road 260 
r o u t e  w h i l e  S t a t e  Road 44 heads west t o  Mani la,  Utah. 
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PLANNING WINDOWS THAT WERE EVALUATED FOR POTENTIAL WINDOW DESIGNATION 

An inventory  o f  p lann ing  windows r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  areas being 
i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  p o t e n t i a l  window designat ion:  
Energy Transpor ta t ion  and U t i l i t y  Cor r i do r  Map.) 

1. 

2. South U n i t  

EXCLUSION AREAS 

The f o l l o w i n g  areas have been i d e n t i f i e d  as exc lus ion  areas: 

1. 

w 
(These s i t e s  a r e  shown on t h e  

Red Mountain/Taylor Mountain Plateau t o  Car te r  Duyway v i a  Car te r  
M i l i t a r y  Road 

Flaming Gorge Nat iona l  Recreat ion Area, south o f  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest 
Pipe1 i n e  r e s e r v o i r  b r i dge  

2. High U in tas  Wilderness 

3. Sheep Creek Geological  Area 

4, Proposed Research Natura l  Areas - Sims Peak - Gates o f  B i r c h  Creek 
- Po l l en  Lake 
- COW Hol low 

5. Recommended Wi ld  and Scenic R ive r  Zone - Green R ive r  (From Flaming Gorge Dam t o  Fores t  Service/BLM eastern 
boundary) 

6. Nat ional  Recreat ion T r a i l  Zones 
- L i t t l e  Hole T r a i l  (From Flaming Gorge Dam t o  L i t t l e  Hole --- w i t h i n  

Green R iver  Wi ld  and Scenic R ive r  Zone) 
- F ish  Creek T r a i l  (From Moon Lake t o  Center Park) 

Refer  t o  Energy Transpor td t ion  and U t i l i t y  Cor r i do r  Map f o r  l o c a t i o n  o f  these 
exc lus ion  areas. 

AREAS EVALUATED AS POTENTIAL AVOIDANCE AREAS 

Four general desc r ip t i ons  o f  p o t e n t i a l  avoidance areas have been i d e n t i f i e d .  
These desc r ip t i ons  a r e  based on a geographical d i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  Fores t  i n t o  
southern, west c e n t r a l ,  eas t  cen t ra l ,  and nor thern  l and  areas. 

1. Southern Fores t  D i v i s i o n  

- b lock  o f  Nat ional  Fores t  System lands between Duchesne and Pr ice ,  Utah 
--- exc lud ing  t h e  South U n i t  Window Area descr ibed above. 
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2. 

3.  

4. 

West Centra l  Subd iv i s ion  

- Nat iona l  Fo res t  System lands a d j o i n i n g  and south o f  t h e  High U in tas  
Wilderness , bounded by t h e  U i n t a  and Wasatch Nat ional  Fores t  
on t h e  west and t h e  Vernal /Roosevel t  D i s t r i c t  boundaries on t h e  eas t  --- exc lud ing  t h e  F i s h  Creek T r a i l  Zone, which i s  an exc lus ion  area 
l oca ted  w i t h i n  t h i s  general avoidance area. 

East Centra l  Subd iv i s ion  

- Nat iona l  Fores t  System lands l o c a t e d  between the High U in tas  
Wilderness and t h e  Flaming Gorge NRA, 
and 

- Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  System lands  loca ted  nor theast  and south 
of t h e  NRA --- exc lud ing  the  Sheep Creek Geological Area and t h e  
t h r e e  Proposed Research Natura l  Areas, which are exc lus ion  areas 
l oca ted  w i t h i n  t h i s  general avoidance area. 

Nor th  Area 

- Flaming Gorge NRA lands  l oca ted  n o r t h  o f  the e x i s t i n g  P a c i f i c  

NOTE: An Avoidance Area des ignat ion,  ins tead o f  an Exc lus ion Area 
des ignat ion,  f o r  t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  NRA i s  cons i s ten t  w i t h  
Flaming Gorge Management Plan d i r e c t i o n .  

Northwest P i p e l i n e  r e s e r v o i r  b r i dge .  

Refer  t o  Energy T ranspor ta t i on  and U t i l i t y  Cor r idor  Map f o r  l o c a t i o n  of 
these p o t e n t i a l  avoidence areas. 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Factors  used by t h e  Fores t  t o  determine s u i t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  i n v e n t o r i e d  
r ights-of -way and p lann ing  windows as designated corridors/windows a r e  
presented i n  t h i s  sect ion.  
avoidance area des ignat ions.  

The f a c t o r s  are: 

The same f a c t o r s  were a lso used t o  e s t a b l i s h  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Compliance w i t h  Federal ,  S ta te  and l o c a l  land-use/land management p lans 
and app l i cab le  Federal and S t a t e  Laws. 

Reasonable m i t i g a t i o n  would prevent  unacceptable impacts t o  n a t u r a l  
resources, i n c l u d i n g  s o i l ,  water, f i s h ,  w i l d l i f e ,  vegetat ion,  c u l t u r a l  
resources, and v i s u a l  q u a l i t y .  

Few o r  no phys ica l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on corridor/window placement o r  
r ights-of -ways p laced t h e r e i n  would e x i s t  due t o  geology, hydrology, 
s o i l  o r  l and  forms. 

E x i s t i n g  and f u t u r e  r igh t -o f -way uses would be eng ineer ing ly  and 
t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y  compat ib le.  
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5. 

6. 

t .  

a. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. - 

Reasonable mitigation would prevent unacceptable social and economic 
impacts t o  adjacent landowners and other groups o r  individuals. 

Few, i f  any, potential health and safety hazards t o  National Forest 
users and the general public would r e su l t  due t o  materials o r  a c t i v i t i e s  
within the right-of-way corridors/windows. 

Off-road-vehicle administrative costs  f o r  right-of-way corr idors  would 
not exceed Forest budget  constraints  f o r  a1 ternative management 
programs. 

Economic efficiency would be achieved by placing a right-of-way w i t h i n  a 
corridor/window. Consideration would be given t o  costs o f  construction, 
operation and maintenance, and costs  o f  modifying or relocating ex is t ing  
f a c i l i t i e s  i n  a proposed corridor/window. 

National Security risks would be minimized by location of proposed 
corridors. 

Potential adverse impacts t o  threatened or endangered species o r  t h e i r  
habi ta ts  would not occur. 

Acceptable mitigation could be formulated f o r  disturbances t o  wetlands, 
flood plains, and a l l  r ipar ian areas. 

Maximum use of existing e l e c t r i c  transmission, pipeline and 
transportation routes would occur. 

EVALUATION PROCESS 

Each right-of-way route, "the exis t ing right-of-way and te r ra in  immediately 
adjacent t o  the right-of-way", and each planning window area was evaluated by 
analyzing how each of the 12 c r i t e r i a  would be met or affected under  a 
corridor o r  window designation and eventual right-of-way use. The  r e su l t s  of  
this analysis are shown i n  t ab les  D through G ,  pages H-10 through H-25. 

The l i s t ed  Avoidance Areas were also evaluated by applying the 12 c r i t e r i a .  
See page H-29 f o r  analysis results. 
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EVALUATION PROCESS 
TABLE D 

RIGHTS-DF WAY ( C l e c t r i c  Transmission L ines)  

a. b. C. d. e. f. 
Br idge r  Va l l ey  P a c i f i c  Power Western Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  

EVALUATION CRITERiA  Moon Lake E l e c t r i c  E l e c t r i c  and L i g h t  Co. Adniin. L i n e  1 Admin. L i n e  2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

1. Land UseIManagement I n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  ------_-----------_-___________ a. through e. .............................. No C o n f l i c t  
Plans and Laws Flaming Gorge NRA 

Management Plan d i r e c -  
t i o n  t o  1) manage t h e  
u n i t  t o  ma in ta in  i t s  
scenic  qual i t i e s ,  
p rov ide  f o r  p u b l i c  
outdoor  r e c r e a t i o n  
benef i ts ,  and p rov ide  
f o r  w i l d l i f e  and 
undeveloped area uses, 
2) perm i t  no uses t h a t  
s i  g n i f  i c a n t l y  degrade 
o r  dest rvov t h e  e s t h e t i c  
b a c k d r o t  values, and 
3) pe rm i t  no new 
road o r  t r a i l  const ruc-  
t i o n  except where 
temporary roads might  
be r e q u i r e d  t o  remove 
i n s e c t  i n f e c t e d  t imber. 

Upgrading, u p r a t i n g  ............................... a. through e. ___-__-------_-_______________ No C o n f l i c t  
o r  r e p l a c i n g  e x i s t i n g  
f d c i l i t i e s  o r  a d d i t i o n  
o f  new f a c i l i t i e s  
would be pe rm i t ted  
w i t h i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
ROW o n l y  i f  such work 
o r  a d d i t i o n s  were n o t  
f e a s i b l e  i n  l o c a t i o n s  
ou ts ide  t h e  NRA. 
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TABLE D (Continued) 
a. b. C. d. e .  f .  

Bridger Valley Pacific Power Western Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power & Light 
EVALUATION CRITERIA Moon Lake Electric Electric and L i g h t  Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin. Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

In  confl ic t  w i t h  No conflicts In confl ic t  with No conflicts ------------------- d ., e . ,  and f .  ------- 
L i t t l e  Hole National 
Recreation Trai l ,  Recreation Trail 
i .e. new proposals 
would detract  from 
visuals and  recrea- 
tion experience. 

L i t t l e  Hole National 

In coni l ic t  w i t h  No confl ic ts  In conflict  w i t h  No conflicts ------------------- d.,  e . ,  and f .  ------- 
Green River as a Green River Wild 
recommended Wild and Scenic River 
and Scenic River recommendation 
? . e . ,  new proposals 
would detract  from 
visuals and recrea- 
tion experience. 

2. Affects on 1) Recreation/Visuals 1) RecreatiodVisuals 1) RecreationIVisuals 1) Recreation/Visuals 1) RecreationfVisuals 
Resource Values 

6 Water Qudl i  ty 
71 Minerals 

L important scenic L important  scenic 1 important scenic 
values adjacent values north o f  values associated 
t o  Green River Dutch John and a t  w i t h  Green River 
and NRA. crossing of res- crossi ny . 

ervoir a t  the 
"Gorge". 

recreation faci  11 - 
t i e s .  

-Crosses existing - - - - b., c . ,  & d. - - 

2 )  Cultural 
-moderately h i g h  
prehistoric 
values exis t .  

2 )  Cultural 
-moderately h i g h  
prehistoric 
values exis t .  

L important scenic L important scenic 
values aSSOCidted values associated 
w i t h  State Road 44 w i t h  vistas near 
and 260 travel the Dam. 
zones and  with vis- 
t a s  near the Dam. 

, _ - - - - - - _ - -  

2 )  Cultural 2 )  Cultural 
-moderate -moderate 

prehistoric prehistoric 
values exis t .  values exis t .  
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TABLE D (Continued) 
a. b. C .  d. e .  f .  

Bridger Valley PaLific Power Western Ared Power Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  
EVALUATION CRITERIA Moon Lake Electric Electric and Light Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin. Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 
Note 3) Wi Id1 ife/Fish 3) Wildlife/Fish 3) Wildlife/Fish 3) Wildlife/Fish 3) Wildlife/Fish 
A "no entry" for  a - important f ish- - crosses key - crosses key - winter range fo r  - winter range 
particular resource ery associated winter range f o r  winter range 1or deer and elk on for  deer and elk. 
under a particular 
ROW indicates that  
no major effects 
exis t  or would be 
anticipated. 

w i t h  the Green antelope, deer deer and eik southern dnd no r th -  
River --- classi-  and elk. ern Dortions of 
fled as a "blue 
r ibbon" Class A 
fishing stream by 
Utah DWR. 

- Crosses through 
a transplant area 
for B i g  Horn Sheep 
on Bear Top Mtn. 

G )  Water Quality 
- quality uf 

Creen River con- 
sidered c r i t i c a l .  

the koute. 

4)  Timber 
- important values 

on northern half of 
the route. 

5)  Soils/Vegetation 5) Soils/Vegetatiun 
- shallow so i l s  on - shallow s o i l s  on 

Dutch John Mountain Dutch John Mountain -- would be d i f f i -  -- would be d i f f i -  
cu l t  t o  reestablish cu l t  t o  establish 
vegetation on dis- vegetation on dis- 
turbed areas. turbed dreas. 

6) Water Quality 6 )  Water Quality 6 )  Water Quality - quality of - quality of - quality o t  
- Green River con- Green River con- Green River con- 

sidered c r i t i c a l .  sidered c r i t i c a l .  sidered c r i t i c a l .  

7 )  Minerals 7 )  Mlnerdls 7) Minerals 
- Areas o f  known - Oil and gas - areas of known 

phosphate deposits leasing area. phosphate desposits 
i n  Horseshoe on southern end. 
Canyon o i l  and gas 
leasing area. 
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5)  Soils/Vegetatiun - crosses unstable 
shale so i l s ,  exhib- 
i t i n g  considerable 
amount of natural 
geologic erosion -- 
would be d i f f i cu l t  

t o  revegetate. 

7) Minerals 
- o i l  and gas lease 

ac t iv i t i e s  ongoing .  



TABLE D (Continued! 

a. b. C. d. e. f .  
Bridger Valley Pacific Power Western Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  

EVALUATION CRITERIA Moon Lake Electric Electric and L i g h t  Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin.  Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

2. Affects t o  
Resource Values 
(continued) 

3. Geology, Hydrology, 
Soi l ,  and Landform 
Restrictions 

4. New and Existing 
Uses Would be 
Ensineeringly and 
Technologically 
Compatible 

Adverse effects  t o  
above resources 
would be d i f f i c u l t  
t o  mitigate. 

Steep canyon side 
slopes associated 
w i t h  Green River. 

Locations fo r  new 
f a c i l i t i e s  would 
be constrained by 
the following 
-existing ROW f a c i l i -  

-ad:acent recreation 

-cr i t ical  visual con- 

t i e s ,  

f a c i l  i t i e s ,  

cerns, and 
-steep terrain i n  and 
around the Darn dnd 
the Green River below 

ces could be 
mitigated. 

Extensive rock out- Extensive rock out- Steep canyon side Steep canyon side AdJacent NF land 
crops and steep crops and steep slopes associated slopes associatea i s  characterized 
slopes on the Dutch by steep slopes 
John mountain area. John mountain area. River. River. and incised side- 

canyons. Route 
i t s e l f  i s  located 
i n  a narrow 
canyon area. The 
adjacent slopes are 
susceptible to 
landslide activity.  

slopes on the Dutch w i t h  the Green w i t h  the  Green 

a. through e. - - - - Steep restr ic t ive 
terrain adjacent t o  
existing ROW route, 
would cause compati- 
b i l i t y  problems. There 
would also be compati- 
b i l i t y  problems w i t h i n  
the ROW, due to  the 
confined canyon bottom 
area and the location 
of the existing trans- 
mission f a c i l i t j .  

the Dam or  i n  the 
Dutch John I4tn. and 
Bear k t n .  areas. 
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TABLE D (Continued) 
a. b. C. d. e. f. 

Bridger Valley Pacific Power Western Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  
EVALUATION CRITERIA Moon Lake Electric Electric and L i g h t  Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin. Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

These four con- _ - - - - - - - - _ _ _ - _ -  a. through e. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
s t r a in t s  could l i m i t  
location of new faci-  
l i t i e s  t o  existing ROW 
areas; engineering and 
technical compatibility 
problems could exis t  
between new and existing 
uses if  placed w i t h i n  
existing ROW widths.  

Decisions t o  expand - - a. and b.  - - Expansion of ROW 
Eftects on Adja- ROW wid th  would widths would adverse- 
cent Landowners affect  existing and l y  affect  recreation 
and Other Groups future communitj qual i t ies  w i t h i n  
or Individuals developments w i t h i n  the NRA. 

5. socioeconomic - - - - - - - c. d. and e. - - - - - No major problems. 

Dutch John. 
In addition, expan- No major problems luo major problems 
s o n  of ROW w i d t h  outside the NRA outside the NRA 
would adversely 
affect  recreation 
user perceptions of 
the scenic values and 
recreation qual i t ies  
w i t h i n  the NRA. 

6. Health and Safety Some long-term haz- - - a. and b. - 
Hazards to  National ards could resul t  t o  
Forest Users and residents of Dutcb 
General Pub1 i c . John, w i t h  expansion 

of the ROW. 

Oil and Gas act ivi-  
t i e s  could be limited 
due t o  proximity of 
transmission l ines.  



TABLE D (Continued) 

b.  C .  d .  e. f .  
Bridger Valley Pacific Power Western Area Fower Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  
Electric and L i g h t  Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin. Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

7 o n a 1  
EVALUATION CRITERIA 
7. Off-Road behicle 

Admini s t r a t i  ve 
costs 

E. Economic Efficiency 
of Constructing , 
Operating, and 
Maintaining ROW 
and Costs of  
Relocating Existing 
Faci l i t ies  i n  a 
ProDosed Corridor 

9. National Security 
Risks 

10.Threatened o r  
Endangered 
Species and 
Habitat 

a.  

Moon Lake Electric 
No major changes 
would resul t  i n  
present off-road 
vehicle use. 

ministrative costs ministratlve costs would increase w i t h -  costs would administrative costs 
i n  the Dutch John 
Mtn. and Bear I:tn. Mtn.  area i f  ex- route parallels ex- area, north of portion of the canyon, 
areas, i f  existing i s t i n g  ROW were i s t i n g  State Road Davenport Draw. i f  existing ROW were 
RGWs were expanded. expanded. 260. expanded. 

i n  the Dutch John i n  the NRA,  where increase i n  the NF i n  the southern (upper) 

(Refer t o  Criterion a. t h r o u g h  e. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Poor economic efficien- 
No. 4.) cy and h i g h  cost5 of 

modifying o r  relocating 
E x i s t i n g  ROWS are  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a. through e. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - existing f a c i l i t i e s  
presently located outside the existing 
along the most cost  ROW i n  the southern 
e f f i c i en t  routes, (upper) portion of 
from i n i t i a l  construc- the canyon. 
t ion,  operation, and 
maintenance standpoint. 
Constraints, l i s t ed  
under Criterion No. 4 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

would l imit  expansion 
potentials and/or relo- 
cation of existing 
faci  11 t i e s .  

E x i s t i n g  routes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a. t h r o u g h  f .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
pose no maJor 
problems t o  
energy security. 

Crosses known golden - - - - - a., b., & c. 
and bald eagle habitat  
i n  the NRA area. 

- - - - - - No problems w i t h i n  - - - - - 
existing ROW o r  on 
adjacent dreas. 

d . ,  e . ,  & f .  - - - - - - 
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TABLE D (Continued) 

a. b .  C. d. e .  f .  
6ridger Valley Pacific Power k'estern Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power & L i g h t  

EVALUATION CRITERIA Moon Lake Electric Electric and L i g h t  Co. Admin. Line 1 Admin.  Line 2 Co. Sowers Canyon 

11 .Wet1 ands, F1 ood No major problems 

adjacent t o  route. flood plain. 

Pardllels existing 
Existing ROWS transmission lines and gas pipelines parallels other of the route is cent of the route cent of route i s  

fo r  100 percent of ROWs fo r  60 percent power l ines.  located immediately i s  located immeai- located next t o  a 
length. of length. adjacent t o  State  a te ly  adjacent t o  FS system road. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a. through e .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Northern (lower) 
Plains and w i t h i n  route or on p o r t i o n  of canyon 
Riparian Areas lands immediately w i t h i n  an active 

12.Maxinium Use o f  Parallels power l ine 70 percent of  l ine  Less than 15 percent Less than 20 per- Approximately 50 per- 

Roads 44 and 260. other l i n e  ROWs. 
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EVALUATION PROCESS 
TABLE E 

and Laws. " 

2. Effects t o  Resource 

RIGHTS-OF-KAY (Gas Pipelines) 

a. b. C 
EVALUATION CRITtRIA Colorado Inters ta te  Gas. Co. Mid hmerica Pipeline Co. Pacific Northwest Pipeline 
1.  Land UseIMot. Plans No conflict .  No conflict .  In conflict  w i t h  Flaming Gorge NRA 

Mana ement Pldn direction t o .  
*nit t o  ma in ta in  i t s  

2)  permit no uses that  significantly 

scenic qual i t ies  and provide f o r  
wildlife and undeveloped area uses, 

degrade o r  destroy t h e ~ a e s t h e t i c  
backdrop values, and 

3) permit no new road o r  t r a i l  const- 
ruction, except where temporary 
roads m i g h t  be required t o  remove 
insect infested timber. 

Upgrading, uprating, o r  replacing 
existing f a c i l i t i e s  o r  addition of new 
f a c i l i t i e s  would be permitted w i t h i n  
the existing ROW b u t  only if  such work 
were not feasible i n  locations outside 
the EURA. 

In conflict  w i t h  L i t t l e  Hole National 
Recreation Trail i . e . ,  new proposals 
would detract  from visuals and 
recreation experience. 

Values 
* Discussion on following 

resource areaslval ues 
where considered c r i t i -  
cal or sensitive. 

1) RecreationIVi sual s 
2 )  Cultural 
3) WildlifeIFish 
4) Timber 
5) SoilslVegetation 
6) Water Quality 
7) Kinerals 

1)  RecreationIVisuals 
- important visuals associated w i t h  

Wyoming State  Road 530 travel zone. 

2 )  Cultural - potential for moderately h i g h  pre- 
his tor ic  values i n  the route area. 

1) RecreationlVisuals - important w i t h i n  the Flaming Lorge 
NR4. Popular landing location fo r  
rd i t e r  and canoe enthusiasts who 
f loa t  the Green River. Deer, 
antelope and waterfowl h u n t i n g  
opportunities. 

2 )  Cultural 
- potential f o r  moderately h i g h  pre- 

his tor ic  values i n  the route area. 
H-20 

1) Recreati on1Vi sual s 
- important recreationlscemc values 

adjacent t o  the Green River -- 
L i t t l e  Hole Campground, popular 
fishing area. Existing pipeline 
route i s  visible from Red Canyon 
Visitor Center. - important recreationlscenic values 
where existing pipeline crosses the 
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. 

2 )  Cultural 

exis t .  
- moderately high prehistoric values 



TABLE E (Continued) 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY (Gas Pipe1 ines)  

a. b. C. 
EVALUATION CRITERIA  Colorado I n t e r s t a t e  Gas. Co. Mid America P i p e l i n e  Co. P a c i f i c  Northwest P i p e l i n e  
Note: 

A "no en t ry "  f o r  a p a n i c -  
u l a r  ROW ind ica tes  t h a t  3)  Wild1 i f e / F i s h  3)  Wi ld l i fe /F ish  3) N i l d l i f e / F i s h  
no major e f fec ts  e x i s t  
o r  would be an t ic ipa ted .  range. Crosses sagegrouse and range. River  cross ing i s  p a r t  of 

c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  Green R iver  below 

- crosses antelope range. - crosses deer, e l k ,  and antelope - crosses deer, e l k ,  and antelope 

p r a i r i e  dog range. Actual r i v e r  an important f i s h e r y  h a b i t a t  asso- 
cross ing i s  p a r t  o f  an iniportant 

2. Ef fec ts  t o  Resource 
Values (continued) 

f i s h  hab i ta t ;  

5) Soi 1 s/Vegetation - crosses s e n s i t i v e  s o i l s ,  i . e . ,  
high eros ion hazard, unfavorable 
s o i l  proper t ies,  and low p r e c i p i -  
t a t i o n .  

Flaniing Gorge Dam. 

5) Soi ls /Vegetdt ion - shal low s o i l s  and rocky outcrops - 
between the  Green River  and Dutch 
John Mountain --- would be 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  revegetate, if 
disturbed. 

6) Water Qua l i t y  - q u a l i t y  o f  Green R iver  below Dam 
considered c r i t i c a l .  

7)  Minerals - areas of known Trona deposi ts  i n  
Blacks Fork River  area. 

Adverse effects t o  above resources 
be mi t iga ted  

3. Geology, Hydrology, o r  No major problems. 
Landform R e s t r i c t i o n s  

4. New and E x i s t i n g  Uses Could have engineering problems, if 
would be Engineer ing ly  
and Technologica l ly  
Compatible Fork River. 

f a c i l i t i e s  crossed under o r  near the  
present b r idge cross ing on the  Blacks 

Adverse effects t o  above resources 
would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  mi t iga te .  

Steep sideslopes on both sides of t h e  
reservo i r .  Po ten t ia l  e x i s t s  f o r  water 
l e v e l  f l u c t u a t i o n  a t  the  reservo i r  
crossing. 

Locat ion o f  new f a c i l i t i e s  would be 
constrained by the  fo l low ing :  

- e x i s t i n g  ROW f a c i l i t i e s  - c r i t i c a l  v isua l  concerns, and - steep t e r r a i n  on both sides of the  
r e s e r v o i r  area. 
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Adverse e f f e c t s  t o  above resources 
would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  mi t iga te .  

Steep canyon s i d e  slopes associated 
w i t h  the  Green River. 

Locat ion of new f a c i l i t i e s  would be 
constrained by the  fo l lowing:  

- e x i s t i n g  ROW f a c i l i t i e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  
roads), - c r i t i c a l  v isua l  concerns, and - steep t e r r a i n  south o f  t h e  Green 
River  and across Dutch John Mtn. 



TABLE E (Continued) 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY (Gas P ipe l ines)  

a .  b. C. 
EVALUATION CRITERIA  Colorado I n t e r s t a t e  Gas. Co. Mid America P i p e l i n e  Co. P a c i f i c  Northwest P ipe l ine  n T ese four Lonst ra in ts  cou d l i m i t  o- 

l o c a t i o n  o f  new f a c i l i t i e s  t o  e x i s t i n g  
ROW areas, and some c o l n o a t i b i l i t v  

c a t i o n  o f  new f a c i l i t i e s  t o  e x i s t i n g  

problems could e x i s t  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  
ROW f a c i l i t i e s .  

ROW areas, engineering and technica i  - 
c o m p a t i b i l i t y  problems could e x i s t  
between on-going uses and new propo- 
sals, i f  placed w i t h i n  e x i s t i n g  ROW 
widths. 

5. Socioeconomic Ef fects  
on Adjacent Landowners 
and Other Groups o r  
I n d i v i d u a l s  

6. Health and Safety Haz- 
ards t o  Nat ional  Forest  
Users and General Pub1 i c  

m i n i s t r a t i v e  Costs 
7. Off-Road Vehicle Ad- 

8. Economic Ef f i c iency  o f  
Constructing, Operat- 
i n g  and Mainta in ing ROW 
and 
Costs o f  Relocat lng 
E x i s t i n s  F a c i l i t i e s  i n  
a Proposed Cor r idor  

9. Nat ional  Secur i ty  
Risks 

10. Threatened o r  Endan- 
gered Species and 
Hab i ta t  

No major problems, o ther  than t r a f f i c  
delays t h a t  could r e s u l t  dur ing construc- 
t i o n  o f  u t i l i t i e s  -- such delays could 
be subs tan t ia l .  

Hazards would e x i s t  dur ing  cons t ruc t ion  
period. 

No major changes would r e s u l t  i n  present 
o f f - road veh ic le  use. 

No major problems w i t h i n  o r  adjacent t o  
e x i s t i n g  ROW. 

E x i s t i n 5  routes pose r1o major problems 
t o  energy Secur i ty .  

Crosses p o t e n t i a l  blackfooted f e r r e t  
t e r r i t o r y .  

Could temporar i ly  a f f e c t  recrea t ion  
uses w i t h i n  the  immediate area. 

Hazards would e x i s t  dur ing const ruct ion 
per iod.  

l lou ld  increase costs  i n  t h i s  p o r t i o n  
of the  NRA. 

Refer t o  C r i t e r i o n  No. 4. 

E x i s t i n g  ROW i s  present ly  located along 
the  most e f f i c i e n t  route, from an 
i n i t i a l  const ruct ion,  operation, and 
maintenance standpoint. Constraints 
l i s t e d  under C r i t e r i o n  No. 4 would 
l i m i t  expansion p o t e n t i a l s  o r  r e l o -  
c a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  

E x i s t i n g  routes pose no major problems 
t u  energy secur i ty .  

No known h a b i t a t .  

Expansion of ROW widths would adversely 
a f f e c t  user perceptions o f  the recrea- 
t i o n  and scenic q u a l i t i e s  w i t h i n  t h i s  
u n i t  o f  the  NRA. 

Hazards would e x i s t  dur ing const ruct ion 
period. 

Would increase costs  i n  the NF area 
nor th  o f  Davenport Draw, the Dutch John 
Mtn. area, and where the  route p a r a l l e l s  
e x i s t i n g  roads loca ted  nor th  o f  Dutch 
John Mountain. 

I 

I I  
E x i s t i n g  ROW is present ly  located 
along the  most e f f i c i e n t  route, from 
an i n i t i a l  construction, operation, and 
maintenance standpoint. Constraints 
l i s t e d  under C r i t e r i o n  No. 4 would 
l i m i t  expansion p o t e n t i a l s  o r  r e l o -  
c a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  

E x i s t i n g  routes pose no major problems 
t o  energy secur i ty .  

Crosses known golden and bald eagle 
h a b i t a t  i n  the  NRA areas. 

i i  
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TABLE E (Continued) 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY (Gas Pipelines! 

a.  b. C. 
EVALbATlGN CRITERIA Colorado Inters ta te  Gas. Co. Mid America Pipeline Co. Pacific Northwest Pipeline 

11. Wetlands, Flood Plains, 
and Riparian Areas 

No major problems w i t h i n  ROW or on [.IF Flood plain and important riparian 
lands immediately adjacent t o  route vegetation is located a t  the reservoir 

crossing. 

Parallels existing pipeline and highway Parallels an existing pipeline fo r  
f o r  total  route length on NF lands. total  route length on NF lands. fo r  total  ruute length on NF lands. 

No major problems w i t h i n  route or on NF 
lands immediately adjacent t o  route. 

Pdrallels existing pipeline and FS roads 12. Maximum Use of 
Exis t ing  ROWS 
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EVALUATION PROCESS 
TABLE F 

RIGHTS-OF WAY (Roads and Highways) 

a. b. C. d. 
Wyoming State Highway 530 EVALUATION CRITERIA 

1. Land Use/Eigt. Plans and Approval and coordination 

Utah State Road 33 (US 191) US 191 (State Ruaas 44 & 260) Utah State  Road 44 

_ - - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - - - _ _ _  a. through d .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Laws would be required by State  

Department of Transportation 
(DOT) d u r i n g  planning, de- 
sign, construction, and main- 

and other energy transpor- w i t h  Ashley NF Highway Corridor 
t d t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  the Plan, which emphasizes protec- 
road ROW. Forest Service t i o n  of visuals and recreation 
would also have to  review and values adjacent t o  the highway. 
approve use. 

b. and c. - - tenance work f o r  u t i l i t i e s  Uti l i ty  proposal would confl ic t  _ _ _  

Proposals outside ROW would 
confl ic t  w i t h  Avoidance Area 
designation fo r  the area 
being crossed. 

Proposals outside ROW would 
conflict  w i t h  Avoidance and 
Exclusion Area desiynations 
for areas being crossed. 

- - - b. and c. - - 

2. Effects t o  Resource 1) hecreation/Visuals 
Values - important scenic values 

associated w i t h  travel 
* Discussion on following zone. 

resource areas/values where 
considered crixical  o r  2)  Cultural 
Sensitive. - potential for  moderate 

1) Recreation/Visual s density of prehistoric 
2) Cultural values outside ROW on 
3)  Wildlife/Fish northern half of  route. 
4 j  Timber 
5)  Soil/Vegetation 
6 )  Water quality 3) Wildlife/Fish 
7)  Minerals 

deer and elk. 
NOTE. 

- crosses winter range f o r  

A "no entry" for  a par t i rular  
resource under a particular 
ROW indicates that  no major 
effects exis t  or would be 
anticipated. 

Proposals outsioe ROW would 
conflict  w i t h  Exclusion 
Area designation fo r  area 
being crossed. 

1) Recreation/Visuals - - - - - - - - b . , c . , & d .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
- important recreation areas 

and scenic values associated 
w i t h  travel zone. 

2) Cultural 2)  Cultural 2)  Cultural 
- potential f o r  moderately - potential f o r  nioderate - potential fo r  moderately 

h i g h  prehistoric values prehistoric values outiide h i g h  prehistoric vdlues 
outside ROW n o r t h  of  
Dctrh John. 

ROW i n  the Sheep Creek and 
Spring Creek dieas of the 
NRA. 

outside ROW. 

3 )  Wildlife/Fish 3 )  Wildlife/Fish 3 )  Wildlife/Fish - rrosses key winter range 
fo r  deer and elk on the 
southern and northern 

- crosses key winter ranye 
f o r  deer and elk i n  the 
Sheep Creek and Spring 
Creek areas of the NPA. 

- crosses antelope range. 

4)  Timber 4) Timber 
- important values on north- - important values along route 

from US 191 junction t o  Deep ern half of route. 
H-24 Creek intersection 



TABLE F (Continued) 

a. b. C. d. 
EVALUATION CRITERIA Utah State Road 33 (US 191) US 191 (S ta te  Roads 44 & 26G) Utah State Road 44 Wyoming Sta te  Highway 530 

5) Soi ls IVegetat ion - cmsses unstable shale 
s o i l s ,  e x h i b i t i n g  consid- 
erable amaunt o f  na tura l  
geolog ica l  e ros ion  -- would 
be d i f f i c u l t  t o  revegetate. 

2. E f f e c t s  t o  Resource 
Values (Continued) 

3. Geology, Hydrology, 
So i l ,  and Landform 
Rest r i c t ions .  

4. New and E x i s t i n g  Uses 
Would be Engineeringly 
and Technologica l ly  
Compatible 

Adverse effects t o  above r e -  
sources could be mi t igated.  

Canyon b o n m  i s  very nap- 
row i n  places; ad jacent  
slopes are steep. S l ides  
are ev ident  011 t h e  adja- 
cent  slopes. 

Uses and areas of use would 
be l i m i t e d  i n  the  southern 
(upper) p o r t i o n  o f  route, 
due t o  confined area a d  
r e s t r i c t i v e  t e r r a i n  
features. 

Vehic le  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  flows 
would be d is rup ted  f o r  sub- 
s t a n t i a l  per iods o f  t ime dur- 
i n g  cons t ruc t ion  o f  u t i l i t i e s  
and t ranspor ta t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  

7 )  Minera ls  
- areas o f  known phosphate 

deposi ts  on southern end. 

Adverse e f f e c t s  t o  above r e -  
sources would be d i f f i c u l t  
t o  mi t iga te .  

The Dutch John Gao area 
would be g e o l o g i c e l l y  
r e s t r i c t i v e  t o  ROW 
expansion. 

Uses and areas o f  use would 
be l i h i t e d  i n  the  "Hole i n  
the  W a l l  Canyon" area, the  
"Car t  Creek Arm" area, and 
on the  n o r t h  s ide  o f  Flaming 
Gorge Dam, due t o  confined 
areas and r e s t r i c t i v e  
t e r r a i n  features.  

7) Minerals 7 )  K inera ls  
- areas o f  known phosphate - areas o f  known Trona deposi ts  

i n  Blacks Fork R iver  area. deposi ts  above Sheep Creeh 
Bay. 

Adverse e f f e c t s  t o  above re-  Adverse e f f e c t s  t o  above r e -  
sources would be d i f f i cu l t  
t o  mi t iga te .  

sources would be d i f f i c u l t  
t o  mi t iga te .  

A o o t e n t i a l  mass f a i l u r e  No maior oroblems. 
area e x i s t s  below Sheep 
Creek Overlook. 

Uses acd areas o f  use would Approval and coord ina t ion  
be l i m i t e d  i n  t h e  "Sheep 
Creek Gap" area, due tu  Highway Departnent, i f  the  
the  confined area and r e -  
s t r i c t i v e  t e r r a i n  features. o r  followed. The narrow, con- 

would be requ i red  by Wyoming 

highway ROW were t o  be crossed 

f i n e d  br idge cross ing on Blacks 
Fork River  would create 
problems. 

a.. b.. and c. - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - 
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TABLE F (Continued) 

a. b. C .  d. 1 EVALUATION CRITERIA W omin State H i  hwa 530 
5. Socioeconomic Effects on No maior DrOblenlS other than - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _  - - _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _  a. through d. 

Adjacent Landowners and the t i a f f i c  delays that  woula 
Other Groups o r  resul t  du r ing  construction of 
individuals u t i l i t i e s  -- such delays could 

6. Health and Safety 
Hazards to  National 
Forest Users and 
General Pub1 i c 

7. Off-Road Vehicle 
Admin i  s t r a t i  ve Costs 

8. Economic EffiLiencv of 
Constructing, Operating 
and Maintaining ROW 

be substandard. 

Hazards would exis t  d u r i n g  
u t i l i t y  construction period. 

No major changes would 
resul t  i n  present off-road 
vehicle use. 

No major problems w i t h i n  
existing ROW. 

and 
Costs of Modifying or 
Re1 ocating Existi n5 
Faci l i t ies  

9. National Security Risks Existing routes would pose 
no major problems t o  energy 
security. 

existing routes or on areas 
of possible expansion. 

Important riparian areas 
exis t  a l o n g  porticns of 
the ROW -- areas are  impor- 
t an t  as wildl i fe  habitat .  

i0.Threatened o r  Endangered No major problems w i t h i n  
Species and Habitat 

11.Wetlands. Flood P l d i n s ,  
and Riparian Areas 

12.Maximum Use of Existing Meets cr i ter ion since 

woulo be fu l ly  or par t ia l ly  
ut i l ized,  i f  used as u t i l i t y  
ROWs. 

Linear ROWs dctual transportation ROW 

Poor economic efficiencv and - - - b.  and c .  - - - 
h i g h  costs of modifylng"or re- 
locating existing ROW f a c i l i -  
t i e s  and adjacent recreation 
f a c i l i t i e s  on NF land. 

_ .  

_ .  

No major problems w i t h i n  
existing ROW. 

Crosses potential hlack-footed 
f e r r e t  t e r n  tory. 

Wetland type areas ex i s t  An important riparian ares 
along ROW, north of Lodgepole exis ts  along the p o r t i o n  of 
Campground -- these areas road adjacent t o  Sheep Creek. 
are  importdnt as wildl i fe  This area i s  important as 
habitat. wildlife and f i sh  habitat. 

No major problems w i t h i n  ROW 
or on NF lands immeciately 
adjacent t o  route. 

- - - - - - - - - _ - - - - _  a.  th rough  d. - - - - - -  - - _  - - - - - - _ _ - 
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EVALUATION PROCESS 
TAELE G 

lvINDOW AREAS 

a.  b. 
EVALUATION FACTORS Red Mountain t o  Carter Dugway via Carter Military Roar: South U n i t  

1.  Land UseIMgt. Plans No known conflict. No known corifliLt. 
and Laws. 

2. Effects t o  Resource 

Discussion on following 
resource areaslvalues 
where considered c r i t i ca l  
or s e m i  t ive.  

1) Recreati on/Visual s 
2 )  Cultural 
3)  WildlifeIFish 
4) Timber 
5 )  Soils/Vegetation 
6) Water Quality 
7)  Minerals 

1) Recreation/Visuals - important scenic values along total  length. - important dispersed recreation valLes along total  length. - crosses one developed recreation area a t  Kaler Hollow. 

2)  Cultural 2)  Cultural - crosses and adjacent t o  Carter hhli tary Road, presently - L i g h t  t o  moderate density prehistoric values. 
recommended t o  National Resister of Historic Sites.  - prehistoric vdlues moaerati density along north end -- 
from Forest boundary to  Youngs Spring. 

3)  Wild1 ife1Fish - very important deer and elk yearlong habitat. - some fisherv values on North S l o w .  

3)  WildlifeIFish 
- important deer and elk habitat. 

Note: - saye grousehabitdt  on southern most portion. 

- crosses prime timber areas along 75 percent of route -- 
A "no entry" f o r  a particu- 
l a r  ROW indicates t ha t  no 
major effects ex i s t  or 
would be anticipated. 

4) Timber 

considereo 6s important timber production areas. 

E) Soils/Vegetation 5) So1 1 slvegetation 
- some problems w i t h  revegetdting disturbed so i l s  i n  the - crosses unstable shale s o i l s ,  exhibitiny 

considerable amount of natural geologic 
erosion -- 

- would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  revegetate. 

Taylor Mountain Plateau area, i.e., south face of plateau. 

G) Water Quality 
- important watershed values asscciated w i t h  Ashley Creel, 

Brush Creek. Carter Creek, Sheep Creek, and Deep Creek -- 
water used f c r  domestic water supply, recreation, and 
irrigation. 

7 )  Minerals 7 )  Minerals - oil  and gas potential on north and south flank f au l t s .  
- known phosphate deposits on north and south portions, 

near Forest boundary. 

- oil  and gas lease ac t iv i t i e s ,  Some exploration ard 
potential production. 
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TABLE G (Continued) 

a .  b. 
EVALUATION FACTORS 
3. Geology, Hydrology, No major problems. Steep canyons and narrow canyon bottoms exist .  Slides 

Red Mountain t o  Carter Dugway via Carter Military Road South U n i t  

Soi ls ,  and Long form are  evident on canyon side slopes. 
Restrictions. 

4. New ano Existing Uses 
Would be Engineeringly 
and Technologically 
Compatible. 

5. Socioeconomic Impacts 
t o  Adjacent Landowners 
and Other Groups or  
Individuals 

No major problems. Uses and areas of use would be limited i n  canyon bottoms 
and on side slopes. 
fo r  use. 
transmission 1 ines.! 

Ridge tops would afford more area 
( M e r  to  table D, item 4 fo r  UPEL 138 KV 

There could be social conflicts due t o  proximity of 
Flaming Gorge KRA, Sheep Creek Canyon Geologic Area, and 
the Hiah Uintas Wilderness -- 

No major problems. 

coul6 adversel) affect  recreation user perception of the 
areas i n  question. 

6. Health & Safety Hazards Potention health problems coula result  from disturbances No major problems 
t o  National Forest 
and General Public 

w i t h i n  Ashley and Brush Creek drdinages. 

Few safety hazaras would exis t  beyond construction period. Fek safety hazards would exis t  beyond construction period. 

7. Off-Road Vehicle 
Admimstratire Costs 

Costs could substantially increase w i t h  construction of 
l inear  u t i l i t y  ROW, primarily along the north slope. 

Slight increase i n  administrative costs could be expected. 
(Refer t o  t.ble D, item 7 ,  fo r  UP&L 13b kV transmission 
l ine.)  

8. Economic Efficiencv of Severe winter weather conditions would increase operating 
Constructing, OpeGting, 
and Maintaining ROW and 
Costs of Relocating 
E x i s t i n g  Faci l i t ies  

9. Natural Security Risk 

10. Threatened o r  Endangered 
Species and Habitat 

11. Wetlands, Flood Plains 
and Riparian Areas 

1:. Elaximum Use of Existing 
Linear ROWs 

ara maintenbnce costs. 

There would be h i g h  construction costs involved i n  
crossing meadow areas located along majority of route, 
iind i n  crossing the c re s t  of the Uinta Mountains. 

No known problems. 

No known hdbltat 

Crosses extensive riparian habitat  associatea w i t h  many 
wet meadows and springs/streams. 

No l inear  ROWs ex i s t  w i t h i n  the proposed window. 

H i g h  construction costs would be involved for  locations 
i n  narrow canyon bottoms, steep side slopes and narrow . 
ridge tops (Refer t o  table 0, item 8, f o r  UP&L 138 KV 
transmission line.) 

No known problems. 

Potential habitat  f o r  Uintah Basin hookIess cactus. 

Northern (lower) portion of  canyon bottoms i s  Subject 
t o  flash flooding. 

Several Forest roads and t r a i l s  traverse the area from a 
NE-SW direction. 
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EVALUATION RESULTS - PROCEDURES AND RECOMMENDED DESIGNATIONS 
- Procedures 
The analysis information from the EVALUATION PROCESS was used to: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Designate routes and areas as corridors, windows, or avoidance areas; 

Establish widths of corridors and windows; and 

Establish type of permitted energy right-of-way facility, i-e., 
underground, overhead, over-the-surface or a combination of the three. 

- Recommended Designations for Existing Linear Right-of-way Routes and 
Planning Windows. 

A Sumnary of the recommendation is presented as Table H, Recommended 
Designations for existing Electrical Transmission Lines, Gas Pipelines, 
Road/Highway Routes, and Planning Windows. 
and 30. 

The Sumnary is found on pages 29 

The narratives on corridor and window designations, including widths and type 
of right-of-way are found on pages 31 to 49. 
recommended designations for existing electrical transmission line and gas 
pipeline routes, State Road/Highway routes, and Planning Windows. 

These pages address the 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED DESIGNA1 I O N S  FUR 
EXISTING ELECTRICAL TRANSMISSION LINE, GAS PIPELINE, AND 
RGAD AND HIGHWAY ROUTES, AND PLANIIlNG WINDOWS 

TABLE H (Suppor t ing n a r r a t i v e s  f c r  t h i s  t a b l e  d re  found on pdges H-30 t o  

1. ELECTRICAL TRANSMISSION LINE ROUTES 

a. b. C. d. e. f. 
Moon Lake B r i d g e r  Va l l ey  P a c i f i c  Power and Western Area Power Western Area Power Utah Power and L i g h t  

H-36.) 

E l e c t r i c  E l e c t r i c  L i g h t  Co. Admin. L i n e  1 Admin. L i n e  2 Co. Sowers Canyon 
C o r r i d o r  DeSiQnatiOn No No No No No P a r t  o f  South U n i t  - 

llindow designat ion.  
(Refer t o  t a b l e  H, 
i t e m  4, page 32.) 

Type of F a c i l i t y  Overhead and under- Overheaa and under- Overhead and under- Overhead and under- Overhead and under- P a r t  o f  South U n i t  
!,round e l e c t r i c a l  ground e l e c t r i c a l  ground e l e c t r i c d l  yround e l e c t r i c a l  ground e l e c t r i c a l  Window designat ion.  
t ransmiss ion.  transmission. transmission. t ransmiss ion.  t ransmiss ion,  (Refer t o  t a b l e  H, 

i t e m  4, page 32.) 

Width E x i s t i n g  e l e c t r i c a l  E x i s t i n g  e l e c t r i c a l  E x i s t i n g  e l e c t r i c a l  E x i s t i n g  e l e c t r i c a l  
t ransmiss ion l i n e  t ransmiss ion l i n e  t ransmiss ion l i n e  t ransmiss ion l i n e  
Rob! w id th  (80 f e e t ) .  ROW w i d t h  (80 f e e t ) .  ROW w id th  ROW w id th  (80 fee t ) .  

(100 f e e t ) .  Widening o f  e x i s t i n g  
ROW would be con- 
s ide red  f o r  p r o j e c t  
spec i f i c  proposals 
i n  accordance w i t h  
standards and guide- 
l i n e s  f o r  Fldming 
Gorge NRA. 

Adjacent NF Land South Flaming Gorge South Flaming Gorge South Flaming Gorge South Flaming Gorge 
Desi gna t i  on NRA EXClUSi6n Area. NRA Exc lus ion Area. NRA Exc lus ion Area NRA Exc lus ion Area 

and East Centra l  and East Centrd l  
Subd iv i s ion  Avoid- Subd iv i s ion  Avoid- 
ance Area. ance Area. 

E x i s t i n g  e l e c t r i c a l  P a r t  o f  South U n i t  
t ransmiss ion l i n e  Window designat ion.  
ROW w i d t h  (100 f e e t )  (Refer  t o  t a b l e  H, 
Widening o f  e x i s t i n g  i t e m  4, page 32.) 
ROW would be con- 
s ide red  f o r  p r o j e c t  
s p e c i f i c  proposals 
i n  accordance w i t h  
standards and guide- 
l i n e s  f o r  Flaming 
Gorge NRA. 

South Flaming Gorge P a r t  o f  South U n i t  
NRA Exc lus ion Area Window designat ion.  
and East Centra l  (Refer  t o  t a b l e  H. 
Subd iv i s ion  Avoid- 
ance Area. 

i t e m  4, page 32.). 
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TABLE H (Continued) 

2. GAS PIPELINES 

a. b. C. 
Colorado Inters ta te  Gas Co. hid America Pipeline Co. Pacific Northwest Pipeline 

Corridor Designation Yes Yes No 

Type of Faci?ity Underyround pipeline f a c i l i t i e s  Underground pipeline f a c i l i t i e s  Underyruund pipeline f a c i l i t i e s  
and overhead and underground 
electr icai  transmission line 
faci  1 i t i e s .  
0.25 miles, w i t h  Wyoming Srdre 100 f ee t ,  inclusive of existing 50 foot 
Highway 530 aS;,north boundary pipeline ROW. 
ot  corridor. - 

North Flaming Gorge NRA Avoidance North Flaming Gorye NRA Avoidance 
Area. Area. East Central Subdivision Avoidance Area. 

k' idth of Corridor Existing pipeline ROW wid th ,  50 t o  75 feet .  

Adjacent NF Land 
Oesignation 

North Flaming Gorge NRA Exclusion Area. 

See Energy Transportation and Ut i l i t y  Corridor Map for corridor boundaries. 

3. ROADS AND IIIGHKAYS 

a. b. C. d. 
Utah Utah Utah Wyoming 

State Road 33 (US 191) US 191 (State Roads 44 & 260) State Road 44 State Road 530 

Corridor Designation N 0 

Type of Facil i ty 

Width of Corridor 

No No Part of corridor as described f o r  
the Colorado Inters ta te  Pipeline 
Co. (Refer t o  table H ,  item 2 ,  
above.) 

Part of corridor as described tur 
the Colorado Inters ta te  Pipeline 
Co. (Refer t o  table H ,  item 2, 
above.) 

Part of corridor as described f o r  
the Colorado Inters ta te  Pipeline 
Co. (Refer t o  table H ,  item 2, 
above.) H-31 



TABLE H (Continued) 

a. b. C. d. 
Utah Utah Utah Wyoming 

State Road 33 (US 191) US 191 (Stete Roads 44 Li 260) State Road 44 State Road 530 

Aa:acent NF Land Within the proposed Southern Within the designated South Within the designated Part of corridor as described for 
Designatiun Unit Avoidance Area. Flaming Gorge NRA Exclusion South Flaming Gorge NRA the Colorado Interstate Pipeline 

Area and a proposed East 
Central Subdivision Avoid- proposed East Central above.) 
ance Area. Subdivision Avoidance 

Exclusion Area and a Co. (Refer to table H, item 2 ,  

Area. 

4. UINDOW AREAS (Supporting narratives for the table are found on pages H-37 to H-39.) 

a. b. 
Red I.icuntain to Carter Dugwaq via Carter Military Road South Unit 

Window Designation Yes Yes 

Type of Facility Overhead electrical transmission line faciiities. Overhead electrical transmission line facili- 
ties and underground pipeline facilities. 

Width of Windob AreaAI 

Adjacent liF Land 
Designation 

2.0 to 6.0 miles. 

Sins Peak Exclusion Area, proposed High Uintas Wilderness 
Exclusion Area, and proposed East Central Subdivision 
Avoidance Area. 

See Eiieigy Transportation ana Utility Corridor Map on page 85 for Corridor/luindow boundaries. 

9.0 to 11.0 miles. 

Proposed South Forest Division Avoidance Area. 
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- Recommended Designation for Avoidance Areas 
Application of the 12 Evaluation Criteria to the 4 geographical areas listed 
on pages 11 and 12 led to the following general statements concerning 
corridor and window designations: 

- Most (and in some cases all) locations within these areas would conflict 

NOTE: There are presently no linear rights-of-way within 

potential transportation and util ity corridor designation. 
- these areas that meet the standards and guidelines for 

The narratives on avoidance area designations are also found on pages H-30 to 
H-39. 

MANAGEMENT DIRECTION FOR EXISTING ELECTRICAL TRANSMISSION, GAS PIPELINE AND- 
STATE ROAD/HIGHWAY ROUTES, PLANNING WINDOWS AND AVOIDANCE AREAS 

(The following serves as narrative backup to recommended Management Direction 
shown on table H.) 

1. General Assumptions 

a. The concerned counties and communities and Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation would support Ashley National Forest corridor and 
window designations. Such counties and communities might not agree 
on corridor and window widths as specified on National Forest lands 
and might, through negotiation and applicable authorizing actions, 
set different widths on county property, Indian land, or within 
community boundaries. 
and/or the Federal Highway Administration would approve o f  highway 
right-of-way encrouchments proposed by project proponents. 

Most of the Forest Service System Roads would be part of Avoidance 
Area designations. 

The Flaming Gorge NRA, south o f  the Pacific Northwest Pipeline 
reservoir bridge, would receive an Exclusion Area designation, 
notwithstanding the existence of util ity rights-of-way within this 
NRA location. 

Proposals for electrical transmission rights-of-way within this NRA 
location would be denied, unless the proposals are direct1 

terminate at or originate from the Flaming Gorge Hydroelectric 
Power Plant or Dutch John Substation. The potential need for 
upgrading and/or up rating power transmission systems to or from 
the Flaming Gorge Hydroelectrical facility is recognized. 

The State Department of Transportation 

b. 

c. 

associated with the Flaming Gorge Hydroelectric faci + ity, i.e. 
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Proposals for pipeline rights-of-way within this NRA location would 
be denied, unless the proposals were located within the existing 
Pacific Northwest Pipe1 ine right-of-way. 

The Flaming Gorge NRA, north of the Pacific Northwest Pipeline 
reservoir bridge, would receive an Avoidance Area designation. 

Proposals for 1 inear energy-related rights-of-way within this NRA 
location would be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
would be scrutinized for feasible locations outside this NRA 
portion. The Forest Service would request that all feasible route 
locations, outside this NRA portion, be evaluated and analyzed for 
comparative purposes. 

designations would jibe with such designations on adjacent BLM 
land. 

d. 

Proposals 

e. Where applicable, Ashley National Forest corridor and window 

2. Electrical Transmission Line Routes (Assumptions, Recommendations, 
Mitigation, and Adjacent Lands) 

a. Moon Lake Electric 

Assumptions - For long-term (10 to 30 years) planning purposes, 
this route in conjunction with the Bridger Valley Electric route, 
could or would be a power transmission/distribution source, serving 
the electricity needs of Dutch John, the Flaming Gorge NRA 
facilities, and portions of the Bridger Valley Electric power 
transmission/distribution system. 

Recommendations 

- The route is located within a designated Exclusion Area 
(Flaming Gorge NRA---southern portion). 
overhead, underground, and over-the-surface facilities outside 
of the existing right-of-way would conflict with the Flaming 
Gorge Management Plan direction for the NRA area. 
transportation proposals outside of  this right-of-way would be 
denied. 

addition of new facilities would only be permitted within the 
existing ROW width -- and only if such work or additions were 
not feasible in locations outside the NRA. 

Proposals for 

Energy 

- Upgrading, uprating, or replacing existing facilities or 

General Mitigation Measures for the Right of Way 

- Expansion of access roads associated with existing 
right-of-way would not be allowed (no upgrading of roads), 
i.e., no widening or changing grades. 
part of existing or proposed Forest Road Development Systems, 
road expansion would be permitted. 

other energy transmisslon facilities in rough terrain. 

If the access roads are 

- Probable requirement for helicopter placement of towers or 
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- Non-specular conductors and towers and compatible insulators 

- Rapture protection standards will be required. 

- Dark tower bases would be required. 

would be required. 

In addition t o  the above measures, those developed f o r  the 
Moon Lake Power Plant Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, dated January 1981, would be applied t o  e lec t r ica l  
transmission l ine  proposals. (Refer t o  Appendix, E x h i b i t  No. 
2)  

b. Bridger Valley Elec t r ic  

Assumptions - Same as  f o r  Moon Lake Electric 

Recommendations 

- Same as f o r  Moon Lake Electr ic .  

General Mitigation Measures f o r  the Corridor 

- Same as f o r  Moon Lake Elec t r ic .  

c. Pacif ic  Power and L i g h t  Company 

Assumptions - Future transmission l ine proposals along this route 
would be d i r ec t ly  associated w i t h  the Flaming Gor e Hydroelectric 

Recommendations 

f a c i l i t y .  (See General Assumption c., page H-30. 7 

- Same as f o r  Moon Lake Electr ic .  

General Mitigation Measures f o r  the Corridor 

- Same as f o r  Moon Lake Electr ic .  

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands a re  located i n  both the designated Exclusion 
Area (Flaming Gorge NRA---southern portion) and a proposed 
Avoidance Area ( a  portion o f  the East Central Subdivision 
north o f  Dutch John). 
avoidance area. ) 
locations outside of the ex is t ing  right-of-way w i d t h  within 
the NRA would be denied,  a s  per Flaming Gorge Management Plan 
direct ion.  Energy t ransportat ion proposals f o r  locations 
outside the ex is t ing  right-of-way w i d t h  within the East 
Central Subdivision Avoidance Area would be considered on a - 
case-by-case basis. 
s i t e  spec i f ic  mitigation measures f o r  the avoidance area, 
pr ior  t o  acceptance and evaluation of  applications. 

(See page H-8 f o r  a description of t h i s  
Energy transportation proposals f o r  

Proposals would be required to  meet a l l  

~ 
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d.  Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), Line 1. 

Assumption - Same as  f o r  Pacif ic  Power and L i g h t  Company. 

Recommendations 

- Suitable only f o r  overhead and underground e lec t r ica l  

- There could be a need t o  uprate o r  upgrade t h i s  transmission 

transmission l i n e  f a c i l i t i e s .  

l ine  as of the Flaming Gorge Hydroelectric Faci l i ty .  
proposal could require widening of the exis t ing right-of-way. 
These proposals would only be considered f o r  spec i f ic  project 
proposals. 
proposals t h a t  require widening of the exis t ing right-of-way 
would be based on compl iance t o  standards and guide1 ines f o r  
the flaming Gorge NRA. 

Such 

Evaluation, analysis ,  and possible approval of 

General Mitigation Measures f o r  the R i g h t  of Wax 

- Same as fo r  Moon Lake Elec t r ic  

Adjacent lands a re  located i n  both a designated Exclusion Area 
(Flaming Gorge NRA---southern portion) and a proposed 
avoidance area (a portion of the East Central Subdivision, 
s o u t h  of the N R A ) .  See page H-8 f o r  a description o f  t h i s  
avoidance area.)  Energy transportation proposals f o r  
locations outside of the ex is t ing  r i g h t -  of-way wid th  within 
the NRA would be denied, as per Flaming Gorge Management Plan 
direction. Energy transportation proposals f o r  locations 
outside the existing right-of-way w i d t h  within the East 
Central Subdivision Avoidance Area would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. Proposals i n  t h i s  avoidance area would be 
required t o  meet a l l  s i t e  spec i f i c  mitigation measures 
established f o r  t h e a r e a ,  p r ior  t o  acceptance and evaluation 
of applications. 

e. Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), Line 2 

Assumptions - Same as for Pacif ic  Power and L i g h t  Company. 

Recommendations 

- Same as WA PA l ine  1. 

General Mitigation Measures f o r  the Corridor 

- Same as fo r  Moon Lake Electr ic .  

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands are as discussed under  the recommendations f o r  
WAPA, Line 1. 
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f. Utah Power and L i g h t  Company, Sowers Canyon 

Assumption - E x i s t i n g  r o u t e  would be w i t h i n  a designated c o r r i d o r  
o r  window on BLM and S t a t e  o f  Utah administered lands. 
l i n e  (south o f  Sowers Canyon) i s  p resent ly  loca ted  on lands ad- 
min is te red  by t h e  BLM and t h e  Sta te  o f  Utah. 

Recommendations 

An e x i s t i n g  

- Support t h e  e x i s t i n g  r ight -of -way as p a r t  o f  a "window" 
des ignat ion  i n  t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest. 
(See page H-42 i t e m  5.b. which discusses app l i cab le  recom- 
mendations f o r  t h e  proposed window designat ion.)  

General M i t i g a t i o n  Measures f o r  the  Cor r idor  

- See page H-42, i t e m  5.b. 

Adjacent Lands 

- See page H-42, i t e m  5.b. 

2. Gas P i p e l i n e  Routes 
Adjacent Lands) 

(Assumptions, Recommendations, M i t i g a t i o n ,  and 

a. Colorado I n t e r s t a t e  Gas Company 

Assumptions - none. 

Recommendations 

- Support a c o r r i d o r  designat ion.  

- C o r r i d o r  s u i t a b l e  f o r  underground p i p e l i n e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
and overhead and underground e l e c t r i c a l  t ransmission 
l i n e  f a c i l i t i e s .  

- Width o f  t h i s  c o r r i d o r  would be 0.25 mi les,  w i t h  the  
Highway 530 r igh t -o f -way as the nor thern boundary o f  t h e  
c o r r i d o r .  

General M i t i g a t i o n  Measures f o r  the  Cor r idor  

- Refer t o  Flaming Gorge NRA Management Plan d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t h i s  
area. Measures f rom t h i s  Plan, a long w i t h  add i t i ona l  s i t e  
s p e c i f i c  measures, would be used t o  p r o t e c t  s e n s i t i v e  and 
c r i t i c a l  resource values and uses. Also r e f e r  t o  Attachment, 
E x h i b i t  No. 3 f o r  a p p l i c a b l e  measures. 

Adjacent Lands 
- 

Adjacent lands, admin is tered by t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Forest, 
are l oca ted  i n  a proposed avoidance area (Flaming Gorge NRA, 
no r th  o f  t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest P ipe l i ne  r e s e r v o i r  b r idge ~ 
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crossing). 
for a discussion on this area.) Proposals within this 
avoidance area would be required to meet - all site specific 
mitigation measures established for the area, prior to 
acceptance and evaluation of applications. 

(Refer to the General Assumption d., on page H-30 

b. Mid America Pipeline Company 

Assumptons - none 
Recommendations 

- Support a corridor designation. 
- Corridor suitable only for underground pipeline 

- Expansion or widening should be limited to 100 feet, 
facilities. 

inclusive o f  the existing 50 foot pipeline right-of-way. 

General Mitigation Measures for the Corridor 

- The nieasures developed for the Chevron Phosphate Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, dated January 1983, 
would be applied to pipeline proposals in this corridor. 
(Refer to Appendix, Exhibit No. 3.) 

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands administered by the Ashley National Forest are 
as discussed under recommendations for the Colorado Interstate 
Gas Company corridor. 

c. Pacific Northwest Pipeline 

Assumptions - see General Assumption c. on page H-33. 

Recommendations 

- Corridor suitable only for underground pipeline facilities. 
(Parallels WAPA powerline No. 2 for approximately 1.0 miles on 
the Forest---see page H-33.) 

- The route is located within a designated Exclusion Area 
(Flaming Gorge NRA---southern portion). Proposals for 
underground facilities outside of the existing right-of-way 
would conflict with the Flaming Gorge Management Plan 
direction for the NRA area. 
outside of this right-of-way would be denied. 

Energy transportation proposals 
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General Mitigation Measures f o r  the R i g h t  of Way 

- The measures developed f o r  the Chevron Phosphate Project Dra f t  
Environmental Impact Statement, dated January 1983, would be 
applied t o  pipeline proposals i n  this corridor. 
Appendix, Exhibit No. 2 . )  

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands are  as  discussed under the recommendations f o r  
WAPA, Line 1, on page H-36. 

(Refer t o  

4. Roads and Highways (Assumptions, Recommendations, Mitigation, and 
Adjacent Lands) 

a.  Utah S ta t e  Road 33 (US 191) 

T h e  Ashley National Forest road portion i s  located within a 
proposed Avoidance Area (Southern Forest Division). Proposals f o r  
overhead, underground, and over-the-surface f a c i l i t i e s  ( w i t h i n  o r  
contiguous t o  t h i s  right-of-way) would be discouraged, due t o  
c r i t i c a l  and sensi t ive natural resources and potential engineering 
and administrative d i f f i cu l t i e s .  (Energy transportation proposals 
would have t o  meet - a l l  s i t e  spec i f ic  mitigation measures 
established for the avoidance area,  prior t o  acceptance and 
evaluation of applications.  (See EVALUATION PROCESS, Table F, 
pages H-21 t h r u  H-23 f o r  discussions on potential impacts from 
right-of-way proposals.) 

b. US 191 - Utah Sta te  Roads 44 and 260 

T h e  Ashley National Forest road portions are  located within a 
designated Exclusion Area (Flaming Gorge NRA---southern portion) 
and a proposed Avoidance Area (East Central Subdivision). 
Proposals f o r  overhead, underground, and over-the-surface 
f a c i l i t i e s  within or  contiguous t o  these rights-of-way would 
conf l i c t  w i t h  the Flaming Gorge Management Plan direction f o r  the 
NRA area and important recreation and visual resources located i n  
the adjacent avoidance area. 
a f f e c t  scenic geologic formations and land s t a b i l i t y  within the 
avoidance area.  
contiguous t o  the NRA road portions would be denied; proposals 
along and/or contiguous t o  the avoidance area road portions would 
be discouraged. 
evaluation unless - a l l  s i t e  spec i f ic  mitigation measures f o r  the 
avoidance area would be met. (See EVALUATION PROCESS, Table F ,  
pages H-21 thru H-23 f o r  discussions on potential impacts from 
right-of-way proposals. 

The proposals would also adversely 

Energy transportation proposals a1 ong and/or 

Proposal applications would n o t  be accepted f o r  

c.  Utah S ta t e  Road 44 

Same as f o r  US 191 - Utah State  Roads 44 and 260. 

d.  Wyoming S ta t e  Highway 530 
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Assumptions - none 

Recommendations , General Mitigation Measures, and Adjacent Lands 

- This would be par t  of the corridor a s  described f o r  the 
Colorado In te rs ta te  Gas Company pipeline. 
H-40 t h r u  H-42 for applicable discussions on recommendations 
and general mitigation measures and adjacent lands.) 

(Refer t o  pages 

5. Window Areas (Assumptions, Recommendations, Mitigations,  and Adjacent 
Lands 

a. Red Mountain/Taylor Mountain Plateau t o  Carter Dugway via Carter 
M i  1 i ta ry  Road 

Assumptions - The north half of  the western "window" boundary would 
be subject t o  the f ina l  leg is la t ive  boundary of the High Uinta 
Wilderness. 

Recommendations 

- Support a window designation. T h i s  is in recognition of the 
issue/demand f o r  a major north-south energy transportation 
corridor i n  northeastern Utah and southwestern Wyoming. 

- Window sui table  only f o r  overhead e l ec t r i ca l  transmission line 
f a c i l i t i e s .  

- Width of window would vary from two t o  six miles. (See Energy 
Transportation Corridor Map f o r  window boundaries. ) 

General Mitigation Measures f o r  the Window Area 

The following measures would be required t o  protect  those 
c r i t i ca l / s ens i t i ve  values and uses presented i n  t ab le  G . ,  pages 
H-24 and H-25. 

- Helicopter placement of towers would be required from 
south Daggett County line n o r t h  t o  Browne Lake (unroaded 
area closed t o  ORV t r ave l ) .  

cations as per Forest direct ion f o r  lodgepole and spruce 
vegetation types. 

- Clearing through forested areas  would be required t o  be 
of varied widths  and  alignments, i.e., no long s t r a igh t  
tangents, with tangents purposely widened i n  some areas 
beyond power1 ine needs f o r  visual resources management 
purposes. 

- Over-the-surface vehicle use would be recommended when 
temporary corridor access i s  needed. Over-the-surface 
vehicle use would be considered pr ior  t o  permitting 

- Would require spec i f ic  c lear ins  and alignment spec i f i -  
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actual construction of temporary access roads. I f  
temporary access road construction was permitted, road 
prisms would be restored t o  original contours and 
revegetated. 

indigenous species represented in the exis t ing natural 
plant communities of the areas in question. 

- Revegetation measures would invo!ve u s i n g  native or  

- Topsoil would be stockpiled fo r  overlaying disturbed 

- Towers and l i nes  would not be located w i t h i n  or  across 

areas. 

meadow areas. 

- Dark tower bases would be required. 

- Non-specular conductors and towers and compatible 

In addition t o  the above measures, those developed for the 
Moon Lake Power Plant Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, dated January 1981, would be applied t o  e lec t r ica l  
transmission l i n e  proposals i n  t h i s  window. 
Appendix, Exhibit No. 2.) 

insulators  would be required. 

(Refer t o  

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands, administered by the Ashley National Forest, 
a r e  associated w i t h  three corridor c l a s s i f i ca t ion  areas -- 

1) Sims Peak Exclusion Area, 
2 )  
3)  

High Uintas Wilderness Exclusion Area, and 
Proposed East Central Subdivision Avoidance Area. 

Energy transportation proposals f o r  locations outside the window 
area and within exclusion areas would be denied. For areas outs ide  
the window area and within the avoidance area,?proposals would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 
required t o  meet a l l  s i t e  spec i f ic  mitigation measures established 
f o r  the avoidance area,  p r ior  t o  acceptance and evaluation of  
applications.  

Such proposals would be 

b. South U n i t  

Assumptions - The window proposal would j i be  w i t h  a s imilar  
planning direct ion on BLM and Sta te  of Utah administered lands 
located t o  the s o u t h  of this u n i t .  

Recommendations 

- Support a window designation. This i s  i n  recognition of the 
issue/demand f o r  a major north-south and east-west energy 
t ransportat ion corridor i n  northeastern Utah. 
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- Window sui tab le  f o r  overhead e l ec t r i ca l  transmission l ine 
f a c i l i t i e s  and underground pipeline f a c i l i t i e s .  

- Width of window would vary from nine t o  eleven miles, w i t h  
Forest Road 335 and Wild Horse Ridge a s  the eas t  and west 
boundaries, respectively. 

General Mitigation Measures fo r  the Window Area 

The following measures would be required t o  protect those c r i t i c a l /  
sensitive values and uses presented i n  t ab le  G. ,  pages H-24 and 
H-25. 

- Some helicopter placement would be required on the s o u t h  end. 

- Tower placement would be prohibited on steep side slopes. 
(Existing mineral lease a c t i v i t i e s  have a s t ipu la t ion  of no 
surface occupancy on the steep side slopes along this 
segment. ) 

require plowing and reseeding. 

Applicable measures found in Appendix, E x h i b i t  No. 3 would 
a l so  be applied. 

- Disturbance t o  seeded areas i n  Sowers Canyon bottom area would 

Adjacent Lands 

Adjacent lands, administered by the Ashley National Forest ,  a re  
located i n  the proposed South Forest Division Avoidance Area. 
Energy transportation proposals outside the window and w i t h i n  this 
avoidance area would be denied unless a l l  s i t e  spec i f ic  mitigation 
measures were met. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

EXHIBIT N O .  1 

APPROACHES FOR CORRIDOR/WINDOW SELECTION 

Three approaches f o r  designating corridor/window - 
t he ' d i r ec t  (where f a c i l i t i e s  could go), 
the indi rec t  (where f a c i l i t i e s  could not g o ) ,  and 
the combination (mixture of d i r e c t  and indirect)  will be followed 
in the corridor/window evaluation report .  

The  d i r ec t  and ind i rec t  approach both ident i fy  two categories of land: where 
f a c i l i t i e s  could go and where f a c i l i t i e s  could n o t  go. The combination ap- 
proach involves a mixture of the above two land categories. 

In the  following item presentations,  each approach i s  evaluated according t o  
the f l e x i b i l i t y  of the process. 

1. Direct Designation (where t o  place f a c i l i t i e s )  

a. Ident i f ica t ion  of land areas f o r  designation as  corridors 

1) Long l inea r ,  o r  
2 )  Windows 

Posi t ive and negative aspects of long l inear  corridor desig 
nations 

b. 

Posi t ive Negative 

1) Needed, t o  address ex- 1) Reduces planning 
i s t i n g  u t i l i t y  and t rans-  f l ex ib i l i t y  f o r  
portation rights-of-way location, length, 
located i n  constrained or origin,  and des- 
physically r e s t r i c t i v e  t ination of pro- 
land areas .  posed f a c i l i t i e s .  

2 )  Could require a 
pro1 i fe ra t ion  . lengthy amendment 

process i f  r ight-  
of-way needs 
change, requiring 
use of land areas outside the 
corridor. 

values of adjacent s t a t e  and 
private land. 

4) Shifts planning 
responsibi l i t ies  
for  f a c i l i t i e s  from industry ~ 

to  the Forest Service. 

2 )  Controls right-of-way 

3 )  Directly a f fec ts  property 

~ 
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c.  Positive and negative aspects of window designations The concept 
of a "window" i s  valid only where there a re  geographical 

by designation of adjoining sensi t ive areas. 

a - constraints t o  siting f a c i l i t i e s .  These constraints can be caused 

Positive Negative 

1) More planning f l e x i b i l i t y  in  
response t o  or igin,  destina- 
t i o n ,  source, and market d i f -  
ferences -- g i v i n g  industry 
more freedom in select ing 
a l te rna t ive  routes and releas- 
ing Forest Service from the 
responsibil i ty t o  have engi- 
neering expertise or  familiar-  
i t y  w i t h  industry standards 
and design requirements. 

1) Does not f i t  a l l  physical 
1 and categories,  where 
w i d t h s  are  constrained by 
environmental features.  

2) Does not recognize patterns 
of land ownership. 

3) Does not prevent right-of-way 
pro1 i ferat ion.  

2. Indirect  Designation (where not t o  place f a c i l i t i e s )  

a.  Identification of land areas where f a c i l i t i e s  could not or  
should not be placed, by classifying the areas as: 

1) Avoidance Areas, or 
2) Exclusion Areas. 

Avoidance areas could be crossed under s t r i c t  conditions, 
although by def in i t ion ,  f a c i l i t i e s  should avoid these areas t o  
the greatest  extent possible. 

Constructing l i nea r  f a c i l i t i e s  would be prohibited i n  
exclusion areas. 

Positive and negative aspects of indirect  corridor designation b. 

Posit ive 

1) Retain f l e x i b i l i t y  f o r  
planning, concentrating 
agency e f fo r t s  on the 
protection of important 
natural ,  cul tural  , and 
social  values. Eliminates 
premature ant ic ipat ion of 
right-of-way needs o r  
assumption of industry 's  
role  i n  f a c i l i t y  planning. 

Negative 

1) Cri t ical  right-of-way needs 
m i g h t  not be preserved, i f  
a comprehensive framework 
f o r  corridor planning was 
not developed. 
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3 .  Combination of Direct and Indirect Designations 

a .  Ident i f ica t ion  of exis t ing l inear  rights-of-way and windows t o  
protect  c r i t i c a l  right-of-way areas,  and ident i f icat ion of 
avoidance and exclusion areas t o  protect important natural ,  
cu l tura l  , and social  values 

Aspects of a combination approach b. 

Should h e l p  t o  l imi t  proliferation of rights-of-way 
and allow the Forest Service some f l e x i b i l i t y  in the 
planning process. 

Recognizes the importance of exis t ing l i nea r  r ights-  
of-way and provides an opportunity t o  address expansion 
poten t ia l s .  

Industry could continue t o  design i t s  own routes t o  
meet source-to-market needs. 

Routing decisions would be speeded u p  because avoid- 
ance and exclusion areas would be ident i f ied  pr ior  t o  
route se lec t ion  process. 

Window designations would better incorporate mu1 t i p l e  
use fac to r s  and would be less presumptive concerning 
uses o f  adjoining non-Forest Service lands. 

Unavoidable adverse effects  might be minimized by 
eliminating sensitive areas from fu r the r  study a t  
an ea r ly  stage.  
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a EXHIBIT N O .  2 - MITIGATION MEASURES REQUIRED OF APPLICANTS BY FEDERAL 
AGENCIES FOR HIGH VOLTAGE/EXTRA HIGH VOLTAGE ELECTRICAL TRANSMISSION LINES 
(MOON LAKE POWER PLANT PROJECT DXAFT EIS, JANUARY 1981) 

MEASURES REQUIRED OF THE APPLICANT B Y  FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Authority for Federal requirements f o r  projects i s  granted under the fo l -  
lowing acts :  

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
Eagle Protection Act of 1969 
F i s h  and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
Organic Administration Act of 1897, as amended 
Reclamation Act of 1902 Preservation of  American Antiquities Act of 1906 
Wilderness Act of 1964 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
Executive Order 11593 of 1971 (Protection and Enhancement of 

the Cultural Environment) 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
The Clean Air Act, as amended 1977 
The Federal Clean Water Act of 1977 
Endangered Species Act, a s  amended 1978 
Executive Order 12088--Federal Compliance w i t h  Pollution 

Executive Order 11990--Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 
11988--Floodplains Management National Wild1 i f e  Refuge Systems 
Administration Act of 1966 Federal Air Regulations, Part 77 Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 Surface 
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 Federal Noxious Weed Act, 
1974 

Control Standards 

These measures a re  general guidelines f o r  mitigation and may be a l t e r ed  by 
the appropriate Federal Off ic ia l  t o  meet s i t e  spec i f ic  needs. The applicant 
w i l l ,  when restoring o r  rehabi l i ta t ing  areas disturbed by the construction o f  
the transmission l i nes ,  pipel ines ,  and associated access roads across private 
lands, use the same reclamation measures as required by land managers of 
adjacent Federal lands or  reclamation measures as requested o r  required by 
the private landowner. 

a. A construction operating plan or s imilar  document would be prepared 
covering the construction of a l l  project  f a c i l i t i e s .  Under authori ty  of 
Section 504 of FLPMA the applicant would be required t o  provide funding 
to  the appropriate Federal agencies f o r  the purpose of financing one o r  
more spec ia l i s t s  and their  vehicles f o r  administration of construction 
ac t iv i t i e s .  

T h i s  would assure t h a t  proper s i te  spec i f ic  mitigation would be carried 
o u t .  

All existing improvements (e.g., fences, pipelines,  e tc . )  along project- 
related l inear  f a c i l i t i e s  (pipelines, transmission l ines ,  e t c )  would be 
protected and damage due t o  construction would be repaired. 

b. a 
w 
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T h i s  should be e f fec t ive  i n  maintaining the present in tegr i ty  of 
s t ruc tures  along rights-of-way. 

All public land survey monuments, private property corners, and forest  
boundary monuments would be located, marked, and protected. 
event of destruction, they would be replaced. 

T h i s  s h o u l d  be effect ive i n  maintaining the present in tegr i ty  of 
s t ruc tures  along rights-of-way. 

Clearing would be res t r ic ted  as  per requirement of the appropriate land 
management agency. 
spec i f i c  needs. 
a j o i n t  responsibil i ty of the applicant and the appropriate Federal 
o f f i c i a l  consistent w i t h  the National Electr ic  Safety Code and S ta te  or 
other  e l e c t r i c  safety requirements. 

T h i s  would be e f fec t ive  in reducing the amount of clearing and should 
reduce the adverse impacts of clearing. Electrical  and other hazards 
along transmission l ines  would be eliminated by following established 
codes. 

e. Removal and stockpiling of topsoil would be required a t  a l l  construction 
s i tes  unless otherwise directed by the appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  
Along transmission 1 ines,  dozer, blade, or ripper-equipped tracked 
vehicles would not  be allowed except fo r  access road construction. 

Preserving and/or replacing topsoil would a i d  i n  revegetation, reduce 
surface scarring, and t h u s  reduce contrast. The topsoil could not, in 
a l l  cases,  be removed w i t h o u t  mix ing  w i t h  subsurface so i l s .  Depending 
upon the spec i f ic  soi l  charac te r i s t ics ,  t h i s  may reduce o r  enhance the 
productivity of the "topsoil" when i t  i s  replaced. 

The Forest Service (FS)  could determine t h a t  the proposed action could 
have an e f f ec t  on an o f f i c i a l l y  l i s t ed  endangered species. 
no t  take any action which would jeopardize the continued existence of 
any threatened o r  endangered species. 
in any areas where bald or golden eagles and/or t h e i r  nests would be 
molested d u r i n g  the nesting season. 

T h i s  would be 100-percent e f fec t ive  in assuring compliance w i t h  the 
Endangered Species Act. 

The applicant would provide funding for  a botanist ,  approved by the 
appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l ,  t o  survey f o r  candidate, proposed, and 
o f f i c i a l l y  l i s t e d  threatened o r  endangered f lora .  
complete a 100-percent survey of a l l  areas t o  be disturbed and designate 
those areas i n  which no disturbance would be permitted. 
would be available,  as needed, d u r i n g  the construction per iod.  

T h i s  would be e f fec t ive  i n  preventing damage t o  T&E plants and t he i r  
habi ta ts .  

c. 
In the 

d. 
A clearing plan would be developed t o  address s i t e  

Determination of a hazard on the r i g h t -  of-way would be 

f .  
The FS would 

No operations would be permitted 

g. 

The botanist  would 

The bo tan i s t  
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h. A transportation plan would be submitted by the applicant for review and 
approval by the appropriate land management agency. 
cover approval o f  temporary, reconstructed, and newly constructed roads 
and would include clearing work, rehabi l i ta t ion ,  and use associated w i t h  
transportation needs. 
road construction o r  reconstruction. 

This would be highly e f fec t ive  i n  assuring fewer environmental impacts 
associated w i t h  road construction a c t i v i t i e s .  

Along l inear  f a c i l i t i e s ,  rivers, streams, and washes would be crossed a t  
existing roads o r  bridges, except a t  locations designated by the 
appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  The applicant would be required t o  
ins ta l l  culverts or  bridges a t  points where new permanent access roads 
would cross l i ve  streams t o  allow unobstructed fish passage. 
drainages would be crossed by temporary roads, d i r t  f i l l s  o r  culver ts  
would be placed and removed upon completion of the project. Any 
construction ac t iv i ty  in a perennial stream would be prohibited unless 
specifically allowed by the appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  A l l  stream 
channels and washes would be returned t o  as  near natural s t a t e  a s  
possible. 

This would be effect ive in reducing the number of streams t h a t  would be 
crossed and limiting long-term adverse impacts. 
would s t i l l  occur b u t  the magnitude would be l e s s  with this mitigation. 

On areas which would be cleared of vegetation by construction o r  other 
ac t iv i ty  associated with this project ,  vegetation would be reestablished 
under the direction of the appropriate Federal o f f ic ia l  u s i n g  procedures 
appropriate t o  the impacted areas. 
construction would be disposed of as  per direct ion from the appropriate 
Federal o f f i c i a l .  lrlhere commercial timber i s  cut, the t r e e s  would be 
measured and commercially sold or disposed. 

Soil cover would be reestablished b u t  composition would, i n  most cases, 
be modified and, i n  general, there would be long-term changes i n  the 
general aspect of the impacted vegetation. 

Prior t o  in i t ia t ion  of the construction phase, the applicant sha l l  
secure the services of a landscape a rch i tec t  t o  prepare the design and 
mitigation requirements f o r  the project t o  meet the assigned visual 
resource management c lass  and contrast  ratings requirements, as  s ta ted 
i n  Forest Service kianual 2380. 

T h i s  would be effect ive i n  reducing the contrast  of obtrusive s t ruc-  
tures. Even w i t h  design t o  complement form, l i n e ,  color,  and texture  
of the surroundings (e.g., painting s t ructures  natural and complementary 
colors),  contrast w i t h  the landscape would, i n  cer ta in  instances,  be 
h i g h  because of the inherent charac te r i s t ics  of the s t ructures .  

All trash,  packing material, and other refuse would be removed from 
construction areas and salvaged o r  placed i n  approved sani tary 
landfi 11 s. 

T h i s  plan would 

Overland access could be specified i n  l i e u  of 

i. 

Where 

Short-term impacts 

j .  

Veyetation cleared d u r i n g  

k .  

1.  a - 
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T h i s  would be e f fec t ive  i n  control1 i n g  construction associated refuse. 
There would probably be some debris blown off the s i t e  by wind.  

Nonspecular (non-reflective) conductors and compatible insulators would 
be ins ta l led  on a l l  transmission 1 ine systems. 

This would be e f fec t ive  i n  reducing v i s i b i l i t y  and reflectiveness of 
powerlines and insulators.  

All access roads blocked as the r e su l t  of construction of project 
components would be rerouted o r  r ebu i l t  and catt leguards or gates would 
be provided along the new access roads as  directed by the appropriate 
Federal o f f i c i a l .  All access road construction would be handled i n  
response t o  and approval of a submitted transportation plan. 

This would be e f fec t ive  i n  maintaining established access and preserving 
1 ivestock management f a c i l i t i e s .  

0. Intensive archaeological surveys and clearances would be required f o r  
a l l  project  s i t e s  pr ior  t o  new construction. Properties e l ig ib l e  f o r  
inclusion i n  the  National Register of Historic Places would be 
ident i f ied  i n  consultation w i t h  the  S ta te  Historic Preservation Officer 
( a s  specif ied i n  36 CFR 800.4 and 36 CFR 63). Wherever possible, s i t e s  
would be avoided. Where avoidance i s  not possible, mitigation of ad- 
verse e f f ec t s  t o  s i t e s  e l ig ib l e  f o r  the National Register would be 
undertaken i n  compliance with 36 CFR 800. S i tes  discovered d u r i n g  
construction or other a c t i v i t i e s  authorized by the appropriate Federal 
o f f i c i a l  would be evaluated and managed as  specified i n  36 CFR 800. 

Regardless of measures taken, damage t o  cultural  a r t i f a c t s  could s t i l l  
occur, especially t o  subsurface s i t e s .  However, the appropriate Federal 
o f f i c i a l  would apply consistent management practices a t  a l l  construction 
s i t e s  f o r  a l l  archaeological and his tor ical  resources. Information 
would be conveyed t o  the S ta te  Historic Preservation Officer or other 
agencies as  appropriate. 

The applicant would be required t o  provide f o r  the control of noxious 
weeds a s  directed by the appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  

The probabili ty o f  success o f  this  mitigation would be commensurate with 
the techniques used. 

The applicant would provide a qualified paleontologist who would be 
approved by the appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  
conduct an intensive survey o f  a l l  areas t o  be d i s t u r b e d  which were 
ident i f ied as  having h i g h  potential f o r  s ign i f icant  paleontological 
resources. An approved paleontologist would be avai lable ,  as  needed, 
d u r i n g  surface disturbance. I f  the paleontologist determined t h a t  
values would be disturbed, construction would be halted until  
appropriate action could be taken. 

m. 

n.  

Regulatory compliance would be assured. 

p. 

q. 
The paleontologist would 

The paleontologist  would be able t o  aver t  most damage t o  paleontological 
resources by recording sc i en t i f i ca l ly  important data. There would 
remain a h i g h  potential f o r  inadvertent damage to  subsurface foss i l s .  - 
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r. 

S .  

t. 

U. 

V. 

W. 

X. 

I n  cooperat ion w i t h  t h e  appropr ia te  Federal o f f i c i a l ,  a f i r e  c o n t r o l  
p lan would be prepared. I n t e r n a l  combustion engines would be equipped 
w i t h  approved exhaust m u f f l e r s  o r  spark a r res to rs .  

The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  f i r e s  would n o t  be e l im ina ted ,  b u t  i d e n t i f y i n g  
l i a b i l i t y  f o r  such f i r e s  cou ld  tend t o  make t h e  app l i can t  more cau t ious  
and var ious  resources would be b e t t e r  p ro tec ted  aga ins t  loss due t o  
f i r e .  

Const ruc t ion- re la ted  t r a v e l  would be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  r ights-of-way. 
Cross-country motor v e h i c l e  t r a v e l  by cons t ruc t i on  and opera t i on  crews 
would be p r o h i b i t e d  i n  c losed o r  r e s t r i c t e d  areas. 

This  may reduce impacts t o  s o i l ,  vegetat ion,  and w i l d l i f e  by a smal l  
percentage, b u t  because ac tua l  access would be increased, ORV impacts 
due t o  p u b l i c  use cou ld  increase. 

A l l  power t ransmiss ion l i n e s  would be designed t o  prevent e l e c t r o c u t i o n  
o f  rap tors .  

Th is  would be 100-percent e f f e c t i v e  i n  p revent ing  t h e  death o f  r a p t o r s  
o r  o the r  l a r g e  b i r d s  due t o  e l e c t r i c  shock. 

Construct ion o f  f a c i l i t i e s  would n o t  be a l lowed when i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  
e x i s t i n g  min ing and d r i l l i n g  operat ions.  

This would be e f f e c t i v e  i n  reducing c o n f l i c t s  between t h e  p r o j e c t  and 
e x i s t i n g  i n te res ts .  

Issuance o f  r ights-of -way f o r  p r o j e c t  f a c i l i t i e s  would be s u b j e c t  t o  
v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  p r i o r  r i g h t s .  

This would safeguard t h e  r i g h t s  o f  persons o r  companies whose m ine ra l  o r  
o ther  c la ims preceed those o f  Deseret. 

The app l i can t  would comply w i t h  grounding and clearance requirements o f  
the  Nat ional  E l e c t r i c  Safe ty  Code and appropr ia te  REA b u l l e t i n s .  

This would be 100-percent e f f e c t i v e  i n  assur ing  standard c learance and 
proper grounding procedures were adhered t o .  

He l icop ters  would be used t o  e r e c t  towers and s t r i n g  conductors i n  areas 
where access across t h e  t e r r a i n  o r  management cons t ra in t s  prec lude 
standard cons t ruc t i on  methods o r  where designated by the  approp r ia te  
Federal o f f i c i a l .  

S o i l ,  vegetat ion,  and aes the t i cs  would be pro tec ted  i f  t h i s  m i t i g a t i o n  
were used. 
cons t ruc t ion  s i t e s .  

B l a s t i n g  and o the r  sur face  d is turbances would be p roh ib i t ed  w i t h i n  500 
f e e t  o f  a l l  l i v e  spr ings,  rese rvo i r s ,  o r  water  we l ls .  

Some d is turbance would take  p lace  a t  t h e  ac tua l  
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The degree of effectiveness of this mitigation cannot be determined, as 
the s i z e  of explosive charge, geologic, topographic, and ground water 
character  would not be identical  from place t o  place. 
could generally be expected t o  protect these water resources from 
blast-caused damages. 

Water which has been appropriated t o  Federal agencies o r  other users 
would not be used without the writ ten authorization from the appro- 
p r i a t e  Federal o f f i c i a l  or  water r i g h t  owner. 

T h i s  mitigation would be e f fec t ive  i n  assuring tha t  proper water use and 
al locat ion procedures were followed. 

Areas subject  t o  mudflows, landslides,  mudslides, avalanches, rock 
f a l l s ,  and other  types of mass movement would be avoided i n  locating the 
l i n e a r  f a c i l i t i e s .  
based upon detai led f i e l d  investigations and analysis,  would provide 
measures t o  prevent the occurrence of mass movements. 

Taking these hazards into consideration during the design stage of any 
project  would help prevent s t ructure  or  resource damage. 

Blasting and a l l  other surface disturbances would be prohibited w i t h i n  
500 f e e t  of  a l l  dwellings, recreation t r a i l s ,  roads, highways, and 
recreation s i t e  improvements and developments, unless otherwise approved 
by the appropriate Federal o f f i c i a l .  

Under most circumstances, 500 f e e t  would give an adequate safety margin 
t o  prevent s t ruc tura l  damage f o r  a blasting operation. The s i ze  of the 
charge and circumstances would vary w i t h  the spec i f ic  s i tua t ion .  

T h i s  mitigation 

z. 

aa. 

Where such avoidance is  n o t  p rac t ica l ,  the design, 

bb. 
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E X H I B I T  NO. 3 - REQUIRED GENERAL FEDERAL MEASURES, RECLAMATION PROCEDURES, 
AND CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION PROCEDURES FOR PIPELINES (CHEVRON PHOSPHATE 
PROJECT DRAFT EIS,  JANUARY 1983) 

REQUIRED GENERAL FEDERAL MEASURES 

As a cond i t i on  f o r  g ran t i ng  the  var ious r igh ts -o f -way and permi ts ,  t h e  
au tho r i z ing  agencies would requ i re  t h a t  c e r t a i n  terms and cond i t ions  be met. 
The general federa l  measures are presented i n  t h i s  appendix. As p r o j e c t  
plans are f i n a l i z e d  and before au tho r i za t i ons  are  given, s p e c i f i c  
requirements would be added by t h e  var ious a u t h o r i z i n g  agencies. 

The app l ican t  would be requ i red  t o  prepare a Construct ion Operat ion (CO) p lan  
o r  s i m i l a r  document, cover ing t h e  cons t ruc t i on  o f  a l l  p r o j e c t  f a c i l i t i e s  on 
federa l  land. This  p lan  would be submit ted t o  t h e  au tho r i z ing  agencies f o r  
approval p r i o r  t o  commencement o f  work on t h e  ground. 
conta in  s i t e - s p e c i f i c  s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sec t ions  (because t h e  
var ious r ights-of -way could i nvo l ve  many types o f  t e r r a i n ,  s o i l s ,  vegetat ion,  
land  uses, and c l i m a t i c  condi t ions,  t h e  sec t ions  w i t h i n  the  CO p lan  would 
inc lude sets  o f  techniques and measures t a i l o r e d  t o  each c o n d i t i o n  
encountered) : 

The CO p lan  would 

* F i r e  P ro tec t i on  

* 

* T ranspor ta t ion  
’ Communications 
* Cu l tu ra l  Resources 
* Threatened and Endangered P lan t  and Animal Species Studies and 

C lear ing  - Visual  Resources 
Erosion Control ,  Revegetation, and Restorat ion.  

M i t i g a t i o n ,  i nc lud ing  a w i l d l i f e  m i t i g a t i o n  p lan  developed j o i n t l y  
by t h e  Sta te  W i l d l i f e  Agency, U.S. Fores t  Service, U.S. F i s h  and 
W i l d l i f e  Service, and app l i can t ( s )  
B l a s t i n g  

Heal th  and Safety  S o l i d  Waste Emergency Response A i r  Q u a l i t y  
Transpor ta t ion  

* Pes t i c ide  and Herb ic ide Use 

Technical ass is tance and approval o f  w r i t t e n  p lans f o r  f e d e r a l l y  managed 
lands w i l l  be obta ined from the  Forest  Serv ice  p r i o r  t o  any cons t ruc t ion .  

Under a u t h o r i t y  o f  Sect ion 504 o f  t h e  Federal Land P o l i c y  and Management Act, 
t h e  app l ican t  would be requ i red  t o  p rov ide  fund ing  t o  t h e  appropr ia te  fede ra l  
agencies f o r  t h e  purpose o f  f i nanc ing  one o r  more s p e c i a l i s t s  f o r  
admin is t ra t ion  o f  cons t ruc t ion  a c t i  v i  t i es . 
The f o l l o w i n g  federa l  general and resource measures would be requi red.  

GENERAL MEASURES 

1. The permi t tee would do everyth ing reasonably w i t h i n  i t s  power and s h a l l  
requ i re  i t s  employees, cont ractors ,  and employees o f  con t rac to rs  t o  do 
every th ing  reasonably w i t h i n  t h e i r  power, bo th  independent ly and upon 
request o f  t h e  Forest  Service, t o  prevent  and suppress f i r e s  on o r  near 
the  lands t o  be occupied under the  cond i t i ons  o f  a permi t .  
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2. All ear th  cut  o r  f i l l  slopes favorable t o  revegetation, or other areas 
on which ground cover i s  destroyed in the course of construction, would 
be revegetated t o  grasses o r  other su i t ab le  vegetation as required by 
the Forest Supervisor. 

Seeding o r  planting would be done a t  a time of the year, i n  a manner, 
and w i t h  species which the Di s t r i c t  Ranger considers of fe r  the best 
chance of'success, and would be repeated annually until  such areas were 
accepted in w r i t i n g  by the Dis t r i c t  Ranger as being sa t i s fac tor i ly  
revegetated and s tab i l ized .  

The permittee would be responsible f o r  the prevention and control of 
so i l  erosion and gullying on the area designated by this permit and 
lands adjacent thereto,  resul t ing from construction or operation of the 
permitted use, and would provide preventive measures as required by the 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger. 

No wastes o r  byproducts would be discharged i f  they contain any sub- 
stances i n  concentrations which would r e s u l t  i n  substantial  harm t o  f i sh  
and wi ld l i fe  o r  t o  human water supplies. 

Storage f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  materials capable of causing water pollution tha t  
would r e s u l t  i n  substantial  harm t o  fish and h i l d l i f e  o r  t o  human water 
supplies,  would be located so as  t o  prevent any accidental spi l lage i n t o  
waters o r  channels leading in to  water. 

The power transmission l i nes  would be designed and constructed i n  
accordance w i t h  accepted standards and specif icat ions for power trans- 
mission l i nes  of s imilar  voltage, capacity, and purpose. The permittee 
would place and maintain su i tab le  s t ruc tures  and devices t o  reduce to  a 
reasonable degree, the l i a b i l i t y  of contact between its power 
transmission l i n e  and telegraph, telephone, s ignal ,  or  other power 
transmission l i nes  heretofore constructed and now owned by the per- 
mittee,  and would a l so  place and maintain su i tab le  s t ructures  and 
devices t o  reduLe t o  a reasonable degree, the l i a b i l i t y  of any 
s t ruc tures  o r  wires f a l l i n g  and obstructing t r a f f i c  or endangering l i f e  
on highways o r  roads, i n  a manner tha t  was sat isfactory t o  the Forest 
Service. All transmission l i nes  would be buried within the Flaming 
Gorge NRA boundaries. 

avalanches, rising waters, h i g h  winds, f a l l i n g  limbs or t r ees ,  and other 
hazards, present risks t o  the permittee 's  property which the permittee 
assumes. 
s i t e ,  right-of-way, and immediate adjoining area f o r  dangerous t rees ,  
hanging limbs, and other evidence of hazardous conditions and, a f t e r  
securing permission from the Forest Service, remove such hazards i n  
order t o  protect  the permittee's improvements. 

The permittee would indemnify the United S ta t e s  against any l i a b i l i t y  
f o r  damage t o  l i f e  o r  property a r i s ing  from the occupancy o r  use of 
National Forest lands under the conditions of t h i s  permit. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. Natural phenomenons which occur on National Forest land, such as 

The permittee would have the responsibi l i ty  of inspecting the 

8. 
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9. The permittee would be held l i a b l e  f o r  a l l  injury,  loss, or damage, 
including f i re  suppression costs ,  d i r ec t ly  o r  indirect ly  resul t ing from 
o r  caused by the permittee's use and occupancy of the area covered by 
the conditions of t h i s  permit, regardless of whether the permittee was 
negligent or otherwise a t  f a u l t ,  provided t h a t  the maximum l i a b i l i t y  
w i t h o u t  f a u l t  would n o t  exceed $1,000,000 f o r  any one occurrence, and 
provided fur ther  t h a t  the permittee would not be l i ab le  when such 
injury,  loss ,  or  damage resu l t s  wholly, o r  i n  par t ,  from a negligent ac t  
of the United S ta tes ,  o r  an a c t  of a t h i r d  party not involving the 
f a c i l i t i e s  of the permittee. 

Liabi l i ty  for injury,  loss, o r  damage, including f i r e  suppression costs 
i n  excess of the specified maximum, would be determined by the laws 
governing ordinary negligence. 

10. The permittee would perform a l l  work with explosives i n  such a manner as 
not t o  endanger l i f e  or property. All storage places f o r  explosives and 
flammable material would be marked "DANGEROUS." 
and hand1 i n g  explosives and flammable materials would conform t o  
recommended procedures contained i n  the "Blasters Handbook" published by 
E.I. duPon t  de Nemours and Company, and in a l l  federal ,  s t a t e ,  and local 
laws and regulations. 

The permittee would take reasonable precautions t o  protect,  i n  place, 
a l l  public land survey monuments, private property corners, and National 
Forest boundary markers. 
monuments were destroyed in the exercise of the privileges authorized by 
t h i s  permit, depending upon the type of monument destroyed, the 
permittee would see t h a t  they were reestablished or  referenced i n  
accordance w i t h  (1) the procedures outlined i n  the "Manual of 
Instructions for the Survey of the Public Land of the United States ,"  
( 2 )  the specif icat ions of the county surveyor, o r  (3)  the specif icat ions 
of the Forest Service. 

Further, the permittee would cause such o f f i c i a l  survey records as were 
affected t o  be amended as provided by law. 

A permit would be issued on the condition t h a t  the permittee had 
secured, o r  would secure, the consent of any person having valid claim 
t o  the land. 

0 

The method of s tor ing 

11. 

In the event t h a t  any such land markers o r  

12. 

13. This permit would not be exclusive. The Forest Service reserves the 
r i g h t  t o  use o r  permit others t o  use any par t  of the permitted area f o r  
any purpose, provided such use would not i n t e r f e re  w i t h  the rights and 
pri v i  1 eges hereby authorized. 

No signs o r  advertising devices would be erected on the area designated 
by this permit or highways leading thereto,  without prior approval by 
the Forest Service a s  t o  location, design, size, color ,  and message. 
Erected signs would meet neat and presentable standards and be main- 
tained or  renewed as  necessary. 

14. 
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RESOURCE MEASURES 

1. Air Quality 

The applicant would conduct a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  the project 
in a manner tha t  would avoid or  minimize degradation of a i r ,  land, and 
water quality. 
abandonment of the project ,  the applicant would perform i ts  a c t i v i t i e s  
in accordance w i t h  applicable a i r  and water quali ty standards related 
f a c i l i t y  s i t i ng  standards, and related plans of implementation, 
includin b u t  not l imited t o  the Clean Air Act, as amended (43 USC 
1321). ?Also applies t o  Water and Soil Resource Mitigation.) 

In the construction, operation, maintenance, and 

2. Water 

In an attempt t o  reduce the amount of sediment which enters the streams 
or t o  reduce the impact of sediment which i s  disturbed w i t h i n  the 
streams, the applicant would apply the following guidelines. 

a. When crossing streams within the pipeline right-of-way, 
streams would be crossed by vehicles only a t  the pipeline crossing. 

b. A buffer s t r i p  of t e r r e s t r i a l  vegetation would be l e f t  between 
staging areas adjacent t o  the stream and the stream i t s e l f .  
Riparian vegetation would not be counted upon as a buffer str ip 
because s i l t  collected by the r ipar ian vegetation might enter  the 
stream d u r i n g  h i g h  water periods. 

c. The applicant would time the construction of the stream 
crossings t o  coincide w i t h  low flows. 
less  capabi l i ty  f o r  carrying sediment w i t h  l e s s  volume of water and 
slower veloci t ies .  

d.  The applicant would complete the work as quickly as  possible 
and return the stream t o  i t s  natural s t a t e  soon a f t e r  the pipe i s  
la id .  

e. Backfill material f o r  the pipe in the streambed would be of 
predominantly coarse material because f ines  would be washed away 
during placement. 

f .  
possible, t o  t h e i r  original condition. 

The stream(s) would have 

The banks o f  the  streams would be returned, as  nearly as  

g. Construction across streams by boring or trenching would be 
specified by the authorized o f f i ce r  on a case-by-base basis. 

h .  When providing temporary access t o  the pipeline right-of-way, 
a l l  r ivers ,  streams, and washes would be crossed a t  existing roads 
or bridges, except a t  locations designated by the authorized 
off icer .  
f i l l s  or  culver ts  o r  low water crossings would be placed and 
removed upon completion o f  the project. Any construction ac t iv i ty  

Where drainages would be crossed by temporary roads, d i r t  
~ 

in a perennial stream would be prohibited unless specif ical ly  ~ 
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allowed by the authorized of f icer .  All stream channels and washes 
would be returned t o  their natural s ta te .  Such construction, when 
i t  would occur on National Forest land, would be managed under the 
res t r ic t ions  in the Forest Service and Department of Agriculture 
Policy Statement No. 2019, dated July 8, 1980. (Also appl ies  t o  
wild1 i f e  resource m i  t iga t ion . )  

i .  
outside stream channels in areas designated by the authorized 
off icer .  

Construction equipment would be refueled and maintained 

3. Vegetation 

a. 
surface has been modified or natural vegetation has been removed. 
Noxious weeds would be controlled i n  areas designated by the 
authorized of f icer .  

b. 
o r  other a c t i v i t y  associated w i t h  t h i s  project,  vegetation would be 
reestablished under the direct ion of the of f ice  i n  charge. 
Vegetation cleared d u r i n g  construction would be disposed of per 
authorizing agency direct ion.  Where commercial t r e e  species were 
cut ,  the trees would be cut,  measured, and commercially sold per 
direction of  the authorized officer. 

c. Clearing i n  timbered areas t o  reduce f i r e  hazard would be 
limited t o  the working space right-of-way. 

d.  The authorized o f f i c e r  would require preclearing of mountain 
brush and tree covered areas pr ior  t o  dozer or  maintenance blade 
work. Preclearing would involve hand cut t ing of brush and trees 
and removal by proper equipment t o  designated areas.  

e. The reestablishment of vegetative cover, a s  well as watershed 
s tab i l iza t ion  measures, would have the requirement of completion 
d u r i n g  the ongoing working season and pr ior  t o  next winter season. 

f .  Trees and brush (indigenous species) would be established 
according t o  the revegetation and rehabi l i ta t ion plan contained 
w i t h i n  the construction and operation plan. 

g.  Disturbed areas ,  which in the opinion of the authorizing 
agency were unsuitable f o r  successful revegetation, would be 
protected under the provisions of an approved reclamation, erosion 
control,  and revegetation plan. This plan would s t a t e  the method 
of protection t o  be used and the provisions f o r  prevention of s i t e  
deter iorat ion and introduction o f  noxious weeds. A t  a m i n i m u m ,  the 
reclamation, erosion control ,  and revegetation plan including the 
items described in this appendix would be required f o r  Forest 
Service rights-of-way. 
submitted t o  the authorizing agency f o r  approval. 

The applicant would control noxious weeds i n  areas where so i l  

On areas  which would be clearea of vegetation by construction 

Prior  t o  disturbance, th is  plan would be 
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4. So i l s  

a. 
t o  achieve maximum revegetation and so i l  erosion mitigation 
responses. 

b. 
construction s i t e s  unless otherwise directed. 

c. All topsoil would be conserved f o r  reclamation requirements; 
excess topsoil would be stockpiled a t  designated locations.  

d. Areas subject t o  mudflows, landslides,  avalanches, rock f a l l s  
and other types of mass movement would be avoided where practical  
i n  locating the l i n e a r  f a c i l i t i e s .  
p rac t ica l ,  the des ign ,  based upon detailed f i e l d  investations and 
analyses, would provide measures t o  prevent the occurrence of mass 
movement. 

Existing s o i l s  and geological data would be gathered and used 

Removal and s t o c k p i l i n g  of topsoil would be required a t  a l l  

When such avoidance was not 

5. Wildlife 

a. 
applicant would conduct surveys t o  determine i f  l i s t e d  species o r  
their  habi ta ts  might be present on areas t o  be disturbed by any of 
the a l te rna t ives ,  regardless of land ownership. 
determined t h a t  l is ted species o r  their habi ta ts  m i g h t  be present 
and could be affected by the proposals, appropriate consultations 
w i t h  the U.S. F i s h  and Wildlife Service would be conducted by the 
Federal authorizing agency. No a c t i v i t i e s  would be authorized 
unt i l  consultation was complete as specified by Section 7(c)  of the 
consultation process which would specify the spec i f ic  mitigation 
medsures t o  be carr ied o u t  by the applicant. 

b. Any ac t ive  golden eagle nest found w i t h i n  1 mile of project 
a c t i v i t i e s  would be protected from harassment d u r i n g  the c r i t i c a l  
nesting period because of provisions established by the Bald Eagle 
Protection Act which requires protection of the golden eagle and 
i t s  nest. 

Under the terms of  the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the 

I t  i t  i s  

6. Agriculture 

a. 
National Forest lands which would be affected by construction of 
the project would be not i f ied i n  advance o f  any construction 
a c t i v i t y  t h a t  could a f f ec t  their businesses or operations. T h i s  
would include, b u t  not be limited t o ,  signing of temporary road 
closures,  removal and/or cut t ing of fences, disturbances t o  range 
improvements, o r  other  range use-related s t ructures .  
t o  Land Uses.) 

b. I f  a natural ba r r i e r  used f o r  livestock control was broken 
d u r i n g  construction, the applicant would adequately fence the area 
t o  prevent d r i f t  of l ivestock. 
determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Permittees and other regular users of public lands and 

(Also applies 

~ 

Fence specifications would be 
- 
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7. 

8. 

Y. 

10. 

c.  
locked o r  closed by the applicant.  

Transportation 

a. A transportation plan would be submitted f o r  review and 
approval by the Forest Service. This plan would cover approval of 
temporary, reconstructed, and newly constructed roads and would 
include clearing work, rehabi l i ta t ion ,  and uses associated w i t h  
transportation needs. 
road construction or reconstruction. 

b. 
pipeline would be c lear ly  ident i f ied.  
would ostensibly be open f o r  public use including, b u t  not l imited 
to ,  off-road vehicular t rave l .  

c. 
access road only d u r i n g  the construction period. 
o f f i ce r  would require t h a t  the access roads paral le l ing this 
pipeline route would be permitted. 
access t o  the pipeline would be res t r ic ted  by the provisions i n  
Item 7a). 

Recreation 

The Forest Service would direct the applicant t o  control off-road 
vehicular use on the right-of-way. Such specified control could 
include use of physical bar r ie rs ,  replanting of trees, o r  other 
reasonable means of vehicle control. 
d t  Lit t le Hole Campground would be allowed only between Labor Day 
and the opening of the general h u n t i n g  season. 

Cultural 

All s ign i f icant  cu l tura l  resources ident i f ied on any proposed 
project area would be avoided wherever possible. For those 
s igni f icant  cul tural  resources t h a t  could not be avoided, a 
Memorandum of Agreement w i t h  the Advisory Council of  Histor ic  
Preservation and the Sta te  Historic Preservation Office would be 
developed tha t  d e t a i l s  spec i f i c  mitigation measures i n  accordance 
with 36 CFR 800. Discovery of any cultural  resources d u r i n g  
construction t h a t  were not previously identified would be reported 
immediately t o  the Ashley National Forest Supervisor and l e f t  
undisturbed until  they can be evaluated f o r  significance.  

Visual 

a. 
shrubs and trees would be thinned and/or i r regular ly  corrugated t o  
avoid s t r a igh t  l i n e  visual e f fec ts .  

b. A plan t o  minimize visual impacts from pipeline right-of-way 
clearings and s t ruc tures  would be required. The applicant would 
prepare photographic simulations, a s  directed,  of areas i n  which  

Gates or c a t t l e  guards on established roads would n o t  be 

Overland access would be spec i f ic  i n  l ieu o f  

Access roads necessary f o r  operdtion and maintenance of the 
Some of these access roads 

Where possible, the right-of-way i t s e l f  would be used a s  an 
The authorized 

(Any other roads p r o v i d i n g  

Construction of the crossing 

The edges of vegetative clearings i n  selected areas  of dense 
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f a c i l i t i e s  were proposed w i t h i n  foreground/middleground areas of 
h i g h  scenic value or  sens i t iv i ty .  
the applicant would design and locate  the pipeline routes and 
anc i l la ry  s t ruc tures  t o  blend in to  the exis t ing environment. 
authorizing agency would evaluate and approve measures before 
construction begins.  

Using the simulation a s  a guide, 

The 

11. Paleontology 

The applicant would provide a qual i f ied paleontologist who would be 
approved by the authorized off icer .  
conduct an intensive survey of a l l  areas t o  be d is turbed  according 
t o  the siynificance and mitigation needs outlined by the Forest 
Service. 
during surface disturbance. I f  the paleontologist determined tha t  
values would be d is turbed ,  construction would be halted unt i l  
appropriate action could be taken. 

The paleontologist would 

An approved paleontologist would be avai lable ,  a s  needed, 

12. Land Uses 

Disturbance of improvements such as fences, roads, and watering 
f a c i l i t i e s  d u r i n g  the construction and maintenance of the rights- 
of-way would be kept t o  an absolute minimum. 
of any damage t o  improvements t o  a t  l e a s t  their former s t a t e  would 
be required. Functional use of these improvements would be 
maintained a t  a l l  times. 

When necessary t o  pass through a fence l i n e ,  the fence would be 
braced on b o t h  s ides  of the passageway pr ior  t o  cu t t ing  the fence. 
A gate acceptable t o  the authorized o f f i ce r  would be in s t a l l ed  in 
the gate opening and would be closed when not i n  actual use. 
a permanent road was t o  be constructed o r  maintained, catt leguards 
would be placed a t  a l l  fence crossings. 
agr icul  ture. ) 

Construction Techniques and Health and Safety 

a. 
where determined t h r o u g h  consultation with the applicant i n  areas 
where access t o  the te r ra in  or management constraints  preclude 
standard construction methods o r  where designated. 

b. 
disposal s i t e  or l andf i l l .  Engine o i l  changed would be contained 
i n  sui table  containers and disposed of a s  refuse; no fuel ,  o i l ,  o r  
other  hydrocarbon s p i l l  would be permitted. 
accidental ly  occurred, the contaminated so i l  would be excavated and 
an authorized o f f i ce r  notified immediately. 

c. 
a case-by-case basis. 

d. The applicant would comply with applicable federal  and s t a t e  

insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, and other 

Immediate restoration 

Where 

(Also applies t o  

13. 

Helicopters would be used t o  string pipe and de l iver  equipment 

Garbage and other refuse would be disposed o f  i n  an authorized 

I f  such a s p i l l  

The authorized of f icer  would es tabl ish right-of-way widths on 

laws and regulations concerning the use of pesticides ( i .e. ,  - 
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similar  substances) i n  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  and operations. The  
applicant would prepare a pesticide plan and obtain approval from 
the authorized o f f i ce r  pr ior  t o  the use of such substance. 

The plan would provide the type and quantity of material t o  be 
used; the pest ,  insect ,  fungus, e tc . ,  t o  be controlled; the method 
of application; the location of storage and disposals of 
containers; and other information the Forest Supervisor misht 
require. 
any calendar year t h a t  covers the proposed a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the next 
f i sca l  year ( i .e. ,  December 1, 1984, deadline f o r  a f i s ca l  year 
1985 action).  
ident i f ied,  the use would be approved by the Forest Supervisor. 
The use of substances on the rights-of-way and temporary permit 
areas would be i n  accordance w i t h  the approved plan. 
would not be used if  the Secretary of the Department of Agriculture 
had prohibited i t s  use. A pesticide would be used only i n  
accordance w i t h  i ts  registered uses and with other Secretar ia l  
l imitations.  
National Forest lands. i 

The plan would be submitted no l a t e r  than December 1 of 

I f  the need f o r  emergency use of pesticides was 

A pesticide 

Pesticides would not be permanently stored on 

e. Wi th in  30 days a f t e r  construction and operation, a l l  
construction materials and related 1 i t t e r  and debris would be 
disposed of i n  accordance with instruction from the authorized 
off icer .  

f .  
operation plan. The applicant would be everything reasonably 
possible, both independently and upon request o f  the authorized 
of f icer ,  t o  prevent and suppress f i r e s  on or  i n  the immediate 
vicini ty  of the right-of-way o r  permit area. This would include 
making available such construction and maintenance force as  might 
be reasonably obtained f o r  the suppression of fires. 

. Within the Ashley National Forest, a l l  disturbed areas 9 especially s i l e h i l l  cuts)  would be restored t o  near-natural 
conditions. 

A f i r e  control plan would be included i n  the construction and 
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APPENDIX I 
MINERAL STIPULATIONS 

Standard and Special Stipulations f o r  Leasing 0 
STANDARD STIPULATION 

STIPULATION FOR LANDS OF THE NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
UNDER JURISDICTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

The 1 icensee/permittee/lessee m u s t  comply w i t h  a1 1 the rules and regulations 
of the Secreatary of Agriculture s e t  for th  a t  T i t l e  36, Chapter 11, of the 
Code o f  Federal Regulations governing the use and management of the National 
Forest System (NFS) when not inconsistent w i t h  the r ights  granted by the 
Secretary of the Inter ior  i n  the 1 icense/prospecting permitllease. 
Secretary of Agriculture's rules  and regulations must be complied w i t h  f o r  
(1) a l l  use and occupancy o f  the NFS pr ior  t o  approval of a permit/operation 
plan by the Secretary of the In te r ior ,  ( 2 )  uses of a l l  existing improvements, 
such as Forest development roads, w i t h i n  and outside the area licensed, 
permitted o r  leased by the Secretary of the In te r ior ,  and ( 3 )  use ard 
occupancy o f  the NFS not authorized b.y a permit/operatinq plan amroved b.y 

The 

- - .  . .  
the Secretary of the Inter ior .  

All matters related t o  this s t ipu la t ion  a re  t o  be addressed 

- 

0 
To 

a t  

Telephone No.: 

who is  the authorized representative of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Signature of Licensee/Perniittee/Lessee 

1-1 



Special St ipulat ions f o r  Leasing 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 .  

8. 

All of the land i n  this area i s  included i n  
(recreation o r  special area,  e t c . ) .  Therefore, no occuDanc.v or 
disturbance of the surface of the- land described i n  t h i s  lease i s  
authorized. The lessee,  however, may explo i t  the o i l  and gas resources 
i n  this lease by direct ional  d r i l l i n g  from sites outside this lease. 
a proposed d r i l l i n g  s i t e  l i e s  on land administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, o r  by the Forest Service, a permit for  use of the s i t e  
must be obtained from the BLM Di s t r i c t  Manager o r  the Forest Service 
Di s t r i c t  Ranger, before d r i l l i n g  o r  other development begins. 

No access on work t r a i l  o r  road, earth cu t  o r  f i l l ,  structure or other 
improvement, other than an ac t ive  d r i l l i n g  r ig,  will  be permitted i f  i t  
can be viewed from the (road, lake, r iver,  etc.) 

If 

No occupancy o r  other ac t iv i ty  on the surface of 
(legal subd iv i s ion )  is allowed under this lease .  

No occupancy o r  other surface disturbance wil l  be allowed within 
f e e t  of the (road, t r a i l ,  r i v e r ,  creek, canal, e t c r  
This dis t rance may be modified when spec i f i ca l ly  approved i n  wr i t i ng  by - -  
the authorized o f f i c e r ,  BLM, w i t h  the' concurrence o f  the authorized 
o f f i c e r  of the Federal surface management agency. 

Nc d r i l l i n g  o r  storage f a c i l i t i e s  will be allowed w i t h i n  f e e t  
of 
archaeological s i te ,  the h is tor ica l  s i te ,  t he  paleontolo ical  s i t e ,  
e tc . )  located i n  
distance may be modified when spec i f ica l ly  approved i n  writing by the 
authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  the  concurrence of the authorized of f icer  
o f  the  Federal surface management agency. 

No occupancy o r  other  surface disturbance wil l  be allowed on slopes i n  
excess of 
authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  the concurrence of the authorized off icer  
of the Federal surface management agency. 

In order t o  (minimize watershed damage, protect 
important seasonal wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  e t c . ) ,  exploration, dr i l l ing ,  and 
other development a c t i v i t y  will be allowed only (during the period from 

frozen ground). 
operation of producing wells. Exceptions t o  th i s  l imitation in any year 
my be spec i f ica l ly  authorized in w r i t i n g  by the authorized off icer ,  BLM, 
w i t h  the concurrence of the authorized o f f i c e r  of the Federal surface 
management agency. 

In order t o  minimize watershed damage d u r i n g  muddy and/or wet periods, 
the authorized o f f i c e r  of the Federal surface management agency, through 
the authorized o f f i c e r ,  BLM, may prohibit  exploration, d r i l l i ng ,  or 
other development. 
operation of producing wells. 

( l i v e  water, the reservoir,  the 

( legal  subdivision 3 . This 

percent, without written permission from the 

t o  , dur ing  dry so i l  period, over a snow cover on 
T h i s  l imitat ion does not apply t o  maintenance and 

T h i s  l imitat ion does not  apply t o  maintenance and 
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9. The Trail/Road will not be used a s  an access road f o r  
ac t iv i t i e s  on this lease  except a s  follows: 
d u r i n g  recreation season, etc.)  

10. To maintain esthetic values, a l l  semi-permanent and permanent f a c i l i t i e s  
may require painting o r  camouflage t o  blend w i t h  the natural 
surroundings.  The paint select ion o r  method of camouflage will be 
subject t o  approval by the authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  the  concurrence 
G f  the authorized o f f i ce r  of  the Federal surface management agency. 

No occupancy or  other ac t iv i ty  on the surface of the following described 
lands i s  allowed under t h i s  lease:  

Reasons f o r  this r e s t r i c t ion  are:  

(No exceptions, weekdays 

11. 

Examples of appropriate reasons f o r  this r e s t r i c t ions  are:  

a .  Steep slopes. 
b. Specific ecosystem, ecological land u n i t ,  land type o r  geologic 

formation which presents hazards such as  mass fa i lure .  

Special management units such as: 
administrative s i te ,  etc. 

c. Recreation Type I ,  water supply, 

( ) Approximately - % of lease  

12. No will be allowed within f e e t  o f  
the . This area contains 
acres and i s  described as follows: 

0 
Reasons: 

F i r s t  blank t o  be f i l l e d  inwith one o r  more of the following: 
storage, f a c i l i t i e s ,  surface disturbance, or occupancy. 
t h i r d  blanks t o  be f i l l e d  in w i t h  one o r  more of the following: 

a. 
b. feet peripheral o r  unique vegetative type. 
c. 200 feet  either side of center l i n e  of roads or highways. 
d.  500 feet o r  normal h i g h  waterline on a l l  streams, rivers, ponds, 

reservoirs ,  lakes. 
e. 600 feet of a l l  springs. 
f .  400 feet  of any improvements. 

d r i l l i n g ,  
Second and 

f e e t  wildlife habi ta t  essent ia l  t o  spec i f ic  species. 
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- 13. In order t o  (minimize)(protect) 
will  be allowed only dur ing  . T h i s  does not 

Lands w i t h i n  leased area t o  which t h i s  s t ipu la t ion  applies are  described 
as  follows: 

apply t o  maintenance and operation of producing wells and f a c i l i t i e s .  - 

Reasons: 

First blank t o  be f i l l e d  i n  with one o r  more of the following: 

a. Watershed damage. 
b. Soil erosion. 
c. 

a. Conflict w i t h  recreation. 

Second blank t o  be f i l l e d  i n  w i t h  one o r  more of the following: 

a. Surface d i s t u r b i n g  ac t iv i t i e s .  
b .  Exploration. 
c. D r i l l i n g .  
d. Development. 

T h i r d  blank t o  be f i l l e d  i n  w i t h  one o r  more of the following: 

a. Period from t o  
b. Dry so i l  periods. 
c. Over the snow. 
d. Frozen ground.  

Controlled or Limited Surface Use Stipulation. T h i s  s t ipulat ion may be 
modified when specif ical ly  approved in writing by the authorized 
o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  concurrence of the Federal surface management agency. 
Distrances and/or time periods may be made less r e s t r i c t ive  depending on 
the actual on-the-ground conditions. 

Seasonal wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  (winter range, calving/lambing area,  
e tc . )  

14. 

The lessee/operator i s  given notice tha t  a l l  or portions of the lease 
area may contain special values, may be needed for special purposes, or 
may require special a t tent ion t o  prevent damage t o  surface and/or other 
resources. Any surface use or occupancy within such special areas will 
be s t r i c t l y  controlled or ,  i f  necessary, excluded. 
will  be authorized only when the lessee/operator demonstrates t ha t  the 
special area i s  essential  f o r  operations i n  accordance w i t h  a surface 

and the Federal surface management agency f o r  the  protection of such 
special areds and existing o r  planned uses. Appropriate modifications 

Use o r  occupancy 

use and operations plan which i s  sa t i s fac tory  t o  the Geological Survey 

t o  imposed res t r ic t ions  will be made f o r  the maintenance and operation 

- 

- 
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of producting o i l  and gas wells; however, i n  extremely c r i t i c a l  
s i tuat ions,  occupancy may only be allowed in emergencies. 

After the Federal surface management agency has been advised of spec i f ic  
proposed surface use or  occupancy on these lands, and on request o f  the 
lessee/operator, the agency will furnish more spec i f ic  locations and 
additional information on such special areas which now include: 

(Legal land description t o  l o t  and/or quarter ,  quarter section) 

0 

Reason f o r  Restriction: 

Duration of Restrict:  (year-round, month ( s )  ) 

1/ 15. Activity Coordination Stipulation. T h i s  lease includes lands w i t h i n  - 
which has resource values sens i t ive  t o  h i g h  l eve ls  

of ac t iv i ty .  In order t o  minimize impacts t o  these resources, specTal 
conditions such as unitization prior t o  approval of operations, and/or 
other l imitat ions t o  spread surface disturbance a c t i v i t i e s  over time and 
space may be required prior t o  approval and commencement of any 
operations on the lease. 

16. Protection of Endangered or Threatened Species. The Federal surface 
management agency is responsible f o r  assuring t h a t  the area t o  be 
disturbed i s  examined prior t o  undertaking any surface-disturbing 
ac t iv i t i e s  on lands covered by t h i s  lease t o  determine e f fec ts  upon any 
plant o r  animal species l i s ted  o r  proposed f o r  l i s t i n g ,  as endangered o r  
threatened, o r  t h e i r  habitats. 
determine t h a t  the operation may detrimentally a f f ec t  an endangered o r  
threatened species,  some restr ic t ions t o  the operator 's  plans o r  even 
disallowances of use may result .  

The lessee/operator may, a t  this discretion and cos t ,  conduct the 
examination on the lands t o  be disturbed. T h i s  examination must be done 
by or  under the supervision of a qualified resource spec ia l i s t  approved 
by the surface management agency. An acceptable report  must be provided 
t o  the surface management agency identifying the anticipated e f f ec t s  of 
the proposed action on endangered or  threatened species or  their 
habitat .  

I f  the f i n d i n g s  of this examination 
0 

17. Not applicable. 

18. Coordinated Exploration Stipulation. All o r  portions of the lands 
covered by Lease No. 
Area, an area of c r i t i c a l  environmental concern. Therefore the lessee 
agrees tha t :  

a. 

a r e  w i t h i n  the  

In order t o  protect he special resource values, d r i l l i n g  on the 
subject lease will be authorized onlr  under a plan o f  oDeration - - 

0 L' Visually Sensit ive Area, Areas of Threatened and Endangered Species 
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19. 

20. 

21. 

approved pursuant  t o  t h e  Minera l  Leasing Act  o f  February 25, 1920, 
41 S ta t .  437, as amended, 30 U.S.C. 181 e t  seq. and; 

Secretary,  USDI,  o r  h i s  d u l y  author ized representa t ive  9 s)  con t ro l  
over  t h e  r a t e  o f  d r i l l i n g  and development i n c l u d i n g  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  
the  spacing o f  w e l l s  and such o t h e r  condi t ions as may be deemed 
necessary. 

b. A l l  p lans o f  ope ra t i on  w i l l  con ta in  a p rov is ion  v e s t i n  i n  t h e  

Cond i t iona l  No Sur face 0ccupanc.y S t i p u l a t i o n .  The lessee agrees n o t  t o  
occupy o r  use t h e  sur face  o f  the  leased lands i n  
( l e a a l  d e s c r i o t i o n )  exceot f o r  c e r t a i n  l i m i t e d  uses as oermi t ted  i n  

- 

w r i t i n g  by an' author ized '  o f f i c e r  o f  t h e  surface management agency. Th is  
s t i p u l a t i o n ,  a t  a l a t e r  date, may be modif ied,  supplemented, e l iminated,  
o r  remain unchanged. A l t e r a t i o n  of t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  w i l l  be cond i t i ona l  
upon t h e  p repara t i on  o f  a s i t e  s p e c i f i c  environmental assessment, o r  i f  
requ i red ,  an environmental statement. I n  t h e  event t h i s  s t i p u l a t i o n  i s  
e l im ina ted ,  i t  w i l l  be rep laced by a coordinated e x p l o r a t i o n  s t i p u l a t i o n  
and o t h e r  spec ia l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  as requ i red  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  sur face 
resources. 

The lands w i t h i n  t h i s  leaseho ld  con ta in  uns tab le lh igh ly  e r o d i b l e  s o i l s .  
Therefore,  p r i o r  t o  e n t r y  on to  t h e  lands, the  lessee (opera tor )  w i l l  
d iscuss  t h e  proposed a c t i v i t i e s  j o i n t l y  w i t h  the  Area O i l  and Gas 
Superv isor  o r  h i s  rep resen ta t i ve  and t h e  Forest  Supervisor o r  h i s  
representa t ive .  
be requ i red .  

Add i t i ona l  measures f o r  t h  p ro tec t i on  o f  t h e  s o i l s  may 
Such measures may inc lude:  

a .  
b. 
c. Special  rec lamat ion  techniques; 
d.  Special  requirements f o r  reserve p i t s  and d r i l l i n g  f l u i d  systems. 

No sur face  occupancy o f  se lec ted  areas; 
R e s t r i c t i o n  on sur face  e n t r y  du r ing  per iods o f  excess ive runof f ;  

The lease  area con ta ins  c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  f o r  c e r t a i n  w i l d l i f e  species. 
O f  paramount concern on t h i s  lease area area: 
Therefore,  D r i o r  t o  e n t r y  on to  t h e  leasehold, the  opera tor  w i l l  J o i n t l y  
d iscuss the'proposed ac t ;v i t ies  w i t h  the  Area O i l  and Gas Supervisor 
o r  h i s  rep resen ta t i ve ,  t h e  Fores t  Supervisor, o r  h i s  representat ive,  and 
the Utah/Wyoming Game and F i s h  Department. 
requ i red  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  above species and h a b i t a t  features;  
i n c l  ude : 

a. 
b.  
c. Special  rec lamat ion  techniques and/or requirements. 
d. 

e. Special  road c losu re  requirements. 

Add i t iona l  measures may be 
these 

No sur face  occupancy o f  se lec ted  areas. 
R e s t r i c t i o n s  on season o f  operat ion.  

R e s t r i c t i o n s  on r a t e  o f  development and spacing and l o c a t i o n  o f  
b e l l s .  

NOTE: S t i p u l a t i o n  11 may be used i n  p lace  o f  1, 3, and €. 
S t i p u l a t i o n  12 may be used i n  p lace  o f  4 dnd 5. 
S t i p u l a t i o n  13 may be used i n  p lace  o f  7, given g rea te r  d e f i n i t i o n  as 
t o  r e s t r i c t i o n .  
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I h T E R i X  
HEXORANDUX OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 
THE BUREAU OF LAND HAEiAGEHENT 

AND 
THE FOREST SEKVICE 

The Bureau of Land Hanagement, Department of t h e  I n t e r i o r ,  and t h e  
Forest  Serv ice ,  Department of Agr i cu l tu re ,  hereby agree  t h a t  t h e  
procedures set f o r t h  below s t d l  be followed w i t h  respec t  t o  mineral  
l eas ing ,  mineral  l e a s e  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  and minera l  prospect ing pemit  
app l i ca t ions  a s  descr ibed below vtrich involve Nat ional  Pores t System 
lands. These procedmes a r e  adopted t o  ensu re  coopera t ive ,  t imely  
and o rde r ly  a c t i o n  by t h e  Bureau of Land Hanagement and t h e  Fores: 
Service with r e spec t  t o  such  l e a s i n g  and permi t t ing  a c t i v i t y  c o n s i s t e n t  
wi th  t h e  assigned func t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of each agency. The 
agencies a h 0  agree to  issue r e g u l a t i o n s  which expla in  t h e i r  respecz ive  
r e s p e n s r b i l i t i e s .  This  Hemorandum w i l l  e x p i r e  when f i n a l  r egu la t ions  
governing these  procedures become e f f e c t i v e .  

I. PLXPOSE 

T h i s  agreement e s t a b l l s h e s  the procedures f o r  recanmendation or consent 
by the  Pores t -Serv ice  i n  t h e  i ssuance  of l e a s e s  and prospec t ing  permits 
on National Fo res t  System lands  f o r  a l l  minerals  except coal .  

0 
A. Recomsendation 

Recommendations by the  Fores t  Serv ice  a re  the  mechanism e s t a b l i s h e d  
by t h i s  agreement t o  a l low t h e  Fores t  Serv ice ,  as su r face  managing 
agency, t o  review p o t e n t i a l  l e a s i n g  and permict ing a c t i o n s  on Nat ional  
Forest  System l ands ,  f o r  a l i  minera ls  except  c o a l ,  under t h e  Mineral  
Leasing Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C. I 181 _-  e t  sea. 

B. Consent 

Consent by t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  is s t a t u t o r i l y  r equ i r ed  f o r  p o t e n t i a i  
l eas ing  and pe rmi t t i ng  a c t i o n s  on F o r e s t  Se rv ice  lands under che 
Zinera l  k a s i n g  Act f o r  Acquired Lands, 30 U.S.C. 5 351 e t  %, 
sec t ion  402 of Reorganizat ion Plan No. 3 of 1946, 5 D . S . c  Appendix, 
t h e  Geothemal  S tean  Act of 1970, 30 U.S.C. 5 1001 e t  s., and any 
s t a t z t e  c r e a t i n g  a s p e c i a l  a r e a  under Fores t  S e r v i c ~ ~ u r i s d i c t i o n  
which requfres  such consent (e.g. 30 U.S.C. 5 192c). 
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A. I n i t i a t i o n  - Bureau of Land Management 

1. Appl ica t ions  f o r  noncompetit ive l e a s e s  and prospect ing permits. 
Nonconoetitive o i l  and gas l e a s e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  ( 4 3  CiR Subpart 3111). 
noncompetit ive geothermal l e a s e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  (43  CFR Subpart 
3210) and prospec t ing  permit  a p p l i c a t i o n s  (43  CFR Subpart 3510) 
s h a l l  be f i l e d  wi th  t h e  Bureau of Land Management. After prel iminary 
ad jud ica t ion ,  a p o l i c a t i o n s  which involve Nat iona l  Fo res t  System 
lands w i l l  be s u h i t t e d  t o  t h e  Torest  Se rv ice  f o r  review as descr ibed 
below in s e c t i o n  1 I . B .  

2. Noncompetitive s imultaneous l e a s i n g  and_-cqmppfl_tive leasing. 

Noncompeti:ive s imultaneous l e a s i n g  s h a l l  be conducted under t h e  
procedures s e t  out  i n  43 CFR Subparts 3112 and 3211. Competitive 
l ea s ing  s h e l l  be conducted i n  accordance with t h e  procedures set 
out  i n  4 3  CFR Subparts  3120 and 3220 and 5 3521.2. The Bureau of 
kind Hanagenenr w i l l  f i r s t  i d e n t i f y  p a r c e l s  o r  a r e a s  vhich a r e  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  s imultaneous o r  compet i t ive leas ing .  Descr ipt ions 
of these  pa rce l s  o r  a r e a s  will then be submit ted to  t h e  appropr ia te  
Fores t  Senr ice  o f f i c e  f o r  review a s  descr ibed  below i n  sec t ion  
1 I . B .  - 

B. Forest  Serv ice  Reviev 

1. Bas is  f o r  review. 

The Fores t  Serv ice  w i l l  review mineral  l e a s i n g  and pe rmi t t i ng  sub- 
m i t t a l s  t o  d e t e m i n e  t h e  e f f e c t  of the  p o t e n t i a l  mineral  a c t i v i t i e s  
on o t h e r  resource  va lues  and on the  pur7oses f o r  vhich the p a r t i c u l a r  
lands a r e  ada fn i s t e red .  The Fores t  Se rv ice  w i l l  be respons ib le  
f o r  compliance w i t h  the Nat ional  Environmental Pol icy  Act of 1969 
w i t h  r e spec t  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  being revieved by t h a t  agency. 

2. Recommndation o r  consent .  

Based on i t s  review of t h e  proposed l e a s i n g  o r  pe rmi t t i ng  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  vi11 e i t h e r :  

a. Recommend, o r  consent t o ,  t h e  proposed a c t i v i t y  with s tandard 
s t i p u l a t i o n s  inc luded  i n  t h e  l ea se  o r  permit and ,  i f  necessary,  
add s p e c i a l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  to  be included i n  the  l ea se  o r  permit in 
order  t o  m o t e c t  o t h e r  i d e n t i f i e d  resource  va lues ,  inc luding  a 
p roh ib i t i on  a g a i n s t  occupancy of the s u r f a c e  of all or  p a r t  of t h e  
lease  o r  permit; o r  
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b. Reconwnd a g a i n s t ,  o r  r e f u s r  consen t  t o ,  t 5 e  c r w " d  a c c ! v i r y  
: f  i t  u n ~ i l d  sertoLislv 1 n : c r f e r e  w i t h  o t h e r  r e so i i r r c  v l lues  o r  u i c h  
t h e  Durnoses fnr  uh ich  t h e  l a n d s  a r e  h c i n i  a d n i n i s t e r e d ,  and s r w c i a l  
s t l p ~ i l a t i o n s  w i l l  not prov lde  adequa te  n i t l e a t i o n .  

3. ConDletion of r e v i e - .  

'Ipon c o n p l e t i o ?  of r ev iew,  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  w::: forward t o  
t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  Ruteau of  Land "anap,eneut o f f i c e  its recomnendat ion,  
o r  i t 5  d ~ c i s i o n  w \ e t h e r  :o c o n s e n t ,  on t h e  proposed l e a s l n e  or  
p e r m i t t i n g  a c t i v i t y .  

C. Bureau of Land Yanaeeqent Ac t ion  

1. bn r : ; ca t io i s  f o r  noncm7e:i:ive l e a s e s  and s r s s D e c t i n g  > e r n i t s .  

a. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c o n n e n l a t i o n .  Where t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  
recoynenr'e a coiirse of a c t i o n  f o r  a o a r t i c i i l a r  l e a s e  o r  pe rmi t  
a p p l i c a t i o n ,  t h e  Bureau of  L a d  Yanaeenent will review t h e  
F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  a n a l v s i s  and e x e r c i s e  i t s  indenendent 'udgnent 
u i e c h e r  t h e  recoqnendel  s 2 e c i a l  s:inulat:ons a r e  a p s r o p r i a t e  o r  
whether t h e  l e a s e  o r  Demit should no t  De i s s u e d .  1lDon reaues t  
c r o 3  t h e  ScreaL of  Land wanazrqen:, t h e  Fores t  Se rv ice  vi11 
Drovide arld;ciona! i - , fo r?a t ron  ?r ; u s t i f i c a r - o n  For its recon-  
nendat ion.  I f  a g r e e n e n t  cayno t  he  r eached ,  t h e  n a t t e r  u i l l  be 
s u h n i t t e a  t o  tCle \'nsbi.reton, 3.2., o f f i c e s  oL 3 0 t h  aeenc ie s .  I: 
t h e  Bureau o f  Land Yanagenent concur s  i n  t h e  reconnenflatlon of 
t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  it will n o t i f ?  t h e  a w l i c a n t  a t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
t i n e  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c o m e n r a t i o n  and its basis and 
t h e  rlecisioF 06 t h e  Bureau of Land Yanagenent hased u?on its 
indeDendent iudgnent.  

D. F o r e s t  Serv-ce co?seil t .  X-ere t h e  ?ores:  S e r v i c e  fo rwards  
a d e c i s i o n  conce rn ing  a p a r t i c u l a r  lease o r  p e n i t  a p ? ? f c a t i o n  
Sased uwn its s t a t u t o r v  a u t h o r i t y  t o  consen t  :o n i n e r a l  l e a s i n g ,  
t he  Bureau oc Land Xanngenent will t r e a t  t h e  p a r c e l  o r  a r e a  in 
accordance  wi:h che d e c i s i o n  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e .  The Bureau 
of Land Xanageaent u i l l  i n f o r n  t h e  a p o l f c a n t  at t h e  a p D r o p r i a t e  
t i n e  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v r c e  2 e c i s i o n  and its basis and t h e  snec i f ic  
s:atuto:y a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  u i c h  r ega rd  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
apD1;cation. 

2. V o n c o m e t i r i v e  s i - u l t a n e o u s  l e a s i n e  and c o v e t i t i v e  l e a s i n g  

a. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c o m e - E a t i o n .  Where t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  
s u h n i t s  a reconmenflation concerninc! a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l  o r  
a r e a ,  t h e  Bureau o€  L a d  "anagenent w i l l  review t h e  a n a l v s i s  
of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  t o  d e t e r n i n e  vhether t h e  r e c o n r e n d a t i o n  
is a p p r o m i a t e .  
t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  w i l l  n r o v i d e  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r n a t i o n  o r  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  I t s  reconmendat ion.  I f  agreenenc cannot: be 
r eached ,  t h e  m a t t e r  will he  s u h n i t t e d  t o  t h e  Washington, D.C. 
o f f i c e s  of both a q e n c i e s .  If  a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l  o r  a r e a  is 

UDon r e a u e s t  from t h e  Bureau of Land Management, 
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? a ' -  av=l'n'.!e l e > - { - - ,  the  %reail of '.and "anapeneqt w i l l  
n o t i f v  the wosoec t ive  l e s see  a t  the  aonrnor i a t e  t i n e  of the 
Fore+t  Servtce reconnencafinn anE I:$ h a s i s  and t h p  decis ' ,oi  
of :5e 7-.rca*. l a - ?  Yanagenenf \ased uqon i t s  in+enendent !udg- 
n a n r .  

b. Forest  Service Consent. 1;here t h e  Fnrest  Service forwards 
a dec i s ion  conceriinp. a p a r t i c u l a r  o a r c e l  or a rea  hasec' uDon 
its s t a f u r o r v  au:horl:v to  eo-se i r  t o  n i n e r a l  l eas i -x ,  t h e  
Sureau of lane waiayment w f L l  t r e a t  t h e  a a r c e l  or area i n  
accord.=-ce w i t \  :he decis ion of t i e  Fo res t  Service.  The Bureau 
nc ',an? Ua>age-ent w i l l  t i fo rm t b e  aTvlicant  a: t h e  anmonr i a t e  
t i v  of :\e ??res:  'ervice d P C : s i C l  3 r d  i:s b a s i s  a+ the  s o e c i f i c  
s f a z u t o r v  zxtI.ori:v of t5e Forest  Servrce ;its regar+ t o  the 
p a r c i c u l a r  a n a l i r a t i m .  

3. Fur ther  orocets l?n.  

Af t e r  the  nroce6lJ-ps descri5ed above a r e  conoleted,  the  Bureau of 
iant '  Uanagenent wll: process a l l  mineral  l e a s e  app l i ca t ions ,  a l l  
p r o s o e c t l i c  3erT- t  aool ica t ions .  and t h e  leasine of a l l  parcels o r  
a r e a s  ii accordance w i t h  the  reaula:lons s e t  out  i n  43 CCR Subchaoter 
C and o t 5 e r  re !eva i t  r e o u ' a f i m s ,  a s  supplemented bv t h i s  agreement. 

- 
a .  m e  Bureau of Land Yanacrenent has the  u l t i n a t e  d i sc re t iona rv  

a u t h o r i t v  t o  deciEe vberher a p a r t i c a l a r  n i n e r a l  l ea se  or  prosoect i -g  
o e r r i z  w i l l  5e issued, exceot where t h e  Fores t  Service exe rc i se s  i t s  
s t a t u t o r v  a u t h o r i t v  an? does not comen t  t o  leas fne .  

b. I: i s  t \ e  a e i e r a l  m a c t i c e  of t h e  Sureau of Land Yananement 
t o  accept  Forest  Service recoTnen?ations. 

Each agency w i l l  s t r i v e  t o  process  a p o l i c a t i o n s  i n  a t i n e l y  manner. 
Delavs i a v  occzr ,  however, when a p a r t i c u l a r  l e a s e  aon l i ca t ion  
r e a u i r e s  e x t e i s f v e  review under t h e  Vaatfonal Envirormenfal Pol icy 
Act of 1969  or a ien  a p a r t i c u l a r  o f f i c e  of e i t h e r  agency i s  
burdened 1.-1 t i  an u n u s u a l l v  l a r g e  number of appl ica t fons .  

This Uenora4u-  O F  -?+erstanding fmolements the agreements contained 
i n  (1) an exchange of l e t t e r s  between t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of Agr icu l ture  
and I n t e r i o r  iq 1945  concerning l eas ing  u n d e r  the  Yinera2 Leasing 
Act of 192'2 of l a i s 5  uider Forest  Serv ice  a d n i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and 
( 2 )  a arocedure,  dated Vovenber 8, 1 9 4 6 ,  azreed t o  5v t i e  two 
S e c r e t a r i e s  concer i in?  leas ing  unler  s e c t i o n  402 of Reorganization 
Plan Yo. 'i of 1965. P I I S  Yenoran?u- suoersedes,  t o  the  ex ten t  
i p c o n s i s t e n t ,  t h e  exchange of l e t t e r s  between :he Acting Phief,  
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Forest Service.  dated A D r i l  20, 1971 ,  the Acting Dlrector,  ceo loe lca l  
Survev, dated J u l v  7 ,  1 9 7 2  and t h e  Acting Director,  Bureau of Land 
Hanaeenent, dated A m i 1  29, 197b. 

Date: I./w/./& 

n 
-6 

Chief, Forest Service 



for 

UNlTED STATES DEPART ENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 



PREFACE 

Land and Resource Management Plan has been developed f o r  the Ashley 
mal Forest. 
i l s  can be obtained by contacting. 

Forest Supervisor 
Ashley National Forest 
1680 W .  Highway 40 - Ashton Energy Center 
Vernal, UT C4078 

For information pertaining t o  the development of t h i s  plan, 
Tk 
N a 
d e  

A. -Lawsandations 

The principal acts  providing direct ion i n  developing this Land and 
Resource Ihnacjement Plan are:  

1. Organice Act of 1897 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. National Forest Manaqment Act (EIFNA) of 1976 

6. Utah Wilderness Act 1961; 

Multiple Use and Sustdined Yield Act of 1960 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 

Forest Pangelano Resource Planning Act ( R P A )  of 1974 

B. Public Review and Appeal 

I f  any par t icular  provision of t h i s  proposed act ion,  or the application 
thereof t o  any person or circumstances, i s  held inval id ,  the remainder 
of the proposed action and the application of such provisiciri t c  other 
persons or circumstances shall  n o t  be affected.  

?he provisions of 36 CFR Z11.18 apply t o  any administrative 6ppeal o f  
the Regional Foresters decision t o  approve the Forest Flan. Decisicns 
i o  disapprove a plan and other decisions made during the fo re s t  planning 
process pr ior  t o  the issurance of a record c.f decision approving the 
plan e re  not subject t o  administrative appedl. 
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KEY TO ABBR€VIATIONS 

Fnany o f  the  terms used i n  Fores t  Planning are  o f t e n  abbreviated i n  t a b l e s  and 
t e x t  t o  conserve space and are  l i s t e d  below. 
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1. FOREST PLAN INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE FOREST PLAN 

T h i s  Forest P l a n  will guide a l l  natural resource management a c t i v i t i e s  
and establ ish management standards and guidelines f o r  the Ashley 
National Forest. I t  describes resource management practices,  levels  of 
resource production and management, and the ava i l ab i l i t y  and s u i t a b i l i t y  
of lands f o r  resource manapement. 

The Forest Plan embodies the provisions of the NFMA, the regulations, 
a n d  other g u i d i n g  documents. 
guidelines a re  a statement of the Plan 's  manaqement direct ion;  however, 
the project outputs, services,  and ra tes  o f  implementation are dependent 
upon the annual budget al location process. 

The prescr ipt ions,  standards, and 

B. RELATIONSHIP OF THE FOREST PLAN TO OTHER DOCUMENTS 

Development of the Forest Plan takes place w i t h i n  the frantework of 
Forest Service regional and  national planning e f fo r t s .  The relationship 
among the different  planning levels  i s  shown as follows: 

Congressicnal Acts (Law) 

Natirnal level 
Forest Service planning t h r o u g h  the 

Renewable Resource Assessment and Program (KPA) 

Regional planning level through the 
Regional Guide f o r  the Intermountain Region 

Forest level planning t h r o u s h  the 
Ashley National Forest 

Land and Resource Management Plan 

The RPA Program establishes t h p  national direction and  o u t p u t  levels  f o r  
the Kational Forest system lands. 
comparability information from each Forest Service Region. 

Each Forest Service kegion distributes i t s  share of national production 
ta rge ts  t o  each of i t s  Forests. 
i s  based on detailed information gathered a t  the Forest level .  

The Land and Resource Management Plan val iaates  or provides a basis f b r  
changing production levels  assigned by the Regiori. 
projects are planned and implemented by the Forest t o  carry o u t  the 
direct ion developed i n  the Forest Plan. Information from a l l  the 
National Forests i n  the Region has used in developing the Intermountain 
Resional Guide. 

I t  i s  hased on s u i t a b i l i t y  and 

The share each National Forest receives 

Act ivi t ies  and 
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l h e  Fores t  P lan 7s t h e  se lec ted  a l t e r n a t i v e  and i s  bdsed on the  var ious 
cons idera t ions  which have been addressed i n  t h e  accompanying Environmen- 
t a l  Impact Statement ( E I S ) .  The p lann ing  process and the  ana lys is  
procedure which were used i n  develop ing t h i s  plan, as we l l  as the  o the r  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  were considered, a re  descr ibed o r  referenced i n  the  
E I S .  
out  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t h i s  plan. These l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be ' t i e r e d  t o '  
t h e  accompanying E I S  as prov ided f o r  i n  40 CFR 1502.20. 
p r o j e c t  environmental ana lys i s  w i l l  use t h e  data and evaluat ions i n  t h e  
p lan  and E I S  as i t s  bas is .  

Assessment o f  t h e  environmental  consequences o f  l o c a l  p ro jec ts  i s  done 
i n  conformance w i t h  t h e  Nat iona l  Environmental P o l i c y  Act (KEPA) o f  1969 
and implementing regu la t i ons  (40 CFR 1500-1508). A l l  prc j jects on 
Nat iona l  Fores t  System lands w i l l  meet NEPA requirements. 

- 

A c t i v i t i e s  and p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be planned and implemented t o  c a r r y  

The l o c a l  

C. PLAN STRUCTURE D. FOREST DESCRIPTION 

This  p lan  prov ides t h e  l ong  term d i r e c t i o n  f o r  managing the  Ashley 
Nat iona l  Fcrest .  It conta ins  t h e  o v e r a l l  d i r e c t i o n s  and a c t i v i t i e s  
h h i c h  w i l l  be requ i red  t o  achieve t h e  des i red  c o n d i t i o n  o f  the Forest .  
Management area maps i n d i c a t e  where t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  occur. 

The E I S  descr ibes t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  considered i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  t h a t  
d i r e c t i o n  and prov ides assessment o f  t h e  ewironmentt , l  e f f e c t s  o f  
implementing r h e  p lan  dnd o t h e r  a1 te rna t i ves .  

The Fores t  Plan i s  organized i n t o  f i v e  chapters:  

Chapter I. Fores t  P lan I n t r o d u c t i o n  
Chapter 11. 
Chapter 111. 

Chapter I V .  Fores t  l'lanagerrent D i r e c t i o n  
Chapter V.  

Ana lys is  o f  t h e  Management S i t u a t i o n  Summary 
Plan Responses t o  Issues, Concerns, and 

Implementat ion o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan 
Appendices 

Oppor tun i t ies  

D e t a i l s  concerning t h e  var ious  subsect ions and page numbers are found i n  
the  Table o f  Contents. 

Chapter I V ,  t i t l e d  "Fores t  Management D i rec t ion , "  deals  w i t h  the  
m u l t i p l e  USE goals and ob jec t i ves .  I t  a l s o  l i s t s  t h e  management 
p r e s c r i p t i o n s  and standards and gu ide l i nes  f o r  management o f  s p e c i f i c  
areas. 
t h e  means t o  implement t h e  p lan  and evaluate and mon i to r  the  e f f e c t s  o f  
management p rac t i ces .  

F4aps d i s p l a y i n g  management a c t i v i t i e s  can be found i n  Chapter I V .  
s tudy ing  t h e  maps concur ren t l y  w i t h  t h e  Fores t  Plan, the  reader can 
b e t t e r  understand t h e  proposed ac t i on .  

The " Implementat ion o f  t h e  Fores t  Plan," Chapter V,  deals w i t h  

By 
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- 
The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  i s  l oca ted  i n  t h e  nor theastern p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  
S ta te  o f  Utah and t h e  southwestern p o r t i o n  o f  the  State o f  Wyoming. l h e  
area admin is tered by  t h e  Fores t  con ta ins  approximately 1.3 m i l l i o n  
acres. The Fores t  l i e s  w i t h i n  the  boundaries o f  s i x  count ies:  Uintah, 
Duchesne, Daggett, Summit, and Wasatch count ies i r i  the  S ta te  o f  Utah, 
and Sweetwater ccunty  i n  t h e  Sta te  o f  Wjoming. 

The Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  i s  bordered by t h e  Uintah and Guray I n d i a n  
Reservation, t h e  U in ta ,  and the  Wasatch Cache Nat icnal  Forests,  p r i v a t e  
p roper ty ,  and lands admin is tered by t h e  6ureau o f  Land I’lanagement and 
t h e  Sta te  o f  Utah. 

The Forest  headquarters a d  one Ranger D i s t r i c t  are loca ted  i n  Vernal, 
Utah. Ranger D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e s  are  a l s o  loca ted  i n  Elanila, Roosevelt, 
and Duchesne, Utah. 

The Forest  i nc ludes  lands l oca ted  i n  t h e  U in ta  Mountains, t h e  Wyoming 
Basin, and t h e  Tavaputs Plateau. 

The p lanning area covered by t h e  Fo res t  Plan i s  the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  u n i t  
cons i s t i ng  o f  and known as the  Ashley Nat ional  Forest. 
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0 11. ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT SITUATION SUMMARY 

This chapter describes the present condition cf each Forest resource. Future 
demand for  Forest resources, the Forest’s a b i l i t y  t o  meet tha t  demand, and  the 
expected future condition of the resources are  summarized. Information in 
t h i s  cha e r  was drawn priniarily from the Analysis of the Management S i t w x i o n  u 
( A I I S ) .  - 

A. FOREST SETTING 

1. SOCIOECONOMIC SETTJNG 

The primary zones of influence of the Forest are  the coliiniunities and 
counties in northeastern Utah arld southwestern Wyoming w i t h i n  and 
adjacent t o  the Forest. 
policies a n d  decisions are  Duchesne, U i n t a h ,  and  Daggett in Utah and 
Sweetwater i n  Wyoming. The to ta l  population o f  the four-county area 
i s  75,515 (1980 censbs). 

There are some s ignif icant  influences coming from the Wasatch Front and 
adjacent counties i n  Utah, as well as v i s i to r s  from Colorado. However, 
these influences often do  n o t  comprise the same fac tors  found i n  the 
primary zone of influence. Sweetwater County, Wyoming, i s  influenced 
the  most in the  communities of Green River and  Rock S p r i n g s .  

l h e  Uintah Basin has experienced an averase of  66% growth in population 
d u r i n g  the ten-year period from 1970 t o  1980. 
been t i e d  direct ly  t o  energy development w i t h  the projec@d growth 
dependent on developments i n  the energy related f i e l d .  

The economic indicators f o r  the ared within the zone of  influence of 
the Forest are  shown beloh i n  Table 11-1. 

The counties most influenced by Forest 

Much o f  this growth has 

- 

L’ 

2’ 

T h i s  document i s  available f o r  review a t  the Forest Supervisor’s Office 
and Dis t r ic t  Ranger Offices. 

Information contdined i n  the Social Economical Overview f o r  the primary 
zone cif influence was based on 1980 labor  d a t a  and projected g r o k t h  was 
t i ed  t o  energy development. Since 1980, changes t h a t  have occurred on a 
national level have b r o u g h t  changes i n  the energy related sectors t o  the 
local level.  Since 1982, a reduction in Lhe energy se r to r  has resulted 
i n  a 12.0% unemployment ra te  as of April 1986 f o r  the U i n t a h  Basin 
( U i n t a h  and Duchesne Counties) w i t h  Uintah County having an 10.9% 
unemployment rate.  
market as a resul t  of the projected growth ra te  and influx o f  people 
i n t o  the area. 
changes in the energy sector. 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  make a t  t h i s  time as future  growth will be a resu l t  o f  
national direction in energy related f i e lds .  

There is currently an over abundance of homes (;n the 

The projections o f  1980 have not been realized due t o  
Projections t o  the year 2000 are  

11-1 



TABLE 11-1 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS 
PAST TRENDS AND BASELINE PROJECTIONS 

(1978 d o l l a r s  i n f l a t e d  t o  1/1/1982) 

Populat ion (b! Persons) 

Income (NMls) 

Employment ( I 4  Persons) 

A g r i c u l t u r e  

Logging and Sawmills 

Manufactur ing 

Tourism and R e t a i l  
Trade 

Government (Federal I 
Sta te  and Loca l )  

1960 
37.8 

70.2 

6.8 

2464 

N/A 

236 

1034 

- 

1171 

Past Trends Base1 i ne 
1970 1977 1980 1985 - 1S90 - 1995 
39.0 64.9 7 5 . 4  + 3 2  +.512 +. 909 

214.0 1122.1 1166.3 

18.0 27.3 32.6 

2134 2300 2800 

N/A 100 100 

485 N/A 763 

2772 2862 6114 

3305 632 4552 

+2.631 +2.631 t4.626 

+134 +134 +229 

+11 +11 +10 

+15 +15 +15 

--- --- --- 
+55 +55 +113 

The o v e r a l l  socio/economic impacts a re  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  Ashley Nat ional  
Fores t  a c t i v i t i e s  when t h e  whole economy i s  considered. 
o r  proposed management, i t  does n o t  appear t h a t  the  s t d b i l i t y  of 
l i f e s t y l e s  would be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  impacted. 
a t t i t u d e s ,  b e l i e f s ,  and values w i t h i n  t h e  Primary Zone o f  In f luence.  
is  n o t  ev iden t  t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  or  resource outputs would d i s r u p t  t h e  
community cohesion w i t h i n  t h i s  area. Under proposed rnanagement the re  
would be a s l i g h t  increase i n  r e c e i p t s  t o  l o c a l  governments. 
t h e  l o c a l  economics and s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  w i t h i n  the  Pr imary Zone o f  
I n f l uence  a r e  more i n f l uenced  by energy developments than by  Nat ional  
Fores t  d c t i v i t i e s ,  except  f o r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of recrea t ion .  

For more o e t a i l s  on t h i s  t o p i c  see Chapter I11 and Appendix B of t h e  
FEIS, the  "Socia l  Assessment" o f  t h e  AIG, a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  Superv isor 's  
O f f i c e  i n  Vernal, Utah. 

Th is  l and  and resource management p l a n  provides f o r  a f u l l  range O F  
management p rerogat ives  f o r  t h e  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands invo lved.  This  
inc ludes some lands which are  t h e  sub jec t  o f  ongoing l i t i g a t i o n  
concerni fx i  t h e  b w n d a r i e s  o f  t h e  U in tah  Ind ian  Reservation. A recent  

Under cu r ren t  

This i s  a l s o  t r u e  f o r  
It 

Generally, 

dec i s ion  i f  t h e  Un i ted  Sta tes  Cour t  o f  Appeals f o r  the  Tenth C i r c u i t  i n  
S ta te  o f  Utah v. Ute I n d i a n  l r i b e ,  773 F.2D 1087, r u l e d  t h a t  the  1905 
des isnat ion  o f  approx imate ly  one m i l l i o n  acres of na t i ona l  f o r e s t  d i d  
n o t  d im in i sh  the.boundar ie< o f  t h e  U in tah  I n d i a n  Reservation. 
o f  Utah i s  appeal ing t h e  dec i s ion  of t h e  Court  o f  Appeals t o  t h e  Uni ted 
States Supreme Court  which may hear t h e  case. Although t h e  outcome o f  
t h i s  case may a f f e c t  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e  over persons i n  the  
na t i ona l  f o r e s t ,  t h e  Department o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  does n o t  const rue the  

The Sta te  
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decision as affecting federal administration of the lands and resources 
pursuant t o  the laws and regulations governing the national fores t s .  
Accordingly, this plan i s  not affected by the s ta tus  of the boundaries 
of the Uintah Indian Reservation. 

2. PHYSICAL AND BIOLOGICAL SETTiNG 

The Forest encompasses lands located i n  southwestern kyoming and 
eastern Utah. These lands f a l l  within three geographical areas:  
the Liyoming Basin, the Uinta Mountains and the Tavaputs Plateau. 
The land charac te r i s t ics  range from hi5h desert country t o  h i g h  
mountain areas. The elevation varies from a low of 6,000 f e e t  t o  a 
h i g h  of 13,528 f e e t  above sea level a t  the summit of Kings Peak. 

The annual precipitation varies from approximately 16 inches i n  the 
h i g h  deser t  country t o  35 inches or  more i n  the higher elevations.  
The precipitation i s  a resu l t  of h in te r  snowfalls and SUIT imer rains.  
Moisture evaporation i s  h i g h  becacse o f  low humidity, h i g h  
teniperatures, and winds. 

Topographical divers i ty  and intensive land management has served t o  
protect the visual quali ty on the Forest. The existing vegietation 
patterns and the geological formations fur ther  add t o  the aes the t ic  
value. 
Creek Geological Area, the High Uintas Wilderness Area, and the 
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area. 

The Forest has other visual asse ts ,  such as steep canyons and high 
mountain peaks, glaciated basins, and large open meadow areas ,  as  
well as a divers i ty  of vegetation and wi ld l i fe  arrangements. The 
Uinta Mountain portion of the Forest offers  a scenic backdrop f o r  
the conimunities of both the south and north slopes o f  the Uinta 
Mountains. 

The biological l i f e  zones vary from the h i g h  deser t  t o  the h i g h  
mcuntains. Grasses and shrubs o f  the desert fade into pinyon-juniper 
and ponderosa pine fores t s  a t  the mid mountain elevations which i n  turn 
give way t o  grasses and shrubs o f  h i g h  mountain elevation. 
found a t  the mid elevations of the Forest, giving way t o  mixed aspen- 
conifer,  followed by conifer fores t s .  
comprised primarily of lodgepole pine, w i t h  mixing of f i r  anc spruce. 
A t  the higher elevations,  Krumholtz f i r  gives way t o  grasses and forbs 
above timberline. 

The wildl i fe  b i g  game species include e lk ,  bear, cougar, rnoose, 
mule deer, and antelope. 
introduced on the Forest. The condition and amount of avai lable  winter 
r a g e  adjacent t o  the Forkst  are  c r i t i c a l  factors governing the deer and 
elk populations as the majority of winter ranlie occurs on lands adjacent 
t o  the Forest. The availdble habi ta t  w i t h  sui table  browse f o r  winter 
range has decreased in past years. The summer rdnge f o r  deer and elk is 
much l e s s  c r i t i c a l  f o r  most of the Forest. 
lini4ting fac tor  on the Sou th  U n i t  of the Tavaputs Plateau because o f  the 
lack of water i n  the summer months. 

The Forest boundaries include places such as  the Sheep 

Aspen is 

These conifer fo re s t s  are  

Rocky Mountain sheep have recently been 

However, summer range i s  a 
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3. RECREATION 

The Forest i s  popular f o r  outdoor recreation because of high quali ty 
recreation opportunities.  
t o  snowmobiling in  the winter. 
Forest, as well as  many opportunities f o r  h u n t i n g .  

Signif icant  a t t r ac t ions  and impacts influencing the recredtion s i tuat ion 
on this Forest can be placed in two categories. First, i t  incluaes 
national recreation a t t r ac t ions  such as Flawing Gorge National 
Recreation Area, H i g h  Uintas W?lderness, and the adjacent Dinosaur 
National Monument. Second, t h i s  Forest is  si tuated i n  the middle of 
major mineral and energy related development areas of the U i n t a h  Basin 
and southwestern Wyoming. 

Areas with existing o r  proposed c lass i f ica t ions ,  such as the Sheep Creek 
Geological Area, and  L i t t l e  Hole and Fish Creek National Recreation 
Tra i l s ,  add t o  the recreation a t t rac t ions  of t h i s  Forest. The 
proposed Scenic River c l a s s i f i ca t ion  f o r  the Green River could also 
increase public i n t e r e s t  beyond the resional a t t rac t ion  tha t  now 
ex is t s .  

a. Developed Recreation A 

Popular uses range from camping i n  the summer 
There i s  a great deal of f ishing on the 

Recreation use has increased substantiallq over the l a s t  10 years. 
Most use of developed f a c i l i t i e s  i s  d u r i n g  the summer months end 
the f a l l  hunting season w i t h  f a c i l i t i e s  adjacent t o  plowed highways 
receiving some use in  winter. Flaming Gorge NRA potential capacity 
as inventoried f o r  developed s i t e s  i s  1 ,776  MRVDs and would be 
reached sometime a f t e r  2030. 
for developed si tes i s  484.2 MRWs and would be reached sometime 
a f t e r  the year 2000. 
shown i n  Table 11-2. 

I 

The remainder of  the Forest capacity 

The number of major developed f a c i l i t i e s  i s  

TABLE 11-2 
OEVELOPED FACiLITIES Oh THE ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 

Devel oped Si tes  
Ranger Di s t r i c t  Pub1 i c  Private Capacity PAOT lo t a l  

D - 1  Flamins Gorge 68 
D-2 Vernal 9 
D-3 Roosevel t 11 

7 D-4 Duchesne - 

a 
i 
4 
1 - 

14,490 
905 

830 
1,233 

Total 95 15 17,458 

S i t e  Number 

Resorts 
Mar i n a s 
Concessions 
Summer Hones 

5 
3 
8 

58 
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b. Dispersed Recreation 

Dispersed recreation is  the use outside of developed s i t e s .  These 
areas receive intense use on weekends and holidays w i t h  such 
a c t i v i t i e s  as fuelwood cut t ing  and water ac t iv i t i e s  being popular. 
Different types of users, such as snowmobilers dnd cross-country 
sk ie rs ,  sometimes compete f o r  use o f  a given recreation area.  

Predicted demand f o r  a l l  types of dispersed recreation and 
ueveloped recreation is  displayed in Table 11-5. 
capacity fo r  dispersed areas a t  the NRA i s  1,196 MRVDs and would  be 
reached sometime a f t e r  2030. Dispersed areas capacity f o r  the 
remainder of the Forest i s  640.8 and would be reached sometime 
a f t e r  the year 2000. 

A more detailed sumrnary of recreation can be found i n  Chapter I11 
of the FEIS and i n  the AMS document. In recent years ,  construction 
and rehabi l i ta t ion of recreat-ion f a c i l i t i e s  has declined because 
Forest Service budgets hdve  been reduced and human resource 
programs have been reduced or eliminated. 
there will be an opportunity f o r  new construction of developed 
recreation f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the near future.  

Current f u n d i n g  levels allow l i t t l e  more than minimum operation and 
maintenance. 

Special s i tua t ions  t h a t  may have an impact on future  recreation 
management a re  the deter iorat ing f a c i l i  t i e s  caused by inadequate 
investnient i n  f a c i l i t y  maintenance, future funding leve ls ,  and the 
present insect epidemic causing losses to  the lodgepole and 
ponderosa pine. With the completion of the Central Utah Project  
(CUP)  reservoirs ,  t h i s  Forest will probably contain more acres  o f  
"Flat  Water" than any other Forest i n  the region, which is  a major 
a t t rac t ion  i n  the ar id  West. 

Resource deter iorat ion,  such as so i l  and vegetation lo s s ,  will 
increase if  present increases in use continue w i t h  current budsets. 
Increased use of dispersed recreation areds for overflow camping 
and greater crowding could increase user d issa t i s fac t ioc .  

The potential  

I t  does n o t  appear t h a t  

c. Tra i l s  

The Forest has approximately 775 miles of t r a i l s .  
i s  in the sumnier, b u t  winter use i s  increasing. 

The Forest t r a i l  system i s  i n  poor condition and continues t o  
deter iorate  due t o  lack o f  maintenance result ing from low budgets 
and improper location of some t r a i l s .  
unsafe should be closed t o  protect  the public. Private landowners 
may close additional t r a i l s  where rights-of-way have not been 
obtained. CGnflicts between types of t r a i l  users will increase in 
number and intensi ty .  
t r a i l  system t o  serve the public will decline while demand 
continues t o  increase. 

Most t r a i l  use 

Tra i l s  t h a t  have become 

I t  i s  estimated tha t  the a b i l i t y  of our 
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d. Cultural Resources 

Four hundred and for ty  cultural  resource surveys covering a p p r o x i -  
mately 16,660 acres have been conducted on the Ashley as of the end 
of calendar year 1984. 

A to ta l  of 345 h is tor ic  and prehistoric s i t e s  have been recorded by 
the Forest. Two hundred sixty-s.ix are prehis tor ic  and  seventy-nine 
are h i s t o r i c  s i t e s .  

O f  the prehis tor ic  s i t e s ;  220 are  l i t h i c  s ca t t e r s ,  14 are  caves/ 
rockshelters,  4 are  petroglyphys, 24 are  cainp s i t e s ,  2 are  storaGe 
c i s t s ,  and  2 are  burials. 

The seventy-nine h is tor ic  s i t e s  are  comprised of: 
sawniill s i t e s ;  4 corrals;  4 t r a i l s ;  5 CCC camps; 8 guard s ta t ion/  
administrative s i t e s ;  14 miscellaneous h is tor ic  buildings/ 
s t ruc tures ;  2 cdrved da te s / in i t i a l s ;  and one each quarry area,  
h i s to r i c  campsite a n d  bridge. 

A t  the present time, the Forest hds two s i t e s  l i s t e d  on the 
Fibtional Forest Register. Both  s i t e s  dre located on the Flaming 
Gorge Di s t r i c t .  
near the junctiori of State Highways 44 and 260 and the second i s  
the L'te Fire  Tower located on Forest Route 005. 

Eleven s i t e s  located on the Ashley National Forest have been 
determined by the Forest Archaeologist as potent ia l ly  e l ig ib l e  f o r  
inclusion on the National Register o f  Historical Places. Two of 
these s i t e s  a re  located on the Vernal Ranger Distrirt.  
h i s t o r i c  mill located near East Park Reservoir and the other i s  an  
h i s to r i c  flume located i n  Dry Fork. Seven o f  the s i t e s  a re  located 
on the Flaming Gorge Ranger Dis t r ic t .  One i s  a s e t  o f  prehistoric 
petroglyphs located on the Henry's Fork River w i t h  the remaining 
s i x  b e i n g  prehis tor ic  l i t h i c  sca t t e r s  in the Fian's Bench area. 

The two other s i t e s  are the Carter Military Trail and associated 
features  which crosses bo th  Flaming Gorge and Vernal Ranger 
l i i s t r i c t s ,  and  an h is tor ic  log cabin located a t  the south end of 
Lodgepole Lake on the Duchesne Ranger Dis t r ic t .  

Uf the remaining s i t e s  identified on the Forest, 16; have been 
determined t o  be inel igible  f o r  inclusion on the National Register 
of Histor ic  Places and 169 have n o t  been Evaluated t o  date  as t o  
t h e i r  e l i g i b i l i t y  or non-eligibility f o r  inclusion on the National 
Kegister. 

30 log cabins; 9 

The f i r s t  i s  the Oscar Swett Homestead locateo 

One i s  an 

e .  Fiesearch Natural Areas 

There a re  currently no existing Research r!atural Area designations 
on the Forest. However, there are  several potential areas t h a t  
have been ident i f ied.  
FEIS. 

These are  displayed in Chapter i l l  of the 
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WILDERNESS 

The H i g h  Uintas Wilderness i s  located t o t a l l y  w i t h i n  the Ashley and 
Wasatch National Forests. The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designdted 
t h i s  area as wilderness, making i t  a component of the Piational 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

Prior t o  the Utah  Wilderness Act of  1984 the Forest planning process had 
developed a n  inventory of lands tha t  dre essent ia l ly  unroaded and 
undeveloped, meeting the minimum defini t ion of wilderness, and qualified 
fo r  wilderness evaluation according t o  NFMA regulation 219.7. 
inventory contdined 13 roadless areas to t a l l i ng  715,4G5 acres 
Forest-wide. 
the Forest planning records. 

The Utah Wilderness Act o f  1984 designated 273,426 acres on the Forest 
as the H i g h  Uintas Wilderness and 186,574 acres on the hasdtch fo r  a 
to ta l  of  460,000 acres. I t  i s  estimateci t h a t  t h i s  area,  i n  addition t o  
a r w s  tha t  existed prior t o  the Act, will meet the anticipated demand 
f o r  wilderness d u r i n g  the f i r s t  planning period. A t  the  end of t h i s  
planning period additional areas will be evaluated. 

Cont inued  management a t  current a n d  h i s to r i c  levels  i s  result ing i n  
deter iorat ins  f a c i l i t i e s  and  a deter iorat ing resource. T h i s  level of 
management coupled w i t h  increased use i s  leading t o  a s i tua t ion  where 
unacceptable l imit5 of deter iorat ing conditions will ex i s t  creating the 
need t o  change the way this resource i s  managed. 
t o  invest in manasement o f  the wilderness resource t o  a level tha t  
maintains our  exis t ing f a c i l i t i e s  and wilderness Characterist ics then i n  
the near future  we will be faced with making s igni f icant  chanses in the 
way wilderness has been T,raditionally managed. 

Most of the use i n  the w.i;derness probably occurs on something l e s s  than 
1G% of the to ta l  area credting some heavy impacts on the social  and 
physical par ts  of the environment. Because of this concentration of use 
i n  such a small por t ion  of the area,  capaci t ies  may be exceeded in 
cer ta in  areas. Distribution of use by management will be necessary t o  
optimize use hi thin the Wilderness. F a c i l i t i e s  t o  help w i t h  d is t r ibu-  
tior: of users are needed, such as t r a i l s  and t ra i lheads.  Some of the 
heavy use areas and f a c i l i t i e s  a re  in need of rest, rehabi l i ta t ion ,  or 
d i f fe ren t  management techniques t o  prevent unacceptable deter iorat ion.  

I t  i s  assumed tha t  the Wilderness use will  continue t o  increase a t  a 
rate similar t o  the existing and projected population growth ra te  f o r  
Utah and Wyoming. 
conservative because of impacts from energy related "boom town" 
s i tuat ions.  
developed s i t e s ,  dispersed recreation outs ide  of the W.ilderness, and 
dispersed use within the Wilderness will remain about the same. The 
present mix of participdtion in various recreation a c t i v i t i e s  should not  
change s ignif icant ly .  

The 

T h i s  inventory and description of each area i s  f i l e d  w i t h  

I f  the choice i s  not  

I t  i s  highly probable thar  t h i s  growth r a t e  i s  

Also, i t  is  assumed tha t  the present r a t i o  o f  use between 

Table 11-5 displays projected demand. 



A t  present i t  appears t h a t  goals can be met based on present estimated 
use and capacity ident i f ied i n  the inventory f o r  the Wilderness which 
will be a t  capacity about 1995. 
ea r l i e r  because of heavy concentrations of people. 

Some isolated places may reach capacity 

5. WILDLIFE AND FISH 

The Forest has a wide d ivers i ty  of f i sh  and wildl i fe  species,  some w i t h  
special habi ta t  needs and contains several d i s t i nc t  habi ta ts  t h a t  are 
importdnt t o  differ ing groups of wi ld l i fe  species. 
overlaps between habi ta t  and wi ld l i fe  present, there a re  spec i f ic  
habitat  requirements f o r  most of the groups. 
be proportional t o  the quantity and quali ty of the habi ta t .  
indicator species will be monitored because they are  sens i t ive  t o  
management a c t i v i t i e s  o r  a r e  of special concern. 

An estimated 437 species of f i s h ,  amphibians, r ep t i l e s ,  birds,  and 
mammals inhabit the Forest (31 species of f i sh ,  8 species of amphibians, 
2 1  species of  r ep t i l e s ,  289 species o f  birds, and 88 species of 
mammals) . 

Even w i t h  many 

Wildlife populations will 
The 

Twenty-four wi ld l i fe  and fish species t h a t  may inhabit the Forest have 
been classif ied as sens i t ive ,  threatened, or endangered by Federal and 
State  agencies ( 2  r ep t i l e s  and amphibians, 4 f i sh ,  1 2  b i r d s ,  6 mammals). 
A complete l i s t  of these species can be found  i n  the ANS document a t  the 
Supervisor's Office i n  Vernal, U t a h .  

The amount Gf available habi ta t  determines t o  a large degree the 
abundance of wi ld l i fe  on t h e  Forest. 
during the past 50-80 years due t o  increased f i r e  suppression permitted 
many of the plant communities t o  reach maturity. T h i s  has resulted in 
widespread successicnal ddvances i n  conifer communities, including heavy 
fuel build-ups, loss  of associated p l a n t s ,  and a reduction i n  carrying 
capacity f o r  early successional stage wildl i fe ,  while increasing habitat  
f o r  l a t e  successional stage wi ld l i fe  (Table 111-11, FEIS). Maintaining 
a variety of wi ld l i fe  species above minimum viable population levels 
requires t ha t  habi ta t  d ivers i ty  include a l l  stages of plant development 
within existing plant communities. 

In addition t o  plant successional stages and dis t r ibut ion of plant 
commbnities, seasonal habi ta t  located on lands adjacent t o  the Forest 
are  iniportant i n  maintaining wi ld l i fe  abundance on Forest l ands .  B i g  
game herd units associated w i t h  the Forest rely on adjacent lands for  
Gver 80 percent of the b i g  game winter range. 

- 
A reduction in f i r e  frequency 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 rovides direct ion for  
selecting management indicator  species (MIS P f o r  Forest planning. MIS 
are considered t o  be key species i n  relation t o  other wildl i fe .  
the species f o r  w h i c h  population and hdbitat objectives will be estab- 
lished; the species w h i c h  will represent the wildl i fe  and aquatic 
resources in estimating the e f f ec t s  of management a l te rna t ives ;  and the 
species whose habi ta t  w i l l  he monitored following implementation of  the  
Forest Land Management Plan. 

MIS are 
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Habitat improvement i s  needed n o t  only t o  maintain forage qual i ty ,  quan- 
t i t y ,  and dis t r ibut ion,  b u t  a l so  f o r  the maintenance of ex is t in5  plant 
and wildl i fe  diversity.  This will require maintenance and enhancement 
of key plant commnities, such as aspen, sagebrush, willow, aKd aquatic. 
The greatest  opportunity f o r  increased hahi ta t  improvement i s  i n  the  
aspen vegetation type. The maintenance and perpetuation of  exis t ing 
aspen acres will require an increase i n  treatment levels over the next 
several decades. 

The wildl i fe  resource is  a multiproduct output, w i t h  food and recreation 
a5 the principal products. The demand f o r  h u n t i n g  and f ishing opportu- 
n i t i e s  has increased markedly and i s  expected t o  continue. 
opportunity f o r  users t o  par t ic ipate  a t  an acceptable cos t ,  w i t h i n  a 
decade there may be a 30 percent increase in wildl i fe  observation, with 
other uses changing i n  corresponding fashion. 
projected deaands f o r  the wildl i fe  resource t h r o u g h  2030. 

Given the 

Table 11-5 out l ines  the 

6. RANGE 

The Forest provides grazing f o r  approximately 12,500 c a t t l e  and 29,000 
sheep f o r  a total  of abou t  75,000 Animal Unit t~onths (AUMs) each year. 
The grazing takes place mostly d u r i n g  the summer months (June-Septem- 
ber). 
Dis t r ic t  and on the Flaming Gorge NRA. A t  the present time, there a re  
84 livestock grazing allotments and 5 recreational stock allotments 
edministered by the Forest. 
of the NRA i n  Wyoming and Goslin Mountain Allotment i n  Utah) a r e  
administered by the Gureau of Land Management under cooperative 
agreements. 
approximately 130 permittees. 

A t  present a b o u t  84% of the 1,373,219 acres on the Forest a r e  w i t h i n  
range allotaients. 
designated class  of livestock. Currently, there are 455,285 acres 
sui table  for livestock grazing, u s i n g  the current livestock mix. 
19,115 of those sui table  acres are  closed t o  livestock use for  the 
protection of the Vernal Fiunicipal Watershed. 
were converted t o  c a t t l e  only, the number of sui table  acres would drop 
about 306,000 acres. 
sheep only, the number of sui table  acres would r i s e  t o  about 676,000 
acres. 

Some exceptions are  found on the South U n i t  of the Duchesrie 

Portions of the Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t  ( a l l  

Currently, Forest Service grazing permits are  held by 

The amount of su i tab le  acres varies with the 

B u t  

If the Forest allotments 

On the other hand, i f  the Forest converted t o  
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The allotments, f o r  the most par t ,  are  managed a t  capacity and no major 
reductions o r  increases a r e  currently planned. There a re ,  however, a 
few allotments where additional improvements or more intensive 
management could r e s u l t  ir; some increased capacity. Conversely, on some 
few allotments there  may have t o  be modifications i n  the season o r  
reductions i n  l ivestock numbers t o  maintain or  improve range conditions. 

The range improvement program on the Forest i s  primarily intended t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  grazing, but,  when possible, improvements a re  made t o  support 
a combination of benefits. 
developments and fences t o  imprcve livestock d i s t r i b u t i o n  and obtain 
proper u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  the forage resource. The Forest has revegetated 
several thousanas of acres  of range tha t  could not be restored through 
grazing systems alone. Many of these projects have benefit ted other 
resources, such as wi ld l i f e  and  watershed. The Forest has been act ively 
involved i n  the control o f  noxious farm weeds on Forest Service 
administered lands i n  cooperation w i t h  S ta te  and local weed control 
organizations. 

Demand i s  assumed t o  be e l a s t i c ;  a l l  of the AUM'sproduced on the Forest 
will  be used. 

The Forest has constructed many water 

7. TIMBER 

The 1,373,219 acres  of National Forest land w i t h i n  the boundaries o f  the  
Ashley include 836,851 acres t h a t  are  classed as fo re s t  l a n d .  T h i s  

exists (some firewood i s  sold from these stands) and non-commercial 
softwood and hardwood stands which produce less  than twenty cubic f e e t  
per acre per year. 
groups and by age groups. 

includes pinyon-juniper stands f o r  which no steady commercial market - 
Table 11-3 displays the fores t  land area by species 

TAELE 11-3 
FOREST LAND ON TRE ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST BY AGE CLASS 

I Seedlinas/ Ma t u  re/ I . - - - . . . . . -. - - . _, 
Poles-Acres ( %  Old Growth-Acres (%) - Total 

91) 56,911 
178) 486,843 

Douglas UE f i r  G) 31-,540 
Lodgepole, Engelmann spruce. 106,759 (22) 380,084 . .  
Subalpine f i r -  
Aspen 18,573 (23) 47,773 (72) 66,351 
Ponderosa p ine  10,712 (24) 34,203 (76) 44,915 
Pinyon-Juniper * --- 96,681 96,681 
Non-comm Softwoods * --- 79,865 79,865 
Non-comm Hardwoods * --- 5,285 5,285 

TOTALS 141,420 695,431 836,851 

* Age c l a s s  estimates are not available 
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Land c lass i f ica t ion  f o r  the preferred a l te rna t ive  i s  as  follows: 

1. Non-forest land (includes water) = 536.4 M acres 
2. Forest land = 836.8 M acres 
3. lu'ithdrawn Forest land = 147.4 M acres 
4. Forest land - n o t  capable ** = 06.7 M acres 
5. Forest land - physically unsuitable = 0 acres 
6. Forest land - inadequate information *** = 61.9 Pi acres 
7.  Tentativelq Suitable = 530.5 M acres 
8. 38.7 M acres 
9. Unsuitable Forest land (3+4+5+6+8) = 345.0 M acres 
10. Total Suitable ( 2  miribs 8 )  = 491.8 M acres 
11. Total National Forest land =1,373.2 I4 acres 

Forest land-not appropriate f o r  harvest *r** = 

* Forest land included i n  the l i i gh  Uintas Wilderness 

*** Forest larid producing l e s s  than 20 cubic f e e t  per acre 
year 

**** IncluGes Research Natural Areas, Sheep Creek Geological 
Area, and o the r  non-development prescriptions. 

** Pinyon-Juniper 

Lodgepole pine i s  highly susceptible t o  a t tack by mountain pine beetle 
and an epidemic situdtion ex is t s  i n  a large portion of these stands. 
addition, the ponderosa pine stands a re  under attack, especially on the 
Flaming Gorge Dis t r ic t ,  by mountain pine beetles. As a r e su l t ,  the 
existing composition o f  various age groups i s  being changed and the 
Forest capabili ty t o  produce various products as planned i s  changing. 

To complicate the s i tua t ion ,  s h i f t s  i n  demands f u r  various k i n d s  of  
products has occurred. The interest i n  fuelwood on this Forest has 
grown a t  a rapid rate .  Recently there  has been some in te res t  
expressed i n  somewhat speculative new uses of wood products from 
t h i s  Forest. 
susceptible lodgepole pine f i r s t .  
annual sale program of approximately 14 IVIMBF. 
increased t o  the potential yield of  21 MMBF upon demand. 

The preferred a l te rna t ive  has an allowable sa l e  quantity of 5.3 MMCF per 
year d u r i n g  decade one, 5.3 MMCF per year d u r i n g  decade two, then drops 
t o  4.8 NMCF per year until the s i x t h  decade. The long term sustained 
yield i s  6.319 MMCF. 

Growing stock inventory a t  the beginning of decade one i s  615.53 MMCF 
and prozected annual net growth d u r i n g  decade one i s  a net  loss  of 8.83 
MMCF per year as a resu l t  of beet le-ki l l  mortality. 
stock inventory (decaoe 5) i s  260.20 MMCF and net annual growth i s  1.526 
MMCF. 

Final harvest dyes used i n  modeling ranged from 80 t o  100 years f o r  
aspen and from 110 t o  140 years f o r  the other species groups. 
rotation ages f o r  the conifers dppear long, the increase 

In 

Current direction i s  t o  harvest the old yrowth beet le  
Histor ical ly  the Forest has had an 

This annual cut will be 

Future growing  

While the 
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i n  cul tural  practices such as pre-commercial and commercial t h i n n i n g  
would maintain healthy stands beyond the more commonly used 80 to  90 
year rotat ions.  

Species other than lodgepole pine are  currently being sold a t  the r a t e  
of about 3 MMBF per year. Expansion of t h i s  discussion including more 
de t a i l  can be found i n  the AMs. 
expanding timber management a c t i v i t i e s  i n  ponderosa pine t o  reduce i t s  
suscep t ib i l i t y  t o  mountain pine beet le  along w i t h  acceleration of a l l  
harvest a c t i v i t i e s  i f  markets can be found. 

The price o f  timber d u r i n g  the l a s t  10 years has been very e r r a t i c .  
Increased costs  of road constructioc, logging, and milling have 
caused most timber sa les  t o  be below cost. 

Most sa les  have occurred on slopes of less  t h a n  40% and t r ac to r  logging 
has been the primary yarding method used. 

Recently there has been new in t e re s t  i n  

Past  practices included par t ia l  cut t ing i n  lodgepole pine on the Forest. 
Experience has shown tha t  windthrow, poor natural regeneration, and 
heavy dwarf mistletoe re-infestation from remaining t r ees  resulted from 
t h i s  practice.  
a l t e rna t ive  t o  overcome these problems. 
wil l  be limited t o  spec i f ic  areas on the basis of need, such as  
corr idors  along heavy traveled recreation routes, i n  the NRA, o r  in 
s i t e s  such as  campgrounds. 

Fuelwood has become a major a t t rac t ion  on t h i s  Forest dnd this ac t iv i ty  
represents be t t e r  than half of the to ta l  volume o f  wood f i b e r  t ha t  i s  
removed from this Forest. 
wood products, fuelwood offers  economically a t t r ac t ive  s i tuat ions and 
provides an opportunity t o  reduce fuel loading and improve the timber 
resource growth potential and u t i l i za t ion .  

Demand f o r  a l l  timber resource outputs are  assumed t o  be completely 
e l a s t i c .  
constant price.  
e l a s t i c  a l so  except f o r  the recreation resource. 
except recreation had any constraints on production other than meeting 
minimum management requirements. Recreation output production was 
l imited t o  projected use levels  which were based on population grcjwth 
r a t e s  i n  Utah and Wyoming. 
cutputs o r  any of the other resources can create a major change i n  
present net value and m y  necessitate a plan revision. 

Even-age management i s  commonly used i n  the preferred 
The use of uneven-age systems 

- 
Presently, compared w i t h  marketing of other 

In other words, whhtever can be produced will be sold a t  a 
All other resource outputs die considered t o  be t o t a l l y  

None of  the resources 

Failure t o  actually market these timber 

8. NATER 

The Forest del ivers  approximately one million acre-feet of water 
annually t o  streamflow and contributes a large b u t  unmeasured quantity 
of water t o  groundwater aquifers. 

The h i g h  qual i ty  water produced on the Forest serves administrative 
needs and is used and enjoyed by the public on and off the Forest f o r  
domestic purposes, recreation, aes the t ics ,  municipal and industrial  

- - 
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uses, i r r iga t ion ,  livestock watering, power production, and f o r  f ish and 0 wild l i fe  habi ta t .  

Streaniflow i s  transported from the Forest throughout the year by 687 
miles o f  perennial streams which contribute t o  the Green River Basin and 
the Duchesne and Uinta Sub-basins, which i s  par t  of the Colorado River 
Basin System. 

The municipal watershed of the Ashley Valley municipali t ies and other 
small towns i n  the Uintah Basin are located on the Forest. Special land 
management measures may be required t o  maintain continued supply of 
qual i ty  water in amounts needed fo r  municipal and industrial  use. 

Direction f o r  the management of  the municipal watershed is contained i n  
the Ashley National Forest Municipal Watershed Plan. The municipal 
watershed includes two main drainages: Ashley Creek drainage and Dry 
Fork drainage. 
watershed f o r  culinary water d ic ta tes  a careful review of a l l  mariagement 
decisi oris. 

Although the Forest has not been involved in direct  practices of 
increasing water y ie ld ,  the potential has been ident i f ied f o r  increases 
th rough  weather modification, snowpack manipulation, and vegetative 
manipulation. Current management i s  not directed toward increasing the 
quantity of water, although some increases in water y ie lds  occur as a 
resu l t  of management a c t i v i t i e s  on the Forest. These increases a re  a 
r e su l t  of ongoing management a c t i v i t i e s  and have not been done f o r  the 
purpose of increasing water yield. 

Consumptive Needs: Downstream water uses include municipal and 
industr ia l  uses, which rfquire a f a i r l y  even f lok  r a t e  year round, and 
agricul tural  uses, which require water between May 1 and October 1. 

The current water use inventory fo r  the Forest identifies 3,197 
consumptive water uses amounting t o  a to ta l  volume of 4,213 acre- f ee t .  

Dependency of approximately 20,000 residents on this 

0 

Nonconsumptive Needs (instream flow): 
flows f o r  recreation. fish habitats.  wi ld l i fe ,  stockwaterina, r ioarian.  

Direction i s  t o  claim instream 

vegetation, aesthet ics ,  and channel -morphology. 
instream flows are  needed will be ident i f ied a s  a component of the water 
uses inventory i n  time f o r  basin adjudications and quantified a s  
required by the court. Water f o r  instream uses i s  needed year round f o r  
f i s h  habi ta ts  and waterfowl; Play through November f o r  other uses; and 
short  duration h i g h  flows a re  needed for channel morphology. 

Since 1900, 2 major pipelines,  45 dams, and 28 canals have been 
constructed on the Forest. 
reservoirs cn the Forest, w i t h  an estimated storage capacity o f  
3,900,000 acre-feet  (includinq Flaminq Gorse Reservoir's 3,812,000 

Stream rearhes where 

There are approximately 500 lakes and 

acre-feet  of water). 
reservoirs on the Forest i s  about 50,000 acres. 

Water Quality: 
m a n c e  w i t h  Federal anti S ta te  water qual i ty  standards. 

The approximate-total surface area of lakes and 

The necessary level o f  water qual i ty  cdn be met by 
Numerous 

water qual i ty  investigations on the Forest d u r i n g  the past  decade have 
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shown the water on and leaving the Forest t o  be adequate t o  meet or  
exceed ident i f ied beneficial  use requirements, and t o  be w i t h i n  the 
State  water qual i ty  standards.  

The primary sources of water pollution on the  Forest include g r a z i n g ,  
construction associated w i t h  the Central Utah Project, logging, and road 
construction and maintenance. These ac t iv i t ies  can influence the  
bac ter ia l ,  chemical, and physical (sediment) components of water 
quali ty.  

Soil and Water Resource Improvements: A Soil and Water Resource 
Improvement Needs Inventory was carried o u t  on the Forest t o  identify 
areas t h a t  a r e  in need of so i l  and water restoration. There are  
approximately 1,000 acres  ident i f ied i n  needed restoration projects. 

Riparian Areas: 
purposes on the Forest will  tend t o  reduce the quantity of water 
avai lable  for  instream flows and will cause a loss o f  r ipar ian 
ecosystems. 

Flood Prone Areas: The Forest has a h i g h  potential f o r  rain-on-snow 
type floods because much of the Forest l i e s  above 9,000 feet and because 
basin or ientat ion tends t o  hold snow until the warm storm season 

predicted runoff is above average. 

Diversions: The CUP, probably the  largest  federal water resources 
development ever authorized and funded by the United States  Congress, 
has the primary purpose of diverting for  Utah's use a portion of  the  
annudl water y ie ld  of the Colorado River drainage. Principal uses of 
the water will be i r r iga t ion ,  municipal and industrial  supplies,  and 
hydroelectric power production. 

The amount of water t o  be diverted i s  limited by the Upper Colorado 
River Basin Compact of 1948, i n  which f ive  s t a t e s  - Arizona, Colorado, 
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming - allocated among themselves the average 
annual water supply of the  Upper Colorado River drainage. 
projects required t o  physically diver t  the allocated water are  
authorized b j  the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956. Funding 
i s  secured by the Secretary of the Inter ior  and construction i s  done by 
the U.S. Bureau o f  Reclamation. 

Under the 1948 Compact, Utah may diver t  u p  t o  1,322,000 acre-feet per 
year,  o r  23% o f  the average annual yield of the Upper Colorado River 
drainage. 
in to  six separate un i t s ,  three of which - the Bonwville, Upalco, and 
Uinta Units - d i rec t ly  impact the Forest. 
d iver t  Uintah Basin water front the Green River drainage t o  the Wasatch 
Front .  

The increasing demand for  water f o r  hydroelectric 

arr ives .  T h i s  potential  becomes highly significant i n  years when the  - 
- 

The actual 

For planning and construction, the Bureau has divided the CUP 

The Bcnneville Unit will - 
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Each o f  the  CUP u n i t s  cou ld  be const ructed and operated independent ly o f  
the  other  u n i t s ,  and t h e  Bureau has t o  f i l e  separate environmental 
impact statements f o r  each. 

The Forest  Service,  i n  some s i t u a t i o n s ,  has l i m i t e d  con t ro l  over 
impoundments, t ransmiss ion f a c i l i t i e s ,  we l ls ,  and man-made 
developments. A l l  o f  these ou tse rv i ce  p ro jec ts  r e q u i r e  Fores t  
Service input ,  b u t  o f t e n  t ime f o r  p lann ing  and review o f  proposals i s  
shor t .  

Demand 

The Forest  c u r r e n t l y  produces about 948,500 acre- feet  o f  water annua l ly .  
The demand f o r  water i s  p resen t l y  l ess  than o r  equal t o  supply f o r  most 
downstream users. Studies o f  p ro jec ted  f u t u r e  demand i n  Utah i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  before t h e  year  2000 the  demand f o r  wdter w i l l  approach supply. 
For the  Uintah Basin t h e r e  is  a p ro jec ted  demand o f  968,200 acre- fee t  
annually. Table 11-4 shows t h e  present and f u t u r e  water uses i n  t h e  
Uintah Basin. 

0 
TABLE 11-4 

PRESENT AND FUTURE WATER USE I N  THE UINTAH BASIN 

Water Used Present 2000 Increase 
(Consumptive Use) (Acre-Feet) (% o f  (Acre-Feet) ( %  o f  To ta l  (Acre-Feet) 

To ta l  Use) Use; 

Municipal  2,500 .3 17,700 1.8 15,200 
I n d u s t r i a l  4,600 .6 72,800 7.6 68,200 
I r r i g a t i o n  & 

L ivestock 393,400 50.2 486,100 50.2 92,700 
Wetlands & 

Pub1 IC Lands 8,900 1.1 16,600 1.7 7,700 
Evaporation 375,000 47.8 375,000 38.7 0 

TOTAL 784,400 100.0 968.200 100.0 183.800 

The demand f o r  h igh  q u a l i t y  water  f o r  a l l  uses w i l l  increase bo th  on and 
o f f  the  Forest .  

Increased demands i n  t h e  Colorado R ive r  Basin and on t h e  Wasatch F ron t  
w i l l  heav i l y  impact t h e  Forest .  
water uses, and techno log ica l  changes w i l l  i n i t i a t e  searching f o r  
add i t i ona l  sobrces o f  h igh  q u a l i t y  water. 

Upstredm watershed t r i b u t a r y  t o  t h e  Colorado River  w i l l  become 
inc reas ing l y  impor tant  t o  he lp ing  t o  meet the  growing demands w i t h i n  t h e  
Easin and the  na t i ona l  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  p rov ide  water t o  Mexico. 
demands may r e q u i r e  a more r a p i d  implementation o f  watershed 
improvements o r  may change p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  watershed improvements. The 
spr ings and drainayes t h a t  produce water w i l l  be considered h igh  va lue  
and pressures t o  e l i m i n a t e  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  might cause p o l l u t i o n  
\vi11 be high. 

The cos t  o f  water t reatment,  changes i n  

Such 
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9. HINERALS 

Minerals exploration and development a c t i v i t i e s  are d i r ec t ly  related t o  
the in t e re s t  generated by the public and industry. Management of t h i s  
resource i s  responsive t o  these public in te res t s  along k i t h  industry’s 
i n t e re s t .  Coordination w i t h  various other public agencies and between 
resources i s  required. For these reasons, the minerdls resource poses 
programming and scheduling problems tha t  are  not  common w i t h  management 
of other  resources. 

Avai labi l i ty:  In accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act o f  1976, the Forest Service must consider t h a t  a l l  National Forest 
System lands are  available f o r  mineral exploration and development 
unless they a re  withdrawn from mineral entry and leasing. The to ta l  
area w i t h i n  the Forest boundary i s  1,405,609 acres. Approximately 
20,910 acres of  this area 7 s  s t a t e  ana private land. T h i s  leaves 
1,384,699 acres available subject t o  the constraints imposed by the 
fol1 owing:  

- Outs tanding  o r  Reserved Mineral R i g h t s :  There a re  22,356 acres of 
acquired Federal l ands  w i t h i n  the  Forest boundary where a l l  mineral 
r igh ts  a r e  outstanding or reserved. An additional 5,067 acres have 
the o i l  and gas rights only outstanding. - - 

- Exis t ing  Withdrawals: 77 areas consisting of 42,145 acres have 
been formallv wi thd rawn  from a l l  forms of aoorowiation under the ~ . .  , - 
public land iaws. This includes appropriation of locatable and 
comon variety minerals b u t  does not include mineral leasing. 

- A breakdown of withdrawals includes: 

Forest Service - 6C areas to ta l ing  12,646 acres;  
Bureau of Reclamation - 11 areas to ta l ing  28,969 acres;  
FERC - 2 areas total ing 35 acres; 
and 4 public water reserves to ta l ing  495 acres. 

As directed by FLPMA, a l l  withdrawals on the Forest must be 
reviewed f o r  continuation o r  revocation pr ior  t o  1991. 

- 

- Special Legisldtion: Approximately 185,645 acres of the Forest 
were withdrawn under P.L. 90-540 when the Flaming Gorge NRA was 
established on October 1, 1968. 
withdrawn w i t h  the passage of the Utah  Wilderness Act of 1984. 

t o t a l s  523,344 acres. This leaves 861,355 acres,  which includes 
o u t s t a n d i n g  o i l  and gas r igh ts ,  considered available f o r  mineral 
appropriation and entry as follows: 

Approximately 273,426 acres were 

- Summary: The National Forest land w i t h  the above constraints  

Locatable Minerals 
Leasable Minerals 
Oil & Gas 

861,355 Acres 
1,083,830 Acres 
1,083,830 Acres 
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Capability: Normally, the Forest Service does not determine which areas 
are "capable of minerals and energy production." This i s  largely a 
function of the private sector. 
c lass i f ied  as non-mineral i n  character based on geological reports.  
Known locatable minerals include copper, gold, s i l v e r ,  iron ore,  i r o n  
oxide, and metalurgical limestone. Leasable minerals of energy include 
o i l  and gas, uranium, and t a r  sands. 
shale,  coal,  trona, and phosphate. Stone, sand, and gravel are  located 
throughout the Forest. 

Sui tab i l i ty :  The area of the Forest considered avai lable  and capable of 
minerallenergy exploration is  also considered su i tab le  f o r  mineral entry 
and leasing, b u t  not necessarily sui table  f o r  development. Major 
development ac t iv i ty  f o r  mineral recovery (by location o r  lease)  could 
have s ignif icant  adverse effects  on s o i l ,  water, a i r ,  scenics,  
vegetation, and wildlife.  

Demand: Future technology, change in economic conditions, new 
discoveries, and changing needs will determine t o  a large extent where 
and which minerals a r e  developed. As these t h i n g s  occur, special 
s t ipuldt ions and operating procedures are  included on leases and 
operating plans t o  coordinate w i t h  other resources as  required. These 
s t ipulat ions and procedures may exclude surface occupancy, require 
special provisions, and/or may resu l t  i n  increased operating costs.  

The Forest Service is  not the "lead agency" f o r  determining the techni- 
ca l ,  economic, budgeting, and t o  some extent t,he environmental 
f e a s i b i l i t y  of minerals and energy production. 
"reactive" t o  industry and "responsive" t o  USDI (Bureau of Land 
Management) requests. 

Basically, this Forest has been 

Non-energy minerals includes o i l  

The Forest Service is  

10. SUPPORT ELEMENTS 

a.  Lands 

Landownership Adjustments and Control. 
201,114 which includes 10,212 acres of S ta te  and pr ivate  land and 
190.902 acres of Forest lands. A breakdown of alienated lands 

Gross dcreage of the NRA i s  

inciudes 1,333 acres of State  and 8,879 acres i n  private ownership. 

A large percentage of the land in the S o u t h  Slope Planning U n i t  i s  
National Forest. Private inholdings to t a l  3,627 acres i n  18 small 
scattered t rac ts .  
u n i t .  liost o f  the private lands are  located in the major drainage 
bottoms and were patented through homestead entry f o r  agr icul tural  
uses. Ranching remains the primary use, b u t  resor t  and 
recreational residence development increases annually. 

Landline location work along the Indian Reservation boundary and 
private t r ac t s  i s  an acute problem. 
several years due t o  insufficient finances. 
suspected trespasses in several d i f fe ren t  l o c a l i t i e s .  

There are no S ta te  lands w i t h i n  the planning 

T h i s  work has lagged f o r  
There a re  known o r  
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There a re  6,380 acres of privately owed land w i t h i n  the Vernal 
planning u n i t .  There i s  no S ta te  land. Chevron Resources i s  
act ively min ing  phosphate from private l a n d s  just outside the 
Forest boundary. 
within the southeast portion of the planning u n i t .  Four small 
t r a c t s  a r e  patented mining claims, b u t  there i s  l i t t l e  mining 
ac t iv i ty  on them. 

The remaining pr ivate  land i s  ranch land i n  Dry Fork and rangeland 
i n  Ddvenport and Lambson Draws. 
w i t h  adjoining National Forest System lands. 

These lands are  contiguous w i t h  lands they own 

T h i s  land i s  grazed i n  conjunction 

b. Special Uses 

Withdrawals: The FLPMA directed tha t  a l l  withdrawals be reviewed 
f o r  continudtion or  revocation prior t o  15Y2. 
20 administrative s i t e s  (1,433 acres) ,  43 recreation areas (11,213 
acres) 16 reclamation projects related t o  the C U P  (28,969 acrcs ) ,  
reservoir withdrawal f o r  Colorado River storage projects (128,669 
acres) and  Federal Power Commission, and 10 power s i t e  
c l a s s i f i ca t i cn  projects (73,332 acres) .  

Flaming Gorge: Special uses i n  the area vary from simple 

transmission l i nes  and resor ts .  These lands  uses are  authorized by 
permit, l ease ,  easement, I icense, or memorandum of understanding. 

Kany existing permits and leases were issued prior t o  establishment 
of the N R A .  
NRA and de t rac t  from i ts  value. 

The two classes  of special use permits f o r  commercial a c t i v i t i e s  
within the NRA are:  those authorizing concessionaires t o  provide 
services t o  the recreating public, and those authorizing 
u t i l i za t ion  and development of nonrecreational resources. T h i s  
second c lass  ccvers transmission l ines  f o r  power, water, and g a s ;  
gravel pits;  roads; and mineral exploration. Requests f o r  these 
types of special use permits a re  increasing. 

These areas include: 

structures, such as corrals  and gravel p i t s ,  t o  major gas and  power - 
- 

Some a re  not i n  accordance w i t h  the objectives of the 

blild and Scenic Rivers: The  Green River has have been recommended 
f o r  inclusion i n  the National Wild and  Scenic Kiver System: The 
Green River Study was completed i n  1978, w i t h  the  Draft 
Environmental Statement completed i n  June 1979, and Final 
Environmental Statement i n  1980; the Green River from Flaming Gorge 
Dam t o  the southern boundary of Dinosaur National Monument is  
e l i s i b l e  and has been recommended as a component of the NW&SRS. 

Land Avdilable for  Disposal: 
comoleted on the Forest, no spec i f ic  lands were ident i f ied f o r  

In the three land ihanagement p l a n s  

disposal. 
major land exchanges w i t h  the S ta t e  of U t a h ,  wherein two isolated 
sections of the Forest (Phil Pic0 - 3,200 and Tabby Mountain - 
27,522 acres)  were exchanged f o r  cer ta in  State  section lands 

In 1963 and 1966 the Forest and Region completed two 
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located within the Ashley, Wasatch, Dixie, Fishlake, and Sawtooth 
National Forests. This eliminated most o f  the isolated S ta te  
sections w i t h i n  the Forest. 

Special use permits f o r  concessionaires now authorize three 
marinas, the Dutch John Airport ,  and two others providing 
automotive service,  food service,  r a f t  rentals ,  arid lodging. 

South Slope (Roosevelt and Duchesne Dis t r ic t s )  

Lana uses on the South Slope Planning U n i t  are  many dnd varied. 
These include 58 special use permits, 17 memorandums of 
understanding, and 10 right-of-way easements. 
dispersed t h r o u g h o u t  the planning u n i t ,  b u t  are  most numerous i n  
the more developed canyon bottoms. 

Power s i t e  withdrawals and Federal Power Commission withdrawals 
cover 55,030 acres. These withdrawals were f i l e d  d u r i n g  the period 
15Z6 t o  1933 on Whiterocks River, Uinta River, Yellowstone River, 
Swift Creek, Lake Fork, Rock Creek, and Granddaddy Basin. 
these power s i t e  withdrawals do not withdraw the land from mineral 
entry,  they do give p r io r i ty  of use t o  power s i t e s .  

Special use permits include three resor t s ,  e ight  recreation res i -  
dences, seven u t i l i t y  l i n e s ,  two electronic  s i t e s ,  f i f t e e n  water 
transmission l i nes  (both domestic and agr icu l tura l ) ,  one m i n i n g  
camp, eight pastures, seven range f a c i l i t i e s ,  and e ight  o u t f i t t e r  
guides. Seventeen memorandums of understanding are  granted t o  
other governmental agencies f o r  gauging s ta t ions ,  water diversion, 
hydro-meteorologic s i t e s ,  u t i l i t y  l i nes ,  roads, and water 
transmission l ines .  
roads, b u t  other uses include canals, reservoirs,  and water 
diversion s t ructures .  

The major withdrawals within the planning u n i t  a r e  f o r  phosphate, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Federal Power Commission. The 
phosphate withdrawals cover about 28,OO acres located along the 
southern border of the planning u n i t .  
cover 26,084 acres. 
Project and the CUP and a re  located mainly i n  the canyon bottoms. 

Vernal 

One hundred and four special use permits are i n  e f f e c t  on the 
Vernal Planning Unit. 
ac t iv i t i e s  such water impoundments and transmissions, power 
transmission, two summer home t r a c t s ,  electronic si tes,  fences, 
corrals,  pipelines,  roads, herder cabins, mineral l eases ,  e tc .  
Water impoundment and transmission, a necessity f o r  this ar id  
country, poses some of the more serious special use problems. 

These uses are  

While 

Right-of-way easements are  primarily f o r  

Reclamation withdrawals 
These withdrawals dre f o r  the Moon Lake 

These permits cover a variety o f  uses and 
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H i g h  voltage power l i nes  from Flaming Gorge cross the eastern end 
of the planning u n i t .  
communications s i t e s  on the planning unit--one on Grizzly Ridge and 
one on Marsh Peak. 

Also, there are  two designated 

c. Soi ls  

The Forest has a var ie ty  of geographical areas ,  landscapes, 
climate, and vegetation. 
deser t  areas t o  the alpine zones above the timberline. A variety 
of processes have been involved i n  forming the s o i l s  on the Forest. 
The divers i ty  of a l l  of these soil-forming fac tors  has produced a 
mixture of so i l  patterns w i t h  highly productive s o i l s  'bat are 
interspersed w i t h  s o i l s  tha t  have low potential  f o r  productivity. 

Soil Productivity: Soil productivity var ies  w i t h  differences i n  
elevation, precipi ta t ion,  aspect, t ex ture ,  depth, internal 
drainage, content of rock fragments, parent material ,  slope, and 
vegetative cover. 
affected by a wide range o f  environmental parameters. Elevation 
ranges from 4500 f e e t  in the Wyoming Basin t o  13,000 f e e t  a t  the 
h i g h  mountain tops. Soi ls  and soil productivity vary accordingly. 

The higher elevation lands i n  the Bollies (elevations above 10,600 
f e e t )  are  generally of a lower productivity than lands adjacent t o  
th is  u n i t .  However, productivity is  more l i ke ly  t o  be affected on 
this unit  by the cold temperatures, high w i n d s ,  and  very short 
growing season, than by the inherent f e r t i l i t y  of the so i l s .  

Those lower elevation lands receive low precipitation. 
Tavaputs Plateau, natural erosion r a t e s  are high and much 
weathering of the limestone and shale goes in to  solution w i t h  the 
r e su l t  of  l i t t l e  so i l  formation. 
the primary cause o f  low productivity i n  both Wyoming and the South 
U n i t .  

To maintain o r  improve inherent soil  productivity by management 
pract ices ,  monitoring and the establishment of a data base i s  
needed. 

Soi ls  Requiring Special Attention 

The Forest has  a unique s i tuat ion w i t h  some s o i l s  having a 
seasonally o r  permanently high water tab le .  
some of the more productive timber stands on the Forest. Although 
these s o i l s  are  qui te  common in depression a reas ,  they are  also 
very prevalent on ridges and slopes u p  t o  10% on the Flaming Gorge 
and Vernal Ranger Dis t r ic t s .  These s o i l s  need t o  be recognized as 
a special s i tua t ion  in road constructicn,  timber sa l e  layout, and 
any other management practice tha t  involves disturbance t o  the 
area.  

Soi ls  vary accordingly from the h i g h  

7he Forest has a wide range of landfcrms 

- 
1 

In the 

Lack of moisture appears t o  be 

These so i l s  contain 

- 
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d. Fac i l i t i e s :  

The Forest has numerous f a c i l i t i e s  including roads, br idges ,  
administrative s i tes ,  and buildings. 
time and money f o r  operation and maintenance. 
large investments i n  these f a c i l i t i e s  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the 
development, protection, and use of Forest resources. 
description of the f a c i l i t i e s  on this Forest can be found i n  the 
ANS . 

They require considerable 
There have been 

A deta i led  

Administrative S i t e s  and Buildings: 
buildinas of which 37 are between 20 and 30 vears old: 3 a re  

Currently the Forest has 147 

between"30 and 40 years old; 19 are between 20 and 50-years old; 
and 17 are 50 years old and older.  
road bridges and 7 t r a i l  bridges. 

Continuation of past  management will perpetuate the de te r iora t ion  
of some buildings. 
and will be removed or destroyed. Other buildings will probably be 
surplus t o  the needs o f  the Forest a t  a l a t e r  date.  

Continuing direct ion i s  t h a t  when a Forest Service b u i l d i n g  o r  
administrative s i t e  is propcsed f o r  remodeling, removal, o r  
destruction the Fcrest Archaeologist i s  contacted t o  make sure t h a t  
the s i t e  has been surveyed and recorded, t ha t  there i s  no conf l i c t  
with Federal laws and regulations,  and t h a t  a l l  plans comply with 
36 CFK 800 and FSM 2360. 

Roads: 
roadsystem. The existing road Jur isdict ion includes about 1,451 
miles of Forest Service roads ,  160 miles of pr ivate ,  135 miles of 
local service roads, and 70 miles of  S ta te  Highways. 

The  overall exis t ing road d e n s i t y  i s  approximately 1.11 miles of 
road per square mile of land, excluding the High  Uintas Wilderness. 

The Forest i s  a lso accessed by a t r a i l  system of about 776 miles of 
inventoried t r a i l .  The t r a i l  system i s  discussed under the 
recredtion sections o f  this repcrt .  

Flaming Gorge Reservoir provides a re la t ive ly  la rge  water way t h a t  
i s  a lso consioered as d means of transportation for various 
recreation a c t i v i t i e s .  

Construction of new roads on the Forest Development System has 
totaled about 55 miles from 1971-1981, f o r  a yearly addition of  5.5 
miles per year. Sl ight ly  more than 94 miles of rcad have been 
r ebu i l t  f o r  an average of 9.4 miles per year. 
of road maintained cn the Forest has averaged about 1,160 miles a 
year from 1974 t o  1982. 

Currently the Forest has 40 

Some buildings have been ident i f ied  as surplus 

The Forest has approximately 1,817 miles of inventoried 

The number of miles 
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- Using t h i s  data,  the mileage maintained was 2% a t  level 1, 23% a t  
level 2 ,  28% a t  level 3 ,  35% a t  level 4 ,  and 12% a t  level 5. 
Levels used here r e l a t e  t o  a standard of maintenance, w i t h  level 5 
being the highest. 

U t i l i t y  and  Transportation Corridors: 
have been completed f o r  planning units on the Forest. There were 

Three land management plans 

no corr idor  rights-of-way formally ident i f ied  i n  any of these 
plans. Presently, requests f o r  corr idor  rights-of-way are 
processed on a case-by-case b a s i s  following the NEPA process. New 
rights-of-way a re  authorized based on a demonstrated need and only 
a f t e r  assurance t h a t  the use i s  properly coordinated w i t h  other 
resources ana within land capabi l i t ies .  

As par t  o f  the Forest planning process, ex is t ing  and  potential 
uti1 i t y  corridors have beer, s t u d i e d  and direct ion result ing from 
this analysis  can be found in the various chapters of the EIS and 
i n  Appendix H .  

The exis t ing transportation system provides the primary access t o  
a l l  areas of the Forest. 
expressed on the need f o r  any new primary access roads on the  
Forest except f o r  the road tha t  would para l le l  the Green River on 
the north s ide  below Flaming Gorge. 
this location b u t  the Forest Service and Bureau of  Land Kanagement 
( B L M )  have opposed i t  because of the c o n f l i c t  t h a t  would be created 
w i t h  the recommenaation for inclusion of  the Green River in the - 
National Wild and Scenic River System (NW&SRS). 

There has not been major i n t e re s t  

Daggett County has proposed 

e.  Protection 

Fire: The current f i r e  management pol i cy  requires appropriate sup- 
pression response on a l l  wildf i res .  T h e  k i n d ,  amount, a n d  timiny 
of suppression zction i s  based upon f i r e  management direction under 
current and expected h u r n i n g  conditions, From 1970 through 1979 
there  was an average of 50 f i r e s  per year.  
t i r e s  were human caused, and an average of 680 acres burned each 
year. 

Ultimately, a large portion of the Forest will  be covered by 
modified suppression plans. U n t i l  such time as  the plans are ap-  
proved there  will be no prescribed natural fires. 

The Forest has a cooperative agreement w i t h  o ther  agencies i n  the 
U i n t a h  Basin f o r  wildf i re  control.  These agencies include the 
Eureau of Indian Affairs ,  the Bureau of Land Management, the 
National Pa rk  Service, and the State  o f  Utah Division of Forestry 
and Fire  Control. 

About 41% of these 

The number of f i r e s  and acreages burned are  expected t o  increase i n  

cu t t i ng ,  and increasing fuel loading. The North and Sou th  Slopes 

I 

t h e  fu ture  because of increasing timber regeneration, fuelwood 

of the Uinta Kountains have potential f o r  l a rge  and costly f i r e s  - 
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because o f  t h e  dense, continbous stdrlds o f  lodgepole p ine  t h a t  a re  
sub jec t  t o  mountain p ine beet les t h a t  k i l l  t h e  t r e e s  and increase 
t h e  f u e l  load. 

b, i r  Q u a l i t y :  
areas i n  the v i c i n i t y  o f  the  U in tah  Basin. The p o r t i o n  o f  Dinosaur 
Nat iona l  Monument i n  Colorado, which does n o t  border  t h e  Forest ,  i s  
c l a s s i f i e d  as a Class I area by t h e  S t a t e  o f  Colorado. 
p o r t i o n  i n  Utah does no t  c a r r y  t h e  same c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
non-attainment areas i n  Utah are  a long t h e  Wdsdtch Front .  

Ambient a i r  f l ows  from the  south cou ld  adverse ly  a f f e c t  Class I 
areas i n  Wyoming. However, winds comnionly f l o w  west t o  east,  SG 
a f f e c t s  would be u n l i k e l y .  

The a i r  q u a l i t y  on t h e  Forest  i s  g e n e r a l l y  exce l l en t .  
du r ing  t h e  d r y  suminer months v e h i c u l a r  t r d f f i c  produces dus t  which 
tempora r i l y  lessens t h e  a i r  q u a l i t y .  The amount o f  smoke impact 
form occasional  grass, brush and/or c o n i f e r  f i r e s  i s  s l i g h t  s ince  
most f i r e s  a r e  small and burn a s h o r t  p e r i o d  o f  t ime. Froin March 
through October, s tab le  dtinospheric cond i t i ons  b u i l d  on l y  du r ing  
t h e  evening and a t  n igh t ;  i n  t h e  daytime, sur face hea t ing  normal ly  
causes t h e  a i r  t o  become unstable thus d i spe rs ing  p o l l u t a n t s  
through a t h i c k  l a y e r  o f  the  atmosphere and consequently decreasing 
p o l l u t i o n  concentrat ions t o  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  l e v e l s .  

The Forest  f a l l s  e n t i r e l y  i n  A i r  Q u a l i t y  Basin I11 (above 6500 
f e e t ) .  Con t ro l l ed  burns are never conducted when t h e  C lear ing  
Index i s  500 o r  below. When t h e  C lea r ing  Index i s  between 500 and 
600, grass, brush, and sca t te red  s lash  can be burned. Slash p i l e s  
and f u e l s  which produce a l a r g e  amount of smoke can be burned when 
t h e  c l e a r i n g  Index i s  600 o r  above. 
Fores t  i s  done a t  8,000 f e e t  o r  above, w i t h  t h e  heavy s lash  reg ion  
a t  about 8,500 fee t .  Rare ly  i s  t h e  C lea r ing  Index 600 o r  below a t  
t h a t  e leva t i on .  W i l d f i r e s  which occur  d u r i n g  t h e  s u m e r  months do 
n o t  c rea te  a l a r g e  amount o f  p o l l u t i o n  due t o  t h e  e leva t ion .  
C lear ing  Ind ices  are  usua l l y  above 600 a t  t h e  f i r e  e leva t i on .  
However, n igh t t ime  atmospheric c o n d i t i o n s  and t h e  broad f l a t  basins 
c rea te  i dea l  cond i t ions  f o r  i nve rs ions  t o  occur. Dur ing t h e  e a r l y  
morning hours, r a d i a t i o n  from t h e  sun des t roys  these n i g h t l y  
i nve rs ions  and creates adequate convec t ion  t o  d isperse  t h e  smoke 
p o l l u t i o n .  k ’ i l d f i r e s  l a r g e  enough t o  c rea te  a l a r g e  amount of 
smoke normal ly  occur i n  J u l y  when t h e  o n l y  r a i n  shower a c t i v i t y  i s  
created by sca t te red  af ternoon cumulus bu i ldups  which d i s s i p a t e  
d f t e r  dark. 
c rea te  a ser ious  p o l l u t i o n  problem. 

There are  no Class I o r  rlon-attainment a i r  q u a l i t y  

The 
The on ly  

A t  t imes 

Elost o f  t h e  burn ing  i n  t h e  

Heavy a i r ,  t r app ing  p o l l u t a n t s  f rom smoke, does n o t  

I n s e c t  and Disease: 
imDact on Fores t  resources a f f e c t i n q  r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s ,  and causing 

Forest  pests  have a d i r e c t  and s i g n i f i c a n t  

t r e e  m o r t a l i t y  and volume loss i n  t imber  stands. T h e - p r i n c i p a l  - 
i nsec ts  and diseases a f f e c t i n g  t h e  Fores t  a r e  mountain p ine  beet le ,  
i p s  beet les,  comniandra rus t ,  and dwarf  m i s t l e t o e .  
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lviountain pine beet les  have caused extensive mortality i n  lodgepole 
and ponderosa pine stands f o r  several decades. Epidemic levels of 
the beetle,  recorded s ince the 1940's, have continued t o  cycle 
through the Forest, removing most of the larger diameter t rees  i n  
infested stands. 
1970's in the Greendale Junction area,  and caused extensive 
mortality around the Flaming Gorge NRA. The heaviest mortality 
occurred i n  1982 with an estimated 3.5 million t rees  ki l led by the 
beetle. Mortality decreased i n  1983 t o  1.3 million t rees  b u t  is  
expected t o  continue u n t i l  most o f  the  larger diameter t rees  i n  
infested stznds a re  k i l led .  

The mountain pine bee t le  will continue t o  have a serious inipact on 
lodgepole and  ponderosa p i n e  stands causing heavy mortality i n  
overstocked stands of mature t rees .  
rapidly in 1981 on the  Forest and continued t o  increase f o r  the 
next several years. Populations will remain a t  epidemic levels in 
a s tand  u n t i l  7U percent o f  the  volume and a l l  of the larger 
diameter t rees  have been removed. 
from mountain pine bee t le  epidemic by stand hazard rating t o  
iaent i fy  high-risk s tands,  monitoring beetle populations, and by 
t h i n n i n g  stands t o  reduce the potential  f o r  outbreaks. Mountain 
pine beetles will not be eliminated from pine stands by 
s i lv icu l tura l  practice.  However, i n  commercial stands, losses can 
be minimized by reducing the suscept ib i l i ty  t o  beetle attacks. High 
value t rees  i n  developed and administrative s i t e s  can be treated 
w i t h  protective sprays. 

The  Forest has been exposed t o  rangeland insect infestations,  but 
the problems have never been extensive enough t o  cause great alarm. 
Localized areas have had su f f i c i en t  buildup t o  warrant control 
programs. These treatments, along w i t h  natural low population 
cycles, have confined impacts t o  re la t ive ly  small areas. 

Those insects t h a t  have had h i g h  enough populations t o  cause 
concern at-e: grasshoppers, black grass bugs ,  and Mormon crickets.  
Another range pest t h a t  has become somewhat vis ible  on occasion i s  
the ten t  ca t e rp i l l a r .  I t  has occasionally been seen in suf f ic ien t  
numbers in bit terbrush stands t o  a t t r a c t  the attention of range 
spec ia l i s t s .  Natural control and resistance have removed anv 
further concern. 

Forest range spec ia l i s t s  have worked c lose l j  w i t h  representatives 
of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) i n  
identifying, monitoring, t r ea t ing ,  and follow u p  work with range 
insects.  

Law Enforcement: 
Federal laws and regulations on the National Forest. T h i s  responsibil- 
i t y  cannot be delegated t o  other  agencies or  local law enforcement 
en t i t i e s .  

T h e  most recent outbreak began i n  the ear ly  

Beetle populations increased 

Pine stands could be protected 

The Forest Service i s  responsible f o r  enforcing 
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The Forest  Serv ice  may cooperate w i t h  s t a t e  and l o c a l  agencies i n  
en forc ing  c e r t a i r i  s t a t e  laws on Nat ional  Forest  System lands. The 
S i s k  Ac t  provides s t a t u t o r y  a u t h o r i t y  t o  reimburse l o c a l  and s t a t e  
law enforcement agencies f o r  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  persons u s i n g  
Nat ional  Forest  System lands and proper ty .  

Most employees assigned t o  r e c r e a t i o n  and f i r e  p revent ion  rece ive  
iriinimum law enforcement t r a i n i n g .  
handle many o f  t h e  law v i o l d t i o n s  they encounter. 
law enforcement i s  a l s o  n o t  adequate t o  c a r r y  o u t  an e f f e c t i v e  law 
enforcement program. 

Pub l i c  use o f  t h e  Fores t  i s  expected t o  increase s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  
t h e  years ahead. 
v io la t i ons .  

Th is  t r a i n i n g  i s  n o t  adequate t o  
Budget ing f o r  

* 

The increased use w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  increased law 

B. SUPPLY CONDITIONS 

This  subsect ion inc ludes  a summary d i s p l a y  o f  t h e  maximum phys i ca l  and 
b i o l o g i c a l  product ion p o t e n t i a l s  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n d i v i d u a l  goods and 
serv ices (maximum resource 1 eve1 benchmarks o r  maximum p roduc t i on  
p o t e n t i a l )  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Ana lys is  o f  t h e  Management S i t u a t i o n  (AMs). 
A lso inc luded are  d i sp lays  o f  t h e  produc t ion  l e v e l s  which a r e  a t t a i n a b l e  
under Lur ren t  management d i r e c t i o n  (Current  Management D i r e c t i o n  
Po ten t i a l  ). 

The "Fuo Act ion",  o r  c u r r e n t  management d i r e c t i o n ,  d i s  l a y s  t h e  e n t i r e  
s e t  of  outputs f o r  t h e  RPA t ime per iods ( f i v e  decades P . The Naximum 
Benchmarks d i sp lay  o n l y  those outputs  designed t o  show t h e  Maximum 
Product ion Po ten t i a l  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  goods and serv ices.  
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TABLE 11-5 Current O u t p u t s ,  Projected Demand, Supply Potential 

Estimated 
use fo r -  1986- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 

Activity - Category Units 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

Developed Recreation Use MRVDS - I/ 
Demand Trends 845 
Supply Potential  (Max-AltI) 
Regional Objective 
Current Program 
Preferred A1 te rna t ive  ( J )  

I/ Dispersed Recreation Use MRVDS - 
Demand Trends 666 
Supply Potential  (Max-AltI) 
Reqional Objective 
Current Program 
Preferred Alternative ( J )  

Demand Trends 230.0 
Wilderness Use MRVDS ii 
Max. Supply Potential  
Wilderness Regional Objective 
Benchmark Current Program 
Preferred A1 t e rna t ive  ( J )  

Livestock MAUMS 
Oemand Trends 75 
Supply Potential  
Regional Objective 
Current Program 
Preferred A1 te rna t ive  ( J )  

Commercial Timber Sales MMCF 
Offered 

974 
803 
605 
779 
809 

767 
712 
595 
691 
717 

265. 
301 

301 
301 

--- 

115 
115 
93 
77 
61  

1109 
925 
650 
881 
940 

873 
820 
630 
78 1 
834 

1326 
1092 
780 

1045 
1119 

1044 
968 
683 
927 
993 

1596 1851 
1274 1444 
910 1040 

1210 1374 
1300 1476 

1257 1458 
1130 1281 
737 790 

1074 1219 
1153 1308 

301.6 360.8 434.3 503.6 
360 360 360 360 

360 360 360 360 
360 360 360 360 

---- ---- ----_ ___- 

164 153 171 149 
164 153 171  149 
96 96 97 98 
80 82 83 84 
84 9 1  99 108 

Oemand Trends Demand f o r  Timber i s  e l a s t i c .  
Max. Timber Benchmark 12.4 9.3 7.0 5.2 3.9 
Regional Objective 5.3 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 
Current Program 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 
Preferred Alternative ( J )  5.3 5.3 4.8 4.8 4.8 

Water Yield M Ac F t  
Oemand Trends Demand for  Water i s  e l a s t i c .  
Max. Water Benchmark 970 999 1024 1038 1035 
Regional object ive 1079.C 1079.0 1079.0 1079.0 1079.0 
Current Program 960 972 982 989 993 
Preferred Alternative (J) 959 972 985 996 1002 

L’ The supply figures displayed above are s l igh t ly  l e s s  than demand 
projections,  b u t  w i t h  improved management i t  i s  expected t h a t  demand 
could be met through decade 5. 
r u n n i n g  ahead of reported use i n  decade 1, i t  1s expected t h a t  demand and 
actual use should equalize o u r i n g  the planning horizon. Data presented 
past the 1st decade are  projections based upon trends.  

Also, even though projected demand is 

11-26 



0 C. DEMAND CONDITIONS 

Both  Supply and demand conditions a re  displayed f o r  each of the RPR 
planning periods i n  Table 11-5. 

See Section A f o r  a narrative on each of the resources. 

D. NEED TO ESTABLISH OR CHANGE DIRECTION 

A comparison of existing Forest pract ices ,  po l ic ies ,  and d i rec t ion ,  
Regional Plan (RPA) t a rge ts ,  and the supply assessnient f igures  from 
Benchmark levels  ident i f ies  several areas  where change i s  not only 
needed b u t  is inevitable. 

Present timber harvest on the Forest i s  acccmplished u s i n g  ground lead 
equipment such as skidders and t rac tors .  
su i tab le  f o r  this type of equipment cannot continue t o  provide to t a l  
timber harvest volume, even a t  proposed reduced levels. Modernization 
of logging methods and practices h i l l  be needed by the end of the second 
decade. 

Long term timber output levels  will be pa r t i a l ly  dependent on cul tural  
practices such a s  pre-commercial and cocmercial thinnings. 
elimination of par t ia l  cutt ing practices cn the lodgepole pine stands 
and harvest of this species w i t h  c learcut  methods i s  needed t o  reduce 
the costs of timber sa les ,  pos t  sdle  treatments, and t o  ensure 
regeneration of the new stands. Special areas such as Flaming Gorge NRA 
will require management practices t h a t  meet the intent  of leg is la t ion  
for the area,  including the par t ia l  cut methods of harvesting, where 
needed. 

Existing local sawmill capacity approximates the RPA t a rge t  leve ls  of 19 
MMBF annually. Increased demand f o r  additional volume i s  already 
occurring f o r  products such a s  fuelwood. The increased demands f o r  wood 
products can be expected t o  r e su l t  i n  increased competition and 
eventually t o  a shortage of the wocd f iber .  

The mountain pine beetle epidemic has h i t  most of the lodgepole pine and 
poncierosa pine stands on the eas t  half of the Forest. 
and management concern about the changes in  visual qua l i ty ,  loss  of wood 
fiber,  need for regeneration of a new stand, and the potential f o r  la rge  
f ires from the increased fuel loading will be reduced a s  the dead needles 
f a l l  and the background landscape reverts from red t o  gray. However, 
f i r e  protection needs will remain a t  high levels f o r  many years i n to  the 
future a s  dead t rees  f a l l  and create  "jackpots" of ready fue ls .  
Prescribed burns will be used t o  reduce fue l s  and t o  help prepare the 
s i t e s  f o r  new regeneration. 

F la t  ground (under 40% slope) 

The 

0 

Publ ic  covments 
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The RPA targets  f o r  range u t i l i za t ion  will not be met unless the current  
trend away from sheep grazing and toward c a t t l e  use i s  reversed. There 
i s  an opportunity t o  make forage available on t ransi tory range, on 
vacant allotments, and on under u t i l i zed  allotments. 
these practices,  such as t r ans i to ry  range, would require substant ia l ly  
increased expenditures by permittees f o r  herding and/or fencing. 

Continued development of the Forest, such a s  road construction, will 
change the existing mix of ROS classes which comprise the character and 
a t t r ac t ion  of the Forest f o r  the general public. 
(Alternative J )  will t end  t o  delay the major changes and to  prolong the 
exis t ing character. However, the Forest i s  changing w i t h  o r  without 
man's direction. The mountain pine beetle epidemic is  a prime example 
of the dynamic nature of an ecosystem where changes occur as a natural 
event and sometimes a t  a very rapid pace. 

Recreation demand projections indicate a need f o r  increased developed 
si te capacity beginning approximately 1990-1995. The Proposea Action 
recognizes t h i s  need and will program development of additional s i t e s  
beginning i n  the f i r s t  decade. In addition t o  the need f o r  developed 
s i t e  capacity increases, the Forest Plan proposes t o  increase the 
construction and maintenance of t r a i l s  both inside the High Uintss 
Wilderness and also i n  the unroaded areas outs ide the Wilderness. The 
inclusion of 80,000 p l u s  acres  in a dispersed recreation (undeveloped) 

can take place outside the c l a s s i f i ed  Wilderness. This will broaden the 
spectrum of recreation a c t i v i t i e s  provided by the Ashley Forest and will 
a l so  tend t o  re ta in the ex is t ing  character o f  t he  Forest. 

Currently, general Forest Service direction for CRM has been mainly i n  
the  area o f  project clearance, i e .  doing a cul tural  resource survey of a 
proposed project,  recording and inventorying any s i t e s  found, evaluating 
sites f o r  inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, 
protection of any sites found. CRM work on the Ashley National Forest 
has been re f lec t ive  of these general Forest Service policies. As Forest 
Service CRM policies change i n  the  future  more towards s i t e  management, 
rehabi l i ta t ion ,  reconstruction, and in te rpre ta t ion ,  CRki policy and 
direct ion on the Ashley National Forest will a lso need t o  change. There 
i s  also a need for  continued Forest coordination w i t h  both the Utah and 
Wyoming SHPG. 

The Forest will proceed w i t h  t he  analysis of candidate Research Natural 
Areas (RNA's) i n  cooperation w i t h  the Nature Conservancy. 
reports will be prepared and submit ted t o  the Washington Office f o r  
consideration f o r  those RNA's l i s t e d  i n  the FEIS. 

A moderate investment i n  w i ld l i f e  habi ta t  improvements i s  planned t o  
provide a continuing program t h a t  will ensure needed habitat  d ivers i ty  
and ava i l ab i l i t y  f o r  ex is t ing  fish and wild1 i f e  species. 
coordinatioo w i t h  S t a t e  and Federal wi ld l i fe  agencies i s  included as an 
integral  par t  of the fu tu re  direct ion f o r  the Forest. 

- 

Use of some of 

The Proposed Action 

management area ( 9 )  will provide an area where semi-primitive a c t i v i t i e s  - 
- 

Establishment 

Continued - - 
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0 E. RESEARCH NEEDS 

Dur ing t h e  development o f  t h e  Fores t  P lan the  f o l l o w i n g  research needs 
have been i d e n t i f i e d :  

1. 

2. 

The de terminat ion  o f  h d b i t a t  types, base l ine  land p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  and 
how l a n d  management a c t i v i t i e s  i n f l u e n c e  t h i s  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

Determine the  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  management a c t i v i t i e s  
w i t h  s o i l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  cause compaction and t h e  e f f e c t  on 
vegeta t ive  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  

Determine t h e  f a c t o r s  l i m i t i n g  vegeta t ive  p r o d u c t i v i t y  i n  h igh 
meadows. 

Determine t h e  l i m i t s  o f  acceptable change i n  h e a v i l y  used 
r e c r e a t i o n  areas i n  t h e  High Uintas Wilderness. 

Set  up needed c o n t r o l  areas through t h e  des ignat ion  and cont inued 
eva lua t i on  o f  Research Natura l  Areas. 

3.  

4. 

5. 

It i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  more research needs w i l l  become apparent du r ing  
mon i to r ing  and eva lua t i on  o f  t h e  Forest  plan. 
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111. PLAN RESPONSES TO ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Regulations implementing the National Forest Management Act require the 
ident i f icat ion of public issues and management concerns. Consequently, the 
planning process i s  responsive to  changing conditions. A public issue i s  a 
subject o r  question of widespread public i n t e re s t  ident i f ied through public 
participation relat ing to  the management of National Forest System lands. A 
management concern i s  a problem requiring resolution or a condition con- 
s t ra ining management practices ident i f ied by Forest personnel, including the 
Forest Management Team and the Core Planning Team. 

An i n i t i a l  l i s t  of Forest-wide public issues and management concerns was 
developed from comments sol ic i ted from the general public, from past planning 
records, and trom Forest personnel. 
process and the issues can be found i n  the  planning records located a t  the 
Supervisor's Office i n  Vernal, Utah. 
individual issues and concerns which were grouped in to  broad categories and 
then summarized into thir teen major issues.  

The potential to  resolve these major issues was analyzed as  par t  of the 
analytical  portion of the planning process, the "Analysis of the Management 
Situation".  Issues were addressed through one o r  more of the following 
processes: 

A detai led discussion of the scoping 

T h i s  process yielded a number of 

1. Forest resource capabili ty analysis u s i n g  a mathematical computer 

2. 
3 .  
4. 

model (FORPLAN),  
Forest policies developed i n  response t o  the issues,  
Forest management standards and guide1 ines,  and/or 
Prescriptions establishing spec i f ic  management practices for 
management. 

0 

This chapter shohs how the proposed Plan addresses and responds t o  major 
pub1 i c  issues,  management concerns, and resource opportunities t ha t  have been 
ident i f ied d u r i n g  the planning process. 

A discussion of the process used t o  ident i fy  the issues t o  be resolved i n  
this Plan i s  found i n  Appendix A of the EIS. Additional information may be 
found i n  the public involvement records o f  the Forest and Table 11-6 of the 
EIS. 

The spec i f lc  methods f o r  resolving and implementing management actions for  
the thir teen issues deal t  w i t h  a r e  found i n  Chapter IV of the Plan. 
chapter the Forest 's  multiple-use goals and objectives a re  l i s t ed ,  as  are  the 
management prescriptions and associated standards and guidelines f o r  each 
management area. 
proposed and probable management practices.  

The responses t o  the thir teen issues a re  as  follows: 

In that  

Included w i t h  the management area discussion are  the 
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Jswe R1 Transoor ta t lon  Svstem Manaaement - 

The Hiqh U in tas  Wilderness i s  n o t  ava i lab le ,  by law. for road 
develooment. There w i l l  be no road system w i t h i n  those lands which have 
t h e  minimum leve l  p r e s c r l p t l o n  (Research Natural Areas). and t h e  Hiqh 
Disoersed Recreation o r e s c r i p t i o n  aoalled. 

Road system deveioament for t h e  remainder o f  t h e  Forest  w l l i  be done on a 
DroJect basls. I n  accordance w i t h  re lease lanrluaqe contained i n  t h e  Utah 
Wilderness Act of 1984. o o r t l o n s  o f  some undevelooed areas can be roaded 
where such a c t i v i t i e s  as t imber. recreat ion,  w l l d l l f e ,  enerqy. ranqe, f i r e  
con t ro l ,  or o i l  and qas b e n e f i t s  a re  needed dur inq  t h e  next  decade. Roads 
w i l l  be const ructed t o  t h e  minlmum standards needed t o  meet t h e  deslqn 
object ives.  The next  p lann lnq  oer lod  w l l l  prov lde t h e  opoor tun l ty  t o  
re-examine those roadless areas for  wilderness. 

A l t e r n a t l v n  J s i q n i f l c a n t i y  reduces road cons t ruc t ion  assoclated w l t h  
t imber  harvest. No roadinq for t lmber  harvest i s  D e m i t t e d  on an area i n  
excess of  200.000 acres du r inq  t h e  f i r s t  decade. 
attached t o  t h e  EIS. 
o rescr io t ion .  

Road c losures f o r  o r o t e c t i o n  o f  w i l d i l f e  and watershed resources w i l l  be 
determiwad on a case-by-case bas i s  dur inq  o r o j e c t  leve l  olanninq. 

- 

This  1s shown on t h e  map 
Area q Is a l s o  protected throuqh an undevelooed 

Issue 12 Fuelwood M a n a a w  

Current  demand for oersonal-use fuelwood i s  1.5 MMCF. The Forest  c u r r e n t l y  

i n fes ta t i on .  Due t o  o t h e r  resource cansiderat ions some o f  t he  fue l rood Is 
unavailable. Fuelwood harves t  w l l l  be considered as an a l t e r n a t l v e  I n  
marketinq t lmber  oroducts. Deslqnated areas for fuelwood w i l l  be se t  UD t o  
reduce c o n f l l c t  w l t h  commercial t lmber  sa le  ooerat lons and t o  meet w i l d l i f e  
and watershed ob jec t ives .  

The fuelwood a v a l l a b i l i t y  w i l l  cont inue throuqh the  second decade and drop 
t o  5.8 MMCF year l y  I n  t h e  f i f t h  decade, s t l l i  we l l  above t h e  cu r ren t  1.5 
MMCF demand. Free use and charqe areas # I 1 1  be deslqnated a l low inq  for 
fuelwood removal from Ioqqinq slash. standlnq dead trees, aspen. and 
Dole-sized stands needlnq th inn lnq .  

&sue fi3 Watershed Manaoem cit 

Increases I n  water y i e l d  w i l l  be concurrent w i t h  t h e  t imber harvest inq 
oroqram. On a yea r l y  basis. I n  t h e  f i r s t  decade the re  w i l l  be an Increase 
of 3 MAC/FT. Th is  f i q u r e  includes a l l  increases and n o t  j u s t  those meetinq 
q u a l i t y  standards. To accomollsh t h e  watershed r e s t o r a t l o n  backlog. 57 
acres oer year are oroqrammed for r e s t o r a t l o n  t o  t h e  year 2000. As these 
acre5 are restored,  t h e  p rooor t i on  of water meetinq q u a l i t y  standards w i l l  
increase. 

Concurrent w i t h  the  t lmber  harves t lnq  oroqram and t h e  water y i e l d  - 
increases. sediment w i l l  also be lncreaslnq. Standards and qu lde l ines  I n  
the  Fores t  P lan w i l l  be fo l lowed t o  reduce the  impact of Increased 

has a 11.2 MMCF c a p a b i l l t y  for  fuelwood as a r e s u l t  o f  t he  bee t le  - 

- 
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sedlmentatlon and m l t l qa t l on  measures w l l l  be Incorporated I n  environmental 
analysls a t  the oroJect level.  

.Is- 0 
The qrazlnq caoaclty w l l l  Increase assumlnq u t l l l z a t l o n  by the proper c lass  
o f  I lvestock. The demand f o r  a oroper mlx and u t l l l z a t l o n .  however, Is 
decreaslnq. Thls 1s resu l t lnq  from a reduction I n  sheep qrazlnq and 
conversion o f  sheep allotments t o  c a t t l e  allotments. Structural  and ranqe 
foraqe Improvements w i l l  contlnue t o  malntaln a t  least  ex l s t l nq  aroductlon 
and u t l l l z a t l o n  levels. 

Jssue A5 Tlmber M a n a n d  

Durlnq the f i r s t  decade, the  yearly allowable sale quant i ty  w l l l  be 21 
MMBF. Thls harvest level Is based upon salvaqlnq a por t fon o f  the  dead 
lodqepole and bonderosa Dlne stands. and the sustalned y l e l d  concept f o r  
the remalnlnq I Ive stands. The pro ject lon f o r  the second decade Is also 21 
MMBF. a f t e r  whlch the  harvest levels w l l l  reduce t o  aaoroxlmately 19 MMBF. 
The allowable sale quant i ty  In  the ex ls t lnq  tlmber manaqement plan Is I n  
excess o f  25 MMBF. An Increased number of acres w i l l  receive s l l v l c u l t u r a l  
treatments and t h i s  w l l l  reduce aotent la l  f o r  Insect epldemlc and Increase 
wood f l b e r  productlon. New loqqlnq methods w l l l  be requlred t o  reduce 
environmental damaqe. 

lrcLue 66 Wild1 l f e  Maoaaement 

The oroDosed a l te rna t lve  w i l l  contlnue an even proqram f o r  s t ructura l  and 
non-structural hab l ta t  lmorovement f o r  f l s h  and w l l d l l f e .  The mlxture o f  
manaqement arescr lat lons should malntaln or lmarove hab l ta t  d lvers l ty .  
Manaqement Indlcator species w i l l  be monltored t o  assure habf ta t  d l v e r s l t y  
Is mafntalned. Maintenance o f  c r l t l c a l  habl ta t  f o r  a l l  specles w l l l  be 
qlven hlqh a r l o r l t y .  

Jssue A7 Recreation Manaoement 

Fundlnq f o r  ooeratlon and malntenance. alonq w l th  Investment do l l a rs  for 
developed s f tes  and dlsoersed areas, are aroqrammed t o  be s l q n l f l c a n t l y  
hlqher than f o r  the current  proqram. 
Wllderness and the  manaqement of several larqe areas In  a way t h a t  
precludes tlmber harvestlnq a c t l v l t l e s  w l l l  help t o  malntaln some o f  the 
ex ls t lnq  o r lm l t l ve  and semlprlmlt lve non-motorlzed R.O.S. classes durlnq 
the f i r s t  decade. Publ ic access t o  many areas I n  the roaded natural areas 
w i l l  be lmaroved. Wlth the  addlt lonal fundlnq. there w i l l  be oppor tun l t les 
t o  lmorove the types and numbers o f  developed s t tes  and Increase the  lenqth 
o f  the manaqement season. 

It Is expected t h a t  demand w l l l  be met durlnq the f l r s t  f l v e  decades except 
f o r  wllderness. whlch w l l l  probably be a t  caoaclty I n  decade two. Wlth 
lmnroved repor t lnq o f  use, It Is expected tha t  actual use and demand 
aroJectlons w i l l  tend t o  equalize In  the l a te r  decades of the blannlnq 

The establlshed Hlqh Ulntas 
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Lssua RfJ LandamwshIa Ad!ustm& - 

There Is no lnd lcat lon t h a t  landownnrshlp adJustment Is a needed hlqh 
p r i o r i t y .  As oppor tun i t ies become available. the Forest  w l l l  contlnue t o  
acqufre p r l v a t e  Inholdlnqs. However, access t o  aub l lc  lands Is an ever 
lncreaslnq Droblem. 
and approved. It lden t l f l es  oroblem areas and Drovldes a means o f  
a t ta ln lnq  the  qoal se t  f o r t h  I n  the  RPA EO update. 

- 

The Forest  Rlqht-Of-Way Plan has j u s t  been preaared 

The preferred a l te rna t i ve  recoqnlzes the need f o r  other than Imnedlate and 
comolete contro l .  F l r e  manaqement olannlnq w l l l  be scheduled dUrlnQ the  
f l r s t  alannlnq oeriod t o  determlne what level and where other f l r e  
manaqement s t ra teq les can be applied. 

Jssue #lo Mlnerals and Eneray 

The Hiqh Ulntas Wilderness Is wlthdrawn from mlneral en t ry  exceat f o r  v a l l d  
ex i s t l nq  claims. Flamlnq Gorqe Natlonal Recreatton Area Is also withdrawn 
subJect t o  v a l l d  ex l s t l nq  r l q h t s  exceat tha t  t he  Secretary o f  l n t e r l o r  may 
allow the  removal o f  leasable and non-leasable mlnerals under condlt lons 
prescribed by the  Secretary o f  Aqrlculture. Sheep Creek Geoloqlcal Area Is 
withdrawn from mlneral entry. The remalnder o f  the Forest  Is open f o r  
explorat lon and development. except f o r  soec l f l c  s l t e  withdrawals f o r  water 
proJects, admln ls t ra t lve s i tes,  camaqrounds. etc.. A l l  explorat lon and 
develoament arooosals are qoverned by standard and saeclal s t lpu lat lons.  
which pro tec t  surface resources and are contalned I n  ADpendlx 5. 

Jssue d l l  O f f  - R a d  Vehlcles 

Thls a c t l v l t y  i s  a recoqnlzed and accepted use of the  lands of the Natlonal 
Forest and DrOvldeS a va r le t y  of oaoortunl t les fo r  user enjoyment. Throuqh 
Implementatton o f  the TREAD LIGHTLY proqram. alonq w l t h  ex l s t l nq  ORV 
closures now In e f f e c t  on the  Forest. t h l s  a c t l v l t y  can and should 
contlnue. C r l t e r l a  have been establlshed whlch are aimed a t  protect lnq the  
basic soll. water, and vlsual  resources from deqradatlon by t h i s  a c t l v l t y .  
These L lm l t s  of Acceptable Chanqe are contalned In  Appendlx C and Aooendix 
D. 

The c r l t e r l a  alonq w l th  the  monltorlnq soecl f led In  Chaater V. f o r  t h l s  
a c t i v l t y .  Drovldes for s u f f t c l e n t  manaqement d l sc re t l on  t o  Insure t h a t  ORV 
use does no t  damaqe sensl t lve and r l aa r lan  areas. 

l s sue  812 Mauntaln Pine Beetle (Tlmberl 

See Issue # 5  

- 
- 

k w e  613 Wilderness 

Thls Issue was resolved by the  1984 Utah Wllderness Act and fu r ther  
avaluatlon o f  released areas Is requlred u n t l l  the next plan revfslon. An -L 

exaanded dlscussion o f  t h l s  use and how It was resolved Is contalned I n  
Apaendlx A of the  € I S .  

1 
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IV. FOREST MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

0 INTRODUCTION 

The fu ture manaqement d l rec t lon  fo r  the  Ashley National Forest I s  expressed 
In  t h l s  chapter In  terms o f  the  Manaqement PrescrlDtlons. Goals and 
Objectives t o  be accomDllshed. and the Standards and Guldellnes f o r  t h e l r  
accomolishment. Thls d l rec t l on  and quidance w l l l  be used by fo res t  
Dersonnel t o  achieve the outputs and resu l t s  the plan DroDoses. Thls 
chapter w l l l  fur ther Inform the  Dubllc. other aqencles. and cooperators of 
the planned future Droqram d l rec t l on  and manaqement a c t l v l t l e s  w l t h l n  each 
desiqnated manaqement area on the  Forest. 

A. DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Thls sectlon Is a descriptton o f  the  deslred fu ture condl t lon o f  the Forest 
resu l t inq  from lmplementatlon o f  the  Dreferred a l te rna t ive  described I n  the  
Flnal  Envlronmental lmoact Statement. 

B. COMPARISON OF MANAGEMENT AREAS AND'PRESCRIPTIONS 
Each a l te rna t ive  In  the  Envlronmental Impact Statement Is dlsalayed i n  
terms of  d l f f e r e n t  combinatlons o r  mlxes of manaqement prescrlpt ions. 
the Forest Plan, manaqement orescr lot lons have been equated t o  sDecl f lc  
manaqement areas f o r  the  Dreferred a l ternat lve.  The s i m i l a r l t i e s  and 
dif ferences o f  the manaqement areas and the  assoclated DrescriDtions are 
displayed I n  t h i s  sectlon. This Information served as the basls f o r  the  
development o f  the qoals. objectlves, and standards and quidel lnes 
contalned In  the next sectlon. 

For addi t ional  lnformatlon reqardinq the  manaqement Drescrlotlons. see 
Appendix B o f  the Envlronmental Impact Statement. 

I n  

0 

C. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 
Forest manaqement qoals def lne the  d l rec t l on  of Forest-wlde manaqement. 
They are broad de f i n l t i ons  o f  what w l l l  be achieved. 

The object lves fur ther  def lne and specl fy the  manaqement a c t l v l t l e s  t o  be 
accomp 1 I shed. 

The standards and quldel lnes def lne and speci fy the  condlt ions t o  be 
msintalned o r  achleved throuqh the  manaqement ac t l v l t l es .  
occur between standards and auldelines. t he  c o n f l i c t  w l l l  be resolved I n  
favor of the d i rect ton whlch produces the qreatest  deqree o f  mul t lD le use 
value. 

The standards and quidel lnes are Intended t o  suDDlement. not reolace. the  
National and Reqlonal standards and quidel lnes found In  Forest Service 
Manuals and Handbooks and other appl lcable laws and requlations. A l l  
apDl lcable Federal and State laws w l l  I be met. Caws out1 in lnq qual l t y  

Should conf I I c t s  

0 
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standards and/or procedures f o r  adequately protect  Inq the  resources w 1 1  I 

with n d a i l t y  standards are saectf led i n  Chapter V, Section B Monltorinq and - 
- 

also be followed. The procedures t h a t  w l l l  be used t o  monitor comaliance 

Evaluation. 

D. OTHER MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES 
Thls sect ion Includes several manaqement p r inc lp les  and quldel lnes tha t  
w l l l  be consfdered In  a l l  manaaement a c t l v l t l e s  durlnq the imolementation 
of  the pian. 

E. PROJECTED ANNUAL OUTPUTS, ACTIVITIES, AND 
COSTS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
This sect ion dlsoiays the  Drojected annual outouts. a c t l v i t l e s  and costs 
f o r  the  Dreferred a l ternat lve.  

F. MANAGEMENT AREA MAPS AND SCHEDULING 
OF ANALYSIS AREA ENTRIES r 
The Forest has been divlded i n t o  14 manaqement areas based on the 
prescr ipt tons tha t  most nearly maxtmlzed the pub l ic  benef l ts .  
sect ion the  manaqement areas are dlspiayed on maps accordlnq t o  Ranqer 
D l s t r l c t  boundarles. There are four Ranqer D l s t r l c t s  and two o f  the 
D l s t r l c t s  have two subdlvlslons. Most manaqement areas have only one 
arescr la t ion but  a few areas have two orescr ipt ions due t o  the  mlxture o f  - 
lands n l t h l n  t h a t  area. 

In  t h i s  - 

The prescr ipt ions t h a t  most near ly maximized oubl lc  benef l t s  were developed 
In  the  preferred al ternat lve.  Therefore. some o f  the  manaqement area 
headfnqs are not Included. 

A matr ix showinq manaqement areas, by Ranqer D l s t r l c t  and acreaqe, and a 
schedule of acres lmaacted w i t h i n  each analysls area for each decade, Is 
also included I n  t h t s  section. An exDlanatlon o f  the  process fo r  
formulatlon o f  the anaiysls areas i s  contained In Appendix E. 

G. SCHEDULE OF PROPOSED AND PROBABLE PRACTICES 
Thls sect ion l i s t s  the DroDosed and probable manaaement a c t l v i t l e s  
scheduled f o r  accomollshment durinq the  f i r s t  ten-year Derlod a f te r  Dian 
imolementatlon. 



A. DESIRED FUTURE CQNDiTlQN 



A. DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION 

Ey the end of the next 50 years there will be a change i n  the  overall  
appearance of the Ashley National Forest. Timber stands wil l  change from 
predominately mature and overmature t o  younger age classes.  
half of those acres currently stocked with the mature and overmature stands 
will be converted by the end of the f i f t h  decade because of the p ine  beetle 
and proposed management a c t i v i t i e s .  

Even age management will be practiced i n  a l l  species except i n  special  areas 
where the objective f o r  management necessi ta te  other  management practices.  
Uneven age management will be applied t o  portions of stands where practical  
t o  improve o r  maintain divers i ty .  Visual qual i ty  objectives will be 
maintained according t o  management area direct ion.  

Development of areas as a result o f  timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  and associated 
roading will occur a t  about the same r a t e  as in the past. 
roads will be temporary and will be closed upon completion of timber 
a c t i v i t i e s .  About the same number of miles of roads will be open f o r  public 
use, b u t  access will be more uniformally dis t r ibuted across the Forest ,  t h a t  
a t  present. Several a r t e r i a l  routes serving the Forest and other public 
lands will probably t ransfer  t o  CountylState ju r i sd ic t ion .  Cr i t e r i a  f o r  the 
Forest Travel Map has been incorporated in to  the Forest Plan and will be 
updated annually. 

Special emphasis f o r  recreation i s  provided because of this Forest's unique 
charac te r i s t ics ,  public demand, and management direct ion.  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  including the t r a i l  system as  dispersed areas and developed si tes 
will be upgraded and maintained a t  acceptable standards and new improvements 
added t o  provide f o r  meeting public resource needs. 
various recreation a c t i v i t i e s  and opportunities t h a t  exist  today a r e  expected 
t o  continue into the future. 
demand will be met even though FORPLAN outputs shown i n  various locat ions of 
the Forest Plan and FEIS are  s l i gh t ly  l e s s  than esticiated demand figures. 
Management of the Hish Uintas Wilderness will be emphasized. 
Natural Areas a re  being evaluated f o r  t h e i r  s u i t a b i l i t y  and special 
management needs. 

The Forest will be managed t o  maintain vegetative d ivers i ty ,  providing 
wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  f o r  a large variety of wi ld l i fe  species. Special emphasis 
will be given t o  habi ta t  such as winter range, r ipar ian zones, reproductive 
areas,  c l i f f  habi ta t ,  t a lu s ,  caves, snags, aquatic sjstems, and o l d  growth 
timber. Winter foraging areas f o r  b i g  game will begin t o  show an increase i n  
the amounts of shrubs and other plans avai lable  f o r  forage. 

The Forest will maintain a qual i ty  range program, managed t o  optimize the 
production and use of forage on a l l  su i tab le  range t o  the extent i t  i s  cos t  
e f fec t ive  and i n  harmony w i t h  other resource uses. 

Approximately 

Many o f  these 

e 
Recreation 

The  present mix of 

Developed site and dispersed area recreation 

Research 

0 
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- 
The quality of water y ie ld  will  be consistent w i t h  current  standards s e t  by 
law. 
acres will be completed by the year 2000. 
replaced by other storage projects  will be s tab i l ized  a t  optimum levels  f o r  
f i sher ies  and recreation use. 

The number of buildings wil l  be fur ther  reduced from present inventory where 
they are seldom used o r  uneconomic t o  maintain. 
only a t  remove locations,  o r  where su i tab le  quarters a r e  not available i n  the 
private section f o r  employee purchase o r  rental .  

The water resource improvement and rehabi l i ta t ion backlog of 1,031 
High mountain reservoirs which a re  

Housing will be provided 
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B. MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPTIONS 



a - Research Natural b - W e r a t e  Tlmber d - Hlqh Fwsqe Production and 
Acc+lvltv Area Can&J&tes Prcduet Ion I Ivestack Utll I za t lon  I 

Descr ipt ion of These are areas of minimal manaqe- This occurs on forested lands w i th  May occur on forested o r  non-forested 
Area ment lmaacts. Various representa- commercial timber stands. Although analysls areas scattered throuqhout 

t l v e  ecosystems are beinq Inven- 
to r i ed  t o  be malntained i n  near timber production. there Is s t i l  I 
natural condl t lons f o r  fu tu re  only a moderate* level  o f  investment 
research use. See the candidate f o r  the tlrnber resources. 
areas I i s tnd by name. size. and 
locat ion i n  the €IS. The pre- 
sc r i p t i on  i s  desiqned f o r  custodial 
level  manacmmnt. 

Use w i l l  not  be encouraqed and mav Hiqh dlSDRrsed use. DeveloDment Oaen t o  a l l  recreational uses and 
be dlscouraqed o r  even I lmited. w i l l  not  be detrimental t o  the 
M i n  lmal adml n I s t r a t  ion. Low timber resources. May l i m l t  use f o r  May I l m i t  o r  discouraqe use t o  reduce 
investment. VQO's manaqed as 
inventoried. Investment or resource. Standard Standard service level  VQO's var iab le 

provldinq the  Ashley Forest's hiqhest the Forest. 

qeneral i y  a l  I t ravel .  

confl I c t s  w i th  1 ivestock use. 

t o  meet ranqe resource needs except 

Recreettan 

oubl IC safety and/or t o  protect  the 

service level. VQO's of Maximum 
Mod i f  i ca t  ion or Mod i f  i ca t  ion. i n  hlahiv sensl tv 

!uMuf.Q No Improvements Developments n i i i  not  Increase the New w i l d l l f e  imorovements i n  Drlmary 
cost  o f  timber oroduction o r  
decrease timber y l e l d  (1.e. no nated c losely  w i t h  ranqe in terests  
permanent veqetatlve conversions.) and w i l l  not  be detrimental t o  

and secondary ranqe n l l l  be coordi- 

I ivestock. 
reduced as the r e s u l t  of veaetative 

Habi tat  d i ve rs i t y  may be 

maniaui a t  ion. 

Secondary ranqe w I I I be aqqress ive l  y Closed t o  permitted qrazinq a f t e r  Transi tory ranqe I s  avai lab le f o r  
o f f i c i a l  desiqnation. Grazinq I Ivestock it It does not  improved. Investments on primary 
presently not encouraqed. Na i n te r fe re  w l t h  reqeneration. ranqe w i l l  be maintained p r i o r  t o  new 
imorovements. improvements only I f  they don't Improvements and Dr lo r  t o  develooment 

"Q 

decrease +he y i e l d  o r  increase the on secondarv ranqe. 
cost  of m-oduction 

* Moderate Investment = Timber - one precommercial th inn lnq and one o r  more Low investment = 40% of area may be treated w i t h  
commercial th lnn lnq operations precommercial and/or commercial operations. 
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f2xm" 
a - &search Natural b - Moderate Tinber d - Hiqh Foraqe Production and 

Act iv  l t v  A r e s  -tes Pmductian Clve-ion 

I.IE&Qc No harvest Open t o  commercial and aersonal use Harvest allowed f o r  lncreasinq foraqe 
harvest. Cultural treatments t o  aroduction and I f  no interference I n  
meet production obJectives. qrazinq manaqement systems. Harvest 

can be used for permanent veqetative 
conversions. Similar arescr io t lon as 
MA b bu t  reoeneration not  encowanad_ 

!4JJHms No surface occupancy. Uaon estab- A i l  disturbed s i t es  must be rehabii-  Sites on primary and secondary ranqe 
I Ishment. recommend withdrawal i ta ted and reqenerated. w i i  I be rehabi I i ta ted  t o  imarove 
from mineral entrv. i ta ted  and reaenerated. foraaem aroduction. 

l!!wuHs No u t i l i t y l t r a n s w r t a t l o n  corridors. Construction as needed t o  meet As needed t o  maintain AMP's. Other 
No construction. No t r a i l  mainte- manaqement obJectives. Maintenance construction Dermltted i f  c o n f l i c t s  
nance. as required. Local roads usual l y  w i th  I lvestack are mltiqated. 

closed a f te r  fuelwood removal unless 
needed for  resource manaqement 
a c t  i v i t i es .  

Protact & Manage f o r  natural conditions. Protect timber resources as neces- Prescribed f l r e  t o  improve foraqe 
sary. Immediate and aqqressive con- production and ranqe candltion. 
trol but  w i th  a cost consistent w i th  
the land m a ! " 9 n t  abiectlvas. 

Ribarlan Protect Restore and maintain. Soeclal Malntaln t o  arotect steambank 
harvestlnq techniques required. stab11 l t y .  
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Act Iv Itv e - Wild1 i f e  Habi ta t  EmhasIs f - Dlswrsed Recreation Roaded 9 - Undeveloped d ismrsed recreat ion 

Deser 
Area 

. Ip t ion of Includes port ions of: s u m r  and Areas recelv lnq a var le ty  of uses I n  A var le ty  o f  tlmbered and 
wlnter ranqes. TAE habitat, a var le ty  of landforms and veqeta- non-tlmbered lands between mld 
s t r u t t l n q  areas. ca lv lnq and t i o n  types located throuqhout the and hlqh elevations. 
fawninq areas, and spawnlnq areas Forest I n  a roaded environment. 
on timbered and non-tlmbered analy- 
sls areas. 

Recrsatlan May be Closed o r  rRStriCtRd In  a VQO's a t  Inventorled standards. D l s t r l c t  Travel Plan w I I 1  be used 
O l s t r l c t  Travel Plan durlnq key Dlspersed recreat ion Is favored over t o  resolve c o n f l l c t l n q  USRS. 
area USR DRrlOdS. Standard servlce other resources. Travel plan w l l l  F a c l l l t l e s  c o m n l y  Used f o r  
level. Na new developed S / t R S ,  
Road closures may be common I n  perml t t inq access. Standard f o r  protect ion o f  the s t te .  
stress seasons for the featured serv Ice I RVRI . Moderate Investment. 

be used t o  arotect  resources whl l e  pub1 IC safety and convenience and 

SDRCleS. VQO'S var iab le t0 me& 
w l l d l  l f e  needs. 

nifdlifs Key areas protected t o  malntain Improvements deslqned t o  enhance Improvements allowed to improve 
t h e i r  funct lonabl l  I t y .  P r l o r l t y  recreat lon opportunl t les and op t l -  habltat. 
f o r  w l l d l l f e  Improvement dol lars.  mire specles d lvers l ty .  KRV o r  

c r l t l c a l  areas will he W l z e d .  

A I  I Improvements w 1 I I be deslqned Travel (o r  recreatlon) conf I l c t s  Structural lmorovements only I f  they 
not t o  be determental t o  w l l d l  lfe. may requi re expenslve controls. don't d l s t r a c t  from recraatlonal use. 
Clcsstock qrazlnq may be I imlted Foraqe not rRqUlrRd f o r  w l l d l  lfe 
o r  excluded. w l l  I be a l  located t 0  DRrmlttRd 

samre 

I lvestock 

ImeE Sale a c t l v l t l e s  allowed w l th ln  Harvest deslqned t o  enhance recrea- No harvest. Veqetatlve manlDulatlon 
foraqe/cover r a t l o  requirements t lon,  w l l d l  I fe,  and visual  oaportu- 1 lmlted t o  creat lon o f  w l l d l  l f e  
and t o  malntaln o r  enhance habltat. n i t ies .  Transi tory ranqe al located ooeninqs and for enhancement of 
S i te  areparallon, reqeneration, and t o  w l l d l l f e .  recreat ion opaortunltles. 
TSI work w l l l  be deslqned to 
meet cover needs/requ Irements. 
Some stands may be held beyond nor- 
mal ro ta t i on  aqes. Retains 5% o f  
area i n  a i d  nrawth habitat. 
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A c t I v I t y  

tiuner& May have seasonal res t r i c t i ons  fo r  No res t r l c t l ons  other than what's i n  St ipulat ions w i l l  be a m l i e d  as 

Val ida t  ion examinat Ions w i I I be 
required p r i o r  t o  c la lm develoDment. 
Recommend aqainst fu ture leaslnq as 

e - Wild1 Ife HabItat  Emphasls f - Dtspersed Recreatlan Roadad q - UndweIaDed dispersed reereat lon - QadQd 

access or seismic work. No surface the Standards and Guide1 ines. needed t o  arotect  the resources. 
occupancy may be a w l  led. 

- current leases expire. 

l 3G lmhs  Temporary roads for tlmber harvest. Constructlon allowed as needed. No road constructlon. Fac i l  I t i e s  may 
New construct ton mi t lsated f o r  Malntenance a t  hlqh levels ( 3  or  4 )  be constructed fo r  pub1 IC safety, 
w i l d l  i f e  needs. on maln roads. conveninece, and protect lon of the  

s i te .  

Proteetlan Prescribed burnlnq may be commonly Prescribed burninq used t o  manaqe Control only t o  protect  Investments. 
used t o  improve w i l d i f e  foraqe pro- resources but aqqresslve prevention 
duction and conditions. and suapression t o  protect  resources improve foraqe production and ranqe 

Prescribed burninq may be used t o  

under haavv u5e ievels. condltion. 

Rlasrlan Allow a c t i v i t y  only t o  lmarove Malntaln. Control as needed t o  Protect  
wild1 i f e  habitat. Protect. protect  streambank s t a b i l i t y ,  

mlnimize sedimentation. prevent 
compaction. and maintain vlsuais. 
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h - Developed recreation s i t e s  and I - Hlqh Ulntas Wilderness k - Mmlnun water y l e l d  recreat ion 
acTlVfW Forest MyJ.akWatlve aItes. 

Descr lat lon of These f a c i l i t i e s  are located Manaqement i s  under the d l rec t l on  o f  These areas are i n  forested stands 
Area throuqh-out the Forest i n  other the Utah Wilderness Act o f  1984. a t  mid t o  hiqh elevations. 

ement area5 as inclusions. 

RQcramm Developed recreat ion emphasized a t  No develoaed recreat ion s i tes.  No imarovements. Disaersed recrea- 
standard service level. Entrance aermits o r  other types o f  t i o n  would be a t  less than standard 

manaqement too l s  may be necessary t o  service levels. VQO can be Modifl- 
arevent over use o r  user conf l i c ts .  cat ion or  Maximum Modification. 
VQO 15 areservation. Standard 
serv Ice I eve1 . 

!” Stream Improvements only. Habi tat  manipulation by natural Veqetative maniauiation would 
Maintain ident i f ied  w i l d l i f e  trees. means onlv. conslder wi ld1 i f e  hab i ta t  nneds. 

Closed to  Dermltted use. Adminis- Livestock u t i l i z a t i o n  oermitted. Permitted I ivsstock may be used 
t r a t i v e  and recreat ion horse use Ranqe improvement construct ion only t o  maintain oaeninqs i n  timber 
i n  desiqnated areas where I ivestock f o r  the arotect ion of the wilderness harvested areas. 
can be %eat snnaratnd from nuhl IC. resource. 

RmQa 

llmher Harvest only i n  hazardous si tua- No harvest. Dead and down materials Small sales w i th  the oblect ive o f  
t i ons  ( t o  the publ ic  o r  the can be used fo r  fuelwood fo r  on-site lncreasinq water yields. Veqetative 
investments) or t o  implement use only. maniauiatinq woud consider location. 
veqetative manaqement olans. shane. size, and or ien ta t ion  o f  

harvestlnrl uni ts.  

lllnersls Recomend withdraw from mineral No r e s t r l c t l o n s  other than what’s 
ent ry  o r  use No Surface Occupancy 
St iaul  a t  Ion. 

i n  the Standards and Guldel ines. 

E d u i i e S  New construct ion w i t h i n  aoproved Construction as needed t o  meet 
s i t e  aians. T r a f f i c  cont ro ls  and manaqement object ives (1.e. arotec- 
aat ino mav be used. t i o n  o f  water QILBI i tv.)  

P” Protect a1 I investments. W i ld f i re  and ra re l y  orescrlbed f l r e  Control only t o  Drotect  investments. 
may be used t o  reduce fuel loadinq Prescrlbed f i r e  may be used to  meet 
and t o  maintain o r  enhance the the object ives o f  the Manaqement 

!u” Maintain t o  arotect  streambank 
s tab i i  i t y .  minimize sedimentation, 
arevent compaction, and malntaln 
visuals. IV-9 
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RNr ARE A PREscRiPTlO NS 

n - NRA Exls t inq  Si tuat ion 1 I - Oatlmlrat ion of w l l d l  i f e  habl- 
t a t  d l ve rs l t y  throuqh ti lnbet outauts. Colmadity nroductton 
harvest a t  moderate IevBls. 

n - Ranqe of resource uses and 

kt I v  1I-v 

Descr ipt ion of Thls area occurs in  timbered Resource protect ion as needed These are lands In  the NRA tha t  have 
Ares analysfs areas outside Flamlnq outside o f  NRA. Low investment. the ex i s t i nq  low arescr la t ion 

modified for amentiv ar&tion. 

Gorqe NRA and the Hlqh Ulntas aaal led. A c t i v i t i e s  and aractlces 
W 1 I derness. recoqnfze and emahaslze the recrea- 

t l o n  and w l l d l  i f e  values w i th in  the 
NRA. Standards and quldel lnes are 
modified t o  comaly w i th  Publ ic 
law 90 - 540. 

Recreatlos Vehicle access t o  meet the manaqe- Resource brotect ion as needed, Disaersed recrat lon use i s  hlqh 
ent objectives control led I n  the covered I n  Travel Plan. Develoaed and w l l  I be manaqed a t  standard 
Travel Plan. VQOrs may be reduced recreat ion a t  less than standard servlce level over most of area. 
from inventoried levels. service level  exceat I n  Al ternat ive 

J where standard service level i s  
used. VOO's as Inventorled. 

lltldllfe Oatlmlze sDecies d i ve rs i t y  and Access may be contro l led t o  Wild1 i f e  habi ta t  d i ve rs l t y  would 
aroductlon. Veqetatlve maniaula- enhance w i l d l  i f e  habitat. Imarove- remain stable. 
t l o n  achieved throuah timber ments al lowed on a low investment 
harvest and use of arescribed f l r e .  basis. Habi tat  d i ve rs i t y  would Imarovements made on ex is t inq  herd 

remaln f a i r l y  stable. u n i t  Dlans where comaatible w i th  NRA 
d i rect ion.  Access control  may be 
used f o r  w i l d l  I f e  enhancement where 
cmaa t ib le  w i th  NRA d i  r e c t  ion. 

!.I" Foraqe not required for wild1 I f e  lmarovemnnts coordlnated w i th  Malntaln leve ls  o f  u t l i  l za t lon  and 
w l l l  be allocated t o  oermltted w l l d l  i f e  and recreatlon. investment based on allotment manaqe- 
I Ivestock. ment olans where comaatible w i t h  NRA 

d i rect ion.  

llmhec Natural reqenerat Ion. Manaqe Harvest coordlnated w i th  w l l d l  lfe Timber stands w l l  I qeneral ly be 
timber t o  re ta in  a t  least  5% of 
the area I n  o ld  qrowth habitat. retained. low investment. 

and recreation. Some o l d  qrowth manaqed on an uneven-aqed basis.* 

Rotat Ian aqes w i I I be extended and 
cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r i es  w i l l  be 
on lenothler cvcles than normal 

This aqe Stiread may be *Thls fs lnterareted t o  mean t h a t  "stands" w i l l  qenerally contain two or  m r e  aqe classes o f  trees. 
attained by harvestinq in  small un i ts  (1/4 acre t o  40 acres) and/or s lnq le t r e e  removal. 
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CorrrtrUED 

1 - Optlmizatlon of wi ld1 i f e  habl- n - bnqe of resource uses and n1 - NRA Exls t inq  Si tuat ion 
t a t  diversity th rmqh  timber outputs. CannadftV production 

Act I v  i t y v h a n e s + e r a t e  1 eve1 s. 

nlnerats No r e s t r i c t l a n s  other than what No res t r l c t l ons  other than what i s  Mineral a c t i v i t l e s  Df?rmlttRd when 

d i f l e d  for smeatir aroduetlon. 

Is i n  the Standards and Guide1 lnes i n  the Standards and Guldel ines. In  comol lance w l th  P.C. 90-540. 

Use o f  s t iou la t ions  f o r  minerals 
a c t l v l t i e s  w i l l  be aoplled as 
needed t o  protect  the recreat ion 
resource and a e s t b t  i c s .  

l3iduus Construction as needed t o  meet construct ion as needed t o  meet Transaortation system location. 
manaqement obJectives. Maintenance manaqement objectives. Maintenance deslqn. construction, and maintenance 
as requlred. as requlred. based on MRA i e q i s l a t i v e  ObJeCtlves. 

T r a l l  maintenance w i l l  usual ly be 
t a - s t a n d a r d  I evels. 

Protect lac( Prescrlbed burninq t o  enhance habi- Prescribed f i r e  allowed. 
t a t  and reduce conf laqrat ion 
aotent ia l  . 

Some veaetative maniouiatlon by 
arescribed f i r e  where It i s  i n  
keeoina w l th  scenlc. wi ld1 Ife, and 
recreat ion ourposes as requlred by 
NRA leq is1 a t  ion. 

Prescr io t lon based on protect lon of 
f a c i l  l t i e s .  w l l d i  i fe.  VOO's, and 
fua ls  abatement. 

Btnadan Malntaln and restore. Maintain and restore. Protect. 



MANAGEMENT ARFA PRESCRIF'TIO~ 

Deserlptlon of These lands are the timbered areas This Manaqement Area consists o f  
Area w i th in  the Flaminq Gorqe NRA tha t  those lands i den t i f i ed  as havinq 

are ident l f  led as su i tab le fo r  saecial o r  c r i t i c a l  w i i d l  i f e  caoa- 
timber oroduction. Timber oroduc- b i i  l t i e s  i n  the Flaminq Gorqe NRA. 
t l o n  w i l l  be optimized whi le Objective i s  t o  maintain or increase 
meetinq the in ten t  and d i rec t ion  w i i d l  i f e  soecies d i ve rs i t y  and numbers 
o f  Pub1 IC Caw 90-540. whi le meetinq the d i rec t i on  for pr.7- 

t ec t i on  o f  recreat ion and visual 
- resou rces i n  Pub1 IC l-aw 90 - 540 

!&2" D ISDRrSed recreat ion oaaortunit ies 0 ispersed recreat ion oaoortunl t  ies 
w i l l  qenerally be In the Roaded w i l l  qenerallv be i n  the Roaded 
Natural ROS class. Natural ROS class. 

Recreation act  i v  I t ies manaqed a t  
standard service level. standard service I eve1 . 
OW res t r i c t i ons  used t o  arotect  ORV res t r i c t i ons  used t o  protect  
wild1 I fe,  recreation, and watershed w i l d l  ife. recreation, and water- 
values. VQO a t  inventoried level .  shed values. VQO a t  Inventoried 

Recreation a c t i v i t i e s  managed a t  

I eve1 . 
Wildlife Transl tory foraqe Increases from Structural and non-structural hab i- 

timber a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be al located t a t  improvements aermitted. 
t o  wild1 i fe.  

Transltory foraqe increases resu l t inq  
from timber harvest a c t i v i t i e s  would 
be assirrned t o  w i l d l  i f e  use. 

Livestock use o f  avai lable fo rme  Livestock u t i 1  l za t ion  may be cur- 
w i l l  be aermitted when w i l d l i f e  t a i l e d  o r  arecluded t o  enhance or  
needs have been met. maintain the w i l d l i f e  resources 

lmarovements permitted i f  comoat- 
i b l e  w i th  VQO's and recreat ion 
oooortun i t ies .  

Bamre 
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CQKUMED 

d a t v l h ,  - 5 - Id1 ife 

Ltahac Timber stands w i l l  qenerally be Timber stands w i l l  qeneral l y  be 
manaqed on an uneven-aqed basis. 
Rotat ion aqes w l l l  be extended and Rotation aqes w l l l  be extended and 
cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r les  w l l l  be cu l tu ra l  treatment en t r ies  w l l l  be 
on lenothier cvcles than normal. on Innathler cvcles than normal. 

Mineral a c t i v l t l e s  Dermltted when Mineral a c t i v i t i e s  permitted when 
i# comb1 lance w i t h  P. I-. 90 - 540. 

manaped on an uneven-aqed basis. 

i n  c-n w i th  P. I-. 90 - 540. 
!kmcalS 

E”s Locate. desiqn. construct, and 
malntaln systems to  serve timber 
manaqement s c t l v i t i e s  and dlspersed 
recreation. Seasonal closures may 
be used t o  protect  f a c l l i t l e s  and 
resource qual i t y .  Temporary road 
densl ty w i l l  qenerally be qreater 
than i n  timbered areas outside the 
NRA. 

Locate. des iqn construct, and 
malntain systems t o  serve tlmber 
management a c t i v l t l e s  and dlspersed 
recreatton. Seasonal closures may 
be used t o  protect  f a c i l l t i e s  and 
resource qual i t y .  Temporary road 
density w i l l  qenerallv be preater 
than I n  timbered areas outside the 
NRA. 

A r te r i a l / co l l ec to r  roads qenerally 
open t o  pub1 ic. Local roads closed open t o  nub1 IC. Local roads closed 
a f t e r  use. T r a i l s  w l l i  be main- a f t e r  use. T r a l l s  w i l l  be main- 
ta ined t o  meet the needs o f  recrea- tained t o  meet the needs o f  
t i o n  users and t o  a standard service recreat ion users and t o  a standard 
level. sarv Ice I nvni . 

Ar te r la l /co l lec to r  roads qenerally 

#Fk&QcUm Prescrlbed f I r e  permitted. Pre- Prescribed f i r e  aermitted. Pre- 
scr io t ions based on f a c l l i t l e s  pro- sc r io t ions  based on f a c i l i t i e s  pro- 
tect ion.  fuels abatement, manaqement tectton. fue ls  abatement. manaqement 
oblectives. a& VOO re-. objectives. and VQO rnaulremants. ” Protect. Protect. 
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C. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, STANDARDS AND 

GUIDELINES BY MANAGEMENT AREA 



Goal 1: Provide a broad ranqe of recrea t ion  oaaor tun i t ies w i t h i n  land c a p a b i l i t i e s  and accordinq t o  reccqnized pub l ic  need. 

Goal 2: l d e n t l f y  and pro tec t  s i q n i f i c a n t  h i s to r i c ,  c u l t u r a l ,  and natural aspects o f  our national heritaqe. 

Hanaqernent Areas 
ObJective Standards and Guldellnes s b d e f q h i k l n n l  p r  

1. Allow pub l i c  access and Implement the  Forest D i s t r i c t  Travel Plans. 
manaqe a l l  t r ave l  t o  aro tec t  Review annually and rev ise  i f  necessary uslnq 

aubl IC safety. and minimize 
c o n f l l c t s  w i t h  other  users. 1 .  Retain t rave l  rou te  and include It on the  

other  resources, orovide for the  fo l ibw lnq  quldel ines: x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Forest's t ranspor ta t ion  system i f :  

a) Road o r  t r a i l  i s  required for Forest 
Service manaqement and Dub1 IC access. 
Road o r  t r a i l  may be r e s t r i c t e d  

1 )  seasonally - t o  Drotect  road bed or 
reduce maintenance expenditures. - t o  p ro tec t  w i l d l i f e  specles 

and habi ta t .  

2) temporar i ly  - t o  provide for pub l i c  
safety. 

b) Road or t r a i l  i s  required for access t o  
p r i v a t e  or State land, minlnq claims. and 
special use aermits. Road or t r a i l  use may 
be r e s t r i c t e d  

1 )  seasonal I y - t o  pro tec t  road bed. - t o  p ro tec t  w i l d l i f e  species 
and habitat.  

2) permanently - use would be authorized by a 
special use permit. 
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SCREATION - CWUMJD 
- 

Manaqernent Areas 
ObJective StsndarGs and Guide1 Ines a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  ~r 

c )  Resource alannlnq shows a fu tu re  
ant lc iaated need. Road or t r a i l  use may be 
res t r i c ted  

1 )  seasonally - t o  aro tec t  road hed. - t o  p ro tec t  w l l d l l f e  saecles 
and habitat.  

2) aermanently - t o  pro tec t  wi ld1 l f e  habt ta t  
(admln ls t ra t lve or authorized use could be 
aermitted). - t o  aro tec t  the  Investment. 

1 )  road o r  t r a i l  shows trend' leadlnq 
to  vaqetatlve damaqe or s o i l  dlsplacement. 
11)  road o r  t r a l l  i s  located I n  such a 
way t h a t  s i l t a t i o n  caused from use reaches 
I lve streams. 
ili) road or t r a l l  Is l n te r rua t l nq  or 
deqradlna the  natural value or functlons of 
unique ecosystems (1.9. r laar ian ,  alpfne). 

II. Ob l i t e ra te  road or t r a l i  and exclude It from the  
Forest 's t ranspor ta t lon  system If: 

a) The road o r  t r a l l  Is not  necessary t o  met  
Forest Servlce manaqement objectives. 

h) The road or t r a l l  and i t s  assoclated use I s  
causlna resource damaqe by: 

1 )  dlso lac lnq sol1 and/or deqradlnq water qual t ty .  
2) deqradlnq VQO's. 
3) disp lac inq w l l d l  i f e .  
4)  SubJectinq Forest users t o  excessive nolse or 
dust po l lu t ion .  
5 )  allowlna access t o  sens i t i ve  s l t e s  leadinq to: 

i) veqetat lve damaqe through t ramal lnq or 
comaaction. 
11)  deqradatlon of water q u a l i t y  throuqh Door 
sani ta t ion.  

6) l n te r rua t l nq  or deqradina natural values o r  
functions of unlque. l i m i t e d  ecosystems. 
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Manaqenent Areas 
0bJee)ive Standards and Guide1 ines a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

1 1 1 .  Areas may be closed or restricted. 

a) to protect the pub1 IC In concentrated 
use areas. 

b) to orotect unique resources (1.e. 
cultural. qeoloqlc). 

c) to protect natural resources and prevent 
damaqe to the natural values or functions 
of the ecosystems. 

d) to achieve a variety of recreatlonal 
opportunities. 

2. Operate and malntaln Manaqe to meet all aoollcable Federal, State and 
develooed recreation sltes local codes. 
to Standard Servlce Level 

Establ Ish fee rates that w l l  I collect 8od or 
more of ooeratlon and maintenance costs. 

Comolete the rehabllltatlon work at sltes 
with deteriorated condltlons by 1995. 

Enforce fee c m l  lance of 954 to 98%. 

Manaqe sites In maintenance condltlon class 1. 
as defined In Forest Servlce Handbook (FSH 
2309.1 1 1 

Develoo 6 veqetative manaqement olans oer year 
for developed sltes until comoleted Forest-wlde. 

Allw no developed recreation sites in the Dry 
Fork Drainaqe. 

Define canoqround trails with qravel or siqnlnq 
when oroliferatlon of new tralls creates 
unacceptable trail patterns. 
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Manaq-t Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Guldel ines a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  b r  

Reconstruct, c lose or e l im lna te  f a c l l l t i e s  t h a t  
cannot he maintalned t o  cond l t lon  c lass 1 because 
of deter iorated condlt ions. 
aor t ion  o f  the  work each year. 

Complete an equal 

3. Construct new developed Meet Federal, State, and local  codes. 
recreat ion f a c l l  i t l e s  w l t h i n  
Forest c a a a b l l l t l e s  t o  meet Develop servlce t ra i l head  f a c i l  l t i e s  for a l l  
Dub1 IC demand. q l v lnq  saeclal major access oolnts  t o  wilderness. major use 
emohasis t o  comoietlon of areas and Natlonal recrea t lon  t r a i l s .  
Diannlnq, deslqn. and con- 
const ruct lon of CUP s i t e s  A t  developed campsftes, l l m l t  s tay t o  14 
i n  a t ime ly  manner. consectut ive days. 

4. Dispersed recreat lon w l l l  Manaqe t o  Standard Forest Servlce Manual 
be manaqed t o  the  standard Service Level as deflned i n  (FSM 2300). 
serv ice level except I n  those 
manaqement areas t h a t  Manaqe a t  less than Standard Service Level. 
saec l fy  reduced malntenance 

A t  dlsaersed camasites. l l m l t  s tay t o  16 
consecutive days unless authorlzed by permit. 

5. Manaqe disaersed recrea- Deslqn and locate roads and t r a i l s  
t l o n  use t o  avold resource t o  discouraqe overuse of sens l t i ve  
deter iorat ion.  imarove eco- areas. 
nomic e f f l c l n n c y  and provide 
f o r  oubl IC safety. Promcte and emahaslze Pack-in Pack-out, 

Leave No Trace, and Tread L i q h t l y  Proqrams 
Forest-w Ide. 

A l l o w  no camplnq I n  SheeD Creek f l m d a i a i n .  

Out f i t te r -qu lde  camps required t o  pack I n  
suaplemental feed. w i l l  use arocessed. non- 
qerminat Inq feed. 

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  

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  
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ATlON - CONTylllEe 

Ob jet Ive Standards and Gu fdel lnes 
Manaqement Areas 

a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  ~r 

6. Provide areas and ODDOr- 
t u n l t i e s  for a l l  tyaes o f  
recrea t lon  user exoerlence. 

7. Inventory. oaerate, main- 
ta ln .  construct, and recon- 
s t r u c t  t r a l l s  based on a 
forest-w ide c m r d  inated 
Drcqram tha t ' s  updated 
annual I v. 

8 .  Manage Research Natural 
Areas t o  prevent s l t e  
deter iorat ion.  

Separate i d e n t i f l e d  c o n f l i c t l n q  recrea t ion  uses 
whenever possible. by pub l i c  communlcatlon 
siqninq. t r a v e l  maps and enforcement, when 
necessary. 

Provlde Imoroved t rave l  olans. s iqn lnq and 
enforcement. 

Implement Tread Clqhly  Proqram. 

Provide Dub! I C  In te rDre ta t ian  s lqn lnq for 
unique c u l t u r a l  resources. natural DhdnOr" 
and manaqement aract lces alonq concentrated 
t rave l  corr ldors. 

A l l o w  qatherlnq of down and dead fuelwmd 
w l t h  no aermlt for ons i te  use only. 

Implement t r a i l  maintenance standards. 

Inventory Forest f o r  new const ruct ion needs. 

Keep t r a i l  maintenance standards current. 

Canstructlreconstruct aaDrox imatel y 80 ml I es of  
t r a l l  Der decade. 

Desiqn t r a l l s  t o  f i t  t h e  natural contours of 
the  land surface, w l t h  c u r v l l  lnear a l  iqnment 
and minimum cuts  and f l l l s .  

A l l o w  off-road veh ic le  use f o r  admin is t ra t ive 
use by perml t  only. 

Allow disaersed recrea t ion  only. and a t  a 
leve l  where s i t e  de te r io ra t i on  does not  
occur. 
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ION .. CONTlwuEB 

Uanaqermnt Areas 
objactlve Standards and Guldellnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

9. 
adooted vlsual qual Ity Quai ity ObJectlves (VQO): 
ob Ject Ives. Preservat Ion X X 

lmalement and manaqe for Manaqe accordlnq to the foliaprlnq Vlsual 

Retention x x  
Partial Retention x x  
Modlf lcation x x x  X 
Maximum Modlflcatlon x x x  X 
As Inventor led x x x  x x x  x x  

Extension of tlme to meet adopted VQO's 
may be Dermltted on a case by case basls 
only when aporoved by the Forest Supervisor 
for areas that have been subJected to 
masslve natural arocesses such as Insect 
and disease epldemlcs, wlldflres. and floods. x x  X x x  x x  

10. 
(hlqh arlorltv) visually VQO standards wlll be Inventolred and 
unacceotable condltlons on rehab11 ltated or mltlqated. Bealn 
the Forest rehab11 ltatlon actlvltles after Inventory 

Rehabilltate or mltlqate Areas meetlna "unacceotable rnodlficatlon" 

Is complete. x x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Protect and enhance visual qualltles within 
the scenic corrldor alonq Hlqhway 191. X X x x  x x  

L/VQO may vary from Retention to Maximum Modlficatlon In the Inventory. but where thls orescrlbtion Is used, 
the Inventorled VQO may be chanqed to meet livestock or nlldllfe manaqement needs, It Is not intended 
that the VQO of Maximum Modlflcatlon w11i automatlcally be used In all cases. In hlqhly sensltlve areas 
a stronq Justlflcatlon will be needed to make the chanqe In lnventorled VQO. 
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ObJective Standards and Gu idel lnes 
Managemint Areas 

a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  o r  

x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  2 1 1 .  Comaly w i t h  National Develoo an overview. 
I eq i s i  a t  ion per ta  i n  inq t o  
c u l t u r a l  refource manaqement Inventory areas havlnq a h iqh Dotentla1 f o r  

c u l t u r a l  s i t e s  by 1990. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

aotent ia l  for c u l t u r a l  s l t e s  by 1995. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Evaluate and i d e n t i f y  s i t e s  for nomlnation t o  
the  National Reqister. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Develop and implement a aian for the  
in teraretat ion,  protection, maintenance 
and/or m i t i g a t i o n  of known s i q n l f  lcant  
c u l t u r a l  resource s i tes .  x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Conduct c u l t u r a l  resource surveys p r i o r  t o  
any aqency undertakinq which could a f f e c t  
s i q n l f i c a n t  c u l t u r a l  values u n t i l  inventor ies 
are complete. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Coordinate manaqement o f  c u l t u r a l  resources 
w i t h  the  State H i s t o r i c  Preservation O f f i c e  
and others as needed. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Inventory areas havinq maderate and low 

Evaluate a l l  admin is t ra t ive s i t e s  and 
s t ructures for c u l t u r a l  s i q n i f  icance. X 

Prevent damaqe t o  any s i g n i f i c a n t  c u l t u r a l  
s i te .  x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Y1tOverviewlt 15 an analysis summary o f  e x i s t i n q  c u l t u r a l  resources and a p ro jec t i on  o f  the  ao ten t ia l  c u l t u r a l  
resources. 
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Goal: Administer the Hiqh Uintas Wildeness In accordance wlth the Utah Wilderness Act of 1984. 

- 
Manaqement Areas 

ObJeetive Standards and Gu idel lnes e b d e f q h i k l n n ,  p r  

1. Manaqe within the "limits Identify area Issues and concerns. 
of acceotahle chanqe" system 
as deflned by Stankey et ai. Define and describe oopartunltv classes. 

Select indicators of resource and social 
condltions. 

Inventory selected existinq resource and social 
conditions. 

Soecify standards for resource and social 
Indicators for each opoortunity class. 

Identify alternative oooartunity class 
allocations effectinq area issues and concerns 
and existlnq resource and social condltions. 

Identlfy. evaluate and implement selected 
manaqement actions for oreferred alternative. 

Allow existinq cabins to deterlarate naturally. 2. 
wilderness visltors and 
reduce imoacts. Maintain trails to standard maintenance as 

Requlate use to disoerse 

defined In FSH 2309.18. Forest Service Handbook. 

Construct or real ion trails to fol law the natural 
contour of the land If necessarv for user safety 
and orotection of resources. not for user conve- 
nience - abandoned trail seqments will be stablized 
and oh1 Iterated and use dlscouraqed. 
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Hanaqement Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Gutdel lnes a b d e f q h t k l n n ,  o r  

Limit qrouD sizes to 15 peoale and 20 horses 
Der cam. X 

Restrict, redesiqn and relocate trails: 
1. Where shortcuttinq of switchbacks is creatinq 

2. To avoid wet meadows, seeps and sprfnqs. 
3. On hillsides where free runnlnq is erodinq the 

4. Where there are multiaie, parallel trails. 

Construct no new trails In the North Fork of the 
Duchesne River Drainaqe. 

Desiqn and install bridqes to orotect wilderness 
values and Drovide for public safety. 

Corduroy or puncheon may be used for trall 
surfaclnq. Use native materials for barriers to 
arevent traffic from wideninq the tread. 

Reroute maln trails away from lakes. fraqile 
areas. and conqreqation sites. Where veqetatlon 
exists, and terraln permits maintain a veqetatlve 
strip or screen between the trail and lake or 
stream. Spurs providlnq access to lakes. streams, 
scenic vistas and lookouts may be constructed. 

Maintain only those cairns necessary to quide 
users across lonq, open. or rocky sloaes or throuqh 
meadows. Existinq blazes on trees alonq well 
established heavily used routes w l l l  not be 
maintained. 

erosion problems. 

tread. 
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I 
Hansqeaent Areas 

ObJectlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  
~ 

Stab11 i ze  reservo i rs  and lakes i d e n t i f  led under 
CUP ProJect m i t i qa t i on  t o  arovlde for dam safety, 
minlmfre f n i t i a i  cost and fu tu re  maintenance, and 
enhance o r  a t  leas t  r e t a i n  aresent f i she ry  and 
w i  lderness values. 

Siqn w i t h  r u s t i c  mater ia ls  f o r  in ternal  cont ro l ,  
pub l i c  safety. rssource orotection. and d l r e c t l o n  a t  
t r a l l  junc+ions as Der the  Wilderness Slqn Handbook. 

Make use of 
disperse w l lderness v i s i t o r s  and reduce Impacts. 

Maintain p r i m i t i v e  wllderness ranqer c a m  i n  each 

"No Trace Camplnq" aroqrams t o  

Admlnlster t he  Hiqh Ulntas 
Wliderness t o  aro tec t  the  of the  fo l low lnq  areas: 
Wilderness character is t ics .  1. Grandaddy Basin 

2. Head of  Rock Creek 
3. Squaw Basin 
4. Brown Duck Basin 
5. Head of Lake Fork 
6. Gar f fe ld  Basln 
7. S w i f t  Creek 
8. Atwood Basin 

Construct and maintaln san i ta ry  f a c i l i t l e s  I n  
heavy use areas t o  pro tec t  wilderness resources. 

Select ive ly  remove and ob l iqera te  f i r e  r i n g s  t o  
disaerse use i n  heavi ly  used areas. 

Terra in  permitt ing. dlscouraqe campinq w i t h i n  
200 f e e t  o f  t r a l l s .  lakes, streams, sarlnqs and 
other camosltes. 

X 

X 
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Manaqmmnt Areas 
ObJsctlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  b r  

Malntenance of dams. relrs. and stablllzatlon 
Improvements bermltted within llmits of Utah 
Wilderness Act of 1984. No new storaqe or 
transmlsslon facll Itles. 

Instal latlon and matntenance of hydroloqlc, 
meteoroloqlc, cI lmatoloqlcal or telecmnlcatlons 
facilities are permltted where they are essential 
to flood warnlnq. flood control and water reservolr 
operatlon ourposes as brovlded by the Utah 
Wilderness Act. Llmlted motorized access may be 
permitted subject to condltlons Imposed by the 
Secretarles of Aqrlculture and Interior. 

Manaqe use by educatlonal lnstltutlons. The 
followlnq restrictions w l l l  apoly to each permlt: 
1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

I-lmlt camp slze to a maxlmum of 15 peoole wlth 
no more than 26 horses per cama. 
Llmlt stav to 14 days. 
Accept only one aaplicatlon aer orqanlzatlonal 
qroup untll May 1. After May 1, Issue aermlts 
on a flrst-come, first-serve basis. 
Allow no nare than two qroups per Dlstrlct at 
any one tlme. 
North Fork of the Duchesne Rlver dralnaqe w l l l  
have no more than 12 horses per cama. 

Allow use of hellcopters for emerqencles only when 
aaaroved by the Forest Suoervlsor. 

3. Requlate commerclal Llmit saeclal use aermlts for comrclal huntinq 
outfltter and quldes to and flshlnq oaeratlons to a maxlmum of 5 between 
protect the w I 1  derness July 1 and the end of the fall season. 
resouces and mlnlmlze 
confllcts rlth non-comer- Restrict outfitters from establlshlna camb In 
clal use. areas where heavy recreatlon pressures exist 

and/or horse feed Is minimal. Only temaorary 
camas w l l l  be allowed In these areas. 
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Manaqament Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  b r  

Permit no camplnq a t  t ra l lheads.  X 

When outfitter quldes art3 requlred t o  pack In 
supolemental feed. on ly  processed food lncaaable 
of qermlnatlon w l l l  be allowed. 

L i m i t  c a m  slze t o  a maxlmum of 15 aeople w l t h  
no more than 26 horses per cama. 

l l m l t  camp slze I n  the  North Fork of the  
Duchesne River t o  a maxlmum of 12 Deople w l t h  no 
more than 12 horses per cam. 

X 

X 

X 

l l m l t  stay t o  14 days per camp. X 

Issue new commercial permlts If: 
1. There Is a demonstrated pub l l c  need for the  

2. Natlonal Forest resources and aroqrams w l l l  
serv Ice. 

no t  be unacceptably damaqed or imoalred. 

3. Manaae w l l d l  Ife. f l sh .  L i m i t  f l s h  a lan t lnq  t o  lakes where f l s h  were 
ranqe and watershed planted I n  the  past. Requlate Dlant lnq t o  helo 
resources i n  conformance contro l  human lmaacts a t  Dopular lakes. 
w l t h  t h e  Wllderness Act. 

Re-Introductlon of soecles w l l l  be consldered 
approprlate on ly  where a vacant nlche has been 
lden t l f l ed .  

Where the  oo ten t la l  f o r  mlqrat lon t o  adjacent 
manaqemant areas ex is ts .  t he  Impact of 
t ransolants  on adjacent manaqement areas w l l l  be 
Included I n  the  analvsls. 

Reestablish na t ive  saecles c lass l fed  as sensi t lve.  
threatened or endanqered. 
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Mansgettent Areas 
Ob Jedive Standards and Guide1 ines a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  o r  

Grazinq of 1 ivestock establ ished a r l o r  t o  
Septeher  1984 sha l l  be Dermftted t o  continue. 
subJect t o  requiat lons. By 1988 place a i l  
allotments under manaaement desianed t o  pro tec t  
t he  wilderness resources. 

Manaqe l ivestock use w l t h i n  Dresent caaacitv of 
a i  lotment. 

Maintain or res tore  ranne cond i t ions  t o  wqood" or 
bet ter .  

Maintain natural veqetat lve composltion 
and d i vers  1 ty .  

Desiqn new ranae lmarovements t o  be r u s t l c  I n  
aoaearance and const ruct  on ly  wkwe needed t o  
p ro tec t  the  wilderness resources. 

Ex l s t i nq  ranqe improvements w i l l  be malntained 
o r  removed. 

Sheep bed qrounds w i l l  be located away from 
sarinqs, streams and lakes. 

issue no new sheep and c a t t l e  qrazlnq permits 
i n  areas cu r ren t l y  unobliaated. 

1-ocated sheepherder camps where there  w i l l  be 
I i t t i e  or no conf l  I c t  w i t h  qeneral oubl IC use 
and mlnlmal resource imoact. 

Predator cont ro l  w I I I be c m r d  inated w i t h  
the  Animal P lan t  Health Inspectloo Servlce. 

Naxlous weeds may be cont ro l led  t o  p ro tec t  
wilderness and downstream values bv qrubbing 
or w l t h  qround apo l lca t lon  herbicides. 
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I Hanaqment Areas 
I ObJectlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  o r  

4. Protect wilderness and 
other resource values durinq 
the exploration and develoo- 
ment o f  mineral and enernv 
resources on val id claims 
and IeaseT. 

Requlate recreation I ivestock t o  orsvent 
deteriorat ion of the foraqe resourcs a t  D O D U I  a r  
camosites and f ishinq areas. 

CooDerate wi th Soil Conservation Service on 
systematlc removal of four telemetry stat ions i n  
the High Ulntas Wilderness. 

Require mineral deveioament t o  comply wi th 
visual qual i ty  objectives. 

Prohib i t  seismic exoloration tha t  involves 
helicopters o r  other motorized equioment. 

Request v a l i d i t y  examinations under the followina 
conditions: 
1. A l l  Natices of intent o r  Plans of Operation. 
2. Claim i s  l i l e q a l l y  occupied or  used (trespass). 
3. C l a i m  assessment work i s  causinq unacceotable 

surface disturbance wi th  l i t t l e  DrosDect of 
economic ootentiai. 

4. Ao~ l ica t ions  fo r  aatent. 

Request mineral examination t o  determine v a l i d i t y  
on oatent claim aooi icatlons. 
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Goat l r  Manage f i s h  and w i l d i i f s  h a b i t a t  t o  maintain o r  improve d i v e r s i t y  and broduct iv i tv.  

Goal 2: Involve concerned qovernment aqencies, environmental orqanizations. and special  i n t e r e s t  qroups i n  w i l d l i f e  and 
f l she r res  manaqement broqram. 

Objectlve Standards and Guldel tnes 
Manwemnt Areas 

s b d e f q h r k l n n ,  p r  

1 .  Develop and imoiement 
h a b i t a t  manaaement p lan 
t h a t  w i l l  Include key eco- 
systems and maintain h a b i t a t  
for sunnort inq TBE o r  sen- 
s l t i v e  p lan ts  and animal 
saeciss and manaqement 
Ind ica tor  species 

The wi ld1 i f e  aroqram w i l  I inc lude accomol i sh inq  
non-structural  hab i ta t  fm~rovements on 
aobroximately 500 acres annually. x x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

of 5.600 elk and 43.700 deer. x x x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

plans every 5 years x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

f e e t  o f  an openinq o f  10 acres or more. x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Provide hab i ta t  capable o f  suooort lnq a minimum 

Evaluate and update e x i s t l n q  amen manaqement 

Maintain adequate w i l d i f e  cover w i t h i n  100 

Maintain adequate downed mater ia l  and standlnq 
snaas for w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  as i d e n t i f i e d  below: 

Amen: 708 of maximum 
D O D U ~  a t  ion Dotent i a l  or 1 . 3  snaqdacre 
Douqias fir: 50% o f  maximum aopulat ion 
bo ten t i a l  or 1 snaq/acre 
Codqeboie bine: 406 of maximum populat ion 
Dotent ia l  or .7 snaa/acre (Spruce-Alpine f i r )  
Ponderosa bine: 80% of maximum popul a t  ion 
ao ten t i a l  or 2.7 snaqs/acre 
Riparian: 
pooulat ion po ten t i a l  o r  1.3 snaqs/acre x x x x  

Comblete manaqement plans (RiDarian. aspen, 
old-orawth). x x x x  

any sDecies. 70% of maximum 

Openinqs of UD t o  20 acres may be created for 
hab i ta t  improvement. 
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Manaqemnt Areas 
ob Jectlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e t q h i k l n n ,  o r  

i d e n t i f y  and manaqe hab i ta ts  caaable o f  
s u ~ a o r t i n q  se l f -susta in inq t r o u t  oooulations. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Trans i tory  ranqe may be a l located t o  w i l d l i f e .  x x x  x x x x  x x  

I d e n t i f y  and mao e l k  ca iv inq  areas, deer and 
anteioae fawnlnq areas, and saqe qrouse 
s t r u t t i n a  and nestinq areas for assessinq 
cumulative imoacts. x x x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

Desiqnate and orotect  o l d  qrowth areas for 
deaendent saecies. Old qrowth should be a 
minimum of 160 contiquous acres and 
have old nrowth charac ter is t i cs .  

Retain 56 of area i n  o ld qrowth condi t lons 
a t  a l l  times (and close the  o l d  qrowth area 
t o  fuelwood harvestinq). 

x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

X x x  

Provide aoarooriate aquatic and t e r r e s t r i a l  
hab i ta t  analysis input t o  a i  I resource manaqe- 
ment a c t i v i t i e s .  x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

2. Deveioo the  soecies/ Complete inventory of Manaqement Ind icator  
hab i ta t  re ia t lonsh ias  o f  
f i s h  and w i l d l i f e .  occurrence. abundance, d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

Species on the  Forest t o  determine t h e i r  

hab i ta t  requirements. and aooulation trends. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Es tab l i sh  and maintain thermal and secur i ty  
cover needs t o  meet the  Forest's b i q  qame 
and Manaqement I nd ica tor  Spec ies hah 1 t a t  
objectives. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Manaqe Bear Too Mountain q l v ino  oreference t o  
Rocky Mountain b i q  horn sheeo. 

Analyze the  need for .  and acquire when 
aoaropriate. conservation D O O ~ S  i n  reservo l rs  t o  

x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

maintain f i s h e r i e s  habitat.  x x x x x  x x x x  x x  
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U O L I F E  A M I  F I  SH - CONTIMM, 

Manaqement Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Guldellnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  o r  

- ~~ 

3. Manaqe the  hab i ta t  o f  
a i l  T&E o r  sens i t i ve  
o l a n t  and animal saecies t o  
malntain o r  enhance t h e i r  
status. 

Maintain a11 streams f o r  a b i o t i c  cond i t ion  
index (BCI) of 75 o r  above and a hab i ta t  
cand i t lon  index (HCI) of 42 o r  above. x x x x x x  

Comblete aquatic inventories usinq General 
Aouetic Wi ld1  i f e  Survey (GAWS) and R-l stream 
channel s t a b l i i t y  ra t i nqs  on stream orders 3. 
4. and 5. Comalete inventory o f  a l l  streams. x x x x x x x  

M i t i g a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  associated w i t h  the  CUP 
w i l l  he desiqned and imalemented t o  p ro tec t  
or enhance hab i ta t  values for e x i s t i n q  
f i s h  and w i i d i  i f e  saeciss. 

Where feas ib le ,  emahasis for t e r r e s t r i a l  
m i t i q a t i o n  from the  CUP w i l l  be i n  the  
area of land acqu is i t i on  or hab i ta t  
enhancement arojects. 

Emohasis f o r  aquatic m i t i q a t i o n  from the  
CUP w i l l  be the  establishment o f  
minlmum stream f lows and the  physical 
enhancement of streams af fected by the  CUP. 

x x x x x  

x x x x x  

x x x x x  

Resource manaqement a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be allowed 
i f  they w i l l  no t  adversely a f f e c t  any T and E 
or sens i t i ve  specles. x x x x x  

Par t i c i aa te  w i t h  s ta te  w i l d i  i f e  aqencies i n  
evaiuat lnq the  ao ten t la i  for re-establ ishment 
of the  aereqrine falcon. x x x x x x  

Give a r i o r i t v  t o  s t ruc tu ra l  hab i ta t  imorovement 
work i n  streams contalnina Colorado River 
cu t th roa t  t r o u t  s t ra ins .  x x x x x x x  
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Ob Jeetlve Standards and Guldel lnes 
Manaqecnent Areas 

a b d e f q h f k l n n ,  p r  

Comolete Inventory o f  sens l t l ve  a i a n t  and animal 
species on the  Forest t o  determine t h e i r  
occurrence. abundance. d i s t r i bu t i on ,  hab i ta t  
requirsments. and mou la t ion .  x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Consult w i t h  the  U.S. F ish  and W i l d l l f e  Service 
when actions have the  po ten t la l  t o  a f f e c t  any 
threatened or endangered soecles. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

4. Continue t o  i d s n t i f v  l d e n t i f v  vacant nlches and m l t l qa te  conf l  i c t s  
saecies su i tab le  f o r  w i t h  other  resources. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
introductlon. 

5. D ~ v ~ ~ o D  suooort from Maintain contacts with loca l  and reqlonal 
w i l d l i f e  i n te res t  qrouas w i l d l i f e  and f l s h  In te res t  groups. 
for fundinq o r  labor for 
w l l d l  i f e  and f i s h  projects. 

x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

I I  
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Goal: Achieve sat isfactory ecoloqlcal condlt lan on a l l  rangelands. Maintaln o r  obtain olant d ivers i ty  t o  meet the 
requirements o f  NFMA. 

Uanaqermnt Areas 
Object 1 ve Standards and Guldel tnes a b d e f q h t k t n n ,  p r  

1. Malntaln o r  Improve a l l  
ranqe in  a f a i r  or better 
condit ion class. 

2. Preoare and imolement a 
ranqe a1 I otment manaqement 
olan fo r  each qrazinq a l  lo t -  
men), includinq recreation 
horse use. tha t  H I  I I iden- 
t i f y  arooer use levels. 

Ranqelands i n  unstisfactory condit ion 
and which w l l l  not o r  cannot be imaroved, 
w i l  I not be allocated t o  1 ivestock 
qrazlnq. x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

lmorove ranqeiand c lass l f  led as 
unsatisfactory where cost effect ive. 

Transitory ranqe may be allocated to 
I ivestock. 

x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

x x  X x x  x x x  

Sheep allotments tha t  remain un-uti l ized 
fo r  a perlod o f  5 years may be considered 
fo r  conversion t o  another class o f  I ive-  
stock or  closed. x x x x x  x x x x x  x 

Continue a coordinated pest and aredator 
control proqram wi th  the Animal Plant 
Health lnspectlon Service. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Revise ranqe allotment plans t o  be conslstent 
wi th  Forest Plan. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Locate ranqe fences t o  ailow for movement o f  
oeople and t o  exclude Ilvestock from areas 
o f  concentrated recreational use. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
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RANGE - coNTIMJ€o 

Management Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Guide1 ines a b d e f q h t k l n n ,  p r  

Maintain the  establ ished l ivestock c losure 
on Goslln Mountain and Sheep Creek Canyon. 

P r i o r i t y  f o r  new ranqe s t ruc tu ra l  
im~rovements w l l l  be t o  deVel0D water 
sources where there  are no ava i lab le  
sources w l t h l n  one mile. Deslqn f o r  
d0v0lODtMnt w i l l  a l low for use by qame 
anlmals and blrds. 

Glve a r l o r l t y  t o  res to r inq  needed e x l s t l n q  
s t ruc tu ra l  lmarovements before const ruct inq 
new ones. 

Pro tec t  sprinqs and seeos from qrazlnq 
l ivestock where resource damaqe I s  occurrlnq. 

C l m l t  foraae u t i l l z a t i o n  by I lvestock of 
key browse species on b l q  qame win ter  ranqe 
t o  2M 

3. Develop and Implement Control a l l  qrouo I noxlous weeds by 1990 
an ac t ion  alan for contro l  and a l l  qrouo I 1  noxlous weeds by 2000, 
of noxious  weed^. as defined by FSM 2200. 

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 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  

4. Reduce admin is t ra t lve Place addi t lonal  resaonslb l l  I t y  and 
cos t  for c a t t l e  and she30 accountab i l l t y  on the  Dermlttees for 
AUM's I lvestock manaqement and obta in  a t  leas t  

50% oermlttee o a r t i c i o a t l o n  I n  a l  I ranqe 
lmarovement const ruct lon o r  reconst ruct ion 
costs x x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

Adjust al lotment boondarles t o  reduce oDeratlnq 
and manamment costs where DOSslble. x x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

IV-33 



IlfBEB 

Goal: Oatimlze wood f iber  p rduc t l on  t o  meet Public demands consistent wl th  other resource objectives and envlronmental 
constrafnts. 

ObJectlve Standards and Gu Idel fnes 
Manaqemsnt Areas 

s b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

1. Harvest timber comense- Make available a minimum of  12.000 cords o f  
ra te  wl th  tlmber al locat lon flrewood for  personal use. x x x x  x x x x  x x  
(Within Forolan) 

Admlnister a l l  timber sales and free use Droqrams 
wi th ln  the constraints o f  the Plan. and 
env Ironmental assessments. x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Accomallsh s i t e  DreDaratlon on a l l  clearcut acres 
wi th in  2 years a f te r  loqqinq has been comaleted. x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Prepare s l l v l cu l tu ra l  arescrlDtlons tha t  w i l l  
include an economlc analysis and be In  accordance 
wlth a l l  aDalfcable standards and quldelines. x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Use loqqlnq systems and technlques cabable of 
mlnlmlzlnq soil loss. comaactlon, and other 
resource impacts. 

Even-aae manaqement oermltted 

Plan one Drecommerclal thlnnlnq by aqe 15. 

Plan one or  more commercial thinnlnqs. 

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 
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Manaqement Areas 
ObJettW Standards and Outdel lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

Clearlnqs ua t o  the  fo l low lnq  slzes are aermltted: 
20 acre X X 
40 acre X X X x x  x x  
60 acre X X 

Plan two o r  more comnerlcal thlnnlnqs. X 

malntaln foraqe DrodUCtlOn. X 
Tlmber harvest tlmed and located t o  Increase or 

Manaqe ti lnber for shor test  r o t a t l o n  ape possible. 

P r e c o m r c l a l  l y  t h l n  on l y  40% and commercial l y  
t h l n  on l y  1% of harvested acres. 

Stands qenera l ly  manaqed on an uneven-aqed basls: 

Rotation aqes w i l l  be extended I n  
ponderosa Plne and s l l v l c u l t u r a l  treatment w l l l  
be qreater  than normal. 

Harvest i n  small un i ts .  
Harvest by s lnq le  t r e e  removal. 

2. Locate c lea rcu t  oaenlnqs Stands may be harvested adJacent t o  oaeninqs: 
t o  achieve the  deslred -That are 90% stocked wfth t rees  t h a t  have 

obJectlves and meet NFMA 
ob Ject lves. 

Manaqement Area resource survived for a minfmum of 2 years. x x  
-That have reached an averaqe helqht s u f f  i c l e n t  
t o  orovide h ld lnq  cover f o r  t he  Manaqement 
Ind icator  Soecies uslnq the  area. 

Leave areas of uncut t imber between oaeninqs 
created by c learcuts  la rqe  enouqh t o  meet all 
resource needs. 

X 

x x x x  

X 

x x  

x x x  
x x x  

x x x  

X 

x x x x  x x  
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Management Areas 
ob Jectlve Standards and Guldel ines a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

That have reached an averaqe heiqht su f f i c i en t  
t o  provide needed w i l d l i f e  hidlnq cover. 

Where Increases In water y ie ld  have reduced t o  50% 
o f  t o ta l  aotentiai increase. 

X X 

X 

That have reached an averaqe helqht su f f i c i en t  
t o  meet the adoated VqO. X x x  x x  

3. Accomplish timber stand Use pesticides t o  achieve manaqement obJectives. x x x x  X x x x x  x x  
improvements consistent w i t h  
s i l v i cu l tu ra l  needs and Conduct insect and disease detection surveys 
manaqement prescriptions. annually t o  determlne hazard ootentlal and needed 

control. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Harvest and s i l v i cu l tu ra l  treatments w i l l  be 
located and t lmed I 1  

- to maintain o r  enhance w i l d l i f e  habitat. X x x x  X 
- to enhance recreation oooortunities and/or 
provlde pub1 IC safety. X X x x  x x  

Maintain down materials f o r  w i l d l i f e  habitat: 
2 t o  4 tons per acre or  30% of  slash created by 
clearcuts. .. X 

No scheduled harvest. X x x x  

ODtlmize snow accumulation by schedullnq small 
oatchcuts (3-10 acres). o r  by s t r i a  cu t t inq  
Deroendicular t o  prevatl Inq w lnds ( 5  t o  8 t ree 
he iqhts w lde). X 
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Goal 1: Increase water y le lds  from Natlonai Forest  Watersheds. 

Goal 2: lmarove and conserve the  bas ic  soil and water resources, 

Goal 3, Manaqe for t h e  malntenance of a l r  q u a l l t y  re la ted  values (AQRV) 

Manaqement Areas 
Objective Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ~  ~r 

I .  Increase water y ie lds  
throuqh resource manaqement 
a c t l v l t i e s .  

U t l l l z e  aaaroar late madelinq technlques t o  
analyze cumulatlve imaacts o f  sediment and water 
y le ld ino  resource a c t i v l t l e s .  Determlne sediment 
and water y l e l d  thresholds t o  meet aquat ic 
hab i ta t  obJectives. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

U t i l i z e  tlmber harvest u n l t s  and o ther  s i l v l -  
c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Increase water y ie lds .  x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Protect  a l l  surface waters from chemlcal 
contaml nat ion. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Malntaln o r  lmarove cur ren t  stream channel 
s t a b l l  Itv rat lnqs.  x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

The stream channel s t a b i l l t y  r a t l n q  shown I n  
Table I below w i l l  determine t h e  aercent of 
watersheds (1.000 acres o r  l a rse r )  allowed I n  
equlva lent  c lea rcu t  area (ECA). Equivalent 
c lea rcu t  area includes actual c learcuts.  p a r t i a l  
cuts, and the  suaaortlnq road system. The ECA 
o f  a a r t i a l  cu ts  I s  shown I n  Table Ii. FolIowInq 
tlmber harvest. t h e  ECA Is reduced as hydrolooic 
recovery m c u r s  as shown I n  Table 1 1 1 .  x x x x  x x x x  x x  
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Table 1 .  Percent ECA as demmlned by - 
Perm I tted *lncreasRd 
40 13 

- BECA 
Excel I ent  
Goad 30 10 
Fa i r  20 7 
Poor 10 3 

Permitted Water 

*These w i l l  be further refined 
throuqh resource Inventor les. 

Table I I .  Relatlonshlo of  aar t la t  
D. 
Part ia l  Cut B 
Crowns * R m  m 

20 3 
30 12 
40 25 
50 40 
60 60 
70 77 
80 88 

* 5 basal area may be substituted. 

Jabio I i t .  ECA r e d d o n  during 
hudralaalc. 

Aqe of  Treatment Percent ECA Percent ECA 
A-- 

15 0 100 
20 10 90 
30 35 65 
40 55 45 
50 80 20 
60 100 0 
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Ob Ject i ve  Standards and Guldelines 
Mansqament Areas 

a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

Water y l e l d  Improvement a c t l v l t l e s  Dermltted 
I f  comaatible w i t h  w l l d l  l f e  
i f  comaatible wi th recrea t ion  
If comaatlble w i t h  V@'S 
I f  law t o  moderate erosion hazard 
I f  low lands1 Ide hazard 

2. Malntaln o r  Improve soll Comblete watershed lmwovement oroJects Ident l -  
s tab l l l t v .  s i t e  Droduc t lv l t y  f l e d  I n  the  watershed res to ra t l on  backloq. 
and reaa i r  or s t a b l l  i ze  
damaqed watersheds. eroslon ex ls ts .  

emDhaslzlnq h lqh value watershed where accelerated 

Encouraqe the  Forest Servlce. Vernal C i t y  o r  
Ulntah County t o  purchase or exchanqe for o r l v a t e  
aroperty w i t h l n  the  Vernal Munlclpal Watershed. 

Maintain and pro tec t  establ lshed watershed 
lmarovement DroJects u n t l l  Dro ject  obJectlves 
have been met. 

Provlde soll and water quldance t o  other  resource 
ac t  l v l t  les. 

Complete order th ree  soll survey for the  Forest. X 

Obtain a t  leas t  80% of o r l q l n a l  qround cover 
w l t h l n  5 years a f t e r  DroJect comaletlon. 

S t a b l l l z e  road co r r i do rs  and cont ro l  road use t o  
reduce sol1 eroslon. 

S tab i l i ze  areas damaqed by f i r e ,  mlnlnq, or other  
events. 

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 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 x x x x  x x x x  x x  

x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  
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Wanaqmmt Areas 
object lve Standards and GaldellneJ a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

Deslqn a c t l v l t l e s  t o  mlnlmlze oroject-caused 
sediment rates, not t o  exceed a 125% Increase 
o f  the DrbDrOJ0Ct rates the f l r s t  year and 
a 1055 Increase a t  the end of f Ive years. 

Conduct d m w e  surveys followlnq dlsasters t o  
determlne restorat ion needs and take correct lve 
actlon as soon as funds became avallable. 

Provide ml t lqat lon measures t o  the Central Utah 
ProJect a c t l v l t l e s  such as access. recreatlon 

A l l o w  no a c t l v l t y  tha t  w l l l  lower water levels o f  
natural water storaqe areas (lakes. aonds. etC.1 

x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

develoornents and hlqh lake s tab l l  Izatlon. x x x x x  x x x  

tha t  are current ly undevelooed. x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Evaluate f lood hazard and resource values fo r  
canstructlon or  reconstructfon DrOJects w l th ln  
the IOO-vear f loodalaln o r  r laar lan zone where 
f a c l l l t l e s  w 1 1 1  not be allowed unless other 
alternatives have been revlewed and rejected as 
belnq more envlronmentallv damaqlnq. 

Avoid channellzatlon o f  natural streams. Where 
necessary for f lood control.  or f lsher les enhance- 
ment use stream aeometry relat lonshlas t o  
re-establlsh meanders, wldth/deoth rat los,  etc. 
A I  1 dredqed materlal shal I be removed above the 
hlqh water1 Inn o r  stab11 lzed with armor such as 
rlorao. 

x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

x x x x  x x x x x  x x  
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ObJectlve Standards and Gu Idel lnes 
Manaqement Areas 

a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  ~r 

Rehabil i tate disturbed areas based on these 
p r i o r l t y  conslderatlons: 

Aquatlc ecosystems 
Rlparlan ecosystems 
Riaarian areas outside o f  aquatlc and r iaar ian  
ecosystems. x x x x  x x x x x  x x  

3. Obtain. secure, and Quantify and Inform States o f  a l l  consumptive 
protect su f f l c l en t  quanti ty Federal reserved water r iqh ts  whlch are aursuant 
of water t o  orovide for t o  the Reservation Doctrine. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
deve1ODment. use. and 
manaqement o f  Flationai 
Forest I ands. ape1 icable State law. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

AcquIre non-reserved water r iqh ts  throuqh 

Purchase needed water r iqh ts  where suf f  l c ien t  
water cannot be obtained under the Reservatlon 
or  ApproDriatlon Dactrines. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Identi fy, quantify. and assert r lqh ts  t o  instream 
flows t o  secure favorable conditions o f  flow 
su f f l c len t  t o  maintain stream channel s t a b i l i t y  
and caoacity t o  transport water and sediment. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Assert non-cumsumatlve instream flow needs on 
aerennlal streams t o  protect f isheries. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Review Pub1 IC Notices t o  Water User’s lnvolvinq 
water r l a h t  claims and aaplications o f  others 
tha t  involve development on National Forest System 
lands. F i l e  protest wi th  the State Enqineer In 
cases where exlst ins o r  proposed uses c o n f l i c t  
wi th Forest needs and multiole-use objectives. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
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ObJective Standards and Guide1 ines 
Manaqement Areas 

a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  o r  

4. Control and mlnlmlze alr lnteqrate alr resource manaqement objectlves into 
pollutant lmaacts from land al l  resource blannlnq and manaqemnt actlvlties. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
manasement actlvltles. 

Mltlqate any adverse Impacts from Drescrlbed flre 
on the alr resource of the National Forsst and 
the alr resource outslde Forest Servlce 
Jur Isd Ict Ion. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Detect and manitor the effects of alr Dollutlon 
and atmosaherlc deDOSltiOn on Forest resources. 
Monitor alr pollutants when Forest Servlce qoals 
and objectlves are at rlsk. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Preserve and Drotect alr quallty related values 
(AQRV) within the Flamlnq Gorqe NRA and Hiah 
Ulntas Wilderness. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Determlne the amount of acceatable human-caused 
chanqe In the ecoloqlcal and saclal factors 
(Llmlts of Acceatable Chanqe) of the Flamlnq 
Gorqe NRA and the Hfqh Uintas Wllderness wlthout 
loss of the aresent character. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Determlne the alr quality or AQRV condltlon (base 
level) from which Increments of Ilmits of accept- 
able chanqe w111 be measured. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Review oermits for Droposed oollutant emlttlnq 
facllltles. thelr potential effect on the AQRV. 
and make recomndatlons to the State alr 
requlatory aqencles. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
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v 
Goal: Provide o rde r l y  explorat lon. development, and aroduction of mineral and enerqy resources consis tent  w i t h  the  use and 

pro tec t ion  of  the  other  resource values. 

Hanaqmnt Areas 
Ob Jectlve Standards and GuIdel lnes s b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

1 .  Control mineral a c t t v l -  Accomaiish needed reclamatlon work on abandoned 
t i e s  t o  aro tec t  o ther  and/or i n v a l i d  mlnlnq claims. and o i l  and qas 
resources. and res tore  I eases. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  
disturbances r e s u i t l n q  from 
mlnlnq o r  leaslnq a c t l v l t l e s .  P r o h i b i t  t he  deaosit inq of material from 

d r l i l i n q ,  processinq. o r  s i t e  oreaaration I n  
natural dralnaqes o r  f loodpla ins unless r e s t r i c -  
l c ted  t o  arevent contamlnation of overland flow. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Surface occupancy w l l l  be allowed on ly  where 
lmaacts on surface resources w i l l  be acceatabie. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Recommend aqalnst Igasinq and sa le  of minerals 
when c r i t i c a l  adverse Impacts cannot be mitigated. X X X X X X x x x x  x x  

Recommend wlthdrawai of lands from mlnerai 
leasinq when there are senslt ive, unique surface 
resources t h a t  can not be adequately arotncted 
under cur ren t  pub1 IC laws and Federal requlat ions. x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Sosc l f l c  s t l au ia t l ons  w i l l  be assiqned on a 
case-by-case basis for a l l  mineral a c t i v l t i e f  and 
deslqned t o  aro tec t  o ther  resource values. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

' St iau la t ions  aaal led in accordance w i t h  matr ix  i n  Aooendix B. 



Manaqement Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Ouldel ines a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

Prohiblt men-Dit ahosphate mlninq vlslbfe from 
Flamlnq Gorqe Reservoir or Hiqhwav 44 from Green- 
dale to Manila. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Prohlbit surface occuDancy of mlnerals and oil 
and qas leases wlthln 500 feet of hlqhways and 
I akes , x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Retaln mlneral entry wlthdrawal for the Sheep 
Creek Geological Area. Exceat for existinq valid 
clalms. the entire qeolqlc area Is withdrawn from 
all mlneral entry. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Mineral activltles will not be allowed on areas 
where the erosion hazard ratinq or aeoloqlc hazard 
ratlnq is hiqh. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Requlre leasees, prosoectors and mlners to I complete reclamatton work on all disturbed lands. X X X X X X x x x x  x x  I 
I 

Dlsposal of mineral waste material wll I be 
ai lowed only when there Is no rlsk to the pub1 I C  
or wil I not result In adverse environmental impacts. X X X X X X x x x x  x x  

determine tn servlce needs. mineral material availabll lty. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

variety mlnerals. use only in excess of that need. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

2. Inventory, conserve, and Maintain an inventory of both woven and Drobable 

and establish DroDer use 
levels of all common Estfmate In-servtce demands and allow out-service 
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Gaal: Protsc t  and enhance the  unique and valuable cha rac te r i s t i cs  of r i p a r i a n  areas. 

Hanaqement Areas 
Objeetlve Standards and Gu ldel Ines a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  ~r 

1. Maintain o r  imorove 
r i o a r i a n  areas and r l p a r i a n  
dependent resource values 
inciudinq w i l d l i f e .  f l sh .  
veqetation. watershed, and 
recreat ion In a s tab le  or 
uoward trend. Manaqe f o r  
species d l ve rs i t y .  

Comblete a r i a a r i a n  inventory and implement 
r i p a r i a n  manaqement. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Maintain the  h ld inq  and thermal cover qual i t i e s  
o f  forested r i o a r i a n  areas q i v lnq  a r i o r l t y  t o  the  
preservation of o l d  qrowth f o r  cav i t y  dependent 
saecles. t he  oreservatlon of h id lnq  cover adJacent 
t o  mineral l i cks .  wallows, and ca l v inq  o r  fawninq 
areas. and the  preservation of h id inq  and thermal 
cover aionq waterways. x x x x  X x x x x  x x  

Maintain natural comalexity and hiqh r e l a t i v e  
a roduc t l v l t y  of r i p a r i a n  areas. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Maintain c a a a b l l i t y  of r i o a r i a n  areas t o  ac t  
as an e f f e c t i v e  sediment bu f fe r i nq  zone i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  upslope a c t i v i t i e s .  x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Rioarian area deaendent resources w i l l  be q lven 
ore feren t ia i  conslderation i n  cases o f  unresoiv- 
able conf l  ic ts .  x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

R e s t r i c t  f a c i l i t i e s  and qround d is tu rb lnq  
a c t l v i t l e s  t o  areas outs ide r i p a r i a n  areas unless 
a l t e r n a t i v e  routes have been reviewed and re jected 
as beinq more envlronmentaity damaqinq. x x x x  X x x x x  x x  
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Manaqement Areas 
Objecttve Standards and Guide1 lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

Only land aoDl icat ion of aporoved herbicides t o  
cont ro l  noxious weeds w i l l  be allowed provided 
t h a t  herbicides are no t  allowed t o  contamlnate 
surface water. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Rioarian areas w i l l  be qlven a h iqh  p r l o r i t y  for 
rehabi i  l t a t l o n  in  ranqe Imarovnment, f i s h  and 
w l l d l i f e  Improvement. watershed restorat ion.  road 
maintenance, and KV DrOqrams. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

2. Manaqe veqetatlon t o  Manaqe veqetatlon In r i p a r i a n  areas t o  be i n  q w d  
enhance the  r i p a r i a n  
ecosystem. 

o r  excel l e n t  ecological condit ion, w i t h  a s tab le  

Allow a maximum of 50% use of  cur ren t  years qrowth 

or upward trend. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

on browse species I n  r i p a r i a n  areas. x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Special harvestinq techniques t o  oro tec t  r i o a r i a n  
zones, such as d l rec t l ona l  f e l l i n g  and cable 
yardlnq w l l l  be apolied when needed t o  oro tec t  
the r ioar  Ian ecosystem. x x x x  X x x x x  x x  

P r o h i b l t  landlnqs and decklnq areas and Iimr--. 
-; -., > '&, ..-- - x x x x  X x x x x  x x  temporary roads w i t h i n  r i o a r i a n  areas:  be.^.- 4;L 
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Goal: Increase aub l lc  benef i t s  and u t l i i z a t l o n  throuqh more n f f l c e n t  land use admlnistrat lon. 

Hanaqement Areas 
ObJeetlve Standards and Gu ldel lnes a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  p r  

1. Protect  and manaqe Acqulre I n  holdlnqs l d e n t l f l e d  dur lnq 
Flamlnq Goroe NRA I n  Conqresslonal hearlnqs f o r  Flamlnq Gorqe. 
accordance w l t h  PI-97-540. 

Use emlnent domain where necessary t o  arevent 
develooments t h a t  are no t  comostlble w i t h  the  
object ives o f  t he  NRA. 

x x x  

x x x  

2. Increase land e f f  1- Suoaart land adjustments l d e n t l f l e d  under 
c I ency adm I n I s t r a t  ion. DroJect BOLD. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Survey and oost 100 mi les of the  Forest 
boundary Der decade u n t l l  the  e n t i r e  Forest 
IS posted. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Comalete Iden t i f l ed  riqhts-of-way acqu is i t lons  
by end of f l r s t  decade. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Proqram t o  accomplish land exchanqe and ourchase 
ooaor tun i t les w l t h  State and a r l v a t e  landowners. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Resolve e x l s t l n q  t i t l e  c la lm  and encroachment 
cases on a o r l o r l t y  basis. x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

Locate new or reconstructed fences on DraDerty 
boundary l ines. Pro tec t  cadastral survey 
corners, mlnlnq c la im corners, and other  monuments 
from qround d ls tu rb lnq  a c t i v i t i e s .  x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  

' State p r o j e c t  t o  consol ldate State landownershlo. 
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Msnaqernent Areas I 
ObJsctlvs Standards and Guide1 lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  D r  

Future enerqy transmission co r r i do rs  w i l l  be i n  
conformance w l t h  co r r i do r  alan i n  accordance 
w l t h  appendix H of the  Envtronmental lmoact 
Statement. 

Schedule review of a l l  withdrawals t o  determine 
need for cont inuat ion or revocation. 

E l iminate special uses t h a t  c o n f l i c t  w l t h  w i l d -  
1 i f e  I n  i d e n t i f  led w ln te r inq  areas. 

Special Use Permit apoi lcat ions a l i i  be evaluated 
us ins the  fo l low inq  c r i t e r l a :  

1. There i s  a demonstrated Dub1 IC need. 

2. National Forest resources and proqrams w i l l  
no t  be UnacceDtably damaqed o r  impaired. 

the  use. 
3. Pr i va te  land i s  n o t  ava i lab le  t o  accommodate 

3. Usinq the  NEPA scoainq 
ormess. provide Input t o  conform t o  t h e i r  envlronmental location. 
t he  Federal Enerqy Requiatory 
Commission throuqh the  4E Provide instream flows f o r  channel maintenance. 
Report b r i a r  t o  the  Issuance 
of a FERC I icense. 

Desiqn and const ruct  permitted s t ructures t o  

Provide minimum water flows throuqhout the  stream 
channel t o  maintain f i s h e r i e s  hab i ta t  and the  
functlons of  the  aquatic and r i p a r i a n  ecosystems. 

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 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 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  
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Manaqemant Areas 
ObJeetlve Standards and Guide1 lnes a b d e f q h i k i n n ,  ~r 

Provide miqratlon/or t r a v e l  Dassaqes for aame 
and l ivestock f o r  any a lpe l lnes  exceedlno one- 
h a l t  mile I n  lenqth. 

Provlde for m i t l q a t l o n  o f  recreat ional  a c t i v l t l e s  
af fected by the  aroJect. 
w l l l  be scaled t o  the  a ro jec t  s a e c l f l c  lmaacts on 
the  resources. 

Power transmission systems w l l l  be evaluated 
concurrent w l t h  the  project. 

A ~ p l l c a n t  must have a FERC l i cense or exemption 
Dr lo r  t o  conslderatlon for a a ro jec t  sDeclal 
use aermlt. 

A ~ ~ l i c a n t  must have an aDaroved State Water 
Rlqht author lz lnq use b r l o r  t o  conslderatlon for 
a Pro jec t  Saeclal Use Permlt. 

M l t l q a t l o n  measures 

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 x x x x  x x x x  x x  

x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  
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Goal: Desiqn and manage Forest f a c l l l t l e s  t o  o ro tec t  Forest resources and oub l ic  safety. 

Uanaqement Areas 
Objective Standards and Guldellnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  p r  

1. Locate. deslqn. con- 
s t ruc t .  reconstruct, and 
mainta in  roads and t r a l l s  t o  
serve the  OroJected land 
manaqemnt ob ject ives a t  the  
lowest cos t  fo r  transoorta- 
t i o n  consis tent  w i t h  
envlronmental p ro tec t ion  and 
safetv  conslderatlons. 

Co l l ec t  t r a f f i c  data on selected roads t o  
determine adequate desiqn standards and 
maintenance levels. 

Reconstruct a r t e r i a l  and c o l l e c t o r  roads 
t o  prevent resource damsde and Drovlde for 
user safety  and oro tec t  f inanc ia l  Investment. 

Close and r e h a b i l l t a t e  unneeded roads a f t e r  
comaletion of the  required use. 

l d e n t l f y  and t rans fe r  roads su i ted  for 
Ju r i sd l c t l ona l  t rans fe r  t o  aaprobrlate 
countles. 

Shape and/or crown the  roads each t ime 
they are bladed t o  contro l  water I n  the  
d i tches and uni formly move water across 
the  road t o  prevent surface and f 1 1  I 
eros ion. 

Implement aooroved road s iqn oroqram. 

I d e n t i f y  oooor tun i t ies for scenic turn-outs 
on roads genera l ly  kep t  open for Dub1 IC 
trave l .  

Deslqn and const ruct  roads t o  avoid adversely 
a f f e c t i n q  c r l t l c a f  wi ld1 i f e  areas. 

I n s t a l l  cu l ve r t s  larqe enouqh t o  a l low oassaqe 
of  flows w i t h  no more than 50% deslqn r l s k  
w l t h i n  the  I I f e  of t h e  road. 
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Manaqement Areas 
Object lve Standards and Gutdel Ines a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  p r  

Require d lss iaa tors  any t ime t h a t  t h e  c u l v e r t  
o u t l e t  s o i l i s  onto siooes qreater  than 306. 
or it extends ou t  t o  a m i n t  hiqher than one 
foot above the  qround surface. 

Design and I n s t a l l  bridqes. cu lver ts .  and 
other stream st ructures t o  maintaln adequate 
f l s h  aassaqe. 

Minimize sedimentation, eroslon durina 
const ruct ion and continue res to ra t i on  and 
erosion preventfon measues where needed. 

Stockai le and preserve t O D S O i i  for reveqetation 
of  disturbed areas. 

Use dust ahatsment material t o  malntain road 
surface and orovide for aubi IC safety. 

Construct in terceot inq d ips t o  dlsaerse water 
as needed t o  orevent surface erosion where 
drainase Is not  otherwise arovided. 

Provide for aesthetics and oubi IC safety  i n  
locatinq. operatinq and reclaimins borrow p l t s .  

Clean and reshaoe roadway d l tches t o  orovlde 
adequate drainaqe t h a t  does no t  undercut sloaes. 

Dlsoose of siouqh material from backslopes i n  
areas t h a t  w i l l  not  de t rac t  from assthetlcs. 
destroy veqetated areas. cause erosion, or enter  
drainaqe channels. 

Provide road cross drainaqe t o  mlnimlze 
sadlment t ransoor t  eneroy. 
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Manmenrent Areas 
ObJeetlve Standards and Guide1 lnes a b d e f q h l k l n n ,  ~r 

Maintain roads in recreatlon sites in accordance 
with develaaed site plans and manaqement area 
standards and quidel ines. X 

Siqn adverse condition and hazards resuitinq 
from catastrophic events. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
Maintain and/or initiate cooaerative road 
maintenance aqreements with Sweetwater, 
Duchesne. Daqqett and Uintah Counties for 
effective road maintenance at least cost to 
the Dub1 IC. 

Minimize construction and maintenance 
closures durinq holidays. oeak use days and 
weekends. 

Reshape, reolace toasoil and seed existinq 
unstabilized sloaes to orevent erosion and 
meet VQO's. 

El iminate side castinq excess material from 
maintenance activities where damaqe to other 
resources may occur or there is damaqe to 
traffic below. 

2. Manaqe administrative Increase expenditure for maintenance by 20% 
sites and residences to be aer year. Continue increase until annual 
cost effective and safe. aroqram averaqes 3% of bu I I d I nq real acement 

costs. 

Uadate site aians to current on the around 
conditions and manual standard. 

El  iminate leased administrative facii ities. 

Provlde minimum health. safety. and sanitatlon 
requirements at administratlve facilities and 
saeciai us9 sltes. 
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Manaqamant Areas 
ObJectlve Standards and Guldel lnes a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  o r  

3. Assure the  safety  of lnsaect a l l  dams as scheduled t o  assure 
a l l  dams, canals, bridqes, comaiiance wi th  enqineerinq speci f icat ions.  
and u t i1  I t l es .  Unsafe or unservlceable dams w l l l  be 

reconstructed t o  aaoroved standards. placed 
under speclf IC I Imltat lons. o r  removed from 
service, and su l tab le  s i t e  r e h a b l i i t a t l o n  
w l i l  be requlred Pr ior  t o  aermlt termlnatlon. 

4. Construct and maintaln Rlarap br ldoe abutements where fhe  need 
st ructures t o  o ro tec t  flnan- e x l s t s  t o  oro tec t  the  investment and 
c ia1 Investment. orovlde arevent soil loss. 
for oubl IC safety  and 
aro tec t  other resources. Deslqn. I n s t a l l .  and maintaln the  teiecom- 

munlcation system t o  suaport admin is t ra t ive 
ac t  i v  I t les. 

Provide. and ensure comallance with, 
soeclf  l ca t lons  for the  construction, 
maintainance and aaeration of u t i l i t e s ,  
includlnq aowerlines. plael ines. and 
radio/TV microwave s i tes,  compatible w i t h  
adJacent land uses. as arescribed I n  the  
Corr ldor  Plan and by operatlnq l icenses/ 
aermi ts .  

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 
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Goal: Provide cost-efficlent arotection of Forest resources. users, and admlnlstrative sites. 

ObJectlve Standards and Galdsl ines 
Manaqement Areas 

a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  ~r 

1. Deveioa and imalement 
a cost efficient flre 
manaqement Droqram based 
upon resource values, 

Maintain a fire manaqement proqram to protect 
investments. (Consider effectlveness of 
aresuppression. fuel reduction. and treatnwnt 
areas). x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Use unolanned iqnitions as prescribed fires 
only if a Drescrlbed fire plan has been 
OreDared and the fire is burninq withln 
orescrlation. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Maintain initial attack forces caaable of 
meetlnq arescrlbed suapresslon strateqies 90 
aercent of the tlme In an averaqe fire year. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Comalete fire manaqement aians and prescriotlons 
for all manaqement areas. Fire manaqement 
arescriatlons shall be based on resource 
objectives and values within the manaqement 
area and will address Dlanned and unplanned 
iqnitlons. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

2. Protect adminlstratlve Continue a oreventive spray aroqram to retain 
sites and other hiqh value hiqh value veqetatian and maintain veqetative 
areas from Insects and d 1 vers 1 ty . x x x x x x x  x x x x  x x  
d Isease. 

Conduct Insect and dlsease surveys in conjunction 
nlth hazard tree surveys in adminlstratlve and 
developed recreation sites. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
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Manaqement Areas 
Ob Jectlve Standards and Gnidel lnes a b d e f q h i k l n n ,  p r  

A D o I ~  intearated Pest Manasement by observinq 
and reportlnq potent lai Insect and dtsease 
problems on both Federal and nonqederal lands 
for possible coordinatlon action. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

ment oroqram to Drotect Enforcement Action Plan. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
1 3. Imolement a law enforce- Annually uodate and lmalement the Forest Law 

forest resources. 
Continue coooerative fundinq of local law 
enforcement aqency suooort to the law 
enforcement oroqram on the National Forest. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  

Establ I sh  a coooerative oroqram wlth local 
law enforcemsnt aqencies to be resnonslve to 
all reoorted criminal acts aoalnst aersons or 
oroarety and to maintain a oreventatlve law 
enforcement oresence In areas of concentrated 
and dlsoersed oubl I C  use. x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x  
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D. OTHER MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES 



D. OTHER MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES 

The f o l l o w i n g  management p r i n c i p l e s  and gu ide l i nes  w i l l  be considered i n  
a l l  management a c t i v i t i e s  du r ing  t h e  implementat ion o f  the  plan: 

1. Cooperation - The Forest  Serv ice w i l l  cont inue t o  in form and 
cooperate w i t h  o the r  S ta te  and Federal agencies, l o c a l  yovernments, 
Fores t  permi t tees and operators,  spec ia l  i n t e r e s t  groups, and o the r  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l  s . 
Planning and p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be coord inated w i t h  invo lved 
o r  i n t e r e s t e d  i nd i v idua ls ,  agencies, and organizat ions.  Those 
a f f e c t e d  by management dec is ions  w i l l  be n o t i f i e d  promptly. 

Coord inat ion - The Fores t  Serv ice  w i l l  cont inue t o  accomplish some 
programs and p rac t i ces  through coopera t ive  work agreements and new 
oppor tun i t i es  f o r  cooperat ion may be sought. Some o f  the ongoing 
cooperat ive work a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be cont inued inc lude:  

- Ccnsu l ta t ion  w i t h  t h e  U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  Service on a l l  

2. 

a c t i v i t i e s  which may have an a f f e c t  on Threatened and Endan- 
gered species. 

Coord inat ion of  l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  programs w i t h  the  Bureau o f  
Land Management, S ta te  agencies, and permit tees.  

- Water q u a l i t y  mon i to r i ng  through S t a t e  agencies. 

- Assistance t o  t h e  S o i l  Conservat ion Serv ice and the  S ta te  o f  
Utah f o r  snow surveys, f l c lod  fo recas t ing ,  and warning o f  
p o t e n t i a l  d isas ter .  

r a i n  surveys. 

Survey Program. 

Prov id ing  in fo rmat ion  f o r  r i v e r  a d j u d i c a t i o n  t o  the  Sta te  of  
Utah. 

Cooperative road maintenance agreements w i t h  Counties. 

M i t i g a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  on Cent ra l  Utah P r o j e c t  impacts w i t h  t h e  
Bureau o f  Reclamation. 

- Cooperative l a w  enforcement a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  counties. 

P r o j e c t  Analys is  - Economic ana lys i s  and t h e  eva lua t ion  o f  t h e  
cumulat ive e f f e c t s  o f  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be considered i n  a l l  
resource management dec is ions.  S p e c i f i c  management a c t i v i t i e s  o r  
p ro jec ts ,  t h a t  are n o t  addressed i n  t h e  Fores t  P lan F ina l  Environ- 
mental Impact Statement, w i l l  be evaluated i n  accord w i t h  t h e  
Nat ional  Environmental P o l i c y  Act,  p r i o r  t o  p r o j e c t  i n i t i a t i o n .  

- 

- Assistance t o  t h e  Environmental P ro tec t i on  Agency f o r  a c i d  

- Cooperation w i t h  t h e  S o i l  Conservat ion Serv ice on t h e  S o i l  

- 

- 
- 

3. 
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Interdisciplinary teams will be used in the evaluation process. 
Input from and the involvement of affected and concerned publics 
will be sought. 

4. Administration of the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area was 
established by Public Law 90-540 in 1968. The law specifically 
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to: ' I . .  .administer, protect, 
and develop the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area in a manner 
to best provide for: (1) public outdoor recreation benefits; (2 )  
conservation of scenic, scientific, historic, and other values 
contributing to public enjoyment; and (3 )  such management, utili- 
zation, and disposal of natural resources as in his judgement will 
promote or are compatible with, and do not significantly impair the 
purpose for which the recreation area is established." 

If there are any conflicts in management direction for the Flaming 
Gorge National Recreation Area, the Supplemental Direction will 
take precedence. The Supplemental Direction for the Flaming Gorge 
National Recreation Area is in Appendix A. 

5. Civil Rights and Human Resource Programs - The Forest will continue 
to support the Civil Rights Act by providing all persons equal 
opportunity in the use and management of Forest resources and 
facilities. This will be done through the implementation of 
Affirmative Action Programs, work contracted through the Small 
Business Administration, and facility or program modifications to 
provide opportunities for the aged dnd the handicapped. 

- 

Community participation will be encouraged in a variety of human 
resource program areas. Special programs include: Youth Conserva- 
tion Corp (YCC); Senior Cormunity Service Employment Program 
(SCSEP); and Volunteers. The Forest will continue to inform the 
public of Forest programs and activities and involve them in the 
management decision-making process in an effort to be responsive to 
changing social and economic needs. 

1V-57 



E. PROJECTED ANNUAL OUTPUTS, ACTIVITIES, 

AND COSTS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 



E. PROJECTED ANNUAL OUTPUTS, ACTIVITIES, AND COSTS FOR 
THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

TABLE I V - I .  PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL OUTPUTS FOR THE FOREST PLAN 
~~~ ~ 

Time Per iod  
M I H  1985- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2G21- 

OUTPUTS Code 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

RECREATION (MRVDS) 
Developed hi09 809 940 1119 1300 1476 
Dispersed 
ROS - Roaded Natura l  W07 409 475 566 657 145 

Semi-Prim. Motor. W05 53 62 74 85 97 
Semi-Prim. Non-Motor. W03 69 80 96 111 126 

WILDERNESS (MRVD) 
ROS - P r i m i t i v e  WG1 220 263 263 263 263 

Semi-Prini. Non-Motor. W03 80 96 96 96 96 
Semi-prim. Motor. W05 9 1 1 1 1 

Management (MAcres) W30 273.4 273.4 273.4 273.4 273.4 

RANGE MAUMS k166 81 84 91 99 108 

TIMBER MMCF 
Sawtimber (Softwood) X06 4.5 4.5 3.5 3.5 3.9 
Sawtimber (Hardwood) xo9 0 0 .7 .7 .3 
Roundwood X07, X10 .6 .G .5 .5 .5 
Fuel wood X08, X 1 1  10.4 9.4 9.2 6.8 5.9 

Meeting Q u a l i t y  Goals X87 882 929 942 952 958 
Increase Over Natura l  X80 5 14 28 40 48 
Sediment (Total /Tons) --- 32 36 4 1  48 48 

WILDLIFE AND FISH USE (MRVD) W63 264 311 352 394 434 

WATER AND SOILS (MAC/FT) 

TABLE IV-2 PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL ACTIVITIES FOR THE FOREST PLAN 

M I H  1985- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 
ACTIVITIES Code 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 

STRUCTURAL HABIT. IMPR. (STRUCT) C03 15 15 15 15 15 

NONSTRUCTURAL HABIT. IMPR. (AC) CO2 500 500 500 500 500 

TIMBER 
Re fo res ta t i on  (MAcres) E04 4.2 4.1 4.9 4.0 4.0 
Timber Stand Imp (Acres) E05 0 1565 356 254 2224 I WATER AND SOIL (Acres) F03 Backlog completed by 2000 
Resource Improvement 57 57 Backloq completed b.y 2000 

L’ Data presented pas t  t h e  f i r s t  decade are  p ro jec t i ons  based on t rends.  
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TABLE IV-2 cont. 
MIH 1985- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 

ACTIV IT1 ES Code 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 
MINERALS (Cases) G03/G04 

Leases and Permits G05/G06 
No1 and Op. Plans G05/G06 

HUMAN COMMUNITY & DEV. (ENR YR) 
Human Resource Programs --- 

LAND (Acres) 
Land Purchases & Acquisitions 515 
ROW Withdrawals Review 504 518 

85 85 85 85 85 

Targets Retained at Regional Level 

Targets Retained at Regional Level 

Land Line Location J06 

FACIL IT1 ES (Mi 1 es ) 
Trail Construction 
Road Consstruction/Reconstruction 

Arterial/Coll ector 

Local 

Construction L04/L08 
Reconstruction L05/L09 

Construction L12 
Reconstruction L05/L09 

Construction L12 
Reconstruction L13 
Construction L14 

Timber Purchaser 

8 

.8 
1.2 

1.0 
2.0 

.9 

.9 
19.0 
25.8 
- 

8 8 8 8 

.6 1.8 .7 .7 

.9 2.8 1.1 1.1 

2.4 0 0 5.0 
1.6 5.0 6.0 

0 0 1.1 0 
1.9 2.4 0 1.3 
- 23.6 29.6 28.6 25.2 
31.0 41.6 37.5 33.3 

/ 

TABLE IV-3 PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL COSTS FOR THE FOREST PLAN 
(Millions of  1982 Dollars Undiscounted) 

1985- 1991- 2001- 2011- 2021- 
COSTS 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 
FIXE0 COSTS 
General Administration 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 
Protection* .5 .5 .5 .5 .5 

Timber 1.524 1.454 2.157 1.138 2.100 

Range, Wildlife, Water, 
Soils .904 1.118 1.240 2.762 1.313 

VARIABLE COSTS** 

Recreation Wilderness 2.972 3.429 3.903 4.400 4. a87 

TOTAL FOREST BUDGET 7.0 8.1 9.1 9.9 9.9 
* Protection includes costs for such things as minerals, special uses, land 

line location, land status etc. 

**Totals for each element includes costs for road construction/reconstruction, 
road maintenance, support costs, design costs for all resources. Trail 
construction/reconstruction along with maintenance costs are included in 
recreation and wilderness elements. 
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ROOSEVELT RANGER DISTRICT 
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3. Roosevelt Ranger D i s t r i c t  - Admin i s t ra t i ve  U n i t  3 - 336,680 acres 

A. U n i t  Descr ip t ion:  

This  u n i t ,  the  Roosevelt Ranger D i s t r i c t ,  i s  c e n t r a l l y  l o c a t e d  i n  
the  Ashley Nat ional  Forest .  It i s  bordered by  t h e  Vernal Ranger 
D i s t r i c t  on the  east, t h e  Duchesne Ranger D i s t r i c t  on t h e  west, t h e  
Wasatch Nat ional  Fores t  on t h e  nor th ,  and forms t h e  south boundary 
o f  the  Forest  a d j o i n i n g  t h e  U in tah  and Ouray Ind ian  Reservation. 

This  U n i t  l i e s  most ly  i n  Duchesne County, Utah, al though t h e  
extreme southeast corner  o f  t h e  u n i t  i s  i n  Uintah County, Utah. 

B. Physical  Charac te r i s t i cs :  

Three major drainages dominate t h e  u n i t .  From eas t  t o  west they  
are the  Uinta,  Yellowstone, and Lake Fork. A l l  o f  these streams 
dra i r i  t o  t h e  Duchesne R ive r  which i s  a t r i b u t a r y  o f  t h e  Green - 
Colorado R iver  System. 
produced by g l a c i a t i o n  which formed broad c i rque  basins w i t h  many 
lakes and narrow "U" shaped canyons. 

The backbone o f  t h e  U i n t a  Range, an east-west t rend ing  mountain 
system, i s  formed by a narrow, sinuous r i d g e  t h a t  extends t h e  
e n t i r e  east-west l e n g t h  o f  t h e  u n i t .  
shape b u t  i n  places h igher  e leva t ions ,  extend south f rom t h e  main 
r i d g e  t o  separate t h e  drainage basins.  
there  are 26 summits and subord inate peaks above 13,000 f e e t  
(Hansen 1969, p. 14). 
d i v i d i n g  the  U in ta  and Yellowstone drainages. 
Kings Peak which a t  13,528 f e e t  i s  t h e  h ighes t  p o i n t  i n  Utah. 

The dominant r i d g e  between t h e  Yellowstone and Uintah R ivers  
culminates i n  the  h i g h  p o i n t  o f  t h e  main d iv ide .  
the  main r i d g e  c res t ,  t h e  subsidary r i d g e s  extending south, and t h e  
f l o o r s  o f  the  c i rque  basins a r e  progress ive ly  lower t o  t h e  eas t  arid 
west. 
vas t  expanses o f  c i r q u e  f l o o r  above t imber1 i n e  t h a t  shoulder up t o  
the  steep r idges o f  t h e  dra inage d i v i d e .  
t h i s  area above t i m b e r l i n e  i s  a t  t h e  head o f  t h e  Yellowstone 
drainage. 
becomes progress ive ly  smal le r  i n  t h e  drainages t o  t h e  e a s t  and 
west. S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  lower  e leva t i ons  o f  t h e  c i rque  f l o o r s  
decrease t o  the  eas t  and west f rom Yellowstone. 

The lowest p o i n t  i n  t h e  u n i t ,  6,800 fee t ,  i s  loca ted  near E lkhorn  
Guard S t a t i o n  i n  t h e  southeast corner.  P lan t  communities on t h e  
south s lope o f  t h e  U i n t a  Mountains vary  f rom those species 
e c o l o g i c a l l y  adapted t o  h i g h  e leva t i ons  where c o l d  a l p i n e  c l i m a t i c  
cond i t ions  p r e v a i l  t o  species t h a t  a r e  adapted t o  semi-desert 
cond i t ions  a t  lower  e leva t ions .  

I n  general, the  f l o r a  o f  t h i s  u n i t  can be categor ized i n t o  severa l  
broad vegetat ive types. These are: (1) a l p i n e - a r c t i c  sedge, grass 

The dominant charac ter  o f  t h e  u n i t  was 

Subordinate r idges  o f  s i m i l a r  

Wi th in  t h e  U in ta  Mountains 

Nine o f  these peaks are  on t h e  r i d g e  
This  r i d g e  conta ins  

From t h i s  r i dge ,  

A s i n g u l a r l y  impress ive f e a t u r e  o f  the  h igh  country  i s  t h e  

The l a r g e s t  expanse o f  

The percentage o f  c i r q u e  f l o o r  area above t i m b e r l i n e  
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- and forb communities usually occurring above an elevation of 11,000 
f ee t ;  ( 2 )  alpine shrub  communities found primarily i n  the higher 
cirque basins; ( 3 )  climax subalpine fir-En lemann spruce forest ;  
(4)  seral  dominant lodgepole pine fo re s t ;  9 5) climax Douglas-fir 
stands usually occurring below the spruce-fir  and lodgepole pine 
types; (6)  ponderosa pine stands often occurring w i t h  Douglas-fir 
and aspen a t  intermediate elevations;  ( 7 )  aspen clones which occur 
as  re la t ive ly  pure stands o r  intermingled w i t h  conifer t rees;  (8) 
wet sedge-grass meadows a re  found i n  cirque basins and on flood 
plains adjacent t o  streams; (9) dry sedge-grass-forb meadows o r  
parklands of the upland plateaus; (10) mixed mountain shrubs on 
well drained slopes primarily below the lower conifer and aspen 
be l t ;  (11) mixed conifer-broadleaf t r e e  groves found on the flood 
plains of the larger  streams; (12) sagebrush-grasslands which 
vegetate a l luvial  fans o f  the s ide  canyons and lower footh i l l s ;  
(13) pinyon pine-juniper woodlands grow a t  lower elevations on 
harsh dry s i t e s ;  (14) r ipar ian shrub thickets ,  occurring adjacent 
t c  stream channels. Important species are  willow, r iver  birch, 
t h i n  leaf a lder ,  dogwood, currant ,  gooseberry, and raspberry 
shrubs. 

The physiographic and vegetative divers i ty  described above was a 
major a t t rac t ion  and f ac to r  i n  the c lass i f ica t ion  i n  1931 o f  the 
H i g h  Uintas Primitive Area. T h i s  recognition culminated i n  1984 
w i t h  passage of the Utah Wilderness Act which included a High 
Uintas Wilderness of 460,000 acres on the Wasatch and Ashley 
National Forests. 

A to ta l  of 200,612 acres of the High  Uintas Wilderness i s  included 
i n  t h i s  Administrative U n i t  (3).  

C. 

Standards and guidelines f o r  the Management Areas included within 
this Administrative U n i t  a r e  applicable wit,h the following 
modifications o r  exceptions: 

Management Area b (ME2-M13) - this moderate in tens i ty  timber 
management prescription is scheduled f o r  implementation in decades 
2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10. The roadside corridors f o r  the lower Uinta 
and Lake Fork drainages include portions o f  this Management Area. 
These drainayes serve as access t o  the High  Uintas  Wilderness and 
f o r  the exis t ing and proposed developed recreation s i t e s  i n  the 
Lake Fork drainage. As primary access corridors,  they will be 
managed t o  conform t o  Management Area f standards and guidelines 
d u r i n g  decade 1. 
developed recreation s i t e s  on o r  near the proposed Taskeetch 
Reservoir should be used t o  determine changes i n  Management Area 
assignment f o r  incorporation i n  the f i r s t  scheduled Forest Plan 
revision. 

Roosevelt Ranger Di s t r i c t  Exceptions t o  the Prescription: 

Dur ing  the f i r s t  decade, progress on the proposed 
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Management Area e (ME4-MI4) - this Management Area occurs on 
Analysis Area 136 and Analysis Area 155 on the Vernal Ranger 
District. 
decade one. 
during decade two and is a result of tentative identification o f  
the area as key winter range for big game species. 
Analysis Area 155 during decade one will be under the Standards and 
Guide1 ines specifled for Management Area n, except that: 

1. 

Implementation on Analysis Area 136 is scheduled during 
Implementation o f  Analysis Area 155 is scheduled 

Management of 

Key habitat should be inventoried and identified during decade 
one; 

No permanent facilities or development should be allowed that 
would impair the key habitat characteristics during decade 
one; and 

Any boundary revisions resulting from 1 above should be 
documented and incorporated in the first scheduled Forest Plan 
revision. 

2. 

3. 

D. Management Areas within Roosevelt Ranger District (For details - see 
Standards and Guidelines in this Chapter: 

Management Area b - Management Emphasis (ME)2 - Management 
Intensity (MI)3 - 324 acres 
Management Area d - ME3 - MI4 - 503 acres 
Management Area e - ME4 - MI4 - 5,684 acres 
Management Area f - ME5 - MI3 - 16,602 acres 
Management Area g - ME5 - MI4 - 14,377 acres 
Management Area i - ME7 - MI3 - 200,612 acres 
Management Area k - ME8 - MI4 - 629 acres 
Management Area n - ME11 - MI2 - 97,921 acres 

Management areas are aggregations of analysis areas that have the same 
management prescription and are shown on the following tables. 
Management emphasis and management intensity numbers were used for 
identification during the FORPLAN modeling and are shown here to 
maintain prescription identity. The acreage figures indicate total 
acres for each management area. 
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Administrative U n i t  3 - Roosevelt Ranger District 

Management Areas 

ME3 - Analysis Areas ME2 MI3 MI4 ME4 MI4- ME5 
i. k. n. 

MI3 -M M E l l  M I 2  
7 Z T i i c r e s  Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres IJecade 

b .  d .  e .  f. 

Number i n  the Unit Allocdted Implemented Alloc lmpl Alloc Imp1 Alloc Impl Alloc Impl  Alloc Imp: Alloc Imp1 Alloc Imp1 

57 
59 

308 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81  
82 
84 
85 
86 

87 
120 
121 
122 
124 
125 
127 

26 
1,936 

682 
805 

1,116 
90 

1,048 
480 
140 

1,975 
7,446 
2,372 
1,435 
1,029 

757 
2,850 

200 
2,945 
1,356 
2,011 
4,666 

28,728 
3,031 

1,516 
87 

1,471 
554 

42 
167 
368 

211 

113 

4 

2,3,4 

36 11 
2,369 5,9 

34 7 

I' 

25 

16 
136 

3 

1,029 1 
757 2 
413 1 678 

5 1 5 
132 1 2,731 
233 1 545 

22 1 626 
3,245 

1,546 1 18,587 
2,636 3,4,7, 208 1 187 

8,5 

87 1 
1,002 9,8 514 1 

37 1 
368 1 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

26 7 

682 1 
805 1 

1,116 1 
90 1 

1,048 1 
244 7 

1,929 1 

140 11 
1,955 6 
7,274 2,3,4,5 

1,401 6,7 

1,759 1 
19u 1 
82 1 

578 1 
1,363 9,11 
1,441 6,7 
8,595 11,12 

1,471 1 
554 1 

42 1 
17 8 
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Administrative U n i t  3 - Roosevelt Ranger Dis ir ic t  

Management Aress 
b.  d .  e .  f. 9. 1 .  k .  n. 

Analysis Aress MI3 ME3 MI4 W MI4 ME5 MI3 ME5 MI4 ME7 MI3 ME8 MI4 - M E 1 1  MI2 

Number i n  thqUnit Allocated Impjemented Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Allcc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Imp1 
Total Acres Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade 

128 1,317 
129 2,605 
130 11,262 
131 1,928 
132 965 
134 16 
135 7 
136 38 
140 84 
141 430 
142 225 
144 65 
147 276 
148 5,341 
14’3 446 
150 33 
155 2,478 
156 908 
162 6,541 
314 428 
163 922 
164 31 
165 1,243 
166 1,845 
167 5,219 
316 523 
168 2,586 
169 3,976 
170 2,880 
171 288 
173 760 
315 588 
174 1.617 

38 

2,478 

2,880 
288 

2,605 4,5 
528 2 

1,365 4 

65 1,2,3,4,5 
266 5,6 10 
852 1 334 

27 1,8 6 

31 2,3,4 

588 1 
1,455 2,3,4 

20 1 

1 
1 479 1 

1 

1,317 7 

10,714 1,2,7,8,9,1 
563 6 
965 3,4,5,6,7 
16 1,8,9,11 
7 5,9 

84 1 
430 1 
225 1 

3,676 10,11,12 
446 6 

908 1 
6,541 1 

428 1 
922 1 

1,243 6 
1,845 5,11 
5,219 3,4,5,8 

523 11 
2,586 2,3,4,5 
3,976 4,5,11 

760 1 

162 6.9 
175  629 629 9,10 
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I Administrative Unit 3 - Roosevelt Ranger District 
Management Areas 

b. d .  e .  f. g. 1. k. n. 
Analysis Areas ME2 MI3. ME3 MI4 ME4 MI4 ME5 MI3 ME5 MI4 ME7 M I 3  ME8- MI4 ME11 MI2 

Total Acres Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Uecade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade 1 Nulrber i n  the Unit Allocate0 Implemented Alloc Impl Alloc -Imp1 Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Imp1 Alloc Imp1 Alloc Imp1 

I 184 5;613 18 3 38 1 
330 
535 -.. 535 3,4,5 

185 
186 
189 1, IBU 
190 28,276 
191 12,362 
193 624 
194 67,866 
195 218 
203 313 
7nn f iK  

204 1 746 1 
27,527 1 498 1 

413 1 11,665 1 
59 1 462 1 

58,968 1 

9 1  33 1 

355 3 3,452 1 
213 3,4 5 1  

"" I ii;; 185 6 1  ~ 

206 43,963 1,318 1 42,164 1 
207 5,996 309 1 4,538 1 
208 32,206 2 798 1 27,181 1 
1 otal s 336,680 324 -----_____ 503 ------- 5,684 ----- - 16,602 _ _ _ _ _ _  14:377 _ _ _ _ _  200,612 ------- 

251 
51 

738 
3,813 

33c 
5,557 

830 
251 
284 
103 

5,091 

271 
65 

179 
481 

1,037 
2,227. 

629 ----_ 97,921 
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Roosevelt Ranger District - 3 
Quads i n  this section: 9,  10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 

0 
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DUCHESNE ANGER DISTRICT 



4A Duchesne Ranger D i s t r i c t  (Nor th U n i t )  - Admin i s t ra t i ve  U n i t  4A - 
157,183 acres - 
A. U n i t  Descr ip t ion :  

This  u n i t ,  the  Nor th U n i t  o f  the  Duchesne Ranger D i s t r i c t ,  i s  t h e  
western most p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Ashley Nat ional  Fores t  on t h e  south 
s lope o f  the  Uintas.  It i s  bordered on the  eas t  by t h e  Roosevel t  
Ranger D i s t r i c t ,  on t h e  n o r t h  by t h e  Wasatch Nat iona l  Forest ,  t h e  
Wasatch and U in ta  Nat ional  Forests  on t h e  west, and forms t h e  
boundary o f  the  Ashley Nat iona l  Fores t  on t h e  south. Th is  u n i t  
l i e s  most ly  within Duchesne County, a l though a smal l  area on t h e  
west edge l i e s  i n  Wasatch County, Utah. 

B. Physical  Charac te r i s t i cs :  

Two major drainages dominate the  u n i t .  
Rock Creek and Nor th  Fork Duchesne River.  A l l  o f  these streams 
d r a i n  t o  t h e  Duchesne R ive r  which i s  a t r i b u t a r y  o f  t h e  Green - 
Colorado R ive r  System. 
produced by g l a c i a t i o n  which formed broad c i r q u e  basins w i t h  many 
lakes and narrow "U" shaped canyons. 

The backbone o f  t h e  U in ta  Range, an east-west t rend ing  mountain 
system, i s  formed by a narrow, sinuous r i d g e  t h a t  extends t h e  
e n t i r e  east-west l e n g t h  o f  t h e  p lann ing  u n i t .  Subordinate r i dges  
o f  s i m i l a r  shape, bu t ,  i n  places, h ighe r  e leva t ions ,  extend south 
f rom t h e  main r i d g e  t o  separate t h e  drainage basins. 

P lan t  communities on t h e  south s lope o f  t h e  U i n t a  Nountains va ry  
f rom those species e c o l o g i c a l l y  adapted t o  h igh  e leva t i ons  where 
c o l d  a l p i n e  c l i m a t i c  cond i t i ons  p r e v a i l  t o  species t h a t  a r e  adapted 
t o  semi-desert cond i t i ons  a t  lower  e leva t ions .  

I n  general, the  f l o r a  o f  t h i s  u n i t  can be categor ized i n t o  severa l  
broad vegetat ive types. These are:  (1) a l p i n e - a r c t i c  sedge, grass 
and f o r b  communities u s u a l l y  occu r r i ng  above an e l e v a t i o n  o f  11,000 
fee t ;  (2) a l p i n e  shrub communities found p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  h ighe r  
c i rque  basins; (3) c l imax subalp ine f i r - E n  elmann spruce f o r e s t ;  
( 4 )  sera l  dominant lodgepole p ine  f o r e s t ;  9 5)  c l imax Doug las - f i r  
stands u s u a l l y  occu r r i ng  below t h e  s p r u c e - f i r  and lodgepole p i n e  
types; (6 )  ponderosa p ine  stands o f t e n  occu r r i ng  w i t h  Doug las - f i r  
and aspen a t  in te rmed ia te  e leva t ions ;  (7 )  aspen clones which occur 
as r e l a t i v e l y  pure stands o r  i n te rm ing led  w i t h  c o n i f e r  t rees;  (8) 
wet sedge-grass meadows are  found i n  c i rque  bas ins and on f l o o d  
p l a i n s  adjacent t o  streams; (9)  d r y  sedge-grass-form meadows or  
parklands o f  the  upland plateaus; (10) mixed mountain shrubs on 
w e l l  dra ined slopes p r i m a r i l y  below t h e  lower  c o n i f e r  and aspen 
b e l t ;  (11) mixed con i fe r -b road lea f  t r e e  groves found on t h e  
f l o o d p l a i n s  o f  t h e  l a r g e r  streams; (12) sagebrush-grasslands which 
vegetate a l l u v i a l  fans  o f  t h e  s ide  canyons and lower  f o o t h i l l s ;  
(13) pinyon p ine - jun ipe r  woodlands grow a t  lower  e leva t i ons  on 
harsh d r y  s i t es ;  (14) r i p a r i a n  shrub t h i c k e t s  occu r r i ng  ad jacent  t o  
stream channels. Impor tant  species a r e  w i l low,  r i v e r  b i r c h ,  t h i n  
l e a f  a lder ,  dogwood, cu r ran t ,  gooseberry, and raspber ry  shrubs. 

From eas t  t o  west they  a r e  

The dominant character  o f  t h e  u n i t  was 
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The physiographic and vegetative diversity described above was a 
major attraction and factor in the classification in 1931 of the 
High Uintas Primitive Area. This recognition culminated in 1984 
with passage of the Utah Wilderness Act which included a High 
Uintas Wilderness of 460,000 acres on the hrasatch and Ashley 
National Forest. 

A total of 72,814 acres o f  the High Uintas Wilderness is included 
in this Administrative Unit. 

D. 
(for details see Standards and Guidelines in this Chapter): 

Management Areas within Ouchesne Ranger District - North Unit 

Management Area h - Management Emphasis (ME)2 - Management 
Intensity (N1)3 - 1,066 acres 
Management Area d - ME3 - MI4 - 214 acres 
Management Area f - ME5 - MI3 - 10,175 acres 
Management Area g - ME5 - MI4 - 6,544 acres 
Management Area i - ME7 - MI3 - 72,814 acres 
Management Area k - ME8 - MI4 - 2,343 acres 
Management Area n - ME11 - MI2 - 64,031 acres 

Management areas are aggregations of analysis areas that have the 
same management prescription and are shown on the following tables. 
Management Emphasis and management intensity numbers were used for 
identification during the FORPLAN modeling and are shown here to 
maintain prescription identity. The acreage figures indicate total 
acres for each management area. 
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4 b  

59 5,172 
308 262 
61 2,860 
62 1,255 
63 846 
64 85 
65 2,056 
67 175 
68 148 
69 1,126 
70 6,512 
71 4,070 
72 476 

888 4 

Administrative Unit 4 - Ouchesne Ranger District (North Unit) 

20 1 
34 1 

18 4 



Administrative U n i t  4 - Duchesne Rariger Dlstrict (North U n i t )  
Mdnagement Areas 

d .  f .  9. 1. k.  n. b. _ -  - ME11 MI2 

Number i n  the h i t  Allocated Implemented Alloc Imp1 Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Imp1 

128 406 
129 48 48 4,5 
130 2,760 131 2 5 1  2,624 1,2,7, 8,9,11 

132 541 541 3,4,5, 6,7 
140 845 
141 371 
142 210 
144 93 
146 14 
147 38 

846 6 149 846 
4,254 1 162 4,254 

15 7 164 120 
283 6 165 283 

167 4,326 4,326 3,4,5,8 601 2,3,4,5 168 601 

173 1,061 1,061 1 15 7,9 174 150 
175 2,343 

272 1 177 272 
178 214 

252 1 179 252 
256 10 182 256 

59 1 214 1 238 1 

129 1 3,806 1 88 1 

MI4 - ME7 MI3 - ME8 mi4 Analysis Areas ME2 MI3 - ME3 MI4 - M E 5  MI3 -.ME5 
Total Acres Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade 

406 7 

845 1 
371 1 
192 1 

14 7 

148 1,444 987 10,11,1: 

2,343 9,lO 

8 3 73 1 2,836 1,2,3,4, 184 2,911 
186 1,192 1,192 3,4,5 
189 511 
190 5,171 
191 4,023 

78 1 5,049 1 44 1 

- 

38 5,6 
235 1 92 1 130 1 

105 2,3,4 

135 2,3,4 

214 1 



Admlnistratlve U n i t  4 - Duchesne Ranger District (North Unit) 
Manaqement Areas 

i 1. K.  I , .  

M - I T  M E 1 1  MI2 
f. 

ME3 M f 4  ME5 w r  ME7 #I3 ME8 MI3 ME5 
d .  b.  

Analysis Areas ME2 MI3 
Total /icres cres Decade cres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres Decade 

- Number i n  t h e  U n i t  tl located Implemented i l l o c  Imp1 Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Impl Alloc Imp1 

98 1 764 1 166 6 

73 5 

1,030 193 
36,285 

1,835 1 

194 
514 

1,619 1 
195 
203 2,116 

3,:35 1 
158 1 

204 1,619 
205 3,239 
206 13,239 153 1 1,730 1 406 1 

365 1 
207 2,291 

5,577 208 
Totals 157,183 1,066 

1,813 1 31,473 1 2,812 1,2,3,4,5 3 187 
441 3,4 

1 61 

104 1 

220 1 

415 1 12,666 1 

490 1 4,722 1 
2,343 _------- 64,031 ------- 214 -------10,175 -_---- 6,544 ------ 72,814 ----- _________- 
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Duchesne Ranger District - 4A 
Quads in this section: 21, 22, 23, 34, 35, 36, 37, 48, 49, 50, 51 

I V - 9 1  

















n3 MANAGEMENTAREA 





MANAGEMENT AREA (n3 





DUCHESNE RANGER DISTRICT 



48 Duchesne Ranger Di s t r i c t  (South U n i t )  - Administrative U n i t  4B - 
202,123 acres 

A. Unit Description: 

This u n i t ,  the South U n i t  of the Duchesne Ranger Dis t r ic t ,  has 
t rad i t iona l ly  been considered as a separate u n i t  of the Dis t r ic t .  
I t  i s  physically separated from the r e s t  of the Ashley National 
Forest and has d i f fe ren t  physical and vegetative character is t ics .  

The u n i t  predominantly borders the Uiritah and Duray Indian 
Reservation lands on the north, public land administered by the 
Bureau o f  Land Management on the eas t ,  predominantly private land 
on the south, and adjoins the Uinta National Forest on the west. 

The southwestern corner of the U n i t  l i e s  i n  Utah and Wasatch 
Counties w i t h  the majority o f  the u n i t  f a l l i ng  i n  Duchesne County, 
Utah. 

B. Physical Characterist ics:  

T h i s  u n i t  i s  a northward sloping plateau (Tavaputs Plateau) formed 
by the u p l i f t i n g  of the Uinta Sediment. 
several major drainages. The plateau i s  d r i e r  and lower on the 
northern edges, which a re  covered w i t h  pinyon-juniper, rising t o  
conifer stands and then t o  grass ridges along the southern edge. 

Elevations range from about 6,000 f e e t  near Gilsonite Draw t o  
10,336 f e e t  a t  Strawberry Peak. 
canyons: 
Fork Indian, Sowers, Antelope, Cottonwood, and Gilsonite Draw. 
soils are  derived from shale  parent material and a re  heavy 
textured. 

T h i s  u n i t  is divided by U.S. Highway 1 9 i  which s p l i t s  i t  from north 
t o  south i n  Indian Canyon. Lands t o  the eas t  of Highway 191 
(Indian Canyon) a re  generally lower i n  elevation and include 
primarily vegetation types such as  sagebrush-grasslands and pinyon- 
juniper. 
additional vegetative types such as aspen, Douglas-fir, and 
subalpine fir-Engleniann spruce. 

Minerals exploration, par t icu lar ly  o i l  and gas, and grazing of 
domestic livestock have t rad i t iona l ly  been the heaviest resource 
demands. 
small amounts of timber harvest have been increasing i n  recent 
years. 
Utah area, which has been in an energy development "boom" d u r i n g  
the l a t e  1970's and ear ly  1980's. 

I t  i s  sharpl j  dissected by 

I t  i s  broken by many large 
Avintaquin, Timber, Lake, Sams, R i g h t  Fork Indian, Left 

The 

To the west o f  Indian Canyon, higher elevations include 

However, recreation a c t i v i t i e s ,  par t icular ly  h u n t i n g ,  and 

This u n i t  receives moderate user pressure from the Price, 
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C. 

Standards and guidelines for the Management Areas included within 
this Unit are applicable with the following modification: 

Management Area a. (ME1-MI1) - this Management Area (MA) occurs as 
a single block in the vicinity of Cow Hollow. 
a potential candidate Research Natural Area. Field work has not 
been done at this time so no search or establishment report is 
available. When field work i s  done, a decision will be made to 
either drop this from potential candidate status or to prepare an 
establishment report and recommend for Research Natural Area 
classification. 
prescription (MEI-MI1) until the above decision is made. 
decision is to drop the area it will be managed under the same 
standards and guide1 ines as the surrounding area (ME11-M12). 
the decision is to proceed with RNA classification, a site specific 
plan for the management of the area will be prepared. 

Administrative Unit Exceptions to the Pre2cription: 

It is inventoried as 

The area is placed in a custodial management 
If the 

If 

D. Management Areas within Duchesne Ranger District - South Unit 
Ifor details see Standards and Guidelines in this Chapter: 

Management Area a - Management Emphasis (ME11 - Management 
Intensity (lUiI)l - 694 acres 
Management Area d - ME3 - MI4 - 62,222 acres 
Management Area e - ME4 - MI4 - 8,398 acres 
Management Area f - ME5 - MI3 - 22,972 acres 
Management Area n - ME11 - HI2 - 107,837 acres 

Management areas are aggregations o f  analysis areas that have the 
same management prescription and are shown on the following tables. 
Management emphasis and management intensity numbers were used for 
identification during the FORPLAN modeling and are shown here to 
maintain prescription identity. 
total acres for each management area. 

The acreage figures indicates 
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Administrative Unit 4 - Duchesne Ranger District (South h i t )  
n. _ _  a. b. d. e. f .  

Analysis Area ME1 MI1 ME2 MI3 ME3 h14 ME4 M r  - 11 ME11 mi2 
Total Acres Acres Decade Acres Decade Acres becade Acres Decade Acreb Decade Acres Decade 

Number in the Unit Allocated ImDlemented Alloc Imp1 A1 1 oc Imp1 Alloc Impl Allot Imp1 Alloc Impl 

7 8,398 
8 31,872 
9 2.744 232 1 

81 1 
72 1 

10 632 
11 2,372 
12 1,310 
13 4,647 
15 3,441 
16 9,086 
17 864 
18 1,232 
28 19,565 
29 27,785 
30 14,747 
301 6,309 
32 1,691 
33 7,240 
34 2,318 
35 5,438 
40 15,177 309 
41 13.697 

1 

9,086 1 

6,396 2 

14,868 1 

312 
4,647 

1,160 

1,522 
6,516 

5,438 

PI 7:356 ~~.~ 
302 2,559 
43 1,426 
44 7,618 778 
45 2,599 2,599 4,5 P 694 62,222 8,398 22,972 

2 
3,4,5 

4,s 

4 
2,3,4 

3,435 

3 
- .  

2,512 
632 

2,372 
998 

3,441 

783 

13,169 
27,785 
14,747 
6,309 
169 
724 

2,318 

13,691 
7,356 
2,559 
1,426 
6,840 

1 
8 
8 

1,2,5,6 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
7 
8 
11 

1 
1 
1 
9 
7 ,D 
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Duchesne Ranger Uistrict - 4B 
Quads in this section: 57, 58, 59, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 70C, 70D, 
706, 70H 
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G. SCHEDULE OF PROPOSED 8c PROBABLE PRACTICES 



RECREATION CONSTRUCTION 1 RECONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE L' 

A05 
A05 
A05 
A05 
A05 
A05 
A05 
A05 
A06 
A06 

A06 
A06 
P.06 
A10 

A l l  
A l l  
A10 

A10 
P10 
A10 

A10 
A10 
A10 

A10 
A10 

A10 
A10 
A10 
A10 

P r o j e c t  Name o r  U n i t  of  Outputs by Year 
Desc r ip t i on  D i s t r i c t  MIH Measure 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 
Sp i l lway  Boat ing S i t e  Flaming Gorge A05 PAOT 400 
L i t t l e  Hole Boat ing S i t e  Flaming Gorge KO5 PAOT 400 
Arch Dam Group Campground Flaming Gorge 
Greendale Group Campground Flaming Gorge 
Deer Run Camooround Flamina Gorae 
Cedar SDrin$"Campgrounu Flamin; Gorge 
Mustang Ridge Campground Flaming Gorge 
J a r v i s  Boat ing Campground Flaming Gorge 
Avintaquin Water System F1 ami ng Gorge 
Dr ipp ing  Springs Group Flaming Gorge 
U in ta  Canyon T r a i  1 head Roosevel t 
G r i z z l y  R , d w  Winter  SDorts Vernal 
S i t e  
Hades Tra i l head  
I r o n  Springs Group Nor th 
I r o n  Springs Group South 
L i t t l e  Hole 
General 0-1 Reconstruct ion 
Lower L i t t l e  Hole 
Canyon R i m  
Twin Lakes Creek (Br idge)  
General 0-2 Reconstruct ion 
Fox Oueant 
High'Line T r a i l  
Chain Lakes - Attwood 
General 0-3 Reconstruct ion 
Jackson Park 
Brown Duck Br idge 
Nest Fork Rock Creek 
0-4 General Reconstruct ion 
Rock Creek 
H i g h l i n e  T r a i l  (west from 

Hacking Lake) 
Yel lowstone Creek 
Lake Fork Drainage 
Upper F a l l  Creek 
Upper Rock Creek 

Duchesne 
Vernal 
Vernal 
Flaming Gorge 
Flaming Gorge 
Flaming Gorge 
Flaming Gorge 
Vernal 
Vernal 
Roosevel t 
Roosevelt 
Roosevel t 
Roosevtl t 
Roosevel t 
Roosevel t 
Duchesne 
Ouchesne 
Duchesne 
Vernal 

Roosevel t 
Roosevel t 
Ouchesne 
Ouchesne 

PAOT 300 
PAOT 300 
PAOT 230 
PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 

PAOT 
PAOT 
PAOT 
Mi les 

M i l e s  
M i  1 es 
Each 

Mi 1 es 
Mi les  
M i  1 es 

M i l e s  
Each 
M i  1 es 

M i l e s  
M i  1 es 

Each 
Each 
Each 
Each 

165 
150 

500 

Z15 
365 

315 

Br idge 

(Accomplish an average o f  8 m i l e s  per  yea r  
through t h e  f i r s t  decade) 

3 Br idges 

4 Br idges 
3 Br idges 6 Bridges 

6 r idge  
Br idge  

L' liedvy maintenance a t  se lec ted  s i t e s  w i l l  be programmed dnnua l l y  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h c  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  schedule shown here. 
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Cultural Resouce Managerrent 

Cultural Resource Overvieh completed by 1992, condition, occurrance, etc.  
Evaluate s i t e s  fo r  significanre,  when appropriate nominate u p  t o  one s i t e  per year f o r  National Register Listins. 

FOREST ACTION SCHEDULE 
kILDL I FE MANAGEMENT 

14IH U n i t  of O u t p u t  U n i t  by Year 
Activit  Name o r  DescrJption Di s t r i c t  Code Eleasure 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 __ 96 
~s en L a  ement 
% $ d % L Z n  Aspen Treatment 0-2 CO2 Acres 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Diamond Mountain Aspen Treatment 0-2 CO2 Acres 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Lake Mountain Aspen Treatment 0-2 CO2 Acres 50 
Grouse Creek Aspen Treatment 0-2 CO2 Acres 50 
L i t t l e  Lake Aspen Treatment 0-2 CO2 Acres 50 
Dry Gulch Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Petty Mountain Aspen Treatment 0-3 COZ Acres 10 
Pole Creek Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Farm Creek Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Timothy Creek Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 5 
Upper Burn t  Mill Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Bull E l k  Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Hominey Creek Aspen Treatment 0-3 CO2 Acres 5 
Log Hollow Aspen Treatment 0-4 CO2 Acres 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Roads Canyon Aspen Treatment U-4 CO2 Acres 10 10 10 
Avintaquin Aspen Treatment 0-4 CO2 Acres 10 10 
McAfee Basin Aspen Treatment 0-4 C02 Acres 10 10 10 

 on-JuniperJMountain Brush Management 
Bear Top hountain Prescribed Burn  0-1 CO2 Acres 
Goslin Mountain Prescribed Burn C - 1  CO2 Acres 
Greendale P-J Openings 
Lower Pole Creek Sage Burn  

Water Developments 
Bear Top Mountain Guzzler 
Sheep Creek Lake Potholes 
G i  1 son7 te Guzzler 
Wire Fence Guzzler 

0-3 CO2 Acres 

D - 1  C03 Structures 
0-1 C03 Structures 
D-4 CO3 Structures 
E-4 GO3 Structures 

50 

1 
2 7 
1 

1 
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WILDLIFE CONTIIIIIED 

MIH U n i t  o f  Output U n i t  by Yedr 
Activity Name or Description Distr ic t  Codq Measure 87 88 89 90 91 9 2  93 94 95 96 ~. .. - Koad closures 

Brush Creek 
Center Park 
Jackscri Park 
Rock SorindFarm Creek -. 
B i g  Ribge 
Cow Hollow 

Watertowl Pro ects 
-GTIZF&IZZ Construction 

D-2 
0-3 
0-3 
0-3 
0-4 
0-4 

GO2 Niles 
C02 Niles 
CO2 Miles 
CO2 Miles 
CO2 Miles 
C O i  Niles 

0-2 C03 StructurPs 

Fisheries Pro 
Carter Cree; Fisheries Project D - 1  CC3 Structures 
hickerson Park Stream Rehabilitation D - 1  C03 Structures 
Bia and Little Brusli Creek Hab. Imo. 0-2 CO2 Niles 
N. .Fork Ashley Creek Habitat 1mpro;ement 0-2 C02 Miles 
Lake Fork R. Bank Stabilizatiun 0-3 C02 Iwles 
Avinraquin Creek Pabitat  Improvement 0-4 C03 Structures 
Rock Creek1N.F. Duchesne River Habitat 0-4 LO2 Mlles 

- InventoriesjStudies 
Flaming Gorge Aduluvial Fisheries Stuay 
Peregrine Falcon Reintroduction Study 
Bald Eagle ana Osprey Inventory 
Old Lirowth Timber Inventorv 
Elk Calving Areas InventoG 
Deer Fawning Areas Inventory 
Sagegrouse Strutting/twsting 
Aspen InventrJryIPlan Update 
Cumulative Effects Elk hodel 
RiFarlan InventorylPlan Preparatioi, 
Instream Flow QLantification 

Elaintenance -- 
bildlife/Fish Structural Maintenance 

0-1 COl Studies 
D - 1  C O 1  Studies 
Forestwide CO1 Inventory 
Forestwide CO1 Inventory 
Forestwide C C 1  Inventory 
Forestwide C O 1  Inventory 
Forestwide C O 1  Inventory 
Forestwide CO1 Inventory 
Forestwide C O 1  Studies 
Forestwide C O 1  Inventory 
Forestwide C O 1  Inventcry 

Forestwide C04 Structures 

1 
3 

3 

2 
2 

4 

6 

6 
5 5 

2 
6 

3 
20 

2 2 2 2 2 (C.U.P. Funded) 

1 1 1 1 
1 1 
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
1 1 1 100% 

1 1 1 100% 
(Same as schedule fo r  hatershed Action Plan) 

15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

2 2 E 

1 1 1 

15 15 15 



RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
STRUCTURAL 

ACRES 

RIH U n i t  o f  Total Acres by Year 
Project Name or Description Distr ic t  Code Measure 87 86 E9 90 91 92 93 94 95 S6 

Topping Outspring 0-3 DO5 Structure 1 
So. Elerkley Pond 0-2 DO5 Structure 1 
Cove Spring D-il 005 Structure 1 
Wildhorse Spring D - 1  DO5 Structure 1 
Buttonhook Spring 0-4 DO5 Structure 1 
Strawberry Ponds D-4 DO5 Structure 2 
Fdm Creek #1 W.D. D-3 DO5 Structure 1 
Farcii Creek #2 W.D. 0-3 DO5 Structure 1 
Lee Hollow Spring 0-2 DO5 Structure 1 
Cottonwood Guzzler 0-4 DO5 Structure 1 
Hickerson Park - N. Fork Division Fences G-1 005 Pi les  1 
Hickerson Park - ti. Fork Division Fences D-1 005 hllles 1 
Adam Creek Fence 0-3 DO5 Miles 1 
Cottonwood Pipeline D-3 DO5 Miles 1 
G u l l  Lake Fence 0-2 DO5 Niles 1 
r,rm Creek #3 k.D. 0-3 D05 Structures 1 
Farm Creek #4 W.D. D-3 005 Structures 1 
Hideout S p r i n g  0-1 005 Structures 1 
Linlestone Spriny Extension 0-2 DO5 Structures 1 
DI-y Ridge Division Fence E-4 DO5 Miles 1 
Log Hollow U n i t  Fences C-4 005 Miles 3 
Log Hollow Guzzler C-4 DO5 Structures 1 
Log Hollow Pipe Line Extension 0-4 DG5 Ibliles 3 
Larscn tlollow Spring Development 0-4 DO5 Structure 1 
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RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
STRUCTURAL 

ACRES - CONTINUE0 
MIH Uni t  of Total Acres by Year 

Project Name or Description Distr ic t  Code Pleasure 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 
Sheep Cr. - Long Park Division Fence 
Adams Creek Fence 
Brown Spring 
Squaw Spring 
Dodds Spr ing  
Lake Easin Ponds 
McAfee Basin Uivision Fence 
Farm Cr. W.0. #5 
Farm Cr. W 0. #6 
Aspen S p r i n g  
Yellow Spr ing  
Mill Hollow W.D. 
U n i t  3 Road Ponds 
Lyles Hole Spring 
Cottonwood Division Fence 

D-1 
0-3 
0-4 
0-2 
0-2 
0-4 
0-4 
0-3 
0-3 
0-1 
D - 1  
0-4 
0-2 
0-2 
0-4 

DO5 Miles 
DO5 Eiiles 
DO5 Structures 
005 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Miles 
005 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Structures 
DO5 Mi les  

1 

NON STRUCTIONAL II4PRCVEMENTS 
MIH U n i t  o f  Total Acres by Year 

- Project Name or Description Distr ic t  Coae Measure 87 88 89 90 91 92 53 94 95 96 

Antelope - Alkali Burn 0-4 DO3 Acres 100 
Pine Hollow Burn Spray 0-2 DG3 Acres 200 
Yellowstone Sage Control 0-3 003 Acres 400 
Dry Gulch Sagebrush 0-3 DO3 Acres 200 
Gilsonite Saqebrush 0-4 003 Acres 100 
Antro Mountain Sagebrush D-4 DO3 Acres 100 
Gorge Sp. Sagebrush 0-2 DO3 Acres 160 
Barker Sagebrush 0-2 DO3 Acres 300 
Grasshopper Flat  Saqebrush 0-2 DO3 Acres 300 
Yellowstone No. 2 0-3 003 Acres 300 
Farm Creek Sagebrush D-3 003 Acres 300 
Noxious Weed Control Forestwide DO3 Awes 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
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RANGE MANAGENENT ACTIVIlY SCHEDULE 

MIH U n i t  of Year t o  be completed 
m e c t  Name o r  Description Di s t r i c t  Code Measure 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96- 

Reanalyze ranqe rated as  poor o r  very A1 1 DO2 Acres 
poor by l a s t  REA. 

Improve range t o  sa t i s fac tory  ecological All 007 Acres 
condition by 2005. 
- 1/ 1/3 of area identified.  

20,000 

Inventorq and analyze t r ans iwrq  range. All DG2 Acres A1 1 

Conduct follow-up examinations i n  a t  A1 1 007 NA 
l e a s t  the season-long grazing u n i t  through 
two complete grazing cycles cr8 bllotinenis 
under intensive aianagement w i t h  new o r  
revised management prescriptions.  

Conduct follow-up examinations on areas All DO7 NA 
sens i t ive  t o  grazing annually on a l l o t -  
ments n o t  under intensive management. , 

X x X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 1 Y X X 

Review and revise range allotment plans All DO1 Plans Approximately 7 plans each year. 
t o  be consistent w i t h  the  Forest Plan. 

Complete remaining Qianagement Plans. 0-3 GO1 Plans 
( 3  plans) 0-4 

1 1 1  
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TIMBER SALE SCHEDULE 
MhSF 

Admini s t r a t i  ve Volume Periods 
h i t  Acres LP ES SAF PP DF E7 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 - Sale Name 

1. Sununit I11 Salvage 1B d0U 2.5 2.5 

4. Oaks Park Salvage 2 300 3.2 3.2 

6. Hichs Park Salvage 2 250 1.3 1.3 
7.  Horseshoe Pdrk Salvage 2 350 3.0 3.0 
8. ElcAfee Basin 4 600 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 3.0 
9. Manild Park Salvage i 400 3.0 3.0 

10. Lurvae Lake Salvage 2 400 3.0 3.0 

2. Powerline Salvage 1B 150 1.1 1.1 
3. Powerline Salvage 2 3CL 1.8 1.8 

5. North Or] Gulch 3 550 2.2 2.2 

11. Head Allen Creek Salvage 1B 250 0.5 1.5 2.0 
12. Li t t l e  Brush Creek I1 2 150 1.0 1.0 

Salvage 
13. Ranger Peak Salvage 2 400 3.0 3.0 
14. Cart Creek Salvage 2 300 1.5 1.5 
15. Spi r i t  Lake Salvage lB 600 3.0 3.0 
16. Old Nil1 Salvage i I  2 300 1.5 1.5 

19. Sols Canyon 1B 500 0.5 0.5 2.0 3.0 
20. Reader Creek Salvage 2 300 2.0 0.5 2.5 

22. South Bennion Salvaoe 3 300 2.0 ' i n  

17. Highline Salvage 2 400 2.C 2.0 
18. Corral Park Salvage 2 900 4.5 4.5 

21. Sumit  Park I i  Salvage 2 300 2.0 2.0 

23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
23. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

- 
Mill Fork 4 
Ccw Hollow l e  
Death of James Salvage 2 
Flume Salvage 2 
Crow Canyon Salvage 3 
Birch Creek Salvage 1B 
Ridaetoo I1 Saivaae 2 
~ o s t  PdPk Salvage*- 2 
Johnson Salvage 2 
Bear Wallow Salvage 3 
West Hells Canyon 3 
S. Fork Rock Creek 4 

~~. ~.~ 
150 0.5 0.5 
500 0.5 0.5 2.0 
500 3.0 
600 3.0 
2OG 1.0 
500 2.5 
500 2.5 
500 3.0 
300 1.0 0.5 
100 0.4 
50 0.3 

150 0.8 

L.V 

1.0 
3.0 
3;O 
3.0 
1.0 

7 K  ...* 
2.5 
3.0 
1.5 
0.4 
0.3 
0.8 
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TIMBER SALE SCHEDULE (COhTINUED) 
MMBF 

Admin is t ra t i ve  Volume Periods 
- Sdle Name Uni t Acres LP ES SAF PP OF 87 aa 89 90 91 92 
35. Leona Springs Salvage 1B 400 2.5 
36. Meander I1 Salvage 2 400 2.5 
37. West Fork XI Salvaoe 2 350 2.0 
38. Ashley Twins Salvage 2 150 1.0 
35. Deer Park Salvage 2 250 1.5 
40. Pole Creek Lake Salvaqe 3 150 1.0 
41. Beaver Creek 4 100 0.5 
42. Head Eaole Creek Salvaue 1B 500 2.5 
43. J u l i u s  Park Salvage - 2  
44. Lake Park I1  Sdlvage 2 
45. Anderson Creek Salvage 2 

300 1.5 
400 2.0 
400 2.5 

46. Coyote Salvage 2 200 1.0 
47. GGose Egg 3 200 1.0 
48. B l i n d  Stream 4 100 0.5 

TOTAL OF ALL SALES 16,350 78.7 5.5 1.5 5.9 4.5 10.8 7.3 6.0 7.5 11.0 10.5 10.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 

Niscel laneous Small Sales 1B 
2 
3 
4 

Tota l  Small Sales A1 1 

GRAND TOTAL A1 1 

4.3 7.0 6.6 5.5 3.4 3.9 4.0 4.4 4.4 4.4 
3.8 4.9 4.9 5.1 3.7 4.0 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.5 
1.0 1.0 2.4 1.8 1.8 1.5 2.1 1.3 1.3 1.3 
1.1 0.8 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.8 0.8 

10.2 13.7 15.0 13.5 10.0 10.5 11.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 

The above l i s t e d  sales could change somewhat i n  si:e and year  offered, o r  could be replaced by d i f f e r e n t  sales i n  some cases, depending upon 
budgets, environmental condi t ions,  o r  s o c i a l  and economic condi t ions.  
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Timber t o  be Harvested from Allowable 
(Annual Basis f o r  First Decade) 

Sale  Quantity 

(MMBF) 
Live Dead . Total 

Sawtimber and other products 4 T  17.0 21.0 

Personal Use Firewood Provided 
(Annual Basis f o r  First Decade) 

12,000 cords 

S i t e  Preparation f o r  Natural Regeneration 
(Annual Basis f o r  F i r s t  D e c a r  

1,100 acres  

T h i s  acreage involves lodgepole pine stands,  which can be improved 
through s i lv i cu l tu ra l  treatment. These areas  include stagnated 
stands (usually under 3" diameter), l a rge  pole sized stands (6"-7" 
in diameter) t h a t  a re  80% o r  more dead from mountain pine beetle 
a t tack ,  and par t ia l  cut stands t h a t  do not have enough remaining 
basal area a l ive  t o  recover. 
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SOIL/WATER/AIR 
WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

(Improvement Needs Inventory )  

D i s t r i c t  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  To ta l  Area To ta l  Cost 

P r o j e c t  Names U n i t  (Acres) $ M P r i o r i t y  
Upper Sheep Creek Flaming Gorge/lB 40 13.0 High . .  

Lodgepole 
Hickerson 
Long Park 
E i r ch  Creek 
El. Fork Sheep 

Deep Creek Timber Sale 
L i t t l e  Meadow 
Sohth U n i t  G u l l i e s  
South U n i t  Upland 

Erosion 
I r o n  Nine Burn 
B l i n d  Stream - 

E/W S1 cpes 
Lake Canyon G u l l i e s  

Dry Fork R igh t  Fork 
N i l b u r  Spr ing 
Cliddle R igh t  Fork 
Lower R igh t  Fork 
Bear Gulch 

Timber Canyon 
Trout  Creek Borrow 
Flaming Gorge W .  Side 

Flaming Gorge E. Side 

Lucerne 
Henry's Fork 

Pipe1 i n e  
Scraper Spr ing 
Arch Dam 

Flaming Gorge Upper 
Current/Sage Creek 
Coop w i t h  BLM 

D-2 Road Maintenance 
Red Cloud Loop 
Dyer Park 
B i s  Park 
Hacking Lake 
Long Park 
Brownie Creek 
Paradise Park 
Center Creek 
Pot Creek 
Horseshoe Park 
Taylor  Mountain 
A lma  Tay lo r  

H e l l s  Canyon 

Flaming Gorge/lB 
Roosevel t / 3  
Duchesne/4B 

Duchesne/46 
Duchesne/4A 

Duchesne/4A 
Duchesne/lB 

Duchesne/4B 
Vernal /2 
Flaming Gorge/lA 

Flaming Gorge/lA 

Flaming Gorge/lA 

Vernal /2  

Roosevel t / 3  

10 2.0 
20 7.9 

150 100.0 

50 15.0 
80 10.0 

75 10.3 
39 20.0 

15 15 
5 2.0 

15 14.0 

30 12.0 

12 10 

FR&T 
Funds 

4 10.0 

High 
High 
High 

High 
High 

High 
High 

High 
High 
Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 
Baum Lake Duchesne/4A 40 10.0 Medium 
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WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
(Improvement Needs Inventory) 

4 District - . .. . . . - 
Administrative Total Area Total Cost 

Project Names - Unit (Acres) $M Priority 
D-1 Roads and TRails Flaming Gorge/lB 23 10.6 Low 
Cart Creek 
Dowd Mountain 
Carter Dugway 
W .  Carter Dugway Roads 

Irrigation Facilities 
Log Park Borrowpit 
Carter Canal 

Pole Mountain 
Pole Creek Sinks 
Bennion Park 
Pole Mountain Slump 
Pole Creek Meadow 

Dry Gulch 
Lime Kiln Area 
Heller Lake 

South Unit Roads 

Flaming Gorge/lB 42 8.0 Low 

Roosevel t/3 22.5 7.0 Low 

Roosevel t/3 10 2.0 Low 

Duchesne/4B 150 40.0 Low 

ACTION PLAN FOR INSTREAMFLOW QUANTIFICATION FOR 
SECURING FAVORABLE CONDITION GF FLOW BY WATERSHED 

Fiscal NFS Watershed 

009 1987 Ashley, Dry Fork 
1988 Sheep Creek 002 
1989 Uinta River 020 

Year Name o f  Watershed Code - 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Lake Canyon 
Ye1 1 owstone 
Crow Canyon 
Bullionville (Big and Little Brush) 
Whiterocks 
Stockmore (North Fork Duchesne) 
Rock Creek 
Timber Canyon 
Avintaquin 
Gilsonite Draw 
Lake Canyon 
Indian 
Antelope Canyon (Sowers) 
Carter Creek 
Greendal e 
Lower Henrys Fork 
Blacks Fork 
Dutch John 
Vermillion 
Diamond Gulch 
Jackson Draw 

018 
017 
022 
010 
021 
011 
012 
013 
014 
015 
016 
019 
023 
003 
004 
001 
024 
005 
006 
007 
025 



A I R  - SCHEDULING 

- - - n t i f y  the  AWRV's and e s t a b l i s h  t h e  Base Lev€ 
and High U in tas  Wilderness by 1990. 

SOIL AND WATER 
INVENTORY 

Watershed improvements needs inven to ry  

Water use requirements and r i g h t s  i nven to ry  
update annua l ly  a f t e r  1989 

f o r  the  Flaming Gorge NRA 

Annual over 10 yea r  
p lan  

1987, 1988, 1989 

Stream reach inven to ry  and channel s t a b i l i t y  evaluat ion.  Same dates and 
watershed as inst ream f l ows  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  schedul ing 

SOIL RESOURCE INVENTORY 

1987 
1987 
1987-1989 

1990-1995 
1987 

Completion o f  f i e l d  work South U n i t  Survey Area order  I11 
Write-up o f  Survey f o r  South U n i t  
Vernal Munic ipa l  Watershed cjrder I 1  
Completion o f  f i e l d  work - requ i red  documentation 
Write-up o f  Vernal Munic ipa l  Watershed 
S o i l  Resource Inven to ry  o f  Forest  o rder  I11 
Memorandum o f  Understanding w i t h  S.C.S. f o r  survey o f  Fores t  
t o  i nc lude  a l l  b u t  the  South U n i t  and t h e  Wyoming p o r t i o n  o f  
t h e  N.R.A. 

NRENSS w i l l  be completed on t imber  

(1987-1988) 
(1988-1989) 

WRENSS: See t imber  s a l e  schedule. 
compartments t h e  year  t h e  EA i s  scheduled f o r  completion, and on t imber  sa les 
as needed. 

GEOLOGICAL HAZARD INVENTORY 

Complete approximately 25,000 acres per  year. 

RIPARIAN 

Complete R ipar ian  Community Inventory  f o r  t h e  Forest  by 1989. 

Complete R ipar ian  Management Plan by 1990. 
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ARTERIAL/COLLECTOR ROAD PLAN 
Construction and Reconstruction Projects 

Project Description Di s t r i c t  Miles 

Sheep Creek Geological 
Road #lo218 

Upper Section 

Sheep Creek Geological 
Road #lo218 

Upper Section 

Lower Section 

Hickerson Park #lo221 

L i t t l e  Hole Road #lo075 

Red Cloud Loop H10018 
Trout Cr t o  Charlies 

Park -. .. 

Kane Hollow t o  
Trout Creek 

Taylor Fitn. Road #lo044 

Reservation Ridge #lo147 

North Fork Duchesne 
River Road 

Reconstruction 
(3  mile overlay and chip/seal and 
and 6 mile chip/seal)  
Reconstruction 
(Asphalt w i t h  chip/seal)  
Reconstruction 
(Crushed Aggregate Surfacing) 
Reconstruction 
(Asphalt Paving) 
Reconstruction 
(Crushed Aggregate Surfacing) 

(Crushed Aggregate Surfacing) 

Reconstruction 
(Asphalt Paving 4.1 Miles 
Crushed Aggregate 5.1 Miles) 

Reconstruction 
(Crushed Aggregate Surfacing) 
Reconstruction (Minor curve 
realignment, widening and 
crushed aggregate surfacing) 

1 9.0 

1 3.0 

1 17.5 

1 5.3 

2 14.1 

2 12.7 

2 9.3 

4 8.0 

4 3.5 

~ 

~ 
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ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 
SIGN PLAN AND INVENTORY 

D-1 FLAMING GORGE RANGER DISTRICT 
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ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 
SIGN PLAN AND INVENTORY 
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BUILDINGS DISPOSAL AND CONSTRUCTION 

Fol lowing i s  a summary o f  p ro jec ts .  

Disposal o f  Bu i ld ings  

The f o l l o w i n g  b u i l d i n g  have been i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  d isposal :  

A. Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t :  

1. Warehouse a t  Antelope. 

B. Roosevelt D i s t r i c t :  

1. 
2. 
3. Residence i n  Roosevelt. 

Old o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g  and f i r e  cache a t  Altonah. 
Elkhorn Guard S t a t i o n  - A l l  b u i l d i n g s  except barn and pasture. 

C. Duchesne D i s t r i c t :  

1. 
2. Residence i n  Duchesne. 

Dwel l ing a t  I n d i a n  Canyon Guard S t a t i o n  

Construct ion and Renovation 

High P r i o r i t y  Pro jec ts  0 
A. Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t :  

1. Mani la O f f i c e  - The o f f i c e s  a t  Mani la  should be remodeled. 

B. Vernal D i s t r i c t / S u p e r v i s o r ' s  O f f i c e :  

1. Vernal Storage and Pes t i c ide  B u i l d i x  - A new b u i l d i n g  a t  t h e  
Vernal Warehouse comolex needs t o  be const ructed t o  Drovide . .  ~. 

general and flammable s torage f o r  t h e  Vernal D i s t r i c t  and 
Supervisor 's O f f i c e  and p e s t i c i d e  s torage f o r  t h e  Forest .  
new b u i l d i n g  would a l s o  rep lace an o l d  wood frame warehouse. 

Th is  

Other P ro jec ts  

A. Flaming Gorge D i s t r i c t :  

1. Residences - Fourteen residences need minor remodeling a t  
Dutch John and Manila. 

2. T r a i l e r  P a d l  - F i v e  t r a i l e r  pads a t  Dutch John should be 
const ructed t o  p rov ide  f o r  employee owned mobi le  homes. 

6. Vernal D i s t r i c t / S u p e r v i s o r ' s  O f f i ce :  

1. Purchase o f  Vernal O f f i c e  - Vernal O f f i c e  o r  a s i m i l a r  o f f i c e  
should be purchased i f  l i f e  cyc le  costs  a re  l e s s  expensive 
than ren t ing .  

0 
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2. Colton Guard Station - Buildings a t  Colton Guard Station need 
minor remodeling, including p l u m b i n g  and the water system. 

C. Roosevel t Dis t r ic t :  

1. Purchase of Roosevelt Office - Roosevelt Office o r  a similar 
of f ice  should be purchased i f  l i f e  cycle costs are  less  
expensive than renting. 

2. BOR Constructed Lake Fork Work Center - The Bureau of 
Reclamation ( B O R )  plans t o  construct a b u i l d i n g  w i t h  a small 
o f f i c e  and a bunkhouse a t  Lake Fork near Moon Lake and 
proposed Taskeech Reservoir. 

D. Duchesne Dis t r ic t :  

1. Duchesne Bunkhouse - The bunkhouse a t  Duchesne should be 
expanded o r  remodeled t o  provide separate male/female 
accommodations. 

2. BOR Constructed Rock Creek Work Center - The Bureau of 
Reclamation ( B O R )  plans t o  construct a bunkhouse/dwelling just 
below UpDer St i l lwater  Dam. 

BOR Stockmore Work Center - An existing of f ice ,  shop, and 
warehouse, and t r a i l e r  pads currently used by the BOR will be 
t ransferred t o  the Forest w i t h i n  the  next 5-10 years. 

3.  
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SCHEDULING - PROTECTION 

Complete a fire prevention, detection, presuppression, and suppression 
analysis by September 1987 and update annually thereafter. 

Complete a Forest-wide fuels inventory by November 1986 and define treatment 
strategies by 1988. 

Develop suppression strategies based upon expected net value change from 
wildfires by 1989. 

Conduct insect and disease surveys of all trees in administrative sites 
annually. 

Continue a preventative spray program to protect green pines in 
administrative sites. 

Annually update the Forest Law Enforcement Action Guide. 
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CHAPTER V 

IMPLEMENTATION and DIRECTION of FOREST PLAN 



V. IMPLEMENTATION AND DIRECTION OF THE FOREST PLAN 

A. IMPLEMENTATION DIRECTION 

1. 

During implementation o f  t h i s  Fo res t  Plan, t h e  admin i s t ra t i on  and management 
o f  t h e  Fores t  w i l l  be guided by e x i s t i n g  and f u t u r e  laws, regu la t i ons ,  
p o l i c i e s ,  and standards and gu ide l ines .  The Fores t  Plan i s  designed t o  
supplement, n o t  replace, d i r e c t i o n  f rom these sources except i n  s p e c i f i c  
instances. 

The e x i s t i n g  management plans, o r  p o r t i o n s  o f  these plans where appropr ia te,  
can be used f o r  management o f  t h e  Fo res t  p r o v i d i n g  they do n o t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  
Fores t  p l a n  d i r e c t i o n .  A l l  ou ts tand ing  and f u t u r e  permits,  con t rac ts ,  co-op 
agreements and o the r  instruments f o r  use and occupancy w i l l  be brought  i n t o  
conformance by October 1, 1987. 

2. Budget Proposals 

The Forest  Plan provides t h e  management d i r e c t i o n  f o r  developing mu l t i - yea r  
implementation programs. The p r a c t i c e s  shown i n  t h e  Schedule o f  Proposed 
Prac t ices  a r e  t rans la ted  i n t o  m u l t i - y e a r  program budget proposals which 
i d e n t i f y  t h e  needed expenditures. 
p lanning process as vehic les f o r  reques t ing  and a l l o c a t i n g  t h e  funds needed 
t o  c a r r y  o u t  the  planned management d i r e c t i o n .  The Fo res t ' s  proposed annual 
program budget i s  t h e  bas is  f o r  t h e  requested funding. 
f i n a l  budget f o r  the  Forest, t h e  Annual Program o f  Work i s  f i n a l i z e d  and 
c a r r i e d  out.  The accomplishment o f  t h e  Annual program i s  t h e  incremental  
implementation o f  the  management d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  Forest  Plan. 

3. Environmental Analys is  

Future environmental ana lys is  r e q u i r e d  t o  c a r r y  o u t  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  Plan 
w i l l  u s u a l l y  be t i e r e d  t o  t h e  Fores t  P lan  and EIS.  In fo rmat ion  appropr ia te  
f o r  p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  dec is ions r a t h e r  than land  use dec is ions,  w i l l  normal ly  
be u t i l i z e d  i n  such environmental ana lys i s .  

P ro jec ts  and a c t i v i t i e s  permi t ted  w i t h i n  t h e  Plan w i l l  be subjected t o  
environmental ana lys is  as they  a r e  planned f o r  implementat ion (Fores t  Serv ice 
Manual FSM 1952). I f  the  environmental a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  shows t h a t :  
(1) t h e  management area p r e s c r i p t i o n  and standards can be complied w i th ;  (2)  
l i t t l e  o r  no environmental e f f e c t s  a r e  expected beyond those i d e n t i f i e d  and 
documented i n  t h e  Forest  Plan f i n a l  EIS;  (3)  Economic e f f i c i e n c y  was 
considered as a c r i t e r i a  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of a p re fe r red  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t h e  
ana lys is  may r e s u l t  i n  a ca tegor i ca l  exc lus ion.  A Decis ion No t i ce  may be 
used t o  document t h e  dec is ion  (FSM 1951). An ana lys i s  f i l e  and/or a p r o j e c t  
f i l e  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p u b l i c  review, b u t  t h i s  w i l l  n o t  necessa r i l y  be 
documented i n  t h e  form o f  an Environmental Assessment o r  Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Assessment o f  t h e  environmental consequences o f  l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  i s  done i n  
conformance w i t h  the  Nat ional  Environmental P o l i c y  Ac t  (NEPA) o f  1969 and 
implementing regu la t ions  (40 CFR 1500-1508). 
System 1 ands w i  11 meet NEPA requ i  renients. 

Consistency w i t h  o ther  Management Inst ruments 

The processes complement t h e  Fores t  

Upon approval o f  a 0 

A l l  p r o j e c t s  on Nat iona l  Forest  0 
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B. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
T h i s  Monitoring and Evaluation Plan is designed t o  provide feedback t o  
managers. I t  will provide information on procedures f o r  monitoring the 
e f f e c t s  o f  Plan implementation. 

More spec i f ica l ly  t h i s  plan will determine: 

-- If the  Forest is achieving the goals and objectives of the Plan as 
predicted. -- If the  standards and guidelines a r e  being applied a s  specified i n  the 
Plan. -- If the  e f f ec t s  of implenientation are  as  predicted. 

-- I f  t h e  Forest ' s  program and management a re  resolving the planning 
i s u e s .  -- I f  the cost  of implementing the Plan is as  predicted. 

The monitoring plan t h a t  follows i s  comprised of the following components. 

1. MIH Code - the numerical i den t i f i e r  of the item t o  be monitored. 

2. Act ivi ty ,  practice o r  e f f o r t  - a spec i f ic  statement of what will be 
monitored. 

3.  Monitoring technique - a description of the technique and sources of 
information t o  be employed. 
systems and standard methods will be used. 

To the extent possible, existing reporting 

4. Sample s i ze  o r  number. 

5. Expected precision - the  accuracy w i t h  which data is collected. 
Expected r e l i a b i l i t y  - a measure of how accurately the monitoring 
r e f l e c t s  the s i tua t ion .  
ra ted as  High ( H ) ,  Moderate ( M ) ,  and Low ( L ) .  

Responsibility - the person who will coordinate the monitoring act ivi ty .  
Line responsibi l i ty  r e s t s  w i t h  the  Forest Supervisor and the Dis t r ic t  
Rangers. T h i s  responsibi l i ty  may be delegated as necessary. 

Measurement frequency - the schedules of samples a re  stated i n  part  of 
years  o r  years and a l so  include some measure of sample s i ze  o r  number. 

8. Reporting period - the interval between reports summarizing monitoring 
r e s u l t s  f o r  a par t icu lar  a c t i v i t y  or  practice.  
s h o u l d  be long enough f o r  spec ia l i s t s  t o  capture s ignif icant  
i nformati on. 

describing the tolerance l imi t s  within which actual performance can 
vary from predicted performance. 
further evaluation i s  required. 

Precision and r e l i a b i l i t y  are  quali tatively 

6. 

7. 

The sampling period 

9. Variation which would i n i t i a t e  fu r the r  evaluation/standard - statement 

When these limits a re  exceeded, 
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Monitoring and Evaluation Program 

MIH Expected Varidtion Which Mould Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, or Monitoring Techni- Smple Precision1 Responsible Measuremenf/ Reportiqy Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured quelllata Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequency - Period - Change i n  Management Direction 
Recredtion Develo ed Recreation 
AD7 Condityon of t a c i l i t i e s  Pnnual RIM Reports 100% HIM Distr ic t  Annual 3 Years Each developed s i t e  maintains 

(declining from designed 
standards) b r i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  

Total 2 needed t o  

Condition Class I1 
o r  I ,  Field Obser- 
vations 

Points a t  selected Ikeded 
A07 S i t e  condition (where there 's  Transects and Photo As 

a visible problem o r  the 
vegetative management p ldn  
directs  i t).  

A07 Developed S i t e  Service - 
(Whether Forest i s  able t o  
operaie and maintain sites 
a t  standard service level) .  

Developed S i t e  Use - Amount 
drid Distribution (does 
demand exceed supply' 
Whether construction/recon- 
struction i s  needed.: 

LG7 

key s i t e s  and estab- 
l ish a data base 
where needed 

Attainment Report 
PACT-Days - Mgnt. 100% 

Double sample o r  ibO% 
any other s t a t i s t i -  
cal ly  sound techni- 
que a t  indicator 
s i t e s .  In addition, 
random sample a l l  
fee  s i t e s  

Ranger & 
Recreation 
Staff  

H / M  Dis t r ic t  
Ranger & 
Recreation 
Staff 

H/H Distr ic t  
Ranger & 
Recreat3on 
Staff 

M/M Distr ic t  
Ranger & 
Recreation 
Staff 

L1 Where more zhan annual, measureoents and reports will be equally staggered each year. 
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5 Years 5 Years 

Annual 5 Years 

Annual Annual 

a three-year average of less  
than Conditior Class I1 andlor 
a p u b l i c  safety problem exis ts .  

Campsite Condition below Class 
2, usin9 t h e  Limits of Accep- 
table Change i n  Appendix C. 

FHOT-Days FSK (standard) Five- 
Year Average exceeds or 
declines from the Forest Plan 

Use of individal s i t e  exceeds 
60% of theoretical cdpacity 
fo r  the summer season or 
daily use exceeds capacity on 
more than 5% of the days i n  
the sumnier season. The five- 
year averdge developed s i t e  use 
fo r  the Forest varies from 
projected demand by more than 
20% 

objective bJ, 10% 



MIH Expected V a r i a t i o n  Which Would Cause 
Reference A c t i v i t y ,  Pract ice,  o r  Moni tor ing Techni- Sample Prec is ion/  Responsible MedSUrement Report ing Fur ther  Evdluat ion and/or 
- Code Ef fec t  t o  be Measured queil lata Source Size R e l i a b i l i t y  O f f i c i a l  Frequency Period Chan~e i n  Management D i r e c t i o n  
Recreation Dispersed Recreation 

A08 Dispersed V i s i t o r  Use Road counters 100% M/L D i s t r i c t  Annual 5 Years V i s i t o r  use var ies  from pro- 
(Summer and w in te r )  Parking l o t  counts Ranger & j e c t e d  demand by greater  than 

T r a i l  Counters Recreation 20% 
Annual R I M  Reports S t a f f  

t ransects  a t  key Needed Ranger & 3 us ing t h e  L i m i t s  of Accep- 
s i t e s  adjacent t o  Recreation t a b l e  Impact i n  Appendix 0. 
water S ta f f  

surveys Needed Ranger & below establ ished management 

A08 Dispersed S i t e  Condi t ion Photo Points, As H/M D i s t r i c t  5 Years 5 Years Campsite Condit ions below Class 

A12 T r a i l  Condi t ion T r a i l  cond i t ion  AS M/M D i s t r i c t  25% 4 \ears When 20% of t r a i l  mileage f a l l s  

Recreation ob jec t ives  and planned mainte- 
S ta f f  nance leve ls .  

A0 1 Off-Road Vehic le  Use 1) F i e l d  observations 100% H/El D i s t r i c t  Annual 5 Years An increase o f  10% i n  acreage 
2 )  Publ ic  complaints Ranger & needing c o n f l i c t  r e s o l u t i o n  o r  
3) Closure v i o l a t i o n s  Recreation an in tense use c o n f l i c t .  
4) Acres impacted Staff Increase i n  subs tan t ia l  
5) P r o j e c t  EA 'S  complaints. If use c o n f l i c t s  

w i t h  management goals f o r  the 
management area. 

A08 Changes i n  R.O.S. Compare R.O.S. 100% H/H Recreation Pnnual 5 Years 10% change i n  accepteo R.O.S. 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  mix changes w i t h  S t a f f  mix from pro jec ted  c l a s s i f i c a -  

Cu l tu ra l  Resources 

resource i n v e s t i g a t i o n  c u l t u r a l  resource Ranger 8 
f o r  a l l  s i t e  d i s t u r b i n g  i r v e s t i g a t i o n s  Recreation 
a c t i v i t i e s .  against  l i s t  of Staff 

inventory  t ions .  

A02 & A03 Completion of  c u l t u r a l  Compare completed 100% H/h D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual Less than 100% compliance. 

s i t e  - d i s t u r b i n g  
pro jects .  

A04 Compliance w i t h  p ro tec t ion  On-site inspect ion 100% H/H D i s t r i c t  Annual 5 Years Any change i n  the proper ty  
o r  m i t i g a t i o n  plans. of p roper t ies  Ranger & from base l i n e  data i n  plans. 

addressed by protec- Recreation 
t i o n  o r  m i t i g a t i o n  S t a f f  
plans . 
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ElIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision1 Responsible heasurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequencv Period Change i n  Management Direction 
Recreation Visual Resources 

A02 Compliance w i t h  Visual Landscape Architect One H / N  D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual hore than one sampled project 
Cuality evaluate one reten- Ranger & does not meet VQO i n  a qiven 

t ion travel route Recreation qear. 
selected a t  random Staff 
annually d u r i n g  and 
a f t e r  project. Also, 
evaluate a minimum 
of two o r  10% of 
randomly selected 
projects, bhichever VQO 
i s  more, o f  previous 
year 's  projects. 

Two One or more projects i n  two 
successive years does not meet 

- - Wilderness 

and surrounding wed are  change a t  key s i t e s  Ranger 8 shows that  the condition 
21 declining from the current Recreation class has declined one class  

si tuations.  Staff  on 25% of inventoried s i t e s .  

603 h o u n t  and Distribution Trail registration, 100% E1/M District Annual Annual Human use exceeds area capa- 
of Human Use t r a i l  counters, and Ranger & c i ty  identified i n  t h i s  Plan. 

BG3 Conditions o f  campsites Limits of acceptable 100% HIM ears 5 Years Limits of change analysis 

Recreation trailhead counts 
w i t h  periodic inten- Staff 
sive sample r e r i f i -  
cation. 

2/ Conditiun classes will be determined prior t o  the f i r s t  reporting period. 
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MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, or Momtortng Techni- Sample Precision/ Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
- Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequency Period Change i n  hanagement Direction 

-co1 Management Indicator Species - Fish and Wildlife 

E l k  and Mule Deer Annual CUWR popula- 100% M/M Uistrict Annual 5 Years Change i n  use of key hab7tat  
t i o n  estimates. Ranger & areas. (wallows, fawning and 
Wildlife Habitat Rela- Wildlife calving areas.) +20% i n  popu- 
tionshi p Mooel s. Staff lation estimates w i t h i n  a herd 

Cutthroat Trout and Macro- Annual D#R population 100% M / M  Gis t r ic t  5 year 5 Years 20% change i n  population, age, 
invertebrates estimates and/or (where Ranger & intervals or 

u n i t .  

o r  size classes. When BCI 
nacroinvertebrate base1 ine Wildlife d s  required drops below 75. 
studies. data Staff i n  project 

exqsts) EA'S. 
or as 
needed. 

Goshawk Timber stand data, 100% of M/M Dis t r ic t  10 Years 10 Years Any reduction i n  acreage below 
E A ' S ,  Wildlife Habi- desig- Ranger & 5% of total  old growth condi- 
t a t  Relationship nated Wild1 i f e  t ions.  
Ciodel stands Staff 

Golden Eagle Survey data 100% of h/M Dis t r i c t  5 Years 5 Years +lo% change i n  nesting act i -  
known Ranger & v i  t y  
nesting Wildlife 
s i t e s  Staff 

Yellowbellied Sapsucker, Timber stand data, 100% of M / E I  Distr ic t  10 Years 10 Years +IO% change i n  hardwood acre- 
Garbling Vireo t!abitat diversity data Ranger G age. 

modeling base Wildlife 
Staff 

Lincoln's Sparrow, Song Habitdt modeling 100% of M / P  Dis t r ic t  5 Years 5 Yesrs 110% i n  riparian acreage. 
Sparrow data Rarger & 

base Wildlife 
Staff 
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MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, or Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision/ Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation dnd/Or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured queltlata Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequency Period Change i n  Manaqen'ent Direction 

F i s h  and Glildlife 
100% M / k  Gis t r ic t  Annual 5 Years 20% drop i n  annual populdtion - 

White-tailed Ptarmigan UUWR Population 
Census Ranger & or 5% drop i n  5-year trends. 

Sage Grouse UGWR lek surveqs 
and brood counts, 
winter ground use 
surveys 

co1 Threatened and Endangered 
and Sensitive Species 

Osprey (Sensitive) Survey data of 
nesting s i t e s  

Bald Eagle Winter survey u i t h  
UUWR 

T&E species adjacent t o  
Forest o r  potential 
resi dents population surveys 

Plants on Forest l i s t e d  
as sensit ive tion inventories 

UCWR and F i s h  & 
Wild1 ife Service 

and inventories 

Habitat and popula- 

co1 Valia.tion of aquatic habi- R-4 GAWS Analysis 
t a t  quality. Habitat Condition 

Index (HCI), lake 
surveys 

100% M/M 

100% of M/M 
known 
s i t e s  

100% M/E: 

100% M / M  

100% M/M 

As M/ H 
Needed 

Wildlife 
Staff  

Gistr ic t  
Ranger & 
Wildlife 
Staff  

Uistrirt 
Ranaer & < - ~  ~ 

h i l d l i f e  
Staff  

D i s t r i c t  
Ranger & 
Wildlife 
Staff  

Distr ic t  
Ranger & 
Mild1 i f e  
Staff  

Distr ic t  
Ranger & 
Wild1 i f e  
Staff  

Gistr ic t  
Ranger & 

Staff 
Wildlife 

Annual 5 Years 1CS drop i n  breeding popula- 
tions. 

Annual 5 Years +1U chdnqe i n  nes t iny  act ivi ty .  

Anrrua 1 Annudl 210% drop i r  winter counts over 
a 5-year period. 

As sche- As Positive identification of 
duled i denti - Fares t occurrence. 

f led 

To be deter- As 
mined a t  requested affecting c r i t i ca l  habizat. 
completion 
of inventory 

10  Years 10 Years khen HCI drops below 42. When 

Any management act ivi ty  

natural streambank s t ab i l i t y  
drops below 80%. When BCI 
drops below 75. 
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MIH Expected V a r i a t i o n  Which Would Cause 
Reference A c t i v i t y ,  Pract ice,  o r  Moni tor ing Techni- Sample PreLis ionf  Responsible Measurement Report ing Fur ther  Evaluat ion and/or 
Code E f f e c t  t o  be Measured que/Oata Source S i z e  R e l i a b i l i t y  O f f i c i a l  Frequency Period Change i n  Management Direc* 

DO1 Range cond i t ion  and trend. Parker 3-step As M/M D i s t r i c t  As sche- 10 Years Greater than 10% dec l ine  i n  
Studies, nested Needed o r  Ranger & duled acres by cond i t ion  c lass o r  10% 
frequency s tud ies,  prescr ihed Range S t d f t  increase i n  acres i n  downward 
R-4 Condi t ion and i n  AMP t rend w i t h i n  any a l lo tment .  
Trend methods and 100% 

o f  areas 
i n  poor 
o r  very  
poor 
cond i t ion  

Range 

DO1 Measurement of torage 
u t i 1  i z a t i o n  f o r  compl lance 
w i t h  establ ished standards, 
Standards i n  A l lo tment  
Management Plans (AJIP), and 
Forest Plan. 

DO1 Q u a l i t y  of a l l  p r o j e c t s  
associated w i t h  the  imple- 
nientation o f  the  AMP ( i f  
they are  done t o  standards) 

DO1 Adequacy o f  AMP's 

RNA's __ 

Grazing impact As per M/M 
studies,  Forest AMP 
Standards and schedule 
Guidel ines, A l lo tment  
Management Plans. 

L A . ,  AMP, f i e l d  Pro jec ts  H I M  
inspect icns,  I D  team on one 
review A l l o t -  

ment per 
D i s t r i c t  
per  year  

Range inspections, 10% per l i / H  
permi t tee meeting, year  
IO team review 

(Unautllorized) i n t r u s i o n s  o r  Trensects, photo 100% H/M 
a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  establ ished Doints. Es tab l i sh  
and proposed RNA's. data base where 

necessary 
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D i s t r i c t  Annually 
Ranger & 
Range Staff 

D i s t r i c t  i Years 
Ranger & 
Range Staff 

D i s t r i c t  Annual 
Ranger & 
Range Sta f f  

D i s t r i c t  Annual 
Ranger b 
Watershed 
Staff 

Annually When u t i l i z a t i o n  dev iates ?lo% 
from l e v e l s  s e t  i n  A l lo tment  
E!anagement Plans and/or use 
l e v e i s  do no conform w i t h  those 
5 e t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  by Forest 
Standards and Guide1 ines. 

Lack of f o l l o w i n g  R-4 procedures 
f o r  fol low-up on nonst ructura l  
p r o j e c t s  and/or l a c k  of any 
s t r u c t u r a l  development meeting 
design standards. 

2 Years 

10 Years Any v a r i a t i o n  from AMP obJec- 
t i ves .  

Annua l4  Each RNA evaluated separately. 
years Annual measurement shows e v i -  

dence o f  unauthorized i n t r b s i o n s  
2nd i n d i c a t i o n s  shows continua- 
t i o n  o f  unduthorized in t rus ions .  
Change may be t r iqgered 
depending on sever i ty ,  a t  any 
t ime dur ing  repor t ing .  



MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, or Monitoring Techni- Sample Precisiun/ Responsible Measurerdent Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size  Reliabil i tv Cfficial  Frequency Period Chanqe i n  Hanagement Direction 

I . ~ .  - 
EOb 

E06 

E04 

E06 

E05 

_. 
I  imDer 
Harvest practices in reten- Review of timber 20% M / M  Dis t r ic t  Annual Annual Violation of visual w a l i t y  
tion. oar t ia l  retention. and sale  orescriotions. 
area; affecting riparian VQO, and wilbl i fe  . 
areas. objectives prior t o  

and a f t e r  projects. 

Timber Sale Schedule Review 5-year sche- 
dule to  ascertain 
t h a t  timber sales 
will be offered on 
schedule and volume 
will not exceed 10- 
year sale  quantity. 

Accomplish s i t e  preparation Silvicultural  pres- 
w i t h i n  2 years d f t e r  logging cription, survival 
and have adequate stocking exams 
w i t h i n  acceptable time period 
(as defined i n  the s i lvicul-  
tural prescription). 

Assure harvest will not Dro- Silvicultural  ore- 
mote disease and insect 
increases. and s i lvicul tural  

scriptions,  suCviva1 

exams, ground and 
aerial  surveys, post 
sale  reviews. 

Timber s t a n d  improvement Stocking surveys, 
accomplishments. accompli shnierit 

reports 

100% H / M  

100% of H i t 1  
those 
being 
restocked 

10% M i  h 

100% of M/M 
those 
scheauled 
f o r  
inventory 

Ranger 
Timber Staff 

D i s t r i c t  Annual 
Ranger 
Timber 
Staff 

D i s t r i c t  Annual 
Ranger & 
Timber 
Staff 

D i s t r i c t  Annual 
Ranger & 
Timber Staff 

D i swic t  Annual  
Ranger & 
Timber Staff 

Annual 

Annual 

Annuil 

Annual 

ObJectires. 
Riparian area damage. 

A 25% deviation annually o r  a 
10% deviation i n  a 5-year period 
in timber volume offered or bold 

Regenerat:on does not neet 
restocking requirements a s  
defined by si lvicul tural  
prescription by more than 3 
years. 

Unacceptable resul ts  of s i l v i -  
cultural/entomolL'gist review. 

Less than 15% accomplishment 
of schtduled TSI i n  5 years, 
or less  than 50% accomplishment 
per year. 
New research inaicates spacing 
or guidelines are not optimal. 
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MIH Expected Variation Vhich Would Cduse 
Rpference Activity, Practice, o r  Moni tor ing  Techni- Sample Precision/ Responsible Measui en!ent Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Re1 l ab i l i t y  Official Frequency Period Chanqe i n  Management D i m  

E06 Check compliance of timber Sale reviews, 1 sale  M/M Dis t r ic t  Annual Annual Sale reviews question val idi ty  
Timber 

sale  program t o  assure that  E A ' S ,  sa le  per Raryer, of estimates of effects. 
estimates of effects t o  contracts, Distr ic t  Timber Staff,  
other resources (such as permits. per year b original ID 
recreation, opening sizes Team 
i n  relation t o  wildlife,  and 
economic efficiencies) were 
appropriate. 

LO4 Fuelwood conwniption and 
supply 

E07 Verify classi f icat ion of 
suitable and unsuitable 
lands. 

Assure prescriptions are  
practical before contract 
prepardtion. 

Determine supply iooa 
b> fuels inventories, 
and acres available; 
demdnd by permits 
issued, and public 
i n p u t .  

Examine larids d u r i n y  10% of 
silviLultura1 eyams, Forest 
timber sale  cruises, 
and inventories, t o  
ground true capa- 
b i l  i t i e s .  

Environmental assess- 1 sale  
ment, presale and 
administrative 
reviews, w i t h  ieviews 
by econmists and a 
transporthtion planner. 

HIM Distr ic t  Annual 
Ranger & 
Timber Staff 

M/M Dis t r ic t  Annually, 
Ranger & concurrent 
Timber Stdff w i t h  

projects 

MIH Distr ic t  Annual 
Ranger, 
Timber Staff 

Annual 

10 Years 

Annual 

Supply i s  riot meeting demand, 
or proJected supply will not  
meet demand w i t h i n  10 years. 

I f  over 10% of land was found 
to  be incorrectly identified.  

Unacceptable results of a team 
review. 
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MIH Expected var ia t ion  Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity,  Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision/ Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Rel iab i l i ty  Official  Frequency Period Chanqe i n  Management Direction 

Timber 
Assure prescriptions a re  Environmental assess- 1 s a l e  MIH District Annual Annual Unacceptable r e su l t s  of a team 
practical  before contract  ment, presale, and Ranger & review. 
preparation. administrative Timber Staff 

reviews, w i t h  reviews 
by economists and a 
transportation planner. 

Soi l ,  Water and Air 
FO9 Water y i e ld  increases. Samples collected Paired H/H D i s t r i c t  Grab samples Annual Violation of S ta te  Water Qua- 

by Forest using watershed Ranger & taken daily l i t v  Standards o r  a 20% 
flow measurements, s ta t ions  Watershed May through 
qrab samples. and 1) Brownie Staff June and 
bH-48 sediment samp- Creek 
ler following USGS 2) No. Fk. 
standard methods. Dry Fork 

and USGS 
Conductivity, sus- gauges 
pended sediment, and 
turb id i ty  will be 
analyzed by Utah S ta t e  
Health Laboratory. 

FG9 Changes i n  channel s t a b i l i t y  Stream Reach Inven- High M/M 
rating. tory and channel p r io r i ty  

s t ab i  1 i t y  evaluation. streams 

FO1 Cumulative sediment impacts WRENSS hydrologic A l l  HIM 
and water y ie ld  augmenta- modeling proposed 
t ion.  timber 

compart- 
ment envi- 
ronmental 
assessments. 
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once every 
two weeks 
July through 
September. 
Automated 
samples con- 
tinuous. 

D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual 
Ranger & 
Watershed 
Staff 

D i s t r i c t  Ongoing Ongoing 
Ranger & 
Watershed 
Staff 

in&ease i n  predicted sediment 
yield. 

A 20% change over 5 years 
from projected water yield.  

Rating lowered t o  next sequen- 
t i a l  c lass i f ica t ion  as  per R-4 
standards. 

Violation of S ta t e  Water Qua- 
l i t y  Standards o r  variation i n  
water y ie ld  increases as  s ta ted  
i n  Forest Standards and Guide- 
1 ines 

I 



MIH Expectea Variation Nhich Would Cause 
Refererice Activit), Practice, or Moni tor ing  Techni- Sample Precision Responsible 1.ieasurerpent Reporting Further Evaluztion and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Eleasured que/Data Source Size Reliabil i ty 0fficid.l Frequency Period Change i n  Ihafiagement Direction 

Soi l ,  later, and A i r  
7 0 9  Water qualit) changes OR the Grab samples taken Two s t a -  M/L Uistrict 3 t l m L S  Annual Violation of  State Mater Cjua- 

Vernal Eiunicipal Watershed. to analyze bacteri- t ions Ranger C annually l i t y  Stdndards. 
ological parameters, 1) Dry Llatershed 
suspended sediment, Fork S inks  Staff 
and turbidity. 2) ksh!ey 

Spring 

Effectiveness of soil  and 
water improvement projects. 

Annual accomplish- 100% of h/P Dis t r i c t  knnual Annual Unacceptdble devidtlcn from EA 
ment reports. new Ranger & or  Project Plan Objectives. 
Photo points, f i e l a  projects Watershed 

methoas. EA and Year 
inspections, stanoard ( fo r  3- Stdff 

Project.Plan, Ldnd pro:ects 
Treatment handbook c o n t i i  - 

uously) 
and 20% 
per y e w  
over 3 
years old. 

of those 

Project effectiveness fo r  Project Review, 1 pro- M/M District Annual Annual Project review question 
soil  resource protection. Efi 's ,  contracts, j e c t  per Ranger h v a l i d i t j  of soil  protection 

permits. Distr ic t  Glatershed measures or mitigation effects.  
per year. Staff 

Changes i n  soil  productibity Soil sampling befcre Random- WE? Distr ic t  Ongoing 5 Years 15% increase i n  b u l k  density 
due to  management ac t iv i t i e s :  and a f t e r  the activ- l y ,  on Ranqer B or 50% decrease i n  port spsce. 

i t y  on identified selected luatershcd 
areas. so1 1 Staff 204: loss of w t r i e n t s .  

meet man- 
Compaction Bulk aensity types t o  

Erosion Erosion plots and agement 

Ferti 1 i ty Fe r t i l i t y  sampling t ives.  
transects objec- 
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MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity,  Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Rel iab i l i ty  Official  Frequency Period Change i n  Manaqement Direction 

Soi l ,  Water, and Air 
Progress made towards estab- Standard SCS 3 Sam- HIM Watershed Ongoing Annual Less than 40% accomplishment 
l i sh ing  benchmark s o i l s  methods and so i l  p l ed  Staf f  i n  5-year period. 
c r i t i c a l  f o r  management inventory bench- 

mark 
so i l  

A12 Compliance w i t h  Utah and Visual observation. 100% of M/M 
Wyoming S ta t e  Air Qual i ty  accepted techniques a l l  activ- 
Standards by Forest and methods. Wyo- i t i e s  
ac t iv i t i e s .  nnng and Utah af fec t ing  

S ta t e  Air Standards. air-qual- 
i t y  

290 Changes i n  a i r  ua l i ty  Flaming Gorge NRA Repre- H / H  
related values qAQRV's) - v i s i b i l i t y  sen ta t ive  
from off-Forest sources. High Uintas lakes o r  

Wilderness water- 
-macroinvertebrate sheds 
studies 
zooplankton s tudies  
lichen studies 
water chemistry 
so i l  mapping 
precipitation chemistry 
v i s i b i l i t y  
Rest of Forest - visi- 
b i l i t y  

Fire S ta f f ,  Onsoing Any Violation of S ta t e  Air Quality 
o r  Staff  Violation Standards and adverse public 
responsible reactions. 
f o r  ac t iv i ty  
& District 
Ranger 

D i s t r i c t  Ongoing 5 Years AQRV's reduced beyond jlmits 
Ranger & 
Soil/Water/ 
Air Staf f  

of acceptable change. - 

Limits will be established before f irst  reporting period. 
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MIH Expected Var iat ion Which Would Cause 
Reference Ac t i v i t y ,  Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Oata Source Size R e l i a b i l i t y  Of f ic ia l  Frequency Period Chanse i n  Management Di rect ion 

L FO9 19 HIM D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual V i o l a t i o h o f  Forest Riparian 
Riparian - 
due t o  land management points, f i e l d  obser- p r i o r i t y  Ranger & Standards and Guidelines. 
ac t i v i t i es .  vation, Stream Reach r i pa r ian  Watershed 

Inventory, range con- area iden- 
d i t i o n  c lass i f ica-  t i f i e d  i n  
t ion.  and EA'S. Forest 

Staff 

Riparian 
Management 
Plan. A l l  
environmen- 
t a l  assess- 
ments. 

Minerals 

u la t ions and Operating Plan EA's, Operating Lease S ta f f  & i n g  Plan requirements are found 
requirements. Plans, Lease Operating D i s t r i c t  inadequate t o  meet resource 

- ffectiveness o f  Lease St ip-  F ie ld  inspections, 100% o f  M/M Minerals Ongoing Annual Lease St ipulat ions and Operat- 

St ipulat ions Plans. Ranger protect ion needs. 

GO6 Effectiveness o f  Notices of F ie ld  inspections, 100% of M/M Minerals Onqoing Annual Operating plan requirements are 
In ten t  and Operating Plans EA's, NOI, and act ive S ta f f  & found inadequate t o  meet 
f o r  locatable operations. Operating Plans cases D i s t r i c t  resource protect ion needs. 

Ranger 

Protection - t i r e  

programs. person-caused f i r es .  year average. 

burned, and values affected. 

PO2 Adequacy of f i r e  prevention Measure of number of  100% HI H F i r e  S ta f f  Annual 5 Years 20% increase i n  cumulative 5- 

PO8 Number o f  wi ld f i res,  acres Frequency by size, 100% H/H F i r e  S ta f f  Annual 5 Years 20% increase i n  cumulative 5- 
dis t r ibut ion,  and 
in tens i t y  level ,  factors. 
5100-29 reports. 

year average i n  any of the 

P10 Reduce a c t i v i t i e s  fue ls  t o  F ie ld  measurement 30% of M/M D i s t r i c t  Annual 5 Years Exceeding fue l  l eve l  guidel ines 
acceptable levels.  a f ter  fue l  treatment. projects Ranger & by 10% o r  f a i l u r e  t o  make tar -  

F i r e  Staff gets. 
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MIH Expected Var iat ion Which Would Cause 
Reference Ac t i v i t y ,  Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code Ef fect  t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size R e l i a b i l i t y  Of f ic ia l  Frequency Period Change i n  Management Direct ion 

-P35 Effectiveness of dwarf F ie ld  Reviews F o ~ ~ o w -  M/M Timber Annual 5 Years Infestat ion i n  precomerc ia l ly  
Protection - Insect Disease 

mist letoe suppression up on S t a f f  thinned areas. 
projects t o  protect  regen- projects 
eration. 

Manage vegetation a t  devel- F ie ld  Surveys 100% H/H D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual 10% loss of dominate trees on 
oped recreat ion s i t es  and/or Ranger & s i te .  
administrat ive s i t es  and Recreation 
other high value s i t e s  t o  
protect  against Mountain Staff 
Pine Beetle 

Protection - Law Enforcement 

ness. resource damage, and wide Ranqer & o r  resource damage. 

& Lands 

I I  
P24 Law enforcement effect ive- Number of v io lat ions,  0 i s t r i c t  Annual Annual 10% increase i n  v io la t ions 

fa i l u re  t o  fol low Admini stra- 
F.S. regulations. t i v e  Offiver 

Lands 

mission systems t o  the Con- EA, COM Plans Ranger & on construc- requirements. , 
s t ruct ion,  Operation, and Lands S ta f f  t i o n  I 
Maintenance (COM) Plans. Annual 

on mainte- 
nance 

JO1 Compliance o f  energy trans- F ie ld  inspections, 100% H/H D i s t r i c t  As needed Annual Any deviat ion from COM Plan 

, 506 Effectiveness of property F ie ld  observations 10% H/H D i s t r i c t  Annual 10 years Any deviat ion from R-4 Posting 
boundary posting and main- for  encroachments annual Ranger & and Maintenance Standards. 
tenance and def ic iencies (of posted Recreation 

i d e n t i f i e d  during boundary) & Lands S ta f f  
posting. 

J18 Adequacy o f  publ ic  access Road & T r a i l  Right- 100% H/H D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual Fai lure t o  acquire 90% o f  
t o  National Forest Lands of-Way Acquis i t ion Ranger & planned acquis i t ions i n  a 5- 

Plan, publ ic coments, Recreation year period. 
resource development & Lands S ta f f  
needs, RPA Inventory 
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MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 

Code Effect t o  be Measured que/Data Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequency Period Change i n  Management Direction 

J10 Occupancj Trespass Observed violations 100% H I M  Dis t r i c t  Annual Every 5 t h  Number of occupancy trespasses 

Reference Activity, Practice, o r  Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
- 

Lands 

and trespass reports Ranger & year unresolved exceeds the 1981 
1981 Inventory Recreation inventory 

& Lands Staff 

Ranger & 
Compliance w i t h  terms and Field or office 100% H / H  Dis t r ic t  Annual Annual Any deviation from public 
conditions of a l l  special use inspections, permits, (as pre- 
permits . EA's, Operating scribed Recreation and any lack of maintenance 

health and safety requirements, 

plans, desigr, speci- i n  FSM Staff ddversely affecting resource 
f icat ians ,  permittee 2700) values . 
records. 

Faci l i t ies  

and reconstruction and afsian c r i t e r i a  new con- Ranger & team review. 
L2-18. 29 Road and bridge ConstruCtion Field review of EA's 100% of H / H  Dis t r ic t  Annual Annual Unacceptable resul ts  of an ID 

L19 

L19 

A07, E06, 
L25 

- 
struction Engineering 
and 20% Staff,  
of recon- 
struction 
or a whole 
project. 

Road maintenance Road logs and condi- 20% of H/H Engineering Annual 5 Years 20% variation i n  any one year 
tion surveys. Annual total  Staff o r  10% over a 5-year period. 
maintenance inspec- annually 
tions. 

Effectiveness of road protec- Roao closure orders, 20% H I M  Engineering Annual 5 Years kny f a i lu re  of road closure 
t i o n  methods permits, Travel Plan, Pnnually Staff method t o  prevent violations. 

and on-site inspec- 
t i o n s .  

B u i l d i n g  Maintenance Inspection Reports, 100% M / M  D i s t r i c t  Annual Annual Failure to  maintain b u i l d i n g s  
(Administrative) S i t e  Plans Ranger t o  prescribed standards. 
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MIH Expected Variation Which Would Cause 
Reference Activity, Practice, or Monitoring Techni- Sample Precision Responsible Measurement Reporting Further Evaluation and/or 
Code t f f e c t  t o  be Measured que/Oata Source Size Reliabil i ty Official Frequency Period Chanqe i n  Management Direc% 

L19 Effectiveness o f  roadway Sign Handbook, 33 113% H/H D i s t r i c t  3 Years 3 Years A 15% deviation from s i g n  plan 
Facil i ties. 

signing (incluaing s i g n  on-site inspection, /)ear Ranger & and 5% increase i n  accicients. 
maintenance) Sign Plan, Accident Engineering Forest-wide or significant 

Records, and public Staff incredse by s i t e .  Any devia- 
comments tioti from s i g n  maintenance 

- 

standards. 

L-31 Potable Hater Lab analysis 100% H / H  Dis t r ic t  As per Annual Meeting l e s s  than State and 
Kanger & State  and F.S. requirements . 
Engineering F.S. Stand- 
Staff ards 

L2P Cam Safety Operation and Special Use Permit, 100% h/H Distr ic t  As per Annual Failure to  meet maintenance 
Maintenance Dam Handbook, Operating Ranger & State ana and safety requirements w i t h  

Plan, State  require- Engineering F.S. threshold l imits i n  established 
ments, Inspections Staff requi reitients time f r ams .  

- Response of public t o  Forest Socially Responsive 100% M / M  Socially Continuous Annual lvhen an emergency or existinq 
Management Management (SRM) Responsive issue becomes a disruptive 

Techniques ?la nagenen t issue. 
Coordirdtor 

Accompl ishnient of funaed Performance reviews. 100% H/H Distr ic t  6 mon-clis Annual Less than agreed upon accom- 
goals and chjectives Agreed upan goals Ranger & plishment of goals ana GbJeC- 
approved i n  the annual and obsectives, Forest t ives.  
program of work. Management Attain- Staff  

inent Report 
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C. REVISION and AMENDMENT 
The Forest Supervisor may change the schedule of Proposed Practices and 
Monitoring Plan t o  r e f l e c t  differences between proposed annual budgets and 
appropriated funds .  Such scheduled changes will be considered an amendment 
t o  the Forest Plan, b u t  shal l  not be considered a s ign i f icant  amendment, o r  
require the preparation of an environmental impact statement, unless the 
changes s ign i f icant ly  a l t e r  the long-term relationship between levels  of 
mu1 tiple-use goods and service projected under planned budget proposals as  
compared t o  those projected under actual appropriations. 

The Forest Supervisor may amend the Forest Plan. 
objectives, guidelines,  and other contents of the Forest Plan, the Forest 
Supervisor shal l  determine whether a proposed amendment would resu l t  in a 
s ignif icant  change i n  the Plan. 
amendment is determined t o  be s igni f icant ,  the Forest Supervisor may 
implement the amendment following appropriate public not i f icat ion and 
sat isfactory completion of NEPA procedures. 

A Forest Plan shal l  ordinar i ly  be revised on a 10-year cycle o r  a t  l e a s t  
every 15 years. 
determines tha t  conditions o r  demands i n  the area covered by the Plan have 
changed s igni f icant ly  o r  when changes i n  RPA policies,  goals, o r  objectives 

and evaluation process, the interdiscipl inary team may recommend a revision 
o f  the Forest Plan a t  anytime. 
and approved i n  accordance w i t h  the requirements f o r  the development and 
approval of the Forest Plan. The Forest Supervisor shal l  review the 
conditions on the land covered by the plan a t  l e a s t  every 5 years t o  
determine whether conditions o r  demands of the public have changed 
s ignif icant ly .  

Based on an analysis of the 

I f  the change resulting from the proposed 

- 
I t  a l so  may be revised whenever the Forest Supervisor 

would have a s ign i f icant  e f f e c t  on f o r e s t  level programs. In the monitoring 

Revisions are not effect ive unt i l  considered 

- 

T h i s  Forest Plan will be revised when necessary b u t  no l a t e r  than October 1, 
2000. 
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FLAMING GORGE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECTION 



APPENDIX A 
FLAMING GORGE NATIONAL RECREATI,ONq 

A R'E A SUPPLE M E N TA L D I RECTI 0 N 0 I .  MISSION AND GOALS - 

The legis la t ion establishing the NRA specified three broad missions and 
management goals. 
directed " to  administer, protect ,  and develop the Flaming Gorge National 
Recreation Area i n  a manner t o  best provide f o r  (1) public outdoor 
recreation benefits; (2)  conservation of scenic, s c i en t i f i c ,  h i s to r i c ,  
and other values contributing t o  public enjoyment; and ( 3 )  such 
management, u t i l i za t ion ,  and disposal of natural resources as  i n  his 
judgment will promote o r  are  compatible w i t h ,  and do not s ign i f icant ly  
impair the purpose f o r  which the recreation area is established." 

Future management of the NRA under this broad framework will be to:  

A. 

Specif ical ly ,  the Secretary of Agriculture i s  

Continue t o  provide a h i g h  qual i ty ,  varied recreation experience t o  
the f u l l  capacity of the area. Some of the important elements of 
t h i s  are:  

1. 

2. 

Provide sani tary and pleasing f a c i l i t i e s .  

Protecting and f u l l y  developing opportunities f o r  appreciation 
and enjoyment of the natural environment including h is tor ica l  
and cultural values. 

Recognizing t h a t  the area has a capacity determined by basic 
resource and social factors .  
the area before demand is f u l l y  sa t i s f ied .  
ment, and management will  be based upon these capaci t ies .  

Recognizing tha t  the quality recreational experience provided 
by the area i s  d i r ec t  function of the diverse natural charac- 
t e r  of the land and landscape. Maintaining the undeveloped 
character of  most of the NRA will be necessary if  the qual i ty  
recreational experience is t o  be continued. Development of 
f a c i l i t i e s  t o  re la t ive ly  h i g h  scale  will be concentrated i n  a 
few areas of heavy public use, b u t  most lands will remain 
undeveloped, w i t h  natural forces playing the dominant role.  

Encourage u t i l i za t ion  of resources where compatible with recrea- 
tion. 

3.  
Either o r  both  may l imi t  use of 

Plans, develop- 

4. 

B. 
Uses which niay be compatible a t  some level are: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Grazing of domestic 1 ivestock. 

H u n t i n g  and fishing. 

Harvest of fo re s t  products 

Development of private f a c i l i t i e s  both on and adjacent i o  N R A  
1 ands. 

Use of NRA lands f o r  rights-of-way, easements, o r  other 
improvements t ha t  are  i n  the public in te res t .  

Mining and off-road vehicle t ravel .  
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C. Provide for the safety and enjoyment of the user by: 

1. 

2. Assuring an adequate level of law enforcement. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Involve the public, other agencies, and orsanizations in the 
planning and development processes. 

Provide public services and resource protection and management 
which are most cost-effective. 

Assuring adequate maintenance of facilities. 

Providing for a safe recreation experience on land and water. 

Developing and maintaining a quality V I S  program. 

Designing adequate facilities and transportation system. 

D. 

E. 
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11. MANAGEMENT DECISIONS, STATE DIRECTION AND COORDINATION OF THE RESOURCE 
USES, ASSOCIATED PRIVATE LANG USES AND RECREATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
THE ENTIRE NRA. 

A. Management Decisions f o r  Ecological Components. 

1. Climate 

(1) Design, where appropriate, f a c i l i t i e s  t o  permit 
year-round use. 
pinyon-juniper types and the northern desert .  

As winter a c t i v i t i e s  increase, warn the public of the 
potential for hazardous climatic conditions. 

Continue t o  study and implement methods of providing sun 
and wind protection. 

T h i s  i s  especially important in  the 

(2) 

(3)  

2. Air 

Establish and adopt standards and a monitoring system so 
tha t  a i r  and noise pollution can be recognized and 
prevented o r  action taken t o  promptly br ing  i t  t o  the 
attention of those responsible when i t  occurs. Consider 
and include recreational and scenic values in se t t i ng  a i r  
pollution standards on the NRA. 
exceed the quali ty standards of the States  of Utah and 
Wyoming. 

Standards will meet o r  

( 2 )  Protect the NRA from serious a i r  pollution originating 
outside i t s  boundaries t h r o u g h  involvement i n  the  estab- 
lishment and enforcement of adequate a i r  quali ty regula- 
t ions f o r  these areas.  Create public awareness o f  the 
NRA clean a i r  and water values. 

Except in emergency situations, operate noisy maintenance 
machinery a t  times other than periods of heavy public 
use. A machine t h a t  emits sounds of 35 decibels or  more 
i s  considered noisy. 

Minimize visual,  a i r ,  and noise pollution along major 
routes of t rave l ,  a t  administrative s i t e s ,  and i n  areas 
o f  concentrated public use. 

Design and execute prescribed b u r n i n g  operations i n  a 
manner and under conditions which will minimize the 
adverse e f fec ts  of smoke as an dir pollutant. 

(3)  

(4)  

(5) 

3. Geology and Soils 
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4. Water 

Determine and use so i l  c h a r x t e r i s t i c s  and land type  
associations data as key management tool i n  a l l  proposed 
plans, uses, and ac t iv i t i e s .  

Study and implement ways t o  maintain o r  improve so i l  
capabi l i ty .  

Provide basic s o i l s  information and a quali ty up-to-date 
in te rpre t ive  program tha t  will create an awareness, 
understanding, and appreciation of the environment and 
the basic ecological relationships. Groups coming t o  the 
NRA t o  study and learn about specif ic  subjects will be 
encouraged i n  this direction. 

Promptly s t a b i l i z e  the soil on areas disturbed by modern 
man's a c t i v i t i e s  by planting, seeding, and other soi l  
s t ab i l i z ing  measures. 

Manage forested areas t o  provide maximum recreation, 
w i ld l i f e ,  and e s the t i c  benefits consistent w i t h  
maintaining sa t i s fac tory  watershed and so i l  conditions. 

Maintain o r  improve on-the-ground conditions favorable t o  
optimum qual i ty ,  quantity, and/or a timing of water 
y ie lds .  

Maintain natural streamflows unless necessarily a1 tered 
t o  provide greater  overall benefit  t o  other resource uses 
o r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Develop and maintain on s i t e  and downstream water 
qual i ty  commensurate w i t h  foreseeable water uses. 

Establish and adopt standards and a monitoring system so 
t h a t  water pollution can be recognized and prevented. 
Whenever pollution occurs, b r i n g  i t  t o  t o  the at tent ion 
of those responsible. Consider and include recreational 
and scenic values i n  se t t ing  water pollution standards on 
the NRA. Standards will meet or  exceed standards of the 
S ta t e s  of Utah and Wyoming. 

Protect the NRA from a i r  and water pollution originating 
outside i ts  boundaries through involvement in the estab- 
lishment and enforcement of adequate water and a i r  
qual i ty  regulations f o r  these areas. Create public 
awareness o f  NRA clean water values. 

Continue t o  encourdye the Bureau of Reclamation t o  
maintain water levels  i n  the reservoir and river tha t  
optimize recreational benefits and are  consistent w i t h  
o ther  Colorado River Storage Project purposes. 
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(7)  Continue t o  work w i t h  Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Wyoming and Utah Sta te  Wildlife Agencies t o  improve the 
fishery within the Flaming Gorge NRA. 

Review and update the contingency plan f o r  emergency o i l  
spills i n  Upper Henry's Fork. 

(8) 

5. Vegetation 

Implement appropriate l ivestock management systems t o  
correct any adverse e f f ec t s  upon other resource values. 
Determine optimum productivity levels  and incorporate 
in to  management systems. 

Manage pinyon-juniper t o  provide f o r  maximum wi ld l i fe  
habi ta t  and esthet ics .  Sage-grass-browse and openings of 
various s izes  and shapes should be maintained and 
expanded where slopes, watershed conditions, s o i l s ,  and 
es the t ics  considerations permit. 

Manipulate vegetative cover where appropriate t o  improve 
ground cover, preserve natural beauty, increase 
divers i ty ,  and reduce f i r e  hazard. 

Protect r iparian vegetation, channel banks, and stream 
regimen. 

Direct e f fo r t s  towards maintaining uneven-aged fo res t  
stands t o  enhance natural beauty and divers i ty .  

Manage f o r  fo re s t  stands t h a t  will maintain or  improve 
the recreational and scenic values. 

6 .  Wildlife and Fish 

Manage wildl i fe  t o  provide f o r  the maximum divers i ty  of 
game and non-qame species ra ther  than direct ing manage- 
ment towards production of only a few key species. 

Inventory, protect ,  enhance, o r  maintain habi ta t  f o r  
threatened, endangered, and unique wildl i f e  species. 

Improve winter range f o r  deer and elk and a l l  range f o r  
ante1 ope. 

Provide fo r  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  needs i n  range improvements 
and other non-wildlife oriented projects. 

Provide f o r  b i g  game in the management of areas used by 
both livestock and b i g  game. 

Maintain or  improve fish habitat .  
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(7)  Coordinate management o f  fur -bearers w i t h  the  S ta te  

a f f e c t s  on o t h e r  major  resources, uses, o r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

(8) Ma in ta in  and encourage n e s t i n g  areas and o ther  c r i t i c a l  
h a b i t a t  o f  water fowl ,  rap to rs ,  and o ther  b i r d l i f e .  

(9)  Avoid development and occupancy pa t te rns  t h a t  may h inde r  
w i l d l i f e  movement, m i g r a t i o n  routes,  and hab i ts .  

(10) Work w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  w i l d l i f e  agencies t o  determine 
optimum b i g  game populat ions.  

(11) Animal damage c o n t r o l  w i l l  be c a r r i e d  ou t  on a demon- 
s t r a t e d  need bas i s  upon request  by t h e  Forest  Service, 
and by a method approved by  t h e  Fores t  Service. 

(17) Manage p inyon- jun iper  and o t h e r  fo res ted  lands t o  p rov ide  
f o r  maximum w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and es the t ics .  
browse openings o f  va r ious  s i zes  and shapes should be 
maintained and enhanced where slope, watershed condi-  
t i ons ,  s o i l s ,  and e s t h e t i c  cons iderat ions permit. 

w i l d l i f e  agencies i n  a manner t h a t  w i l l  minimize adverse - 

Sage-grass- 

(13) Prov ide water f o r  w i l d l i f e  when cons t ruc t ing  l i v e s t o c k  

(14) Encourage t h e  S t a t e  Highway Department t o  s ign  b i g  game 

(15) Encourage t h e  nonconsumptive use o f  w i l d1  i f e .  

and r e c r e a t i o n a l  water  developments. 

cross ings on Fo res t  highways. 

7. Minera ls  

(1) Permi t  m in ing  and r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  n o t  c rea te  
undesi rab le impacts upon rec rea t i ona l  o r  scenic values o r  
on a i r  and water  q u a l i t y .  

A l low amateur g o l d  panning and gem stone hunt ing where 
such a c t i v i t y  has r e c r e a t i o n a l  value and w i l l  no t  damage 
o r  des t roy  o t h e r  resources. 

(2) 

B.  Management s i t u a t i o n ,  assumptions, and dec is ions f o r  soc ia l  - 
c u l t u r a l  - economic contex ts  

1. Outdoor Recreat ion 

(1) R e s t r i c t i o n s  on numbers o f  v i s i t o r s  a t  one t ime may need 
t o  be imposed. 
key t o  f u t u r e  development and management. 

rese rva t i on  theory  o f  r e c r e a t i o n a l  use f o r  accomplishing 
this. 
prov ided by establ ishment  o f  4 o r  5 entrance po in ts  and 
be very  e f f e c t i v e  i n  r e g u l a t i n g  use. 

The t o l e r a b l e  c a r r y i n g  capaci ty  i s  t h e  
Study and 

C o n t r o l l e d  i ng ress  t o  t h e  NRA cou ld  be e a s i l y  

implement ways t o  c o n t r o l  use. S t rong ly  consider t h e  - 

- 
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Cont inua l l y  s t r i v e  t o  f i n d  modern up-to-date means o f  
p rov id ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and serv ices,  i.e., launch ing  boats 
by a crane o r  tramway cou ld  e l i m i n a t e  congest ion and the  
need f o r  more ramps. 

Concentrate t h e  l a r g e  pub1 i c  rec rea t i ona l  developments i n  
complexes. Smal ler  s a t e l l i t e  campgrounds, hunter  and 
f i s h i n g  camps, boa t ing  camps, r e s t  stops, and observat ion 
s i t e s  a r e  s u i t e d  f o r  and can be developed t o  p rov ide  f o r  
dispersed use. Adequate b u f f e r s  between debelopments 
w i l l  be provided. 

The leng th  o f  season t h a t  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  remain open 
w i l l  depend on design, demand and a v a i l a b l e  fbnds. I f 
demand i s  low and/or funds a r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  ma in ta in  
them t o  e x i s t i n g  standards, they w i l l  be c losed a f t e r  
cons ider ing o the r  a1 te rna t i ves .  

Promote p u b l i c  enjoyment and s a f e t y  and preserve na tu ra l  
beauty i n  t h e  admin i s t ra t i on  and maintenance o f  t h e  
reservo i r ,  Green River ,  and r e l a t e d  improvements. 

Design, where appropr ia te,  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  pe rm i t  year- long 
use. Th is  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  impor tant  i n  t h e  p inyon- jun iper  
types and t h e  no r the rn  deser t .  

Provide minimum standard, approved s a n i t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  
throughout t h e  NRA i n  remote undeveloped areas where use 
i s  encouraged. 

Place spec ia l  emphasis on p rov id ing  f o r  boat  and water- 
o r i en ted  s a n i t a t i o n  needs. 

Provide no amusement park t ype  f a c i l i t i e s .  

(10) Provide f o r  mu l t i - f am i l y ,  m u l t i - v e h i c l e  camping s i t e s .  
Give spec ia l  cons ide ra t i on  i n  p lann ing  t o  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  
t h e  increased use o f  v e h i c l e  campers, t r a i l e r s ,  and motor 
homes. 

Separate them f rom o t h e r  users. 
i n  these s i t e s  t o  t h e  designed c a r r y i n g  capac i t y  o f  the  
s i t e s .  

(11) Provide f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  group o r  o rgan iza t i on  use. 
L i m i t  numbers permi t ted  

(12) Provide necessary f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  boat ing  camps on the  

(13) Designate a d d i t i o n a l  over f low areas con ta in ing  safe,  

rese rvo i r .  

san i ta ry ,  and minimal f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  o r  near  major 
complexes. 

NRA. Continue t o  concentrate and c l u s t e r  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  
(14) Mainta in  open spaces and undeveloped areas throughout t h e  
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intensive public use. Develop only a relatively-small 
proportion of the to t a l  NKA area, leaving most of the 
land avai lable  f o r  back country-type recreational ac t i -  
v i t i e s .  

(15) Designate snow play areas and cooperate w i t h  the  S ta te  
and local agencies and groups i n  providing t r a i l s  and 
related f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  snowmobilers and cross-country 
sk ie rs  when there  is a demand f o r  t h i s  type of ac t iv i ty .  

(16) Locate winter play areas  where they do not i n t e r f e re  w i t h  
big game winter range and where hazards are  minimal. 

(17) Encourage and provide f o r  a variety of recreational 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

(18) Develop the majority of overnight camping f a c i l i t i e s  i n  
complexes near b u t  not d i rec t ly  adjacent t o  the water 's  
edge. 

(19) Enforce and abide by exis t ing sol id  waste and sewage 

(20) Construct and maintain improvements t o  meet the public 

disposal regulations. 

need. 
w i t h  o r  complement the surrounding area. 

cessar i ly  hinder wi ld l i fe  movement, migration routes, and 
habi ta ts .  

( 2 2 )  Schedule rapge l ivestock use dur ing  "pre" and 
"post-tourist" seasons, i n  areas of heavy public use 
where conf l ic t s  ex i s t .  Normally, livestock will  not be 
allowed i n  designated recreation s i t e s .  

(23) Implement the ORV Plan t o  the extent possible under 
available financing. Limit motor vehicle travel t o  
exis t ing roads. Monitor ORV use and take correct ive 
actions necessary t o  prevent resource damage including 
noise impacts, minimize confl ic ts  w i t h  other uses, and t o  
provide f o r  public health and safety. 

complement or  enhance exis t ing or potential recreational 
values as well as provide opportunities f o r  the pleasure 
driver. 

They should be es the t ica l ly  pleasing and blend 

(21) Avoid development and occupancy patterns tha t  may unne- 

(24) Locate and construct a l l  roads t o  standards t h a t  will 

(25) Provide f o r  public access t o  shoreline areas; both t r a i l s  

(26)  Design the majority of roads t o  handle year-long use. 

- 
and roads are  needed. 

- 
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(27) Primary access into a few selected sites should be 

(28) Provide f o r  public safety i n  the location, design, 

designed f o r  hikers and motorized cross-county vehicles. 

construction, maintenance, and administration of a l l  
f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements. 

(29)  Maintain and/or es tabl ish special safety precautions and 
measures where people concentrate o r  where unusually 
hazardous conditions ex i s t .  

(30) Encourage commercial development by the private sector,  
both on and off National Forest lands, where appropriate 
and compatible w i t h  NRA standards and objectives. 

(31) Design and construct recreation f a c i l i t i e s  which create  
m i n i m u m  adverse impacts on s o i l s ,  water qual i ty ,  visual 
ql ta l i t ies ,  wi ld l i fe  and fish, and cul tural  resources. 

(32)  Design and construct recreational f a c i l i t i e s  t o  a stan- 
dard which does not exceed the needs of the average 
person who will use the f a c i l i t i e s ,  and which generally 
meet the c r i t e r i a  of l e a s t  cost  of operation and mainte- 
nance i n  the long-term. 

(33) Construct vehicle parking and sani ta t ion f a c i l i t i e s  i n  
areas where concentrated public use i s  causing adverse 
environmental e f fec ts ,  o r  take administrative measures to  
control such use. 

2. Esthetics 

S t r ive  t o  res tore  scenic values i n  areas where they have 
been deteriorated o r  destroyed, by vegetative manipu- 
l a t ion ,  planting, additional cut t ing t o  blend corridors,  
e tc .  

Preserve natural beauty i n  the admiqistration and mainte- 
nance of the reservoir,  Green River, and related improve- 
ments. 

Manage pinyon-juniper and other forested lands t o  provide 
f o r  maximum wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  and es the t ics .  
browse and openings of various s i zes  and shapes should be 
maintained and enhanced where slope, watershed condi- 
t ions ,  s o i l s ,  and e s the t i c  considerations permit. 

Manipulate vegetative cover where appropriate t o  improve 
ground cover, increase d ivers i ty ,  preserve natural 
beauty, and reduce f i r e  hazard. 

Manage wi ld l i fe  t o  provide f o r  the maximum divers i ty  o f  
game and non-game species rather than direct ing manage- 
ment towards production o f  only a few key species. 

Sage-grass- 
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Provide f o r  and encourage the non-consumptive use o f  the 
wildl i fe  resource, i .e . ,  viewing, photography, e t c . ,  as  
well as fo r  hunting. 

Minimize adverse e f f ec t s  on es the t ic  values from mainte- 
nance of existing power and telephone l i nes  and gas or 
water pipelines. 

Discourage new overhead u t i l i t y  l ines  unless w i t h i n  or  
d i rec t ly  adjacent t o  exis t ing cleared rights-of-way, or  
if  the physical s i tua t ion  does not lend i t s e l f  t o  
locating underground (o i l  and gas pipe1 ines included). 
Encourage the underground placement o f  existing overhead 
u t i l i t y  l i nes ,  where pract ical .  

(8) Design recreational improvements t o  maintain as  much as 
practical  the scenic values of the immediate area. 

(6) 

(7) 

(9) Maintain open spaces and undeveloped areas throughout 
NRA. 

(IO) Construct and maintain improvements t o  meet the public 
need. 
w i t h  o r  complement the  surrounding area. 

They should be es the t ica l ly  pleasing and blend 

- 

(11) Leave dead o r  dying t r ees  tha t  benefit  wi ld l i fe  and 
es the t ics  and a re  not a threa t  t o  the p u b l i c  or  spreading - 
insects o r  disease. 

(12) Consider u s i n g  Forest Service crews f o r  t r e e  removal as  a 
method t o  minimize damage t o  the recreational and scenic 
values on timber sa les  near roads o r  other places 
receiving close public scrutiny. 

(13) Direct e f fo r t s  towards maintaining uneven-aged fores t  
stands t o  enhance natural beauty. 

(14) Manage f o r  well-stocked fo res t  stands t h a t  will maintain 
or improve the recreational and scenic values. 

(15) Design livestock grazing systems so tha t  the v i s i t i n g  
public can view livestock properly u t i l i z ing  the range 
resource. 

(16) Fire protection programs will be geared t o  keep pace w i t h  
the higher risks and hazards and important recreation 
values. Areas of heavy public use, the canyon l ands ,  and 
areas of scenic beauty will need special protection. 

(17) Convert flammable vegetation t o  less  flammable cover 
types in high value areas where f i r e  risks a re  h i g h  and 
major es the t ic  values would not be l o s t .  

(18) Provide scenic viewpoints along Forest highways, 
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(19) Consider scenic values and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  na tu ra l  beautv 
i n  any a c t i v i t y  which w i l l  a f f e c t  a i r ,  water, o r  l and  
resources. 

(20) Complete a v i sua l  resource i nven to ry  and ana lys i s  p r i o r  
t o  i n i t i a t i n g  any l a n d  use a c t i v i t y  which may have 
s i g n i f i c a n t  v i sua l  e f f e c t s .  
a l t e r n a t i v e s  which are  developed i n  t h e  ana lys is  as a 
bas i s  f o r  p lanning t h e  a c t i v i t y .  

Use t h e  landscape management 

3. Timber 

Manage t imber  stands f o r  l e s s  than maximum produc t ion  o f  
f o r e s t  products,  and f o r  maximum recrea t ion ,  w i l d l i f e ,  
and e s t h e t i c  b e n e f i t s  cons is ten t  w i t h  ma in ta in ing  s a t i s -  
f a c t o r y  watershed condi t ions.  

Determine what p ropor t i on  o f  t h e  t o t a l  f o r e s t  products 
y i e l d  f rom commercial, p roduc t ive  f o r e s t  lands should be 
harvested, and program these stands f o r  harvest.  
l e v e l s  w i l l  be cons is ten t  w i t h  requirements o f  P.L. 
90-540 and management d i r e c t i o n  s ta ted  i n  t h i s  plan. 

U n t i l  i t  i s  determined what susta ined y i e l d  o f  f o r e s t  
products  may be harvested f rom commercial, p roduc t ive  
f o r e s t  lands, manage f o r e s t s  us ing  c u l t u r a l  methods which 
s imu la te  t h e  na tu ra l  eco log ic  processes, which i nsu re  
d i v e r s i t y  o f  p l a n t  and animal communities, and which 
p r o t e c t  rec rea t i ona l  and scenic values. 

Continue t o  manage and harves t  f o r e s t  products a t  a h igh  
standard cons is ten t  w i t h  NRA ob jec t ives .  

D i r e c t  e f f o r t s  towards main ta in ing  uneven-aged stands t o  
enhance na tu ra l  beauty and d i v e r s i t y .  Lodgepole p ine  may 
be managed i n  even-aged stands two acres o r  l e s s  i n  s ize .  

Leave dead o r  dy ing t rees  t h a t  b e n e f i t  w i l d l i f e  and 
e s t h e t i c s  and are n o t  a t h r e a t  t o  the  p u b l i c  o r  a r e  n o t  
spreading i nsec ts  o r  diseases. 

Schedule t imber  removal operat ions du r ing  w i n t e r  months 
i n  areds border ing roads, t r a i l s ,  campgrounds, o the r  
areas o f  concentrated pub1 i c  use, and scenic backdrop 
areas. 

Require c lose  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  a l l  merchantable ma te r ia l  i n  
commercial t imber  harvest  operat ions.  Give e x t r a  a t ten -  
t i o n  t o  s lash  d isposal  i n c l u d i n g  100 percent cleanup o f  
s lash  where necessary t o  preserve scenic and rec rea t i ona l  
values. 

P ro tec t  res idua l  t rees  i n  deb r i s  d isposal  programs. 

Harvest 
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(10) Consider us ing  Forest  Service crews f o r  t r e e  removal as a 
method t o  minimize damage t o  t h e  rec rea t i ona l  and scenic  
values u t i l i z i n g  w in te r  operat ions.  

t imber  harves t  unless the  roads can be e f f e c t i v e l y  c losed 
t o  p u b l i c  t r a v e l  both dur ing  t h e  l o g g i n g  operat ions and 
fo l l ow ing .  Wherever possible, harves t  t imber  e i t h e r  by 
use o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  road system, by w i n t e r  l ogg ing  
w i t h o u t  roads, o r  by using temporary roads which can be 
e f f e c t i v e l y  c losed and ob1 i t e r a t e d  f o l l o w i n g  logging.  

(12) Permi t  commercial removal o f  f i rewood o n l y  when necessary 
t o  meet NRA management ob ject ives.  

(13) Salvaqe t imber  f rom burned areas o n l y  where l ogg ing  
methods t o  be employed w i l l  p r o t e c t  o r  improve recrea- 
t i o n a l ,  e s t h e t i c  and w i l d l i f e  values. 

(14) Avoid a c t i v i t i e s  and development o r  occupancy pa t te rns  
t h a t  may unnecessar i ly  h inder  w i l d1  i f e  movement, migra- 
t i o n  routes,  and habi ts .  

(15) S e l e c t  l e s s  pa la tab le  grass species f o r  p l a n t i n g  i n  key 
t imber  regenerat ion areas t o  discourage concentrat ions o f  
l i v e s t o c k  and game animals. 

i n s e c t ,  disease, and other  damage. 

a t t r a c t i v e  fo res ted  areas as w e l l  as p r o t e c t  young t rees  
and shrubs from insects ,  disease, and rodent  damage. 

(18) Take advantage o f ,  o r  create, o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  i n t e r p r e t  
cjood f o r e s t r y  p rac t ices  t o  f u r t h e r  v i s i t o r  understanding. 

(11) Const ruc t  no new roads which have pr imary u t i l i t y  f o r  

(16) Prompt ly i n v e s t i g a t e  and, where aFpropr ia te,  minimize 

(17) Encourage research i n t o  new ways t o  c rea te  and main ta in  

4. Forage 

(1) Implement appropr ia te  1 i ves tcck  management systems t o  
c o r r e c t  any adverse e f f e c t s  upon o t h e r  resource values 
t h a t  have been created by grazing. 

Schedule range l i v e s t o c k  use du r ing  "pre"  and "post-  
t o u r i s t "  seasons, i n  areas o f  heavy p u b l i c  use where 
c o n f l i c t s  e x i s t .  Normally, l i v e s t o c k  w i l l  n o t  be a l lowed 
i n  designated rec rea t i on  s i t e s .  

Design l i v e s t o c k  graz ing systems so t h a t  the  v i s i t i n g  
p u b l i c  can view l i v e s t o c k  p roper l y  u t i l i z i n g  t h e  range 
resource i n  areas where heavy rec rea t i ona l  use does n o t  
occur. 

( 2 )  

(3 )  
- 

- 
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Select l e s s  palatable grass species f o r  planting along 
road rights-of-way and i n  key timber regeneration areas 
t o  discourage concentrations of 1 ivestock and game 
animals. 

Design range fences t o  allow necessary and desirable  
movements of people and wildl i fe .  

Prevent livestock damage t o  newly disturbed areas and cut 
and f i l l  slopes on roads. 

Allow no concentrations of range livestock o r  pack and 
saddle stock tha t  conf l ic t  w i t h  the objectives f o r  which 
the NRA was estdblished. Require feeding of supplements 
t o  pack and saddle stock where necessary t o  protect 
watershed, recreational,  and other resource values. 

Provide f o r  b i g  game i n  the management of areds used by 
b o t h  livestock and b i g  game. 
wi ld l i fe  on range allotments. 

Provide water f o r  wild1 i f e  when constructing l ivestock 
and recreation water developments. 
be a t  the natural water source. 

Allocate forage needed f o r  

These would ncrmally 

(10) Provide cover needed by upland game and birds around 

(11) Provide f o r  wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  i n  range improvements arid 

(12) Encourage a j o i n t  s t a t e ,  county, and federal program t o  

watering places, wherever possible. 

other non-wildlife oriented projects. 

control noxious weeds, u s i n g  safe ,  approved methods. The 
Henrys Fork area and spotty areas where livestock a re  fed 
a re  highest pr ior i ty  f o r  control. 

safety along roads and highways. 

i n  favor o f  recreation. 

(13) Fence f o r  livestock control,  where necessary, for public 

(14) Conflicts between grazing and recreation will be resolved 

(15) Par t ic ipate  w i t h  BLM i n  preparation of environmental 
statements and grazing management plans f o r  BLM grizing 
allotments t o  assure tha t  management direct ion s ta ted in 
this plan i s  included. 

5. Interpretat ion 

(1) Locate, inventory, and protect values which have educa- 
t i ona l ,  cu l tura l ,  h i s tor ica l ,  or  interpret ive potential  
u n t i l  such time as  they can be developed and managed. 
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(2)  I nco rpo ra te  " l ea rn ing  and doing type" o p p o r t u n i t i e s  i n  
V I S  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  organized groups as w e l l  as 
i n d i v i d u a l s .  

Prov ide  bas i c  i n fo rma t ion  and a q u a l i t y  up-to-date 
i n t e r p r e t i v e  program t h a t  w i l l  c rea te  an awareness, 
understanding, and apprec ia t ion  o f  t h e  environment and 
t h e  b a s i c  eco log i ca l  re la t i onsh ips ,  as w e l l  as an under- 
s tand ing  and apprec ia t ion  o f  Fores t  Serv ice  management 
p r a c t i c e s  and resource u t i l i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  Groups 
coming t o  t h e  NRA t o  study and l e a r n  about s p e c i f i c  
sub jec ts  w i l l  be encourageo. 

U t i l i z e  V I S  t o  achieve p u b l i c  sa fe ty ,  a n t i - l i t t e r i n g ,  
an t i -vanda l  ism, and resource p r o t e c t i o n  goals.  

Prov ide  c u r r e n t  i n fo rma t ion  t o  t h e  v i s i t o r  about p u b l i c  
s a f e t y  hazards and requirements by use o f  news media. 

(3 )  

(4) 

(5 )  

6. Spec ia l  Land Uses 

Spec ia l i zed  improvements such as motels, s to res ,  e lec-  
t r i c a l  hookups, and o the r  r e f i n e d  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  
no rma l l y  be prov ided by e x i s t i n g  concessionaires o r  the  
p r i v a t e  landowners w i t h i n  and surrounding t h e  NRA. 

E x i s t i n g  permi t tees w i l l  normal ly  be g iven f i r s t  oppor- 
tun i ty  t o  p rov ide  o r  expand serv ices  i f  i t  i s  determined 
t h e r e  i s  a demonstrated p u b l i c  need f o r  them. I f these 
se rv i ces  a r e  n o t  a l ready prov ided f o r  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  
p e r m i t  (a l l ow ing ,  hohever, minor  changes i n  t h e  permi t )  
o r  i f  t h e  demand f o r  such serv ices  i s  i n  a l o c a t i o n  
o u t s i d e  t h e  immediate permi t ted  area, e x i s t i n g  permi t tees 
w i  11 n o t  be g iven preference. Furthermore, new conces- 
s i o n a i r e s  w i l l  normal ly  he discourayed i f  t h e  p u b l i c  
demand f o r  goods and serv ices  can be p r a c t i c a l l y  met on 
p r i v a t e  lands near  o r  w i t h i n  t h e  NRA. 

Au tho r i ze  spec ia l  land  uses on ly  t o  meet demonstrated 
p u b l i c  needs, where t h e  need cannot f e a s i b l y  be met 
o u t s i d e  t h e  NRA, and where foreseeable e f f e c t s  on o the r  
e x i s t i n g  o r  p o t e n t i a l  uses and a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  acceptable. 
Use o f  t h e  Nat iona l  Fores t  i n  fu r therance o f  p r i v a t e  land 
development w i l l  be a l lowed o n l y  where i t  i s  compat ib le 
o r  improves t h e  management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  adjacent  NRA 
1 ands. 

Cor rec t  f ea tu res  o f  e x i s t i n g  spec ia l  l and  uses t h a t  a re  

e x i s t i n g  pe rm i t  s t i p u l a t i o n s .  

When t o p s o i l  i s  removed f o r  non-commercial cons t ruc t i on  

- 

- 

incompat ib le  w i t h  NRA ob jec t ives .  Assure compliance w i t h  - 

Permi t  no commercial removal o f  du f f ,  humus, o r  t o p s o i l .  - 
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o r  development purposes, i t  will be replaced where 
possible. 

Require professionally-prepared master plans f o r  a l l  
concessions. Prior t o  issuance of new o r  revised permits 
f o r  public services,  such plans, including f e a s i b i l i t y  
and economic studies, will be prepared by the permittees. 

Allow no amusement park type f a c i l i t i e s .  

Minimize adverse e f f ec t s  on esthetic values from mainte- 
nance o f  exis t ing power and telephone lines and gas or 
water p i  pel i nes . 
Discourage new overhead u t i l i t y  l ines  unless w i t h i n  o r  
d i r ec t ly  adjacent t o  existing cleared rights-of-way, or 
the physical s i tua t ion  does not lend i t s e l f  t o  locat ing 
underground (o i l  and gas pipe1 ines included). 
the underground placement of exis t ing overhead u t i l i t y  
1 ines, where pract ical .  

Encourage 

(10) Enforce and abide by exis t ing sol id  waste and sewage 

(11) Conflicts between recreational o r  scenic values and land 

disposal regulations. 

uses will be resolved i n  favor of the former. 

7. Mineral Use 

Permit only those min ing  and related a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  will  
avoid undesirable impacts upon recr ta t ional  values and 
esthet ics .  

Locate and construct a l l  roads t o  standards t h a t  will  
complement o r  enhance existing o r  potential recreational 
values. 

Allow no above-ground processing or refining of minerals. 

Allow no open p i t  m i n i n g  operations. 

Allow no above-ground m i n i n g  or  d r i l l i n g  operations which 
would be v i s ib l e  from the reservoir, Green River, major 
developed recreation s i t e s ,  o r  major traveled roads. 

Authorize no o i l  or gas d r i l l i n g  within 1/2 mile of the 
reservoir,  Green River, or 1/2 mile o f  l i v e  streams 
flowins d i r ec t ly  in to  the reservoir unless posi t ive 
methods a re  used t o  control petroleum s p i l l s  a t  the 
d r i l l i n g  si tes.  

Obliterate and r ehab i l i t a t e  a l l  roads, t r a i l s ,  d r i l l  
pads, trenches, ponds, o r  other types of ear th  distur- 
bance resultirig from m i n i n g ,  prospecting, or  o i l  and gas 
operations. 
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(8) Permit no commercial removal cf duff, humus, or topsoil. 
When topsoil is removed for non-commercial construction 
or devel opnient purposes, it will be replaced where 
possible. 

Avoid development and occupancy patterns that may 
unnecessarily hinder wildlife movement, migration routes, 
and habits. 

(10) Evaluate and act on mining and associated water requests 
on a case-by-case basis utilizing the NEPA process. 

(11) Where practical, rehabilitate scars from previous mining 
activities. 

(12) Conflicts between public recreational or scenic values 
and minerals use will be resolved in favor of the former. 

(9) 

8. \later Use 

Encourage the Buredu of Reclamation to maintain a water 
level in the reservoir and river that optimizes recrea- 
tional benefits and is consistent with other Colorado River Storage Project purposes. - 

Provide water for wildlife in constructing livestock and 
recreation water developments. 

Inventory, safeguard, or assure availability of water 
needed to meet existing and future Forest Service 
requirements. 

Continue to work with the Bureau o f  Reclamation and other 
Federal, State and local agencies in the planning and 
appropriation process for water uses. 

Enforce anti abide by existing solid waste and sewage 
disposal regulations. 

Assure safety for downstream people, property, watershed, 
and other values in the installation ana maintenance of 
water storage and diversion structures and facilities. 

- 

9. Population and Economy 

(1) Involve the public and representatives from all appro- 
priate federal, state, county, and local agencies in 
planning, development, and policy formulation for the 

cooperative working relationships with out-Service 
groups, agencies, and individuals. 

Specialized improvements such as motels, stores, elec- 
trical hookups, and other refined facilities will 

NRA. Place specidl emphasis upon gaining and maintaining - 
- 

(2) 
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normally be provided by existing concessionaires o r  the 
private landowners within and surrounding the NRA. 

Exist ing permittees will normally be given f i r s t  oppor- 
tunity t o  provide o r  expand services i f  it is determined 
there is  demonstrated public need f o r  them. 
services are  not already provided f o r  in the current 
permit (allowing, however, minor changes i n  the permit) 
or i f  the demand f o r  such services i s  in a location 
outside the immediate permitted area, existing permittees 
will not be given preference. Furthermore, new conces- 
sionaires will normally be discouraged i f  the public 
demand for goods and services can be practically met on 
private lands near o r  within the NRA. 

Cooperate w i t h  and encourage private landowners and other 
public land agencies t h a t  have property within and near 
the NRA t o  develop dnd operate the i r  lands in a manner 
tha t  will complement and not confl ic t  w i t h  the management 
objectives of the NRA. 

Encourage and a s s i s t  loca l ,  county, and Sta te  agencies t o  
maintain a qual i ty  law enforcement and public sa fe ty  
program i n  coordination w i t h  Forest Service e f for t s .  

Continue t o  provide employment t o  qualified local resi- 
dents. 

I f  these 

The opposite i s  also t rue.  

10. Cooperation 

Involve the public and representatives from a l l  appro- 
priate federal ,  s t a t e ,  county, and local agencies in  
planning, development, and policy formulation f o r  the 
NRA. Place special emphasis upon gathering and 
maintaining cooperative working relationships w i t h  
out-Service groups, agencies, and individuals. 

Coordinate w i t h  and encourage counties t o  enact and 
enforce strong zoning ordinances and building codes t o  
protect and enhance the values f o r  which the NRA i s  
establ i shed. 

Cooperate w i t h  and encourage private landowners and other 
public land agencies t h a t  have property within and near 
the NRA t o  develop and operate the i r  lands in a manner 
that  will complement and n o t  confl ic t  w i t h  the management 
objectives of the NRA. 

Coordinate planning , development, and use between 
federal ,  s t a t e ,  and private lands within the NRA. 

Encourage and a s s i s t  loca l ,  county, and s t a t e  agencies t o  
maintain a qual i ty  law enforcement and public safety 
program. 

The opposite i s  also true.  
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(6) Provide leadersh ip  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  p u b l i c  sa fe ty  by 
mainta in ing,  i n  cooperat ion w i t h  o the r  agencies, a 
professional  program designed t o  s tay  c u r r e n t  w i t h  p u b l i c  
demand and t h e  complex changing s o c i a l  t rends. 

Encourage t h e  Bureau o f  Reclamation t o  ma in ta in  a water 
l e v e l s  i n  the  r e s e r v o i r  and r i v e r  t h a t  maximize recrea- 
t i o n a l  benef i t s .  

Encourage o ther  invo lved i n d i v i d u a l s ,  groups, and agen- 
c i e s  t o  i n fo rm and i n v o l v e  t h e  Fores t  Serv ice i n  t h e i r  
p lans and programs t h a t  a f f e c t  t h e  NRA. 

( 7 )  

(8) 

11. C u l t u r a l  Resources 

( I )  Locate, inventory ,  and p r o t e c t  values which have educa- 
t i o n a l ,  c u l t u r a l ,  o r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  p o t e n t i a l  u n t i l  such 
t ime as they can be developed and managed. Complete 
c u l t u r a l  resource i nven to ry  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  NRA l and  area. 

I n  consu l ta t i on  w i t h  t h e  appropr ia te  S t a t e  t l i s t o r i c a l  
Preservat ion O f f i c e r ,  eva luate any archeologica l  o r  
h i s t o r i c a l  s i t e s  or s t ruc tu res  l oca ted  by c u l t u r a l  
resource i nven to r ies  f o r  poss ib le  nominat ion t o  t h e  
Nat ional  Reg is te r  o f  H i s t o r i c  Places. 

s t a t e  or  na t iona l  h i s t o r i c a l  r e g i s t e r s  o r  w i t h  s i g n i f i -  
can t  c u l t u r a l  values w i l l  n o t  be t rans fe r red ,  sold,  
demolished, o r  a l t e red .  

I n i t i a t e  no l and -d i s tu rb ing  p r o j e c t s  u n t i l  c u l t u r a l  
values hdve been determined t o  be absent o r  present by a 
p ro fess iona l  q u a l i t y  reconnaissance o r  survey, i n  keeping 
w i t h  Execut ive Order 11593. Where p roper t i es  are loca ted  
which are  e l i g i b l e  f o r  l i s t i n g  i n  t h e  Nat ional  Register,  
determinat ion o f  whether o r  n o t  t h e  proposed p r o j e c t  may 
proceed as planned o r  be a l te red ,  and m i t i g a t i o n  
requi red,  w i l l  be made i n  consu l ta t i on  w i t h  the  appro- 
p r i a t e  S ta te  H i s t o r i c  Preserva t ion  O f f i c e r ,  the  S ta te  
Archaeclog is t ,  o r  o the r  p ro fess iona l  a u t h o r i t i e s .  A l l  
ac t i ons  taken w i l l  be cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  Advisory 
Counci l  on H i s t o r i c  Preserva t ion  "Procedures f o r  t h e  
P ro tec t i on  o f  H i s t o r i c  and C u l t u r a l  Proper t ies"  (36 CFR 
800.4) (Forest  Serv ice Manual 2363.22). 

( 2 )  

(3)  S p e c i f i c  p roper t i es  w i t h  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  on - 

(4) 

( 5 )  Cbta in  f i nanc ing  and manpower t o  enforce the  prov is ions  
o f  t h e  A n t i q u i t i e s  Ac t  and guard aga ins t  losses and 
vandalism a t  h i s t o r i c a l  s i t e s .  

Management dec is ions f o r  p r o t e c t i o n  and management. 

1. F i r e  

C. 

A-18 



Prevent o r  minimize damage t o  watershed, vegetation, 
recreat ional ,  in te rpre t ive ,  and e s the t i c  values i n  
locating, constructing, and maintaining f i r e l i n e s  and 
f i r e  access roads and in a l l  other f i r e  suppression 
a c t i v i t i e s .  

Revegetate and s t a b i l i z e  f i r e l i n e s  and f i r e  access roads 
t o  prevent accelerated erosion and improve scenic, 
wi ld l i fe ,  and recreational values. 

Rehabili tate burns resul t ing from wi ldf i re  and prescribed 
burn ing  t o  provide s o i l s  s t a b i l i t y  and restore recrea- 
t i ona l ,  wi ld l i fe ,  and esthetic values. 

Establish f i r e  r e s t r i c t ions  or closures and intensify 
f i r e  prevention and suppression programs during periods 
o f  heavy recreational use and high f ire danger. 

Locate improvements (where choices can be made) i n  areas 
of low f i r e  hazard o r  i n  areas tha t  can be adequately 
safeguarded. 

Fire protection programs will be geared t o  keep pace w i t h  
the higher risks ana hazards and important recreational 
values. Areas of heavy public use, the canyon lands, and 
areas of scenic beauty will need special a t tent ion.  

Design and execute prescribed b u r n i n g  operations i n  a 
manner and under conditions which will minimize the 
adverse e f f ec t s  of smoke a s  an a i r  pollutant.  

Convert flammable vegetation t o  l e s s  flammable cover 
types i n  h i g h  value areas where f i re  risks a re  h i g h  and 
major e s the t i c  values would n o t  be l o s t .  

Manipulate vegetdtion cover by use of f i r e  where appro- 
pr ia te  t o  provide var ie ty ,  improve ground cover and 
wild1 i f e  habi ta t ,  preserve natural beauty, and reduce 
i i re  hazard. 

(10) Salvage timber from burned areas only where logging 
methods t o  be employed will protect or improve recrea- 
t i ona l ,  es the t ic ,  and wi ld l i fe  values. 

goals. 
(11) Ut i l ize  VIS t o  achieve public safety and f i r e  prevention 

2. Transportation 

(1) Obtain financing and implement the Forest ORV and Travel 
Plan. Prevent sa fe ty  problem, ccn f l i c t s  between ORV 
travel and other uses, and resource damage caused by 
indiscriminate off-road vehicle use. 
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Locate and construct a l l  roads t o  standards tha t  will 
complement o r  enhance ex is t ing  o r  potential recreational 
and scenic  values. 

S t ab i l i ze  and restore ground cover on o r  adjacent t o  
system, abandoned, or  closed roads and t r a i l s  where 
damage has occurred or  where i t  i s  occurring. 

Locate and construct a well-designed and adequate inter- 
nal and circulatory transportation system of roads and 
t r a i l s  t o  standards which f u l l y  provide for soi l  s tabi-  
l i t y ,  recreat ional ,  wi ld l i fe  and e s the t i c  values. 

( a )  Avoid construction pract ices  t h a t  will lower water 
t ab le s  below desirable levels ,  par t icular ly  i n  parks 
and meadows. 

Locate, construct,  and maintain roads and t r a i l s  t o  
avoid o r  t o  minimize e f f e c t s  of stream channel 
changes. 

Minimize and mitigate damage t o  recreation, esthe- 
t i c ,  s o i l ,  water, vegetation, and fish habitat  
values where a stream channel change i s  essent ia l .  - 

Provide for  public access t o  shoreline areas; both t r a i l s  
and roads a r e  needed. - 

Construct no new roads which have primary u t i l i t y  f o r  
timber harvest unless they can be e f fec t ive ly  closed t o  
public t ravel  during and a f t e r  logging. Wherever 
possible,  harvest timber e i t h e r  by use of the exis t ing 
road system, by winter logging without roads, or  by u s i n g  
temporary roads which can b e  effect ively closed ana 
ob1 i t e r a t e d  following logging. 

( b )  

( c )  

Sign b i g  game crossing on roads and highways where 
needed. 

Avoid constructing access roads w i t h  long tangents 
v i s ib l e  from points where these roads leave major travel 
routes. 

Providing f o r  the pleasure d r ive r  will  be the primary 
objective i n  the  development of fu ture  roads within the 
NRA. 

(10) Construct and maintain t o  minimum standards those roads 

(11) Develop adequate hiking and riding t r a i l s  where they can 

where management objectives ca l l  f o r  limited access only. - 

be provided without damaging the resource or  conflicting - 
w i t h  o ther  major public uses. 
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(12) Design t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  roads t o  handle year-round use. 

(13) Primary access i n t o  a few se lec tea  s i t e s  should be 

(14) Encourage t h e  development o f  t h e  Dutch John a i r p o r t  

(15) Minimize v isua l ,  a i r ,  and no ise  p o l l u t i o n  along major 

designed f o r  h i k e r s  and motor ized cross-county vehic les.  

f a c i l i t i e s  and r e l a t e d  improvements. 

routes o f  t r a v e l ,  a t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s ,  and i n  areas 
o f  concentrated p u b l i c  use. 

(i6) Avoid development and occupancy pa t te rns  t h a t  may unne- 
cessa r i l y  h inder  w i l d l i f e  movement, m ig ra t i on  routes,  and 
hab i ts .  

(17) Prevent l i v e s t o c k  damage t o  newly d i s tu rbed  areas and c u t  
and f i l l  slopes on roads. 

(18) Update r ights-of -way p lans and beg in  program o f  a c q u i r i n g  
needed access t o  t h e  NRA. 

(19) Coordinate w i t h  o t h e r  fede ra l ,  s ta te ,  and county agencies 

(20) Obtain f i n a n c i n g  and b r i n g  road system t o  a t  l e a s t  t h e  

(21) Exclude a i r c r a f t  f rom use o f  t h e  r e s e r v o i r  surface. 

i n  t ranspor ta t i on  system p lanning.  

minimum standard o f  maintenance. 

Coordinate w i t h  t h e  FAA t o  i n d i c a t e  on aeronaut ica l  maps 
t h a t  the  r e s e r v o i r  sur face  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  aga ins t  a i r c r a f t  
landings. 

3. I nsec t  and Disease 

(1) 

(2) 

Promptly i n v e s t i g a t e  and, where appropr ia te,  minimize 
insec t ,  disease, and o the r  damage. 

Encourage a j o i n t  s ta te ,  county, and federa l  program t o  
cont ro l  noxious weeds, us ing  safe,  approved methods. The 
Henrys Fork area and s p o t t y  areas where l i v e s t o c k  a r e  f e d  
are h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  f o r  con t ro l .  

ment o f  i n s e c t  i n f e s t e d  stands t o  minimize i n s e c t  damage. 

Encourage vegeta t ion  manipulat ions o r  o ther  management 
p rac t ices  which f o s t e r  b i o l o g i c a l  d i v e r s i t y  i n  preference 
t o  a r t i f i c i a l  methods o f  i n s e c t  and disease c o n t r o l  
having on ly  shor t - term bene f i t s .  

(3)  Combine s i l v i c u l t u r a l  t reatments w i t h  d i r e c t  hand t r e a t -  

(4) 

4. Research 
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(1) Emphasize the  need and importance f o r  con t inu ing  a 
meaningful and management-oriented research program on 
t h e  ElRA. 
u t i l i z e d  t o  prov ide t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  these services.  

Plan research p r o j e c t  t o  p rov ide  meaningful and usefu l  
r e s u l t s  f o r  the  land manager. 

Encourage research i n t o  new ways t o  c rea te  and main ta in  
a t t r a c t i v e  fo res ted  areas. 

The Forest  Serv ice and area co l leges should be 

(2) 

( 3 )  

5. Admin i s t ra t i ve  Improvements 

(1) El imina te  o r  min imize adverse impacts on s o i l ,  water, and 
o the r  values i n  t h e  l oca t i on ,  cons t ruc t i on ,  and mainte- 
nance o f  permanent and temporary b u i l d i n g s  and r e l a t e d  
f a c i l i t i e s .  

Minimize v i sua l ,  a i r ,  and no ise  p o l l u t i o n  along major 
routes of t r a v e l ,  a t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s i t e s ,  and i n  areas 
o f  concentrated p u b l i c  use. 

Prov ide f o r  c u r r e n t  t i m e l y  maintenance o f  admin i s t ra t i ve  
improvements, c lose  o r  remove improvements t h a t  c rea te  

employees. Also, improvements w i l l  riot be al lowed t o  

Prov ide f o r  p u b l i c  s a f e t y  and comfor t  wh i l e  p ro tec t i nq  
and enhancing e s t h e t i c  values i n  t h e  p lanning and con- 
s t r u c t i o n  of new improvements. 

(2 )  

( 3 )  

s a f e t y  o r  h e d l t h  hazards t o  t h e  p u b l i c  o r  Forest  Service 

become eyesores. - 

- 

(4) 

6. Land Ownership Adjustments and Land Cont ro ls  

(1) Acquire i n  fee  t i t l e  o r  p a r t i a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  con t ro l  
pr ivately-owned lands w i t h i n  t h e  NRA (a) where s t a t e  law 
and county zoning ordinances a r e  inadequate t o  prevent 
ser ious  c o n f l i c t s ,  and (b)  where non-conforming and 
c o n f l i c t i n g  p r i v a t e  land uses occur  o r  a r e  imminent. 
Upate t h e  Land A c q u i s i t i o n  Plan. 

Update r ight -of -way plans and beg in  program o f  acqu i r i ng  
needed access t o  the  NRA. 

Spec ia l i zed  improvements such as motels,  stores,  e lec-  
t r i c a l  hockups, and o the r  r e f i n e d  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  
normal ly  be prov ided by e x i s t i n g  concessionaires o r  the  
p r i v a t e  landowners w i t h i n  and surrounding the NRA. 

(2)  

( 3 )  

(4) Coordinate w i t h  and encourage count ies  t o  enact and 
enforce s t rong zoning ordinances and b u i l d i n g  codes t o  
p r o t e c t  and enhance t h e  values f o r  which t h e  NRA i s  
es tab l  i shed. 
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E x i s t i n g  permittees will be given f i r s t  opportunity t o  
provide or  expand services if  i t  i s  determined there i s  a 
demonstrated public need for them. I f  these services a re  
not already provided f o r  i n  the current permit (allowing, 
however, minor changes i n  the permit) or i f  the demand 
f o r  such services is i n  a location outside the immediate 
permitted area,  existing permittees will not be given 
preference. Furthermore, new concessionaires will 
normally be discouraged i f  the public demand fo r  goods 
and services can be prac t ica l ly  met on private lands near 
o r  w i t h i n  the NRA. 

Authorize special land uses only t o  meet demonstrated 
public needs and where foreseeable e f fec ts  on other 
exis t ing or potential uses and a c t i v i t i e s  a re  acceptable. 
Use o f  the National Forest i n  furtherance of private land 
development will be allOMed only where i t  i s  compatible 
or  improves the management objectives f o r  the adjacent 
NRA land. 

Enforce and abide by existing s o l i d  waste and sewage 
disposal regulations. 

Encourage other involved individuals, groups, and agen- 
cies t o  inform and involve the Forest Service in their  
plans and programs t h a t  a f f ec t  the NRA. 

Cooperate w i t h  and encourage private landowners and other 
public land agencies t h a t  have property w i t h i n  and near 
the NRA t o  develop and operate their lands i n  a manner 
t h a t  will complement and not conf l ic t  with the management 
objectives o f  the NRA. The opposite is  a l so  true. 

(10) Coordinate pl anning , development, and use between 
federa l ,  s t a t e ,  and pr ivate  lands within the NRA. 

7. Public Safety 

(1) Provide f o r  public safety i n  the location, design, 
construction, maintenance, and administration of a l l  
f a c i l i t i e s  and improvenients. 

( 2 )  Provide current information t o  the v i s i to r  about public 
safety hazards and requirements. 

( 3 )  Assure safety f o r  downstream people, property, watershed, 
and other values i n  the in s t a l l a t iop  and maintenance of 
water storage and diversion s t ructures  and f a c i l i t i e s .  

Maintain and/or es tabl ish special safety precautions and 
measures where people concentrate o r  where usually 
hazardous conditions exist .  

(4) 
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Fence f o r  livestock control,  where necessary, f o r  public 
sa fe ty  along roads and highways. 

Promote public enjoyment and safety and preserve natural 
beauty i n  the administration and maintenance of the 
reservoir,  Green River, and related improvements. 

Design, where appropriate, f a c i l i t i e s  t o  permit year- 
round use. T h i s  i s  especially important i n  the 
pinyon-juniper types and the northern desert. As winter 
snow play ac t iv i t i e s  increase, there will be a demand f o r  
a l l -year  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  higher elevations. 
will need, however, t o  be warned of the hazardous clima- 
t i c  conditions tha t  can occur i n  the spring, f a l l ,  and 
winter. Also, the safety and comfort of the public must 
be considered when designing such f a c i l i t i e s .  

Ut i l ize  VIS t o  help achieve public safety and f i r e  
prevention goals. 

Encourage and a s s i s t  loca l ,  county, and Sta te  agencies t o  
maintain a quali ty law enforcement and public safety 
program. 

The public 

(10) Provide leadership i n  the f i e l d  of public safety by 
maintaining, i n  cooperation w i t h  other agencies, a 
professional program designed t o  s tay current with public 
demand and the complex, changing social trends. 

111. MANAGEMENT AREAS AND UNITS 

A. 

Management areas are  major subdivisions w i t h i n  the NRA. 
designated: 
and the  Green River Corridor ( G R ) .  
dist inguishing factors  t ha t  help t o  define management areds. 
the three sections dealing w i t h  the management area has specif ic  manage- 
ment direct ion.  

Each management area i s  divided into management units. 
Management Area there  are  9 management units, i t 1  the CFC Management Area 
there  a re  7 management units, and i n  the  G R  Management Area there a re  3 
management units. All lands w i t h i n  the NRA are  included within some 
management u n i t .  These units a re  established t o  identify those lands, 
resources, uses, and a c t i v i t i e s  where special a t tent ion i s  required. 
Each management uni t  has specif ic  management decisions. 

The management direct ion and management decisions, whether f o r  an area 

general statements applying t o  the e n t i r e  NRA. 

Description of Management Areas and Units. 

Three have been 
the Northern Desert ( N D )  ; Coniferous Forest-.Canyon ( C F C )  ; 

Land types and uses are  the primary 
Each of 

In the N D  

o r  u n i t ,  apply t o  t h a t  area or  u n i t  only, and a re  not intended t o  be 

The management areas and management units a re  shown on the following 
map. 

- 

- 
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B. Northern Desert  Management Area (ND) 0 
1. Antelope F l a t  Management U n i t  ND-1 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Administer t h e  Antelope F l a t  Management U n i t  as a major  h i g h  
dens i ty  rec rea t i on  complex. The u l t i m a t e  r e c r e a t i o n  develop- 
ment sca le  f o r  most f a c i l i t i e s  i s  4 o r  5. Spr ing  Creek would 
be a 1 o r  2 development. 

Management Dec is ions  

Encourage t h e  p u b l i c  t o  v i s i t  Antelope F l a t  t o  v iew t h e  
Flaming Gorge. 

Minimize water hazards caused by winds through a p u b l i c  
s a f e t y  educat ion program d i r e c t e d  a t  boaters  us ing  t h e  
area. 

Study ways t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  wind and water  hazard. 
Poss ib le  s o l u t i o n s  i nc lude  i n s t a l l i n g  a breakwater o r  
b u i l d i n g  an emergency ramp i n  a p ro tec ted  l o c a t i o n  such 
as Spr ing  Creek o r  Jug hol low. 
so lved p r i o r  t o  major  expansion o f  t h e  s i t e .  

F a c i l i t y  expansion w i t h i n  t h e  sa fe  c a r r y i n g  c a p a c i t y  
should be completed t o  keep up w i t h  t h e  demand and as t h e  
road from t h e  n o r t h  i s  improved. 
a c u r r e n t  bds i s  once t h e  wind and water  hazards a r e  
reduced. 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  occur. I f  poss ib le ,  expansion shou ld  
occur where e x i s t i n g  power, water, road, and sewer 
systems can be u t i 1  ized. 

Permit  no new concessionaire f a c i l i t i e s  u n t i l  t h e  opera- 
t i o n s  a t  Lucerne, Cedar Springs and Dutch John cannot 
handle t h e  business generated by t h e  Antelope complex. 

P lan t  and care f o r  s u f f i c i e n t  numbers of t r e e s  so t h a t  
they u l t i m a t e l y  w i l l  p rov ide  shade and p r o t e c t i o n  f rom 
the  wind. E x i s t i n g  t r e e s  should be g iven adequate care  
t o  i nsu re  maximum growth. 

A r t i f i c i a l  s h e l t e r s  should be prov ided i n  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o r  
a l l  o f  t h e  u n i t s  i n  t h e  campground. Th is  w i l l  d i spe rse  
USE and n o t  c rea te  beat-out  cond i t i ons  i n  t h e  u n i t s  t h a t  
have she1 te rs .  

Provide f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  i c e  f ishermen as demand increases 
and f i r lances permi t .  

Improve roads t o  Juq Hol low and Spr ing  Creek. Gravel  the  
road and a l s o  prov ide  adequate maintenance. 

Th is  problem should be 

Th is  should be done on 

I f  they  are  n o t  corrected,  no expansion of 

Do n o t  hard 
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1 
surface these roads unless major recreational f a c i l i t i e s  
a r e  constructed along them. 

(10) Continue t o  explore new methods of water supply and 
treatment. 

2. w e n  Spaces Management Unit ND-2 

a. Management Direction 

Administer t h i s  u n i t  f o r  primitive recreation (small s i t e  
development, i.e., t o i l e t ,  table ,  g r i l l ,  o r  any combination) 
and water oriented a c t i v i t i e s .  
character and  scenic contrasts between land and water. The 
ultimate recreation development sca le  f o r  the u n i t  i s  2. 

Maintain and enhance the open 

Management Decisions - 
Provide f o r  access t o  the water when developing f o r  
recreational use. Access may be by foot  i n  some 
instances. 

Establish s i t e s  su i tab le  f o r  boat caiiips i f  needed and 
determined t o  be cost-effective.  

Developed s i t e s  will  be spaced so tha t  they do not create  
a crowded atmosphere. - 
Adequate f a c i l i t i e s  will be instal led so tha t  the sanira- 
t ion  needs of the public will be taken care of. 

Permit hard surfaced roads on U.S. Highway 191, from 
Dutch John Camp t o  the Antelope Complex; and from Dutch 
John Gap t o  Minnies Gap only. 

Inventory and protect sagegrouse strutting grounds with 
coordination from the Utah and Wyoming wildl i fe  agencies. 

Intensify water-oriented, administrative and public 
sa fe ty  a c t i v i t i e s .  Encourage local toating organizations 
t o  become established and t o  a s s i s t  i n  these programs. 
Also, encouraye and a s s i s t ,  where appropriate, the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department t o  provide additional 
e f fec t ive  help. 
groups and agencies involved with water-oriented ac t iv i -  
t i e s .  

Determine i f  the s to r i e s  about Massacre Hill and Cherokee 
t r a i l  a r e  valid.  I f  so, provide protection and/or 
interpretat ion.  
the immediate surrounding areas until  authenticity of the 

1 

Maintain close cooperation w i t h  a l l  

Protect the in tegr i ty  of the s i t e s  and 

s t o r i e s  can be determined. - 
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(9) Provide road maintenance t o  avoid watershed problems on 
system roads, and strive t o  eliminate use on unauthorized 
roads. 

(10) Continue t o  use grazing management plans t o  solve over- 
grazing and resource damage problems. 

(11) Intensify management and take action t o  protect the 
habi ta t  of threatened species within the u n i t .  

(12) Complete management planning f o r  each segment of the 
reservoir  shoreline which i s  receiving concentrated 
recreational use. Determine what level of recreational 
opportunity and what recreational f a c i l i t i e s  should be 
provided, what access is needed, what roads should be 
closed, and what user r e s t r i c t ions  should be placed i n  
effect. 

3. Remote Area Management U n i t  ND-3 

a. Management Direction 

Manage this u n i t  t o  provide opportunities for a remote or  
primitive type recreational experience. The recreation 
development sca le  f o r  the u n i t  is 1 o r  2. 

Management Decisions - 
Maintain Forest Road 106 t o  a standard t h a t  will permit 
safe  vehicle use d u r i n g  dry periods. 
location except where realignment is  needed f o r  sa fe ty  o r  
watershed purposes. 

S p u r  roads runn ing  t o  the west from Forest Road 106 will 
be maintained i n  a primitive condition t h a t  will provide 
f o r  sa fe  travel and protect watershed conditions. Truck 
or  4-wheel drive use only will be recommended on these 
roads. Exceptions t o  this will be the roads t o  Brinegar 
Ranch and Upper Marsh Creek recreation site. 

Provide scat tered san i ta t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  u n i t ,  where 
needed t o  protect the resource, where the heaviest use 
cccurs o r  i s  desired. 
campgrounds will not be provided except a t  Upper Marsh 
Creek. 

Discourage boat launching except from the Upper Marsh 
Creek ramp o r  other  areas t h a t  a re  protected from the 
wind.  

Study t o  determine if  additional roads a re  needed f o r  
management. Until study i s  complete, no new roads will  
be permitted. 

Retain the present 

Do not hard surface the road. 

Other improvements associated w i t h  
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- 
- (6) Encourage t h e  BLM t o  admin is te r  t h e  lands a d j o i n i n g  t h i s  

u n i t  i n  a manner t h a t  complements t h e  management d i rec -  
t i o n  o u t l i n e d  f o r  t h i s  u n i t .  

I n t e n s i f y  management and take  a c t i o n  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  
h a b i t a t  o f  threatened species w i t h i n  t h i s  u n i t .  

Complete management p lann ing  f o r  each segment o f  t h e  
r e s e r v o i r  s h o r e l i n e  which i s  r e c e i v i n g  concentrated 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  use. Determine l e v e l s  o f  rec rea t i ona l  
o p p o r t u n i t y  and rec rea t i ona l  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be provided, 
access needs, roads t o  be c losed,  and what user  r e s t r i c -  
t i o n s  should be placed i n  e f f e c t .  

(7)  

(8) 

4. F i r e h o l e  Management U n i t  ND-4 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Admin is ter  t h e  F i r e n o l e  Management U n i t  as a major h igh  
d e n s i t y  r e c r e a t i o n  development. 
developrknt  sca le  f o r  t h e  u n i t  i s  4 o r  5. 

b. Management Decis ions 

(1) 

The u l t i m a t e  r e c r e a t i o n  

- P l a n t  t r e e s  f o r  an oas is  e f f e c t  t o  p rov ide  sun and wind 
p ro tec t i on .  P lanted t rees  w i l l  r ece i ve  adequate care so 
t h a t  maxinium growth can be achieved. 

Prov ide  s a n i t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  i c e  fishermen. 

Fo res t  Se rv i ce  employees w i l l  be s t a t i o n e d  a t  F i reho le  
campground d u r i n g  t h e  summer season. 
w i l l  handle t h e  operd t ion  and maintenance j o b s  and 
prevent  o r  s top  vandalism. 
employees w i l l  be needed. 

Prepare p lans  f o r  widening and ex tens ion  o f  t h e  boat  ramp 
so t h a t  when t h e  water does go below t h e  present  ramp, i t  
can be extended. 

- 
(2) 

( 3 )  
These employees 

F a c i l i t i e s  t o  house these 

(4 )  

(5) Prov ide b o a t i n g  s a n i t a t i o n  s t a t i o n .  

5. Upper Green R i v e r  Management U n i t  ND-5 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  - 

Provide and encourage dispersed ana r i v e r  f l o a t i n g  rec rea t i on  
a c t i v i t i e s .  The rec rea t i on  development sca le  w i l l  be 1 o r  2. 

b. Management Decis ions 

(1) Permi t  no "bedroom" type o r  h i g h  d e n s i t y  rec rea t i on  
improvements. 
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Increase f i r e  prevention program where landbased v i s i t o r s  
concentrate. 

Permit no improvements on islands or  areas where there 
are  opportunities f o r  an exploring adventure. 

Inventory and protect nesting raptors. 
Wyoming Game and Fish  Department i n  this project. 

Strongly discourage proposed of f -s i te  ac t iv i t i e s  t h a t  
could reduce or  detract  from the water quality and 
recreation values of this u n i t  o r  the reservoir. 

Study u n i t  and if  appropriate provide new management 
direction. The study will inventory the resources and 
the i r  potent ia ls  f o r  development. Protection of geese 
and the providing of nesting s t ructures  will be an 
important management consideration. Also, the potential  
f o r  providing small camps i n  Lauder Bottom, Cordwood 
Bottom, Whalen Bottom, Boat Bottom and Middle Firehole 
should be analyzed. The study will determine if the u n i t  
should continue t o  be managed f o r  remote and undeveloped 
uses where i t  i s  so close t o  developable private lands 
and the town of Green River. Until new management 
direction i s  established allow no new roads and maintain 
those i n  existence t o  a primitive b u t  safe  standard. 

Intensify f i r e  prevention e f fo r t s  d u r i n g  spring and f a l l .  

Reduce f i r e  hazard through vegetative type conversions, 
the use of f i r e  as  a management too l ,  o r  both. 

Determine if  conf l ic t s  e x i s t  between geese and humans. 

Coordinate w i t h  

6. Buckboard Management U n i t  ND-6 

a. Management Direction 

Administer the Buckboard Management U n i t  a s  a major, h i g h  
density recreational development. The recreation development 
sca le  for this complex i s  4 o r  5. 

b. Management Decisions 

(1) Plant and care f o r  suf f ic ien t  numbers of t rees  so tha t  
t he j  ultimately will provide shade and protection from 
the wind. Existing t rees  should be given adequate care 
t o  insure maximum growth. 

Complete construction of existing Forest Service public 
recreational f a c i l i t i e s .  T h i s  should be done as  soon a s  
possible and before expansion occurs. 
winterize administrative f a c i l i t i e s  a t  the same time. 

( 2 )  

Improve and 
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(3 )  Encourage concessionaire t o  expand and develop accordinq 

demonstrated pub1 i c  need occurs. 
rable f a c i l i t i e s  will be corrected f i r s t .  

Develop f a c i l i t i e s  i n  a manner t h a t  will encourage 
antelope t o  remain i n  area so  they may viewed by the 
vi si tor .  

t o  the master development plan f o r  t he  area and as  a - 
Temporary and undesi- 

(4) 

7. Squaw Hollow Management U n i t  ND-7 

a. Management Direction 

Administer the Squaw Hollow Management U n i t  as  having poten- 
t i a l  as  a major h i g h  density recreational development. 
Potential  development sca le  i s  4 o r  5. 

b. Management Decisions 

(1) Prepare a master development plan f o r  si te.  

Overhead power 1 ines wi l l  be discouraged. 

Prior t o  deciding i f  power will  be brought t o  the 
s i t e ,  a study will be made t o  determine a l te rna t ive  
power sources, including the l i n e  location and the 

If  these services cannot be reasonably provided, 
power will not be in s t a l l ed .  

Study and make a recommendation as  t o  the possibi- 
l i t y  of obtaining water from wells and the reser- 
voi r .  

Determine whether or  not  boat ramp should be leng- 
thened. 

- 
construction and maintenance cos ts  f o r  the power. - 

( 2 )  Study the possibi l i ty  of planting t r e e s  once the master 
plan i s  completed so tha t  shade and protection from the 
wind and sun will be s t a r t ed  in advance of campground 
devel opment. 

Protect the s i t e  from overuse by l ivestock. 

Eliminate the noxious weed problem. 

Improvements should ult imately be designed f o r  use a l l  
year. 

( 6 )  Realign existing f a c i l i t i e s  so t h a t  a m i n i m u m  of s i t e  
damage occurs from use. 

Concessionaire operated marina and related services will 
not be permitted a t  Squaw Hollow a s  adequate services a re  

( 3 )  

(4) 

( 5 )  

- - (7) 
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available a t  Buckboard t o  the nor th  and Lucerne t o  the 
south.  

8. Lucerne Management U n i t  ND-8 

a. Management Direction 

Administer the Lucerne Management U n i t  a s  a major, h i g h  
density recreation complex and provide services f o r  the pub1 i c  
t h a t  a r e  appropriate f o r  such a s i t e .  
recreation development scale  of 4 or 5. 

Improve s i t e  t o  a 

Management Decisions 

Complete a recreation master plan f o r  both Forest Service 
and concessionaire f a c i l i t i e s .  

Designate and develop overflow areas where adequate 
sanitation and parking a re  available.  Water may be 
provided i f  available nearby. 

Provide f o r  adequate shade and w i n d  protection through 
t r e e  planting and a r t i f i c i a l  she l te rs .  

Encourage concessicnaire t o  provide t r a i l e r  hookups and 
other needed services and f a c i l i t i e s .  

Campground expansion should occur w i t h i n  5 years. 
will be designed f o r  h i g h  density,  bedroom type use. 

Harden campground. 

Encourage private enterpr ise  i n  Manila t o  provide motels, 
t r a i l e r  parks and other supporting f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  will 
a s s i s t  i n  relieving use pressure on Lucerne. 
expanding parking l o t s  i n  the  u n i t ,  provide adequate 
space f o r  v i s i to rs  who have their headquarters i n  Manila 
o r  surrounding areas but use the complex part  o f  the  
time. 

Provide VIS f a c i l i t i e s  f i r s t  a t  the Linwood Bay overlook 
and second a t  Indian Rock a r t  site. Protect rock a r t  
s i t e  u n t i l  i t  can be interpreted. 

Allow livestock use i n  the area where i t  will not con- 
f l i c t  w i t h  recreation uses. 

I t  

When 

(10) If additional forage f o r  antelope i s  required, l ivestock 
use will be curtai led o r  eliminated i n  this management 
u n i t .  

i n  planning and s i te -a l te ra t ion  a c t i v i t i e s .  
(11) Consider the winter presence of the northern bald eagle 
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(12) L i m i t  rnotor vehicle travel t o  designated routes. 

9. Linwood Bay Nanagement U n i t  ND-9 

a. Management Direction 

Administer this u n i t  for dispersed and satel l i te  recreational 
development and use that  is coordinated w i t h  water-oriented 
dc t i  v i  t ies .  

Management Decisions 

Encourage, we1 1 -zoned and planned recreational develop- 
ments on the adjoining private lands that will enhance 
NRA values. 

NRA management in this u n i t  will be designed to  comple- 
ment proposed adjoining private land developments. 

Public access and use of the shoreline will be main- 
tained. No uses will be permitted t h a t  would limit 
public use. 

Study a l l  lands where trespass i s  occurring. Resolve - 
t h r o u g h  issuance of annual special use or  grazing permits 
where the lands are n o t  now needed for public recreation 
or  by t a k i n g  formal trespass action i f  cooperative - 
efforts f a i l .  

Strive t o  maintain the green appearance of shoreline 
through cooperative agreements w i t h  adjoining private 
landowners as long as the other values of the NRA can be 
protected. If they cannot be protected, the pastures 
will be allowed to  revert t o  natural vegetation. 

Resolve conflicts relating t o  stock watering. Watering 
rights fo r  access t o  the reservoir only and not  for 
grazing. Lanes may need t o  be constructed t o  provide for 
the watering of stock and t o  limit yrazing. The purchase 
of these stock watering rights may offer an opportunity 
t o  solve the problem. This should be researched and the 
purchases made i f  the owners are willing t o  sell  and the 
price is reasonable. 

Fencing of the ent i re  Forest boundary may ultimately be 
required. 
unauthorized uses. Some fences exist and should be 
maintained. 

Permit no concessionaire operated and constructed 
developments until there i s  a demonstrated public demand 
and the existing f ac i l i t i e s  a t  Lucerne cannot provide 
adequate services. 

Some should be done immediately t o  control 
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(9) Coordinate e f f o r t s  w i t h  private landowners and the county 
t o  control the spread of whitetop and other noxious 
weeds. 

(10) Improve the Henrys Fork recredtion s i t e  t o  a 2 or  3 
development scale.  I t  will not become a major recreation 
complex b u t  will remain a s a t e l l i t e  ( l e s s  than 30 units) 
1 ow-densi t y  type recreation faci  1 i ty  . 
plan. The plan will: 

(11) Study the u n i t  drld prepare a recreational development 

Comply w i t h  general NRA direct ion and the decisions 
made i n  th is  management u n i t .  

Locate potential recreational opportunities. 

Encourage dispersed-type recreation adjacent t o  the 
water and preferably where access already exis ts .  

Provide f o r  protection and management of the Henrys 
Fork River above the h i g h  water l i ne  of the reser- 
voir. 

Provide f o r  recreational s a t e l l i t e  developments 
similar t o  those on Henrys Fork if  the potential 
ex is t s .  

Study the des i r ab i l i t y  of developing portions of the 
u n i t  a s  an overflow camping area. 

Provide f o r  winter and summer shoreline fishing and 
day-use ac t iv i t i e s .  

Complete waterfowl management plan and implement i f  
i t  can be reasonably coordinate w i t h  other uses. 

(12) Provide f o r  adequate access t o  NRA. 

(13) Eliminate safety hazards a t  Linwood coal mine. 

(14) Continue t o  work w i t h  Utah and bJyoming wi ld l i fe  agencies 

Obtain rights-of-way 
i f  needed. 

in  studying the waterfowl s i tua t ion ,  and determine 
potential f o r  habi ta t  management. 

i n  planning and s i te  a l te ra t ion  ac t iv i t i e s .  
(15) Consider the winter presence of the northern bald eagle 

C. Conifer Forest Canyon Management Area (CFC) 

1. Scenic Highways Manaqement Units CFC-1 

a.  Manaqement Direction - 
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Main ta in  and improve t h e  scenic  q u a l i t i e s  o f  t h e  u n i t .  L i m i t  - 
improvements t o  those t h a t  w i l l  p rov ide  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  a 
scenic view, p i cn i ck ing ,  a r e s t  s top,  and poss ib l y  hunter  
camps. 
permit ted.  

Recreat ion development sca les o f  1 o r  2 w i l l  be 

Pianagement Decis ions 

I d e n t i f y  areas where overuse i s  caus ing resource damage 
o r  s a f e t y  problems. 

Permi t  no a d d i t i o n a l  borrow areas. 

R e h a b i l i t a t e  e x i s t i n g  borrow areas w i t h  waste from road 
s l i d e s  and o t h e r  m a t e r i a l  t h a t  i s  cleaned up by  the  Sta te  
highway department. The r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  w i l l  be done i n  a 
planned and designed manner and n a t i v e  vegetat ion 
reestabl ished.  

Permi t  waste m a t e r i a l s  t o  be deposi ted i n  loca t i ons  where 
t h e  scenic  values a r e  p ro tec ted  o r  improved. 

Reveqetate d i s tu rbed  areas where i t  i s  poss ib le  t o  do so. 

Close o r  r e p a i r  and r e h a b i l i t a t e  d i r t  roads t h a t  are 
c r e a t i n g  resource damage and a r e  s c e n i c a l l y  unpleasing. 

Prov ide i n t e r p r e t i v e  development a t  t h e  Car t  Creek and 
Greendale overlooks. 

Encourage t h e  management o f  l i v e s t o c k  so they can be 
viewed f rom Highway 44. 
areas t h a t  a r e  be ing  revegetated w i l l  n o t  be grazed. 
Forage u t i l i z a t i o n  t h a t  damages t h e  e s t h e t i c s  o r  water- 
shed values o r  l a r g e  concent ra t ions  o f  l i v e s t o c k  w i l l  n o t  
be permi t ted.  

Study and implement means t o  ma in ta in  o r  improve b i g  game 
w in te r ,  s p r i n g  o r  f a l l  ranges ad jacent  t o  U.S. Highway 
191 and p a r t s  u f  Highway 44. Contro l  o f  invading 
p inyon- jun iper  w i l l  be done i n  a manner t h a t  w i l l  n o t  
des t roy  t h e  es the t i cs .  B i g  game should n o t  be encouraged 
t o  concentrate ad jacent  t o  t h e  road as they c rea te  sa fe ty  
hazards t o  t h e  mo to r i s t .  Cooperate i n  t h i s  program w i t h  
t h e  Utah D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources. 

Per in i t  no a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  would des t roy  f u t u r e  p o t e n t i a l  
f o r  develop ing an ent rance p o r t a l  t o  t h e  NRA. Encourage 
t h e  development and manning o f  such p o r t a l s  on a l l  major 
entrances rou tes  t o  t h e  area. 

' Consiaer p u b l i c  s a f e t y  i n  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  which may a f f e c t  
highway t r a v e l .  

Close these areas t o  camping. 

- 

Road shoulders and d is tu rbed 

- 
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(12) Manage f o r e s t  stands i n  t h i s  u n i t  t o  improve o r  enhance 
v i sua l  q u a l i t i e s .  Ma in ta in  heal thy,  v igorous, 
uneven-aged stands i n c l u d i n g  l a r g e  mature t rees.  
e x t r a  a t t e n t i o n  t o  cleanup and d isposal  o f  debr is .  

Give 

2. Boat Camps Management Uni t  CFC-2 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Ma in ta in  t h e  s i t e s  as bca t i ng  campgrounds. Reverse t h e  t rend  
o f  uncon t ro l l ed  use and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  damage t o  t h e  resources. 
The u l t i m a t e  r e c r e a t i o n  development sca le  w i l l  be 2 o r  3. 

b. Management Decis ions 

(1) Prepare and implement a management plan. The p lan  w i l l  
i nc lude  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

(a) The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  expansion o f  each s i t e .  

(b) A means t o  improve vegeta t ive  cover and lower  t h e  
f i r e  hazard. 

(c )  Proposals f o r  c o n t r o l l i n g  i n d i s c r i m i n a t e  t r a v e l  
throughout t h e  s i t es ,  by p rov id ing  hardened and 
adequate t r a i l s .  

(d )  Prov is ions  t o  prov ide f i rewood t o  t h e  s i t e s  by us ing  
d r i f t w o o d  p icked up i n  t h e  rese rvo i r .  

(e)  How t o  remain w i t h i n  t h e  safe c a r r y i n g  capac i t y  o f  
t h e  s i t e  and s t i l l  p rov ide  f o r  boaters  d e s i r i n g  t o  
camp i n  t h e i r  boats a t  t h e  docks o r  t h e  ad jacent  
shore. 

(2 )  Discourage t h e  use o f  these s i t e s  by l a r g e  groups through 
a program o f  educat ion and regu la t ion .  

(3) Min imize t h e  adverse cond i t ions  created by t h e  rank 
vegeta t ion  t h a t  accumulates du r ing  low water a t  Hideout 
by removal o f  debr is ,  as manpower permits.  

3. Undeveloped Areas Manaqement U n i t  CFC-3 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

P ro tec t  and enchance t h e  e s t h e t i c  and rec rea t i ona l  values o f  
t h e  u n i t .  Prov ide  f o r  and encourage undeveloped o r  
remote-type r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h e  v i s i t o r  ( u l t i -  
mate development sca le  1-2 P . 
Recreat ion development sca les o f  1 c r  2 w i l l  normal ly  be 
provided. 
sca le  3. 

Some boat  camps cou ld  be improved t o  development 
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Allow natural forces t o  play the dominant ro le  in the Bear 
Mountain portion of the u n i t .  
t i e s  i n  this portion. 

Develop no recreation f a c i l i -  

Management Decisions 

Inventory and determine which rOddS a re  t o  be maintained 
as  a par t  of the transportation system and those t o  be 
closed. 

Maintain existing roads tha t  will remain on the transpor- 
ta t ion  system ( w i t h  the exception of the Dowd Mountain 
road) t o  a primitive standard. Provide f o r  watershed 
protection and safe  travel.  

Study the southern rim of Red Canyon t o  determine the 
need f o r  additional t r a i l s .  

Along the plateau lands north and s o u t h  o f  the reservoir  
and canyon 1 ands pernii t dnd encourage remote type 
camping. Provide only scattered sani ta t ion improvements 
south of the reservoir, and no recreational f a c i l i t i e s  
north of the reservoir. 
1 o r  2 will be made on Dowd Mountain o r  where 
organization camps may be constructed. 

u n i t .  

Inventory potential boating campsites and plan f o r  their 
development i f  these types of f a c i l i t i e s  are  determined 
t o  be cost-effective,  and if  the need they serve cannot 
be met i n  existing campgrounds with road access. 
both family-type and small, group (up t o  40) f a c i l i t i e s .  

Provide well-placed sani ta t ion f a c i l i t i e s  in heavily- 
used $ undeveloped areas along the reservoir shore1 ine. 

Manage the reservoir t o  avoid boating congestion. Use 
r e s t r i c t ions  i n  some areas may be required. 

Permit no ac t iv i t i e s  adjacent t o  the private lands i n  
Eagle Creek Basin t h a t  would damage or  destroy i t s  
values. 
t h a t  the owner should not carry on a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  would 
de t r ac t  or  damage the surrounding NRA values. 

Recreation developments of scale  
1 

Encourage the non-comsumptive use of wi ld l i fe  i n  this - 

Provide 

The same principle applies t o  private land i n  

(10) Discourage improvement of the road t o  Eagle Basin t o  
standard t h a t  would open the area t o  heavy public use. 

(11) Allow borrow and waste areas where they can be adequately 
screened from public view and the resource damage kept  t o  
a minimum. 
determine where such a c t i v i t i e s  can be permitted. 

- - An inventory should be made i n  advance t o  
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Special care must a lso be given when planning access 
roads t o  these s i t e s .  Such roads must be adequately 
designed and maintained and yet  not encourage heavy 
public use. 

(12) Inventory and protect osprey and other raptor nesting 
s i t e s .  

(13) S i lv icu l tura l ly  manage the timber stands t o  make old 
timber sa les  more at t ract ive.  

(14) Study the portion of the u n i t  north of the reservoir  and, 
if  appropriate, es tabl ish new management direct ion.  
Complete an intensive ecological inventory as  a basis  f o r  
determining fu ture  management. 

of the u n i t  north of the reservoir,  prohibit  developments 
o r  a c t i v i t i e s  which increase the presence o r  influence of 
man, except f o r  wildl i fe  enhancement projects which do 
not  s ign i f icant ly  a l t e r  the landscape. 

(16) Prepare a prescribed natural f i r e  management plan f o r  the 
portion of the u n i t  north of the reservoir. Consider the 
following among cther a1 ternatives f o r  f i r e  management: 

( a )  Nonsuppression of a l l  wildfires.  

( b )  

( c )  

(d) 

(15) Until management direction is determined f o r  the portion 

Nonsuppression under cer ta in  specified conditions. 

Modification of the suppression policy t o  allow 
control a t  l e a s t  cost .  

Use of prescribed f i r e  o r  managed wildfire t o  c rea te  
vegetative divers i ty  and t o  reduce fuel load. 

(17) Authorize no grazing of dcaestic livestock on a regular 
basis i n  the  portion of the u n i t  north of the reservoir.  

(18) Authorize the introduction of bighorn sheep i n  the Bear 
Mountain v i c in i ty  following determination t h a t  any 
s igni f icant  adverse environmental e f fec ts  can be avoided 
or mitigated. 

(19) Study and implement pinyon-juniper control projects t h a t  
will improve biological divers i ty  and wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  
and t h a t  will n o t  de t rac t  from es the t ic  values. Coope- 
r a t e  w i t h  the  U t a h  Division cf Wildlife Resources i n  the 
design and conduct of the projects. 

4. Greendale Management U n i t  CFC-4 

a .  Management Direction 
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1 

Manage this uni t  i n  harmony w i t h  the adjoining private lands 

values of e i ther .  A recreation development sca le  of 3 will be 
provided. 

i n  a manner tha t  will not de t rac t  from the h i g h  recreational - 
Management Decisions 

Provide a buffer adjacent t o  private lands. 
area will  permit compatible uses b u t  be designed t o  
r a in t a in  the scenic values and natural character of the 
1 and. 

Pr ivate  use of NRA lands under special use permits will 
be considered only if  there  are no other practical  means 
t o  provide the services and they are  needed and not just 
desired f o r  convenience. 
improvements will be t o t a l l y  planned and constructed i n  a 
manner tha t  will minimize damage t o  the resource values. 

Prepare and implement a management plan f o r  the Swett 
Ranch immediately. The plan will provide for protection 
and enhancement of the historical  values and avoid 
a c t i v i t i e s  that  could resu l t  i n  their loss, damage, 
destruction, o r  a l ternat ion.  

Inventory f a c i l i t i e s  and provide protection f o r  the Swett 

implemented. 

Work closely w i t h  private landowners and encourage only 
improvements t ha t  will maintain or  enchance the values of 
t he  surrounding NRA lands. 
t h a t  the Forest Service will not carry on a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  
will  de t rac t  from private land values. 

Maintain scenic backdrop qual i t ies .  

Release no water f o r  private land use tha t  is owned by 
the Forest Service and may be needed f o r  use on the NKA. 

Study potential s i t e s  t h a t  may be su i tab le  f o r  organiza- 
t i on  use. 
vi ty .  
t o  250 PAOT. 
i n s t a l l ed  o r  possessory rights t o  be established by 
various groups. Group camps will be permitted on a year- 
to-year basis only, and they may be required t o  use 
d i f f e ren t  s i t e s  each year. 

Study and implement pinyon-juniper control projects t h a t  - 
will  improve wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  and will n o t  de t rac t  from 
e s t h e t i c  values. 
Wildlife Resources i n  the design and conduct of the 
projects.  

T h i s  buffer 

Also, i f  permitted, such 

- 
Ranch u n t i l  the management plan can be prepared and - 

The opposite is a l so  true i n  

I f  possible, develop one area f o r  this  ac t i -  
Provide f o r  varied s i ze  of groups, i .e . ,  from 25 

Permit no permanent improvements t o  be 

Cooperate w i t h  the Utah Division o f  - 
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(10) L i m i t  motor vehicle travel t o  exis t ing routes, and 
prohihit oversnow motorized travel where there a re  
confl ic ts  with winter use b j  b i g  game animals. 

5. Cedar Springs - Bootleg-Mustang Kanagement U n i t  CFC-5 

a. - Management Direction 

Manage this u n i t  a s  a high-density use recreation complex. 
Provide f o r  a qual i ty  recreational experience w i t h i n  the 
established carrying capacity of the u n i t .  Recreation 
development scales from 2 - 4 will be provided. 

Management Decisions 

Provide tab les ,  g r i l l s  o r  f i replaces  i n  Bootleg Camp- 
ground where they a re  lacking. 

Prepdre and maintain master plan for Cedar Spr ings ,  
including the concessionaire development. 

Complete work already planned f o r  Cedar Spr ings .  

Allow no new concessicnaires i n  u n i t  unti l  i t  is proven 
there i s  a demonstrated public need f o r  them and the 
existing permittees cannot absorb the increases. 

Improve exhibits and other media a t  Dam Visitor Center. 
Exhibits should provide basic or ientat ion of  the NRA and 
local Bureau of Reclamation f a c i l i t i e s .  

I f  the in te rpre t ibe  master plan determines there is a 
r,eed, prepare improvement plans f o r  Vista House and 
schedule them t o  be completed. 

Offer planning assis tance t o  the Eureau of Reclamation 
and encourage them t o  expand their interpretat ion i n  the 
Dam. 

Relocate road t o  Canyon Glen so it  can be used dur ing  
h i g h  water. An a l te rna t ive  would be t o  use i t  a s  a 
boating camp when the road i s  closed. 

Plan ways t o  minimize boating congestion i n  the u n i t .  
Implement the plan w i t h  the cooperation of other  agencies 
t h a t  a re  involved i n  wdter management. 

.' , 

(10) Encourage the maintenance and improvement of the big game 
range. Consider browse planting. Study and implement 
pinyon-juniper control projects t h a t  will not de t r ac t  
from scenic or  recreation values. Cooperate w i t h  the 
Utah Division o f  Wildlife Resources i n  the design and 
conduct of the projects. 
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(11) Study and provide,.if possible, a n  area adjacent t o  
Mustang Ridge o r  Pipe Creek where cross-county or t r a i l  - 
riding of two wheeled motorized equipment may be allowed. 

(12)  Prepare plans within 5 years f o r  potential expansion of 
existing camping f a c i l i t i e s  and construction of new ones. 
I f  possible, these f a c i l i t i e s  should be completed a t  the 
same time the road from Colorado is finished. 

(13) L i m i t  motor vehicle travel t o  exis t ing routes, and 
prohibi t  oversnow motorized travel where there are  
conf l ic t s  w i t h  winter use by b i g  game animals. 

6. Red Canyon Management U n i t  CFC-6 

a. Management Direction 

Manage the u n i t  a s  a h i g h  density recreation complex on a 
development scale  of 3 w i t h i n  the established carrying capa- 
c i t y  of the u n i t .  

b. Management Decisions 

(1) 

(2) 

(5 )  

Close undeveloped areas  t o  camping i n  th is  u n i t  d u r i n g  
the summer. 

Encourage orderly,  well planned expansion of the Red 
Canyon Lodge f a c i l i t i e s .  

Study the potential  f o r  winter use of the area. 
snowmobiling t o  prevent harassment of w i l d 1  i f e  and damage 
t o  vegetation and  es the t ics .  

allow improvements t h a t  will infringe upon the open 
spaces and screening t h a t  each f a c i l i t )  has. 

Control 

(4)  Elaintain adequate buffers between f a c i l i t i e s .  Do not 

(5) Direct management around the private lands  towards 
maintaining a near-natural , forested appearance Activi- 
t i es  t h a t  would reduce the private land values will not 
be permitted. The opposite i s  a l so  true. The landowner 
should be encouraged t o  only carry on a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  
will not de t r ac t  from the surrounding NRA values. 
Encourage an orderly,  we1 1 planned development on private 
1 ands. 

Permit no organization or group occupation of the undeve- 
loped part  o f  th i s  u n i t  except on day-use basis. 

can be accomplished without impairing the qua l i t i es  of 
the u n i t .  

(6) 

(7; Prepare plans f o r  expanding exis t ing f a c i l i t i e s  where i t  - 
- 
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(8) Continue t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  and 
adjacent t o  t h e  v i s i t o r  center,  which w i l l  be maintained 
as a f o c a l  p o i n t  f o r  FS-VIS i n  t h e  NRA. 

7. Sheep Creek Management Uni t  CFC-7 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Manage t h e  u n i t  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  optimum rec rea t i ona l  b e n e f i t s  
and s t i l l  ma in ta in  i t s  scenic and o the r  resource q u a l i t i e s .  
Construct  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  a development sca le  o f  2 t o  4. 

Management Decis ions 

Prepare func t i ona l  development and management p lans f o r  
the e n t i r e  Sheep Creek Canyon. 
possible.  Some h igh  dens i t y  improvements t h a t  p rov ide  
main ly  bedroom f a c i l i t i e s  (excep t iona l l y  c l o s e  together )  
may be des i rab le.  

U n t i l  t h e  development p lan  f o r  t h e  u n i t  can be prepared 
the  f o l l o w i n g  w i l l  be done. 

(a) Close o r  l i m i t  use i n  one area a t  a t ime  where r e s t  
and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i s  needed and w i l l  be provided. 

(b)  Provide s u f f i c i e n t  s a n i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s .  Close areas 
where they do n o t  e x i s t .  

(c) P l a n t  shade producing vegeta t ion  where it has d i e d  
o u t  o r  i s  i n  a decadent cond i t ion .  

Study means t o  improve t h e  b i g  game forage i n  t h e  u n i t  i n  
cooperat ion w i t h  t h e  Utah S ta te  D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  
Resources. Browse p l a n t i n g  may be poss ib le .  

Determine i f  e x i s t i n g  w e l l s  could, w i t h  t reatment,  
p rov ide  s u i t a b l e  and adequate water f o r  r e c r e a t i o n i s t s .  

Permit  no d i ve rs ion  o f  water f rom B i g  Spr ings o r  Sheep 
Creek except f o r  what i s  be ing used now a t  Bennett  Ranch. 

Discourage, o r  do n o t  permi t ,  any min ing  operat ions t h a t  
a re  n o t  compatible w i t h  t h e  ob jec t i ves  o f  t h e  NRA o r  
d e t r a c t  from rec rea t i on  and e s t h e t i c  values, and a i r  and 
water q u a l i t y .  

Continue t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  ways o f  p r o v i d i n g  water  a t  Carmel 
Campground and o the r  s i t e s  w i t h i n  t h e  u n i t .  

A l low no developments where there  i s  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  damage 
from f lood ing .  

Implement them as soon as 
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(9) A l l ow  no ove rn igh t  camping i n  areas where p o t e n t i a l  
s a f e t y  hazards e x i s t  f rom f lood ing ,  u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  
s p r i n g  r u n o f f .  

f l o o d i n g  i s  imminent. 
(10) Close t h e  e n t i r e  canyon t o  p u b l i c  use i f  t h r e a t  o f  

D. Green R ive r  Management Area (GR) 

1. - Green R i v e r  C o r r i d o r  Management U n i t  GR-1 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Ma in ta in  an e x c i t i n g  r i v e r  i n  a near -p r i s t i ne  environment. 
Manage t h e  area f o r  a " t rophy"  r i v e r  experience nav igab le  t o  
t h e  nov ice  f l o a t  boater.  

Prov ide f o r  pub1 i c  enjoyment o f  the  unusual and ou ts tand ing  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t h a t  e x i s t  w i thout  damaging o r  
des t roy ing  them. 
t r i p  f o r  t h e  nov ice  boater .  
1-3 w i l l  be prov ided depending upon the  s i t e s  and t h e i r  
l o c a t i o n .  

Ma in ta in  t h e  adventurous s p i r i t  o f  a f l o a t  
Recreat ion development sca les of 

Nanagement Decis ions 

Prov ide s i g n i n g  o r  o t h e r  in fo rmat ion  methods warninq 
f l o a t  boaters  o f  t h e  poss ib le  change i n  r i v e r  water  
e leva t i on .  

Encourage t h e  Buredu o f  Reclamation t o  ma in ta in  a s a t i s -  
f a c t o r y  water  re lease  f rom t h e  dam dur ing  peak r e c r e a t i o n  
use season. 

Do n o t  expand the S p i l l w a y  ramp f a c i l i t i e s .  

Permi t  no o u t f i t t e r - g u i d e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a base o f  opera- 
t i o n s  on o r  ad jacen t  t o  t h e  Sp i l lway  Boat Ramp t h a t  w i l l  
l i m i t  o r  c u r t a i l  p u b l i c  use o f  the s i t e .  

Determine i f  L i t t l e  Hole campground shoula be e n t i r e l y  o r  
p a r t i a l l y  conver ted t o  a day-use-only s i t e  o r  l e f t  as i s .  

Consider expanding t h e  L i t t l e  Hole park ing  l o t  t o  inc lude 
on i t s  eas tern  edge t h e  Northwest P i p e l i n e  Corporat ion 
n a t u r a l  gas p i p e l i n e  r ight-of-way. 
Northwest P i p e l i n e  Corporat ion.  

. 

Coordinate w i t h  t h e  

Reduce f i r e  hazards i n  L i t t l e  Hole Campground. 

Develop no f a c i l i t i e s  a t  L i t t l e  Hole t h a t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  
be f looded.  - 
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(9)  

(10) Provide a safe ,  improved t r a i l  from Spillway Ramp t o  

Improve sani ta t ion f a c i l i t i e s  t o  handle safe  carrying 
cdpacity i n  the L i t t l e  Hole parking l o t .  

L i t t l e  Hole Campground. Also minimize erosion problems 
on the t r a i l .  

(11) Determine i f  improved t r a i l s  should be constructed below 
L i t t l e  Hole. 

(12) Exclude horse use and motorized travel from Spillway Ramp 
t o  L i t t l e  Hole. 

(13) Study the s i tua t ion  o f  motor vehicle use along the t r a i l  
section between L i t t l e  Hole and the Forest Boundary, and 
determine i f  i t  should be closed t c  motorized t ravel .  

will protect  the Glenn property from undesirable develop- 
ments. 
scenic easements t o  assure the needed protection occurs. 

Determine if t o i l e t s  a r e  needed. 

I f  so,  provide them. 

(14) Encourage enactment and enforcement o f  zoning laws tha t  

If this i s  not possible acquire fee  t i t l e  o r  

(15) Study sani ta t ion problem between the dam and Red Creek. 

(16) Allow no campfires between the dam and L i t t l e  Hole except 

(17 )  Employ intensive f i r e  prevention measures a t  Spillway and 

(18) Permit no camping between the dam and L i t t l e  Hole. 

(19) Inventory and take action t o  prevent noxious weed b u i l d -  
UP. 

(20) Encourage, through management, the enhancement o f  a l l  
forms o f  wildl i fe .  Special protection may need t o  be 
provided f o r  goose nesting areas,  raptors and cougars. 

(21)  Maintain the "blue ribbon" quali ty of f ishing the r iver .  
Coordination and cooperation between the Forest Service 
and the Division of Wildlife Resources and Bureau o f  
Reclamation will be necessary t o  improve the f i sher ies  
habi ta t  i n  the r iver .  

(22) Study the need t o  control o r  l imi t  the use o f  f i r e  by 
recreat ionis ts  below L i t t l e  Hole. 

(23) Complete a complex plan f o r  National Forest lands w i t h i n  
the Green River Corridor identifying such t h i n g s  a s  
carrying capacity, resource impacts, and management 
objectives. 

i n  emergencies. 

L i t t l e  Hole Boat Ramps on the r iver  and i n  VIS centers. 
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(24) A l l ow  no s t r u c t u r e s  t o  be constructed u n t i l  a need f o r  - 
them i s  d e f i n i t e l y  es tab l i shed and t h e i r  impact can be 
accu ra te l y  assessed. 

(25) Encourage noncommercial use and s t r i v e  t o  ma in ta in  the  
r i v e r  p r i m a r i l y  f o r  nov ice  boaters. 

(26) Continue ga ther ing  use s t a t i s t i c s  t o  eva lua te  year- to-  
yea r  use. 

(27) Encourage p l a c i n g  o f  t h e  r i v e r  i n t o  t h e  Wild and Scenic 
R i v e r  C 1  a s s i f  i c a t i  on t h a t  i s  appropr iate.  

(28) P ro tec t  c u l t u r a l  s i t e s  and complete inventory .  

(29) Consider hard-sur fac ing  o t  roads and t r a i l s  i n  t h e  L i t t l e  
Hole Campground t o  reduce present damage t o  s o i l s  and 
vegeta t ion  r e s u l t i n g  f rom uncont ro l led  t r a f f i c .  

t h e  Green River .  
(30) Do n o t  a l l o w  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  the  Crowns Park road along 

(31) Coordinate management o f  t h e  area w i t h  o the r  i n t e r e s t e d  
l o c a l ,  State,  and Federal agencies. - 

I 
2. Dutch John Management U n i t  GR-2 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Main ta in  and improve e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  
planned and designed f a c i l i t i e s  and serv ices on t h e  bas i s  o f  a 
demonstrated pub1 i c  need. The u l t i m a t e  r e c r e a t i o n  development 
sca le  f o r  Fo res t  Se rv i ce  improvements i s  3.  

Provide new, we l l  

Management D i r e c t i o n  

Fo l low t h e  Dutch John master p lan  i n  t h e  development and 
expansion o f  t h e  town area. 

Encourage t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  and expansion o f  t h e  concession- 
a i r e  ad jacent  t o  Dutch John t o  take p lace  as soon as t h e  
water  and access problems a r e  resolved. 

Encourage w e l l  planned development o f  a i r p o r t  and r e l a t e d  
f a c i l i t i e s .  

Continue t o  p e r m i t  Christmas t r e e  sa les and pos t  c u t t i n g  
i n  areas surrounding Dutch John. 
s lash  abatement. 

Study and implement p inyon- jun iper  c o n t r o l  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  
w i l l  improve w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  and n o t  d e t r a c t  f rom t h e  - 

Provide f o r  adequate - 
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e s t h e t i c  values o f  t h e  u n i t .  Cooperation w i t h  t h e  Utah 
D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Resources w i l l  be requi red.  

Encourage t h e  S ta te  o f  Utah t o  improve t h e  appearance o f  
t h e i r  borrow area. 

Permi t  no expansion o f  t h e  Dutch John s a n i t a r y  l a r i d f i l l  
t h a t  would r e q u i r e  removal o f  add i t i ona l  p inyon- jun iper  
unless i t  i s  c a r e f u l l y  screened f rom t h e  normal v i s i t o r ' s  
view. 

Ma in ta in  Arch Dam Overflow as an over f low camping area. 

Author ize no a c t i v i t y  o r  use w i t h i n  t h e  Gos l i n  Creek 
i nven to r ied  roadless area t h a t  would degrade i t s  na tu ra l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

3. Undeveloped Areas Management U n i t  GR-3 

a. Management D i r e c t i o n  

Manage u n i t  t o  ma in ta in  i t s  scenic q u a l i t i e s  and prov ide  f o r  
w i l d l i f e  and undeveloped area uses. The except ion t o  t h i s  i s  
D r ipp ing  Spr ings and t h e  L i t t l e  Hole road. These f a c i l i t i e s  
w i l l  be mainta ined and, when appropr ia te,  improved. Recrea- 
t i o n  development t o  sca les f rom 1 t o  3 w i l l  be provided. 

Management Decis ions - 
Improve b i g  game spr ing,  f a l l ,  and w i n t e r  ranges where 
t h e  scenic  values can be pro tec ted  o r  enhanced. Study 
and implement p inyon- jun iper  c o n t r o l  p ro jec ts .  Coopera- 
t i o n  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  Utah D i v i s i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  
Resources w i l l  be needed. 

Permi t  no uses t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  degrade o r  des t roy  t h e  
e s t h e t i c  backdrop values o f  t h e  u n i t .  

Permi t  no a d d i t i o n a l  rec rea t i ona l  camp o r  p i c n i c  grounds 
t o  be const ructed i n  t h e  area. Expansion o f  Dr ipp ing  
Spr ings Campground w i l l  be a l lowed i f  t h e r e  i s  s u i t a b l e  
l a n d  adjacent  t o  i t  f o r  this  purpose. 

Ma in ta in  and enforce present  c losures  on t h e  L i t t l e  Hole 
and P ipe  Creek roads. 

Permi t  no new road o r  t r a i l  cons t ruc t i on  i n  t h i s  u n i t ,  
except where temporary roads migh t  be requ i red  t o  remove 
i n s e c t  i n f e s t e d  t imber.  

Mon i to r  i n s e c t  i n f e s t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  southern p a r t  o f  t h i s  
u n i t .  I f  t imber  i s  harvested f rom t h e  a d j o i n i n g  Nat iona l  
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Forest lands, consideration should  be given t o  removal o f  - 
the adjoining infested and insect prone trees on the NRA. 

Inventory and protect known s i t e s  that  have historical 
interest. Interpret i f  appropriate. 

Studj) Li t t le  Hole road and determine i f  i t  should be hard 
surfaced. 

Silviculturally t reat  insect problem areas w i t h  land 
treatment as necessary. 

(10) Control vehicle access i n t o  the Pipe Creek area, and 

(11) Authorize no activity o r  use w i t h i n  the Goslin Creek 

coordinate w i t h  t ra i l  users. 

inventoried roadless area tha t  would degrade i t s  natural 
character i s ti cs . 

1' 
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APPENDIX B 





Use of Standard and Supplemental St ipulat ions 0 - 
a. The Standard Stipulation (Appendix I )  is  attached t o  a l l  o i l  and 

gas leases and therefore is  mandatory. 

b. Supplemental or  Special St ipulat ions should be used t o  supplement 
or  ex and, where necessary the Standard Stipulation (See following 
tab le  P . 
Supplemental Stipulations 1 through 10 are designed t o  address 
specif ic  conditions. 
designed t o  combine several areas of concern in one s t ipulat ion.  
They can be used as substitutes for one or  more of the f i r s t  
s t ipulat ions.  

Supplemental Stipulation 14 i s  an a l te rna t ive  t o  many of  the other  
supplemental s t ipulat ions.  I t  a l e r t s  the lessee/operator t o  
special values or uses w i t h i n  the leasehold which require special 
handling and may r e su l t  i n  higher operating costs.  
s t ipulat ion may be exclusionary; i t  allows use and occupancy if  the 
operator can meet the r e s t r i c t ions  or  standards. 

c. 
Supplemental Stipulations 11 through 13 a r e  

d.  

T h i s  

e. 

f .  Review of the Standard St ipulat ion and supplemental s t ipu la t ion  14 

Stipulations 18 through 21 may be used i f  necessary. 

will reveal t ha t  most of the common concerns a re  provided f o r  by 
these s t ipulat ions.  
(Appendix I )  provides f o r  a s i te -spec i f ic  evaluation and an 
opportunity for inclusion of additional necessary s t ipu la t ions  t o  
protect any s i te -spec i f ic  values ident i f ied a t  the time the 
Application for Permit t o  Dril l  (APD) i s  f i l e d .  

All of the Special St ipulat ions were designed for o i l  and gas 
leases. However, they can be made applicable t o  other leasables ,  
subject t o  revision t o  adapt them t o  a leasable mineral. All 
revisions will be subject t o  apprcval by the BLM before attachment 
t o  a lease. 

Leases tha t  expire will be reviewed and s t ipulat ions updated in 
accordance w i t h  current direct ion pr ior  t o  be ing  reissued. 

The FS/BLM Memorandum of Understanding, 

g. 

h .  



Minimum Special S t ipu la t ions  a s  a C o n d i t i o n  of  Mineral Leases 

Special s t i pu la t ions  t o  be recommended t o  the 
Bureau of Land Management as a condition of 
mneral lease  (Not a l l  inclusive - subject  t o  
s i t e  evalaut ion)  

Area/Environmental Condition -> 

No. St ipula t ion  Summary - 1/ 

1. 

2. Visual - road, s t ruc tu re ,  e t c .  

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 .  Restricted t r a i l / road  

No surface occupancy - e n t i r e  lease  

No surface occupancy - legal  subdivision 

No surface occupancy adjacent  t o  road, r i v e r ,  
t ra i l ,  e t c .  

No d r i l l i n g  o r  s torage near reservoi rs ,  
archeological sites, etc.  

No surface occupancy - s teep  s lopes 

No surface occupnacy - seasonal 

Prohibi t  a c t i v i t y  - muddy o r  wet periods 

10. Visual - painting o r  camouf 

11. No surface occupnacy - (May replace nunobers 
1, 2 ,  and 6 )  
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Special s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  be recommended t o  the  
Bureau o f  Land Management as a cond i t i on  o f  
mneral lease (Not a l l  i n c l u s i v e  - subject  t o  
s i t e  evalaut ion)  

Area/Environlnentdl Condi t ion -> 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 
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Standard and Specia l  S t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  Leasing 

\ 

STANDARD STIPULATION 

STIPULATION FOR LANDS OF THE NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
UCDER JURISDICTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

The 1 icensee/permittee/lessee must comply w i t h  a l l  t h e  r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  
o f  t h e  Secreatary  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  s e t  f o r t h  a t  T i t l e  36, Chapter 11, o f  t h e  
Code o f  Federal  Re u l a t i o n s  governing t h e  use and management o f  the  Nat ional  
F o r e s t  System (NFS 7 when n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r i g h t s  granted by  t h e  
S e c r e t a r y  o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r  i n  the  1 icense/prospect ing perwi t / lease.  
S e c r e t a r y  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e ' s  r u l e s  and regu la t i ons  must be complied w i t h  f o r  
(1) a l l  use and occupancy of t h e  FiFS p r i o r  t o  approval o f  a permi t /opera t ion  
p l a n  by t h e  Secretary  o f  the  I n t e r i o r ,  ( 2 )  uses o f  a l l  e x i s t i n g  improvements, 
such as Fo res t  development roads, w i t h i n  and ou ts ide  t h e  area i icensed,  
p e r m i t t e d  o r  leased by t h e  Secretary o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r ,  and (3 )  use and 
occupancy o f  t h e  NFS no t  author ized by a permi t /opera t ing  p lan  approved by 
t h e  Sec re ta ry  o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r .  

A l l  m a t t e r s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s t i p u l a t i o n  a r e  t o  be addressed 

To 

a t  

Telephone No. : 

who i s  t h e  au tho r i zed  representa t ive  o f  t h e  Secretary  o f  Ag r i cu l tu re .  

The 

- 

Signature o f  Licensee/Permittee/Lessee 
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Special St ipulat ions f o r  Leasing 0 .  
1. All of the land i n  this area is  included i n  

(recreation or special area,  e tc . ) .  Therefore, no occupancy o r  

2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

I .  

a. 

disturbance of the surface of the land described i n  t h i s  lease is  
authorized. The lessee,  however, may exploit  the o i l  and gas resources 
i n  this lease by directional d r i l l i n g  from s i t e s  outside t h i s  lease. 
a proposed d r i l l i n g  s i te  l i e s  on land administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, or by the Forest Service, a permit f o r  use of the s i t e  
must be obtained from the BLM Di s t r i c t  Manager o r  the Forest Service 
District Ranger, before d r i l l i n g  o r  other development begins. 

No access on work t r a i l  or road, ear th  cut or f i l l ,  s t ructure  o r  other 
improvement, other than a n  act ive d r i l l i n g  ri , will be permitted i f  i t  
can be viewed from the ?road, lake,  r i ve r ,  etc.) 

If 

No occupancy o r  other ac t iv i ty  on the surface of 
(legal subdivision) i s  allowed under this lease.  

No occupancy o r  other surface disturbance will be allowed w i t h i n  
f e e t  of the (road, t r a i l ,  r iver ,  creek, canal, etc.). 
This dis t rance may be modified when specif ical ly  approved in w r i t i n g  by 
the authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, with the- concurrence o f  the authorized 
of f icer  of the Federal surface management agency. 

No d r i l l i n g  o r  storage f a c i l i t i e s  will be allowed within feet  
of 
archaeological s i te ,  the h is tor ica l  s i t e ,  the paleontological s i t e ,  
etc.)  located i n  (legal subdivision). This 
distance may be modified when spec i f ica i ly  approved i n  writing by the 
authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  the concurrence of the authorized o f f i ce r  
of the Federal surface management agency. 

No occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed on slopes i n  
excess of percent, without written permission from the 
authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, w i t h  the concurrence of the authorized o f f i ce r  
of the Federal surface management agency. 

( l i v e  water, the reservoir,  the 

In order t o  
important seasonal wi ld l i fe  habi ta t ,  e t c . ) ,  exploration, d r i l l i n g ,  and 

(minimize waterstied damage, protect  

other development ac t iv i ty  will be allowed onlk (durins the period from 
t o  , & r i n g  dry so i l  p e r i d , ' o v e r  a snow'cover on 

frozen around). T h i s  l imitat ion does not aoolv t o  maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. Exceptions tb'tihis l imitat ion i n  any year 
my be spec i f ica l ly  authorized in w r i t i n g  by the authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, 
with the concurrence of the authorized o f t i ce r  of the Federal surface 
management agency. 

In order t o  minimize watershed damage during muddy and/or wet periods, 
the authorized o f f i ce r  of the Federal surface management agency, th rough  
the authorized o f f i ce r ,  BLM, may prohibit  exploration, d r i l l i n g ,  o r  
other development. 
operation of producing wells. 

T h i s  l imitat ion does riot apply t o  maintenance hnd  
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

The Trail/Rcad will not be used as  an access road f o r  
a c t i v i t i e s  on this lease exceDt as follows: (No exceptions, wetkdavs - - d u r i n g  recreation season, e tc ; )  

To maintain e s the t i c  values, a l l  senii-permanent and permanent f a c i l i t i e s  
may require painting o r  camouflage t o  blend with the natural 
surroundings. The  paint selection o r  method of camoufldge will be 
subject  t o  approval by the authorized o f f i c e r ,  BLM, w i t h  t he  concurrence 
of the authorized o f f i c e r  of the Federal surface management agency. 

No occupancy o r  other a c t i v i t y  on the surface of the following described 
lands i s  allowed under th i s  lease: 

Reasons f o r  this r e s t r i c t ion  are: 

Examples of dppropriate reasons for t h i s  r e s t r i c t ions  are:  

a.  Steep slopes. 
b. Specific ecosystem, ecological land u n i t ,  land tqpe o r  geologic 

formation which presents hazards such a s  mass f a i l u r e .  

c. Special management units such as:  
administrative s i t e ,  e tc .  

( ) Approximately - % of l ea se  

Recreation Type I ,  water supply, 

- 

No will be allowed w i t h i n  f e e t  o f  - 
the  . T h i s  area contains 
acres and i s  described as  follows: 

Reasons: 

F i r s t  blank t o  be f i l l e d  i n w i t h  one or  more of the following: 
storage,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  surface disturbance, o r  occupancy. Second and 
t h i r d  blanks t o  be f i l l e d  i n  with one or more of the following: 

a. f e e t  w i ld l i f e  habi ta t  essent ia l  to  spec i f i c  species. 
b. f e e t  peripheral o r  unique vegetative type. 
c.  200 f e e t  e i the r  s ide  of center l i n e  of roads o r  highways. 
d .  500 f e e t  o r  normal h i g h  waterline on a l l  streams, rivers, ponds, 

reservoirs ,  lakes. 
e. 600 f e e t  of a l l  springs. 
f .  400 f e e t  of any improvements. 

d r i l l i ng ,  
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13. In order t o  (minimize)(protect) 
will be allowed only d u r i n g  . T h i s  does not 
apply t o  maintenance and operation of producing wells dnd  f a c i l i t i e s .  
Ldnds within leased area t o  which this s t ipu la t ion  applies a re  described 
as follows: 

Reasons: 

0 

Firs t  blank t o  be f i l l e d  in w i t h  one or  more of the following: 

a. Watershed damage. 
b. S o i l  erosion. 
c. Seasonal wi ld l i fe  habi ta t  (winter range, calving/lambing area,  

e t c . )  
d .  Conflict w i t h  recreation. 

Second blank t o  be f i l l e d  i n  w i t h  one o r  more of the following: 

a. Surface disturbifis a c t i v i t i e s .  
b. Exploration. 0 c. Dri l l ing.  
d .  Development. 

T h i r d  blank t o  be f i l l e d  in w i t h  one or  more of the following: 

a. Period from t o  
b. Drv so i l  Deriods. 
c. Over the snow. 
d .  Frozen ground. 

Controlled or Limited Surface Use St ipulat ion.  T h i s  s t ipu la t ion  may be 
modified when spec i f ica l ly  approved i n  w r i t i n g  by the authorized 
of f icer ,  BLM, w i t h  concurrence of the Federal surface management agency. 
Distrances and/or time periods may be made less r e s t r i c t i v e  depending on 
the actual on-the-ground conditions. 

The lessee/operator is  given notice t h a t  a l l  o r  portions of the lease 
area may contain special values, may be needed f o r  special purposes, o r  
may require special a t tent ion t o  prevent damage t o  surface and/or other 
resources. Any surface use o r  occupancy within such special areas  will 
be s t r i c t l y  controlled o r ,  i f  necessary, excluded. Use o r  occupancy 
will be authorized cnly when the lessee/operator demonstrates t h a t  the 
special area is essent ia l  f o r  operations i n  accordance w i t h  a surface 
use and operations plan which i s  sa t i s fac tory  t o  the Geological Survey 
and the Federal surface management agency f o r  the protection of such 
special areas and existing o r  planned uses. Appropriate modifications 
to  imposed res t r ic t ions  will be made f o r  the maintenance and operation 

14. 

0 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

of productiny o i l  and sas wells;  however, i n  extremely c r i t i ca l  
s i tuat ions,  occupancy may only be allowed i n  emergencies. 

After the Federal surface management agency has been advised of spec i f ic  
proposed surface use o r  occupancy on these lands, and on request of the 
lessee/operator, the agency will furnish more spec i f ic  locations and 
additional information on such special areas which now include: 

(Legal 1 and description t o  1 o t  and/or quarter,  quarter section) 

Reason for Restriction: 

Duration of Restr ic t :  (year-round, n ion th ( s ) )  

Activity Coordination St ipulat ion.  T h i s  lease includes lands within - 1/ 
which has resource values sensi t ive t o  h i g h  levels  

of ac t iv i ty .  In order t o  minimize impacts t o  these resources, special 
conditions such as uni t izat ion pr ior  t o  approval of operations, and/or 
other l imitat ions t o  spread surface disturbance a c t i v i t i e s  over time and 
space may be required prior t o  approval and commencement of any 
operations on the lease.  

Protection of Endangered o r  Threatened Species. The Federal surface 
management agency i s  responsible f o r  assuring tha t  the area t o  be 
disturbed i s  examined pr ior  t o  undertaking any surface-disturbing 

plant o r  animal species l i s t e d  o r  proposed f o r  l i s t i n g ,  as endangered o r  
threatened, o r  the i r  habi ta ts .  
determjne tha t  the operation may detrimentally a f fec t  an endangered o r  
threatened species, s m e  r e s t r i c t ions  t o  the operator 's  plans or  even 
disallowances of use may resu l t .  

The lessee/operator may, a t  t h i s  discretion and cost ,  conduct the 
examination on the lands t o  be disturbed. T h i s  exannnation must be done 
by o r  under the supervision of a qualified resource spec ia l i s t  approved 
by the surface management agency. An acceptable report must be provided 
t o  the surface management agency identifying the anticipated e f fec ts  of 
the proposed action on endangered o r  threatened species o r  t h e i r  
habitat .  

Not applicable. 

Coordinated Exploration St ipulat ion.  All or  portions of the lands 

- 

a c t i v i t i e s  on lands covered by this  lease t o  determine e f fec ts  upon any - 
I f  the findings of t h i s  examination 

covered by Lease No. 
Area. an area of c r i t i c a l  environmental concern. Therefore the lessee 

are  w i t h i n  the 

agrees t h a t :  

d .  In order t o  protect  he special resource values, d r i l l i ng  @ n  the 
subject lease will be authorized only under a plan of operation 

L' Visually Sensit ive Area, Areas of Threatened and Endangered Species 
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approved pursuant t o  the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, 
41 S t a t .  437, a s  amended, 30 U.S.C. 181 e t  seq. and; 

Secretary, USDI, o r  his duly authorized representative 9 s )  control 
over the r a t e  of d r i l l i n g  and development including i n  par t icu lar  
the spacing of wells and such other conditions a s  may be deemed 
necessary. 

b. All plans of operation will contain a provision vestin i n  the 

19. Conditional No Surface Occupancy St ipulat ion.  The lessee agrees not t o  
occupy or use the surface of t h e  leased lands in 
(lecral descriotion) exceDt f o r  cer ta in  limited uses a s  Dermitted i n  

. 

writing by an'authorized' o f f i ce r  of the surface management agency. This 
s t ipulat ion,  a t  a l a t e r  date,  may be modified, supplemented, eliminated, 
or  remain unchanged. Alteration of the s t ipu la t ion  will be conditional 
upon the preparation of a s i t e  spec i f ic  environmental assessment, or  if  
required, an environmental statement. In the event this s t ipu la t ion  i s  
eliminated, it will be replaced by a coordinated exploration s t ipu la t ion  
and other special s t ipu la t ions  as required t o  protect the surface 
resources. 

The lands within this leasehold contain unstablelhighly erodible s o i l s .  
Therefore, pr ior  t o  entry onto the lands, the lessee (operator) will 
discuss the proposed a c t i v i t i e s  j o i n t l y  w i t h  the Area Oil and Gas 
Supervisor o r  his representative and the Forest Supervisor o r  his  
representative. 
be required. 

20. 

Additional measures f o r  t h  protection of the s o i l s  may 
Such measures may include: 

a. 
b. 
c. Special reclamation techniques; 
d.  Special requirements f o r  reserve p i t s  and d r i l l i n g  f lu id  systems. 

The lease area contains c r i t i c a l  habi ta t  f o r  cer ta in  wi ld l i fe  species. 

No surface occupancy of selected areas;  
Restriction on surface entry d u r i n g  periods of excessive runoff ;  

0 

21. 
Of paramount concern on this lease area area: 
Therefore, Drior t o  entrv onto the leasehold, the oDerator will  .jointly 
discuss the' proposed a c t j v i t i e s  w i t h  the Area Oil a id  Gas Supervjsor 
o r  h i s  representative, the Forest Supervisor, o r  h i s  representative,  and 
the UtahlWyoming Game and F i s h  Department. 
required t o  protect the above species and habi ta t  features;  
include: 

a. 
b. 
c. Special reclamation techniques and/or requirements. 
d .  

e. Special road closure requirements. 

- 

Additional measures may be 
these 

No surface occupancy of selected areas. 
l iestrictions on season of operation. 

Restrictions on r a t e  of development and spacing and location of 
wells. 

NOTE: Stipulation 11 may be used i n  place of 1, 3, and 6. 
Stipulation 12 may be used i n  place of 4 and 5. 
Stipulation 13 may be used i n  place o f  7 ,  given grea te r  def in i t ion  a s  
t o  res t r ic t ion .  

0 -- 
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, I' 

I h T E R i X  
!EXORANDUX OF UNDERSTANDING 

BE" 
THE BUREAU OF LAND W A G E W E N T  

AND 
THE FOREST SERVICE 

The Bureau of Land Management, Department of the  i n t e r i o r ,  and the  
Fores t  Service,  Department of Agr icu l ture ,  hereby agree t n a t  the  
procedures set f o r t h  below shall be followed with respect  to  mineral  
l e a s i n g ,  mineral  l e a s e  app l i ca t ions ,  and mineral  prospecting p e r n i t  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  as descr ibed below which involve National Forest  System 
lands.  These procedures a r e  adopted to  ensure cooperat ive,  t imely 
and o rde r ly  a c t i o n  by t h e  Bureau of Land Management and the  Fores t  
Serv ice  with respec t  t o  such l eas ing  and permit t ing a c t i v i t y  cons i s t en t  
w i t h  the  assigned func t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of each agency. The 
agencies  a l s o  agree co i s s u e  r egu la t ions  which explain t h e i r  r e spec t ive  
r e s ~ n s i b i l i t i e s .  This  Hemorandum v i 1 1  exp i r e  when f i n a l  regula t ions  
governing these  procedures become e f f ec t ive .  

I. PURPOSE 

This agreement e s t a b l i s h e s  the procedures f o r  recanmendation o r  consent 
by t h e  Forest  Serv ice  i n  t h e  Issuance of l ea ses  and prospeci ing permits 
on Nat ional  Fores t  System lands f o r  a l l  minerals except coal. 

A. Recommendation 

Recommendations by t h e  Fores t  Service a r e  the  mechanism es t ab l i shed  
by t h i s  agreement t o  a l low t h e  Fores t  Serv ice ,  a s  su r face  managing 
agency. t o  review p o t e n t i a l .  leaslng and permi i t ing  ac t ions  on National 
Fores t  System lands ,  f o r  all minerals except c o a l ,  under the  Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920, 30 U.S.C.  

- 

181 - e t  

B. Consent 

Consent by t h e  Fores t  Serv ice  i s  s t a t u t o r i l y  requi red  f o r  p o t e n t i a l  
l ea s ing  and pe rmi t t i ng  a c t i o n s  on Fores t  Serv ice  lands under the  
Xinera l  Leasing Act f o r  Acquired Lan$s, 30 U.S.C. 5 351 e t  *, 
s e c t i o n  402 of Reorganizat ion Plan KO. 3 of 1946, 5 U . S . r  Appendix, 
the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970, 30 U.S.C. 5 1001 et w., and any 
s t a t a t e  c r e a t i n g  a s p e c i a l  a rea  under Fores t  S e r v i c ~ p r i s d i c t i o n  
which r equ i r e s  such consent (e.g. 30 U.S .C.  5 192c). 



0 11. RESPONSIBILITIES 

-2- 

A. I n i t i a t i o n  - Bureau of Land Management - __ - - - _- 
1. Applicat ions f o r  noncompetitive l e a s e s  and prospect ing permits.  
Noncoooetitive oil and gas l e a s e  app l i ca t ions  (43 CFR Subpart 3111). 
noncompetitive geothermal l e a s e  app l i ca t ions  ( 4 3  CFR Subpart 
3210) and prospect ing permit app l i ca t ions  ( 4 3  CFR Subpart 3510) 
s h a l l  be f i l e d  with t h e  Bureau of Land Management. After prel iminary 
adjudicat ion,  a p ? l i c a t i o n s  which involve Piational Forest System 
lands w i l l  be su’mi t ted  t o  t h e  Fores t  Service f o r  review as descr ibed 
below in sec t ion  1 I . B .  

2. Noncompetitive s inu l taneous  l e a s i n g  and--qomTetitive l ea s ing .  

Noncompetitive simultaneous l e a s i n g  s h a l l  be conducted under t h e  
procedures s e t  ou: in 43 CFR Subparts 3112 and 3211. Competitive 
leas ing  s h a l l  be conducted in accordance v i t h  t h e  procedures s e t  
out in 43 CFR Subparts 3120 and 3220 and 0 3521.2. The Bureau of 
Land Management w i l l  f i r s t  i d e n t i f y  pa rce l s  or  a r e a s  vhich a r e  
ava i lab le  f o r  simultaneous o r  c w p e t i t i v e  leasing. Descr ipt ions 
of these parce ls  o r  a r e a s  w i l l  then be submitted t o  t h e  appropr i a t e  
Forest  Service o f f i c e  f o r  review a s  descr ibed below i n  s ec t ion  
1I.B. 0 B. Forest  Service Review 

1. Basis f o r  review. 

The Forest  Service w i l l  review mineral  l eas ing  and pe rmi t t i ng  sub- 
mittals to  determine t h e  e f f e c t  of the  p o t e n t i a l  mineral  a c t i v i t i e s  
on other  resource va lues  and on the  purposes f o r  vhich the particular 
lands a r e  ads in i s t e red .  The Fores t  Serv ice  w i l l  be respons ib le  
f o r  compliance w i t h  the  Nat ional  Environmental Pol icy  Act of 1969 
with respect  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  being reviewed by t h a t  agency. 

2. Recommendation o r  consent.  

Based on i t s  review of the proposed leas ing  o r  permi t t ing  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
t\e Fores: Serv ice  will e i t h e r :  

a. Recommend, or  consent t o ,  t h e  proposed a c t i v i t y  with s tandard 
s t i p u l a t i o n s  included in the  l ea se  o r  permit and, i f  necessary,  
add s p e c i a l  s t i p u l a t i o n s  to  be included in the  l ea se  o r  permit  i n  
order  t o  o rn tec t  o ther  i d e n t i f i e d  resource values ,  inc luding  a 
prohib i t ion  aga ins t  occupancy of the sur face  of all o r  pa r t  of the 
lease or permit; or 



- 
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- h. Recowend a g a i n s t ,  o r  r e f u s r  consen t  t o ,  t h e  r r n n n s o ”  act:vi:y 
: f  i t  u n u l d  s e r i o u s l v  i n r c r f e r e  w f t h  o t h e r  r e+o i i r cc  v l lues  or  w i t h  
t h e  Durnoqes rclr t h e  l ands  a r e  h e i n -  a d n f n l s t e r e d ,  and R w c f a l  
s t l p i ~ l a r f o n ~  w i l l  not p r o v l d c  adequa te  nitlentton. 

3. Conolet ion of r e v i e - .  

‘lpon c o n p l e t i o ?  of review, t h e  P o r e s t  S e r v i c e  w::l f o rward  t o  
t h e  a D p r o p r i a t e  Fureaii of Land %?ap.eneiit o f f i c e  its recozlnendatfon, 
or f t s  d ~ c i s i o n  w5ether  t o  c o x e n t ,  on t h e  propose8 l e a s l n g  n r  
p e r m i t t i n g  a c t l v i c y .  

C. Bureau of Land YanaeeTeTt Action 

1. Pnr: ;cat ions f o r  noncm?e:i:ive l e a s e s  and s r o s o e c t i n g  > e r n i t s .  

a. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  reconnendat ion.  Where t h e  F o r e s t  Se rv ice  
reconnent’s a coi i rse  or a c t i o n  f o r  a D a r t i c i i l a r  l e a s e  or permit 
a p n l i c a t i o ? ,  t h e  Bureau of Land “anage ren t  v i l ?  r ev iew t h e  
F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  a n a l v s i s  and e x e r c i s e  I t s  indenendent v d g n e n t  
whether t h e  r e c o m e n d e ?  s o e c i a l  s::wlat:ons a r e  a p s r o p r f a t e  o r  
whether t h e  l e a s e  or Demit shouid no t  De i s s u e d .  [Toon r e q u e s t  
f r o 3  t h e  9c reau  of La?d “. .naLenent,  t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  w i l l  
Drovilie add-L t i o n a l  i ? f o r T a t i o n  qr . y u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  i t s  recon- 
nendat ion.  I f  ag reenen t  ca-.not he r e a c h e d ,  t h e  n a t t e r  w i l l  be 
s u h n i t t e A  t o  t \e  [ ‘ a s h i m t o n ,  3 . (7 . ,  o f f i c e s  oc b o t h  agenc ie s .  I f  
t h e  Soreair o f  Land Y k a g e n e n t  c o n c j r s  i n  t h e  reconnent‘at ion of 
t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  it w i l l  n o t i f v  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  a t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
t i n e  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c o n n e n r a t l o n  and its b a s i s  and 
t h e  d e c i s i o p  06 tFle Bureau of Land Yanaeenent hased upon i t s  
independec t  iudgnent.  

D. F o r e s t  Serv-ce coysen t .  P e r e  t h e  ?ores:  S e r v i c e  fo rba rds  
a d e c i s i o n  conce rn ing  a p a r t i c u l a r  lease or per:it a p r l i c a t i o n  
hased uDon i t s  s t a t u t o r v  a u t h o r i t y  t o  consen t  :o m i n e r a l  l e a s i n g ,  
t h e  Bureau of Land S n a g e n e n t  will t r e a t  t h e  p a r c e l  or a r e a  i n  
acco rdance  wi:h t h e  d e c i s i o n  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e .  The Bureau 
of Land %lanagenen[ will i n f o r n  t h e  a p o l i c a n t  a t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
t i n e  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  dec:sion ar.d i t s  b a s i s  and t h e  s n e c i f i c  
sratuto:y a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  wich r e g a r d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
a p o l i c a  t ion. 

2 .  VonconDetir ive s i - u l t a n e o u s  l e a s i n e  and c o v e t t t i v e  l e a s i n g  

a. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  reconne-?atfon.  Vhere t5e F o r e s t  Se rv ice  
subzits a reconmendation concerning a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l  or 
a r e a ,  t h e  Bureau of Lard “anagenent w i l l  r ev i ew t h e  a n a l v s i s  
of t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  t o  d e t e r n i n e  whether  t h e  r e c n n r e n d a t i o i  
is a p p r o m i a t e .  Uoon r e o c e s t  fron t h e  Bureau of Land Managenent, 
t h e  F o r e s c  S e r v i c e  w i l l  nrovide  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r n a r i o n  or 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  i t s  reconnendat ion.  I f  agreement canno t  be 
r e a c h e d ,  t h e  matter w i l l  be submi t t ed  t o  t h e  Washington, D.C. 
o f f i c e s  of both ap,encies.  I f  a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r c e l  or area is 



111. 

IV. 

-L- 

l a ' -  ar- ! 'a" 'e  e?- L ~ 9 = 4 - - ,  t h e  qureati of '.and vanapene*t w i l l  
n o t i f v  t h e  o r o s o e c t i v e  l e s s e e  a t  tCle a n n r m r i a t e  t i n e  of t h e  
Forest Serv.!ce r econnen?a t ion  and i t 9  h a s i s  and t h e  decis :oi  
0 6  :he 33--ca!. nc  La?+ Yanaeenen: \ a sed  c n o i  its i n d e a e i d e n t  :udg- 
ncnt.  

5. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  Consent. Tv%ere t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  Forwards 
a f i e c i s i o r  c o n c e r i i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  o a r c e l  o r  a r e a  based UDOP. 

i t s  s t a f u z o r v  a u t h o r i f v  t o  co-sei! t o  n i n e r a l  ?easi%, t h e  
3ureau of L a d  "a-tayoie-t w i l l  t r e a t  t h e  Darce! o r  a r e a  i n  
accgrd;r?ce w i t "  :"e d e c i s i o i  af t h e  f o r e s t  S e r v i c e .  The Bureau 
n c  L2n? "anaec-en: will :nfgrv t h e  a m , ? i c a n t  a: t h e  a n m o n r i a t e  
ti- of '.'?e F3res:  ' e rv i ce  I ~ c i s i e i  3 r d  i:s b a s i s  a i ?  t h e  s D e c i f i c  
s t a t u t g r v  z u c \ o r i t v  of t h e  F 3 r e s t  S e r n c e  d:t\ regarr '  t o  t h e  
p a r t i c u l a r  a n o l i - a t i s n .  

3. F u r t h e r  o r o c e s s i i e .  

A f t e r  t h e  nrocer'u-es d e s c r i 5 e d  above a r e  c o n p l e t e d ,  t h e  Bureau of 
iaq? Uanagenenf w i l l  p r o c e s s  a l l  m i n e r a l  l e a s e  a p n l i c a t i o n s ,  a l l  
prossect: ic per?:: a o o l i c a t i o n s ,  a n 8  t h e  l e a s i n g  of a l l  D a r c e l s  o r  
a r e a s  i n  acco r?ance  w i t h  t h e  reeu1a:ions set  o u t  I n  4 3  CFR Subchanter  
C and o t ' l e r  re!eva?t  r e q u ' a t i m s ,  a s  supplemented 5v t h i s  a s r eemen t .  

4. F i n a l  ar?tLloritv. 

a. The Bureau of Land Yanaqenent "as t h e  u l t i n a t e  d i s c r e t i o n a r v  
a u t h o r i t v  :o  . 'ecide xhe?her  a p a r t i c i i l a r  n i n e r a l  lease o r  prosDect i?g 
o e r r i r  w i l :  be i s s u e d ,  e x c e n t  where t h e  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  e x e r c i s e s  i t s  
s t a t u t o r v  a u t h o r i t v  an+ does n o t  consen t  t o  l e a s i n p .  

b. I: is tCle ge- teral  p r a c t i c e  of t h e  Bureau of Land ?fanagentent 
t o  a c c e p t  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c o i i e n d a t i o n s .  

Each agency w i l l  s t r i v e  t o  p r o c e s s  a o s l i c a t i o n s  i n  a t i n e l y  manner. 
Delays Tav occ':r, 'lowever, when a p a r t i c u l a r  lease am1:cat ion 
r e a u i r e s  e x t e n s i v e  review under t h e  Ya t iona l  E n v i r o n n e n f a l  P o l i c y  
Act of 1969 or  J i e n  a p a r t i c u l a r  o f f i c e  of e i t h e r  agency is 
burdened v l t n  a n  unusua l lv  l a r g e  number of a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

EFFECT OK PRIO? 4COLFE"CXTS 

This Uenora+un 06 " + e r s t a n d i n g  imDlements t h e  agreements  con ta ined  
i n  (1) an e x c h a n ~ e  of l e t t e r s  between t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of A g r i c u l t u r e  
and I n t e r i o r  i n  1 9 4 5  conce rn ing  l e a s i n g  unde r  t h e  ? f ine ra1  Leasing 
Act of 1920 of l a q d s  u i d e r  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  a d n i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and 
( 2 )  a Drocedure,  d a t e ?  Yovenber 8, 1946,  aEreed t o  bv t'le two 
S e c r e t a r i e s  conce r? ine  l e a s l n q  under s e c t i o n  402 of Reorgan iza t ion  
Plan ' :o.  7 of 1946. TFlis Yenoranr'u- w o e r s e d e s ,  t n  t h e  e x t e n t  
i v c o n s i s t e n t ,  t h e  exchange of l e t t e r s  5etween ?he Act ing Th ie f ,  
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F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  da ted  A D r f l  20, 1972, the Acting Direc tor ,  C e o l o e i ~ a l  
Survev ,  da ted  Jtrla 7 ,  1 9 7 2  and t h e  Act ing  Direc tor ,  Bureau of Land 
Hanaeenent,  da ted  A m i 1  29,  1974. 

/7 *e 
C h i e f ,  Fores t  S e r v i c e  



APPENDIX C 

LIMITS OF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE 

(DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES) 



Condition 
Class 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

APPENDIX C 

(DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES) 
LIMITS OF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE 

Visible 
Indicators 

Ground vegetation f la t tened 
b u t  not permanently injured. 
Minimal physical change 
except f o r  possibly a 
simple rock fireplace.  

Ground vegetation worn away 
around f i replace o r  center 
of ac t iv i ty  . 

Ground vegetation l o s t  on 
most o f  the s i t e ,  b u t  humus 
and l i t t e r  s t i l l  present in 
a l l  b u t  a few areas. 

Bare mineral soi l  wide- 
spread. Tree roots exposed 
on the surface. 

Soil erosion obvious. Trees 
reduced i n  vigor or dead. 

From: Fr i sse l l ,  Sidney S. J r .  
1978 Judging Recreation Impacts on Wi 
Forestry 76:4%1-483. 

c-1 

Management 

These s i t e s  a re  barely recogniz- 
able as  camping areas. I f  not in 
s i tua t ions  known t o  be sens i t ive  
t o  use (e.g. wet o r  slump areas) ,  
no management action is  necessary. 
Maintain current use level o r  
allow increase i f  nearby s i t e s  
must be c l  osed. 

S i t e  change now apparent b u t  s t i l l  
within acceptable l imi t s .  These 
areas a re  readi ly  ident i f ied  a s  
campsites and will continue t o  
a t t r a c t  use. Future use should be 
careful ly  monitored t o  de tec t  
adverse change. 

T h i s  i s  a t rans i t iona l  condition. 
Considerable change i n  plant cover 
i s  evident b u t  l i t t l e  s i g n  of so i l  
problems. The condition may be 
accepted a s  normal i n  areas of h i g h  
a t t rac t ion .  However, modification 
of current  use patterns and 
in t ens i t i e s  may be needed t o  
prevent further damage. 

Deterioration is accelerating. If 
current level and type of use con- 
tinues, so i l  erosion, loss  of tree 
cover, and aes the t ic  degradation a re  
l ikely.  Withdraw these sites from 
use and allow recovery. Some a r t i -  
f i c i a l  rehabi l i ta t ion  may be desir- 
able t o  speed recover. If s i t e  i s  
reopened, insure t h a t  use patterns 
a re  adjusted t o  prevent reinjury. 

Natural recovery will  be extremely 
slow. The  s i t e s  should be closed 
permanently and a l t e rna te  ones 
located. I f  the s i t e  is c r i t i c a l  
t o  the recreation pattern,  
extensive rehabi l i ta t ion  will be 
required t o  return i t  t o  acceptable 
condition. 

derness Campsites, Journal of 
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LIMITS OF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE 

(DISPERSED RECREATION) 



Condition 
Class 

1 

2 

e 3 

APPENDIX D 
LIMITS OF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE 

(DISPERSED RECREATION) 

Visible 
Indicators 

Ground vegetation f la t tened 
b u t  not permanently injured. 
Minimal physical change from 
existing conditions a t  time 
of development. 

Some ground vegetation l o s t  
around developed f a c i l i t i e s  
and new paths a re  developing 
across undeveloped areas 
w i t h i n  the site. 

Ground veqetation l o s t  on 
most of the area between 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  b u t  l i t t e r  and 
humus present on the areas 
d is turbed .  Gverstory shows 
signs of damage due t o  
competition and root exposure. 

Management 

Those changes occurring outside of  
developed areas adjacent t o  t r a i l s ,  
family units, roads, and parking 
spurs. No management action i s  
necessary. Maintain current use 
level and management practices. 

Vegetative and so i l  damage is now 
apparent, b u t  well w i t h i n  accept- 
able  l imi t s .  Additional bar r ie rs ,  
tent  pads, ana hardened t r a i l s  may 
be needed t o  control use. S i t e  
needs closer  mon i to r ing  t o  detect  
ctdverse change. 

Considerable change i n  plant cover 
is evident. Modification of 
current  use and intensi ty ,  and 
reconstruction and modification 
o f  improvements t o  prevent damage 
and control use may tie needed. 

D-1 
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APPENDIX E 

e Formulation of  Analysis Areas 

An Analysis Area i s  composed of one o r  more capabi l i ty  units and i s  a non- 
contiguous u n i t  delineated f o r  analysis purposes. Taken together, analysis  
areas represent the en t i re  Forest and no area i s  part  of more than one 
analysis area i n  any phase of the analysis.  

The following s t r a t i f i ca t ion  was used f o r  the formulation of Analysis Areas. 

The prescriptions i n  Chapter I1 of the EIS and Chapter IV of the Forest Plan 
were applied t o  the analysis areas w i t h  the  FORPLAN l inear  program model. 
Combination of analysis areas resulted i n  management areas based on the 
par t icular  management prescription appl led. 

Appendix D of the EIS displays assignments of prescriptions t o  analysis  areas 
by al ternat ive,  Chapter IV of the Plan displays the result ing applications t o  
the proposed action. 

Level I (Landtype Aggregations) 

1. GREFAT Basins 
2. GRESEP Badland canyon 
3. CANYON 35% slope 
4. PLATOW Plateau 
5. SOUFAC South facing slopes 
6. ALPINE A1 pine 
7. BOLLIE Bo1 1 i e  

Level I1 Accessibility Zones 

1. NRAROA 
2. UNRNRA 
3. ROADED 
4. UNROAD 
5. SPECIAL 

Roaded NRA 
Unroaded NRA 
Roaded 
Unroaded 
Special areas 

Level I11 Wildlife Designation 

1. Special k i l d l i f e  
2. Other 

_ -  Working Group 

1. Not Com 

3.  LPESAF 
2. C-DIF 

4. C-HARD 
5. C-PPN 

Non-commercial timber land 
Commercial Douglas Fir 
Lodgepole Pine/Englemann Spruce/Sub Alpine Fir 
Comikrcial Hardwoods 
Commercial Ponderosa Pine 

E- 1 



Land Class 

1. Shrub/Browse 
2. Water 
3.  Ber Veg Barren-rock outcrop 
4. NC-PJ Non-commercial Pinycr Juniper 
5. Com T i m  Commercial tin:ber 
6.  Meadow 
7.  NC-SOF Non-commercial softwood 
8. NC-HRD &on -commercial hardwood 

Condi t ion  Class 

1. Lon t im 
2. Staona 
3.  Nostok 
4. Sedsap 
5. Poles 
6. Mature 
7. Par c u t  

Kon-timber 
Stagnate< 
Nonstocked 
Seed: ings /Sap l  ings 

Partial  c u t  

Level I i s  an aggregation of landtypes based on elevation, slope, and inhcrent 
land chdrar te r i s t ics  f o r  t he  purpcse of analysis. 
Canyons (Numbers 1 and 2 )  apply t o  the Wyoming portion of the Flaniing Gorge 
IIRA, and  the South U n i t  (Tavaputs Plateau). These two w i t s  are  fur ther  
separated by Level I1 (Numbers 1, 2,  3 ,  and 4) Roaaed NRA, Unrmded NRA, 
Koaded and Unroaded. Badlands Canyons are those lands \ v ? t h  a greater than  35 
percent slope. 

lands  generally a t  9,COO f e e t  t o  10,400 fee t  elevation thdt a r e  under 3 
percent slopes. 
f e e t  elevation t h a t  generally consist  of PJ and  s h r u b  browse types. 
are  variable. 
Dollies; slopes average l e s s  than 35%. 
of r ipar ian habi ta t  on the  Forest. 
Kountains. 
timber. 
ihese aggregations. 

Lalculatiop of Analysis Area Acre?% 

Calculating the acreage of the analysis areas was done throucjh the Regional 
Office. 
photo quad maps u s i n g  the above level ident i fers .  

Basins and  Badlands 

Canyons (Number 3)  are  those l a n d s  on the remainder of the 
Forest w i t h  a greater  than 35 Fercent slope. Plateav (Number 4) dre those v 

South facing slopes (IFumber 5) ‘ire those lalitis below 9,OOC 
Slopes 

The kol l ies  forii, the crest of the U i n t a  

Alpine lands a re  those above the p l a t e w  driG telow the 
This aggregation contains the majority 

They a re  the hishest  elevetion lands 2nd contain no commercidl 
The timber, rdnse, wildl i fe  and water y i e l d  capabi l i t i es  vaty by 

The analysis  drea s t r a t i f i ca t ion  has applied t c  7 1 /2  minute ortho- 



Column A = A m l y s i s  Area Number 
Column B = S t r d t i f i c a t i o n  Layer 6 Column C = Acres 
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181 

182 

183 

184 

185 

186 

189 

190 

191 

193 

194 

352355 

352356 

411111 

532557 

541111 

541141 

542141 

542111 

542256 

542456 

542556 

632131 

632161 

632171 

632353 

632354 

632355 

632356 

632357 

632456 

642131 

642161 

642171 

642355 

642356 

372 

559 

5355 

3976 

3304 

2147 

694 

2648 

1767 

3015 

1315 

409 

2345 

523 

627 

3386 

5348 

25048 

1065 

1727 

2626 

39826 

1765t 

4591 

15457( 



B C 
432353 4151 

128 432354 11028 

129 432355 29331 

130 432356 71451 

131 432357 5470 

132 432456 14068 

134 432556 5503 

A B C 
163 532181 1119 

164 532256 581 

165 532355 1970 

166 532356 4856 

167 532456 11379 

316 532554 523 

168 532556 3187 

A B C 
195 642456 732 

203 732131 2536 

204 732171 2107 

205 742161 3652 

2C6 742131 74002 

207 742171 11589 

ZCS 743161 59569 

TOTAL FOREST 1,372,203 

ERROR .99% 

TOTAL 171 ANALYSIS AREAS 

E-5 
*U S GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1888-672-907 I45013 





END 
OF 

PHYSICAL 
FILE 
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